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ABSTRACT

The combination of the recent interest in functlgrajections and their breaking
down into syntactically and semantically differéetads on the one hand, and of the
recognition that the head of the Complementiseagh(CP) does more than simply
demarcate clause boundaries on the other, hasateatithe formulation of a more
complex CP structure (cf. Rizzi, 1997; Beninca, Z@eninca and Poletto, 2002). In
this system, what was traditionally known as thei<Céplit into a series of projections,
semantically and syntactically distinct. Force &ntuteness delimit the system upwards
and downwards respectively, acting as interfacdls thie superordinate structure and
the propositional content of the clause. Forcebdas information on the illocutionary
force of the clause and Fin° expresses informatiorelating to finiteness and modality.

Through a comparative investigation this thesigeskks the issue of the content and
function of an element’s belonging to the catedgaaditionally labelled as ‘COMP’, the
finite complementiseche

The aim of this work is two-fold. Empirically, itras to present a detailed
description of new or little studied data, focusorgthe position that the elements hold
with respect to each other. Theoretically, it atmsake a contribution to the
understanding of the left periphery of the clause af the status of the elements hosted
therein. Furthermore, through the investigatiomobd and agreement features, it
addresses the relation and modality of interadimimveen the inflectional and the

complementiser domains.

The empirical evidence is derived from two dialeeis. non-standard varieties —
spoken in North-western Italy, Turinese and Ligayigom Romanian, from Early
Romance and child French: these languages all shavastruction in which what
appear to be two finite complementisers are allotwezb-occur in the same sentence. In
spite of the obvious similarities the constructians the instantiation of different
strategies: mood expression in the dialects andaRaan and topicality in Early

Romance and child French.



After having ascertained that both instanceshaffill a position within the left
periphery in Turinese and Ligurian, and that thvedocheis a mood marker, Rizzi’s
(1997) claim that the complementiser system redafgs syntactic information
expressed at the inflectional level is reinforced.

The clear separation of the IP and CP systemdleidato question when analysing
the Romanian particlei and the Romanian left periphery. The conclusiahas in
Romanian the CP and the IP can be syncretic cagsgtine IP thus is specified for
features typically associated with the CP, sucla$] and [+focus].

A final comparison is made with another construtiowhich it seems that the
complementiser is realised twice. The source ofitita are Early Romance texts and
child French: the ‘double complementiser’ is uasd strategy to give discourse

prominence to a thematised phrase.

As well as reinforcing the close connection betwienCP and the IP domains, my
findings support the idea of a differentiation witthe complementiser system, and
suggest that the use of the term ‘complementiserbt adequate and should be instead

replaced by ‘subordinating particle’, ‘modal palgicand ‘topic-marker particle’.
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L IST OF ABBREVIATIONS
The following are abbreviations used in the glogeethe examples in languages other
than English

acc — accusative

cond — conditional

dat — dative

fut — future indicative

imper — imperative

imperf — imperfect indicative

inf — infinitive

L — invariable subject clitic ‘I used together Wwibther SCLs before ‘to be’ and ‘to
have’ verb forms beginning with a vowel

loc — locative

p — plural

part — partitive clitic — the equivalent to thersgtard Italiame
pple — past participle

pr — present indicative

rem — passato remoto (simple past)

rf — reflexive clitic

s — singular

S — present subjunctive

SCL - subject clitic

StPr — strong pronoun (only used initially in cheapi)
SubjPart — subject particle (only used initiallycimapter 2)
TOP - left-dislocated element

FOC — focalised element

1,2,3 — first, second, third person

[InfFoc] — information Focus
[ConFoc] — contrastive Focus
ER — Early Romance

LD — left-dislocated elements
Lig — Ligurian

Tur — Turinese

S| — standard Italian
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INTRODUCTION

Within the generative grammar framework, functiopiajections have received
great attention in recent years. This interesttegsn motivated by the recognition that
their specification is what is responsible for laage variation.

Cross-linguistic investigations have led linguistsealise that the head of the
Complementiser Phrase (CP), COMP, does more tihgplysdemarcate clause
boundaries.

The combination of these two factors has inspinedféormulation of more refined
structural representations to account for theses:ftwe traditionally labelled COMP has
been broken down into a series of projectionsrfégct its discourse properties as well
as its relation to the embedded context.

In this spirit, this thesis sets off to investigtte left periphery of the clause and in
more detail the information encoded therein.

This is achieved by comparing three structures'Rbeible CHE Construction’
(DCC) in two North-western Italian varieties, Twse and Ligurian, the Romaniara’

— g1’ construction and the ‘DCC’ in Early Romance teaisl in French acquisition. In
spite of the superficial similarities, i.e. the apgnt repetition of the finite
complementiser, the first two constructions arenshto differ systematically from the
third. In the North-western varieties and in Ronaanthe co-occurrence of what
corresponds to the traditional ‘complementisedug to mood, while in the early
Romance texts and in French acquisition the phenomés the overt realisation of a
Topic head.

The aim of the investigation is two-fold. First,goovide a detailed description of the
constructions in their three domains of existef@eysing on the position occupied by
the ‘repeated complementiser’, its function andhainteraction of the elements found
in the left periphery. Secondly, on the theoretiegél, to make a contribution of the
understanding of the left periphery and of the gaitg COMP.

It will be claimed that the term ‘complementisepied to elements occurring in
the left periphery is misleading and should beaegdl by more precise terms such as

‘subordinating particle’, ‘modal particle’ or ‘topiparticle’.

12



The thesis is structured in two parts that follotheoretical introduction to the CP in
chapter 1. This also includes a brief referendbdadefining features of Turinese and
Ligurian, and an explanation of the methodologyiheldata collection and the choice
of informants. Part | focuses on Turinese and Lliggurand it consists of two chapters.
In chapter 2 a detailed investigation of the sutxgétics found in Turinese and Ligurian
is carried out, and they are analysed in Pole{2060) system as belonging to the CP
domain. The relevance of this investigation liethie adjacency between the subject
clitics andche2 the lowerchethat co-occurs with a highehein the DCC in the
dialects. Identifying the position that subjectict occupies can reveal the position
filled by che2 Chapter 3 turns to the investigation of the D@Qurinese and Ligurian,
looking into the factors that trigger it, the rédions operative on it and on the nature
and function othe2 this is analysed as a clitic that expresses thedhcontent of an
impoverished verb form, the subjunctive. An anaysithe subjects that occur between
the twochereveals some interesting facts about quantifidxiests: if they occur to the
left of a left-dislocated phrase they are to bdyaea as left-dislocated themselves; if
they occur to their right they are in a positioatthelongs to the Focus field, either a
position only available to bare quantifiers or aformation focus position.

Part Il turns to the study of two terms of compamigor the DCC in the two dialects.
Chapter 4 looks into the left periphery of Romaraad the interaction of the elements
therein included: the conclusion reached is thigttite IP rather than the CP left
periphery that hosts focalised, topicalised andplvhases in Romanian. As a
consequence the partic is also analysed as belonging to the IP domain. A
comparison between the occurrence of pre-verbal dpaantifier subjects in Turinese
and Romanian reveals that the restrictions on @fieantre-posing are different in the
two languages: while in the latter a pre-verbalmifiar is licit only if non-specific, in
Turinese a pre-verbal bare quantifier can eithesgeeific and occupy a left-dislocated
position, or be non-specific and occupy a focaltgms (or a position devoted to
quantifiers). Chapter 5 gathers evidence from Badynance texts and from the
acquisition of French, which also display what appdo be a DCC. Considering the

different restrictions operative on the two, i.erifiese and Ligurian on the one hand

13



and Early Romance and child French on the othex sihown howche2in its latter
domain of existence is the overt realisation obai€ head, triggered by the occurrence

of a topicalised phrase between the complemerarsgthe embedded verb.

Having highlighted the different properties of temrious elements that can all be
labelled as ‘complementisers’ the thesis conclutksing that the differentiation of
information encoded at the COMP level should beched by the use of more specific
terminology:che2in Turinese and Ligurian, as well @s6in Romanian, are instances of
mood particlesgche2in Early Romance and child French is a topic-miapkaticle; the
canonical complementiser, ‘canonical’ in the sehs¢ it delimits clause boundaries, is

a subordinating patrticle.

14
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The Complementiser Phrase (CP)
and
M ethodology

INTRODUCTION

The aim of this chapter is to provide the readehan overview of the development
undergone by the Complementiser Phrase withinrtredwork of Generative Grammar
— from its conception to its establishment as by fiddged functional projection — and
the content of its head, C. Furthermore, the pralgabat have become known as the
‘Split CP hypothesis’ will be analysed in some detand the fundamental assumptions
and strongholds of the theoretical framework adbjptehis thesis will be presented.
More specifically, Section 1 focuses on the histwirthe CP, placing it within the
context of functional projections and following dsvelopment from its ‘birth’ and
introduction in the system to its acquisition of tatus of syntactic head. Drawing on a
variety of languages, it also includes informationthe content of C and the types of
elements that can occupy the C-position. Sectiparues an in-depth analysis of recent
work that has led to the fragmentation of the QB aseries of syntactically and
semantically distinct projections. This will proeié scene-setting background to the
data presented in the following chapters, allowiimgyreader to situate its relevance and
interest. Section 3 outlines the syntactic framdwvantopted, its fundamental ideas and
concepts and their translation into theory-specdtrictions. Section 4 is a brief
introduction to the North-western Italian varietiegestigated in this thesis and section

5 presents how the data were collected.

16



SECTION 1 —THE CP: ITSHISTORY AND CONTENTS

1.1—THE RISE OF FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES

‘One of the most important recent innovations intagtic
theory concerns the shift from language-specibnstruction-
specific rules to analyses to terms of generalgpies from
interacting modules of grammar’.
Jaeggli (1986:587)

In the last thirty years the formal expressionyaftactic theory has undergone
dramatic changes and the structure assigned tahse has gradually become more
and more refined. This is due to a combinatioreakons. First of all, the development
of the ‘Principles and Parameters’ approach inithke of Chomsky (1981 provided a
more systematic approach to language universala aotd foundation for the origin of
comparative studies in synfahis meant that an increasingly higher number of
languages started being taken into consideratitim e result that more complex
structures were needed, for example, to accourat faher inflectional system than
English - which had been, up to that point, theanfjcus of linguistic research.
Secondly, the recognition of the importance of fioral categorie’sin the make-up of
language structure and their essential role inhiegahe formulation of universal
parameters, led to the introduction in the systéandncreasing number of projections.
Thirdly, a combination of the two, i.e. the studycomparative syntax within a
framework in which new weight is given to functibcategories provided the linguist

with increasingly finer tools for capturing syntaatuances.

! This was inspired by Kayne (1975) and Quicoli 38;7b) who showed how some constructions in
Romance were subject to the same abstract corgljpiosited by Chomsky in relation to some completely
unrelated constructions in English.

2 The underlying strength of this approach lieimlelief that the theory of grammar is an innate
component of the human brain, and that it estaddishrelationship among all languages, not jusietho
related via common ancestry. Accounting for aneddsly greater variety of languages, the theorykho
then be able to reach explanatory adequacy, arfd¢hs is shifted from the grammar of a particular
language to the Universal Grammar (UG) that costaittes and principles applicable to all languages.

® The importance played by functional categoriesoisrecognised unanimously. Borsley (2000) in a
collection of papers calls into question the vajidif the notion and questions the need for itstexice
altogether.
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In such a framework, languages are investigatedflestions of particular aspects
of UG, and their differences captured in termsafation in the setting of certain values
for a specific principlé More explicitly,

‘A language, is not, then, a system of rules, bsgteof
specifications for parameters in an invariant sysif principles
of UG. ... There remains a derivative sense in whitdnguage
L is a ‘rule system’ of a kind: namely, the ruldd.aare the
principles of UG as parametrized for L.’

Chomsky (1991:417)

According to the Functional Parametrization Hypsthefunctional categories are
the special locus of the parameters that distifgiie grammars of different languages
(cf. Atkinson, 1994:2942; Ouhalla, 1991: PollocR89, Smith and Tsimpli, 1995:24),
and Radford (1990) has suggested that they arengifesm child language. Within this
context, functional categories are invested witlv irgerest:

‘It has been suggested that parameters of UG retadéto

the computational system, but only to the lexid@a.might take
this to mean that each parameter refers to propertif specific
elements of the lexicon or to categories of lexiigahs...

Properties of the lexicon too are sharply consteainby UG or

other systems of the mind/brain. If substantivenelets (verbs,

nouns, and so on) are drawn from an invariant urgaée

vocabulary, then only functional elements will laegmetrized.’

Chomsky (1991:419)

Thus language variation can be accounted for mgesf the interaction between
functional categories and the general principled@f Given their role in the theory of
language, the importance of functional categorexoines evident also in the structural
representation of language: they come to be vieagdtie ‘nuts and bolts’ of the clause
and as such they have received increasing attefdigramong others, Fukui and Speas,
1986; Baker, 1988; Pollock, 1989; and Ouhalla, }9%he immediate consequence is

* This was first suggested by Rizzi (1982) who idtreed the ‘null subject parameter’ to capture the
differences between lItalian and English with respeeerbal inflection and optionality of pronomina
subjects.
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the introduction into the system of a great nunddéunctional projections related to all
non-lexical categories — cf., for example, Abne9q1) for the DP, Tenny (1987),
Rivero (1990) and Speas (1990) for AspP, Pollo&88) for TP and AgrP, M(ode),
Voice, Fin(iteness).

I(Inflection) and C(Complementiser) are the twoesitinon-lexical categories that
were introduced in the system. How was C firstoidtrced? Where did the term

‘complementiser’ originate from? What did it refef?

1.2— THE COMPLEMENTISER

The term ‘complementiser’ is due to Rosenbaum (196732), who introduces it as
the abbreviation forcomplementizing morphem€omplementisers are anique set of
markers (1967: 24) that introduce predicate complementsiaclude items such as
that, for, to, poss(i.e. possessive’s’ morpheme), ing as in the following examples,
taken from Rosenbaum (1967:24):

(1) a. Ithink thafords are too expensive

b. 1dislike arguingabout silly matters

c. lam concerned about Johiising so lazy

d. The king ordered the proclamationkie read

e. | should like very much foyou to reconsider your refusal

Within these five cases Rosenbaum notices thag ter some mutual inclusions and
exclusions — for examphlbat can only appear on its own, white andto, andpossand
—ing respectively can co-occur with each other — sbdtaree-way division of the
morphemes into theHat type, the for-to’ type and theposs-ingtype suggests itself.

The use of the term ‘complementiser’ to refer test morphemes implies that they
are‘... a function of predicate complementation andthetproperty of any particular
sentence or set of sentendd967:25). Their introduction into the structuwreuld be
accounted by the theory of the time by invoking pessible mechanisms: either a
phrase structure rule or as a result of a transftiomal rule. Rosenbaum chooses the
second alternative purely on the basis of its famiiy, and identifies three factors that

determine the choice of complementiser in its ihiietion into the structure: the
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classification of the complementiser and the mégnshich this classification is
expressel the selecting restrictions holding between thérsantence and the
complementiser of the complement phrase and tredfpense or mood that each
complementiser selects.

It is not until Bresnan (1970) that the complemgtiacquires status as a syntactic
category and is inserted into the derivation as ®OMthe phrase structure rule-S
(rewrites as) COMP S.

Bresnan observes that in order to achieve des@iptiequacy the characterisation
of a complementiser-insertion transformation maskide the selecting predicate, be it
an adjective or a verb, so that the presence afdhglementiser is restricted to
embedded contexts only. Bresnan also makes an tamaontribution to the
characterisation of the category COMP, and shensldéihat it has semantic content. It
had already been noticed by Kiparsky and Kipar4l968), Anscombe (1967) and
Bolinger (1968a) that some classes of verbs charegming depending on their choice
of complementis&r Building on this, Bresnan claims that there ieied some semantic
content attached to each complementiser, whiceranting with the particular
properties of a verb, triggers different interptietas. Given these considerations, it was
impossible to maintain the view that many transfationalists had at the time (cf.
Kajita (1967:113)) that complementisers were seioalhy empty.

In order to support the introduction of COMP agangmatical category in its own
right, Bresnan puts forward two main pieces of emizk. First, the selection of a
complementiser by a verb must be encoded in the sgacification — given, as we have
seen above, that different complementisers intreadwwenplements with different

meanings, and that not all verbs are compatible alitcomplementisers. This is exactly

® Rosenbaum here refers to the fact that transfionsasre sensitive to the type of complementiseseh
and the properties exemplified by the three typis.that, for-to, poss-ing are different.

® Bolinger (1968a:127) does not focus, strictly &ireg on the different types of complementisers Hi
contribution highlights the semantic contrast betmwng andfor-to complements, which, according to
him, must be captured by an additional constitoéthhe deep grammar of English. A similar compariso
was carried out by Kirsner and Thompson (1976)yTamalysed the semantic differences between three
types of complements to sensory vehat, ‘accusative-plus-infinitiveand—ing complements. While the
former two are an interpretation of a perceptian,they describe a deduction from something peedei
the latter expresses a basic physical perception.
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the kind of phenomenon that characterises subcagagion, which makes of the
selected item, a category. Secondly, the factwihaitems and complementisers are in
complementary distribution indicates that wh-iterren already well-identified class of
elements that appeared in re-structuring sentaries + are complementisers and they
use COMP as their landing Site

Bresnan’s contribution is the first systematic ageh to the internal syntax of

COMP, and to its role in the structure of sentenkles proposal to assign the structure

(2)[s COMP [s XYZ]|

to all sentences of languages that make use of leomeptisers was a real step forward
in the development of syntactic theory, the corevleich was to remain undisputed until
the mid-Eighties.

Subsequent linguistic contributions focused onstinectural refinement of Bresnan’s
suggestion. In particular, Stowell (1981, mentiomeBenner and Bader (1995))
addressed the issue of the status of COMP withiar®l suggested that COMP was to
be considered the head of the projection. Chombk88(, 1981) suggested that an extra
position could be made available in COMP by adjiamcof a moved phrase to COMP,
as shown in the following bracketed structure, tekkem Chomsky (1981:53)
(3)[COMP XP[ COMP [twh]/ for]]

The specification of the internal COMP draws aidction between
complementisers such @t — [-wh] — andwhether— [+wh]. Chomsky and Lasnik
(2977)'s well-known ‘Doubly filled COMP’ filter — éanguage specific restriction —
ensured that the outer and inner layers were matl&neously filled, preventing the

production of ungrammatical constructions in ModEnglish such as

* He asked mevhere that| had been.

"1t must be born in mind that the X-bar schemaattbeen formulated yet at this stage, and theee wa
only one position available, C. Nevertheless, Baegmoints out cases in Middle English where bottha
word and the complementisiirat co-occur:

‘... Til it was noon they stoden for to seleothat ther come’ - Chaucer
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With the formulation of the X-bar module the stwel representation of categories

was constrained by rule schema of the form in (1):

@a. X =XYP
b. XP=2ZP X’

The leading concept in the formulation of the X-baodule is that phrase structure
should not allow for any freedom, and that eaclelétment — or head — should head its
own projection XP — maximal projection. In otherrad®, all projections should be
endocentric. Furthermore, each projection showe l@Specifier position available for
a maximal projection.

The development of the X-bar module within the Eipfes and Parameters theory
introduces structural restrictions on the way tla@ige is to be represented
configurationally. One of the clearest advantageée®@new system is its ability to
express the difference between subcategorised@amdubcategorised categories in
relation to the head achieved through a hierartbmafigurational representation. An
intermediate level is inserted between the maxin@l ‘phrasal’ projection — and the
head — or ‘zero bar’ level: the X bar level. Thiatienships between these elements are
expressed in terms of motherhood, e.g. XP is thihenof X', sisterhood, e.g. X’ and
Spec XP are sisters — and daughterhood, e.g. Xuglder of X'. The Specifier position
— daughter of XP and sister of X’ - is often redetrto as the ‘subject’ position and it
hosts maximal projections. The Specifier and thedhef each projection are intimately
connected by the so-called ‘Spec-Head’ Agreemdatthat states that a head X and its
Specifier Spec XP must agree in relevant features.

It was in the light of this restriction that thdegenerating clause structure

S - (rewrites as) NP VP
became inappropriate. Chomsky (1986b) explicitigldieed that the X-bar schemata
were to be extended to all categories, lexical@hérwise, so that the variable X in (1)
ranged over all types of categories. Consequethityclause, too, was reformulated as
an endocentric projection, the IP — Inflectionatd®e — headed by I(inflection). The X-

bar schema was also extended to the other ‘nondExiategory known at the time, C:
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the embedded clause, previously labe#&ds now christened ‘CP’, Complementiser
Phrase — cf. Pesetsky (1982). Its head C is comside be the position where
complementisers are placed, and its Specifieratatiding site for moved wh-phrases.
The ‘Double Filled COMP’ filter is re-worded to gutdo the ‘Spec-Head’ Agreement
condition: the [+wh] features carried by a moved phrase are incompatible with the [-
wh] feature specification dhat

In light of these facts, it is understandable hawsiderable attention was given to
the phrases that could occupy [Spec, COMP]. Soteatain was, nevertheless, given to
the head position itself, C, and a variety of stsdnvestigated the elements that could

occupy such position.

1.3—C: CONTENT AND FUNCTION

As mentioned above, C has been viewed primarithaposition in which
complementisers occur. Although there is some g¢rensensus among linguists as to
which morphemes should be identified as complersers;j the situation becomes rather
complicated and confused when trying to decide Wwihorphemes should be included
in the category of complementisers. Among all treynworks that have dealt in some
way with the CP it is not possible to find a cldafinition: Emonds (1985:287) is in a
way an exception: he claims that if the complensemtis an X° element, it is a
preposition.

The category complementiser is

1) exemplified through a list of examples — cf. Gisky (1986a:161).:. Assume
further that there is another non-lexical eleme@MP (complementizer) which in
English may be that, for or null’;, Noonan (1985: 47), talking about the diachronic
development of complementisers, mentions threeefnglish complementisethat,
if andto;

2) or defined through an analogy with the completisers in a given language — cf.
Lefevbre (1980), where the complementisers in Cl@zaechua are categorised as such
by analogy with their English counterparts;

3) or explained through the function that the merpk performs — cf. Noonan

(1985:44-45), .. Complement types often have associated withaheard, particle,
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clitic, or affix whose function it is to identiflye entity as a complement. Such forms are
known as complementizér&ivon (1990:552 ff) describes them as subordirgati.e.
separating, morphemes;

4) or by the different meaning that different coempéntisers give to the clause they
introduce — cf. Noonan (1985: 91).the choice of complementizer may also affect the
meaning of a complement

5) or through the position it fills — cf. Bickert¢h981:109), who states that in order
to be classified as a complementiser an element appear before the embedded
clause.

Frajzyngier (1995:474) ascribes this lack of agreenamong linguists to the
adoption of the term complementiser itself, which includes the old term
‘subordinating particle’. This implies that the function of a complemeatisnorpheme
is, by definition, to mark the boundary betweenrttan clause and its embedded
complement clause. Such a description fails toideo& systematic analysis of
complementisers that appear in matrix clauses, eylodgarly, there is no need for
demarcation, or of complementisers that do not apgethe beginning of an embedded
clause, or still of cases where a sequence of tvmoome complementisers is necessary
to express a certain concept. Furthermore, it séleat$o justify the existence of a
morpheme on the basis of its separating functiGuperfluous: the two clauses do not
overlap anyway.

The idea that a complementiser may perform mone jilist a delimiting a
demarking function appeared first in the works ahBom (1977, 1986). In her 1977
article, Ransom investigates two particular typlemodality, Truth and Contrgland
states (1977: 373)."there seems to be some correlation between them (i
complementisers) and modaljtgnore precisely, théhatcomplementiser would be
more productive for the Truth modality complememitkile for-to for Control modality

8 Truth and Control modality refer to the differerimetween the following sentences (Ransom 1977:361)
i) She told them / decided / remembered that the ER#\vecessary
ii) She told them / decided / remembered to support it
Truth modality is ‘about’ the truth of a propositiowvhile Control is ‘about’ control of an act, evem
state described in the complement. Ransom highlidpe fact that the difference between the two
corresponding sentences can only be accounted ferrms of modality and not in terms of the embegdi
predicates.
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ones. She also adds that there is no one-to-onespendence with modality — ithat
can also be compatible with some Control modabiyplements — but a connection is
made and co-occurrence of a specific complemerdisgia particular type of modality
is seen as dependent upon some sort of featureatimtipy.

Bickerton’s (1981) investigation of Creole languageings to light particular data
where modality is expressed through the use ofqudat morphemes. These are also
particles that can be used as complementisersBiakferton (1981:95) — and they differ
from other functions they perform in that they eegsirrealis meaning. A similar view
transpires from Palmer’s (1986, 2001) book, whdffergént complementisers —
correlated to the choice of indicative versus sotiive — are seen as linked to, to a

certain degree, modality.

With the broadening of the field for investigati@m, increasing number of languages
is brought to the attention of linguists where ctanpentisers perform a more subtle
function that just signalling the edge of a clause.

The modal import of complementisers is explicidgognised by Frajzyngier (1995)
and supported with data from a variety of languablesasserts that complementisers
encode modal information of different types, andtfas reason they are neither
restricted to appearing at the beginning of theexidbd clause and nor, for that matter,
is their number restricted to one per clause. Thegen fact languages that have
recourse to a sequence of complementisers to exanearticular type of modality. In
these cases, then, we could say that we are deabng with modal particles than with
canonical complementiséfs

More recently, the modal content of C is arguedridPoletto (1995, 2000), Rizzi
(1997) and Calabrese (1992). Poletto refers tavaid& head with modal content
identifiable in Complementiser Deletion construotioRizzi hints at a possible modal

°1 will not concern myself here with the validity such a term. An extensive discussion of the issue
be found in section 1.2.1 in chapter 2.

9 \while the import of data from morphologically riinguages can be extremely revealing and provide
useful insights into the theory of grammar, it alases questions. In this particular case, thg idemtity

of the complementiser category is at stake: whadasa complementiser a complementiser? Which are
its defining properties?
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content of the lower C head that he postulatessisystem. Calabrese, analysing the
two different complementisers in Salentika,andku, concludes thdtu encodes modal
information.

C can also encode other information and host eiffeelements. den Besten (1983)
suggests that V raises to C in Germanic languagesent (1993:153) refers to the
attraction of negation to C drawing on Finnish aatin*.

We will now turn to the analysis of the so-calleglit-CP’ hypothesis.

SECTION 2—THE SPLIT-CP HYPOTHESIS

The pioneering works of Klima (1964), Emonds (19a@8Jl Pollock (1989) — whose
work was inspired by the previous two linguists ad® the very revealing connection
between word order and syntactic phenomena. Walerdras always been one of the
basic criteria in the syntactic description of agaage, whether, for example, it had free
or fixed word order and what positions specifimedats could fill within that given
order. In the Sixties the introduction of the transational framework made a very
important connection, between hierarchical order symtactic relations such as
anaphoric and antecedent binding. Phrase Strucile® were introduced as a way to
capture both linear and hierarchical order, sowwat order became significant for each
language. Klima, Emonds and Pollock looked at fifferént positions occupied by the
verb with respect to adverbials in English and Ereand made a further connection,
that was to inspire future works by influentialdunsts: between the position filled by
adverbials and the syntactic phenomenon of verbemewt. In particular, the relative
position of verb and adverbials was interpretedrasdication, if not a reflection, of

verb movement. The strength of this interpretaliiesin the assumption that the

™ In Finnish the negative auxiliagf can be combined with the complementisgéa to form the
compouncettei— (cf. Kenesei 1991). In Latin, the purpose claxmaplementisent, ‘in order to’ can
merge with negation to produoe ‘in order that not'.
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position occupied by different classes of adveshiglconstant across languagethe
result of these insightful observations and therpretation has led to the splitting of
Infl into two further functional projections, Tenaed Agreement.

In his revolutionary book, Cinque (1999) develapatmuch greater depth Pollock’s
interpretation of the interaction between verb ferand adverbials, and further refines
the representation of the structure of the clargeking a split of Infl into more than
forty functional projections. The heads of thesgjgmtions encode specific semantic
features and their Specifiers host the adverbéatlréalises the particular semantic
features. The hierarchical ordering of these advexlixed across languages, as
consequently is the position filled by adverbs.

In recent years, a series of studies has suggtstethe structure hypothesised for
the CP — a head, C projecting a maximal projectioe CP, which made available two
positions, the Specifier and the head — was ndicgrit to account satisfactorily for
variation. More positions were needed there*%oo

A way of ‘creating’ new space in the syntactic egmantation was proposed by a
number of studies on the phenomenon of inflectedpdementisers in a variety of
languages: West Flemish, as investigated by Haeg¢h®86), Dutch in Zwart (1993),
Hebrew in Shlonsky (1994) and the Germanic langsiag®ikner (1995Y. The
evidence they brought forward, provided strong enat for the need for an Agreement

functional projection in €.

2 This is by no means a universally accepted betgfidou (1990), for example, opposes the stratégy
basing the individuation of the sequence of fumalaategories on adverb positions. Williams (1994)
too, rejects the idea that adverbs are distribmté¢lde same way across languages and consequgitly t
any alternation observed in their position withpexst to the position of verbs is a reflection afve
movement.

3 As seen above, a similar situation arose in tigatigis — cf. Chomsky (1981) — and an extra position
was ‘created’ by postulating adjunction of a mopédase to COMP.

1 Roberts (1997:240) makes reference to an exangiiéed out by Rizzi: in the Bantu language Kinande
a fronted wh-phrase agrees in class with its comeidiser.

% Inflected complementisers had also been the subjen investigation by Bayer (1984). Bavariaredat
was brought to light and an agreement procesdherttian a separate agreement projection — through
which Comp and Infl were linked by a rule was claihio be responsible for the person morphology on
the complementiser.
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Another strategy to integrate more material in@fewas to allow for CP recursion,
i.e. have a repetition of the CP projection. Thaésvadopted by Authier (1992), latridou
and Kroch (1992), Vikner (1994) and Browning (1986)ong others. Authier (1992)
investigates embedded topicalisation in Englisharabunts for it by invoking a
recursion of the CP projection. A similar solutisrsuggested by Vikner (1994), who
investigates topicalisation in a variety of langesigDanish, Yiddish, Icelandic and
English. A limited CP recursion analysis was ateamked by Rizzi and Roberts (1989),
and Rizzi (1996).

A third representational choice, that follows fréime increased interest in functional
projections, is the breaking down of the CP intmenber of projections, each headed by
its own head that encodes semantic and syntactepies that distinguish it from the
others. This is the proposal that has found masseasus among comparative linguists
working within the generative framework, who keefirring further the map of
observed projections. The CP recursion analysis doedistinguish in any way the
different CP projections that appear in the stmgtand there does not seem to be a
systematic account for the particular order in Whapicalised phrases and wh-phrases
hold with respect to each other. The split-CP higpsis, on the other hand, provides the
linguist with a finer-grained tool to express syti@nuances and capture linguistic
variation.

Within this tendency, we find Hoekstra (1993), Allf£994), Rizzi (1997, 2001),
Poletto (2000), Beninca (2001), and Beninca andtRn(2002). Hoekstra (1993)
investigates Frisian Dutch and West Flemish stnestwhere a sequence of three

morphologically different complementisers is found:

(5) Dat is niet zo gek als of dathij gedacht had
That is not so strange C1 C2 C3 he thought had
‘This is not so strange as he thought’
from Hoekstra (1993:161)
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These complementisers are shown to have diffemmastic properties and to
appear in specific contexts and be incompatiblé wihersdatis found in declarative
contextsofis associated with wh-contextds is used in comparative contexts. Quite
clearly, they encode different information and fbatures they carry are distinct. Basing
his observations on this evidence, Hoekstra cléimseach complementiser fills a
separate head, distinct from the others both secadligtand syntactically. Each C
projection is identified by means of a label thaémacterises its function: C1 appears in
comparative contexts, C2 in interrogative contexid C3 is a topic projection. He
further shows how V to C movement — assumed bgtéedard analysis of verb-second

phenomena — targets two of the three head positirtss incompatible with the third.

More support for such an analysis comes from A{tb884). Drawing on Tyrolean
German data, Alber further refines the structurpmed out and she suggests a sequence

of five different projections:

[InterrogP)
(6) ¢ [RelP [DecP [ TopP [AgrCP
[ComparP
from Alber (1994:5)

The most external projection could be either aarhoigative or a Comparative CP
and under this we find a Relative CP that hostttiked pronouns and relative
complementisers. Embedded under this there is tative CP, where the declarative
complementiser appears; this can select a CP tiséd opicalised phrases, followed by
a projection where the inflectional features far tomplementisers are generated

Rizzi (1997) devises a system where the CP is lordksvn into four different
projections, each headed by its own head: ForgeicTBocus, Topic and Finiteness.
The two Topic positions are claimed to be recurainve can appear both higher and

lower than Focus projections. Force and Finitededisnit the system downwards and

16 Cf. above discussion of Bayer (1984) and ShloiisR94).
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upwards, acting as interfaces with the superordistaticture and the propositional
content respectively. They are also the positiohere/the Standard Italian (SI)
complementisers are foundi:in Finiteness andhein Force.Cheselects finite
embedded clauses addnon-finite ones. The role of the complementisehimclause is
two-fold: it marks the sentence as a question céadstive, a relative, an exclamation,
etc, and it indicates the content of the IP embeddheler it’. Topic and Focus are the
intermediate positions where left-dislocated arzhfised elements respectively appear,
and Topic can be recursive.

Rizzi investigates Sl data and observes the relatider of the finite complementiser
che left-dislocated (LD) phrases, focalised (FOC)gdess and the non-finite
complementisedi: they all appear to fill specific positions whibbld a specific order
with respect to each other. This can be seen ifotlmving examples from Rizzi (1997:
288):checan appear before LD phrases (7) b but not affec,(whiledi can appear

after an LD element (8) c but not before (8) b:

(7) a. Credo che loro apprezzerebbero molto ilituo
‘I believe that they would appreciate your bo@&kywmuch’
THAT LD
b. Credo che il tuo libro, loro lo apprezzerelobeolto
‘I believe that your book, they would appreciateaty much’
*LD THAT
c. *Credo, iltuo libro, che lo apprezzerebberotmol

‘I believe, your book, that they would apprecidteary much’

(8) a. Credo di apprezzare molto il tuo libro
‘I believe ‘of’ to appreciate your book very much
*OF LD
b. *Credo di il tuo libro, apprezzarlo molto

‘I believe ‘of your book, to appreciate it vemyuch’

" The property of the CP to encode a rudimentarigatibn of the tense feature of the embedded clause
had already been put forward by den Besten (1383 Rizzi assumes this property to relate only to
finiteness and not to the whole range of fully-fed features that T expresses.
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LD OF
c. Credo, iltuolibro, di apprezzarlo molto
‘I believe, your book, ‘of to appreciate it vemyuch’

Rizzi also considers structures where there agpeare than one LD phrase:

(9) Credo che aGianni QUESTO,domani, gli dowreadire
C Top Foc Top IP

‘I believe that to Gianni, THIS, tomorrow, we sih say’

Focalised phrases, on the other hand, are unicg)e due to their interpretive
characteristics, and a sentence can only contanldh and FOC phrases also display a
different behaviour with respect to weak cross @féects and binding phenomena,
which make FOC phrases quantificational.

This is the articulated structure that is proposed:

(10) ForceP
Spec
Rel  Force TopP

Ops CHE Sp{X

Top FocP

Spec/x

Q Foc TopP

Ops V Spéx

Top FinP
Spé\\

Fin IP
DI

In [Spec, Force] we find relative operators such agi‘to whom’, and in Force the

finite complementiseche The Specifier of TopP and FocP hosts, respegtil&)
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phrases and FOC phrases and question operatdim e find the non-finite
complementisedi.

Rizzi assumes that the complementiser system duesered to be adopted by all
languages in its ‘expanded’ version. The minimalipons included are Force and Fin,
while Top and Foc are optional.

Rizzi’'s structure is further refined by Beninca@2). Focusing on the two internal
projections, TopP and FocP, Beninca shows tha¢ thes restrictions on the order of LD
and FOC elements and that TopP is not a recursajeqtion, as previously assumed by
Rizzi. She identifies two types of constructionattban produce a marked Topic or
Theme, Left Dislocation (LD) and Hanging Topic (HWhich differ from one another
in some crucial respects. In the case of LD, thelesergument is on the left, a
resumptive clitic is needed with direct and par&itobjects and is optional in all other
cases. HT constructions, on the other hand, anacteaised by only the DP moved to
the left with no preposition, and the resumptivéccis always obligatory. These are
clearly distinct from focalised constructions, &atience recognisable in weak cross
over effects. Some examples of the two are givéa i), from Beninca (2001: 44):

(11) a. Mario, non ne parla pitu nessuno HT
Mario, not of him talks anymore nobody

‘Mario, nobody talks of him anymore’

b. Di Mario, non ne parla piu nessuno LD
Of Mario, not of him talks anymore nobody

‘Of Mario, nobody talks (of him) anymore’

c. Mario, gli amici gli hanno fatto un brutto scherzo HT
Mario, the friends to him have made a nasty trick

‘Mario, his friends have made him a nasty trick’

d. A Mario, gli amici (gli) hanno fatto un brutto satze LD
To Mario, the friends to him have made a nastxtric

‘To Mario, his friends have made (him) a nastylric
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Investigating the relative order of these elemauitis respect to wh-elements,
relative pronouns, embedded interrogatives ancaenative phrases, Beninca comes up
with a refinement of the mapping of the left pegph The relative order of the elements
analysed is rigid, and must respect some congirdihe structure obtained is the
following: a discourse phrase (DiscP) hosts a HiTsifspecifier; the structure then
remains the same as defined by Rizzi, with a FqriceBting exclamative phrases in its
Spec position, a TopP where LD phrases land, a Fookh- and focalised phrases, and
finally FinP. Beninca individuates three positiontsere the finite complementiseine
can appear, in the head of DiscP, the head of Parod the head of TopP. This is
necessary to be able to account for the fact beatbmplementiser can either precede or
follow a TopP, and can only precede a FocP andviod HT.

Beninca and Poletto (2002), building on the faet fhopP is not a recursive
projection, further refine the Foc and Top sub-tay@&hey show that all projections
lower than Top have the syntactic characteristide@sed elements, and that Top and
Foc are to be considered not as single projecbanss ‘fields’ hosting a number of
topicalised and focalised phrases. Within the @ifged field they identify two
positions, one for left-dislocation and one fot iigerpretation; within the focalised
field they posit three positions, the first twoateld to contrastive focus and the third to

information focus.

Rizzi (2001) enriches his (1997) structure by inigeding the position occupied by
the interrogative complementissz He recognises that complementisers are the lexica
expression of lllocutionary Force (Force P), magkansentence as a declarative, or
interrogative, or exclamative or relative, etc, &miteness, encoding finite and non-
finite information. These two positions are sepagtd filled in Italian by two different
complementisers, the non —findeand the finiteche Investigating elements bearing
contrastive focus, left-dislocated elements andihetemperchéin embedded
interrogative clauses, Rizzi concludes t&if fills a position that is lower than Force,
where the declarativeheis hosted, but higher than Foc and the posititedfiby wh-
items in embedded question. The ‘new’ positionoidtrced to act as host feeis

Interrogative Phrase, and its Spec is the landieda perché'why’ and other wh-
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elements corresponding to higher adverbials. Tdaligisn can also account for the
peculiar behaviour gderché'why’ and for the fact that it does not triggedigatory I-
to-C movement in main questions in Italian and oRemance languages.

Rizzi (1997) and the revision to his system pregas Beninca (2001) and in
Beninca and Poletto (2002) will be the analysewbith | have based and structured

my account.

SECTION 3— THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Throughout this work | have assumed a theory afhgnar that interprets syntactic
structure as a direct representation of the hibreat ordering that exists between
different elements in the clause. Thus, the ondevhich these elements appear in the
clause is a reflection of their unambiguous hidraa structure.

In order for a theory to successfully bear out sasumptions, is has to be
restrictive: it must have a precise set of geneglirements operational at a very deep
level that restrict the number of possible confidions available to syntactic
representation. This is very difficult to attainsfep towards the achievement of this
goal has been made by Kayne with two importantrdautions. His (1984) imposition
that branches should only branch in a binary wal/ldaa (1994) derivation of X-bar
theory from a single axiomatic principle, the Lin€orrespondence Axiom, and a
revised definition of c-command, have enhancedPtineciple and Parameters
framework with new rigour.

His ideas have found widespread consensus and la wtiwool of linguists has
emerged as a consequence, inspired by the rigadus@entific approach of such a
theory. The works of Belletti, Beninca, Cinque,dttd, Rizzi and Zanuttini, just to
mention a few, have successfully applied this médifagy and achieved remarkable
results. These are most noticeable when workinky dieilectal variation within
comparative syntax, which have given rise to thealted ‘cartography’ tradition,
namely, the mapping out as precisely as possiltleeofnake up of functional

projections.

34



The roots of this research strategy can alreadguloed in the pioneering approaches
of Klima (1964) and Emonds (1978), further elabedatn Pollock (1989), where word
order variation phenomena have been interpretedrefiection of head movement.
Kayne further extends this claim, interpreting tiggd linear ordering displayed by
language as the reflection of hierarchical striecand ultimately, UG principles.

Kayne’s contribution has deep effects on the irmake-up of representational
strategies. The standard assumption at the timeahaashe relation between linear order
and hierarchical structure was a fairly free ortéswas also reflected in the freedom of
operations and the hierarchical ordering made abigilto the representational theory of
X-bar. In some languages a complement followsetzdh yielding the linear order H-C,
while in others only the opposite order, C-H, i®akd; in some other languages both of
these orders are possible, depending on the typatefory taken into consideration. In
the same fashion, both right and left adjunctianalowed in the system, this being a
distinguishing feature between languages or, wittnsame one, between different
types of constructions. The image that transpm@s tthis representation is that human

language is very flexible and permissive.

The need to posit clear constraints on the reptaenal tool, X-bar theory, had
already emerged from works by Fukui and Speas (1 98&kstra (1992) and Larson
(1988), among others. Kayne pursues his aim teesela restrictive theory of syntax
introducing two constraints: a) only binary bramghis available for branches, b) the
Linear Correspondence Axiom (LCA). Their combinatierives a rigid system where
representational strategies of the human languamdty are restricted in number and
form.

The LCA, as formulated by Kayne, reads:

‘To express the intuition that asymmetric c-commiand
closely matched to the linear order of terminags,us, for a
given phrase marker, consider the set A of ordeedts <X;,
Y;> such that for each j, Xasymmetrically c-commands et
us further take A to be the maximal such set,ithat contains
all pairs of nonterminals such that the first asyatncally c-
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commands the second. Then the central proposalildiike to
make is the following (for a given phrase markenih T the
set of terminals and A as just given):
Linear Correspondence Axiom
d(A) is a linear ordering of T'.
Kayne (1994:6)

The basic claim made by the LCA, in simplistic terms that words must be linearly
ordered in a temporal sequence, i.e. that theae isvariant mapping between the
hierarchical relations of non-terminal nodes arallihear ordering of terminal nodes in
atree. At a deeper level, the rigid linear ordso aeflects a property of the human
faculty of language.

With the introduction of these restrictions, Kays@ble to derive X-bar theory from
general principles of natural language rather ttarsidering it as a primitive
component of UG. More specifically, X-bar is thgeession of a set of antisymmetric
properties of phrase structure. A consequencdhbdtCA has for syntactic
representations is that heads must always prebedecomplements, and that
adjunction, be it a head or a phrase, is only atbto the left, i.e. adjoined elements are
always to the left of the phrase they adjoin toe Téwsult is that X-bar representations
acquire new rigour and find justification for theiternal make up in underlying general
principles. The adoption of the LCA has a two-feftect on the standard X-bar theory:
first, by deriving some properties from its geneeddtrictions, it reduces the number of
independent postulates of the theory, and secobdlyirtue of the same restrictions, it
excludes some other properties, thus making thensata more restrictive.

The supporting theoretical framework of this tldsithe result of the integration of
Kayne’s antisymmetry theory into the so-callediéiples and Parameters’, the new
name given by Chomsky (1991) to ‘Government andiBig', which is the natural
development of earlier versions of generative grammitiated by Chomsky more than
thirty years ago. The core system consists of abawation of universal principles from
which the properties of particular grammatical pihvaena are derived, and language
specific parameters. Some of these principles neaghisolute, for example the
restriction that a phrase may move to a highettijposin the syntactic tree but not to a

lower one, and are invariant across languages.rOthay be only restricted to some
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languages, and their values range over a limitedbau of possibilities. The definition
of these values is left open and set during theiiaitagpn of a particular language
through exposure to some specific linguistic envinent.

The value and strength of the combination of the Ib@come apparent in a
comparative investigation of different languagessti-variation of word order with
respect to a given set of elements, e.g. adverlmalsbe interpreted in a very revealing
way as a reflection of the hierarchical orderingttthose elements hold with respect to
each other in the mental structure. Secondly, iny&t$sng different varieties and
comparing the variation displayed by them is ot@limportance for providing us with
and identification of what could be encoded in sdéamguage universal principle and
what, on the other hand, could be ascribed to gulage specific parameter.

These assumptions are also the strongholds obititeilcutions made by Beninca,
Poletto and Rizzi, which have inspired and shapedmof the ideas presented here. The
most appealing feature of this type of approachrisa personal level, the control that
the linguist can have over the investigation. Bgexlsing word order variation
phenomena and experimenting with them, the lindalets on the role of a scientist in a
laboratory: in the investigation of all the possibbmbinations, all the variables are but
one are kept constant, so that the effects obseamdthe traced back to the variation in
that particular element. This is, | feel, a veriestfic way of conducting linguistic
research and one that | find most rewarding andbiel.

Within such a theoretical framework, the comparigbaery similar dialects gains

new interest and value:

‘...In a linguistic group of interrelated dialectstWilittle
differentiation we can expect to find realised athigse
possibilities which are admitted by the theorys levident, then,
that the more the dialects are similar to one aeotithe more
possible it becomes to find, for a specific gramcahtirea, the
ideal case of some dialects differing only withpesd to the
phenomena that can be traced back unambiguouslystmple
parameter...’

Beninca (1989:3)

The comparative approach, thus, can contributbedheory on two main levels:

from the observation of general principles at wiorkpecific languages it can contribute

37



to a more accurate representation of the theogyashmar; by comparing very closely
related systems it can contribute to a better wstdeding to thé&nowledgeof language,
what can be retraceable to general principles old@what is a language specific

constraint.

With the one-to-one mapping of linear order ontraichical structure and the
projection of each terminal node of its own maximaljection | combine the more
recent development within the generative tradibbthe Minimalist Program, as
formulated by Chomsky (1995). Occasional referemitldoe made to later works, such
as Chomsky (2001).

The structure-building operations that | assumevégege and Move. The first | also
refer to as base-generation, and the second | astube motivated by feature
checking. Features can be either interpretablemterpretable: to the former belong
categorial features, nominal agreement featuréssrogative features and tense
features. Uninterpretable features are the cata@ldgeatures [V] or [D] of functional
projections: | recognise C, T and v as functiorrajgrtions. Following Rizzi (1997) and
subsequent works, C is analysed as a field hodiffegent projections.

| also assume that Nominative Case can be assigned- cf. Chomsky (2001) on
the possibility that the EPP be available to thadiseof phases.

Morphological richness on lexical categories iglipteted as a reflection of the
‘strength’ of the relevant feature on the corresjiog functional category. Strong

features on functional categories motivate movement

Finally, it must be pointed out that although liee¢ in a very detailed structure with
a considerable number of functional heads, | ald@te in the need to project them
only if there is positive evidence offered by taaduage analysed. Gundhéor
example, has a number of elements that overtlyseettie topic and focus heads, as well
as having complementisers and mood markers — afhAb999, 2002): the
representational structure for Gungbe would theesfeflect this and be the ‘expanded’

version of the complex CP. Other languages thatad@ffer positive evidence for the

'8 Gungbe belongs to the Gbe family, a subgroup ciKw
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expansion of the CP would only have a ‘reducednfgoossibly comprising Force and

Finiteness.

SECTION 4—THE DIALECT DATA

In this section | briefly introduce the two Nortrestern Italian varieties investigated
in this thesis, Turinese and Ligurian, presentmme of their morpho-syntactic

characteristics.

4.1— TURINESE M ORPHO-SYNTACTIC NOTES™®

The aim of this section is to give a brief outlofehe main features that characterise
Turinese. Although the features described here baee observed in the particular
variety of Piedmontese | have analysed, they anergéenough to apply to ttkeing
too — apart from specific features that are typafdhe Turinese | analysed rather than
of the more standard Piedmontese: these are peesealow.

By no means is this meant as a comprehensive inttmoh to the morphological and
syntactic characterisation of Piedmontese. Theereiadeferred to Parry (1997) and
references cited there.

The particular variety that has been the objectypinvestigation is a rather
conservative type of Piedmontese spoken in theo€ifyurin. | will refer to it as
Turinese. The term ‘conservative’ is here usedettcdbe some characteristics that
make this particular type more similar to the Piedtese spoken a few generations ago.
These conservative features can be found in thedleshoices made by my informants,
who use, for example, the old-fashiorgdnstead of the modesi ‘yes’, the former

19 The term ‘Piedmontese’ is used both to refer todifferent dialects spoken in central Piedmont tand
the koiné that has established itself in Turin sitie 17th century. Turinese reached koiné statusvb
main reasons: a political one — the House of Satoege Turin as the capital of Italy — and a litgi@me —
the vast literary production led to the standat@iseof its writing system and grammar. For these
reasons, Piedmontese is considered by many tdamgaage in its own right: such believers are ezulag
when Piedmontese is referred to as a ‘dialecterathan as a ‘language’. | will here refer to it as
‘Turinese’ to indicate that, as shown in this smttit is not the variety spoken by the majoritypebple.
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either a borrowing from Occitawc or a cognate form, the exclamaticontacc!
nowadays dated and rarely hegrdm éd teraversugpatate‘potatoes’, the former a
clear borrowing from French just lilseureversussorela‘sister’, catéversuscompré'to
buy’, andvitura versusnachina‘car’, etc. In addition their being conservativancalso
be noticed in some syntactic constructions they fose@xample the datel I'é-lo ch'it
I'has-to vedu to barba as opposed to the more commibiihas vist to barb® ‘have
you seen your uncle.0n ch’it I'has-to fait?as opposed thon ch’it I'has fait?‘what
have you done?’, with the former displaying an gicchs well as a proclitic subject
clitic (-to andit respectively).

For this reason any Turinese speaker of the prgsamration will find
discrepancies, both on a lexical and on a syntéotel, with the data reported in this
thesis. Some of these differences are addressdthpter 3, section 1.4.2. It must also
be stressed that the particular structures analypstbis thesis are extremely difficult to
come across and are not considered possible lyréla¢ majority of Piedmontese

speakers.

Turinese, like all North Italian dialects, has aakclitic pronominal particles that
co-occur with pronominal, quantificational and fDIP subjects in finite contexts

In Northern Italy there has been a generalisedtisutisn of Latin amuswith -emus
(Rohlfs, 1968: 250ff). In France, the same proeggdied to umus and ‘u’ (or ‘0’)
became the thematic vowel. Such inflection is &iilind nowadays in Piedmontese, and
the person plural endings in the present indicgsperoma ‘we hope’,andomawe
go’, mangiomawe eat’, etc.) set Piedmontese aside from therddoethern Italian

dialects.

Turinese is a Null Subject language, and subjeantsoe either pre- or post-verbal, on
a par with Standard Italian (SI).

Direct object (DO), reflexive (rf), partitive (payrtocative (loc) and indirect object
(10) clitics follow the past participle in compoutehses:

% A descriptive characterisation is given in chagter
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12)

DO | I I'hai védu+e jer

‘| saw you yesterday’

rf | Maria a I'ha sciairasea |é specc
‘Mary has seen herself in the mirror’

part | | I’'hai vist-neun pérfond éd pérson-e paréj

‘I have seen a lot of people like this’

loc | It ses vnuje ‘dco ti

‘You have been there as well’

IO | Al'ériva-je na litra
‘A letter has reached him’

Turinese also seems not to allow clitic climbingSll in the presence of a non-finite
verb form, a clitic can either precede the finiegbvor cliticise onto the non-finite verb,
as inVuole vederli oggbut alsoLi vuole vedere oggE/he wants to see them today’. In
Turinese, on the other hand, only the first optgavailable A veul védd-je ancheu;

‘S/he wants to see them today’.

Sentential negation is marked post-verbally, eitharenor pa®’: | mangi nen éd
carn, ‘l don’'t eat meat'.

Finally, again like many other Northern Italianld@s, Turinese displays a
generalised use of the complementiser (in itahidhée examples), which co-occurs with

wh-phrases (underlined in the examples) both in (@pand embedded (E) questions:

(13)

R | Lonchi mangioma?
‘What do we eat?’

E | Al'han ciamame antéh'i andoma

‘They asked me where we are going
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The same is also found with both adverbial andiatmative subordinating

conjunctions.

4.2—LIGURIAN M ORPHO-SYNTACTIC NOTES

There are a number of different varieties of Ligatias claimed, for example by
Forner (1997), among others, and the one analysexit spoken within the
administrative area of Borghetto di Vara, in theyimce of La Spezia. Under Forner’s
(1997) classification this belongs to the ‘Cenlrigjurian’ group, to which also Genoese

belongs. For simplicity here | will just referitaas ‘Ligurian’.

This section is not meant to be an exhaustivedoittion to Ligurian morphology
and syntax. The reader is referred to Forner (188d)the references cited there,
Ambrosi (1966) and Merlo (1934).

On a parallel with the majority of Northern Italidialects, Ligurian has a set of
pronominal subject clitics that co-occur with fIP, pronominal and quantified
subject&’. The set is not complete, and only second pefisguigr, and third person

singular and plural are present.

Sentential negation is pre-verbal, expressed thrdlug negative markew ‘not’,
which interacts in an interesting way with subdics (underlined in the examples).
While third person singular and plural appear tefbe negative marker, &.Teeja a
nu mangia de carnéleresa does not eat meaf’ ,Giorgiu unu mangia de carne
‘George does not eat medtyatri i nu mangia de carnélhey do not eat meat’, the
second person singular follows it, ¢f.nu ti mangi de carné€rou do not eat meat’. In
the investigation of subject clitics in chapteh&tfact is given a systematic explanation
within Poletto’s (2000) system.

%! piedmontese does not allow for both negation marceco-occur, unlike French.
%2 Chapter 2 presents a detailed description andhalysis of these elements.
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Proper names are preceded by a definite articth,the feminine and the masculine
ones, similarly to the Veneto dialects where ohly feminine names are used with the

article, cf.A Teeja(The) Teresa’U Francu‘(The) Frank’.

Ligurian, too, is a Null Subject language, and saty can either appear pre- or post-
verbally. When post-verbal, the subject can eitigeright-dislocated for focalisation
purposes, or inverted. While Sl signals the diffieegbetween these two functions
through a different intonational pattern, Ligurgyntactically marks an inverted
construction by lack of agreement between the gatbthe subject. Thus, while Al'é
vegnua a meistralhe teacher (female) has arriveigistrais focalised, and gender
agreement is marked both on the subject cliticanthe past participle, id I'é vegnuu
a meistrg meistrais inverted, and no agreement obtains.

The masculine indefinite article, cf. Slun, as inl fanti i 'han cattau_inregalu a-a
lalla ‘The children have bought a present for the ausmitnhorphologically identical to
the preposition in, cf. Sh, as inVegnighe irtanti grandi e picirCome numerous,
adults and children’.

The verbturna ‘to come back, to returnhas also developed an adverbial function,

and is used to indicate repetitidhturna a cidva'lt rains again’E turna!‘And

again®.

SECTION 5—METHODOLOGY

This section is divided in two subsections: théetia used in choosing the

informants and the format of the mediums used lecibdata.

2 ¢f. Parry (2001) for a comprehensive descriptioth account of the phenomenon.
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5.1—THE INFORMANTS

The number of informants who contributed to my aesk is extremely low: one
main informant and one ‘control’ informant per \&yi, so four in total. Because the
investigation involved looking at a number of diffat syntactic phenomena, i.e. nature
of subject clitics, dynamics of the ‘double che stouction’, position of subjects,
position of adverbs, it was necessary to work witke particular grammar, i.e. one
particular individual, rather than with a group.

This fact has caused a negative reaction in somel@eho have commented on the
lack of credibility of a study based on such a lmwnber of informants. This was
enforced the nature of the research, which invatdja number of related phenomena,
the rarity of the phenomena analysed and the lthtitee available for data collection.
There are, furthermore, also theoretical reasomsust not be forgotten that the
definition and description of a linguistic codeaasonsistent system is an abstraction: in
actual fact rather than with one single linguisintity, we are dealing with a family or
related varieties, each represented by a spedkisrva@riation may be insignificant but

may also reveal some deeper major differences.

What | am presenting in this thesis is the studyWO particular grammars, a
Turinese and a Ligurian one, in which a seriesh&ifomena have been the subject of an
in-depth investigation. Furthermore, | feel thahea than diminishing the credibility of
the results shown in this thesis, the fact thati#@ is derived from one specific source
rather than from a few increases its internal gieecy and does not create a
specification of a ‘cumulative’ variety, i.e. onewhich different grammars have been
mixed up.

Dealing with a mixture disguised under the belwtttit represents a single variety,
can be very misleading: firstly because of the nimgrgf two or more separate systems,
secondly because this way some fundamentally diffeparameters in operation may
remain unrevealed.

Each linguistic code has its own intrinsic struefwhich is defined by an internal
system of rules and allows its speakers to exgesamaticality judgements about it.
For this reason, each variety with its underlyitrgcture deserves to be the object of a
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linguistic investigation, not least because iteef$ particular aspects of Universal

Grammatr.

My two main informants were chosen on the bas&oofie data that they had already
produced for th€entro di Dialettologiafor theASISproject™. Thanks to the kind
permission of the researchers in Padova, | wastaldenduct a first screening by
browsing through the variety of data they had cidld throughout the years on a
number of dialects. The two main informants were singled out becaiske
particular constructions displayed by their speéoh, DCC, which involved the
Complementiser Phrase and the area where | wamigaity out my research. They also
seemed to be ideal informants, because of a nuoilfactors:

i. they spontaneously provided variants of thecitmes that were asked of
them, and were able to contrast the differencesd®st these variants,
ii. they were rather stable in their judgements,

iii. they showed a certain degree of sensitivitytteir neighbouring varieties.

In addition to this, both seemed perfectly comfolegavith transcribing their variety
and were able to use a precise and well-definederdion to graphically express
specific sounds. As | discovered later, they werth lised to reading and writing texts
in their dialect, and were clearly sensitive to thievant word separation: for example a
complementiser cliticised together with a subjditicovas interpreted as a merging
together of two different entities and this segaratvas signalled in the choice of an
apostrophe after the complementiser. This parti@dasitivity was extremely important
for me, giving that | would not be able to colladlitthe data | needed in person, and part

of the process would be carried out through writtesdia.

2 Atlante Sintattico dell'ltalia Settentrional8yntactic Atlas of Northern Italy’ at the Univéisof
Padova, Italy A description of how the project®drand developed, its aims and the methodologypean
found in Renzi and Vanelli (1983).

% part of this data is available on line, at therassl http://asis-cnr.unipd.it.
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5.2—THE QUESTIONNAIRES

‘Questionnaire’ is the term used by the Centreadd¥a to describe the medium
used to collect data, although it is not, strisfheaking, a questionnaire: it is a collection
of sentences in Sl which the informants have toslete into their own variety.

The use of written questionnaires is of great hedptly because they are a less time
consuming and less expensive way of collecting, detd partly because they can be
designed with a specific analysis in mind.

A first questionnaire is usually a wide spectrune,an which a number of different
structures are investigat®dThe sentences investigated for this study anerétien in
Sl, and the informant had to provide a proper tedim in the variety they speak. It is
of crucial importance that the informant underssatiat the investigation is aimed at
finding out more about THEIR OWN variety and nobabthe one spoken by their

friends or neighbours, so as to avoid mixing ufedént systems.

In spite of the various advantages of a writtenstjoanaire, there are some

disadvantages that may impair the validity of tataccollected:

I. there may be an interference factor betweerStreentence and the same
sentence in the dialectal variety, so that a pagrcstructure is translated word
by word into the dialect, the result of this beagtructure that does not exist in
the variety;

ii. the informant may have difficulties in writirgvariety that is usually used orally:
in particular the transcription of particular soaridat do not have corresponding
ones in SI may be problematic;

iii. by using a questionnaire in Sl it is not pd@sito test structures that are
ungrammatical in Sl;

iv. by investigating only one specific structuretfie same questionnaire, it may be
possible to create a ‘repetition’ phenomenon initifi@rmant, who will get tired
and bored of very similar sentences, not read theaperly and just translate
them all in the same way;

% Some examples of the preliminary questionnairesbesfound in the Appendix.
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v. the informant may not produce the phrase reqdesttthem because it is

not very natural, although possible.

These problems can be overcome fairly easily. Thestipnnaire could explicitly ask
for optional structures; given that the main ainth&f investigation is syntactic, the
informant could be reassured by being told thatriduescription is not of primary
importance, and maybe a simple way of coding soantipresent in Sl could be
suggested; the informant could be presented witiesmpossible S| sentences (or
maybe sentences already translated in their vaovetse the researcher has familiarised
themselves with the particular variety they areestigating) and be asked whether such
a construction were be possible in their varigtg; questionnaire should investigate a
minimum of three different phenomena, so that tieeemixture of information
requested that will not cause any repetition effeitis also a good idea to avoid
presenting the informants with translation tasksesftences containing learned S| words
that could create an immediate problem, both fertthnslation itself, and for the
register interference factor that could derive fridmam.

A very useful format to include in the questioneas the multiple-choice task,
which may be used when familiarisation with theetgrunder investigation steps in:
the informant is presented with already translautences in a variety of forms where
slight variation is introduced. Thus the interfasemmnd the transcription problems are
avoided, and it is possible to collect an arrapassibilities available for a particular

structure or phenomenon.

The first screening of data had already given mel@a of the structure of the
variety that | wanted to investigate, and by obsgythe sentences provided | was able
to familiarise myself with its lexicon and syntactules. The first round of data
collection was in both cases carried out in per3tie. questionnaires | prepared were a
mixture of translation and multiple-choice taskaséd on the data that were already
available, supplemented with a series of senteaicesd at revealing the particular role
played by a variety of factors. As well as writidgwn their responses, which were

checked by them for accuracy, these were alsodedaso that | could go back to them
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in order to check their comments on the possihidftiraving different versions of a
particular sentence, or to check for specific iatton patterns.

When the informants had difficulties in translateagentence because of the lack of
situational background, | provided them with anrappiate context where that
particular construction would make sense and beadgtused. In some cases | also
found the informants themselves translating a seetand providing me with a possible
context where its use would be appropriate. Althoagthe beginning of my
investigation | had no competence whatsoever irvéneties researched, | soon came to
develop a good grasp of their meaning and in pdaiiof their structure and graphic
conventions. Nevertheless, when presenting thenrdats with sentences already
translated | was always making sure that an ungi@noality judgement was not due to
the wrong choice of word or wrong spelling.

Further questionnaires were designed on the ba#ie garticulars discovered in the
previous ones, and were aimed at observing theartien of a particular phenomenon
with a series of factors. | made sure that theyaasked all the possible combinations —
which in a way was like carrying out an experimera scientific laboratory, observing
the changes caused by the change of one varialile nvhintaining another one
constant — so that the questionnaires were very donl detailed and had to be
administered in separate parts. In all of thenctluded a variety of phenomena that |
wanted to observe, so, although long and elabdtetg,were not affected by a

repetition reaction by the informants.

On more than one occasion | sent a questionnairg/tmformants also making a
telephone appointment for when they had the chemtmok at the questionnaire, and
with the written text in front of them, | would alssk them about other possibilities and
the reasons why a particular sentence was notdamenesi grammatical. At the same time
| would propose different variants or ask themdaaosd and check how they differed
from the one with which they were originally pretseh Given the limited amount of
time available for travelling and data collectibfound that this method was
particularly useful and effective, and allowed roertaintain some kind of social contact

with my informants.
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TURINESE AND LIGURIAN SUBJECT CLITICS

INTRODUCTION

A detailed and exhaustive analysis of Turinese SK&ls outside the scope of this
piece of research. The reader is referred to Ro(@&93, 1996, 1999, 2000) for a
comprehensive comparative synchronic study on Naomthtalian SCLs, to Parry (1993,
1997, 1998 and references cited there) and Gadbial)Xor a specific synchronic study
on Turinese SCLs, and to Parry (1994 and referecitexs there) for a diachronic
account of the development of Turinese SCLs.

The interest that this research has in SCLs isvatatil by their adjacency to the
lowerche che2 in the ‘DoubleCHE Construction’. Gaining a thorough understanding
of the nature and position of SCLs is necessahetp identify the position occupied by
che2 It is impossible to ascertain the exact head iblee2is in absolute terms, hence

the need to turn to strategies that exploit thatred order of adjacent elements.

Poletto (1993, 2000) is the underlying threadulgtwut this chapter both for the
theoretical framework adopted and for the testd tsdandle empirical data.

This chapter is structured as follows. First of albrief introduction will be given to
what it is meant by the term ‘clitic’, and what theneral characteristics that identify an
element as a clitic are in section 1. These wiltHsn applied to Turinese SCLs to show
that they really are clitic elements. It will albe pointed out, through examples taken
from Kayne (1975) and Rizzi (1986), that the notdmlitic is syntactically spurious.
Sections 2 and 3 focus, respectively, on a desomijglf the array of Turinese SCLs
highlighting their characteristics and the condisidhat determine their appearance, and
on Poletto’s (2000) system, the different typeSGLs she individuates, and how her
criteria can be applied to Turinese. It is showw tlwe SCLs under analysis belong to
the Deictic type and are situated in the highetipoof the clause. Section 5 turns to a
descriptive representation of Ligurian SCLs, andention 6 they are analysed against
Poletto’s system. The conclusion is that Liguri&@l$S belong to two different types:
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while third person singular and plural pattern wiie Deictic type, second person

singular belongs to the Person type.

SECTION 1-WHAT ISA CLITIC?

In spite of much discussion being devoted to diticthe literature, there is not a
definition that universally captures their natunel ehaviour. Nevertheless clitics
display a set of general properties that set th@dedrom strong pronouns (StPr). A
well know piece of work that gathers a few testecia is Kayne (1975), a study on
French pronominal clitics.

Kayne identifies a set of phonological and syntaptoperties that allow us to
recognise a clitic pronoun and applies them to éhresubject clitics. | will exemplify
these properties in (2) through data from Stanétahi@n. In Standard Italian, similarly

to most Romance languages, two types of objectopnam are found, shown in (1):

1)
Tonic Pronouns Clitic Pronouns
(StPr) (Cl)

Sing Plur Sing Plur
I me noi mi Ci
Il te VoI ti Vi
[lIm lui loro lo li
[if lei loro la le

Let us turn, now, to the properties identified bayide.
(2) a. The sequence clitic + verb cannot be spliafything (except other clitics), while

a parenthetical can appear between a strong pramalia verb:

i. *Lo, mi pare, ho visto ieri
Helit.acc.Cl to me seem.pr.3s have.pr.ls see.pplyesterday

‘I think | saw him/it yesterday’
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iil. Lui, mi pare, ho visto ieri
He.acc.StPr tome seem.pr.3s have.pr.ls see.ppjesterday

‘I think | saw him/it yesterday’

b. Clitics cannot bear contrastive stress, whieng pronouns can:

. *LA vedo domani, non Marco
She.acc.Cl see.pr.ls tomorrow not Mark

‘I'm seeing HER tomorrow, not Mark’

ii. LEI vedo domani, non Marco
She.acc.StPr  see.pr.ls tomorrow not Mark

‘I'm seeing HER tomorrow, not Mark’

c. Clitics can be neither conjoined nor modifiedhjle strong pronouns can:

i. *Lo e la vedo
He.acc.Cl and she.acc.Cl see.pr.ls

‘| see her and him’

ii. Vedo lui e lei

See.pr.ls he.acc.StPr and she.acc.StPr
‘I see him and her’

iii. * Proprio li vedo
Exactly they.acc.Cl see.pr.1s

‘| see exactly them’

iv. Vedo proprio  loro
See.pr.ls exactly they.acc.StPr
‘| see exactly them’

d. Clitics cannot stand alone, independent fromvire, while strong pronouns can:
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Chi hai visto? *Li
Who.acc  have.pr.2s see.pple They.acc.Cl
‘Who did you see? Them’

Chi hai visto? Loro

Who.acc  have.pr.2s see.pple They.acc.StPr
‘Who did you see? Them’

e. Clitic clusters have an internal rigid order,jlela sequence of strong pronouns

can be freely ordered:

Me lo vendono dopo
To me.Cl it.acc.Cl sell.pr.3p after
‘They will sell it to me afterwards’

*Lo mi vendono dopo
Itacc.Cl tome.Cl sell.pr.3p after

‘They will sell it to me afterwards’

Presentano lei a lui (e non a Marco)
Introduce.pr.3p she.acc.StPr to he.acc.StPr rfahtb Mark)
‘They introduce her to him (and not to Mark)’

. Presentano a lui lei (e non Marco)

Introduce.pr.3p to he.acc.StPr she.acc.StPr nd ifat to Mark)
‘They introduce to him her (and not Mark)’

Let us now turn our attention to Turinese and see 8CLs behave with respect to

these criteria. In order not to pre-empt the resithe tests, | will temporarily refer to

SCLs as ‘subject particles (SubjPart)’. Turinespldiys a complete set of subject

particles as well as a complete set of tonic prasoA summary is shown below:
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©)

Subject Particles (SubjPart) Tonic Pronouns (StPr)

Sing Plur Sing Plur
I i i mi noi / nojautri
I it [ ti VOi / vojautri
[m a a chiel lor / lorautri
f a a chila lor / lorautri

Applying the criteria summarised in (2) to the mial pair Turinese SubjPart / StPr,
this is what we find:
(4) a. A parenthetical cannot interrupt the seqeedubjPart — verb, while it can appear

between a StPr and the verb:

il miraco mangio ‘Il pom
SubjPart  perhaps eat.pr.ls the apple
‘Perhaps | eat the apple'

i. Mi  miraco i mangio ‘1 pom
I.StPr perhaps SubjPart  eatpr.ls the apple
‘Perhaps | eat the apple’

b. SubjPart cannot bear contrastive stress white Gn:

i KIT deve parlé, nen chiel
SubjPart  must.pr.2s speak.inf  not he.StPr
‘YOU have to speak, not him’

i. TI it deve parle, nen chiel
You.StPr SubjPart  must.pr.2s speak.inf not IR, St
‘YOU have to speak, not him’

c. SubjParts cannot be coordinated nor modifi¢llr &an:
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*A e it parloma apres!
SubjPart  and SubjPart  speak.imp.lp after

‘ and you will speak later!’

Mi e ti parloma apres!
[.StPrt and You.StPr speak.imp.lp after

‘ and you will speak later!’

iii. *Propii [ parle!

Just SubjPart  SubjPart  speak.pr.2p

‘And you can say that!’

iv. Propi vojautri [ parle!

Just You.StPr SubjPart  speak.pr.2p

‘And you can say that!’

SubjPart cannot stand in isolation while Str.c

Chi ch a mangia ij pom éd tera? *I!
Who that SubjPart eatpr.3s the apple of eartB@bjPart
‘Who eats the potatoes? | do!

i. Chi ch” a mangia ij pom éd tera? Mil

Who that SubjPart eatpr.3s the apple of earlt®tPr
‘Who eats the potatoes? | do!

SubjParts in clusters are rigidly ordered:

A se scusa
SubjPart  rfl excuse.pr.3s
‘(S)He apologises’
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i. *Se a scusa
Rfl SubjPart  excuse.pr.3s
‘(S)He apologises’

It is clear now, that Turinese SubjParts are iddg#ic elements, and thus the label
‘SCLs’ is justified. However, this does not meaattthey belong to a natural syntactic
class. Van Riemsdijk (1999) points out how faillogeach a coherent and unified
definition of clitics could reflect the fact thdtere is no such thing as a homogeneous
category of clitics. Indeed, even among a subaéskitics, subject clitics, there seem to
be some important differences.

Rizzi (1986) had already claimed that the notioswddject clitic is phonologically
natural but syntactically spurious. Comparing tebdviour of French and Trentino (a
Northern Italian dialect) subject clitics, he neticsome crucial discrepancies between
the two with respect to coordination phenomena.l8MRiench SCLs are not repeated in
the second conjunct of a coordination construotibere two different verbs share the
same subject, Trentino SCLs do, as shown in theviig examples, taken from Rizzi
(1986: 402-402):

(5)i. Elle chante et dance
SCL sing.pr.3s and dance.pr.3s

‘She sings and dances’

ii. *La canta e O bala

SCL sing.pr.3s and dance.pr.3s

‘She sings and dances’

iii. La  canta e la bala
SCL sing.pr.3s and SCL dance.pr.3s
‘She sings and dances’

56



His conclusion was that such a difference coulddpured syntactically by
claiming that while French subject clitics filleldet Specifier of IP, Trentino subject

clitics were | heads.

Throughout the Eighties and especially in the Na@sethere has been an increasing
interest in functional categories, the ‘nuts antihof the sentence where differences
between languages are encoded. As more and me@chers have made them the
object of their investigations, the syntactic reyergtation of the structure of the clause
has become increasingly refined and complex. L@tstghink of the IP, that started off
as a single projection, expanded into Tense andekgent with Pollock (1989), to be
fragmented into ‘at least forty’ different functiaprojection in the work of Cinque
(1999). This pervasive tendency towards a ‘funaigmojection galore’, although at
first sight undesirably complex, enables the lisgto express syntactically very subtle
differences that have been left unspecified ingdeerative tradition.

As will be seen in section 3, even among Northan Dialects there are clear
differences between the SCLs of different variefid® first descriptive observations on
the distribution patterns of SCLs were contributgdhe work of Renzi and Vanelli
(1983), who discovered some general trends in @le §stem of the thirty dialects they
observed. They revealed an internal hierarchyhbht cross-linguistically: if a dialect
only has one SCL, this will be second person seugtil it has two, these will be second
and third singular; if it admits three, these Wi second singular and third singular and
plural. They also noticed a bi-univocal relatioviseen inflection and SCLs: if in a
dialect some persons are not morphologically distry verb morphology, then the
SCLs will mark this distinction, in other words yheill have different forms for each of
them, and vice veréa These observations have reached syntactic mainfitoletto’s
works (1993, 1996, 2000), especially in the laitewyhich Renzi and Vanelli’'s
descriptive statements have found a clear syntatécpretation in her detailed
structural representation for the CP.

The following section, section2, is a descriptidnhe different types of SCLs that
can be found in Turinese: proclitics, enclitics ameariable particles. The observations

" A dialect may mark the distinction on both SCL aedbal inflection.
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that | make will then find a syntactic interpretatin section 3, within Poletto’s

framework.

SECTION 2—TURINESE SCL S: A DESCRIPTIVE PRESENTATION

2.1—PROCLITIC SCLS®

Turinese SCLs are obligatory, for all personglifiinite contexté’. Here | present

the data organised according to the type of elemvéghtwhich preverbal SCLs can co-

occur and according to the position of the sulfje- or post-verbal). These clitics

must co-occur witlpro or a strong pronoun, as shown, respectively, in (@)@ The

symbol *() indicates that the sentence is ungranuakf the SCL is omitted. In (7)

both pre- (i- vii) and post-verbal (a-g) strongmoans are shown:

(6)i. Ancheuj *(i) mangio
Today SCL eatpr.ls
‘Today | eat in a pub’

ii. *(It) parle con Maria

SCL  speak.pr.2s with
‘You speak with Mary’

iii. *(A) scriv na litra

SCL  write.pr.3s a letter

‘He writes a letter

iv. *(A) les un liber

SCL read.pre.3s a book

‘She reads a book’

an piola

rustic restaurant

%8 This section will exclusively be looking at SCIEar the various uses of other clitics, suchsas~
impersonal, reflexive, reciprocal, passive, midelle reader is referred to Parry (1994).

# Some context where SCLs are not obligatory wilshewn in section 3. For the time being this

approximation will suffice.
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v. *(I) guardomaun film
SCL watch.pr.lp a film

‘We are watching a film’

vi. *(I) feve sempe I’ istess bailo
SCL make.pr.2p always the same mistake

‘You always make the same mistake’

vii. *(A) coro
SCL  run.pr.3p
‘They run’

(Ni. Mi *(i) parlo a Teresin
.StPr SCL speak.pr.ls to Teresa

‘| speak to Teresa’

a. *() vado ‘dco mi
SCL go.pr.lsalso |.StPr

‘I'm going, too’

ii. Ti *(it) mange na torta
You.StPr SCL eatpr2s a cake
‘You eat a cake’

b. *(It) lo cate sempe ti
SCL itacc buy.pr.2s always you.StPr

‘You always buy it’
iii. Chiel *(a) canta

He.StPr SCL  sing.pr.3s
‘He sings’
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c. *(A) riva chiel
SCL  arrive.pr.3s he.StPr
‘He arrives’

iv. Chila *(@) les un liber
She.StPr SCL read.pr.3s a book

‘She reads a book’

d. *(A) parla chila
SCL  speak.pr.3s she.StPr
‘She speaks’

v. Nojautri *(i) durmiomasi
We.StPr  SCL  sleep.pr.1lp here

‘We sleep here’

e. () la catoma nojautri
SCL itacc buy.prlp we.StPr
‘We buy it’

vi. Vojautri *()) mange de pom éd tera
You.StPr SCL eatpr.2p of apple of earth

‘You eat potatoes’

f. *(I) parle trop vojautri
SCL  speal.pr.2p toomuch you.StPr

‘You speak too much’
vii. Lorautri  *(@) diso paréj

They.StPr SCL say.pr.3p so
‘They say so’
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g. A fumo motobin lorautri
SCL  smoke.pr.3palot they.StPr

‘They smoke a lot’

Third persons SCLs also obligatorily co-occur whibth pre- (i-iii) and post- (a-c)

verbal full DP or quantified subjects, as showii8hand (9) respectively:

(8)i. Giors *(a) lese ‘d liber
George SCL read.pr.3s of book

‘George reads books’

a. Si *(@) deurm  Gioann
Here SCL sleep.pr.3s John
‘Here sleeps John’

ii. Maria *(a) veul pa capi
Mary SCL wantpr.3s not understand.inf

‘Mary doesn’t want to understand’

b. *(A) ven toa  seure
SCL come.pr.3s your sister

‘Your sister is coming’

iii. Luch e Giors *(@) studio sempe volonté
Luke and George SCL  study.pr.3p always willingly

‘Luke and George always study willingly’

c. *(A) casco le feuje
SCL fall.pr.3p the leaves

‘The leaves are falling’
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9)i.

Cheidun *(@) rivra dop
Somebody SCL  arrive.fut.3s after

‘Somebody will arrive late’

*(A) riva cheidun
SCL  arrive.pr.3s somebody

‘Somebody is coming’

i. Gnun *@) mangia la mnesta

Nobody SCL eat.pr.3s  the soup
‘Nobody eats the soup’

Si *a)- 1 é gnun
Here SCL loc be.pr.3s nobody

‘There is nobody here’

Tuti *(@) cato costi quader
Everybody SCL buy.pr.3p these paintings
‘Everybody buys these paintings’

*(A) né parlo tuti
SCL partspeak.pr.3p everybody
‘Everybody is talking about it’

Turinese also displays obligatory SCLs co-occgrwith a wh- element in wh-

questions, both root and embedded (i-ii), in cdefitences (iii), root and embedded yes-
no questions (iv-v), restrictive relative clause¥ &énd with weather (vii) and impersonal

(viii) verbs:

(10)i. Ante ch™*(@) van?

Where that SCL  go.pr.3p
‘Where are they going?’
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i, | sai pa ante ch™*(a) van
SCL  know.pr.ls not where thatSCL  go.pr.3p

‘I don't know where they are going’

iii. It ses i ch’  *@it) lo cate sempe
SCL be.pr.2syou.StPr who SCL itacc buy.pr.2swags

‘It's you who always buys it’

iv. *(A) ven ‘dco Toni?
SCL come.pr.3s alsoTony

‘s Tony coming, too?’

v. A- m ciamo se *(@) ven édco Toni
SCL- tome ask.pr.3p if SCL come.pr.3s also Tony

‘They are asking me whether Tony is coming, too’

vi. El fieul ch® *@) riva doman a- s ciama aw
The boy who  SCL arrive.pr.3s tomorrow SCL refllpr.3s Mario

‘The boy who is coming tomorrow is called Mario’

vii. *(A) fioca
SCL  snow.pr.3s
‘It snows’

viii.*(A) venta parte
SCL need.pr.3s leave.inf

‘One needs to leave’

Although Turinese SCLs are obligatory in all finsigntactic contexts, as the above
examples clarify, there are cases in which the S€4ms to be absent. This is found

with 1% person plural SCLs, as the following data exemplif
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(11)i. @ Pensoma mach al pérfond é&d pérson-e che soporto...
Think.imp.1p only tothe quantity of people avh SCL  bear.pr.3p
‘Let’s only think of all those people who put with ..." (la Sloira, 3/00, pg 7)

ii. Ancheuj @ mangioma an piola!
Today eat.imp.1p in rustic restaurant

‘Let’s eat at the pub today!

As the translation indicates, the meaning convdyetihese sentences is an
exhortation, and the verbal form is in the imperatnood. The imperative is a non-
finite form and as such it is not compatible witle presence of a SCL. Given that the
first person plural form of the verb is identicalthe indicative and in the imperative,
just by looking at the verb it would be impossitiedecide on the modality of the
sentence. The choice of inserting or omitting tl& Sisambiguates the meaning: when
the SCL is present the sentence is a statemerig when it is absent it is an

exhortation.

2.2—ENcCLITIC SCLs

Although Turinese does not appear on Renzi ana&NMan(1983) list of dialects
displaying subject-verb inversion in interrogatoantexts, a literary type of Turinese,
based on the dialect of Turin, and some consewvdli@lects spoken in Piedmont have
preserved a set of enclitic SCLs. These are pastitiat cliticise onto the finite verb
form in root interrogatives, and this feature isstously promoted by Turinese
grammar books — cf. Brero and Bertodatti (B&B)(1288

These enclitic SCLs aree for 1% person singularto for 2" person singular;lo for
3" person singular, andefor both £ and & person plural. They co-occur with the
proclitic forms, so that in the sentence theretaeSCLSs, one on either side of the verb,
as shown in the following examples. | will indic#éitee encliticisation of the SCLs with

the *+’ symbol in the glosses:
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(12) i. Cosa ch’scl peuss-ne dije?
What thatSCL can.pe.ls+enc tell.to him
‘What can | tell him/her?’ (la sloira 06/01, fd)

i It capisses-to tut, ti?
SCL understand.pr.2s+enc  everything you.StPr

‘Do you understand everything?’

ii. A sara-lo propi paréej?
SCL be.fut.3stenc just o)
‘Will it be really like this?”  (la sloira, 06/Q3pg 11)

iv. Cos i farom-ne?
what part do.fut.1p+enc
‘What are we going to do?’ (B&B 1988:117)

vi. Cos a fara-ne?
what SCL do.fut.3p+enc
‘What are they going to do?’ (B&B 1988: 117)

The earliest appearance of enclitic SCLs is atkist Asti, at the beginning of the
16" century, in the ‘Comedia de 'Homo’ and ‘Farsemzaralesche’ by G.G. Alione (see
Parry, 1993:102).

Parry (to appear) explains how a wh- item follovegdnversion is the oldest
strategy to form wh-interrogatives. This is differérom the type described in (12)
where there are both a proclitic and an enclitit. SIhis type emerges at a later stage,
from the end of the IBcentury in Turinese. At the same time we see éweldpment
of interrogative structures formed by a wh-itemdwled by the complementiseheand
a proclitic SCL, which seems to be the most wideagrstrategy used nowadays.

As well as in root interrogatives, enclitic SCLer also found in some types of
exclamatives, attested, again, in farces by G.@n#l, which date back to the early™.6

century, as show the following examples, taken fRarry (to appear:10):
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(13) i. Quant affan eu-i porta pervoi!
how much trouble have.pr.ls+enc carry.pple fouy

How much suffering have | endured for you!

ii. Com sogn-i mai reid and’la schina!
How be.pr.lstenc ever stiff in the back

‘How stiff my back is!

Parry also notes how inversion can only be founexiclamatives not introduced by
the sequencehe+ NP’: this latter could be considered as the eleincharacterising
‘true exclamatives’, as opposed to those in (13 metthe only factor distinguishing
them from their interrogative counterpart is intboi.

Nowadays, inversion is found only in main inteatiges and it is more productive
with some grammatical persons than with othersalfsady mentioned, this
phenomenon is still retained by some conservativeties of Turinese and by standard
literary Turinese. In my data | have found the selcand third persons singular to be the

most used in inversion:

(24) i. Con «chi ch it ruses-to sempe?
with  who  that SCL fight.pr.2s+enc always
‘Who do you always fight with?’

ii. Lon ch' a fa-lo?
what that SCL  do.pr.3stenc
‘What does he do?’

2.3—INVARIABLE_SCLS

In some contexts, SCLs co-occur with another glartil’. As the following
examples show, this happens with all SCLs for etspns, but not with all verbs (the
symbol (*) means that the sentence is ungrammalfittaé element within brackets is

present). In traditional grammar books thiss described as an additional subject
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particle that appears together with SCLs when #rb Yorm that follows begins with a
vowef?. The examples in (15) clearly show this not tdHeecase: whilesseto be’ or
avej‘to have’, both when main or auxiliary verbs, g&g this particle, other verbs that

begins with a vowel do not trigger it (16):

15)i. | I” avia ancontra-f& ala Famija turineisa
J
SCL L have.aux.imperf.3s meet.pple-she.acc at thamily Turinese

‘I had met her at the ‘Turinese Family”

i. Con wvaire ch’ it I” avie parla ‘d son?
With  which that SCL L have.aux.imperf.2s sppple of this
‘With whom had you talked about this?’

iii. Giors a " é ‘ndait
George SCL | be.aux.pr.3s go.pple

‘George has gone’

iv. | I” oma el piasi d’ anformé
SCL L have.pr.lp the pleasure of inform.inf

‘We have the pleasure to inform ...’

v. Edlon chi I eve parla?
Of what thatSCL L have.aux.pr.2p speak.pple
‘What did you talk about?’

vi. I- m ciamo lon ch’a I’ abio nen fait
SCL- tome ask.pr.ls what thatSCL L have.aux3pb not do.pple

‘I wonder what they haven't done’

% Burzio (1986: 172, note 47), claims that this eughonic sound inserted by a phonological rule tha
concerns the verb#o' bé and ‘to have

*'In Turinese the object clitic appears cliticisedamthe past participial and the infinitival formverbs,
as mentioned in chapter 1, section 4.1. This peoststs in the IBcentury due to a combination of
syntactic and semantic factors — cf. Parry (1998),1(995), (1994).
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Vii.

...un che a I” abia 1 concét édlon ch a
one who SCL L have.aux.subj.pr.3s the conceptf what that SCL
dev esse ‘|l teatro...

must.pr.3s be.inf the theatre

‘...one who has an idea of what the theatre shoald.b

viii.

iX.

(16)i.

...la considerassion che i

the consideration that

SCL

oma ‘d costa espression...

L have.pr.lp ofsth expression

‘...the consideration that we have of this expmss.’

I I
SCL

eve nen

L have.pr.2p not

la pretéisa

the pretense

‘d presenté dabin tuti...

of presdntrigally all

‘You don’t have the pretense to present everglsione of them ...’

Mi i
[.StPr

(*1)

SCL

ambreujo mai
cheat.pr.1s never

‘I never cheat’

El
The

luv a

(*)

SCL

uca
wolf ululate.pr.3s

‘The wolf ululates’

‘You always come in from the exit!

Lor
They.StPr

‘They are learning German’

a
SCL

(1)
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Nojautri i (*) introma an tuti ij negossi
We.StPr  SCL enter.pr.lp in all the shops

‘We go in all the shops’
. Vojautri i (*N)  intre sempe da la surtea!
You.StPr  SCL enter.pr.2p always from the exit

amprendo I’ alman

learn.pr.3p the German



Further confirmation that this insertion in ngi@rely phonological phenomenon can
be derived from example (15) viii and from the datél7), where we have a restrictive

relative clause and’‘is triggered only if the verb is eithesseor avéj but not others:

(17)i. GGeFG che a *(I) onoro ‘d soa colaborassion...
GGand FG who  SCL honour.pr3p of their collabon
‘GG and FG who honour (us) with their collabazati..’ (la sloira, 3/00, pg 18)

i. ...faita... da paisagi dI’anima cl’ *(l)arzigo d’ arduvela poesia
make.pple by passages ofthesoul thatSCL priSp of reduce the poetry
‘... made by passages of the soul that riskdage poetry (to)..." (la sloira, 3/00, pg 18)

As the data above clearly exemplify, the insertbthis ‘1’ is not a purely
phonological phenomenon, nor does it affect albsdyeginning with a vowel. We can
conclude that the condition that the following vedgins with a vowel is not sufficient
by itself, given that onlgsseandavejtrigger it. On the other hand, the verb clasdfjtse
is not a sufficient condition to trigger it eith@ot all forms ofesseandavéjrequire the

presence of I*;

(18)i. 1 *)  son figura-me
SCL be.aux.pr.1ls imagine.pple-rfl
‘I imagined’
i, | vorio savej an che manera Giulia a
SCL want.imperf.1s know.inf in what way GiulissCL
*1)  fussa tomba

be.aux.subj.imperf.3s  fall.pple

‘l wanted to know how Giulia had fallen’

ii. A chérdio che i it *(1) fusse andait
SCL  think.imperf.3p that you.StPr  SCL be.sulijerf.2s  go.pple
a sin-a
to dinner

‘They thought you had gone to dinner’
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. A veulo save] an che manera Giulia a (*sia
SCL want.pr.3p know in what way Giulia SCL .Suhj.3s
vesti-sse
dress.pple-rfl

‘They want to know how Giulia got dressed’

iv. | (*) soma senta-sse
SCL be.aux.pr.lp sit.pple-rfl
‘We have sat down’

v. | *1) seve senta-sse
SCL be.aux.pr.2p sit.pple-refl
‘You have sat down’

vi. ...che a ) sio vesti-sse
... that SCL be.aux.subj.3p dress.pple-rfl
‘... that they have got dressed’

The conclusion is that the condition that triggibies particle I’ is a combination of
two factors, i.e. that the verb is eitremseor avejAND that it begins with a vowel.

It can be further noticed thdt is replaced byj’ in the imperfect and pluperfect

forms ofesseto be’, except for the3person singular, which retairls *

(19) miijera noi ij’ero
tiit)’ere Voi ij’ero
chiel al’era lor g’ero

Finally, an observation on the spreadingl6f.: Two particular phenomena lead us
to believe thatl' has not completely reached full lexicalisatioinstly, the graphyl’

indicates that it is considered as a separatecfeftom the verb; and secondly, when it

* The reader is referred to Parry (1993:107ff) ar@9g:340ff) for a diachronic account.
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appears in conjunction with another proclitic coempént clitic the latter often replaces
it:

(20) i. Vaire ch’ it n’ has-to mangia-ne?
How many that SCL part have.pr.2s+enc eatppte

‘How many of them have you eaten?

Poletto (1993) discusses in detail the naturebatdviour of these particular types
of clitics, proposing firstly, that they are totatlifferent from SCLs and are subject to
different syntactic constraints, and secondly, thay are expletive clitics. The reader is
referred to her work which includes also a revisaiod critique of Roberts’ (1991)

analysis of Franco-Provencal SCLs.

Summing up, Turinese displays a complete set gésublitics that obligatorily co-
occur with a null subject, a strong pronoun, adaksubject and a quantified subject
when these are either in pre- or post-verbal posifThey surface with finite form of the
verb and are not compatible with non-finite oneshsas the imperative or the infinitive
— cf. also Goria (2001). Some varieties of Turinesee also retained a set of enclitics
that cliticise onto the finite verb in interrogaicontexts. Finally, there is also an
additional particle, an invariablg,‘'which in some circumstances is realised asaegli
‘J’, that appears before the vedssseandavejin the forms that begin with a vowel. The
following section will concentrate on Poletto’s () criteria to classify SCLs. | will go
through each of them in turn applying them to Tesia SCLs in order to establish their

classification and to identify the position thely. fi

SECTION 3—SCLS: A CLASSIFICATION

3.1-POLETTO 'S SYSTEM

Poletto has carried out extensive research orhMortitalian Dialect SCLs. Both her
books (1993, 2000) and her numerous papers prdaenfrom a wide variety of dialects
spoken in Northern Italy. Her (2000) work is anbeleation and extension of her
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doctoral thesis, including more than a hundredetias$, and it aims to provide a deeper
understanding of the upper portion of the sentefbe.second chapter focuses on the

distribution of SCLs, and it is on her analysistthiaase the organisation of my data.

Renzi and Vanelli (1983) in their comparative s had shown that the paradigm
of SCLs for the six persons is not consistent acdislects. Their observations enabled
them to formulate a set of descriptive generabsatithat captured the distribution of
SCLs across varieties and revealed some genedaneres that hold across the
different dialects. If a variety has only one SGbrpoun, this will be second person
singular; if it has two, these will be second dmddtperson singular; if it has three these
will be second and third singular and third plufidieir descriptions reach explanatory
adequacy in Poletto’s work, where the observed igdisations are justified on the basis
of both morphological and syntactic differencesissin the SCLs of different
varieties’.

Poletto analyses the syntactic distribution of S@tsss a hundred different
varieties, investigating their properties and bétiavwith respect to a set of
phenomena. These observations allow her to idefutifiy different classes of SCLs,
each occupying a specific position in the structlifree first test that allows a clear split
in two main groups within SCLs is their relativesgion with respect to a strong
preverbal negative marker, in other words a negatiarker that can negate a clause by
itself. It is necessary to use strong markers¢hatonly appear as the head of NegP — cf.
Zanuttini (1997) — given that SCLs are always streadly higher than weak negative
markers. Pre-negative SCLs are in turn split into types by virtue of their different
behaviour in coordination, their compatibility witvh-items and their ability to mark the
sentence they introduce as new information. Pog&tnee SCLs can also be subdivided
into two more groups on the basis of their propsrivith respect to coordination and
inversion phenomena.

The four groups of SCLs isolated are, in theirdniehical order, Invariable SCLs,
Deictic SCLs, Person SCLs and Number SCLs. InvEiSICLs are exactly what their
name describes, complete sets of vocalic clitiasdio not show any variation across

grammatical persons. They can also appear in catibinwith other types of SCLs.

72



The clitic that Beninca investigated in her (1988itribution, the invariablea' in
Paduan, belongs to this class, and it has thefgptriction of marking the sentence as
a carrier of new information. Deicitic SCLs arecatled because of the features they
encode. They are complete sets where a morpholatjigtanction marks the division
between third person SCLs on the one hand andafigsecond on the other. First and
second person pronouns refer to the two partiesepten a conversation and third
person pronouns to those that are not. They carccor with other types of SCLs, but
never with Invariable SCLs. Person SCLs consist obnsonant plus a vowel and
usually realise second and third person singuiarnbver first. On the basis of this
observation, Poletto captures their nature as presgion of a [+ hearer] feature, which
differentiates between the listener and an absaty from the discourse. The fourth
type, Number SCLs, is formed by a consonant plugelaluster, realises third person
singular and plural and marks gender. Number S@amalysed as being specified for
[-hearer], [+ feminine] and [tnumber] features. Tist two groups are also defined as
‘vocalic’ SCLs and the last two as ‘agreement’ SCLise following table summarises

the characteristics of the four groups:

(21)

Pre-preverbal negation, vocalic SCLs Post-preverbal negation, agreement SCLs

Invariable Deictic Person Number

Signal new info, Mark deictic distinction| Encode [thearer] | Encode [-hearer],
complete set, can cd complete set, can co- | feature, realise® | [+feminine], [tnumber]
occur with Num and| occur with Num and and 3 p sing, can | features, realise™®p sing
Per SCLs Per SCLs co-occur with Inv | and plur, can co-occur
and Deictic SCLs | with Inv and Deictic SCLs

3.2—TURINESE SCLS: AN ANALYSIS

In order to classify Turinese SCLs | will make uséoletto’s tests, applying each of
them in turn: preverbal negation, inversion, cldstgwith the complementiser,
interaction with wh- items, compatibility with leftislocated items and various types of

coordination.
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The first test involves the position of SCLs widspect to preverbal negation.
Turinese, just like French, does not have a prelerbgative marker. Negation is
expressed through the particte=nandpa that follow the finite verfy. Some examples

are given below:

(22)i. Mi i parlo nen
.StPr SCL speak.pr.ls not
‘I don't speak’
i Mio parlo pa

.StPr SCL speak.pr.ls not
‘I don't speak’

This test does not apply to post-verbal negatigekers, and we need therefore to
turn to the others.

SCL-verb inversion is a phenomenon attested inrogative clauses, where the
SCL is cliticised onto the finite verb. Poletto §B) shows how inversion is the most
traditional way of marking a sentence as internvgadind how this is being replaced by
other strategies, providing a diachronic as well agnchronic account of its evolution.
SCL-verb inversion is an instantiation of movemeithe inflected verb inside the CP
layer (see Poletto, 2000:42-55 for arguments sujpygpthis analysis).

Turinese, as we have seen in the previous secligmlays some inversion in

interrogative clauses which in the spoken langusgestricted to second and third

¥ See zanuttini (1997: 69-72) for arguments thatititeoccupy different positions, wiha higher than
nen As the following examples showais higher thamen

(23)i. Teresin a mangia pa pi ‘d carn
Teresa SCL eat.pr.3s not anymore  of meat

ii. *Teresin a mangia pi pa ‘d carn

iv. Giors a beiv pi nen éd vin
George SCL  drink.pr.3s anymore not of wine

v. *Giors a béiv  nen pi éd vin

pa>pi>nen
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person singular. Even then, the SCLs are stilh@irtpre-verbal position:

24)i.

Vi.

According to Poletto’s system, only Number SCLsessarily undergo inversion in
interrogative clauses. The examples show that edem SCL-verb inversion obtains a
proclitic SCL is still present, preceding the veaihd interestingly, the enclitic and the
proclitic forms are different. This test provideswith some evidence against Turinese

SCLs being of the Number type, but we need moréesne to support this.

Lon ch’i mangio?
What that SCL  eat.pr.1s
‘What do | eat?’

It lo cates-to?
SCL itacc buy.pr.2s+enc
‘Do you buy it?’

Anté cha va-lo?
wher thatSCL  go.pr.3s+enc
‘Where is he going?

. Anté chi andoma adess?

Where thatSCL  go.pr.lp now

‘Where are we going now?’

I ven-estd®  pa?
SCL come.pr.2p not
‘Are you not coming?’

A ven-o si?
SCL come.pr.3p here

‘Are they coming here?

* The hyphen used here and in the next exampleséreestamndven-g is a graphic convention and does
not refer to the cliticisation of the enclitic. Theclitic in indicated with a ‘+’ symbol in the gises.
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Let us now turn to coordination. As mentioned abdlere are different types of
coordination. Kayne (1975) used coordination of thauses in order to show that
French subject clitics are different from objedtics. While two coordinated verbal
clauses can share the same subject clitic, theyotahare the same direct (or indirect)
object clitic. Thus, while the subject clitic caa keft out in the second conjunct in a co-
ordinated structure, the object clitic must be etpe (the examples are from Kayne,
1975):

(25)i. 1l mangera de la viande & boira du bon vin
SCL eatfut3s of the meat and drink.fut.3s odody wine
‘He will eat some meat and drink some good wine’

ii. *Paul les lit trées vite et@ relit soigneusement
Paul  they.acc read.pr.3s very  quickly and eeher.3s  carefully
parla suite
for the suite

‘Paul reads them very quickly and re-reads tharefally immediately after’

This different behaviour reflects the differerrustural position that the two types of
clitics occupy: those that do not need to be regukate structurally higher than those
that do, i.e. they are outside the portion of tinecsure that is being coordinated.

Object clitic omission in coordination structuregpossible when the verbs that are
being coordinated share one or more object clitics:

(26) Jean le lit et @ relit sans cesse
Jean they.acc read.pr.3s and re-read.pr.3s houtipause

‘Jean reads and re-reads them incessantly’

These cases are subject to strong constraintgpénat the two verbs must share
many semantic traits, so that they could be consttias a complex verb rather than two
simple ones. In the case ofads and re-readsve have the same verb with the same
tense and agreement structure, appearing in is®*t@and iterative form. Decomposing

the features, we could say that Tense and Agreeanerkiept constant and the change is
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introduced as Aspect features. The similarity betwthe two verb forms allows the
overt object clitic to license an empty one in $eeond conjunct.

Exploiting these observations — cf. Beninca andyj@an(1993) who apply the facts
observed in (26) to Italian — Poletto selects thypes of coordination used as tests to
identify different types of SCLs:

(27) i. Type 1: Coordination of two distinct venwgh their separate objectsdat
soup and drink tea
ii. Type 2: Coordination of two distinct verbs tisltare the same objetuse
and waste too much wajer
iii. Type 3: Coordination of a ‘complex’ verb (i.the same verb coordinated with
a different prefix or tense) with a shared objéceéd and reread the same

bookK. In this last type, both subject and object &waed by the verb forms.

Only types 1 and 3 will be used in my investigatd urinese SCLs, since type 2
does not contribute to the isolation of a clasS®©Ls, and it merely reinforces the
results given by type 1.

Poletto observes that Invariable SCLs, those tbatjy the highest position in the
structure, can be left out in the first type of mhnation. Deictic, Person and Number
SCLs, on the other hand, being for independenbrea®wer in the structure, need to be
repeated. As for coordination of the third typesah be used to distinguish between the
two post-negation types, Number and Person SCltsoR&SCLs must be repeated,
while Number SCLs do not.

Turning now to Turinese data, we can see thatiardmation of type 1 the SCLs

need to be repeated in the second conjunct, f@eadions:

(28)i. | mangio de pom é&d tera e *(i) beivo de vi péréste
SCL eatprls of apple of earth andSCL drinkgprof wine for stay.inf
alegher
happy

‘| eat potatoes and drink wine to keep happy’
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i, It mange de pom é&d téra e *(it) beive de vi pérésté
SCL eatpr2s of apple of earth andSCL drinRprof wine for stay.inf
alegher

happy
‘You eat potatoes and drink wine to keep happy’

. A mangia de pom éd tera e *(@) beive de vinpéréste
SCL eatpr3s of apple of earth andSCL drinBprof wine for stay.inf
alegher

happy
‘S/He eats potatoes and drinks wine to keep Happy

iv. | mangioma de pom éd tera e *(i) bevoma de v pér
SCL eatpr.lp of apple of earth and SCL drinkprof wine for
éste alegher
stay.inf happy

‘We eat potatoes and drink wine to keep happy’

v. | mange de pom éd tera e *(i) beive de virpéréste
SCL eatpr2p of apple of earth andSCL drinRprof wine for stay.inf
alegher
happy

‘You eat potatoes and drink wine to keep happy’

vi. A mangio de pom é&d tera e *@) beivo de virpéréste
SCL eatpr.3p of apple of earth and SCL drinBprof wine for stay.inf
alegher

happy
‘They eat potatoes and drink wine to keep happy’

According to Poletto’s system, only Invariable $Clan be omitted in the second

conjunct of this type of coordination. We can teuslude that Turinese SCLs belong to
the Invariable type.
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If a SCL must be repeated in the second conjuinetooordination type 3, then the
SCL belongs to the Number type. In Turinese the 8Che second conjunct can be
omitted. Interestingly, thd'*of it can be repeated, indicating that it probably bg$oto

one of the lower types, possibly Person: it themgee withi to producet:

(29)i. 1 leso e @ arleso I' istess liber
SCL read.pr.ls and @ re-read.pr.ls the same book

‘I read over and over again the same book’

i It lese e ‘t/d arlese I' istess liber
SCL read.pr.2s and & re-read.pr.2s  the same book
‘You read over and over again the same book’

iii. A les e @ arles I istess liber
SCL read.pr.3s and @ re-read.pr.3s the same book

‘S/He reads over and over again the same book’

iv. | foma e @ arfoma sempe I’ istess travaj
SCL do.pr.lp and re-do.pr.1p always the sameb |

‘We do over and over again always the same job’

v. | feve e @ arfeve  sempe !l istess travaj
SCL do.pr.2p and re-do.pr.2p always the sameb jo

‘You do over and over again always the same job’

vi. A fan e @ arfan sempe I' istess travaj
SCL do.pr.3p and re-do.pr.3p always the sameb jo

‘They do over and over again always the same job’

The results of this test strongly suggest thatriase SCLs do not belong to the
Number type, and reinforces what has already enddrgen the inversion test in (21).

Let us now consider clustering with the complensatiThose SCLs placed higher
up in the structure, Invariable and Deictic SCL#|, mecessarily cluster with the

complementiser, while lower ones, Number and Pemsdhonly optionally do so. From
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the Turinese data it emerges that SCLs must siionto the complementiser. Failure to

do so yields ungrammaticality:

(30)i. E mi, lon ch’i (*chei) mangio?
And I.StPr what that SCL eat.pr.1ls
‘And me, what do | eat?’

ii. Cand ch’it (*cheit) ses-to andait?
When that SCL be.pr.2s+enc  go.pple
‘When did you go?

iii. Anté ch’a (*chea) I ha-lo butalo?
Where that SCL |  have.pr.3s+enc throw.ppled.a
‘Where has s/he put it?’

iv. Anche manera ch'i (*chei) scrivoma?
In which way that SCL write.pr.1p
‘How do we write it?

v. Lon ch’'i (*chei) feve adess?
What that SCL do.pr.2p now
‘What do you do / are you doing now?’

vi. Anté ch’a (*chea) van?
Where that SCL go.pr.3p
‘Where do they go / are they going?’

On the basis of this evidence, we can concludeTih@nese SCLs belong to the
higher types, either Invariable or Deictic. Frora thata in (25) we already know that
they cannot be of the Invariable type.

The last test, compatibility with left-dislocatedms, will provide the final piece of
the jigsaw, given that only SCLs of the Deicticeygan co-occur with left-dislocated
items. Turinese data confirm the conclusions redahé28) and clearly show that its

SCLs do not belong to the Invariable type:
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(31)i. Mi, *(i) devo ande?
.StPr SCL  mustpr.ls go.inf?

‘And me, do | have to go?’

ii. Ti, *(it) la cate?
you.StPr, SCL itacc buy.pr.2s

‘And you, are you buying it?

ii. Chiel, *(@) I ha vist-la?
he.StPr SCL | have.pr.3s see.pple-it.acc
‘And he, has he seen it?’

iv. Nojautri, *G) mangioma an piola?
We.StPr SCL  eat.pr.lp in rustic restaurant
‘And we, are we eating in the pub?’

v. Vojautri, *() ven-esto pa?
You.StPr SCL  come.pr.2p not

‘And you, aren’t you coming?’

vi. Lorautri, ante ch'*§) van?
They.StPr where that SCL  go.pr.3p
‘And they, where are they going?’

We can now conclude that Turinese SCLs beloniggdeictic type, and are placed

in the higher portion of the clause, as shown £),(8om Poletto (2000:36):

(32) [p invariable SCL [cpdeictic SCL Epti [ip ...

SECTION 4 — CONCLUSIONS

In these sections | have presented a descriptiee/iew of Turinese SCLs. After a
brief review of the properties that define clitierns based on Kayne (1975), Turinese

SCLs were tested for the relevant features. Italss pointed out how difficult it is to
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individuate a structurally uniform and natural sgtic class of clitics, structurally
uniform. | described the different types of Turi@€CLs, proclitics, enclitics and
invariables, focusing on their distribution witrspect to pre- and post- verbal subjects,
showing how they are obligatory in all finite coxt&e Some issues were only touched
upon and the reader was referred to pieces of extlaustively dealing with those
particular phenomena. Section 3.1 concentratedotett®’s organisation of the CP
layer, the identification of four different typeE®CLs in Northern Italian Dialects and
the tests used by her to identify them. Applyingtiests to Turinese SCLs | was able to
establish that Turinese SCLs belong to one ofwletypes placed in the higher portion
of the clause, Deictic SCLs.

In the next sections a parallel investigationagied out on Ligurian SCLs.

SECTION 5—LIGURIAN SCLS: A DRESCRIPTIVE PRESENTATION

In these sections | pursue a parallel line of prigen for Ligurian SCLs, testing
them for clitics status and then investigatingithehaviour with respect to Poletto’s
(2000) system to individuate the group with whicbyt pattern.

This chapter is organised as follows. Section ésistLigurian pronominal particles
against the general criteria based on Kayne (1@7&)der to verify their clitic status,
and introduces the data, describing proclitic anvaéitiable particles. Section 6
investigates the behaviour of Ligurian SCLs withpect to the criteria used by Poletto
(2000).

5.1—-ProcLiTic SCLs

As well as having a complete set of tonic pronouigyrian also displays an
incomplete set of subject particles that mark sdgmrson singular, and third person
singular and plural. The third person singularipkas also distinguish between
masculine and feminine subjects. | refer to thempsy as Subject Particles for the time
being in order not to pre-empt the test that fodowable 1 shows the tonic pronouns

and the particles:
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(33)

Subject Particles - SubjParts | Tonic Pronouns - StRr

Sing Plur Sing Plur

Ist - - mi nuatri

lInd ti - ti vuatri
[llrd masc u i le luatri
llird fem a i le luatri

From the following examples can be seen that tprooouns and subject particles
are different and are not interchangeable. Kay(1935) criteria applied to the Ligurian
minimal pair subject particle/tonic pronoun highlighe differences. Only the
grammatical persons that do display both a supgicle and a tonic pronoun have

been tested — second singular and third singuhpamal.

a. A parenthetical cannot interrupt the sequendgPaut — verb, while it can appear

between a StPr and the verb:

(34) i. Ti fosci preferisci u pullu
SubjPart  perhaps prefer.pr.2s the chicken

‘Perhaps you prefer chicken’

ii. Ti fosci i preferisci u pullu
StPr  perhaps SubjPart  prefer.pr.2s the chicken
‘Perhaps you prefer chicken’

ii. *U fosci mangia u pummu
SubjPart  perhaps eat.pr.3s the apple
‘Perhaps he eats the apple'

iv. Le  fosci u mangia u pummu
StPr  perhaps SubjPart eat.pr.3s the apple
‘Perhaps he eats the apple'
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(35)

V. *A, a questua, nu puliscia e scae
SubjPart at thistime not clean.pr.3s the stairs

‘At this time, she doesn't clean the stairs’

vi. Le, a questua, a nu puliscia e scae
StPr  atthis time SubjPart  not clean.pr.3s gtadrs
‘At this time, she doesn'’t clean the stairs’

vii. *| de seglu pasean |’ easamme
SubjPart  of sure pass.fut.3p the exam

‘They will certainly pass the exam’

viii.  Luatri de segiu i pasean |’ easamme
StPr  ofsure SubjPart  pass.fut.3p the exam

‘They will certainly pass the exanm’
SubjParts cannot bear contrastive stress wiles$art

. *TI lezi sempre u mejimu libru, nu le
SubjPart  read.pr.2s always the same book ae@thr
‘YOU always read the same book, not him’

ii. TI ti lezi sempre u mejimu libru, nu le
StPr  SubjPart read.pr.2s always the same booét he.StPr

‘YOU always read the same book, not him’

ii. *U preppara na surpreisa, nu mi
SubjPart  prepare.pr.3s a surprise, nhot |.StPr

‘HE is preparing a surprise, not me’

iv. LE u preppara na surpreisa, nu mi
StPr  SubjPart  prepare.pr.3s a surprise, noPi.St

‘He is preparing a surprise, not me’

% Capitals here indicate contrastive intonation.
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(36)

V. *A preppara na surpreisa, nu mi
SubjPart  prepare.pr.3s a surprise, not |.StPr

‘SHE is preparing a surprise, not me’

vii LE a preppara na surpreisa, nu mi
StPr  SubjPart  prepare.pr.3s a surprise, noPi.St

‘SHE is preparing a surprise, not me’

vii. *| nu mangia de carne, nu nuatri
SubjPart  not eatpr.3p of meat not we.StPr
‘THEY don’t eat meat, not us’

viii. LUATRI i nu mangia de carne, nu nuatri
StPr SubjPart not eatpr.3p of meat not we.StP
‘THEY don’t eat meat, not us’

SubjParts cannot be coordinated nor modifiedrsStan:

. *U e a [ nu mangia de carne
SubjPart  and SubjPart  SubjPart not eat.pr.3p nufat
‘He and she don't eat meat’

i. Le e le i nu mangia de carne
TonP and StPr  SubjPart not eat.pr.3p of meat
‘He and she don't eat meat’

iii. *Ti e i preppare na surpreisa
SubjPart  and SubjPart prepare.pr.2p a surprise

‘You and they prepare a surprise’

iv. Ti e luatri preppare na surpreisa
StPr  and StPr prepare.pr.2p a surprise

‘You and they prepare a surprise’
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d. SubjParts cannot stand in isolation while StPrs can

@37)

by

Chi u I e che ti e vistu
Who SubjPart L be.pr.3sthat SubjPart  havespr.gee.pple
*A *U/ - Le/Le/ Luatri

SubjPart StPr

‘Who did you see yesterday? Her/Him/Them’

e. SubjParts in clusters are rigidly ordered:

(38)

i Ti te lavi
SubjPart  rf wash.pr.2s

‘You are washing yourself’

i. *Te i lavi
rf SubjPart  wash.pr.2s
‘You sit down’

iii. U/A se lava
SubjPart  rf wash.pr.3s

‘He/She is washing himself/herself’

ii. *Se  u/a lava
rf SubjPart  wash.pr.3s

‘He/She is washing himself/herself’

iv. | se lava
SubjPart  rf wash.pr.3p
‘They are washing themselves’

V. *Se | lava
rf SubjPart  wash.pr.3p

‘They are washing themselves’
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What the tests above show is that there are cléfarahces between the two sets of
nominal elements, and that the set that | havdl&bas ‘Subject Particles’ behave like
clitic elements. The label ‘Subject Clitic’, adogtat the beginning of the chapter is now

justified.

Ligurian SCLs are obligatory, for the persons sfeettj in all finite contexts. They
must co-occur withpro or a strong pronoun, as shown, respectively, in (8€)@O0). In

(40) both pre- (i- iv) and post-verbal (a-d) strggrgnouns are shown:

(39) i. *Ti) lezi u giurnale
SCL read.pr.2s the newspaper

‘You read the newspaper’

ii. *(A) catta tanta verdura
SCL buy.pr.3s much greens

‘She buys a lot of vegetables’

iii. *(U) risulve u prublema
SCL solve.pr.3s the problem

‘He is going to solve the problem’

iv. *(I) zogan a-e carte
SCL play.pr.3p at-the cards
‘They play cards’

(40) i. Ti *(ti) preferisci u pullu
StPr  SCL  prefer.pr.2s the chicken

‘You prefer chicken’
a. *(Ti) catti u pan ti

SCL buy.pr.2s the bread StPr

‘You are buying the bread’
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i. Le *@) puliscia e scae
StPr  SCL clean.pr.3s the stairs
‘She cleans the stairs’

b. *(A) catta u pan le
SCL buy.pr.3s the bread StPr
‘She is buying the bread’

iii. Le  *(u) beiva du vin
StPr  SCL  drink.pr.3s of wine
‘He drinks wine’

c. *(U) parla le!
SCL  speak.pr.3s StPr

‘Look who's talking!’

iv. Luatri *(i) parlan d’" ascusu
StPr  SCL  speak.pr.3p of hide.pple

‘They speak secretrely’

d. *(I) cantan luatri duman
SCL sing.pr.3p StPr  tomorrow
‘They are singing tomorrow’

Third persons SCLs also obligatorily co-occur whibth pre- (i-iii) and post- (a-c)

verbal full DP or quantified subjects, as showiih) and (42) respectively:

(41) i. U Giorgiu *u) mangia u pummu
the George SCL eatpr.3s the apple

‘George eats the apple’
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a. *(U) mangia u pummu u Giorgiu
SCL eatpr.3s the apple the George

‘George eats the apple’

ii. A Teeja *(a) canta a-u teatro
the Teresa SCL sing.pr.3s at-the theatre

‘Teresa sings at the theatre’

b. *(A) leza u libru a Maria
SCL read.pr.3s the book the Mary
‘Mary reads the book’

iii. E donne *(I) I' impastan egua e faina
the women SCL L mix.pr.3p water and flower

‘The women are mixing water and flower’

c. *(I) nu cattan mai de fruta e meéso
SCL not buy.pr.3p never of fruit the my sisters

‘My sisters never buy any fruit’

(42) i. Quarchedun *(u) rivead in ritardu
somebody SCL  arrive.fut.3s in delay

‘Somebody will arrive late’

a. *(U) riva quarchedun
SCL  arrive.pr.3s somebody

‘Somebody is coming’
iil. Nisciun *(u) mangia a menestra

nobody SCL eat.pr.3s  the soup
‘Nobody eats the soup’
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*U) num ha vistu nisciun
SCI not l.acc  have.pr.,3s see.pple nobody

‘Nobody has seen me’

iii. Tutti *(i) cattan u to libru

everybody SCL  buy.pr.3p the your book
‘Everybody buys your book’

*()  venan chi  tutti
SCL come.pr.3p here everybody

‘Everybody is coming here’

Ligurian SCLs are also found in existential andi¢ifinite) passivese constructions

and with weather verbs, as shown, respectivel{4®) i, ii and iii:

(43)

Tt ‘n ziu  *@g) I ea ‘n gran petesa
all in round SCL L be.mperf3sa big beinghu

‘And all around everybody was busy’

Quarche anu fa t) se beveiva inseme
some year ago SCL impdrink.imp.3s  together

‘Some years ago we used to drink together’

iii. *(U) ciova®

SCL  rain.pr.3s

‘It rains’

%t is interesting to notice that the absence ef3ICL denotes surprise. The sentence in (10) ibean
uttered by someone who is spending some time orgdtiee weather is beautiful and the sun is shining
Then they go indoors briefly and when they comeamatin it's raining:

(43) iv. Ciova!
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Ligurian also displays obligatory SCLs co-occurnmigh a wh-element in wh-

questions, both root and embedded (i-ii), in cdefitences (iii), root and embedded yes-

no questions (iv-v) and restrictive relative clauég):

(44) i. Quand *(i) van via?
when SCL go.pr.3p away
‘When are they going away?’

ii. Nu so guand *u) va via
not know.pr.1ls when SCL go.pr.3saway

‘I don’t know when he’s going away’

iii. Ti I e ti che  *(ti) sbragi sempe
SCL L bepr2syou.StPr who SCL shoutpr.2s wwa
‘It's you who always shouts’

iv. A Maria *(@) mangia de carne?
the Mary SCL eatpr.3s of meat

‘Does Mary eat meat?’

v. Nu so se a Maria *(@) mangia de carne
nto know.pr.ls if the Mary SCL eatpr.3s of ate

‘I don’t know whether Mary eats meat’

vi. A donnach’ *@) puliscia e scae a I e otea
the woman who  SCL clean.pr.3s the stairs SCL k.pt3sill

‘The woman who cleans the stairs is ill’

In the next section we turn to invariable SCLs.
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5.2—INVARIABLE SCLS

Ligurian has, along with the proclitic forms of $edt clitics, also an invariable
element, I’, that appears together with some proclitic SGts found with the third
person singular and plural SClus a andi, with forms of the verb&se'to be’, andavé;j
‘to have’ both when main (45) a-f and auxiliary vei(46) a-f, but only when the verb

form begins with a vowel:

(45) a. U Giorgiu u *') ha tantiscimi puisci
the George SCL L have.pr.3s very many peas

‘George has a lot of peas’

b. A Teeja a *I') ha na bella ca
the Teresa SCL L have.pr.3s a beautiful house
‘Teresa has a beautiful house’

c. | fanti i *(I" han na bella lalla
the children SCL L havepr3p a beautiful aunt

‘The children have a beautiful aunt’

s

d. U postu u *T) e fin, u postu u *(I) é bellu
the place SCL L be.pr.3sfine the place SCL He.pr.3s beautiful

‘The place is fine, the place is beautiful’

e. Me lalla a ) é maota
my aunt SCL L be.pr.3s ill
‘My aunt is ill’

f. Luatri i I enan maoti
they SCL L be.pr.3pill
‘They are ill
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i. U Mariu u *1)  ha mangiau a menestra
the Mario SCL L have.pr.3s eat.pple the soup

‘Mario has eaten the soup’

ii. A Teeja a *1) ha mangiau a menestra
the Teresa SCL L have.pr.3s eat.pple the soup

‘Teresa has eaten the soup’

iii. Luatri i (*1")  han za mangiau u pummu
they SCL L have.pr.3p already eat.pple thplaa

‘They have already eaten the apple’

iv. U diretu u ) é rivau
the manager SCL L be.pr.3s arrive.pple

‘The manager has arrived’

v. A meistra a *r) é vegnua
the teacher SCL L be.pr.3s come.pple

‘The teacher has come’

vi. U Giorgiu e u Gianni i (*I") enan za anda
the George and the John SCL L be.pr.3p  &ram.pple
‘George and John have already left’

The same observations made in section 2.3 for tinedse invariable SCLalso
apply to Ligurian: in particular, the condition that triggers iticombination of two
factors, i.e. that the verb is eithEseor avéjAND that it begins with a vowel.

Let us now turn to the analysis.
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5.3—LIGURIAN SCLS: AN ANALYSIS

This section will parallel the one in the previaestions, and Poletto’s (2000)
criteria will be used to establish the group withietr Ligurian SCLs pattern. The tests
that | will use are:

» Position with respect to pre-verbal negation

* Clustering with the complementiser

» Coordination type 1 and 2

» Compatibility with left-dislocated items

* Interaction with wh- items

Recall that in Poletto’s system there are four rholpgical classes of SCLs, two

preceding and two following pre-verbal negatiorsldmary is given in (47):

(47)
Invariable > Deicti¢ >Neg > Numbef > Persan

left periphery IP

The first test involves the position of SCLs witbspect to preverbal negation.
Ligurian has a preverbal negative markau, which clearly divides Ligurian SCLs in

two, as the following examples show:

48) i. Ti nu ti mangi de carne
g
you.StPr  not SCL  eatpr.2s of meat

‘You don't eat meat’

ii. A Teejaa nu mangia de carne
TheTeresa SCL not eatpr.3s of meat

‘Teresa doesn’t eat meat’
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iii. U Marcu u nu mangia de carne
The Mark SCL not eatpr.3s of meat
‘Mark doesn’t eat meat’

iv. U Giannie a Teejd nu mangia de carne
TheJohn andthe Teresa SCL not eat.pr.3p oft mea
‘John and Teresa don't eat meat’

According to these examples, while the second pessmular SCL belongs to one
of the lower types, third masculine and feminimegaiar and plural SCLs belong to one
of the higher types.

The second test, clustering with the complementisaglps distinguish between
higher and lower SCL types: while Invariable anddile SCLs necessarily cluster with
the complementiser due to their higher positiorhinithe structure, the operation is
only optional for Number and Person SCLs. Examples from Ligurian indicate that
clustering only occurs with third person singulad @lural SCLs:

(49)i. U Gianni u dija ch a canta ben
the John SCL say.pr.3s that SCL sing.pr.3s well
‘John says that she sings well’

ii. A dija ch u parta doman
SCL say.pr.3s that SCL leave.pr.3s tomorrow
‘She says he’s leaving tomorrow

iii. U dija ch’ i mangian tropu

SCL say.pr.3s that SCL eatpr.3p too much
‘He says that they eat too much’

Lack of clustering yields ungrammaticality, suggesgthat third person SCLs,
singular ad plural, belong to one of the higheegp
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(50)i. *U Gianni u dija che a canta ben
the John SCL say.pr.3s that SCL sing.pr.3s well

‘John says that she sings well’

i. *A  dia che u parta doman
SCL say.pr.3s that SCL leave.pr.3s tomorrow

‘She says he’s leaving tomorrow

ii. *U  dija che i mangian tropu
SCL say.pr.3s that SCL eatpr.3p too much

‘He says that they eat too much’

Turning now to coordination, under Poletto’s systerariable SCLs can be omitted
in the second conjunct of a type 1 coordinatian,doordination of two different verbs
that share the same subject but have a differgatbl.igurian SCLs, not allowing SCL

omission, do not pattern with the Invariable type:

(51)i. U Giorgiu u mangia da menestra Hu) beiva du vin
The George SCL eatpr.3s of soup and SCL  gnirtBs of wine

‘George eats soup and drinks wine’

ii. A Maria a canta cun ti e*(@) balla cun  mi
The Mary SCL sing.pr.3s with youand SCL danc89rmwith me

‘Mary sings with you and dances with me’
jii. Ti mangi  da menestra e*(ti) beivi du vin

SCL eatpr2s of soup and SCL  drink.pr.2s of ewin

‘You eat soup and drink wine’
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iv. U Marcue u Giannii mangian da menestra*@) beivan
TheMark andthe John SCL eatpr3p of soup S@d drink.pr.3p
du vin
of wine

‘Mark and John eat soup and drink wine’

Let us now consider another type of coordinati@ordination type 3, i.e.
coordination of two forms of the same verb thafedifrom one another in tense or
aspect, i.e. they share most semantic and synfaetigres so that they can be
considered as a complex verb rather than two stepeeabs. This particular type of
coordination allows us to distinguish between the post-negative SCL types, Number
and Person SCLs: only these latter must be rep@#ated second conjunct.

B2) i. Ti lezi e (t) rilezi sempre u mejimulibru
SCL read.pr.2s and SCL re-read.pr.2s always e stme book
‘You read the same book over and over again’

ii. Ti dija e (t) dijea sempre a mejima @aos
SCL say.pr.2s and SCL say.fut.2s always thmesa thing

‘You say and will always say the same thing’

The evidence brought forward in examples in (48) &dleeady highlighted the fact
that the second person singular SCL is lower tharothers. The examples in (52)

confirm this and further indicate thapatterns with the Number SCLs.

Let us now turn to third person SCLs. So far it hasn shown that they belong to
one of the two higher types, and the coordinatitesi revealed that they pattern with
the Deictic type. This last test confirms this:yhivariable SCLs cannot co-occur with

a left-dislocated subject. As expected, third peiSGLs can:
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(53) i. Luatri, i I enan za andai
They.StPr SCL L be.pr.3p already go.pple

‘Them, they have already gone’

ii. Le, u a-a catta?
He.Ton.Pr SCL it.acc.fem buy.pr.3s
‘And he, is he buying it?’

ii.A  Teeja,a nu ghe I ha anca dattu
The Teresa SCL not to him itacc have.pr.3s ye give.pple
‘Teresa, she’s not given it to him/her yet’

And finally, we turn to the compatibility with wheims: Ligurian SCLs can all co-
occur with them:

(54) i. Dunddi studi?
Where SCL  study.pr.2s
‘Where do you study?’

ii. Quand van via?
When SCL go.pr.3p away
‘When are they going?’

iii. Cus’ u disa?
What SCL say.pr.3s
‘What is he saying?’

iv. Cus’ a disa?
What SCL say.pr.3s
‘What is she saying?’

Inversion is not present in Ligurian, neither irsy@ nor in wh-questions.
Concluding, the tests carried out on Ligurian SGasge revealed that they do not
belong all to the same type. Third person SCLd) botgular and plural, pattern with
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one of the higher types, Deictic SCLs, while secparson singular shows the typical

behaviour of the Number type.

CONCLUSIONS

This chapter has presented a detailed descriptidrmaaalysis of Turinese and
Ligurian SCLs. The main purpose of such an ingasion was to provide a solid basis
for the identification of the position occupied ¢hye2in the ‘Double CHE
Construction’.

This may seem as an unnecessary lengthy diveigdiscussed in chapter 1 | take
linear word order to reflect hierarchical structurethis light, the linear adjacency
between the SCLs amdhe2takes on renewed importance.

Having established that the position occupied bisSk&s within the left periphery
of the clause has important consequences forehgsithat precede it, i.ehe2and
subjects, which are investigated in detail in chaft
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Chapter 3

The ‘Double che construction’ in Turinese and
Ligurian

Introduction
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2.1 — Left Dislocated elements
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2.3.2.1-CLLD
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THE ‘DOUBLE CHE CONSTRUCTION' IN TURINESE
AND LIGURIAN

INTRODUCTION

Two dialects spoken in North-western Italy, a conatve variety of Turinese and a
variety of Ligurian — Tur and Lig henceforth — offen interesting area of research for
an investigation on the make up of the CP andett#iegory COMP.

In some contexts Tur and Lig allow for what appearse the equivalent of the standard
Italian finite complementisaaheto be realised twice, as a higlode (chel and a lower
che(ched. Cheis also the finite complementiser in the dialeaty] it is used in all
cases of finite complementation. At present | dowish to commit myself to

identifying both of them asomplementisersalthoughchelseems to belong to this
category it will be seen in sections 1.4.1 and2ltdatche2has particular properties that
distinguish it fromchel which can be thought of as the canonical compiiser.

Thus, until their precise nature and syntacticusté established, they will be simply

referred to ashe

An example of the data under investigation is showl): throughout this chapter the
examples from Tur are marked with a letter of tiphabet (e.g. a, b, ¢, etc) and those

from Lig, with a Roman number (e.g. i, i, iii, ic
(1)a. Gioanin a spera che Ghitin chas né vada tost
John SCL  hope.pr.ls that Margaret that SCLarf p g0.S.3s soon

‘John hopes that Margaret leaves as soon asiessi

b. Majo a chérde che Luch ch'a sia  désmentiass-ne
Mario SCL believe.pr.3s that Luke thatSCL be.S@get.pple.rf-part

‘Mario believes that Luke has forgotten about it’
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c. Majo a pensa che Franchin ch’as n’ ancorza
Mario SCL think.pr.3s that Frank that SCL+rfrppa realise.S.3s
‘Mario thinks that Frank realises it’

i. A Teeja a spera cheu Giannch'u se tagia i cavei
the Teresa SCL  hope.pr.3s thatthe John thatSCGL cut.S.3sthe hair
a-u  ciu fitu
at-the more soon

‘Teresa hopes that John has his hair cut asaspossible’

i. A Teeja a credda chea Mariach'a parta duman
the Teresa SCL believe.pr.3s thatthe Mary 3@t leave.S.pr.3stomorrow
‘Teresa believes that Mary will leave tomorrow’

ii. A Teeja a pensa che Idach’a se ne sciggia pentia
the Teresa SCL think.pr.3s that Ida that SCL  phrtbe.S.3s repent.pple

‘Teresa thinks that Ida has repented of it'

The use othe2is not compulsory: all the examples in (1) arefqutty grammatical if
cheZ2is omitted. Its realisation is, in actual factatter of preference. Nevertheless, its
presence is totally excluded from some contextajihbe seen below, and it is on this
negative evidence that | have based my observationisose contexts that do allow it,
che2seems to be realised ‘more readily’ with spediffzes of verbs that are
morphologically composed of the verb stem and algoation of a reflexive and
partitive cliticS’, such as Tuandassnéto go away from thereambrignesnéto not

care about it’, and Ligentisn€to repent of it’,acorgesnéto realise it’. This is
addressed more in depth in section 1.5; at thgestasuffices to descriptively point out
this detail.

The aim of this chapter is two-fold. First of &b, provide a detailed description of the
structural and distributional properties of thetjgatar construction found in these two

% This is true of Tur and, to a certain extent, if, too.
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varieties. The data presented here are mainly wmknlorief reference to the
phenomenon can be found in Poletto (2000:61, 148-46d Goria (2001:149ff). As
mentioned in chapter 1, these data are the rekidpeated data collection processes
carried out throughout my doctoral research. Isttepresents a valuable contribution,
both for its empirical import and for its relevartoea better understanding of the left
periphery. Interpreting the facts presented hederalating them to the theoretical
background is the second aim pursued in this chapte

There are two main sections in this chapter. Sedtimvestigateshe2, the restrictions
operating on it, its function, its position, itssgctic status, and it offers an analysis
based on the links between C and I. A digressigasgtigates subjunctive mood and the
controversial issue of the featuregalis] often associated with it in the literature.
Section 2 turns to the elements that can appeaekethelandche?2 focusing on the
status of bare quantifier subjects. The issue dsemded again in the next chapter, which
presents a comparison between Tur and Romanian.

Unfortunately, my Lig informant interrupted the laddoration due to work commitments
half way through my investigation: there are therefsome gaps, and the section on
bare quantifier subjects is based on Tur only.

The conclusions reached in this chapter aredhe®is a morphological marker of
modality and that it is a clitic: the term ‘modglits used in a loose sense to refer to the
subjunctive. As such it is subject to both syntaatid phonological constraints. Its
function is two-fold: semantically, it creates mkiwith the CP, thus ‘anchoring’ (cf.
Enc, 1987) the verb in the embedded clause by giroyia temporal interpretation for
the subjunctive; syntactically, it expresses thedbel of mood features of the verb and
checks them in a mood-related projection. | wiase a strict dependency between
morphology and the ability to undergo movementfoecking purposes. | interpret the
poor morphological distinction between forms of theéicative and the subjunctive as
the reason for which the latter cannot reach tts#tipo where such mood features can
be checkedCheZ2originates in the head position of the functigmraljection vP as the
expression of such features. Being a clitltg2cannot ‘survive’ in isolation: a link is
established between the semantic clitic nature@food features thahe2carries,

which need to be associated with a verb, and iitasyic clitic nature. This link is

10¢



instantiated through a c-commanding relation betvebe2and the verb, re-established
when the verb raises to check its [person, nunfbatiires.

Finally, the investigation of the status of bareuggifier subjects reveals that when they
occur to the left of left dislocated phrases theyta be analysed as left dislocated

themselves.

SECTION 1 —CHEZ: INVESTIGATION AND ANALYSIS

1.1— RESTRICTIONS ON THE USE OF CHEZ2

The use othe2 in both varieties, is a matter of optionalityottcurs, as the examples
above show, in embedded contexts, where the veheimain clause selects a finite
complement. The examples of verbs witnessedcaatfeink to believe andto hope

These form a natural class in languages, oftemrezf¢o as ‘verb-of-belief’ type.

The optionality on the use ohe2is problematic insofar as it is impossible toi¢lic
strong and clear-cut judgements from the informahts acceptability of the sentences
ranges over a scale of increasing ‘optionalitythet one end and of increasing
‘desirability’ at the other. We are clearly dealwgh grey areas rather than a black-and-
white contrast, and as will be seen, even witheddfiit shades of grey.

As already mentioned, in some contexts the presefr®e2makes the sentence
completely ungrammatical: these are clear-cut jotges. What are these restrictions?
In both dialects, the twohecannot appear in a sequence: they must be separate
phonetically realised syntactic material. So, fearaple, in sentences in which the
subject of the embedded clause is null and reatispdo®, and there is no phrasal
element interposed between the e che2is not allowed. This can be seen in (2).

The restriction holds in both varieties:

% Both Tur and Lig are, just like Standard Italianll subject languages: an overt subject, be it a
pronominal element or a full DP, can be omitteteimsed clauses. As already illustrated in chaptéug
has a complete set of SCLs and Lig an incompléténaeing a clitic only for second singular anddhi
singular and plural in all tensed clauses.
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(2) a. *Ghitin a spera che @ ch’as né vada tost
Margaret SCL  hope.pr.3s that pro that SCL+rf pa go.S.3s soon

‘Margaret hopes that (he/she) leaves as soonssste’

b. *Majo a pensa che @ ch'a sia  désmetiass-ne
Mario SCL think.pr.3s that pro that SCL  be.Sf8gyet.pple-part

‘Mario thinks that s/he has forgotten about it’

c. *Gioanin a chérde che @ ch'a sio pentiss-ne
John SCL  believe.pr.3s that pro thatSCL IBp.S. repent.pple-part
‘John thinks that they have repented of it’

i. *A Maria a spera che @ ch'i vegnan a-u ciu fitu
the Mary SCL hope.pr.3s that pro that SCL c&Bp at-the more soon

‘Mary hopes that they come as soon as possible’

ii. *U Mariu u pensa che @ ch'i se ne sciggian acorti
the Mario SCL think.pr.3s that pro that SCL  mpartbe.S.3p realise.pple

‘Mario thinks that they have realised it’

iii. *U Giorgiu u credda che @ chu se rumpa  cun
the George SCL  believe.pr.3s that pro that SCHf break.S.3s with
facilite
easiness

‘George thinks that it breaks easily’

The second restriction, which operates in conjenctith the first, is on the mood of
the verb in the embedded clause. Although thera@restrictions on the tense of the
verb in the main clause, the embedded verb muist the subjunctive mood fahe2to
be realised. The examples in (3) show, respectitelw the present, future and
imperfect indicative, and the conditional are nmtnpatible withche2 either in Tur or

in Lig. The ungrammaticality judgement is very clea
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(3)a. A dis che Maria e Gioann(*ch’) a mangio nen é&d rane
SClLsay.pr.3s that Mary and John SCL peddp not of frogs
‘S/He says that Mary and John do not eat frogs’

b. Giors a spera che Majo (*ch’) as n’ andara  tost
George SCL  hope.pr.3s that Mario SCL+rf partgofut.3s  soon

‘George hopes that Mario will go away soon’

c. Gioanin a dis che Maria miracg¢*ch’) a mangiava
John SCL say.pr.3s that Mary perhaps SCL ingaerf.3s
gia nen édcarn a la Pasca
already not of meat at the Easter

‘John says that Mary wasn't already eating me&iaaster’

d. Majo a pensa che Franchin (*ch’) as n’ ancorzeria
Mario SCL think.pr.3s that Frank SCL+rf part realisecond.3s

‘Mario thinks that Frank would realize it’

i. U Gianniu disa che a Maria(*ch) a nu mangia de
TheJohn SCL say.pr.3s that the Mary SCL noteatpr.3s  of
rainocce
frogs

‘John says that Mary does not eat frogs’

i. U Francu u spera che u Gianni*ch’) u telefuned a-u
The Frank SCL  hope.pr.3s that the John SCL onefut.3sat-the
ciu fitu
more soon

‘Frank hopes that John phones as soon as pdssible
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iii. U Gianniu dija che a Teejae u Marid*ch) i
theJohn  SCL say.pr.3s that the Teresa anil e SCL
vueivan zoga a-e carte
wantimperf.3p play.inf at-the cards

John says that Teresa and Mario wanted to plaista

iv. U Gianniu credda che Margaitin(*ch’) a mangeescia
the John SCL believe.pr.3s  that Margaret SClatcend.3s
guentea sta turta
willingly  this cake

‘John thinks that Margaret would eat this cakHingly’

The conclusion to be drawn is that the subjundswbe only mood compatible with
che2

The two restrictions described here operate simediasly: in order foche2to be licit

the embedded verb must be in the subjunctive ANIDetimust be phonetically realised
syntactic material between the twloe Each of them in isolation is a necessary but not
sufficient condition for the realisation ofie2 it is their combination that captures the
evidence. This can be expressed in a conjunctiveula:

4) Insertche2if and only if:
a. there is phonetically realised syntactic matéeaveen the two
che
AND
b. the embedded verb is in the subjunctive mood.

(A first approximation)

Lets us look at each in turn.

The resistance againgtelandche2appearing in a sequence is similar to the
observation made by a number of authors — cf. MethMacWhinney (1983), Yip
(1998) among others — that languages avoid thelectal repetition of morphemes. A
parallel restriction is witnessed at the phonolablievel: the Obligatory Contour
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Principle — cf. Leben (1973), Goldsmith (1979a) amech subsequent work — requires
adjacent morphemes to be contrastive.

Neeleman and van de Koot (2001) investigate theswayhich languages cope with
repetitions of morphemes at the syntactic levelrdltan be ‘tolerance’ towards the
repetition, or suppletion of one of the forms watimother morphologically related but at
the same time distinct form, or ‘merging’ of theotf@orms into one which cumulatively
expresses the features of each individual onegletidn of one of the morphemes. The
latter is defined as haplology, a process by wbith of the offending morphemes is
suppressed. It seems plausible to assume thatsgrttaplology is also active in Tur
and Lig and the all the examples in (3) are ungratival because the process has not
applied. Some further support for this analysislwafound in the way personal
pronouns combine with each other. In Tur the segmrdon singular reflexive pronoun
and the second person singular SCL are homophoioAs,discussed in chapter 2, Tur
requires SCLs to be present in all finite conteWben the twat need to be realised
simultaneously — i.e. in a finite sentence witleeand person singular subject and a
reflexive clitic — instead of realising them bodls, inti (strong pronoun, you) (SCL) it
(reflexive clitic)mange j'ongeyou bite your nails’, Tur deletes one of the twiat
mange jongePrescriptively, it is not correct to write the raimng morpheme a#t™

the graphic convention is to signal the presendbefeflexive form by using an
apostrophei;t. Neeleman and van de Koot (2001) claim that tinees@anguage may
resort to more than one strategy to prevent thetitegn of morphemes: thus,itfwas to
be analysed a¥, it could be claimed that Tur could either apfig tleletion or the
suppletion rule.

Concluding, the first restriction that applieshe realisation ofhe2is not a constraint
unigue to the DCC but the effect of a more gengtrategy to which the language
resorts to avoid the adjacent realisation of idehtinorphemes.

The focus is thus directed to the second onejrtkenlith the subjunctive. What sort of
dependency is it? Is it semantic? Or syntacticth®result of a combination of both
syntactic and semantic factors?

The answer to these questions is not straightfah&ad immediate: it will therefore be

necessary to investigatbe2and its relation with the subjunctive in furthextail.
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The investigation of SCLs carried out in chaptéa2 revealed that in Tur and Lig those
clitics that form a cluster withhe2— all SCLs in Tur and third person singular and
plural in Lig — belong to one of the higher typdeiritified in Poletto’s (2000) system,
the Deictic type. These, together with Invariab®&.S occupy a position within the CP:
given thatche2necessarily precedes them, the conclusion to derdis thathe2is

itself in the left periphery. Further support fard claim is given in sections 1.3.1 and
1.3.2.

The CP does not consist of a single projectionthadexact position occupied biie2is
not immediately apparent. It is necessary to addiesissue concerning its function,
which, in turn, requires an investigation of théjsactive, pursued in section 1.2.

So far it has been shown tlehte2can only be realised if the verb in the embedded
clause is in the subjunctive mood. This appliesdtih cases where the subjunctive is
selected as an embedded verb by a higher predicatdeed when it is selected by a
conjunction, in relative clauses and as a sup@dtivm for the imperative and in
optative clauses. The examples (5) a, b, i anldoisdependency from a conjunction,
(5) c and d show its occurrence in relative cla@ses(5) e and f its use as a suppletive

form for the imperative in Tur:

(5) a. Contutché temp ch’a fussa pét pét, i soma
with all that the weather that SCL  be.S.imparf.3  so so SCL  be.pr.lp
‘ndait a marce an montagna
go.pple to walk.in in  mountain

‘Although the weather was not promising, we weatking in the mountains’

b. I veno volonté, _basta mach ch&ioann ch’'a staga
SCLcome.pr.1s willingly aslong as John Bat stay.S.3s
nen solo

not alone

‘I will come willingly as long as John is nofi®n his own’



Giors a veul parlé con un dotehe, antla meisin-a
George SCL  want.pr.3s speak.inf with a doctorowhinside the medicin
autérnativa, ch’a-j chérda

alternative that SCL+loc  believe.S.3s

‘George wants to speak to a doctor who beli@vedternative medicine’

March a serca na fomobhe éd coste robech'as
Mark SCL search.pr.3sa woman who of these thinthat SCL+rf
n’ ambrigna

part not care.S.3s

‘Mark is looking for a woman who does not cabeat these things’

. Che i cit ch’'a vado a pluché subit!
that the children that SCL  go.S.3p to sledp.inimmediately

‘The children should go to sleep immediately!

Che ‘1 cél cham giuta!
that the sky that SCL+l.acc help.S.3s

‘Heavens help me!

UGianniu I' é entra senza ah®ariu ch'u se n’
the John SCLL be.pr.3s enter.pple without thatthe Mario thatSCL rf part
acursescia

realise.S.imperf.3s

‘John came in without Mario realising it’

ii. Vegnu cun ti _basta che memae ch a nu resta da
come.pr.ls with  you as long as my mum that SChot stay.S.3s by
sula
alone

‘I will come with you as long as my mum is neftlon her own’
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These examples reinforce the relation betwaePand the subjunctive. Furthermore,
they underline that the role played by the selgotierb does not seem to be the issue at
stake here: the focus is directed away from theas¢improperties of the predicate and
turned to the actual relation of dependency betwbeland the subjunctive, whatever
its ‘existing’ environment is.

With these premises it seems plausible to ackngyelébat the realisation ohe2is
unequivocally dependent on the presence of thaisatiye. In order to understand the
nature of such a connection, a diversion into tivestigation of the nature of the

subjunctive is necessary.

1.2— THE SUBJUNCTIVE

The subjunctive has often been analysed in oppaositi the indicative. The dichotomy
between them is a rather complex issue, both beaaithe extent of cross-linguistic
variation and for the difficulties faced by a seti@analysis aimed at capturing what
appear to be the many idiosyncrasies displayedrguages.

This opposition has been investigated in term®alis andirrealis mood: this section
will briefly touch upon the issue, to highlight hdkis is an intuitive rather than an
effectively explanatory classification.

| will start with a brief overview of the main aiyaks that have been proposed for the
subjunctive mood in the literature, which highlighé difficulty of capturing the

meaning and function of the subjunctive cross-liateally.

1.2.1- AN OVERVIEW OF PREVIOUS ACCOUNTS REALISAND IRREALIS
The interest in the subjunctive mood and the resestemming from it has been

traditionally based on a comparison with the intikeamood and the definition of their
different domains. The distinction between the tdatjng back to ancient grammarians,
views the subjunctive as a dependent mood, ussgbiardinate clauses and the
indicative as the independent mood, freely occgriimboth main and embedded
clauses.

The research on the contrast between indicativesabplinctive has also served another

purpose, i.e. to investigate and describe modaflydality is a category that closely
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interacts with two others, tense and aspect, teigpeanformation on the predication of
an event in a given sentence. Tense refers tontleespan in which the event takes
place; aspect to the nature of such an eventwbgther the action has a starting and an
end point, whether it is ongoing, etc, namelyin$ernal temporal constituency’ (cf.
Comrie, 1976:3). Modality is concerned with thea’s attitude towards a given
event, i.e. whether it is possible or necessarysgbmething happens or has happened
(epistemic modalities), or whether the speakerti@dntention or desire or ability to do
something, or still, whether the speaker is oblitgedo something or give permission to
do something (deontic modalities). The speaketigide can be expressed by means of
verbal mood in one language or by means of moo#ensrindependent words such as
modals, auxiliaries, particles, in another.

The traditional interpretation of the indicativedgunctive contrast in embedded contexts
is based on the opposition between, respectivediis andirrealis, i.e. between the real
and the non-real worlds — cf. Sapir (1930), Mitliui899), Roberts (1990), Palmer
(1986, 2001) among others:

‘...The notion of different possible worlds wouldrede be a
basic domain of human cognition such as time aadeand
therefore reflected in language. Also basic isribgon of ‘real’
world versus possible or ‘unreal’ world. While tieetan be
many possible worlds there can only be one realdvdie real
world is one in which events are actualized. Othen-real
worlds are then related to the real world by modahcepts’.

Roberts (1990:367)

Or, in other words,

‘...arealisproposition prototypically asserts that an event o
state is an actualised or certain fact of realighile anirrealis
proposition prototypically implies that an eventdregs to the
realm of the imagined or hypothetical, and as sticlonstitutes
a potential or possible event but it is not an alable fact or
reality’.
Elliott (2000:66-67)
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Thus the two terms identify domains equivalentiast defined by the terms ‘assertion’

and ‘non-assertion’, which are referred to laterothis section.

One of the earliest occurrences of the teraalis can be found in Sapir (1930:168): the

irrealis mood suffix in Southern Paiute is described agatohg:

‘...that the activity expressed by the verb is unreal either
merely potential or contrary to fact’
Sapir (1930:168, in Elliott, 2000:55)

Since then, the termsalis andirrealis have met the favour of a great number of
linguists, and have been widely adopted in a wanétheoretical frameworks, largely
due to the intuitive distinction that they makewetn a declarative (or real) and a non-

declarative (or non-real) world. More specifically:

‘... Therealisportrays situations as actualized, as having
occurred or actually occurring, knowable throughedit
perception. Thérealisportrays situations as purely within the
realm of thought, knowable only through imagination
Mithun (1999:173)

Palmer (1986, 2001), a comprehensive cross-linigurstestigation of the categories of
mood and modality, makesalis andirrealis two of the basic notions upon which his
study rests. Their validity, he claims, derivesiirthe fact that they have the advantage

over other terms such as ‘factual’ and ‘non-factwal‘real’ and ‘unreal’ of being:

‘...0obviously technical, avoiding any connotation shef
more familiar terms’.
Palmer (2001:1)

As well as being accepted as notional featuesdis andirrealis are also interpreted as
typological categories, Realis and Irrealis, oladifrom the former through a process of
grammaticalisation. By adopting this terminologg/rRer also embraces the implication

that the category of modality ranges over two didtvalues.
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In Elliott (2000)realis andirrealis are re-analysed amluesfor a grammatical category
rather than as a specific category themselves. Ewagna number of Australian,
Austronesian and Papuan languages, she arguégfogdognition ofeality statusas a
grammatical category, interpreted as in Lyons ()9@a@mely the result of the
grammaticalisation of a semantic feature that éoateontrasting elements. This
category ranges over two valuesalis andirrealis. By doing so Elliott aims to

reconcile the confusion between modality on theloered andrrealis on the other: the
two are often discussed in terms of each othertlamdontextual assumptions
underlying epistemic and deontic modalities canléscribed asrealis in terms of their
reality status.

The binary distinction that the termesalis andirrealis imply is also adopted by Giorgi
and Pianesi (1997, 2000). Although they see thidtians of the coarse-grained
distinction generated by the adoption of such teataigy, which runs into difficulties
when trying to account for cross-linguistic vamatj Giorgi and Pianesi base their
analysis of mood choice on it. By recognising thatsemantic factors that determine
the choice between indicative and subjunctive étaase are largely, though not
entirely, determined by the properties of the gelgamatrix verb, they divide predicates
in two classes, the indicative and the subjunciives choice of the indicative over the
subjunctive or vice versa reflects the ‘evaluatontext’, i.e. the semantic environment

in which the truth of a proposition is evaluated:

‘...the indicative mood appears whenever the (prdjowsi
corresponding to) a given clause is true of theiakttvorld
(realig, and the subjunctive appears when it is not tlithe
actual world...’
Giorgi and Pianesi (1997:201)

In spite of the high degree of acceptance of thedeealis andirrealis, the consensus
they have obtained is by ho means unanimous. D&avis been raised about the
validity of the distinction they make. The lackaprecise, commonly accepted and
clear definition of the domains identified by thés® terms has been met by some
scepticism as to the actual import of their adoptiwhat has been mostly called into
question is the typological validity of the binaystem in the expression of modality
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that the adoption of these terms generates. Bylag¥94), Bybee and Fleischman
(1995:9-10) and Bybee (1998), among others, haseda number of objections. The
first concerns the termnrealis itself:

‘...the term ‘irrealis’ is simply too general to beaful,
except as a pointer to a very broad domain’
Bybee (1998:269)

The second concerns the fact that modality isyaeslised in language in such a binary
way: the expressions designated to instantiate litpdee placed along a continuum,
with ‘real’ at one end and ‘unreal’ on the othather than in two well delimited and
separated values.

The third concerns the observation that thereaatgrariation between languages as to
what grammatically bears thealis / irrealisdistinction, and that there is a considerable
mismatch

‘...between tharealisas defined and the actual distribution
of forms in languages’.
Bybee et al (1994:238)

Chung and Timberlake (1985), also support this yigvserving that:

‘... there is great variation between languages asich
events are evaluated as actual (and expressed rolagically
by therealismood) vs non-actual (and expressed byirtlealis
mood)’.
Chung and Timberlake (1985:241)

Furthermore, there is also the relation betweendsedected and the selecting verb: the
binary distinction seems to run into serious diffiees. As noted by Farkas (1992), so-
called “fiction verbs’ like ‘to dream’ or ‘to fansdse’, which never force the hearer to
assume the truth of their complement, should séhecsubjunctive in a system which
ascribes to the binargalis / irrealisdistinction. This is not the case, and the choice

mood is subject to considerable cross-linguistitati@n: while the embedded clause
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selected by ‘to dream’ takes the indicative inidta) French and Romanian, the
complement of ‘to imagine’ takes the indicativeFirench and Romanian and either the
indicative or the subjunctive in Italian.

In a similar fashion, eealis / irrealisdistinction cannot account for cases where a
language allows both the indicative and the sultjuadn a particular context.

Part of this mismatch generates from the identificeof two sets of terms — indicative
and subjunctive on one hand amedlis andirrealis on the other — which have been used
to capture very different realities. While the f@anihave been mainly used to describe
European languages, where mood distinctions arkadam the tense system, thus
being closely integrated with person, number, temgkvoicerealis andirrealis have
been introduced by investigating the native langsaaf North America and the
languages of the Pacific, where mood is often nthtiesingle words, affixes or clitics
— cf. Palmer (2001:150-152). Without denying thtelitive value of the distinction the
two terms make, it is clear that a direct applmatf the characteristics and properties
of therealis/irrealis dichotomy observed in the languages of North Aozeand the
Pacific which could satisfactorily and exhaustivatcount for the mood nuances of

language in general is not a viable option.

Let us turn to the data at hand, where there doesaem to be a one-to-one
correspondence between subjunctive moodiedlis. First, non-real events may be
described using a variety of tenses or paraphrasd@sir, for example, the future
indicative is used by a speaker who wants to espesswell as an action that it still to
take place, a certain degree of uncertainty aboewant. Thus, while (6) a states that it
is certain that the girls will do the washing uprlpaps because it has been already

decided, (6) b states that this may happen, althd@ug not certain:

6) a Le fije a lavo ij piat
The girls  SCL  wash.pr.3p the dishes

‘The girls are going to do the washing up’
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b. Le fije a lavran ij piat
The girls SCL  wash.fut.3p the dishes

‘The girls may do the washing up’

The same is also witnessed in Lig:

6) i. A Teeja a canta duman
the Teresa SCL  sing.pr.3s tomorrow

‘Teresa is going to sing tomorrow’

ii. A Teeja a cantea  duman
the Teresa SCL  sing.fut.3s tomorrow

‘Teresa may sing tomorrow’

Conversely, the subjunctive may be used to deserbats other than non-real ones.
One of the most eloquent examples concerns thaltesdcfactive-emotives’ (a term
used, for example, by Farkas, 1992) such as ‘te' Hti regret’, ‘to be sorry’ and so on.
Factive verbs derive their name from the fact thay imply the truth of the
complement they select, and the embedded clausieecatroduced by the paraphrase
‘the fact that’, e.g. ‘John hates (the fact thagriyldoes not laugh at his jokes’. In other
words, the clause embedded under a factive veusisg the terms discussed above,
[+realig]. Yet, the verb of the embedded clause is in thusictive mood in standard

Italian as well as in Tur and Lig, as shown, resipely, in the examples (7), (7) a and i:

(7) A Maria dispiace che Gianniparta cosi espw
to Mary feelsorry.pr.3s that John leave.S.3s so soon

‘Mary is sorry that John leaves so soon’

a. Maria a regreta che Giors ch’a sia  désass-ne
Mary SCL regret.pr.3s that George that SCL  Bs.Sorget.pple.rf-part
‘Mary regrets the fact that George forgot akitut



i. A-a Maria ghe despiaza che u Mario ch'u raga
to-the Mary to-her feel sorry.pr.3s that therida that SCL  scream.S.3s
sempre
always

‘Maria is sorry that Mario is always screaming’

Concluding, there are casesméalis being expressed through tenses/moods other than
the subjunctive and cases of the subjunctive egprgsealis. After the considerations

put forward here, it is apparent that the relabetweenrrealis and subjunctive is not

an exclusive one, at least not in the varietiesridkto consideration, and as it stands, it
cannot be maintained.

1.2.2— AN OVERVIEW OF PREVIOUS ACCOUNTS OTHERS
Alternative analyses of the subjunctive have baepgsed exploiting both syntactic and

semantic theories and frameworks. A comprehensreeview can be found in Quer
(1998:5-27) and in Portner (1983)

Some linguists — cf. Bolinger (1968b), elaboratederrell and Hooper (1974), and
Klein (1975) — have argued that the use of thecatilie and the subjunctive can be
accounted for in terms of ‘assertion’ and ‘non-as®e’. In particular, the subjunctive
indicates that the predicated situation is purathiw the realm of thought, knowable
only through imagination. The existential domaitharitified by these concepts seem to
be rather similar to those created by the notidnealis andirrealis without any real
advantage.

Others have analysed the subjunctive as an opexasor operator-licensed element —
cf. Kempchinsky (1987), Avrutin and Babyonyshevq1} based on the lexico-
semantic properties of the selecting predicates Tias led to the recognition of two
types of subjunctive: one, complement to volitioaadl directive verbs, and another,
embedded under epistemic predicates. In the forlmemot in the latter, the embedded
complementiser is an operator.

* This latter is more about mood in general.
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Manzini (1996) reaches a similar conclusion stgrfrom different premises:
considering that the subjunctive is triggered mdy evhen selected by a predicate but
also by an operator such as Neg, Q and If, shdubes that T is morphologically
realised as a subjunctive whenever there is aslyn@ependency. In other words, it is
the syntactic dependency that triggers the subijmct

On the same lines, Barbaud (1991) recognises sulegets in the category ‘subjunctive’
in French: the subjunctive of selection, dependera lexical head (e.g. selected by one
of N, A or P), the induced subjunctive, dependense@me grammatical element in the
main clause (e.g. selected by Neg, indefinite ikdatlauses, etc), and illocutionary
subjunctive, appearing in jussive, hypothetical dagiderative contexts — selected by
the characterisation of the sentence-type. Whattiee types have in common is a
dependency relation with an element higher in these, be it overtly realised as a verb

or null as a clause-type operator.

The lexico-semantic properties of sentence-embedeinbs are the focus of Farkas
(1992), Giannakidou (1998) and Quer (1998, 200h) wvestigate their interaction
with discourse interpretation and context chandee former two exploit the different
selectional properties of two types of predicasé®ng and weak intensional predicates,
as defined by McCawley (198%)which select, respectively, subjunctive and iatie
mood complements. Quer proposes that mood corstitné overt marking of
information about model interpretation and doesaututpt a rigid approach: rather than
concentrating on the mood itself, he focuses ondhab@nges, analysing them as the
overt marking of shift of the model for the evaloatof the proposition.

Other linguists — cf. Picallo (1984), Progovac (399994), Raposo (1985-86) — have
focussed on the ‘dependent’ nature of the subjuactnterpreting it in syntactic terms:
in order to receive its temporal interpretatiorg subjunctive completely relies on the

tense specification of the matrix clause. Thistieteship is expressed though a syntactic

0 According to McCawley’s (1981) classification, theo types of predicates are defined in terms of
assertive context change potential. Weak intensjneaicates are categorical epistemics, sucloas ‘t
believe’ and ‘to think’, declaratives such as ‘&y’s commissives such as ‘to promise’ and ficti@nbs
such as ‘to dream’, and they introduce a singlddwwhere the content of the proposition predicated
about is true. Strong intensional predicates argatso directives, desideratives, and they introduset
of worlds where the propositional content is true.
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relation, anaphoricity, established between theteal features of the subjunctive and
those of the verb in the root clause.

Others still exploit the parallelism between thenimmal and clausal domain, establishing
a parallel between subjunctive and indefinite NR§ Fsoulas (1994) and Giannakidou
(1995). Tsoulas (1994) observes how clausal indefiess can be realised through
features that can either be hosted in C° or i 1}, (yielding different results. More

specifically:

‘...a. [-DEFINITE] in C gives raise to (Inflected)finitive-
type structures with particular COMPs;

b. [-DEFINITE] in | results in specific morphology,
sometimes bound, French subjunctives, and sometiates
English infinitival to’.

Summing up, alternative (i.e. not invoking tiealis / irrealis distinction) accounts of
the subjunctive are based:

on the lexico-semantic properties of the selgotirb,

or on a parallel between the nominal and cladsalains and specificity,

on the syntactic interpretation of such semantiperties as a ‘dependency’

syntactic relation.

1.2.3— AN EVALUATION
Although very attractive from a theoretical poifiveew, a purely semantic analysis of

the subjunctive is not desirable for the degrediokyncrasies that one is forced to
allow in order to answer for cross-linguistic véioa. Conversely, if one is to formulate
an analysis that is lax enough to account for teatgdegree of variation, it is inevitable
that the assumptions underlying it be too loosé whie result of over-generation.

An example of the first case can be seen, for el@mpFarkas (1992). Her analysis is
formulated on an investigation of French and Romaand her account of the choice

between indicative and subjunctive, expressedringef accessibility relatiofs relies

4L Cf. Farkas (1992:85):.the choice between the indicative and the sultiumés whether the
proposition is interpreted with respect to a pautar world or whether it is interpreted with resp¢o a
set of worlds...’
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on the properties of the selecting predicate. Inslgetem, both ‘to say’ and ‘to believe’
fall in the weak intensional predicate class, whahwe have seen above, typically
select the indicative by introducing a single wonldere the proposition can be
evaluated. Both in standard Italian and the dialedtile ‘to say’ selects the indicative,
‘to believe’ selects the subjunctive. Thus, théfitedent behaviour is not captured by a
theory founded on the distinction between stromdy\@eak intensional predicates.
Farkas herself recognises how cases of embedd@dstitees in Italian cannot be
accounted for under her theory. She keeps thematedfeom the other data and labels
them as cases of ‘subjunctive of indirect speethis is how she justifies the use of the

subjunctive in these particular cases:

‘...In these cases then the conditional or the sudijue are
used to indicate that a proposition is not to bleetaas true ...
Note that the use of the non-indicative in the demgnts of
declaratives does not commit the speaker to a nagat
evaluation of the propositional content of the ctenents; the
non-indicative mood simply stresses that the spaakeot
committed to a positive valuation. The complengtiterefore
not counterfactual but rather ‘afactual’ as far He speaker is
concerned... .

Farkas (1992:82)

Under this approach, cases of subjunctive embeddeédr factive emotive verbs (e.g.
‘to hate’) would not be accounted: taking themneples of indirect speech, the use of
the subjunctive would erroneously imply the ‘afadity’ of the complement.

A similar situation is witnessed in Giorgi and Rtan(1997). Their account arranges
predicates according to two types, as we have fieemdicative and the subjunctive. If
arranged along an imaginary line in order of insieg ‘indicativeness’, there seems to
be uniformity across languages as to the typegifs/that belong to the extreme
positions, i.e. some verb types consistently sehelitative complements across
languages and some verbs do the same for subjarcdimplements. The area lying
between these two extremes, on the other handemteea high level of cross-linguistic
variation, which is to be considered dependentarsyncratic properties of those

languages. Such a system would not be able to atémuthose cases in which the
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subjunctive is found embedded under a conjunctramegation, or when it acts as a
suppletive form of the imperative, since it woulidl énply that the semantic factors just
described are at work.

The second case is represented by an attempt | toaggply semantic criteria to the
facts in Tur and Lig. The proposal (Paoli, 2001020relies on the link between the
subjunctive and a loose concept of modality asiptesly described, i.e. as an
expression of the attitude towards the conterth@faroposition uttered: this is not the
speaker’s attitude but, as explained below, thiudé of the subject of predication.

| have claimed thathe2 and consequently the use of the subjunctivefindrsome
justification if interpreted as an indication o&tsubjective/personalharacter of what is
being communicated. Such a suggestion is motivagetie nature of factive emotive
verbs, which represent a sort of paradox, in they select a subjunctive complement
and at the same time they imply its truth.

This paradox could be overcome and the use ofuithgisctive justified if we looked at
them from another perspective. These types of véehbise their name from the fact that
as well as predicating about a fact that has haggheand is therefore, real, have an
‘emotive’ import. In the sentencé ‘Mario dispiace che Laura sia partita- Mario is
sorry that Laura has left — the vetispiacere'to be sorry’ introduces a fact, Laura’s
departure, and also predicates about Mario’s r@adtti the fact, i.e. he is sorry about it.
We could therefore say that factive emotive praeégaust as their name suggests,
contribute information on two levels: they asske truth value of the selected clause
and they express the personal view that the subjguedication holds. Once the
existence of these two levels is recognised, theagox’ finds a straightforward
explanation.

The ‘emotive’ import of the factive emotive prediesathus justifies the choice of the
subjunctive, taken to be the means to expressestibity’, versus the ‘objectivity’
import of the indicative. Their factive charactests in the asserted truth value of the
complement selected.

In a similar fashion, the use of the subjunctivéhwierbs such as ‘to hope’, ‘to believe’
and ‘to think’ would be justified as an expressifithe ‘subjective’ import they

contribute to the meaning of the sentence, andubginctive found in suppletive forms
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of the imperative in optatives and directives waallkb be a reflection of the emotional
import.

Stretching this idea to account for the subjuncs®kected by conjunctions such as
benchéalthough’, it could be claimed that it expressese sort of surprise from the
subject of predication, i.e. their emotional reactiwith respect to a fact that happened
contrary to expectations. As for other conjunctisnsh asenza chéwithout’ it could

be claimed that they depend on the negative opdratinded in senzj literally

‘without’, and therefore be treated on the sameslias cases of negative polarity
subjunctivé® there would be no room for the newly introduceel of ‘subjectivity’ or
‘emotional import’.

Although mildly justifiable from an intuitive poirdgf view, this interpretation relies on a
rather vague concept of ‘subjectivity’ and ‘perdangort’, much on a par with the
criticised notions ofealis andirrealis, which | am unable to refine and elaborate on.
Needless to say, an attempt at applying it croggsistically would highlight its total
inadequacy.

It lies outside the scope of this thesis to engagedetailed analysis of the semantics of
the subjunctive, since this in itself would congttmaterial for a life-time crusade
whose outcome would not necessarily be a cleattrésoterpret the observations just
made as an indication that an analysis that tddeesd@émantics as given and concentrates
on the syntax may offer a more appropriate desoripif not an explanation, of the
phenomenon.

Concluding, I will not pursue any further a semamtiaracterisation of the subjunctive,
and, consequently, of the semantic functioohe2 Whatever the specific semantics
linked to the subjunctive, here | will simply ackmedge thatheZ2is an expression of
mood, interpreted here in a non-specific, loosaaefhe two proposals made by
Manzini (1996) and Barbaud (1991) will be consideagain in section 1.4.2.

2 Negative polarity items were first defined in Hablas a rather non-homogenous group of adverbs
adjectives and idiomatic expressions that may balysed in a sentence whose main verb is negated —
such as ‘any’, ‘yet’, ‘in years’ etc. The readereferred to the vast literature on the subjecttandathan
(1984), Borgonovo (2001) and Acquaviva (2001), aghotters.
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1.3— CHEZ2: POSITION

In chapter 2, the investigation of those elemdmds ¢luster wittche2 SCLs, suggested

thatche2belongs to the CP domain. There is more evidenppasting this conclusion.

1.3.1- EVIDENCE FROM RELATED PHENOMENA
When introducing the varieties under investigatibm;, was described as a

‘conservative’ variety of Tur due to both lexicadasyntactic choices made by its
speakers — cf. chapter 1, section 4.1. Only a faliah dialects have maintained the
present subjunctive, and some, for example TulLagas seen above, are losing or
have completely lost the distinction between intiveaand subjunctive. This is
especially true for the present subjunctive, wiiak been replaced by the present
indicative.

Thus, the ‘conservatism’ of the speakers whoale2could also be seen in their
keeping indicative and subjunctive distinct.

Che2is not used at all by the younger generationsiedsas lackingche2the latter also
lack a number of other constructions. | want tanclthat these are all linked, in that the
conservative speakers have ‘more syntactic strelcatitheir disposal.

Let us exemplify this. The conservative speakens fewh-questions resorting to two
question marker strategies at the same time, thg malisation of the complementiser
cheafter the wh-element AND SCL—verb inversion. Tloelyger generations only make
use of the first strategy. Parry (1996) in an inigegion of the formation of
interrogatives in the various Piedmontese dialebserves how in some varieties there
is the insertion of the finite complementiser andthers the alternative is chosen, i.e.
SCL-verb inversion. From a diachronic point of viegubject-verb inversion was the
first one to occur, already apparent in th& &&ntury ‘Sermoni subalpini’: this strategy
was in fact used whenever the first element otthese was not the subject. The
insertion ofchein interrogative clauses is a common phenomenatctbncerns other
North Italian varieties as well as popular Frenthirst appeared in embedded contexts
and then spread to main clauses. Parry reportsg&ardating back to the 1860s for

Piedmontese.
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Turning now to the contemporary data, the followex@mples show the difference

between the two types of Tur:

(8) a. Comech'it I hasto cusina? Conservative Tur
how thatSCL L have.pr.2s-SCL cook.pple
‘How have you cooked it?’

b. Chi ch'a venlo stasséira? Conservative Tur
who thatSCL  come.pr.3s-SCL tonight

‘Who is coming tonight?”’

c. Comach’it I has cusina? Younger Gens Tur
how thatSCL L have.pr.2s cook.pple

‘How have you cooked it?’

d. Chi ch'a ven stasseéira? Younger Gens Tur
who thatSCL  come.pr.3s tonight

‘Who is coming tonight?”’

It has been argued, for example by Goldsmith (197&bong others, that
complementiser and subject—verb inversion in intgative clauses are in
complementary distributidfi Maintaining that subject—verb inversion is artansiation
of V-to-C movement, as maintained by, among otraea,Besten (1983) and Poletto
(2000), I would like to interpret the evidence &) &s a further indication that the extra
position made available lmhe2in the older speakers belongs to the left peripbéthe

clause.

A final piece of additional evidence can be derifredn the observation of the relative
position of other elements. It is generally accets. Zanuttini, 1997) that Neg®

subcategorises for IP complements, thus markinpdledary between the CP and the

“In the pre-split CP days, this was interpretethagwo competing for the same position. Although t
interpretation is no longer acceptable within Ri£1997) system, it indicates that subject clitierb
inversion is an instance of V-to-C movement.
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IP. Comparing the relative positions of the negathvarker andhe2can therefore help
identify the position occupied by the latter.

In Tur negation is expressed post-verbally, byegitlenor pa, so unfortunately this test
cannot be applied. In Lig, on the other hand, riegas pre-verbal, expressed by,
which precedes the second person singular subjgctt; but follows the third person
singulara andu and plurai. Whenche2is triggered, it appears to the left of negation,

thus suggesting that it belongs to the CP rathaar the IP domain:

9) i. AMaria a credda che,aquestueh’u nu suna u
the Mary SCL  believe.pr.3sthat at this time attBCL not  play.subj.3s the
campanellu nisciun
bell nobody
‘Mary thinks that, at this time, nobody wouldgithe bell’

ii. UGianni u credda che, quellaad'i nu I
the John SCL believe.pr.3s that that house SEBat not L
aggian za vista
have.subj.3p  already see.ppl
‘As for that house, John thinks that they havatready seen it’

Concluding, the relevance that the evidence gathierehapter 2 has for the
identification of the position occupied bpe2finds further support in the following
facts:
the formation of Tur interrogatives in the conséive speakers suggests
that the ‘extra’ position available to them isletCP, and is related to the
presence othe2
the relative order of negation acite2in Lig suggest thathe2is higher than

negation and therefore belongs to the CP domain.

Section 1.3.2 is a brief investigation of the r@kaposition ofche2and some of the
‘higher’ adverbs in Cinque’s (1999) hierarchy. Nanclusive evidence is found.
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1.3.2— EVIDENCE FROM ADVERB POSITIONS
Cinque’s (1999) adverb hierarchy rests on the #texal assumption that adverbs

occupy the Specifier position of an ordered systéprojections expressing mood,
aspect and tense information. These positionsyaed,fso that any differences in word
order between an element and these adverbs isitddmpreted as an indication that the
element has undergone movement. The various furatmrojections are all assumed to
belong to the IP: they are, in actual fact, itsadeposition.

The evidence gathered in this section is not canadu even if the relative position of
che2and the adverbs seems to indicate that the madititle occupies a position within
the IP, evidence from other dialects questiondRhstatus of these adverbs,
consequently questioning the results shown.

The data presented here is from Tur only.

The adverbs that are tested here belong to thehigpes, i.e. those that are at the top
edge of the IPpér boneurfortunately’, belavansunfortunately’,miraco ‘perhaps’ and
pér forsa'necessarily’. Other high adverbs such as ‘frahkiflegedly’ and ‘probably’
could not be tested: the first does not have aivabpnt and is interpreted as a

focalising element — cFranch Gioann'John himself’; the second does not exist and the
third is translated as a circumlocuti@peul dessdit ‘it can give’ — cf. standard Italian
puo darsi

This is the order in which these adverbs appe@inique’s hierarchy:

frankly > fortunately / unfortunately > ... > probgb# ... > perhaps/necessarily

The same order is also found in Tur:

(10) a. Pér boneurmiracoa ven nen

for fortune perhaps SCL  come.pr.3s not

b. *Miraco pérboneur a ven nen
perhaps for fortune SCL come.pr.3s not

‘Luckily perhaps s/he will not come’
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c. Belavans miracoa ven nen

unfortunately perhaps SCL  come not
d. *Miraco belavans a ven nen
perhaps unfortunately SCL come not

‘Unfortunately perhaps s/he will not come’

Miraco ‘perhaps’ angér forsa‘necessarily’ are semantically opposites and caono
occur in the same sentence; their relative ordenaibe tested.

Let us look at their interaction witthe2
Che2is not allowed to the left gfér boneurfortunately’:

(11) a. Gioanin a pensa cheMaria pérbooear sia
John SCL think.pr.3s thatMary for fortune tB&L be.S.3s
andass-ne
go.pple-part+rf

b. Gioanin a pensa chepérbordaria ch’a sia
John SCL think.pr.3s thatfor fortune Mary tB&L be.S.3s
andass-ne
go.pple-part+rf

c. *Gioanin a pensa cheMarid’' a sia  pérboneur
John SCL think.pr.3s thatMary thatSCL be.S@sfortune
andass-ne
go.pple-rf+part
‘John thinks that luckily Mary has gone’

The same is also true fbelavansunfortunately’:
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12)

désmentiass-ne
forget.pple-rf+part
‘John thinks that unfortunately Mary has forgatabout it’

a. Gioanin a chérd chebelavans Maria ch’a sia
John SCL  believe.pr.3s thatunfortunately MarhatSCL be.S.3s
désmentiass-ne
forget.pple-rf+part
Gioanin a chérd cheMaria_belavans ch’'a sia
John SCL  believe.pr.3s thatMary unfortunatelyhat SCL  be.S.3s
désmentiass-ne
forget.pple-rf+part
* Gioanin a chérd cheMareh’a sia  belavans
John SCL  believe.pr.3s thatMary that SCL 8s8nfortunately

The same order restrictions also applpéo forsa'necessarily’ andaniraco ‘perhaps’:

(13)

a. Maria a pensa che pér forgahitin ch’ as né

Mary SCL think.pr.3s thatfor force  Margaret ttB&EL+rf part
a ca

to home

Maria a pensa cheGhitin __ pér forsa’as né
Mary SCL think.pr.3s that Margaret for force ttB&EL+rf part
a ca

to home

torna

return.S.3s

torna

return.S.3s



c. *Maria a pensa cheGhitin ch’as né torna

Mary SCL think.pr.3s that Margaret that SCLjp#irt return.S.3s
pérforsa a ca
for force to home

‘Mary thinks that Margaret (will) necessarily gack hom&"

(14) a. Majo a chérd chemird8mann ch’a sia désmentiass-ne
Mario SCL think.pr.3s that perhaps John thatI8CS.3s forget.pple-rf+part

b. Majo a chérd cheGioann__miradda sia désmentiass-ne
Mario SCL think.pr.3s that John perhaps thdt 8€S.3s forget.pple-rf+part

c. *Majoa chérd cheGioannch’a sia miracaésmentiass-ne
Mario SCL think.pr.3s that John that SCL bes®&rhaps forget.pple-rf+part

‘Mario thinks that perhaps John forgot about it’

All instances of the adverb occurring to the ldfthe subject are characterised by
‘comma intonation’, suggesting that the adverlefsdislocated.

Summing up, these are the results highlighted byotiservation of the position of the
adverbs andhe2 A tick indicates thathe2can occupy that position, a cross that it

cannot:

(15) x  pér fortuna / belavans v’

X pér forsa /miraco v’

If we follow Cinque (1999) in assuming that all @#i@ove adverbs represent Specifier
positions within the IP, then the examples aboesrs® suggest thahe2belongs to

the IP domain. Cross-linguistic evidence, on thephand, suggests that ‘perhaps’ may
in actual fact belong to the CP domain, given thaome varieties it selects a CP rather
than an IP as a complement: cf. the following eXasfrom Triestino:

#(13) cis fine withpér forsataking scope ovex carather than on the whole VP.
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(16) a. Forsi chedomanno xe tuta ‘sta calura

perhaps that tomorrow  not be.pr.3sall this eath

b. *Forsidoman no xe tuta ‘sta calura
perhaps tomorrow  not be.pr.3sall this heat

‘Perhaps tomorrow there won't be such heat’

It seems plausible that given the high degree obdposition of both the CP and the IP,
the higher part of the IP and the lower part of@ecould actually overlap: the result
would be that the lower portion of Rizzi's CP wouwlhincide with the upper part of
Cinque’s IP.

Whether this is a possible analysis or not — tiecairrently an open debate on whether
the CP and the IP comprise two separate domaiagedhe extended projection of the
other, cf. Rizzi (1997), Poletto (2000) among oghethe existence of data such as (16)

does not allow us to draw any major conclusionmftbese tests.

Not taking the evidence brought forward here ackmive, the other facts discussed
above remain unaffected, and | will therefore attletche2does indeed belong to the
CP domain. The next section attempts to identsyekact position.

1.3.3—DEFINING THE POSITION
Section 1.3.1 has provided further support to alyais ofche2as a CP element. Let us

go back to the point where the digression on thgusietive in section 1.2 started. The
idea of investigatinghe2and its function more closely was motivated byrieed to
identify with more precision the position occuplegdche2 The conclusion reached in
the digression is thahe2expresses mood information by virtue of its linkhathe
subjunctive; no further information will be sougt#t to the specific type of modality.
Exactly which head position within the CP debg2occupy?

Very often in the literature, the concepts of Faane Mood have been discussed in
terms of each other, implying a close connectiawben the notions of mood and of
clause type. Rivero and Terzi (1995), for exampiepose that an imperative operator,

representing the illocutionary force of the clauseharacteristic of the imperative
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mood. Similarly, it is not unusual to find referero ‘interrogative mood’ or
‘declarative mood’ or still ‘exclamative mood'.

The notion of force goes back to Frege (1977),iarafers to the ‘force’ of a sentence,
i.e. the way the content of a sentence is expressgdxample, an asserted thought is
expressed with an assertive force. A declaratiterarice and an imperative utterance
can have the same content — i.e. express the saught — but they will differ in their
force, assertive in one case and directive in thero

The notion of force has been also used in syntttegiory (Cheng, 199% Chomsky,
1995; among others): illocutionary force, a pragmplhenomenon, becomes Force, a
grammatical category expressing information on Wwhethe sentence is a question, a
declarative, an exclamative, a comparative, etc.

Sadock and Zwicky (1985) make the distinction betwmood and force explicit,
defining a clause type as a formally, i.e. syntady or morphologically, distinct
category associated with the purpose of the seateng. asking a question, giving an
order or making a statement. Every clause, thuenge to one and only one of these
types. In this characterisation, clause type madtdpt separate from mood: both a
question and an exclamation, for example, are sgprkin the indicative mood; yet,
their illocutionary force is different.

The distinction between the two categories is askr@ more formally by Rizzi (1997),
where illocutionary force and mood are assigned then individual domains. The two
projections at either end of the expanded struckoece and Finiteness, encode,
respectively, information on the type of clause andts mood content. Breaking down
the single CP projection, which has been traditlgribought of as the
‘complementiser’ projection, with ‘complementiserainly referring to the ability of the
elements belonging to that particular categoryefmesate clauses, into a series of
functional projections, Rizzi captures the fact i@ complementiser acts as an
interface between the lower, propositional congrt the higher, superordinate
structure.

Force can either be expressed morphologicallyugiinamvert markers, or by the relevant

type of operator, hosted in the head of the pri@jecFiniteness contains some

“>In Cheng’s dissertation the term used is actuellyisal Type’, but it expresses the same concept.
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rudimentary tense specification, determined byctigice of complementiser, which
match the inflectional properties of the clausecteld.

More specifically, Rizzi describes Fin®° as:

‘... the core IP-related characteristics that the
complementizer system expresses; languages carnviuy
extent to which additional IP information is regted in the
complementizer system: some languages replicatel moo
distinctions (special subjunctive complementizeiBalish, etc),
some replicate subject agreement (different Germaaiieties
...), Some seem to express genuine tense distin€tions
negation (Latin, Celtic), etc.’

Rizzi (1997:284)

Considering the adjacency to SCLs and its mooderunt would suggest thahe?2fills
the head position of this lower projection, FinP.

A final consideration. Poletto (2000:118 ff) iddiets a lower head with mood content in
her expanded CP. This is the position targetedheyerb in the so-called

‘complementiser deletion’ (CD) constructions —atgo Giorgi and Pianesi (1997, 2000)
— found in standard Italian: in certain contexts fimite complementiser can be omitted.

An example is given in (17):

a7 Penso (che) possa essere interessante
think.pr.1s that can.S.3s be.inf interesting

‘| think it could be interesting’

Following Rizzi (1982), the author provides conwitgcarguments that CD is an
instantiation of V-to-C movement, and drawing agfiat with verb second phenomena
she argues that the two processes are triggerdtelselectional properties of the same
class of verbs, the ‘verbs-of-belief type, alsmm as ‘bridge verbs’. Poletto claims
that CD is ungrammatical unless the selecting betbngs to this class: a factive verb,

for example, does not allow the omission of the plementiser:
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(18) Detesto *(che) lo faccia di nascosto
hate.pr.1s that it.acc do.S.3s of hidden
‘| hate the fact that s/he does it in secret’

Because of this reason, the author claims that-@-te triggered by the presence of a [-
realis] feature hosted in C. Further support for thredlis] content of this position
derives from the fact that CD can also apply irnteseces with other tenses traditionally

associated with fealis], conditional and future indicatif®

(19) a. Credo (che) arriveranno in tempo
believe.pr.ls that arrive.fut.3p in time

‘I think they will get here in time’

b. Credo (che) mangerebbero volentieri questa t
believe.pr.ls that eat.cond.3p willingly  thake
‘| think that they would eat willingly this cake

The [+ealis] feature on C needs to be checked: this is edbkieved via the overt
realisation of the finite complementiser or by teeb raising into the position. The two

possibilities are illustrated structurally in (20):

(20)  [cp [c che]fgr [ ag- abbia] e ]1]
[cp [c abbia] kgrp [agr t] [ ]1]

(20) implies that the verb occupies a higher positn CD constructions than it does
when the complementiser is present. This is indlieedase: taking adverbs to occupy a
fixed position within the structurea-la Cinque (1999) — the following examples show
that the position occupied by the verb is differ@an€D and non-CD constructions:

| personally find it very difficult to allow for D with conditional and future verbs. A certain digtfort
is also caused by the present subjunctive, butvitbtthe imperfect or pluperfect subjunctive.
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(21) a. Dicono che _ fortunatamentabbia lasciato la citta
say.pr.3p that fortunately have.S.3s leale.pphe city

b. *Dicono chabbia fortunatamente lasciato la citta
say.pr.3p thathave.S.3s fortunately leave.pghe city

c. *Dicono _fortunatamenteabbia lasciato la citta
say.pr.3p fortunately have.S.3s leave.pplee diy

d. Dicono abbia  fortunatamente lasciato la citta
say.pr.3p have.S.3s fortunately leave.pple dite
‘They say that fortunately he left town’
from Poletto (2000:123)

Giorgi and Pianesi (2000:13ff) claim that the coempéntiser that introduces the
subjunctive mood has different properties to the thrat introduces the indicative and
that it occupies a lower position than this latidrey also propose that subjunctive
morphology realises a syncretic category, i.e.tagmy projecting both agreement and
mood features, MOOD/AGR. When the two sets of fest@re projected syncretically,
the verb raises into the MOOD/AGR head specifigedsfoonge-features, and checks
both its agreement and its mood features. In e ¢he complementiser is not realised.
If, on the other hand, the features are scatteredio separate projections, the verb
raises into AGR overtly and then into MOOD to ch@sK+mood] features covertly
because the position is occupied by the complesemil hus CD effects are the result
of the combination of two factors: movement of eeb into the AGR head and the
particular properties of this head, namely the iy of realising its features

syncretically.

Clearly, the low C mood head identified by Poletmnot be the same head hosting
che2 given the different restrictions CD and the DG€ subject to.

It is not desirable to postulate the existencevofdifferent mood heads within the CP,
one linked to CD and one the2 Perhaps the label used by Poletto to define ah¢eat
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of the lower mood C° headré¢alis] is not precise: this could indeed be the caseeif
considered the following example. To my ear (22)factive verb with CD — is
perfectly acceptable, suggesting that CD is possibfrealis] contexts, thus breaking
the link between CD andrgalis):

(22) Mi dispiace non possa venire (alla  mia stdg
l.dat feel sorry.pr.3s not can.S.3s  come.info-the my party

‘l am sorry s/he cannot come (to my party)’

Unfortunately, even concluding that the positioat thosts the verb in CD constructions
is not specified for-fealis] features, the fact that CD is realised with ctindial and
future indicative would still remain unaccounted. fo

Personally, |1 do not find CD acceptable in condigibor future contexts: the only cases
in which 1 do accept it are in instances when tmbedded clause has a verb in the
subjunctive. Taking these observations into comatiten and pursuing them further, CD
would have the same mood restrictions as the D@€tl&e condition on the verb being
able to reach the mood head in the CP in CD coct&tns would be its subjunctive
mood.

Tur and Lig totally lack CD: the complementisdrecannot be omitted in any instance
of subordination. Following Giorgi and Pianesi’(B) proposal, this can be due either
to the absence of syncretic categories in the @vetres, i.e. AGR and MOOD must be
realised by two separate heads, or to the inalofithe verb to raise into the lower C
head. Since in section 1.4 | claim that FinP igreceetic category, hosting both mood
and finiteness features, which implies that then*soattering’ feature option is available

in the two dialects, the reason for lack of CD nmest with properties of the véfb

47 An alternative analysis is as follows: CD involtke raising of the verb into a low mood head & th
CP domain, possibly Fin°. When realised overtlg, cbmplementiser in CD contexts is thought of as
occupying a lower position than the complementisénormal’ cases of complementation: the positidn
the latter could be identified as Force®. In Tud &ig Force® and Fin° are occupied, respectivejyciel
andche2 the higher is realised in all cases of ‘normalmplementation, the latter only in the subjunctive
contexts we have seen. Whetbbe2is realised overtly or as a null expletive, Finfigavailable for the
verb to raise intoghelremains in Force®. Thus, while in Italian the incomplementiseshecan occur
either in Force® or in Fin°, depending on the mobthe embedded clause it introduces, in Tur agd Li
the ‘canonical’ complementiser can only occupy Edrarrespectively of the mood of the embedded
clause, and it is always realised.
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In other words, the fact that CD is allowed in stam Italian but not in Tur is due to the
feature specification that the verb form has intthe languages. | would like to suggest
that the morphological representation of [persamiber] features on the verb is
responsible for the raising (or inability to do sd}the verb to the C head. More
specifically, the fact that a subjunctive paradigmne language marks the distinction
between different persons at the morphologicalllmae than in another has a part to
play in the position that the verb is able to re@cthe syntactic representation.

This claim predicts that since the subjunctive varltalian can reach the position
occupied by the complementiser and give raise tgp@&homena and the verb in Tur
and Lig is not able to do this, the subjunctivétatian has morphologically better
represented [person, number] features than theiscibye in Tur. This is indeed the
case: the following table illustrates a paradigmdeegular verb in the present
subjunctive for both standard Italian (SI) and Tthe conclusion is that while in Sl there
are four different forms parli, parliamo, parliate, parlino- in Tur there are only three

—parla, parle, parlo

(23)
S| Pres Subjunctive| Tur Pres Subjunctive

Is | che ioparli che miiparla

lls | che tu parli che ti iparle

llls | che lui parli che chiel a parla

Ip | che noiparliamo che noi iparlo

llp | che voiparliate che voi i parle
lllp | che loroparlino che lor a parlo

Some further support for such an analysis can beetkefrom subject-verb inversion in
questions with a subjunctive verb form.

Even in those dialects that resort to SCL-verbiisiea in interrogatives, this is never an
option in clauses with a verb in the present sutijue (Poletto, p.c.). This is also
witnessed in Tur: (24) a shows how inversion apiteindicative interrogatives, while

the operation is excluded in subjunctive interroget in (24) b:



(24) a. Lon ch'a I' a-lo mangia?
what thatSCL L have.pr.3s-SCL eat.pple
‘What has he eaten?’

b. *Ch'a I abia-lo mangia ‘d carne?
thatSCL L have.S.3s-SCL eat.pple of meat

‘Do you think he ate meat?’

c. Cha I abia mangia ‘d carne?
thatSCL L have.S.3s eat.pple of meat

Interestingly, this asymmetry is not witnessed ilian. Friulian requires SCL-
inversion in interrogative contexts, irrespectivefywhether the verb is in the indicative

or subjunctive mood:

(25) a. Marie e je rivade
Mary SCL  be.pr.3s arrive.pple

‘Mary has arrived’

b. Ise rivade Marie?
be.pr.3s-SCL  arrive.pple Mary

‘Has Mary arrived?’

c. Jo) E crot che Marie e sedi rivade
I SCL  think.pr.1s that Mary SCL be.S.3s arppde
‘| think Mary arrived’

d. Che sede rivade Marie?
that be.S.3s-SCLarrive.pple Mary

‘Do you think Mary has arrived?

Incidentally, Friulian is one of the very few diaels of the Italian peninsula that has

retained the use of the subjunctive, and the pgmads highly differentiated for [person,
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number] morphologically: each person has its ovifegint entry, as the following table

shows.

(25) d. Friuliandurmi‘to sleep’

Pres Subjunctive
1s che jo e duarmi
2s | che tu tu duarmis
3s | che lui el duarm
1p | che no e durmin
2p | che vo e durmis
3p | che lor e duarmin

These facts make more plausible the link betweemrtbrphological richness of the
feature [person, number] of the subjunctive andlifdity to reach a higher position in
the structure. It must be stressed that this éntative rather than conclusive
observation: further research is needed, espedaaibs-linguistically, to test its validity

and evaluate the predictions it makes.

Concluding, this section has suggested ¢thaRoccupies the head position of the lower
projection in Rizzi's (1997) system, Fin°. A digsés into CD was made. Poletto
(1995, 2000) argues that the head involved in Qistractions belongs to the CP and
carries a [realis] feature. Clearlyche2cannot be identified with the same position.
Because of some discrepancies between my gramiitgtjpdgements and the
sentences reported in the literature, | assumadtbaand the DCC are subject to the
same restrictions, namely they both require V tinktee subjunctive mood.

Taking CD as a process resulting from the combonadif two factors, verb movement
into a C head and the properties of the verb jtssliggested that the fact that Tur and
Lig totally lack CD could be related to the inatyilof the subjunctive verb to raise to a
C position due to its poor morphological distinatiwithin the subjunctive paradigm.
This was given some support from a morphologicadily subjunctive verb form
triggering SCL-verb inversion in subjunctive intagative clauses in Friulian but not in
other dialects in which the subjunctive paradigmascomplete. Thus a link was



suggested between the rich morphological realisatigperson, number] features and
the ability of the verb to raise to a high positfon

Section 1.4 investigates the statusloé2and proposes a derivation for the DCC.

1.4— CHEZ2: ANALYSIS

1.4.1-CHE2: STATUS
In all the examples that we have seen salialis always found in its full form, i.e.

‘che’, while che2clusters with SCLs, reflexive, dative and parétolitics, and appears
in the reducedch’ form. The order within the cluster is rigid: iaenot be altered nor the
sequence interrupted by a phrasal element such agverb:

(26) a. Maria a spera chedle fior, ch’as né désmentia  gnun

Mary SCL hope.pr.3s thatof the flowers that $@lpart forget.S.3s nobody
‘Mary hopes that nobody forgets about the fl@sver

b. *Maria a spera chedle fior, chen” as désmentia gnun
Mary SCL hope.pr.3s thatof the flowers thaartp SCL+rf forget.S.3s nobody

i. AMaria a credda che, a-a Teejach’u gh'e n agia
the Mary  SCLbelieve.pr.3s thatto-the Teresa t 3@l  to-her parthave.S.3s
za parlau u Giorgiu
already speak.pple the George

‘Mary believes that George has already spokdretesa about it’

ii. *A Maria a credda che, a-aTeeja,cheghe nn u
the Mary SCL  believe.pr.3s  that to-the Teresthat to-her part SCL
agia za parlau u Giorgiu
have.S.3s already speak.pple the George

8 Giorgi and Pianesi (1997) make a similar clainerfon, number] features are responsible for V
movement.
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The rigid word order restrictions are reminiscefrthe restrictions on clitic clusters,
suggesting thatheZ2itself could be a clitic.

Some more support for this claim can be derivethflmoking at adjacency
requirements: an XP element cannot intervene betwikerche2and the SCL, or
between the SCL and the inflected verb. This is@gsed in both Tur and Lig:

(27) a. Ghitin a pensa cheth’it finisse  doman
Margaret SCL  think.pr.3s thatyouthatSCL fm&.2s tomorrow

‘Margaret thinks that you will finish tomorrow’

b. *Ghitin a pensa chetche miracdt finisse  doman
Margaret SL think.pr.3s that you that perha@s S finish.S.2s tomorrow

c. *Ghitin a pensa chetch’it miracdinisse  doman
Margaret SL think.pr.3s thatyouthat SCL  peghfiipish.S.2s tomorrow

i. ATeeja a credda cheu Giorgikch'u preferiscau pullu
the Teresa SCL  believes thatthe George Bhat S prefer.S.3s the chicken
‘Teresa thinks that George prefers chicken’

ii. *ATeeja a creddache u Giorgiuche fosci u preferisca
the Teresa SCL  believesthatthe George thaterhaps SCL  prefer.S.3s

u pullu
the chicken
iii. *A Teeja a creddacheu Giorgiuch’u fosci preferisca

the Teresa SCL  believesthatthe George that S@erhaps prefer.S.3s
u pullu

the chicken

On the other hand, an X° element such asnithot’ or a clitic can live in such a

context:
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(28) a. Ghitin a spera chelor ch’as n’ andeisso tost
Margaret SCL  hope.pr.3s thatthey that SCL+rf pa go.S.imperf.3p soon

‘Margaret hopes that they go as soon as possible

i. ATeejaa pensa cheu Marcch’u nu  mangia de carne
the Teresa SCL think.pr.3s thatthe Mark that SCnot eat.S.3s of meat
‘Teresa thinks that Mark does not eat meat’

The fact that a phrasal element cannot interrupttitic sequence nor intervene
between the cluster and the verb but an X° elecemtlends itself to be interpreted as a
reflection of the clitic status of both SCLs artte2
In the discussion on clitics in chapter 2 it wasitianed that clitics do not constitute a
homogeneous clasghe2is a clitic in the sense tHat

Syntactically it occurs in a head position and gubject to word order

restrictions with respect to the other elementk wikhich it clusters;

Morphologically it occurs in a reduced form;

Phonologically it needs another element to wiachttach to.
| will take the evidence gathered here to be sieffitto justify the claim made regarding
the status othe2

1.4.2— CHEZ2: SYNTACTIC INTERPRETATION
Let us briefly summarise what has been claimedsealie2is a clitic, morphological

marker of subjunctive mood and it occupies Fin°®.

Why would ‘subjunctivity’ be expressed at the Cthex than at the I° level?

The close connection between C and | has often bleserved.

Stowell (1982), comparing the behaviour of infindi and finite tensed clauses on the
one hand and gerunds on the other, observes thirtiher two, but not the latter, have
a clause-internal COMP position targeted by eittmenplementisers or wh-phrases, and

they have a tense operator that anchors the tanesfiof the complement clause to the

“9 Spencer (1991:350) who captures the differentdeatewhich cliticisation applies and defines it as
meeting point of morphology, syntax and phondlogy
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tense of the main clause. The author claims tleatwio properties, i.e. the presence of
COMP and of the tense operator, are related: CGMPei position where tense
operators must appear at some level of the repeseEn’.

Enc (1987) reaches a similar conclusion. Considedtiat the selection of
complementiser types depends on the [+/- finiteLdation of Infl, En¢g assumes it is
plausible to locate the specifier of tense in COM&hse is not interpreted as a
sentential operator but as a referential expressibtenses refer to expressions in the
object language. Following Partee’s (1973) arguntiesitttenses behave like pronouns,
since they have antecedents in the discourse tarsminternal antecedents, Enc
concludes that tense must be specified. The speofftense can be located in COMP
for the reasons reported above, i.e. complemergedection depending on [+/- finite]
status of embedded clause: COMP can optionally @atemporal index and function as
the specifier of tense, yielding an interval asdémantic value.

Thus, the link between tense and COMP is of a sémaature: in order to be
interpreted, tense needs to be linked to the speeh This link is direct for tense in
main clauses, while for embedded tense it is imtlireediated by the tense in the main
clause.

This relation is expressed syntactically througtaachoring process that each tense
must abide by, which obtains locally, via bindirgations within the governing

category: Enc states that

‘... a Comp carrying a temporal index can functiorttzes
specifier of the tense (...) if and only if it govethe tense’
Eng (1987:641)

A syntactic interpretation of the dependent natirine subjunctive has been given by
Barbaud (1991), as mentioned in section 1.1.2. ¢4itpa modal complementiser,
which enters into a binding relation with the lofltegory it c-commands: the interaction
of the feature specification of Infl (e.g. [+/- 8&]) and the modal (or null) content of the

complementiser gives rise to the different gramoatnodes, indicative, infinitive,

* den Besten (1978) suggests that COMP hosts the tgyerator at D-Structure.
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subjunctive and conditional. The subjunctive is\dst through the combination of a
[+tense] Infl and an empty modal complementiser.

Assuming that a component of what makes up theusgbye is empty — in Barbaud’s
case the modal complementiser — causing it toaelthe content of other elements for
its interpretation, reflects the logico-semantiepeéndency’ that underlies the use of the
subjunctive.

Manzini (1996) also addresses the ‘dependent’ eaifithe subjunctive, and interprets it

at the syntactic level in requiring that it be hised by an operator-type element.

| follow En¢ (1987) and von Stechow (1995) in asgignrespectively, that the
subjunctive needs to be anchored and that ths liesause it is tenseless. The semantic
properties of the subjunctive are reflected atsyrdgactic level in its need to be
anchored, or bound, or licensed. | will assume titasubjunctive is made up of two
‘parts’, one with functional properties and onehalégxical properties: this will be
interpreted representationally by assuming a Laasof1988) VP shell. | follow von
Stechow (1995) and claim that the subjunctive fec@mt and as such it is ‘tenseless’.
Let us elaborate these ideas.

It has been argued in the literature (cf., amomgmst Giorgi and Pianesi, 1997; von
Stechow, 1995) that the subjunctive is deficietie Term ‘deficient’ could be

interpreted both morphologically and semantic&gmantically, because on its own the
subjunctive does not give rise to any real tempotalpretation and relies on the
temporal interpretation of the verb in the mairuska

Expanding on Abusch (1993), von Stechow (1995 hwdathat because of this
deficiency, subjunctive forms selaetense. This can be seen in standard Italian in the
following examples, in which the subjunctive forsncompatible with past, present and

future adverbs of time:

(29) Pensavo che andasse ieri/ oggi / domani al ddottore
think.imperf.1s that go.S.imperf.3s yesterdwday / tomorrow to-the doctor

‘I though s/he would go to the doctor’s yesterfienday / tomorrow’
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A parallel situation is also witnessed in Tur ang. IIn the following examples the
temporal interpretation of the sentence dependbh@ghoice of adverb, strongly
suggesting that since the subjunctive does notgakiein this process, it is a tenseless
form:

(30) a. I chérdia ch’a mneissa ier / anchéoman
SCL believe.imperf.1s that SCL come.S.imperf.3gesterday / today / tomorrow

‘I though s/he would come yesterday / todayvdaow’

i. Pensavo ch’'u andescia vei/ ue / duman al ddtor
think.imperf.1s that SCL  go.S.imperf.3s yestgrbaday / tomorrow to-the octor
‘I though he would go yesterday / today / torowrtto the doctor’'s’

This deficiency is also expressed at the morpholddevel: sometimes there is no real
differentiation between the forms of the indicatare those of the subjunctive. von
Stechow (1995:13) points out that in English thgt gabjunctive is in most cases
identical to the simple past, except for the véobe’, where the alternation between

two forms suggests that the distinction still exist some extent:

(31) If Iwere/?was not in Austin, | would beRnague

The author adds that:

‘... the co-existence of the subjunctive and thecatdie
forms in this context shows [...] that the lattesé&nanticallya
subjunctive’(my underlining)
von Stechow (1995:13)

This lack of mood morphological differentiation etn the subjunctive and the
indicative is also found in Tur and Lig. The followg tables compare the indicative and
subjunctive paradigms for verbs of the three caatjiogs, highlighting in bold those
forms that are different in the two moods: it isdent that the distinction is not well

represented:
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(32) a. Tur: first conjugatioparlé ‘to speak’

Pres. Indicative
Pres. Subjunctive

1s | mii parlo che mi i parla

2s | tiit parle che ti it parle

3s | chiel a parla che chiel a parla
1p | noii parloma che noi i parlo

2p | voii parle che voi i parle

3p | loraparlo che lor a parlo

b. Tur: second conjugatistrive‘to write’

Pres. Indicative | Pres. Subjunctive
1s | mii scrivo che miiscriva
2s | ti it éscrive che ti it éscrive
3s | chiel a scriv che chiel a scriva
1p | noi i scrivoma che noi i scrivo
2p | voi i scrive che voi i scrive
3p | lor a scrivo che lor a scrivo

c. Tur: third conjugatiofiini ‘to finish’

Pres. Indicative | Pres. Subjunctive
1s | miifinisso che mi i finissa
2s | ti it finisse che ti ti finisse
3s | chiel a finiss che chiel a finissa
1p | noi i finoma che noi i finisso
2p | voi i finisse che voi i finisse
3p | lor a finisso che lor a finisso
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i. Lig: first conjugationparla ‘to speak’

Pres. Indicative Pres. Subjunctive
1s | mi parlu che mi parla
2s | titi parli che ti ti parli
3s | lé u/a parla che |é u/a parla
1p | nuatri parlemmu che nuatri parlemmu
2p | vuatri parlei (1€) che vuatri parlei (I€)
3p | luatri i parlan che luatri i parlan

ii. Lig: second conjugatiotase‘to be silent’

Pres. Indicative Pres. Subjunctive
1s | mitaju che mi taja
2s | titi taji che ti ti taji
3s | lé u/ataja che lé u/a taja
1p | nuatri tajemmu che nuatri tajemmu
2p | vuatri tajei che vuatri tajei
3p | luatri i tajan che luatri i tajan

iii. Lig: third conjugationvinse‘to win’

Pres. Indicative Pres. Subjunctive
1s | mivinsu che mi vinsa
2s | titivinsi che ti ti vinsi
3s | |Ié u/a vinsa che lé u/a vinsa
1p | nuatri vinsemmu che nuatri vinsemmu
2p | vuatri vinsei che vuatri vinsei
3p | luatri i vinsan che luatri i vinsan

In Lig only the first person singular morphologigancodes the mood distinction and
in Tur it is the first person singular and plurat &ll conjugations and additionally the
third person singular for verbs belonging to theosel and third conjugation that do so.
In view of what has just been described, | woutd lio propose thahe2is a ‘support’

for the deficiency of the subjunctive. More pregise




- semantically, it creates a link with the CP whacithors the subjunctive through the
variable binders for its temporal interpretation;
- morphologically, it complements the poor mood phoatogy of the subjunctive, which

| take to be responsible for the inability of therlv to raise into the mood positidn

Let us see how this works in more detail.

Chapter 2 has shown that SCLs are only triggerdidite contexts, strongly suggesting
that they are an expression of finiteness — ch @leria (2001:146ff). FinP encodes
information on the [+/- finite] status of the clau€onsequently, given that Tur and Lig
SCLs have been identified with one of the two higlipes in Poletto’s (2000) system, it
is plausible to assume that they are generatethfn F

| claim thatche2originates in the head position of a vP projectidgrich dominates a

VP projection in a Larsonian VP-shell type of sture. Larsson (1988) originally
formulated the VP-shell for verbs suchpag andgive which along with their double
objects posed a problem for the binary branchistricgion on syntactic representations.
These verbs were thought of as having a complextstre, i.e. of consisting of two
verbal projections, a higher one, vP, and a lowex, ¥ P, an impoverished version of
the verb itself.

I would like to extend this structural configuratito the representation of verbs in the
subjunctive mood. | have argued that subjunctivbyare deficient and thahe?2
‘compensates’ for this deficiency by expressingthprmood] features that are not well
represented on the verb morpholfg@iven that v° is associated with the functiorsl a
well as the semantic content of the verb and cenisig the function that has been
recognised tahe2 it seems plausible to associatee2with vP. In such a systerohe?2

is the overt realisation of the bundle of functibfeatures related to mood for which v°
is specified: recall that the functional featurasvd can only be licensed by a functional

particle or by an expletive. In addition | assuime presence of a sister node to the v°

*1 The ability to raise into a higher position is pibte as a result of a combination of two factfperson]
and [modal] feature content of the verb.

*2 Modal particles in Greek (e.tha, na, asand Romanian (e.gd) have received analysis based on
similar assumptionsia has been analysed as a subjunctive marker, mediyat the deficient nature of
the subjunctive (cf., for example, Veloudis & Pjlgki Warburton, 1983 cited in Roussou, 2000).
Romaniarsd, as will be seen in the next chapter, servesdahegnorphological purpose.
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filled by che2 another v° containing a null light verb specified other formal features
related to Nominative Case assignment/checking.stibgect originates in [Spec, vP]

(cf. Chomsky, 1995: 329ff, 351-352).

The subjunctive itself is base-generated in Vhals been claimed that the subjunctvie is
a tenseless form: as a result, the IP dominatindo&® not contain any tense feature. An
uninterpretable [D] feature on IP, namely thosesagrent features that the verb in null
subject languages bears, such as specificatigpdéason, number], motivates movement
of the VP. The [person, number] features percdtata V to VP and the whole VP then
moves to [Spec, IP] to check them. | assume thatiNative case is assigneudsitu by

the null light verb in v°: Chomsky (2001) claimsthhe EPP (Extended Projection
Principle) is available in the heads of phases{deand v°. On a similar line, cf. also
Sifaki (2003), who claims that every functional jeation may have an EPP.

In this systenthe2moves out of its position in order to check itinterpretable

[+mood] features: the position it targets is Fim3st of the mood features already
discussed. Fin® is a syncretic category, having batod and finiteness featur&he?2
adjoins to the position occupied by the SCL.

| assume that positive morphological evidencedatdres motivates movement. The
subjunctive verb form is deficient and as such cam@ach Fin°. The mood features
originate as a distinct head from the verb, inavfd they can either be realised overtly as
che2or remain morphologically empty and simply moveadsundle of silent features —
cf. Chomsky (1995).

After che2has moved to Fin®, the whole VP moves to [Spelcaitid deletes the
uninterpretable [D] feature on the IP though a [Spead] relation: the [D] feature on

IP can only be checked by a maximal projectionimgigto its specifier position — cf.
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998), the onlyaitdhce being that the EPP is not
checked by V°-to-I° raising, but by the whole Visiag. | invoke Move/Merge X°

versus Move/Merge XP. This also satisfies a moreegdised requirement that [Spec,
IP] be fillec?,

%3 For independent reasons of why V-to-1 raising carmcount for a number of structures in Null-Sabje
Languages the reader is referred to Sifaki (20B3jthermore, cf. Lee (2000), Massam (2000) andi$rav
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A desirable consequence of this movement is thieastibjunctive verb enters a c-
commanding relation witbhe?*, through which the mood features are re-associated
with the verb form. By virtue of its positionhe2receives through percolation the
[person, number] features for which Fin° is spedifand these, too, are re-associated
with the ver®.

The subject in [Spec, VP] can either remaisitu since it does not need to move for
case purposes, or, if specified for a [+Top] org¢Heature, it moves to the relative
Specifier positions to checKit This possible movement is shown with a dotteelifin
(33).

| will take chelto be the canonical finite complementiser in thie varieties. Following
Rizzi (1997), and as such to fill Forcé®

The tree below illustrates the derivation:

& Rackowski (2000), who claims that the VP-frontiagalysis is motivated for reasons of EPP-
satisfaction.

**| here assume a definition that allows c-commagttinobtain across the X’ level: Fin’ does not coun
as a barrier.

* Recall that these features are assumed to be ovedk

% By assuming that the subject can move to [Sped), ®idSpec, Top] | implicitly assume that both
operations are achieved through movement. Riz&{Lbifferentiates between the two by claiming that
the former but not the latter involves movement.éitiier left-dislocation involves movement or natif
an open matter, and there are differing opiniorbidvie Sorin (1994) for example, claims that left
dislocation involves movement of an NP from anriinal base-generated position to an IP-external
position. Cf. Also Alboiu (2000) in the next chaptewill not pursue further the matter here: iflwi
suffice to say that assuming movement for leftatiated elements is not an implausible option. More
research into the effects of this claim is needed.

" This is not a unanimously accepted view: Beni@({) — discussed later in the discussion of sthjec
in section 2.3 — identifies three positions whéefinite complementisethecan appear in standard
Italian, in the head of DiscP(HT), the head of E&t@nd the head of TopP. This is necessary tolbdab
account for the fact that the complementiser cireeprecede or follow a TopP, and can only preeede
FocP and follow a HT. | will not pursue this furtiere and simply assume tithieloccupies Force®.
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(33) ... ForceP

/
Force®

chel

pec

This structure makes the following predictions:

no element can intervene betwebe?2 the SCL and the subjunctive verb;
given that movement che2from its base generated position in v° to Fin°

respects left adjunction, it follows that Tur dows allow for right
adjunction;

the subject will not appear pre-verbally unlégsiries some discourse
prominent features that need to be checked inelegant Specifiers, in

which case the subject will appear betwebkalandche2
the subject does not leave [Spec, vP] for Casigrarent reasons;

the subjunctive verb cannot raise into Fin° unlesmood is marked
overtly on the morphology, in which case onhelsurfaces; this also

predicts that a verb form with morphologically @tig’ mood features will be

151



able to reach the postion;
cheZ2is preferably realised overtly to support the nmipgical deficiency

of the subjunctive verb.

Let us now see how the above predictions are met.

The first one is borne out: given the strict adjecy in theche2-SCL+verb
cluster, no element can interrupt the sequenced3p] would not be
available to a subject since it contains the raigep

the second one reflects a more general restriotiorepresentations,
Kayne’s (1994) ban on right adjunction;

the third and the fourth tie in with the firsteothese are tested in the next
section;

the fifth one is also borne out: cf. exampleSGL-verb inversion in Friulian.

the last one suggests that if no mood morphaodbdieficiency is present, i.e.
the subjunctive forms are morphologically distifrom the indicative ones,
then there is no actual need &dre2to be realised overtly: this means
that a sentence withoahe2would be preferable to one in whiche2has
been realised. This follows from economy considenstsince not being

overtly realisecche2will be an empty operator.

It was mentioned that the realisationcbE2is a matter of optionality. If its presence
were indeed related to the morphologically defitgubjunctive, then we would expect
che2to be ‘less’ optional with those forms of the vénat are identical in both
indicative and subjunctive, i.e. in those casestith its function were more needed,
and ‘more’ optional with those that are morpholadjicdistinct. In other words, its
presence would be ‘more’ optional with first persamgular and plural and for the
second and third conjugations third singular todum, and with first person singular in
Lig. The prediction is confirmed for Tur: the foling examples are the preferred

versions of the exampi®s- preferred to those with or withocie2

% |t must be stressed that we are dealing with shatigreyness rather than with clear-cut judgements
These are general trends and do present a ceeginalof variation.
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(34)

a. A veulo chemi i disa la vrita

SCL wantpr.3p thatl SCL say.S.1ls the truth
‘They want me to tell the truth’  (cf. Indiso, different)

A penso cheti ch’it fase le spéise doman
SCL think.pr.3p thatyouthatSCL do.S.2s thepgling tomorrow

‘They think you will do the shopping tomorrow'cf( Ind:fase same)

A veulo chechiel a disa la vrita
SCL want.pr.3p thathe SCL say.S.3s the truth
‘They want me to tell the truth’ (cf. Indis, different)

| spero cheTeresinch’ a-j parla nen a Majo
SCL hope.pr.1s that Teresa that SCL+dat  spe3k.Sot to Mario

‘I hope Teresa does not speak to Mario’  (cf. jpakla, same)

A veulo chenoi i diso la vrita
SCL want.pr.3p thatwe SCL say.S.lp the truth
‘They want us to tell the truth’ (cf. Indisoma different)

Majo a spera chenoi i guadagno la scemés
Mario SCL  hope.pr.3s that we SCL win.S.1lp Hu
‘Mario hopes that we will win the bet’ (cf. Induadagnomadifferent)

Maria a spera chewatv' i passe I esam
Mary SCL  hope.pr.3s thatyou that SCL  pass.S.2pe exam

‘Mary hopes that you clear the exam’ (cf. Ipdsse same)

Majo a pensa chelor ch’a torno da si n'ora
Mario SCL think.pr.3s thatthey thatSCL ret®®p from here an hour
‘Mario thinks that they will be back in a houtime’ (cf. Ind:torno, same)
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The situation in Lig is not as linear: from my hypesis the presence cie2should be
less preferred with a verb inflected for first persingular, and more preferred with a
verb inflected for all other persons. The data ads/éhat this is not the cas#e2seems

to be less preferred with verbs inflected for fastl second singular and plural person:

(35) i. A Teeja a pensa chemi leza sti rurnan
the Teresa SCL  think.pr.3s thatl read.S.1ls sethe novels

‘Teresa thinks that | read these novels’

i. U Gianniu pensa cheti ti digghi a veite
the John SCL think.pr.3s thatyou SCL say.®@sttuth
‘John thinks that you are telling the truth’

iii. U Mariu u pensa cheleh’'u passa I esamme
the Mario SCL think.pr.3s thathe thatSCL pass the exam

‘Mario think that he will clear the exam’

iv. Creddan chenuatri mangemmu sulu de fruta
believe.pr.3p that we eat.S.1p only  of fruit

‘They believe that we only eat fruit’

v. A Maria a spera chevuatri pulisciu ben aujina
the Mary SCL  hope.pr.3s that you clean.S.2p ell w the kitchen
‘Mary hopes that you will clean the kitchen well

vi. U Mariu u pensa cheluateh’i pituan a ca de russu
the Mario SCL think thatthey thatSCL paint{®.3the house of red
‘Mario thinks that they are painting the housd'r

If the presence athe2were exclusively dependent on the morphologicadano
deficiency of the subjunctive verb form, then tlramples above would not find a
desirable explanation. It is nevertheless immebjiapparent thathe2is produced

‘more willingly’ with those persons that have a Stbiat belongs to the Deictic type, i.e.
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one of the two higher typesi, the second person singular SCL, is the only [Gg $hat
does not cluster witbhe2 and, incidentally, the only SCL that does nons¢e
‘encourage’ its realisation. 1 would like to clathmt this is linked to the clitic status of
che2 the particle is produced ‘more readily’ when thex a clitic cluster to which it can
attach, e.g. SCL+verb. This requirement operat®§-af his would also explain the
reason whyhe2is realised more readily when followed by a ‘marjayically

complex’ verb, i.e. a verb with a reflexive andtjisve clitic, such as Tudésmentiassne

‘to forget about it’.

Concluding, there are both morphological and phogichl restrictions on the
appearance athe2 the former apply at the syntactic level while thager apply at PF,
in the given order:

(36)a. Realisehe2overtly if:

i. the verb in the embedded clause is in thgusctive mood,
syntax{ AND

ii. the subjunctive is morphologically defiote

iv. there is some syntactic material phonalally realised
betweerche2and the embedded verb
PF AND

iii. there is another clitic onto whidhe2can cliticise.
In other words:

(36) b Che2appears iff:
» the subjunctive is morphologically modally deficieAND

* there is another clitic onto whiahe2can cliticise

Che2is produced but not pronounced if:

» the subjunctive is not morphologically deficienRO
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* there is not another clitic cluster.

(A second approximation)

Finally, I would like to address an ongoing langeiagange in Tur: the loss of the
subjunctive. The Tur spoken by Younger Generat(®@&T ur) does not allow for the
realisation othe2 which reduces the morphological differentiati@ivieeen subjunctive
and indicative to the point of the two moods beingctically indistinguishable. | would
like to claim that the subjunctive and the indigatin YGTur are syntactically
equivalent, but semantically different.

It was claimed — cf. section 1.3.1 — that more supfor claiming thathe2belongs to
the CP domain could be found in some differencésdsen the traditional Tur (tTur)
and the YGTur. Specific reference was made to teinterrogative clauses are formed
by the two: while tT resorts to both an overt coempéntiser and SCL-verb inversion,
only the first strategy is used by YGTur. This viierpreted as an indication that tT, by
allowing forche2 has ‘more’ structure available. Consequently different amount of
structure available to the two varieties shouldegige to some word-order differences
between them.

This is not the case. Recall that von Stechow (18&bmed that the co-existence of
indicative and subjunctive forms in a given contaxggests that semantically, the two
are equivalent — cf. (31). | would like to elaberan his claim and say that the loss of
the subjunctive to the indicative taking place BNr is not affecting the semantic but
the syntactic level.

The semantic anchoring needed for the verb in dadehe latter to receive its temporal
interpretation is achieved through the relatioralelithed between the verb and the
empty category oéhe2 an operator which has moved into a C positiomt&stically,

the verb is an indicative and therefore does netirlee expression of mood features,
assuming that indicative mood features are a defatting’ for the verb and do not
need to be expressed.

Thus, the verb would still occupy the same positierthe subjunctive in traditional Tur

and no word order differences would result betwthentwo Tur types. Thus the loss of
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the subjunctive would not have any ‘visible’ effeepart from the obvious empty
realisation othe2

To sum up, in this section the following claims @dgeen made:
che2is a clitic element;
the subjunctive is deficient: semantically, itaaseless, morphologically, it can be
lacking mood differentiation from the indicative;
its semantic deficiency must be obviated throarglanchoring process with
an element in the C system,;
its morphological deficiency is recompensate@migring a c-commanding
relation with a mood operator — either empty otised asche2
subjunctive verbs are to be analysed as ‘congogtbs, being generated in
VP and dominated by a vP projection in which thectional features
encoded by v° and lacking from V° are either realisvertly or by an expletive;
the choice between these two is encoded paramtriéa language has a
mood patrticle at its disposal then it will make o$é&, hence making the
expletive redundant — cf. Greek and Romanian;
che2is a morphological marker encoding modality: itsgence is preferred
when the mood features on the following verb arepmologically poor;
at PRche2needs to attach to another clitic element: ifdbidition is not
met, then it is not pronounced;
the morphological mood deficiency of the verbverds it from reaching a

position in the C system when modality is the aelgson for movement.

The following section investigates the status djscts that are found betweehel
andche2 The third and fourth predictions made are boune asubject can only raise
to the C system if it needs to check an operatoe-fgature — such as [+Foc] or [+wh] —

or a discourse-prominent-type feature — such asgtor [+HT].



SECTION 2—ELEMENTSTHAT CAN APPEAR BETWEEN CHE1 AND CHEZ2

Having identified the position occupied blge2as Fin° has some obvious
consequences, i.e. that all material that precdgsn turn, in the left periphery of the
clause. This section investigates the differenesypf phrases that can intervene between
chelandche2 left dislocated and focalised phrases, adverdssabjects. An in-depth
analysis of the status of bare quantifiers as stbjeveals some interesting facts. A
note of clarification is in order. The terms Topisation and Focalisation are used
differently from when they were first introducedire literature: | will use focalisation
for an operation that involves contrast with thateat or with active presuppositions.
This was referred to as topicalisation becaustsddimilarities to the English
topicalisation discussed by Chomsky (1977). Allestbases of pre-posing without
contrast are labelled topicalisation: these incleaeges of ‘CLLD’, i.eCL itic L eft-
Dislocation described by Cinque (1990), and Hangiogic. Assuming Rizzi's (1997)
split-CP, focalised phrases occupy [Spec, Foc]eMopicalised elements target [Spec,
Top].

This section looks into Cardinaletti’s (2001) hiefay within the class of pronouns of
strong and weak elements, and shows that this@slmli does not seem to be relevant
for the data at hand. The examples will reinfoteerelation between the poverty of the
morphological differentiation of subjunctive forimetindicative and¢he2

An investigation of bare quantifier subjects in kb periphery reveals that they are to
be considered as left dislocated when they appedhetleft of left dislocated phrases

and possibly as focalised when appearing to tigdit.r

2.1—LEFT DISLOCATED ELEMENTS

As discussed in the introductory chapter, a vardtylements can be left dislocated, but
only direct object DPs require a compulsory resuveptlitic.

The examples in (37) show the range of phrasex#mbe left dislocated (LD
henceforth): direct and indirect objects, PPs ahatebs respectively. In the examples,

the left dislocated elements are all underlined.

15¢



(37)a. A chérdo che, colliber ch'a I abia gia lesulo
SCL believe.pr.3p that that book thatSCL L h&vwes already read.pple.it.acc
‘They believe that s/he has already read thakboo

b. I spero  che, ‘lvotbrutch® a- lo diso doman,
SCL hope.pr.ls thatthe markugly that SCL+dat.acé say.S.3p tomorrow
nen ancheuj a Giulia
not today to Giulia

‘I hope that they will tell Giulia about the bathrk tomorrow, not today

c. Maria a I' ha témnohe dle fior, ch'as n’
Mary SCL L have.pr.3s fear that of the flower hattSCL+rf part
arcorda gnun
remember.S.3s nobody

‘Mary fears that nobody remembers the flowers’

d. Giors a spera che, a Ghitin ch'a- I abio gia
George SCL  hope.pr.3s that to Margaret thatlat+ L have.S.3p already
dait la bona neuva
give.pple the good new
‘George hopes that they have already given tloel gews to Margaret’

e. Gioann a spera che acasoa ch as né torno tost
John SCL  hope.pr.3s thatto house their that L+®&Cpart return.S.3p soon
‘John hopes that they go back home soon’

f. Luch a pensa che daldotor ch'a; vado doman
Luke SCL think.pr.3s thattothe doctor that $@c go.S.3p tomorrow
‘Luke thinks that they will go to the doctor’'storrow’

g. Franchin a pensa che ast ora ch'as né vada gnun
Frank SCL think.pr.3s that at this time thal.$@ part g0.S.3s nobody
‘Frank thinks that nobody would go away at tiset
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Giors a chérd che, pérboneuyr ch’a sia
George SCL believe.pr.3s that for fortune #at be.S.3s
ancorzuss-ne gnun

realise.pple.rf- part nobody

‘Goerge thinks that fortunately nobody realised i

U Gianni u credda che quelu libry ch'u I aggia
the John  SCL  believe.pr.3sthat that book 8@t L have.S.3s
za lettu

already read.pple

‘John believes that he has already read that’book

. A Maria a credda che, quella zuvena ch'i nu-a
the Mary SCL  believe.pr.3s that that young womdhat SCL  not-she.acc
suportan propiu
bear.S.3p really

‘Mary thinks that they cannot stand that youngnao’

Creddu che a-u Gianni ch’i ghe parlan duman
believe.pr.ls that to-the John that SCL  to-hémeak.S.3p tomorrow

‘| think that they will speak to John tomorrow’

. Speru che a-aTeeja ch’i ghe I' aggian dattu u
hope.pr.ls that to-the Teresa that SCL  to her hhave.S.3p give.pple the
regalu
present

‘I hope that they have already given the preseiiieresa’
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v. UMariu u spera che acasf ch'i se ne turnan
the Mario SCL  hope.pr.3s that to house their t 8@ rfl part return.S.3p
a-u cil presto
at-the more soon
‘Mario hopes that they go back to their houseam as possible’

vi. U Gianniu pensahe, cun ti ch'u I aggia za balau

the John  SCL thinks that with  youthat SCL L &&/3s already dance.pple
‘John thinks that he has already danced with you’

vii.l pensan che aquest'ua chu I aggia za mangiau
SCL think.pr.3p that at this hour thatSCL L v&&.3s already eat.pple
‘They think that he will have already eaten & thme’

viii.U Mariu u pensa che fosci ch’i diggan a veite
the Mario SCL  think.pr.3s that perhaps that SClsay.S.3p  the truth
‘Mario thinks that perhaps they are telling theh’

As well as appearing in isolation, left dislocagements can also appear combined

with each other, in a sequence:

(38)a. | spero che, ‘lvotbrut aGiulig ch'a- lo diso

SCL  hope.pr.ls that the mark ugly to Giulia t®@lL+dat itacc say.S.3p
doman, nen ancheuj
tomorrow not today

‘I hope that they will tell Giulia about the bathrk tomorrow, not today

b. A chérdo che, Maria pér boneur ch’'a I abia

SCL  believe.pr.3p that Mary for fortune thatlSC L have.S.3s
paira a védd-la
manage.pple to see.inf-she.acc

‘They think that s/he luckily managed to see Mary
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c. Maria a pensa che aldotor doman ch’a; parla nen

Mary SCL think.pr.3s that to the doctortomorrovthat SCL+dat  speak.S.3s not

‘Mary thinks that to the doctor s/he will not sfgeomorrow’

i. UGiorgiuu pensa che a-alalla inregaly ch'i ghe I
the George SCL think.pr.3s that to the aunt reagnt thatSCL to-her L
aggian  za catau
have.S.3p already buy.pple

‘George thinks that they have already boughttig a present’

i. ATeeja a pensa che quellacaa questuach’i nu-a

the Teresa SCL  think.pr.3s that that house istithe that SCL  not-it.acc
I aggian za vista

L have.S.3p already see.pple

‘Teresa thinks that they haven't seen that hatiskis time’

iii. AMaria a credda che a-aTeeja fosci ch'u ghe
the Mary  SClbelieve.pr.3s  that to the Teresa rhages that SCL  to-her
parla duman
speak.S.3s tomorrow

‘Mary thinks that perhaps he will speak to Teresaorrow’

| will not interpret the fact that in a sentencerthcan be more than one LD phrase as an
indication that TopP is a recursive projection¢clasmed by Rizzi (1997). In the general
view that all functional projections have distipcoperties and host different types of
elements — cf. for example, Cinque (1999) for fhe-lit is not a desirable option to have
a theory of language that allows the repetitiordehtical projections.

| will follow Beninca (2001) and Beninca and PatefR002) in assuming that the
topicalised and the focalised projections in thé §° are an area rather than a single
projection. More specifically, each comprises a hanof distinct projections,

expressing different semantic information — foraagtiel claim made for the Topic

projection in Hungarian cf. Puskas (2002). Thedalised field is limited downwards by
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the focalised field: no topicalised items are ako\io appear to the right of focalised

phrases.

2.2—FOCALISED ELEMENTS

Contrastively focalised phrases are not alloweapjgear sentence-initially in Tur:
irrespective of the category of the focalised eletsie- as shown in the following
examples — the element must appear post-verbadlydier to receive contrastive

interpretation™
(39)a. Gioann a I ha cata IL GELATO, nen ldaao
John SCL L have.pr.3s buy.pple theice-cream notthe cake
b. *IL GELATO a I ha cata Gioann, nen tata
the ice-cream SCL L bhave.pr.3s buy.pple John not the cake

‘It is the ice-cream that John has bought, netddke’

c. A I han s-cjaira-je el problema A GIOANMen a Marc
SCL L have.pr.3p explain.pple-dat the problem Jdbn not to Mark

d. *A GIOANN a I han s-cjaira-je el problem@n a Marc
to John SCL L have.pr.3p explain.pple-dat thebjam not to Mark

‘It is to John that they have explained the peahlnot to Mark’

e. Giors a I é andait ALCINEMA, nen al temtr
George SCL L be.pr.3sgo.pple tothe cinema notto the theatre

f. *AL CINEMA Giorsa I' é andait,nen  al teatr
tothe cinema George SCLL be.pr.3sgo.pple notto the theatre

‘It is to the cinema that George has gone, nethieatre’

| have translated all the examples with a coritrelst focalised phrase as cleft sentences.

16c



Lig, on the other hand, does allow for focalisedagls to appear pre-verbally, as shown
in (40):

(40)i. U TOLIBRU i I" han cattau, nu u so

the your book SCL L havepr3p buypple not the'hers
‘It is your book that they have bought, not hisAi

ii. AAATEEJA i ghe I' han dattu u regalu,nu a mi
to-the Teresa SCL to-her L have.pr.3p give.pplde present not to l.dat
‘It is to Teresa that they have given the pressottto me’

When the conditions in (4) are met, i.e. the embddeerb is in the subjunctive and
there is phonetically realised syntactic matendbiving chel, focalised phrases can
also appear between the taloe

(41)i. Creddu che DE QUESTU, ch’i ghe parlan, nu de quelu
believe.pr.ls that of this that SCL dat &p@8p not of that
‘| think that it is this they are talking to hiabout, not that’

ii. U Gianniu credda che 1TO, chi nu-a suportan,

theJohn  SCL  believe.pr.3s that the yourti@lt S not-she.acc bear.S.3p
nu i me

not the my

‘John thinks that it is your parent who cannanst her, not mine’

Contrastively focalised elements can also co-oagthr LD elements, and when they do,
LD elements appear higher than focalised elements:

(42)i. Pensu che a-uGianni DE L'ESAMME ch’i ghe n’
think.pr.1s that to-the John of the exam gar dat part
aggian  za parlau, nu d u libru
have.S.3p already speak.pple not of the book
‘| think that it is about the exam that they hap@ken to John, not the book’
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Concluding, the area betweehelandche2can host LD elements in Tur and both LD
and contrastively focalised phrases in Lig.

As the examples in (1), repeated here for converieghow, the position can also host

subjects:
(1)a. Gioanin a spera che Ghitin chas né vada tost
John SCL  hope.pr.ls that Margaret that SCLarf p g0.S.3s soon

‘John hopes that Margaret leaves as soon ashessi

b. Majo a chérde che Luch ch'a sia  désmentiass-ne
Mario SCL believe.pr.3s that Luke thatSCL be.S@get.pple.rf-part
‘Mario believes that Luke has forgotten about it’

c. Majo a pensa che Franchin ch’as n’ ancorza
Mario SCL think.pr.3s that Frank that SCL+rfrfpa realise.S.3s
‘Mario thinks that Frank realises it’

i. A Teeja a spera che u Giannch'u se tagia i cavei
the Teresa SCL  hope.pr.3s that the John thlat SEf cut.S.3sthe hair
a-u  ciufitu
at-the more soon

‘Teresa hopes that John has his hair cut asaspossible’

i. A Teeja a credda che a Mariach'a parta duman
the Teresa SCL believe.pr.3s that the Mary S@t leave.S.pr.3s tomorrow
‘Teresa believes that Mary will leave tomorrow’

ii. A Teeja a pensa che Idach’a se ne sciggia pentia
the Teresa SCL think.pr.3s that Ida that SCL  phrtbe.S.3s repent.pple

‘Teresa thinks that Ida has repented of it'

Because of the conclusions reached in section Le3ehe2is in the left periphery — it

follows that the subjects in these examples atbérieft periphery, too. What is their
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status? Do they appear in a canonical positiomeotteey discourse-prominent? These

are the questions addressed in the next section.

2.3— SUBJECTS

2.3.1- PRONOMINAL SUBJECTS
Pre-verbal subjects are taken to be consideralireint in null subject languages

(NSLs)- such as ltalian — and non-null subject letges (NnNSLs) — such as English. In
NSLs, unlike in nNSLs, a pre-verbal subject hastm®alysed as occupying an A’-
position (i.e. a non-argumental position) by a nandif authors — cf. Contreras (1991),
Dobrovie-Sorin (1994), Moro (1993), among othersother difference concerns the
position to which Nominative case is assigned:Nishs only the pre-verbal position
can receive Case while in NSLs Case can eithessigraed to a pre-verbal or a post-
verbal position — cf. Contreras (1991), Koopman Spdrtiche (1991), Rizzi (1996),
Roberts (1993).

Bobaljik and Jonas (1996) and Chomsky (1995) idethwio positions — in addition to
the VP internal one, a thematic position identiflgd<oopman and Sportiche (1991),
among others — where pre-verbal subjects can apfgaac, TP] and [Spec, AgrSP], the
former being a Case checking position and therlatteagreement checking one. No
subject positions are identified above [Spec, TP].

Cardinaletti (2001) identifies multiple pre-verisalbject positions within the
traditionally labelled ‘IP’, each specified for pexific feature — or set of features — and
available only to specific types of subjects. S#jeats the proposals according to which
pre-verbal subjects have a different status in NSI&nNSLSs, reducing the differences
between the two types of languages to the natutieecigreement head, which would
license a null subject in the former but not thtela Two subject positions are
identified: a higher one, hosting the subject @&dication, and a lower one, targeted by
the grammatical subject. Because of their diffefeature specification, the two
positions are available to different types of satgewhile the former can host strong
pronouns, full DPs and non-Nominative DPs, thestatt available to weak pronouns

(neither strong nor clitic elements, such as stahtaliantu ‘you’ in subjunctive
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clauses, as argued in Cardinaletti and Starke,)1&88®ro. The author firmly rejects
the idea that either of these be placed in thekiphery (2001:2, 28, 30).

Thus according to Cardinaletti, different typesobjects target different positions, none
of which are to be found in the left periphery.

Poletto (2000:139ff) claims that pre-verbal sutgentNorthern Italian dialects target a
position within the CP rather than the IP as culyeassumed, and that quantified
subjects and DP subjects occupy different positidhe author further argues that
although DP subjects probably fill a ‘topic likedgition, they are not to be interpreted
as always being LD.

Concluding, according to Cardinaletti’s analysis gubjects in (1) would not occupy
their canonical position, and according to Polstideas, they may not necessarily be
LD.

The position between the tvabecan be occupied by different types of subjectsvels

as proper names, both simple and coordinated, walsa find full DPs and bare
pronouns. While the situation seems to be rathesistent with DP subjects, differences
arise when using pronouns: while with some the @niorence witlche2is highly

preferred, with others it is not.

(43)a. Gioann a chérde che Idach’a sia  ancorzuss-ne
John SCL  believe.pr.3s that Ida that SCL Bas.Sealise.pple-part

‘John believes that Ida has realised it’

b. Giors a pensa che Majoe Ghitin ch'a sio
George SCL  think.pr.3s that Mario and Margahett SCL  be.S.3p
ancorzuss-ne
realise.pple-part

‘John believes that Mario and Margaret have sedlit’

c. Luch a pensa che ijto cha sio  ancorzuss-ne
Luke SCL think.pr.3s that the yourthat SCL  b@pSrealise.pple-part

‘Luke thinks that your parents have realized it’
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d. | spero che colafija ch'a- parla al dotor
SCL  hope.pr.ls that that girl that SCL+dat a4p®.3s tothe doctor
‘I hope that girl speaks to the doctor’

e. A veulo che mi ‘m né vada
SCL want.pr.3p that I SCL part go.S.1s

‘They want me to go away’

f. A veulo che i ch'it né vada
SCL want.pr.3p that you thatSCL  part go.S.2s

‘They want you to go away’

g. A veulo che chiel ch’as né vada
SCL want.pr.3p that he that SCL  part go.S.3s

‘They want him to go away’

h. A veulo che chiel a- scriva subit al dotor
SCL want.pr.3p that he SCL+dat write.S.3s imiatedlyto the doctor

‘They want him to write to the doctor immediately

i A veulo che nojautri ‘n né vado
SCL want.pr.3p that we rf  part go.S.1p
‘They want us to go away’

. A veulo che vojautri vé né vade
SCL want.pr.3p that you.pl rf part go.S.2p

‘They want that you go away’

k. A veulo che vojautri ch’i parle subit al dotor
SCL want.pr.3p that you.pl that SCL  speak.priyediately to-the doctor
‘They want you to speak to the doctor immediadtely
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. Gioann a veule che lor chas né vado
John SCL want.pr.3s that they  that SCL+rf partgo.S.3p
‘John wants them to go away’

In section 1.4.2 it was claimed that the subje¢hefembedded clause stays in [Spec,
vP] unless it has some discourse-prominent featorebeck in the appropriate
positions, i.e. either [Spec, TopP] or [Spec, FotRpuld therefore like to claim that
the full DP subjects that appear betwebrlandche2are to be considered as left
dislocated. Assuming that TopP is delimited dowrisdry FocP and given that in Tur
contrastively focalised elements are not licit ipra-verbal position, suggesting that
there is no FocP contrastive projection, this claannot be supported nor refuted.
Another possibility is that the subject occupiegd§ FinP], which implies that it is not

discourse prominent. | leave this possibility unexgd here.

Why would it be the case that there is variatiotoabe realisation afhe2when the
subject of the embedded clause is representecpby@un? Perhaps the presence
versus absence ohe2reflects a different position occupied by the mnam, namely that
when it is realised the pronoun occupies a higbsitipn, while when it is absent the
pronoun is in a lower position.

Cardinaletti (2001) makes a distinction within tass of pronouns between strong and
weak elements. She claims that the pronoiyou’ that occurs in subjunctive clauses

cannot be topicalised, as the following examplemfstandard Italian show:

(44) a. Crede che tu sia  ricco
believe.pr.3s  that you be.S.2s rich

b. *Tu crede che sia  ricco
you believe.pr.3s  that be.S.2s rich
‘S/He thinks that you are rich’
from Cardinaletti (2001:13)



Tu cannot be considered a clitic, since there isegoirement that it be adjacent to

the verb:

(45) a. Crede che tu solitamanete esca alle due
believe.pr.3s  that you usually go out.S.2shat two
‘S/He thinks that you usually go out at two’
from Cardinaletti (2001:13)

Because of these properties, Cardinaletti claimstthoccurring with subjunctive verbs
is aweakpronoun, and occupies a lower position than stprogouns and DP subjects.
Looking at the examples in (43), the presence lfeeace) oEhe2could be interpreted
as a reflection of their different status.

Cardinaletti’s distinction within the class of pmams does not seem to find support
from the Tur data: the fact that the same pronairabes differently in the two
sentences would suggest it has a different stataadh of them. (43) g, for example,
chiel‘he’ is preferred wittche2while in (43) h it is preferred without it. It s@e hardly
plausible that in (43) ghielwas to fill a higher position than in (43) h. Témme
observation can be applied to the other instantge@ronouns being realised with and
withoutche2

What is relevant in this case is the morphologthefverb. The tables in (32) showed
the poor morphological differentiation between itigicative and the subjunctive
paradigms. The first person singular and plurakiaeeonly two that differ from one
another in all three conjugations, and these aaetBxthose where the preference for
cheZ2is not high. The second person singular and pandlthe third person plural, on
the other hand, have the same form for both indieatnd subjunctive: these are
precisely those forms that are preferably prodweagid che2 As for the third person
singular, verbs of the second and third conjugdtiave a form morphologically distinct
from the indicative, while verbs of the first cogation do not: the verb in (43) h
belongs to the second conjugation, and does nibt hreaed’ che2 In (43) g, on the
other hand, the SCL is clustered with the reflexdliec and followed by the partitiveé.
The fact thathe2is triggered even if the actual verb form is distifrom the indicative
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one — cf. subjunctiveadaversus indicativela— seems to suggest that the phonological
preference for clitics to cluster together appéiePF and causefe2to be realised
overtly.

Concluding, Cardinaletti’s subdivision within thiags of pronouns is not responsible

for the presence versus absenceh&2 Once again the evidence gathered supports the
analysis othe2as a morphological mood marker.

We thus reach a third approximation of the condgioperating on the realisation of
che2

(46) Realiseehe2overtly at the syntactic level if:

i. the verb in the embedded clause is in theusutbive mood,
AND

ii. the subjunctive is morphologically deficient.

OR

Realiseche2overtly at the phonological level if:

i. the verb in the embedded clause is in theusudbive mood,
AND

iii. there is a clitic cluster onto whiathe2can cliticise.

2.3.2— QUANTIFIED SUBJECTS
In this section the positions occupied by bare tfiars and their status is investigated.

Their position will be evaluated with respect te fhosition filled by LD phrases. The
bare quantifiers investigated here are goun‘nobody’, cheidun‘somebody’ anduti
‘everybody’.

Let us now turn to the interaction of quantifietgets and LD elements. A bare
quantifier subject can either appear to the leftranediately to the right of LD phrases.
As for the position to the left of LD phrases, theeems to be some variation as to the
grammaticality judgement given with respect todiféerent quantifiers usedmnun

‘nobody’ is the one that gives raise to differinglgements:
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(47)

a. A vorrio che gnun, a st ora, ch'as n’ andeissa

SCLwant.cond.3p that nobody at thistime  8@t+rf part go.S.imperf.3s

‘They would like nobody to go away at this time’

Gioanin a pensa che gnun, éd cola bruta facendah’'a
John SCL  think.pr.3s that nobody of that uglypusiness  that SCL
sia désmentiass-ne

be.S.3s forget.ppple-part
‘John thinks that nobody forgot about that avifusiness’

*A chérdo che gnun, antcost mondh a I abia na
SCL believe.pr.3p that nobody intothis world that SCL L have.S.3s a
vita facil
life easy

‘They believe that nobody has an easy life is torld’

d.*?Giors a chérd che gnun, d’ un bon consef’ as

George SCL  believe.pr.3s  that nobody of a dgocadvice that SCL+rf
n’ ambrigna propi
part not care.S.3s  really

‘George believes that nobody ignores a goodepié@dvice’

A spera che tuti, ‘d cost anfreidorgh’as né
SCL hope.pr.3s thateverybody of this cold at 8CL+rf part
libero tost

free.S.3p  soon

‘S/He hopes that everybody gets rid of this cadn’

Maria a chérdche tuti, ‘d coste robe, ch'a
Mary SCL believesthat everybody of these thing thatSCL
sio ambrignass-ne

be.S.3p not care.pple-part

‘Mary believes that nobody worried themselveswglihese things
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g. *?A pensa che tuti, antcost mond;h’a I
SCL  think.pr.3s that everybody into this world that SCL L
abio ij SO problema
have.S.3p the their  problems
‘S/He thinks that everybody has their problemthis world’

h. *?Maria a chérd che tuti, dle maldicense,ch’
Mary SCL  believe.pr.3s that everybody, oftheosgip that
as n’ ambrigno

SCL+rf part not care.S.3p
‘Mary believes that nobody worry themselves dlymssip’

i. Maria a spera che cheidun, stasseiraggh’'a tasta
Mary SCL  hope.pr.3s that somebody tonight t&@lL taste.S.3s
la torta ‘d pom
the cake of apple

‘Mary hopes that somebody tastes the appleopiglt’

j. Majo a pensa che cheidun, a Teresagh’a- I
Mario SCL  think.pr.3s that somebody to Teresthat SCL+dat L
abia gia daje sto liber
have.S.3s already give.pple.dat this book

‘Mario thinks that somebody has already givemltibok to Teresa’

k. ?March a spera che cheidun, a I ambientch’a-
Mark SCL  hope.pr.3s that somebody to therenment that SCL+dat
pensa
think.S.3s

‘Mark hopes that somebody thinks about the emvirent’

If we now turn to the distribution of pre-verbalrbajuantifier subjects in the position
immediately to the right of LD phrases, we findraifar situation, i.e. the judgements

vary:
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(48)

a. Ghitin a spera che davej fait na bon-a assion,

Margaret SCL  hope.pr.3s that of have.inf mgkle.pa good action
gnun ch’ as né pentissa

nobody that SCL+rf part repent.S.3s

‘Margaret hopes that nobody regrets having dogeod deed’

Giors a chérd che d’un bon consejgnun ch’as
George SCL  believe.pr.3s  that of agood advicenobody that SCL+rf
n’ ambrigna propi

part not care.S.3s  really

‘George believes that nobody ignores a goodepié@dvice’

?*Maria a spera che dle fior, gnun ch’as né
Mary SCL  hope.pr.3s that of the flowers nobadkigt SCL+rf part
désmentia
forget.S.3s

‘Mary hopes that nobody forgets about the fl@sver

Luch a pensa che ‘d son, tuti ch’'a sio
Luke SCL think.pr.3s that of this everybodyattSCL  be.S.3p
désmentiass-ne

forget.pple-part

‘Luke thinks that everybody has forgotten akitut

?Maria a spera che I esame,tuti ch’a I
Mary SCL  hope.pr.3s that the exam everybodat SICL L
abio passa-lo

have.S.3p pass.pple-it.acc

‘Mary hope that everybody passed the exam’
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f. ?Ghitin a spera che a Teresin, tuti ch’a I
Margaret SCL hope.pr.3s that to Teresa ewvelyb thatSCL L
abio daje un bel cado
have.S.3p give.pple-dat a beautiful present

‘Margaret hopes that everybody gave a nice pidseleresa’

g. Giors a spera che é&d coste robe, cheidun ch’as
George SCL  hope.pr.3s that of these things bothe that SCL+rf
n’ arcorza
part realise.S.3s

‘George hopes that somebody realises about theggs’

f. Majo a pensa che a Teresin, cheidun ch’'a- I
Mario SCL think.pr.3s that to Teresa somebody that SCL+dat L
abia gia daje la bon-a neuva
have.S.3s already give.pple-dat the good new

‘Mario thinks that somebody has already givesmdbod news to Teresa’

g. ?*Ghitin a spera che dle fior, cheidun ch’as
Margaret SCL  hope.pr.3s that of the floweroomabody that SCL+rf
n’ arcorda

part remember.S.3s

‘Margaret hopes that somebody remembers abeutdivers’

Let us analyse these positions in turn, startiomfthe data exemplified in (47). In these
examples there is a quantified subject filling aipon to the left of LD elements, i.e. a
position higher than TopP, but lower thamel

In order to identify this position it is necessawyconsider all the projections in the left
periphery.

As mentioned at the beginning of section 2, Ben{@@®1) and Beninca and Poletto
(2002), refining Rizzi's (1997) decomposition o&t@P, introduce a projection to the
left of ForceP — labelled DiscP, Discourse Phrasthe former and HT, Hanging Topic,

in the latter —, a position targeted by marked TapiThemes. These types of phrase
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corresponds to those identified by Cinque (197d)Beninca (1988), and display
properties that distinguish them from LD phrasdsese are summarised in (49), taken
from Beninca (2001:44), and the first two exemgtififor standard Italian in (50):

(49)
LD HT
The entire argument (i.e. DP and ariynly the DP appears on the leff
preposition) appears on the left
The resumptive clitic is only The resumptive clitic is
obligatory with direct and partitive | obligatory in all cases
objects
The resumptive clitic agrees with th@he resumptive clitic agrees with
Topic in gender, number and case| Hanging Topic in number and
gender

Can appear in both root and Is restricted to root contexts
embedded contexts

(50) a. Mario, non ne parla piu nessuno HT

Mario not part speak.pr.3s anymore  nobody

‘As for Mario, nobody talks about him anymore’

b. Di Mario, non (ne) parla piu nessuno LD
of Mario not partspeak.pr.3s anymore nobody

‘Of Mario, nobody talks (about him) anymore’

The pragmatics of these constructions is the saedhey are both thematised
constructions, and they are indistinguishable wherthematised element is either a
direct object — for which the resumptive clitic bates obligatory in both constructions

— or a subject — in which case there is no reswamlitic available in standard Italian:

(50)c. Gianni, *(lo) incontriamo domani LT
John he.acc meet.pr.1p tomorrow

‘John, we’ll meet him tomorrow’
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d. Gianni, parla sempre  troppo LD/HT
John speak.pr.3s always too much

‘John always talks too much’

With this ‘new’ position available in the left pphery, the quantified subjects that
appear to the left of LD phrases in (47) can ocaupy of the following positions:
a. their canonical position, the Specifier of a pokesBubjQP; or
b. [Spec, DiscP], and therefore be a Hanging Topic; or
c. [Spec, TopP], and therefore be LD; or
d

[Spec, Foc], and therefore be focalised.

Let us consider them in turn.

If the quantified subjects in (47) appeared inttikanonical position, the reading
associated with that word order would be a neoimal, i.e. the quantified subject would
not receive any informational relevance. This setnfee the case in standard Italian: to
the question ‘What happened?’ there is a preferemeaswer with (51)a; the question

‘Who passed the exam?’ triggers the answer ini§51)

(51)a. Non ha superato l'esame nessuno
not have.pr.3s pass.pple the exam nobody
‘Nobody has passed the exam’

b. Nessuno ha superato l'esame
nobody have.pr.3s pass.pple the exam

‘Nobody has passed the exam’

A similar situation is also found in Tur: to theegtion ‘What happened?’ the most
natural answer would be (52) a, while (52) b wdaddthe preferred answer to ‘Who ate
the soup?’:

52)a. A I ha mangia la mnesta nun
g g
SCL L have.pr.3s eatpple the soup nobody
‘Nobody ate the soup’



b. Gnun a I ha mangia | mnesta
nobody SCL L bhave.pr.3s eatpple the soup

In the second exampgmun‘nobody’ is presupposed, while in the first inist. Being
presupposed it would occupy a Focus position, sstggethat this is not a canonical
subject position.

If, on the other hand, the quantified subjects weril [Spec, HT], they would occur
higher tharchel, and this is not the case.

By assuming a CP system in which the areas avaitaltbpicalised and focalised
phrases are separate and the former is highethidatte?® — cf. Beninca (2001) and
Beninca and Poletto (2002) — no focalised elemantappear to the left of a LD phrase.
The third option is thus ruled out.

In order to investigate the fourth alternative, itat the quantified subjects be

themselves LD, it is necessary to make a divetisitmthe properties of LD.

2.3.21-CLLD
Before attempting to investigate the phenomendafbilislocation it is necessary to

clarify some issues concerning the use of termgypbkdopted to describe similar
constructions. The structure labelled ‘left-distiaa’ by Ross (1967) and Chomsky
(1977) is the same as Hanging Topic in Beninca® 12 system. The structure labelled
‘left-dislocation’ by Rizzi (1997), is more speciéillly an instance of ‘clitic left-
dislocation’, CLLD, as described in Cinque (19799Q). Finally, what Cinque (1990)
refers to as ‘topicalisation’ is an instance otdtisation’ in Rizzi (1997).

Cinque (1990) sets out to investigate four majeesaf A’- dependencies — successive
cyclic wh-movement, long wh-movement, apparent wdhvement of NPs and the

relation between a resumptive pronoun and a sesti@itial phrase in the CLLD

% TopP and FocusP host a number of projectionsBoand focalised phrases respectively. The Top field
hosts LD elements and elements with a list intégpian; the Foc field is a landing site for contias and
informational focus elements.
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constructions — with the aim of finding a unifyiagcount that can satisfactorily derive
them from more general principles.

He claims (1990:xv) that the conditions on long svbvement are not to be viewed as
conditions on this specific type of movemeet se but as a more general condition on
A’-chains, be they created by movement or basergéea: The author also identifies
(1990:xiv) in the intrinsic referential charactéof a phrase the prerequisite for
undergoing long wh-movement. Given that the coodgion this type of movement are
to be considered as conditions on A’-chains, wetrooisclude that referentiality is a
requirement for A’-dependencies, including therefGLLD structures.

In other words, in order for an element to be &blendergo left-dislocation it must be
referential, in the sense of Pesetsky’s (1987 )nRifg.

Thus a link is created between what Rizzi (199b¢la as ‘referentiallp-marked’
phrases — i.e. a phrase can undergo long wh-mouem@gnif it receives one among
agent, theme or goétrole — and the requirement that these phrasesibtdys

referential, i.e. that they refer to specific menshef a pre-established set.

The importance of the role played by referentidliégcomes even more apparent when a
further connection is established between leftedigiion and the ability of entering a
binding relation: CLLD is apure representation of binding relatidr{€inque,
1990:164, note 15). Binding, in turn, is definedemms of ‘referential index’ — from
Rizzi (1990):

(53) X binds Y iff:
i) X c-commands YAND

i) X and Y have the same referential index

Summing up: an element can be LD only if it isimgically referential, which in turns
implies that it must be able to enter into a bigdielation.

Given these conditions, it is easy to see how dfieshelements — that are generally
considered not able to undergo left-dislocatiomr indeed enter CLLD constructions

as long as they can be interpreted as specific.



Turning back to the examples in (47), it seems\agn the bare quantifier can be
interpreted as specific — because present in gt@dise domain or referring to a
specific individual or a member of a pre-establisket — it is allowed to appear to the
left of LD phrases. The difference between (47h@kon the one hand and (47) c and d
on the other is the degree of specificitygofin‘nobody’: while in a and lgnuncan be
easily interpreted as ‘nobody of the people atphisy’ or ‘nobody of our friends’, i.e.

as specific, in ¢ and d the context favours a me¢Hic interpretation ojnun Thus,

while gnuncan be licit in a LD position in (47) a and b besa of its specific
interpretation, its position results in the senéeheing ungrammatical in (47) cand d
due to its non-specific reading. This is also thgecfor the examples in (47) e and f, and
g and h, withtuti ‘everybody’.Cheidun‘somebody’, on the other hand, is the easiest of
the three to be interpreted as specific: thus ehaathce rather than ungrammaticality of
47)].

This interpretation is supported by some intergsfacts in Paduan. Paduan has SCLs
for third person singular and plural which are isead either when there is no lexical
subject or when the subject is LD. If a LD phraseivenes between a pre-verbal
subject and the verb, the SCL is obligatorily reatdi, suggesting that the subject is LD

itself. This is shown in the examples in (54):

(54)a. Mario (el) me vede volentera
Mario SCL lLacc see.pr.3s  willingly

‘Mario meets me with pleasure’

b. Mario, mi, *El) me vede volentera
Mario lacc SCL lacc see.pr.3s willingly
Mario, me, he meets with pleasure’
from Beninca (2001:56)

A quantified subject is not compatible with a SGilass it is followed by a LD phrase,

in which case the SCL is obligatory:
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(55) a. Credo che nissuni,__na idea sini{el) possa ver-la

believe.pr.ls that nobody an idea similar SCL  can.S.3s have.inf-it.acc

vua
have.pple
‘| think that a similar idea, nobody can havel ita

b. Credo che nissuni (*el) possa ver-la vua
| believe  that nobody SCL can have-it dha
‘| think that nobody can have had it’
Beninca (p.c.)

Concluding, the bare quantifier subject that oces@ position to the left of a LD phrase

is to be considered LD itself.

Turning to the examples in (48) in which the barargifier subject occupies a position
immediately to the left oéhe2and to the right of LD phrases, a cue as to thereaf

this position can be derived from Paduan. If a lgar@ntifier subject appears to the right
of a LD phrase the SCL is not allowed, suggestirag the subject is not LD:

(56) Credo che, _na idea simiwssuni, (*el) possa ver-la
believe.pr.ls that an idea similar nobody LSCcan.S.3s have.inf-it.acc
vua
have.pple

‘| think that a similar idea, nobody can have ftad
Beninca (p.c.)

| propose that this is the situation in Tur, tolod @hat this position can either belong to
the focalised field or to a special projection &egl by bare quantifiers.

It has been shown how Tur does not allow contraktifocused elements to appear pre-
verbally. Beninca and Poletto (2001) argue fordhistence of two fields in the left
periphery, one for LD elements and one for focdliskements. They identify within the
former field a specific position for LD elementsdaone for those receiving what they
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call ‘List interpretatiofi”. Within the focalised field they identify thre@gitions, two
higher ones for contrastively focused elementse-hilgher position for adverbs and
objects, the lower for circumstantial adverbs — aolwer one for information focus.
What is information focus? A distinguishing featofespeakers of southern Italian
dialects that is transferred to their variety afiéin is the pre-position of the element that

carries new information, as shown in the follows@mple®:

(57) a. Antonio sono
Anthony  be.pr.1ls

‘I am Anthony’

b. In chiesa  sono andate
in church be.pr.3p go.pple.fp
‘They have gone to church’

A similar construction is also witnessed in medidtadian:

(58) Una portantinafece il re Salomone
a sedan chair make.rem.3s the king  Salomon
‘King Salomon had a sedan chair made’
from Beninca and Poletto (2002:10)

These sentences in Sl are not considered gramin@te@ems that in order for the
information focus position to be activated and e, the field must have been

‘opened’ by a contrastively focused element — eniBca and Poletto (2002:10). Thus,

¢ An example of this would béa frutta la vendiamo, la verdura la regaliamfouit, we sell it, veggies,
we give them away'.

62 | edgeway (p.c.) notices how (57) a and d are qoivalent. While the word order and the prosody in
(57) aare unmarked, (57) b is marked: it expresggsise, and is characterised by rising intomatio
typical of echo-questions. It is not clear how &tpaire syntactically this difference; further resbas
needed to understand the exact dynamics of therootien.
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(59) a is possible, but (59) b is not, unless plasdly marked by contrastive

intonatiorf*
(59) a. A TERESA, questo libro, devi comprare
to Teresa this book must.pr.2s buy.inf

You must buy this book for Teresa’

b. *Questo libro devi comprare
this book must.pr.2s buy.inf
‘You must buy this book’

A link has been established between quantificatioature and focus — cf., among
others, Cinque (1990), Rizzi (1997): focus is gifmational in the sense that the phrase
undergoes A’-movement and creates an operatorblar@ain. It is plausible,

therefore, to assume that the quantifier subjectisd right of LD elements occupy a
position that belongs to the Focus field. In vieWtte fact that Tur does not have a
contrastive focus projection in the left periphdrglaim that this position is an
information focus position, and therefore the qifemtsubject receives discourse
prominenc’.

This interpretation is compatible with the analysfipre-verbal bare quantifiers given
by Quer (2003F.

Cingue (1990) analyses instances of pre-poseddueatifiers as examples of CLLD in
which no resumptive clitic is necessary. This e ¢lase since the object empty category
would come to be A’-bound by a proper operatordeelmuantifier in an A’-position
external to IP). As examples of such cases thenabitings the following from Italian:

% n the systena la Rizzi in which LD phrases are allowed to occuthie right of LD phrases, it could be
argued that the example in (59) illustrates a vdsere the contrastively focalised element is fothaviby

a LD phrase. Notice, however, that when a dire@atbs LD it must obligatorily have a resumptivic.
The direct object in (59) does not occur with ainegtive clitic, suggesting that it is not LD.

8 Cf. a similar conclusion reached in Goria (200015

® Quer’s analysis would not be applicairigoto since he investigates weak quantificational elgmen
such as some, few, many, etc.
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(60)

a. Qualcosa, faro (non preoccuparti)

something do.fut.ls not worry.imper.you.rf

‘I will do something, don't worry’

. Qualcuno, trovero di sicuro perquesto campi

somebody find.fut.1s of sure for this task

‘I will certainly find somebody for this task’
from Cinque (1990:74)

The resumptive clitic is still needed with quamifiNP objects:

(61)

a. Qualche sbaglio, ogni tanto, *(lo) fa lamc  Gianni

some mistake every much itacc make.pr.3s even John

‘Even John makes some mistakes, every now ard th

. Tutti i tuoi errori, prima o poi, *(l) pagrai

all the your mistakes before or after they.acoay.fut.3s
‘You will pay for all your mistakes sooner otd&
from Cinque (1990:74)

Cingue claims that the resumptive clitic is oblaystin these examples because the NP

in left dislocated position fails to qualify as @perator and is thus unable to identify the

IP-internal empty category as a variable. Quarntifit®s behave more like names than

quantifiers: bare quantifiers are instantiationdl®frather than of [Spec, NP]:

Bare Quantifiers:  np [op QI]
Quantified NPs: o [op Q][ NI]

Cingue further discusses cases in which a baretifjpacan co-occur with a resumptive

clitic:
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(62) a. Qualcosa, (la) vedo anch’ io
something it.acc see.pr.ls even |

‘Even | can see something’

b. Qualcuno,(I) ho trovato, non preoccupart
somebody he.acc have.pr.ls find.pple not wiamper.you.rf

‘I have found somebody, don't worry’

from Cinque (1990:75)

Why is a clitic possible in these cases?

According to Cinque the optionality of the resunaptclitic is only apparent: in fact left
dislocated bare quantifiers are systematically gomdnis between one use as bare
quantifiers, in which the clitic is impossible, aode use as quantified NPs, in which the
clitic is obligatory. In other words, the preseweesus absence of the resumptive clitic
correlates with a property of the interpretatiothef NP: whether it is referential
(specific) or non-referential, respectively.

When a specific referential interpretation is digéorced by the context, then the clitic

is obligatory, again:

(63) a. A:Li conosci, quelli?
they.acc know.pr.2s those

‘Do you know them?’

b. B:Si qualcuno, *(I') ho gia  conosciuto
yes somebody he.acc have.pr.ls already met

‘Yes, | have already met somebody’

from Cinque (1990:75)

What these examples suggest is that the ‘pure’tdiesiruse of an NP is incompatible
with a specific referential interpretation, andnsequently, with the presence of the
resumptive clitic. When the referential readindpisced, only the name-like quantified-

NP use is possible — requiring the presence afametive clitic.
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I would like to claim that the examples in (60) ad instances of CLLD but of
quantifier fronting, as discussed in Barbosa (200&)iduvi (1993), Quer (2003).
Quantifier fronting (QF) is a left-detachment st which differs from both left-
dislocation and focalisation. In section 2.3.2 Wdts concluded that the specificity of a
phrase was the necessary condition for being iglfbchated. Given that the pure
quantifier use of an NP is not compatible with suraptive clitic — i.e. it is non-specific
— I claim that the NP is not to be considered destocated.
Quer (2003) compares QF to cases of contrastivaifation. The two share a set of
defining features:
i. no clitic can resume the moved phrase;
ii. only one constituent at any one time can undengvement but it can co-
occur with LD phrases — which must appear to its le
iii. QF and focalised phrases are, descriptivebedmng, in complementary
distribution;
iv. they both license parasitic gaps and requijacahcy with the verb.
Nevertheless, they differ with respect to two mégatures: prosodic intonation and a
Definteness effect. With QF the bare quantifiersloet receive any contrastive
phonological contour and the element can only brespecific: if a quantified NP is
used instead of a bare quantifier, then the resueplitic is necessary.
Considering that under current assumptions — afifi®@ and Poletto (2002) — Focus is
not a single projection devoted to hosting conivabt focalised elements only but a
field that also allocates informational Focus, plesition identified by Quer as a landing
site for QF — to the right of LD phrases — coulstifiably be assumed to be [Spec,

InfFoc]®.

The next chapter investigates similar cases in Raamawhere a bare quantifier can
only appear pre-verbally if it identifies withoutausion, i.e. if it is non-specific. Recall

that in the instances of QF investigated in Turtlee quantifier is non-specific. Given

% A possible objection to this interpretation desifieom the fact that it has been independently shew
cf. Tortora (1997:67), among others — that barentifier subjects occupy a different position frolwma
quantified DP subjects. Szabolcsi (1994:173) cldimas the position targeted by quantifiers is pdace
between a Topic and a Focus projection. | will &the matter open here.
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that an information Focus position is not availgire-verbally in Romanian, as claimed
by E. Kiss (1998), and yet, QF occurs, it seemstteaposition targeted by QF cannot
be identified with an informational Focus positiorRomanian. 1 would like to maintain
that the position is the same: while Tur and Shdee a projection devoted to
information focus, Romanian does not, since thpetyf focus does not involve

movement, and the element remamsitu.

Section 4.2 in the next chapter investigates inesdapth the differences between
information and contrastive focus in Romanian asuhised in E. Kiss (1998). Here |
would simply like to anticipate some of the con@as reached there through a
comparison with Romanian: whether the quantificeideatures carried by information
focus phrases are checked at LF or in the syntaxriatter of parametrisation. Some
languages, such as Romanian, choose the formenamti allowing an element
carrying information focus to raise overtly to & perbal position, others, such as
Southern ltalian dialects, Sl, Tur,choose the fatte

CONCLUSIONS

This chapter has investigated the DCC in Tur amy defining its characteristics, the
restrictions operative on it, and has presentedtanpretation of the status, function and
mechanism of realisation ohe2
Che2has been analysed as:
a morphological marker linked to the subjunctiveod;
base generated in v° as the morphological réialsaf the bundle of
functional features which the deficient verb lacks;
a clitic which is subject to both syntactic afepological constraints:
being a morphological marker encoding modalitypitesence is preferred
when the mood features on the following verb arepmologically poor;
being a clitic, whether after having being licengethe syntax its realisation
takes place at PF is influenced by the presenothef clitics or clitic clusters;

an element whose content can be either ovedlisesl if the language has
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mood patrticles in its inventory, or remain nultise languages that do not
have modal particles;

undergoing movement to Fin® to check the mootiifea it carries.

Furthermore, the subjunctive has been analysed as:

a tense-less verb form, deficient both morphalll and semantically; its
morphological deficiency is obviated by the preseotan element specified
for mood features — which can either be overt d; ita semantic deficiency
is obviated through an anchoring process with ameht in the C system;

a ‘composite’ verb form, being generated in Vprajection dominated by vP in
which the functional features lacking from V° arther realised overtly or by an
expletive;

a verb form whose deficiency — both in termsgréament and mood

features — prevents it from occupying a positiothinithe CP.

The investigation of the subjects that appear betwbelandche2has highlighted
that:

full DP subjects are to be analysed as LD;
the interaction between pronouns ahd2does not provide any support for
Cardinaletti’s distinction between strong and wpednouns;
a bare quantifier subject occurring to the 1&éttld elements is to be analysed
as being LD itself;
a bare quantifier occurring between a LD eleraediche2is to be analysed
as having undergone QF and as occupying a posyitbin the Focus field,

information focus more specifically.

Some issues have been touched upon but left opéurfber research. One is the
status of [Spec, FinP], the other is whether thetjpm targeted by QF can be identified
with [Spec, InfFoc]. If a subject were to occutliat position, then it would mean that
movement out of the IP would not be only to obtéistourse prominence: [Spec, FinP]

would be a position available to subjects in thederiphery. If this were the case, then
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Poletto’s (2000:153ff) claim that subjects targ€tR position could be trfie If the
position targeted by QF and [Spec, InfFoc] werethetsame position, then an extra
position would have to be allowed in the structimeestigating its interaction with

other elements in the left periphery.

The next chapter will compare these findings toralar construction found in
Romanian. Some differences will be identifiaioccupies a position that seems to
belong to the IP rather than the CP domain; thessibility in Romanian of having a
bare quantifier subject occurring to the left of pBrases is due to the fact that only
non-specific quantifiers are licensed pre-verb&gcall that the requirement for a
phrase to undergo left-dislocation is that it becdfic, thus this cannot take place in
Romanian. Finally, the impossibility of having adguantifier subject in a pre-verbal
position to the right of LD phrases is due to theemce of an information focus

projection in Romanian, but not in Tur or SI.

5 All  would like to add is that, perhaps, FinP dRdare to be considered as ‘matching categorie§’ —
Miiller & Sternefeld (1993) — in the sense that thay be identified as a single XP. This is obtaifiede
immediately dominates the other AND at least ontheir Specifier positions is empty. The resulting
category would not be a ‘pure’ CP nor a ‘pure’ Begory, and the subject filling its position,
accordingly, would not belong to the CP. Followthgs line of reasoningshe2would thus appear as a
hybrid category, on a parallel with Romanga and the structure of Tur and Romanian would beemo
closely related.
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ROMANIAN

INTRODUCTION

This chapter tumns to the investigation of the Roiawa left periphery and the partici@,
an interesting term of comparison for the DCC imifieise and Ligurian. As well as
focusing on the content and positionsdf this chapter concentrates on wh-phrases,
focalised and topicalised elements and on theipogitey occupy with respect to each
other. Following E. Kiss (1998) and Alboiu (2000jsi claimed that in Romanian there
is no InfFoc position in the left periphery; moreovcases of object pre-posing which
have been identified as the Romanian equivale@imjue’s (1990) CLitic Left
Dislocation (CLLD) constructions are analysed agatantiation of a more general
scrambling operation, as first defined by Ross 7396r English, as the leftward
movement of object NPs. This claim, combined whiih ¢onclusions reached in the
previous chapter on Turinese, in turn providesamant for the differences between
the two languages concerning the possibility adwaihg quantified subjects in the upper
portion of the clause.

There is an ongoing debate on whetiebelongs to the IP or the CP domain, i.e.
whether it is a modal particle or a complementiSeich a controversy also surrounds
the status of other subjunctive particles — cflipbaki-Warburton (1987) and Rivero
(1994), who argue in favour of their inflectiontdtsis, and Agouraki (1991), Dobrovie-
Sorin (1994) and Tsoulas (1994), who argue in fawdtheir complementiser status.
Recent investigations of the Greek partitdeand the Southern Italian — Calabrian —
particlemu/mi— cf., among others, Roussou (1999, 2000) and Ro#002), and
Roberts and Roussou (2003) respectively — haveedrfjr an analysis which accounts
for both their inflectional and complementiser-lgwperties. This is achieved by
acknowledging their modal content and providinglewnice that suggests they fill a
position within the left periphery, Rizzi's (199Fin° more specifically.

In a similar spirit, | will follow Dobrovie-Sorin’§1994) view that the projection hosting

Romaniarsi has a ‘spurious’ nature, in the sense that iteshproperties with both the

191



complementiser and inflectional domains. This igressed structurally by proposing a
process of reanalysis by which functional headgmeiith each other giving raise to a
complex head of the form Comp-...-Tense-V-Agr cumuddy specified for the
features carried by the individual heads. The Sigeaf the resulting complex head is
an A’- position, not a canonical position for sutgebut available to topicalised phrases.
The syncretic nature of the Romanian | head and\tis¢atus of its Specifier position
are also supported by Alboiu (2000). Investigatiig and contrastively focalised
phrases she convincingly argues in favour of atyaisavhere these are hosted in the
IP, along with polarised items and non-D-linked mfifeers.

I will claim that the position filled b is to be identified with Rizzi’'s (1997) Fin in the
left periphery.

The chapter is organised in 5 sections. The frstlbrief introduction to some
morphological, lexical and syntactic defining featiof Romanian. Section 2 looks at
the syntactic characteristics of Romanian in metaitland provides a summary of the
analyses proposed to account for them in the titezaSection 3 is a descriptive account
of the use of the subjunctive and reviews soméef¢ading analyses proposed in the
literature forsd. Section 4 turns to elements found in the leftgieary of Romanian,
wh- phrases, focalised and topicalised elementsisiing on their relative as well as
their absolute positions. Section 5 turns to barmntjfiers and their interaction with
topicalised and focalised phrases: it is claimexd the clitic found in what is considered
to be the Romanian equivalent of the Standardatiglsl)CL itic L eft Dislocation
constructions (CLLD) is not a resumptive clitic lautlitic that ‘doubles’ the pre-posed
object. In other words, a pre-posed object is a®alyas an instance of a more general
phenomenon of scrambling — cf. Gierling (1997).cdnparison with the different
restrictions on Turinese and Sl pre-verbal barentjiiers is accounted for by claiming a
‘reduced’ structure for the Romanian left periphetyjich, following E. Kiss (1998) and
Alboiu (2000), is thought of as lacking an InfFaojection. Section 6 summarises the

points put forward in the chapter and concludes.
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SECTION 1 —-LEXICAL AND M ORPHO-SYNTACTIC NOTES

1.1—HISTORICAL AND L EXICAL NOTES

The aim of these first two introductory sectionsi®ffer the reader an insight into the
deeply intertwined Romance and Slavic featuresahatacterise Romanian, at the
lexical — section 1.1 — and at the syntactic —igect.2 — levels. The comparative
evidence gathered here is of interest as an exahthe Balkan Romance status of

Romanian.

There are four varieties of Romanian: Istro-RomanMacedo-Romanian, Megleno-
Romanian and Daco-Romanian, this latter being tigetbbat stemmed from the variety
of Latin spoken in the Roman province of Dacia,skbiay north of the Danube, and
then developed into modern Romanian. The scardeewriestimony suggests that a
literary norm was never recognised, except for BRomanian, for which a literary
standard was established in 1688 with the trawmsiaif the Bible.

It is a commonly accepted belief that the coréhefltasic vocabulary of Romanian is
Latin — according to Mallinson (1988: 417) arour®@of the vocabulary used by
newspapers nowadays is of Latin origin. The Ladénthage is apparent at all linguistics
levels, clearly making Romanian a member of the &uee group. This is in itself a
rather incredible fact, if we consider how the sip@riod of time in which the territory
was under the Roman Emgite- less than two hundred years — ensured the
establishment of Latin.

In the literature two hypotheses have been putdaivin order to explain this fact. The
first one, supported by the historical evidencevigied by Eutropius (quoted by Elcock,
1975:494), the author &reviarium Historiae Romanaelaims that this could be due to
the fact that most of the indigenous inhabitant®adia were slaughtered during the
Roman invasion and those who survived preferreabtmdon their land and settle in

areas that lay outside the Roman Empire, thusrgawehind empty territories which

%8 First conquered between 101 A.D. and 106 A.D., utidereign of Trajan, then abandoned in 271 A.D.
under Aurelian, the province was the least endurirggl the territories that were part of the Roman
Empire.
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were filled by colonists brought there by TrafafThis testimony was taken as the main
piece of evidence supporting the view that it wasugh these Roman settlers and their
progeny that the Roman identity in the Dacian tiefies was maintained and preserved,
throughout the Middle Ages, making Romanian thediheir of Latinity.

The second one, held mainly by non-Romanian schal#ntifies in the Roman
provinces of llliricum and Moesia, which lay soaththe Danube, the cradle where
Romanian was first born. This area remained urfdeRoman Empire for a longer
period of time and from here the language was #guorted’, so to speak, to the
Dacian province by later migrations, possibly pusteedo so by the advent of Slavonic
speakers. Some support for this theory is derixeah the earlier corpus of Slavonic
loan words in Romanian, which is clearly of southerigin.

The late appearance of Romanian texts — whichatdyefrom the 18 century, as
mentioned above — makes the choice between thesthéaries, as well as knowing
what went on for the previous 1300 years, almogbissible. Perhaps the truth does not
rest solely with either of these theories, but eittombination of both. Maybe a form of
Romance vernacular did persist in the area northeoDanube and at a later stage either
provided or received support when migrations fromdouthern areas took place and
brought with them Latin speakers.

A much more recent strong Romance influence madenjpact in the earlyfdcentury,
when the renewed interest in literary writing mad&rench and Italian literature an
inspiration and model source, contributing to géanumber of new ‘Romance’ words
being introduced into Romanian. These were mairgynéh, and a considerable number
of French words were introduced into Romanian @tkpense of words of Slavic origin

in this period.

In spite of the undisputed Latin origin of Romanian etymological analysis of the
words that make up its modern lexicon also revéat&ish, Hungarian and Slavic
elements. Through the settlement of the Slavs inttSeastern Europe in th& Zentury
and through the settlement of the Magyars in CeRuizope in the 9 century —

% Eutropius describes this aEraianus victa Dacia ex toto orbe Romano infinig@scopias hominum
transtulerat ad agros et urbes colentdadfter having conquered Dacia, Trajan gatherednfall the
Roman cities a large number of people who settléde countryside as well as in towns.
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Romanian was cut off from the Western Latin aredlaad an independent evolution
from the other Romance languages. This isolatioantydor example, that Vulgar Latin
did not influence Romanian as it did the other WesRomance languages, with the
result that Romanian is in some ways more condeevittan its fellow Romance
languages and is nearer to classical Latin thanare— cf., for example, the retention
of a distinct dative and accusative morphologiealec This isolation from the Romance-
speaking world also meant that Romanian was infledrby the other Eastern European
languages.

These Eastern European languages with which Romaaiae in contact have had a
very strong influence on its development. Elcock7@: 497) reports a very interesting
text dating back to 1559, the Lord’s Prayer, takem a Protestant catechism translated
from Hungarian, which suggests the extent of timjgact:

Tatil nostru(Our Fatherke egti in ceri (who art in Heaven),
sfinreasci-se (hallowed benhumele &u (Thy Name) i vie
(come)impirdiie ta(Thy Kingdom)fie (be doneyoia ta(Thy
Will) cum in ceri(as in Heavendsa si (so also)yre pimint(on
earth).Pitd noastei (Our daily bread$afiost (satisfying)dd-ne
noao(give us)astizi (this day),si iartd noao(and forgive us)
gresalele noastrgour trespassesum eréim (as we forgiveyi
noi (we too)gresisilor nostri (those who trespass against ys),
nu-ne ducdand lead us npin nipaste(into temptatiof ce ne
izbivesste pre noi(but deliver usle hitleanul(from the evil),ca
a ta e imgrarie (for Thine is the Kingdomyi putere(and
Power)in vecieg(in eternity),Amin

Elcock comments on the text describing it as:

‘... typically Romanian, but with a high proportiohloan
words. Of Slavonic origin areuita, a kind of coarse bread;
gresala ‘sin’, ‘error’, and the verba grai ‘to err’, of which the
past participle gresit, is here used as a substantingpass, pl.
napaste' misfortune; a izkivi ‘to save’, andvecie'eternity’. The
verba se sfii, which appears in the third person singular of the
present subjunctivefinteasd-se(...) is a hybrid form deriving
from sint(Romance) andfint (Slavonic). One word is
Hungarian, viz hitlean‘cunning’. Among the less obvious words
of Romance origipamintis the Lat.PAVIMENTUM, ‘the
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pavement’ having become the ‘earth’, as opposdteaven;

(...),
from Elcock (1975: 497)

The Turkish and Hungarian elements are due to tt@x@n ruling of Moldavia and
Muntenia during the 8and early 18 centuries and to Transylvania being part of the
Austro-Hungarian Empire until 1919. The words ofKish and Hungarian origin
include a mixture of military, administrative angeeyday words as well as bound
morphemes such agjiu and-lic, pejorative suffixes of Turkish origin found, for
example, irscandalagiuscandalous’ andvocatlic'lawyer’, Mallinson (1988:415).
The impact that Slavic had in the development ahBoian has left very substantial
evidence, as can be seen even from the shorthiexea- for a comprehensive and
recent investigation of Slavic features in Romarsea Petrucci (1999) and references
cited there. The introduction of the Slavic elemarfRomanian can be roughly divided
into three main stages: the oldest lexical addstiare of Bulgarian origin (cf. Mallinson,
1988:413-414) and are mainly of a popular natlresé¢ were followed by the strong
influence of Old Church Slavorift which introduced more learned lexical items;
finally, a more recent action has made a lexicathange’ possible with neighbouring
Slavic countries, thanks to which a word-borrowimgcess has been active in both
directions, leading to the existence of cognatedwdwetween these languages.

The affinity with the Balkan languages can alsaviteessed in some Romanian
idiomatic expressions that find an almost identaalnterpart in the other Balkan
languages but not in the Romance ones. RosettB(@9Ygathers a few examples: one
is a phrase used to described a very critical Simavhere nobody knows what to dmy
sufletul la gu#i (R), me shpirt ndé gojéA), zabi mi se dusatéBulg), literally ‘with the
spirit in the mouth’; also in Greeke tin psixi sto stomgitaridou, p.c.). Another is a

very colourful way to say ‘liesGai verzi pe penmg (R),ti do kalé jeshilA), literally

0 Slavic has also served as a medium for Greek, wiashentered Romanian through Old Church
Slavonic in the first instance and then through-reigious Slavic language. The impact of Greek lzan
recognised in some religious terms sucktdle ‘cell’, derived fromkeiiiov (from Mallinson (1988:
414)).
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‘green horses on the walf§’ An insight into the possible origin of this exgs@®n can

be found in Classical Greek: the expressiassein alogdit. ‘to act irrationally’, being
phonologically similar tgorasinaloga‘’green horses’, was registered as such in people’s
minds and associated with the idiomatic meanineflatter, ‘lies’ (Sitaridou, p.c.).

The investigation of some of these lexical similag has generated diverging
interpretations. The reader is referred to Jos@pB3) for a comprehensive analysis of

the various hypotheses.

Concluding, although the elements that influentedéxical development of Romanian
can be readily identified, the process through Whiney exerted their influence and the
extent to which they interacted with one anotherrat uncontroversial matters. What
the evidence gathered here reveals is a deepliyifrted combination of Romance and
Slavic features, a situation also witnessed asyimactic level, where the Western
Romance and the Eastern European elements canabtégs indisputably singled out,

as shown in section 1.2.

1.2— SYNTACTIC NOTES

On a syntactic level, the similarities shared gy/limguages spoken in the Balkan
Peninsula — Romanian, Macedonian, Albanian, Gigalgarian — are significant and
contribute to group them together. These elemaetsften referred to in the literature
as the ‘Balkan Sprachbund’ — cf. Sandfeld (19309=gothers.

Petrucci (1999: 10-18) gives a summary of the ‘Balkms’ present in Romanian: the
syncretism of the genitive and dative Cases, oldjegbling, enclitic possessive
pronouns, periphrastic future, the loss of thenitiffe and post-posed definite articles.
To these we can add the way Romanian forms the ersiietween 11 and 19, and the

formation of multiple wh-questions.

™ (R) stands for ‘Romanian’, (Bulg) for ‘Bulgariaahd (A) for ‘Albanian’. The translations are my
addition to Rosetti's examples.



In spite of the fact that this series of phenonteasbeen labelled as ‘Balkanisms’ there
is controversy as to their exact origin, as willdeen, leaving once again the line
between Romance and eastern European influentes taAtirred.

In Romanian, Albanian, Bulgarian and Macedonianggheitive and dative are collapsed
into one Case and are expressed by one nominal Rolverts and Roussou (2003)
point out how this is an instance of grammaticéliseprocesses found in other
languages, too. In Greek, for example, the syraretf the genitive and dative Cases is
due to the morphological weakening of the dative e consequent assuming of its
function by another inherent Case, namely genifiVeés suggests that this may not be a
pure ‘Balkanism’ after all.

The same conclusion is also reached for the dogibfiobjects: a similar phenomenon
is also found in standard (peninsular) Spanishrevhest as in Romanian but differently
from Albanian, Bulgarian and Greek, the doublinghef direct object is only permitted
when the clitic pronoun is co-indexed with a DP sdoeferent is [+human]. This, once
again, would suggest a complex interaction betvgskan and Romance traits.

In Romanian, Bulgarian, Macedonian, Greek and thekTialect of Albanian the future
is formed resorting to a periphrasis formed bywa voi‘to want’ followed by the
main verb. Petrucci claims that this periphrastiostruction in Romanian could have
developed language-externally or language-interraaitl that there is not enough
evidence to settle the debate, which remains ofeal§o Roberts and Roussou, 2003).
Even what is considered to be the most typical &alleature of Romanian, the use of
the subjunctive mood where other Romance languaggthe infinitive, does not seem
to be an unequivocally ‘Balkan’ trait — cf., forample, Southern Italian dialects
(Lombardi, 1997; Ledgeway, 2000). Joseph (1983rasthow all the Balkan languages
had at some point an infinitive form which gradyélecame more and more restricted
or even disappeared: Modern Greek and Macedonidonger have an infinitive while
the form still exists in Romanian as in Bulgaridre Tosk dialect of Albanian and the
eastern dialects of Serbo-Croat, but its use igdofrto few structures. So, for example,
in phrases such as ‘| want to eat’, in contrashéFrenche veux mangetthe Sivoglio

mangiareand the Spanistjuiero comeiRomanian usegeau & mining literally ‘I
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want that | eat’. The same construction, a fineeovpreceded by a patrticle, is also
attested in the Tosk dialect of Albanian, Bulgari@aerbo-Croat and Modern Greek:

(1) a. Vazhdoj té shkruaj
continue.pr.1s COMP write.1s

‘| continue to write’
Tosk, from Joseph (1983:85)

b. Nesma priSela da sluziti
am-not.pr.1scome COMP serve.ls
‘I have not come to serve’
14" cent. Bulgarian, from Joseph (1983:119)

c. Mogu da ¢inim
can.ls COMP do.1s
‘I can do’

Eastern Serbo-Croat, from Joseph (1983:140)

d. O Yanis theli na figi
the John want.3s na leave.3s

‘John wants to leave’

Modern Greek (Sitaridou, p.c.)

There is some debate as to the identity of thelargguage in which the loss of the
infinitive took place, and whether its origin islBan or Romance. Sandfeld (1930: 175)
claims that it first happened in Greek and theeapto the other Balkan languages,
taking as supporting evidence the fact that langsiaf areas under Greek influence —
such as southern Italy — also lost the infinitivir ¢ev (1963) and Demiraj (1969), both
cited in Petrucci (1999:16), claim that the losshef infinitive originated first in
Bulgarian and Albanian respectively, and then gpteahe neighbouring languages.
lliescu (1968), Saltarelli (1981) cited in Petru(r999:16) suggest that the process



continued a tendency of Vulgar Latin to replace samfinitival clauses with finite ones,
thus ascribing the phenomenon to Romance territory.

Finally, Joseph (1983:204ff) proposes that the ggeavas the result of a mixture of
language- internal and external developments: eaetof Romanian, Bulgarian and
Albanian abandoned the use of the infinitive inaearconstructions in their own right;
at the same time they also increased the useitd forms in place of the infinitive due
to the contact with Macedonian and Greek, whiclheyn had completely lost it.

The post-position of the definite article is oftdted as a Balkan trait of Romanian, a
feature also shared by Albanian, Bulgarian and Mawin, but not Greék The

definite article is suffixed on the noun or, wheegent, on the modifying adjective if
this precedes the noun. So, whilemamele buné&he good mothers’ the definite article
—le appears omame'mothers’, inbunele mamevhere the adjective is fronted for added
emphasis it followdune‘good’. In actual fact, there is considerable evide of the
frequent postnominal position of ille in late Laftf. Peregrinatio Egeriae, see Vincent,
1997).

Finally, Romanian, on a parallel with other langemgpoken in the Balkan area,
requires that all wh-phrases in multiple wh-quesibe sentence initial. More details
and an analysis are given in section 4.3.

Concluding, these first two sections have focusedame characteristics that Romanian
shares with the other Balkan languages. Becauge aomplex ways in which
languages interact with each other and the scav€arly written records for Romanian
make it extremely difficult to ascertain the origifithese defining features. The
evidence gathered here has nevertheless highlighét@®omanian is an intricate
combination of Romance and Slavic.

The next section focuses on the defining syntgotperties of Romanian and
summarise the analyses that have been proposed literature to account for them.

?Albanian: shok‘companion’ shok-u‘the companion’
Bulgarian: trup ‘body’ trup-it ‘the body’
Macedonian: glas‘voice’ glas-ot'the voice’ BUT

Greek: spiti‘house’  to spiti‘the house’ (from Petrucci, 1999:13)
20C



SECTION 2—ROMANIAN SYNTACTIC FEATURES

This section turns to the description of some bfagits in Romanian syntax and the
interpretation — within the framework of generatgrammar — that they have received
in the literature. Only those areas that are reletathe comparison with the Turinese
and Ligurian data have been considered, which misatshis does not attempt to be an
exhaustive or comprehensive survey. The readefasred to the introduction in
Motapanyane (2000) — Alboiu & Motapanyane (200@)r-an outline of studies in
Romanian syntax in the last twenty years withingbeerative framework and to the
references cited therein.

The section is organised under five headings: woodeér and position of verb, subject

positions and their status, clitic doubling, negiatiand questions.

2.1—\WORD ORDER AND POSITION OF THE VERB

Romanian is a null subject language. It has beepgsed — cf., among others, Alboiu
(2000), Dobrovie-Sorin (1994) — that Romanian h&O\basic word order, with the
most natural position for the subject being posbak In declarative clauses alternative
word orders are possible, as shown in (2) wherivallvariants are translations of the

sentence ‘John has eaten the apple pie’:

2) a A mancat lon f@tinta cu mere VSO
have.pr.3sg eat.pple lon pie-the with  apple

b. A mancat pktinta cu mere lon VOS
have.pr.3sg eat.pple pie-the with  apple lon
c. lon a mancat fdinta cu mere SVO

lon have.pr.3sg eat.pple pie-the with  apple
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d. lon[PLACINTA CUMERE]} a mancat+o SOV
lon pie-the with  apple FOC have.pr.3sg e#t4ip

e. [Phcinta cu mere] lon a mancat;o osv
pie-the with  apple TOP lon have.pr.3sg eagqipl
from Alboiu and Motapanyane (2000:20)

In (2) d and e the direct object is discourse prami, focalised and topicalised
respectively; there is some controversy as to thtes of the subject in (2) ¢ — this will
be discussed later on.

Finite lexical verbs are always assumed to rais@bthe VP — even in the presence of
an auxiliary verb, unlike Frenéh- to reach the highest functional head withinlthe
domain of the root clause — cf., among others, BabrSorin (1994.6ff), Rivero (1994),
Motapanyane (1995), Cornilescu (2000). The ‘highasictional projection is identified
as Infl° by Dobrovie-Sorin (1994) as Agre by Rivero (1994), as AgrSby
Motapanyane (1995) and as Mood° by Cornilescu (P808s well as drawing on the
morphological structure of verbal forms and Bakét88) Mirror Principle — by which
the structural order of functional projections doating a verb form is the mirror image

of the relative positions they have in the makeifne verb — which suggests the order
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MoodP > AgrSP > TP > AspP, Cornilescu (2000) algapsrts her claim with evidence
from adverb positions. Following Cinque (1999) gsaming that specific types of
adverbs fill specific positions in the structuree sakes the relative position of verb and
adverbs to reflect their structural hierarchy. Wheth an aspectual — eailnic ‘daily’
—and a temporal — e.gcum‘now’ — adverb is present, the preferred ordeemsporal >
aspectual, confirming the TP>AspP relative ordedhgeads.

As far as auxiliary verbs are concerned, they rhasidjacent to the lexical verb and do
not allow for any intervening maximal projectiotise sequence auxiliary-lexical verb
can only be interrupted by clitic-like elemefits

3) a A venit Rzvan /el ieri?
have.pr.3s come.pple Razvan / he yesterday?

‘Has Razvan / he come yesterday?’

b. *A Riazvan [/ elvenit ieri?

have.pr.3s Razvan / he come.pple yesterday?

™ Compare the following examples, adapted from Deier&orin (1994:9), which show the relative
positions of the auxiliary and the lexical verbrsd ghe floating quantifieall. In Romanian, but not in
French, the lexical verb appears to the left offibating quantifier — assumed to mark the VP baugd
(cf. Pollock, 1989), suggesting that in Romanianléxical verb has raised out of the VP:

(4) a. Les enfantesont (tous) écrit  (*tous) un rpeé
the childrenhave all written a poem
‘The children have all written a poem’

b. Elevii meivor (*tdi) scrie tdi o poezie
studentsmy will all write a poem
‘All my students will write a poem’

" Dobrovie-Sorin (1994) does not assume a splitiiRcgire.
> Motapanyane (1995) further distinguishes betweenpound and simple tenses: simple tenses raise to
the highest functional head while in compound terilsis the auxiliary that reaches AgrS while tbeidal

verb doesn’t raise any higher than AgrO.

" Mood is, in Cornilescu’s analysis, the highesthef four projections into which the IP is split:
MoodP > AgrSP > TP > AspP.

" Dobrovie-Sorin (1994:62) includes the negationkeanu, in the inventory of Romanian clitics.
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c. A nu venit ieri?
have.pr.3s neg come.pple yesterday?
‘Has (s/he) not come yesterday?’
adapted from Alboiu and Motapanyane (2000:16)

Dobrovie-Sorin (1994:49ff) analyses the Romaniaxileuy as a syntactic clitic: it is
assumed to be base-generated within the IP domditoaake as a complement the IP
to which the lexical verb raises. She further assuthis IP complement not to have a
Specifier position, in view of the strict adjacemmmnditions discussed above. This has
interesting consequences for the positions availabsubjects, discussed in the next

section.

2.2— SUBJECT POSITIONS AND THEIR STATUS

In section 2.1 it was mentioned that the most @ivord order in the Romanian clause
is VSO, with the subject appearing post-verballyardple (2) c, on the other hand,
shows a subject surfacing pre-verbally, thus sugggthat there are two positions
available to subjects, one after and one beforéinite verb. While it is generally
accepted — cf., among others, Dobrovie-Sorin (199%hgat a post-verbal subject appears
in its base-generated position, [Spec, ¥Rhere is no unanimous consent on the
analysis of pre-verbal subjects.

Some proposals — cf. Dobrovie-Sorin (1994) and @=sou (2000) — analyse the pre-
verbal position as non-argumental. Dobrovie-Satentifies the position filled by the
subject as [Spec, IP], which in her analysis i®\aposition available to topicalised
phrases (cf. also, Alexiadou and Anagnostopoul®@8) Cornilescu argues that there is
only one AgrSP projection in Romanfarand that it is situated post-verbally.
Consequently, both [Spec, VP] and [Spec, AgrSPpasg-verbal. Pre-verbal subjects

"8 Cf. Cornilescu (2000) who suggests that in additi[Spec, VP] Romanian also has another
argumental subject position available, [Spec, Adr8Wailable to subject clitics.

" Cf. Cardinaletti (2001) who argues for the existenf two AgrS projections, both pre-verbal. Whiie
lower one is targeted by weak pronouns amatéadrop languages is the position where is licensed,
the higher is available to strong pronouns ancgtioPs.
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are also considered to surface in an A’-positiodh tanbe either left dislocated or
focalised.

Others — cf. Motapanyane (1989, 1994) — arguehieeiistence of a pre-verbal
argumental position for subjects, which is to bptldistinct from the position occupied
by topicalised and focused elements. AssumingRloabanian clauses are AgrSPs,
Motapanyane identifies two argumental subject posst [Spec, VP] and [Spec,
AgrSP], which differ from each other in terms oé timechanism used for nominative
Case assignment, government and [Spec, head] agn¢easpectively.

The main argument which supports Dobrovie-Sorih39¢) analysis draws on the fact
that several maximal projections may be topicalisddomanian, and they can either
precede or follow a pre-verbal subject, suggestiagjthe subject itself fills a position
for topicalised elements, therefore an A’-positidhis is shown in the following

examples, where the subject is underlined:

B) a. leri _lon drept in mijlocul gidinii ficea plaj
yesterday John right in middle-the garden-the.gmake.imperf.3s beach

b. leri, drept in mijlocul @dinii, lon ficea plaj
yesterday right in middle-the garden-the.gerhnJo make.imperf.3s beach

c. lon ieri, drept in mijlocul gidinii, facea plaj
John yesterday right in middle-the garden-thie.gmake.imperf.3s beach
‘Yesterday, lon was sunbathing right in the nhédaf the garden’
adapted from Cornilescu (2000:114)

Motapanyane’s (1989) analysis of the pre-verbajemlposition as an A-position is
based on the behaviour of bare quantifiers. Shenass that bare quantifiers, because of
the requirement that when they undergo raisingrathley must enter a well-formed
chain, must occupy an A-position at S-structuracS&ithey can appear pre-verbally, she
concludes that there must be a pre-verbal A-poséiailable at least to quantified

subjects. To support her claim she considers th@afimg minimal pair, where the
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quantified subjectineva'somebody’ is allowed to appear both pre- and pesbally,

suggesting that both positions are argumental:

(6) a. Cineva a atut la wi
someone  have.pr.3s knock.pple at door-the
b. A kitut la i cineva
have.pr.3s knock.pple at door-the  someone

‘Someone knocked at the door’

Alboiu (2000), following Kiss’s (1998) analysis Biingarian, observes how bare
quantifiers in Romanian are allowed to appear rbaily only when they can be
interpreted as ‘non-unique’. ‘Non-unique’ is heakdn to mean ‘non exclusive’, in other
words a quantifier has a non-unique reading wheteittifies without exclusion, i.e. it
does not single out a specific individual. The pegbal position occupied lineva

‘somebody’ is considered focalised. She compare$aifowing minimal pairs:

(7) a. G stea cineva lasd

§i stay.pr.3s someone atdoor-the

~

b. Cineva si stea la g

someone & stay.pr.3s atdoor-the

‘Someone should stay at the door’

c. Te-a gutat cineva la telefon

you.acc-have.pr.3s search.pple someone atphone

d. *Cineva te-a aitat la telefon
someone you.acc-have.pr.3s search.pple atphone
‘Someone asked for you on the phone’
from Alboiu (2000:221)

The difference in grammaticality between the predaécinevain (7) b and in (7) d is a

reflection of the different interpretation that thare quantifier has in the two sentences.
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While in (7) a and lzineva‘'somebody’ identifies without exclusion, i.e. be&ks not
single out a specific individual, in (7) ¢ and defers to the particular individual who
rang. Assuming that the underlying base positigrsédjects in Romanian is post-
verbal, in the former case, but not in the laitéreva‘'somebody’ is allowed to raise to
a pre-verbal focalised position, from where it ¢alicitously bind a variable within the
IP. This is not the case fomeva‘'somebdoy’ in (7) d: the bare quantifier has aquiei
reading (acquired contextually) which precluddsoin binding a variable within the IP,
and consequently, it cannot leave its position.

The contrast between examples (7) a and b andgjidl d shows how pre-verbal
quantifier raising is clearly scope related, sugjggghat the position identified by
Motapanyane as a pre-verbal subject position iacinal fact, not a canonical subject
position, but rather an A’-position, in line withhat is argued by Dobrovie-Sorin (1994)
and Cornilescu (2000).

2.3— CLITIC DOUBLING

Parallel to Spanish, but differently from SI ane@keh, in certain contexts Romanian
presents clitic doubling of object DPs. In ordertfee DPs to be doubled by a clitic, they

must be specified for the semantic features [+hyraad [+specific]:

8) a. lon |} a invitat  pe prietenul meu
lon he.acc have.pr.3s invite.pple pe friereldbc my

‘lon has invited my friend’

b. lon |- a dat 0 carte prietenylui  su
lon he.dat have.pr.3s give.pple a book frigmeddat his
‘lon has given a book to his friend’

from Alboiu and Motapanyane (2000:12)

Direct objects — cf. (8) a — are embedded updea ‘dummy preposition’ comparable to
ain Spanish, whose role is still the subject of saiscussion (cf. Farkas, 1978; and
Farkas and Kazazis, 1980 for examples and difféndégitpretations on its role).
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Indirect objects, on the other hand, are morphakly marked for dative Case. Clitic
doubling also applies to objects undergoing Clitft Dislocation — cf. section 5.1 for a

unified account of the two.

2.4— NEGATION

Negation in Romanian is expressed through the nesnghu ‘not’, which must be
strictly pre-verbalNu, in Zanuttini’'s (1997) terms, is a strong negatioarker, i.e. it

can negate a sentence by itself, without requitiegoresence of an additional marker —
cf. the Frencme-paspair.Nuis an X° element, it must be adjacent to the \aeth can
only be separated from this latter by clitic-likeraents such as pronominal clitics,
auxiliaries and some adverbsot* still’, prea‘too, very’, mai‘more’, cf. Alboiu and
Motapanyane (2000:21). This suggests thatself is a cliti®®. The following examples
show how in Romanian all clitic-like elements azquired to appear pre-verbally, and

nu must be the left-most element

(9) a. lon maine nu cani la pian
lon tomorrow neg play.pr.3sg at piano

‘lon won't be playing the piano tomorrow’

b. Mama nui- ar mai  tot certa dac ar fi
mother-the neg them- would more continuously Idscoif would be
linistii

well behaved
‘Their mother wouldn’t be scolding them all tiie if they were well behaved’
from Alboiu and Motapanyane (2000:21)

% This is an example of syntactic clitic. Dobrovier (1994:65) specifies that the notionsyhtactic

clitic must be kept distinct from that phonologicalclitic. She defines a syntactic clitic ‘as an element
which is licensed by Functional Coindexation/Restiting Incorporation with Infl'(1994:65).
Furthermore, syntactic clitics do not necessardyeha non-clitic counterpaftiu is a head that takes IP as
its complements: this implies that a clitic is defined as such by virtue of occupying a positidjoiaed

to IP or I°.
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2.5—INTERROGATIVE CLAUSES

Turning now to interrogative contexts, Romaniarnikenbther Romance languages does
not allow for the so-called ‘subject-auxiliary img@®n’ phenomenon, i.e. the
interposition of the subject between the auxil@ng the finite verb. Yes-no questions
are characterised by a final rising intonation -Mdllinson (1986:4ff) — and the subject
can either appear pre-verbally, sentence initighast-verbally, as example (10) a

shows:

(10) a. (lon) va (*lon) veni (lon) maine?
lon will.3sg John  come.inf John  tomorrow
‘Is lon coming tomorrow?’
from Alboiu and Motapanyane (2000:28)

The intonation pattern of wh-questions is more Isimb declaratives than to yes-no
questions, ending in a fall rather than a rise. Mdilinson (1986:71f): the wh-word
appears sentence-initially and bears intonatia@sstiThe subject can either appear to
the left of the wh-word or post-verbally, but itriet allowed to occupy either of the

positions to the left or to the right of the auxiy. This is shown in example (10) b:

(10) b. (lon) céand (*lon) va (*lon) veni (lon)?
lon when John  will.3sgJohn come.inf  John
‘When is lon coming?’
from Alboiu and Motapanyane (2000:28)

Because of the lack of word order asymmetries batvaeclarative and interrogative
clauses it has been argued — cf. Dobrovie-Sori@4)L9 that the finite verb does not
raise to C in Romanian interrogative clauses.

A further interesting property of Romanian, whids been already mentioned in
section 1.2, is the requirement that all wh-wardshultiple wh-question appear

sentence-initially. This is investigated below.



Summing up, this section has introduced some defiproperties of Romanian, which
will be referred to later on in the chapter, whealgsing wh- and focalised phrases and
left dislocated constructions:

Romanian has VSO basic word order;

V always raises out of the VP;

pre-verbal subjects are either topicalised oalfeed;

Romanian presents clitic doubling of both diawd indirect objects;

the negative markew is a clitic-like element that selects IP as itsnptement;

there is no subject-auxiliary inversion in Ronaaninterrogative clauses.

The next section turns to the investigation ofgihdiclesi.

SECTION 3—S4: ITSFUNCTION AND SYNTACTIC INTERPRETATION

As mentioned in the previous section, Romanian maise of finite constructions where

the western Romance languages use non-finite M. specifically, to express a
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sentence such as ‘The girl wants to leave’ Romar@aarts to the partickei followed

by the subjunctive form of the véfb

(11) Fata vrea as  plece
girl.the must.pr.3s as leave.S.3s
‘The girl wants to leave’
from Alboiu and Motapanyane (2000:19)

(11) is, in actual fact, ambiguous between two iregg] one involving one individual —
the girl — and one involving two — the girl and sbudy else. This latter can be
translated as ‘The girl wants that s/he leavedatguages like French and SI the two
readings are kept separate by the use of thetimérfor the former and of the
subjunctive for the latter: the infinitive implies-reference between the subjects of the
main and the embedded clauses, while the subj@icteessarily forces a split
reference reading. This is known in the literaasebviation— cf. Picallo (1984) among

others — and is absent in Romanian.

® This is not due to the absence in Romanian oiftfigtive, which, unlike in Greek and Macedonias,
still present. Romanian has two types of infiniivthe so-called ‘short infinitive’ — e.g.citi ‘to read’ —
and the ‘long infinitive’ — e.gcitidire ‘the action of reading’. While the latter has aghoompletely lost
its verbal nature and is nowadays considered amairfirm, the former is considered a ‘true’ infind,
consisting of the particle and the infinitive stem, and is used in literames which gives it a formal and
archaic flavour. See Mallinson (1986:43ff) for arsnary of the differences between the two. A third
form is the bare infinitive used aftarvoi‘to want' — this is the auxiliary use of ‘to wantf. its lexical

twin a vrea— to form the future or after modals suclagsutea’ to be able to’. Mallinson (1986:45-46)
points out that these forms can be used intercladohgenithout no real difference in meaning. Alboiu
(p.c.) differentiates between the forms in thediaihg way:de citireis the nominal form and needs to be
translated with a noun; for example, in a contexhsas ‘Instead of language arts — i.e. ‘readisgaa
subject of study, we’ll do some Math&, loc de citire, facem matematid@e a citiis considered archaic,
while si citeasd is the standard form:

(1Da. Tn loc de citire
in place of read.inf
‘Instead of reading’

b. Tn loc de a citi
in place of part read.inf
‘Instead of reading’

c. In loc 1 citeasél

in place part read.S.3s
‘Instead of reading’
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Rivero and Ralli (2001:3-16) provide an exhaustuenmary of the various analyses
given to the phenomena of raising, control and atis in the last two decades. Since
the main interest of this chapter is to providerantof comparison for the DCC in
Turinese and Ligurian, here | do not address comtsing or obviation effects. The
reader is referred to the above reference.

This section focuses on the uses®f- subjunctive mood: section 3.1 provides a
description of the contexts where the construagsdound and an investigation of the
nature ofsi, its function and an overview of the analysesag heceived in the literature

is provided in section 3.2.

3.1— A DESCRIPTIVE ACCOUNT OF S4 + SUBJUNCTIVE

The finite complementiser found in Sl, French apdr8sh -che queandque
respectively — finds two corresponding elemen®Bamaniancd andsi. Both are
invariable particles that introduce finite claubes their domains are distinct: whité

is restricted to indicative clausesd,introduces subjunctive clauses. In actual $ict
does not jusintroducethe subjunctive, but igart ofit. In Romanian subjunctive
morphology appears on the verb only on third siagahd plural persons, all the other
persons being identical to the corresponding fdmike indicative. Subjunctive verb
morphology is impoverished and the partgleassumes the role to mark it. In other
words, the Romanian subjunctive can be considesethanalytic form, made up of the
particlesi and a deficient verb forffi Thus, it is through the partics that subjunctive

modality is expressé&d

8 There are instances where the subjunctive is sgpdewithouss, as, for example ifirdiasai regele!
‘Long live the King' — taken from Nandris (1953:16This is considered a fossilised form — cf. Medtn
(1986:291) — and it only appears in the third persdile the second singular, for example, stifjuiees
si: cf. Sd traiestil ‘May you live long!’, from Nandris (1953:183). tkrestingly, in the fossilised form,
the word order is very strict: the subject can @ppear post-verbally. In order for it to be licita pre-
verbal position, then the particd must be introduced?egele & traiasci, perhaps suggesting that the
verb occupies a different position in the two. Mepecifically, the verb fills a higher positionTimdiasai
regele!than inRegele & trdiasai!.

The fact thatd can be omitted only with the third person formggasts that this could have something to
do with the fact that the third persons are thg ones where the distinction between indicative and
subjunctive are morphologically encoded.

& For an overview of the mood choice between indieand subjunctive, see Mallinson (1986:284-291).
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The subjunctive in Romanian is used in a varietgaftexts, in both embedded and
main clauses. As we have already seen, it is ubederthe western Romance languages
use the infinitive, in some raising and control stoactions. In embedded clauses the
subjunctive is found when selected by specifics#af verbs, such as volitionala —
vrea‘to want’, object control -a ordona'’ to order’, and modals e posibil/necesait is
possible/necessary’. Semantic type of verb andcehoi subjunctive, however, are not
in an exclusively one-to-one relation. For exampieile a vrea' to want’ favours the
selection of a subjunctive embedded claasspera‘'to hope’ anda crede'to believe®

can select both indicative and subjunctive embedtkagses without changing the
meaning of the sentence — cf. (12) a and b, amdi@daThe presence of negation affects
also factive verbs, such asti ‘to know’, which requiresd + subjunctive when
negateff — cf. (12) e:

(12) a. Sper & mor f@nitos
hope.pr.1s i die.pr.ls  healthy
‘I hope to die healthy’
b. Sper £ voi  muri <natos

hope.pr.ls that want.1s die.inf healthy
‘I hope | will die healthy’

c. Nu cred & mal  vin lon asizi
not believe.pr.1s is more come.S.3s lon today

‘I don’t believe lon is coming again today’

d. Nucred r lonmai vine adri
not believe.pr.1s that lon more  come.pr.3dayo
‘I don’t believe lon is coming again today’
from Mallinson (1986:36)
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e. Nu stii si Citesti?
not know.pr.2s & read.pr.2s

‘Don’t you know how to read?
from Mallinson (1986:35)

Examples (12) ¢ and d reveal an interesting diffeeein behaviour betweexy andsi.
While cd can be separated from the embedded verb by a rabghajection, a full DP
subject in this casagi can only be separated from the verb by a clike-Blement -mai

in this case — but not by a maximal projection.akghlel situation is found in S, where
the finite and non-finite complementisefse anddi respectively, behave differently
with respect to verb adjacency. Whdleeallows for a maximal projection to separate it

from the verbdi does not:

(12) f. Credo che __loro apprezzerebbero molto il tuo libro
believe.pr.ls that they  appreciate.cond.3pot a | the your  book
‘| think that they would very much appreciataiy®ook’

g. Credo che, _l tuolibroloro lo apprezzerebbero molto

believe.pr.ls that the your book they it.acappreciate.cond.3p alot

h. Credo di apprezzare molto il tuo libro
believe.pr.ls  of appreciate.inf a lot the oury book

‘| think | appreciate your book a lot’

i. *Credo di,_il _tuolibro apprezzarlo molto

believe.pr.ls  of the your book appreciatetiaizc a lot

8 Lombard (1974:282) explains how verbs such apunéto say anda crede'to believe’ generally
selectcd + indicative. When negated, however, they allontlie alternation betweed + indicative and
s + subjunctive. In French, factive verbs take thigjsnctive and when negated, the indicative.

% |n this case the verb is translated as ‘know h@wather than ‘know that'.

214



j. Credo, il tuo libro, di apprezzarlo olo

believe.pr.ls the your book of appreciatdtiafc alot
S| from Rizzi (1997: 289)

In root clauses the subjunctive is used to expessh — as shown in footnote 15 — an

ordef®, an exhortation or an oath — cf., respectivelg) @, b and c:

(13)a. & plece copii!
s leave.S.3p children-the
‘The children may leave!
from Alboiu and Motapanyane (2000:30)

b. S se fad dreptate!

s rf make.S.3s justice

‘Let justice be done!
from Nandris (1953:162)

c. Dracu § -l ial
devil s he.acc take.S.3s
‘May the devil take him!’

from Mallinson (1986:291)

It is also found in exclamatives, and with the #iary a avea'to have’, where it has a

future meaning — cf. Nandris (1953:183) — and Iatiee clauses as shown in (14):

(14) a. Caut o biciclaét care & fie rosie
seek.pr.ls a bicycle that 4 s be.S.3s red
‘I'm looking for a bicycle that is red’
from Mallinson (1986:67)

% The imperative in Romanian is expressed eitheutyin the ‘real’ imperative forms for the second
person singular and plural or through suppletivenf These can be the infinitive for second person
singular negative commands, the indicative for sdqmerson, or the subjunctive with all personsdathb
negative and positive commands.
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3.2—S4: ITS FUNCTION, STATUS AND SYNTACTIC INTERPRETATION

In section 3.1 it has been highlighted hgins a subjunctive particle, used both in main
and embedded clauses, which must be adjacent tethdt ‘supports’. It was
mentioned that the Romanian subjunctive is a defidiorm, in that it is

morphologically equivalent — except for the fornighe third person singular and
plural, indicated in bold in the table below —he tindicative. The verb shown beloav,

canta ‘to sing’, belongs to the first conjugation:

(15)
Present Indicative | Present subjunctive
| sg (eu) cant (eu)ascant
lIsg | (tu) cani (ti) sa cani
lllsg | (el, eaxanta (el,ea)sa cante
[ pl (noi) canim (noi) € cantim
Il pl (voi) cantai (voi) sa cantai
Il pl | (ei, ele)canta (e, ele)sa cante

from Nandris (1986:95)
The morphological distinction marked on the formhthe third person singular and
plural is also witnessed in the other conjugatiovizere the indicative ending-+ the
subjunctive one isd, and vice-versa.
In some cases — cf. footnote 15 — the subjunctweappear withowdi. This can happen
in root clauses with a volitional/exhortative fuioct, which can be considered a
fossilised expression, only found with a restriatednber of verbs. In these instances, it
is only the forms of the third person singular ahdal that allow the omission &f.
Incidentally, it is exactly these forms that arerptwlogically different from the
corresponding indicative forms, as the table in) €lows. It would therefore appear that
si can be omitted when the verbal morphology sufftoaadicate whether a verb is in
the indicative or subjunctive mood, suggestingiia between morphology and the
presence of absencesdt In other words, it seems that the functiorsdis to signal the
distinction between the two moods; thus, whenith@ready achieved through other

means, its presence is not required. Therefooeuild be concluded that acts as a
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subjunctive marker, encoding those modal featutdasiware left unspecified by the
morphology of the verb, and could be categoriseshagsflectional element.

The situation is not, however, so straightforwdrde possibility of omittingxi only
arises in root clauses: its presence is compulsaynbedded clauses, with all persons,
whenever the subjunctive mood is selected. Thigestg that there is more to the
function ofsi than simply to mark modality: the main/embeddedvasgtry seems to
suggest thadi is also a marker of the embedded status of thesela

The dual nature of such particles was alreadyrdszbin Householder, Kazazis and
Koutsoudas (1964:166), who noticed how Greakehaves both as a complementiser
and as a modal patrticle.

The issue of the nature gf has been often touched upon in passing while gsiag
raising, control and obviation phenomena. Becafiieeomixture of its properties — i.e.
si behaves both as a complementiser and as an ioflatparticle — some authors have
analysed it as a spurious element. While DobrowerS1994) has interpreted this
nature in the structural representation of theqmtign that hosts it as a CP/IP hybrid,
resulting from a re-analysis process which allowfional heads to incorporate into
each other, Motapanyane (2002) has claimedsthean either occupy a position within
the IP or the CP domain — M° or Fin® respectivetjepending on the constructions in
which it appear¥.

These two proposals are analysed in turn in thé sextions.

3.2.1- DOBROVIE-SORIN (1994)
Dobrovie-Sorin (1994:82ff) claims that — as well as the infinitival particke— is both

a Comp and an Infl element: more specificadliyjs generated under Comp but is
indistinguishable from Infl given their adjacen8®obrovie-Sorin adopts a process of re-
analysis by which functional heads merge with eztbler, creating incorporated heads
of the form Comp — Neg — ¢l — Tense — V — Agr. Theplex head thus obtained has all

the properties of the individual heads merged.iRutrthermore, Dobrovie-Sorin does

8 Cf., on a similar line, Farkas (1982) who analytheshybrid nature ofi by suggesting that it is not
generated in C but may raise there in the coursleeoderivation, thus acquiring ‘complementiseelik
characteristics. Rivero (1989) makes the link betwkand C explicit by assuming a head-head agneeme
process that allows feature sharing between thénaaals.
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not assume a Specifier position for each functipmajection: in her system there is
only one Specifier position: this can either beAgmosition which hosts the subject in
SVO languages, or an A’-position targeted by anystituent in V initial languages. In
the particular case of the CP/IP projection, thadh&hares properties with both domains
and the Specifier position is an A’-position — asrsin 2.2.

These assumptions allow Dobrovie-Sorin to accoantife mixture of properties
displayed bysi which clearly suggest its hybrid nature. Thesebaiefly described here.
Among the properties that grogftogether with inflectional elements, is its pamsiti
relative toca— a complementiser-like element that appears hegetithsi in

embedded subjunctive clauses, different from theativeci — and the embedded
finite verb.Ca co-occurs withed when a topicalised element is present. In thesesca
the order ixa— topicalised phrasesd: ca must occupy the left-most position,
suggesting that it fills CSi must be adjacent to the embedded verb, no maximal
projections are allowed to intervene: a lexicaljscbintervening betweesi and the
embedded verb causes the sentence to be ungramimatf. (16) a and b. The
sequencexi-verb can only be interrupted by clitic-like elentesuch asu ‘not’,
pronominal clitics, the auxiliary ‘to be’ and some adverbs suchmaai ‘again’, orprea
‘too’ — cf. (16) c:

(16) a. Vreau ca [PEn miine si termine loncartea asta]
want.pr.1s that until tomorrow i s finish.S.3s lon book this

‘l want that lon finishes this book for tomorrow

b. *Vreau ca [pid miine si lon  termine cartea asta]

want.pr.1s that until tomorrowa s lon finish.S.3s book this
from Dobrovie-Sorin (1994:93-94)

c. Ar fi dorit si nu -i mai fi dat vesti proaste
would be wished as not himmore be given news bad
‘He wished he hadn’t given him any more bad news
from Alboiu and Motapanyane (2000:33-34)
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The evidence in (16) suggests 1) thats a clitic and 2) that it belongs to the verb
cluster — Dobrovie-Sorin (1994:54) assumes thétslare adjoined to a Spec-less IP,
and as such mark the left edge of the IP.

Another inflectional property afi is its ability to co-occur with wh-elements: these
not allowed to co-occur with the complementis@&rsuggesting that the two elements
are different and occupy different positions. Mepecifically, being able to appear

alongside wh-phrasesi seems to occupy an Infl position:

17) a. Am cu cine g plec
have.pr.1ls with who s leave.S.1s

‘I have somebody to leave with’

b. Caut o fd cu care i plec la munte
seek.pr.ls a girl with  which dsleave.S.1s for mountains.the

‘I am looking for a girl with whom to leave ftine mountains’

c. Caut fata cu care (*ca) pleagd lon Ila munte
seek.pr.1ls girl.the with  which that leave.pr.8m for mountains.the
‘I look for the girl with whom lon is leaving fdhe mountains’
from Dobrovie-Sorin (1994:95)

This latter could also be a reflection of the féett wh-phrases arsd occupy,

respectively, the Specifier and the head positich@ same projection.

Let us now turn to the ‘Comp-like’ propertiessif it is an invariable particle and it can
head an embedded clause. In addition, while cordoguwith other clitics and

negation, it must occupy the left-most positioreqeding the negative markaw and

the other clitics. It is generally accepted — &nittini (1997) — that Neg® selects an IP
but not a CP complement: this means that a preaverhrker marks the border between
the CP and the IP domains. Given thRaiust appear to the left afy, it follows that it
occupies a position within the CP:



(18) a. Vreau 3 nu-l mai  ntilngti
want.pr.ls & neg-he.acc again meet.S.1s

‘I don’t want to meet him again’

b. *Vreau nu %-1 mai intinati

c. *Vreau nu-l % mai  ntilngti
from Dobrovie-Sorin (1994:95)

As already mentioned, there are cases in whiatan be omitted, as in the following

examples. In such cases the verb is found to thefléne reflexive clitic:

(19) a. & se intimple ce s-0  Intimpla
s rf arrive.S.3s what rf-may arrive.inf

‘Arrive what may’

b. Intimple-se ce s-0 Intimpla
arrive.S.3s-rf what rf-may arrive.inf

‘Arrive what may’

c. *& Intimple-se ce s-0 Intimpla

21 arrive.S.3s-rf what rf-may arrive.inf

d. *Intimple-se % ce s-0 Intimpla
arrive.S.3s-rf & what rf-may arrive.inf
from Dobrovie-Sorin (1994:96)

The sentences withoat differ in word order: while in (19) a the reflexdclitic

precedes the verb — and it folloas— in (19) b it appears enclitic on the verb,
suggesting that the verb has raised to a highetiggosDobrovie-Sorin interprets this as
an instance of what den Besten (1983) analysestasG/movement. This interpretation

is further supported by the ungrammaticality of)(@&nd d where the presencesdin
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incompatible with clitic-verb inversion, suggestitigt they are both competing for the
same position: a position within the CP.

Dobrovie-Sorin translates the hybrid behaviousbiin a structural representation in
which the particle occupies the head position pif@ection obtained through a process

of incorporation.

3.2.2— MOTAPANYANE (2002)
Motapanyane (2002) accounts for the dualitgiolby assuming that it occupies a modal

head, M°, located within the IP domain, but is a&#al to raise into Fin® in certain
constructions — cf. Roussou (2000).

Motapanyane claims that the parametric variatiaugnt to operate at the Fin° level —
cf. Rizzi (1997) — also operates at the Force’lJa@rawing a clear distinction in the
organisation of the left periphery between Force® RnP languages — Sl belonging to
the former type and Romanian to the latter. Moexggally, she claims that while SI
projects to ForceP and therefore has focalised@pidalised phrases in the CP,
Romanian only projects to IP, and its discourserment elements are hosted within
the IP.

In her investigation of the complementiser phrasBémanian, Motapanyane looks into
the distributional properties of the various itesfishe complementiser system, some of

which are summarised in the following table:

(20)
Clause Type Compatible verbal mood
Decl | Other| Ind Cond S Inf |  Supine
il + - + + +8 - -
ca| + - - - + - -
de + @] + - - + +

from Motapanyane (2002:3)

8 ‘Rare and colloquial’ — from Motapanyane (2002:26)
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Cd is the so-called indicative complementiser, selétty main verbs such aspune

‘to say’ anda sti ‘to know'. Its presence is obligatory in all embded indicative clauses.
Cais the subjunctive complementiser, found in sutfiwe complement clauses selected
by vrea‘to want’ and followed byi. Its presence is context-dependent, i.e. it ialgu
licensed by the presence of topicalised materdl Alboiu (2000:240, ft5)De

introduces the infinitive — usually preceded by plagticlea — the indicative and the
supine.

Although ‘rare and colloquial¢d can also be used in embedded subjunctive clauses,

and when it does it is in complementary distriboitaith ca:

(21) a. Zicea £(*ca) lon 4 nu mai plece la camp
said that lon is not more go.S to field

‘She said that lon should not go to the field’

b. Zicea ca(*#) lonsi nu mai plece la camp
said that lonis not more go.S to field
‘She said that lon should not go to the field’
from Motapanyane (2002:6)

Motapanyane interprets this as evidence ¢handci compete for the same position.
Developing further her argument, she observes hutvdd andde are compatible with
indicative embedded clauses and how they are iltageable in causative

constructions. Nevertheless, they are not allowezbtoccur, i.e. they appear to be in

complementary distribution:

(22) a. ?M-a dcut (*aproape) &(*de)-aproape-am plans
me has made that almost -have cried

‘She almost made me cry’
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b. M-a #ficut (*faproape) de (*1)-aproape-am plans
me has made that almost -have cried
‘She almost made me cry’

from Motapanyane (2002:7)

(22) a and b show how the position of the adwegntmape‘almost’ is the same with
respect to botkhe andcd, reinforcing what their complementary distributioas already
suggested, i.e. that they fill the same positiontdanyane concludes that#andca
compete for the same position and sad@andde, by transitivityca andde must also

fill the same position.

In order to cast some light on what this positiceyrhe, Motapanyane observes the
relative word order ofa/ai, left dislocated and contrastively focalised pkesaselative
and wh- phrases, concluding tleat'ai can only appear to the left of focalised and left

dislocated phrases, but to the right of relative wh-phrases:

(23) a. Zicea (*méaine)ca/ca maine S nu se dut la camp
saidtomorrow-TOP that tomorrow-TOR sot rf go to field

‘She said that tomorrow he should not go tcfigid’

b. Zicea (*numai maine)ci/ca numai mainesa nu se dut la camp
said only tomorrow-FOC that only tomorrow-FOLT sot rf go to field
‘She said it's only tomorrow that he should gotto the field’

from Motapanyane (2002:6)

c. lardin inima lui simte un copamum ca risare...

and from heart-the his feels a tree how thatgtows

‘And he feels how a tree grows from his heart...’

d. Am  miluit boiarimul domniei melecu satul Bofsti  cice
have blessed domain-the kngdom-gen my with lagélthe Borasti which
ca-au fost lui meie...
that has been  to him property

‘I have blessed my kingdom with the village afrBsti which had been his

property’
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from Motapanyane (2002:8)

The data in (22) c and d date back to earlier stafjf®omanian — no more specific
information is provided by the author — which a#ldty had a more complex CP,
projecting to ForceP in all contexts and not josEinP as claimed for modern
Romanian — cf. Motapanyane (2002:27 ft6).

Assuming that like modern SlI, earlier Romanian vngges and relative pronouns
targeted, respectively, [Spec, Foc] and [Spec,#j@und that some sort of filter
prevented both Specifier and head from being senelbusly filled, Motapanyane
concludes thatad must be in Fin°. From the previous lines of reasgnit must also
follow thatcaanddefill the same position. Incidentally, both lefstbcated and
focalised phrases must target a position in thepkiphery of the IP, and not the CP, as
in Sl.

Placingcain Fin® bears in turn on the position filled &% in ca-si constructionsi is
consequently taken to fill a position within the f®ssibly M° (Motapanyane, p.c.).
Motapanyane also investigates cases in wtgotan be deleted. The presenceain
the ca-si constructionss strictly linked to the presence of a maximaljpction, usually
a topicalised item, which follows it. It could iadt be claimed that there is a two-way
dependency relation between the tealicenses a topicalised phrase, which in turn
licenses the presencea# In the absence of a topicalised phresés excluded; vice-

versa, in the absencead no lexical material can appear in frontssf

(24) a. Spera ca, _ florile s le trimii  loana la birou
hope.pr.3s that flowers-thei sthey.acc send.S.3s loana to office

‘He hopes, the flowers, that Joan sends thetmetoffice’

b. *Spera casastrimita  loana florile la birou
hope.pr.3s thafis send.S.3s loana flowers-the to office

‘He hopes that Joan sends the flowers to theedff
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c. *Spera _florile < le trimii  loana la birou
hope.pr.3s flowers-theisthey.acc  send.S.3s loana to office
‘He hopes, the flowers, that Joan sends theimetoffice’

Alboiu, p.c.

Whenca undergoes deletion in subjunctive complements giglartyane claims thai
raises to Fin® from its modal M° position. Thisdrgretation finds further support in
causative constructions: assuming that a verbrisistent in its selectional properties,
and given the exchangeability &f andde, we must conclude that the selected
complement is the same in both cases, i.e. a FinP:

(25) a. M- a dsat Enp de-am  privit filmul]
me have.pr.3s let.pple of to-me watch filme-t

b. M- a dsat Enp s privesc  filmul]

me have.pr..3s let.pple i swatch.S.1s film-the

‘She has let me watch the film’

from Motapanyane (2002:27)

Summing up, Motapanyane assumes a FinP structuseidential complements and
ForceP structures for any other type of complerokntse. Thus the choice of FinP
versus ForceP is dictated by the selectional ptigseof the verb rather than by the
intrinsic features of complementisers. The dualireadf g is thus captured by assuming
that it can occur both at the IP level, in M° wleenoccurring withca, and at the CP
level, in Fin® inca-deletion constructions.

In the next section | present some points for otitter on Motapanyane’s analysis.

3.2.3— SOME REFLECTIONS ONVIOTAPANYANE (2002)
In spite of accepting the undeniable evidencedhé a hybrid element, |1 do not accept

in toto Motapanyane’s argumentation. More specificalkgdl that there are some
problems with her arguments@f andde competing for the same position and with the

identification of this position.

22t



One of the pieces of evidence that suggestxthanddefill the same position is their
complementary distribution in examples such as &@ye, which show that while
causative constructions are compatible with eitfi¢hem, they become ungrammatical
if both are simultaneously realised. The same eja@lpo shows how their position
with respect to the adverbiaproape’ almost’ is the same, i.e. they both have to be
higher than the adverb, evidence which is takendan that the two must fill the same
position.

| do not find the evidence compelling for two reaso

First of all, the fact thati anddeare not allowed to co-occur may not necessarilymmea
they are competing for the same position. It seglaussible to assume that there may be
an independent constraint on the language thaeptewwo complementisers to be
simultaneously realised. If the functionaf anddeis, in this case, identical, i.e. to
introduce a causative construction, a minimalitystoaint would rule out the redundant
co-occurrence of the two since the second complésaemwould not serve any purpose.
Secondly, Motapanyane assumes #pabape‘almost’ is topicalised, but no examples
showing its ‘usual’ position are given. Cinque (2996) places its English counterpart,
almost in an aspectual position belonging to the IP dom&sp prospecive IN the

Romanian examplegproapeforms a cluster with both the complementiser 4 lo& or
de— an X° element, and the auxiliary, argued to bktia-like element — cf. Dobrovie-
Sorin (1994) — as can be seen in the followingaaimal projection is not allowed to

intervene between the auxiliary and the verb beflitic-like adverbmai‘again’ can:

(26) a. *A  Rivzan/el  venit ieri?
aux.3s Rvzan/he come.pple yesterday
‘Did Ravzan/he come yesterday?’
from A & M (2000:16)

b. Am mai vzut lon
aux.ls again see.pple lon
‘I have seen John again’

Alboiu, p.c.
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The fact thaaproape‘almost’ clusters with a clitic may suggest thasiitself a clitic,

on a par withmai‘again’. If this were indeed the case, the faet the sequence
aproapecomplementiser is ungrammatical could be due écsthict word order found in
clitic clusters. The following examples seem togasg thatproapeis not a clitic after
all, since it cannot ‘live’ in the clitic domain:

(27) a. Aproape ca am plins
almost that have.pr.1s cry.pple
‘l almost cried’
b. Eram aproape as (*aproape) pling
be.imperf.1s almost as cry.S.1s
‘l almost cried’

Alboiu (p.c.)

Nevertheless, the evidence adduced in (22) seepwrioto the fact thadproapeis an
X° element; as such, its left-dislocated statusalied into question.

Whatever the nature aproapeand its status, it seems it does not represeadd g
choice for a topicalised element: it is imposstbl¢opicalise it. Being a VP adverb, if it
needs to be made discourse-prominent, then theeWfi®imust be made discourse-
prominent.

Turning now to the position filled by these compéartisers, Motapanyane analyses
some data from previous stages of Romanian — eoemede is given as to the date or the
origin of the examples — where a wh- and a relgtivese co-occur with the
complementisetd. The author assumes that in its earlier stages\dR@n clauses
projected all the way to ForceP, so that theirpeitiphery was more complex than in
Modern Romanian. In the examples she brings forwtaelwh-word and the relative

pronoun are adjacent &g — cf. (23) ¢ and d, repeated here for convenience:

(23) c. lar din dinima lui simte un copaoum ca risare...
and from heart-the his feels a tree how  thatgrows

‘And he feels how a tree grows from his heart...’
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d. Am  miluit boiarimul domniei mele...cu satul Bgti  cice
have blessed domain-the kingdom-gen my witlagd.the Borasti which
ca-au fost Iui meie...
that has been to him property

‘I have blessed my kingdom with the village afrBsti which had been his

property’
from Motapanyane (2002:8)

As previously mentioned, Motapanyane assumeshieawh-phraseum‘how’ and the
relative pronourtdce ‘which’ target, respectively, [Spec, Force] angg8, Foc], as in
Sl, and that some sort of filter on ‘doubly filleldbrceP applies so thet, unable to fill
Force®, must necessarily fill Fin°. Again, | do ffiod this line of argumentation
completely convincing. The fact that the wh-phrasd the relative phrase appear both
adjacent to the complementisgrand that in the examples provided there is no efem
intervening between the two, although not provimat the two are in a [Spec, head]
relation, it indicates that this may be indeeddase. The assumption of a filter that
prevented both positions of the Force projectiobasimultaneously filled does not
appear to be particularly motivated, rather it se&rbe arad hocsolution. Resorting to
explanations invoking idiosyncrasies weakens thielityaof an analysis and diminishes
its import on the comprehension of linguistic pherena. In view both of the
ascertained complexity of the Old Romanian CP drllefact that this particular
strategy is no& priori excluded from the options available to languagé earlier

stages of Italian allowed an equivalent constructémd nowadays many Northern
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ltalian dialects resort to this strat&gyit does not seem plausible to accept
Motapanyane’s conclusion. More evidence from easliages of Romanian is needed to
understand whether such a filter was indeed opefatind whether it affected any other
domains.

Finally, the observation of how in modern Romaragrhrase such as a vocative — cf.
(29) below — can intervene between the wh-wordtheccomplementis&r suggesting
that the two are not in a [Spec, head] relationnocabe directly applied and assumed

for earlier stages of the language, given the rnomplex structure of the CP:

(29) Ma- ntrebam cum, Doamne,de se poate gaceva in lumea  asta
to-me ask.imp.ls how God-voc of se can.inf thimething in world-the this
‘I was asking myself how, for God's sake, somaghiike this is possible in this world’

from Motapanyane (2002:8-9)

% Some examples from Triestino: embedded interregstiexclamatives and relatives, where the
omission of the complementisgneyields ungrammaticality:

(28)a. Te ghe ga dito dove *(che) se trovemo?
SCL to-him aux.3s say.pple  where that rfl fprdlp
‘Have you told him/her where we're meeting?’

b. Che pien  de bori *(ch’) el xel
that full of money that SCL be.pr.3s
‘How loaded he is!’

c. Te sa chi *(che) go visto ieri?
SCLknow.pr.2s who  that have.pr.ls see.ppledesye
‘Do you know who | saw yesterday?’

Moreover, nothing can intervene between the whgehead the complementiser: (28) d shows how a high
adverb such a®rsi ‘perhaps’ between the two makes the sentence onmgagical:

(28)d. *Te ghe ga dito dove forsi che se d¢rme?
SCL to-him aux.3s say.pple  where perhaps thafinfl.pr.1p
‘Have you told him/her where perhaps we're megtin

% Assuming a complex CP it does not make sense ang to talk about a ‘doubly filled’ Comp filter.
Rather, in the spirit of Chomsky's [Spec, headkagnent, we could invoke a mismatch of features
between the Specifier and its head.

! In the example that follows’ is substitued bgle, a diachronic change. Recall, however, that adegrd
to Motapanyane they are all located in the samiipios
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Although the evidence brought forward in examp®%) € and d does not exclude that a
sequence such as the one in (29) was possiblairdgiit does not seem to suggest it in
any way>

Concluding, of the two analyses investigated h2airovie-Sorin’s and
Motapanyane’s, the latter seems to present somenuimeing points.

| will here follow Dobrovie-Sorin (1994) and assuthatsi occupies the head position
of a hybrid projection obtained through a procdsa@rporation of functional heads.
Being adjacent to each other, Comp and Infl firedlergo co-indexation via the
‘Functional Coindexation’ rule (Dobrovie-Sorin, X297, ‘Coindex adjacent functional
X° categoriey, and are then adjoined through the ‘Functiondjuliction’ rule
(Dobrovie-Sorin, 1994:17 Adjoin X° categories to the YP functional projentigith
which they are coindexgdand thus become indistinguishable. The Speuifiehe
resulting projection can be targeted by a variétyomstituents such as verbal
complements, adverbs, PPs, etc., suggesting tisarit A’-position.

Assuming thati is generated under a hybrid CP/IP position avtiidscomplications
that stem from a hypothesis in which it is genatateder a ‘pure’ functional projection
— either I° or C°. This becomes apparent when demsig a typical structural
representation for the clause of the tygedpec [C° f Spec [I° {» Spec [V° NP1,
and assuming that V raises into I° and that thgestilNP generated in [Spec, VP] raises
into [Spec, IP]. Dobrovie-Sorin (1994:98) obsertiesv if si were generated under Infl,
we would need to postulate two Infl positions famRanian, one to allocate the verb
raising from V, which, as we have seen, is an abdiy movement, and one faf: such
a requirement would not be needed with indicativdedded clauses. If it were
generated under Comp, its obligatory adjacency thighverb in the embedded clause
would imply that the IP selected by C° did not hav@pecifier position — again, a
requirement not needed in indicative embedded elgushere the complementisar

can be separated from the embedded verb by lddicdied constituents. It would also

imply that all dislocated phrases occupied [Spdt], @nd that, similarly, an additional

%21t does not seem appropriate to use formulaicesgions such as ‘For God's sake’ and similar as XPs
to test for subjacency.
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C° position would have to be posited to allocatedther particle that co-occurs wé
in subjunctive constructionsa.
The existence of such a hybrid projection finds sanore support in the next section

that deals with wh- and focalised phrases.

The existence of ambiguous particles suckias not witnessed in English: in
Romance, on the other hand, such aprticles caourelfin the southern Italian dialects
of Calabrian and Sicilianfu/ma/m) and Salentinoc)®>. Also, in Welsh the elemenys
‘that’ anda ‘who’ introduce tensed and relative clauses retsgalg, and have been
analysed as belonging to the VP — cf. Harlow (19B®uveret (1990). Given that Welsh
is also a VSO language, Dobrovie-Sorin (1994) aexithe possibility of having hybrid
particles from the specific word order, which al®fer the adjacency of Comp and

Infl %,

Dobrovie-Sorin’s analysis was conceived in a ‘ppéts<CP’ system. Considering the
modal content odi and what has already been said about Turidles® it would be
tempting to claim that they occupy the same pasijtiamely Rizzi's (1997) Fin°. The
nature ofsd and the properties of wh-phrases, investigatesation 4, do not allow for
a direct application of Rizzi's analysis to Romaniaeaving aside the exact
identification of the projection occupied by, we are left with its hybrid nature,
suggesting that it is a syncretic category.

Alboiu’s (2000) investigation of the Romanian lpériphery provides more support for
assuming a hybrid projection which as well as otftenal and modal features it can also
host focus and wh- features.

The investigation of wh-constructions carried outhie next section provides more
support to this idea, and enables us to accoutdragtically for some differences
between Romanian and Turinese pre-verbal subjecttdiers.

Concluding, this section has highlighted both tifeectional and complementiser-like

properties okt and has followed Dobrovie-Sorin (1994) into tratisly these properties
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in a structural representation in whighoccupies a hybrid projection: the exact identity

of this projection has not been found.

SECTION 4 — THE ROMANIAN LEFT PERIPHERY

In this section | investigate the nature and positf the elements found in the
Romanian pre-verbal field, namely wh-phrases desftiocated and contrastively focused
phrases. After a brief overview of the main anaytbe phenomena have been given in
the literature, the section will focus on AlboilD@:Ch.4), an analysis of wh-phrases
formulated within the Minimalist Programme that yides further support to the
existence of a syncretic category in Romanian.

In the investigation of topicalisation, focalisatiand wh-movement | have focused on
the position targeted by such phrases without agddrg in depth the details of how
these operations are instantiated. The readefeised to Alboiu (2000) for a
comprehensive insight into the type of featuregrafions and constraints involved in
wh-movement and focus constructions.

| follow Alboiu’s (2000) argumentation and claimaticontrastively focalised and
topicalised phrases, as well as wh-phrases tdrgdett periphery of the IP rather than
the CP, unlike Sl. All three operations involve rament, albeit driven by different
processes. Throughout the chapter the terms ‘tiigack and ‘left dislocated’ are used
interchangeably: see chapters 1 and 3 for a baeification of the use of this

terminology.

As seen previously, the basic word order in the Raan clause is VSO. Alternative
word orders are allowed: a pre-verbal NP is licdrmaly if discourse-prominent, i.e.

% Also, cf. Rizzi (1982) for an analysis of Italidn

% This combines with the conclusion reached by Daler&orin when observing the behaviour of
auxiliaries and infinitives that the Specifier fimsi of the embedded IP is necessarily empty. Il mat
address this issue here.
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only if it is either topicalised or focalised. Liet turn to the characteristics of topicalised
phrases.

4.1—TOPICALISED PHRASES

Topicalised phrases in Romanian do not requirecadgy to the verb, and other than
processing constraints, there does not seem tditmgt @n the number of topics that can
appear in the left periphery of the sentence |astibted in (30):

(30) a. Mioarei Anghel inelul, lanung i l-a dat

Mioara.dat Anghel ring.the at wedding he.datacit.-have.pr.3s  give.pple
‘Anghel gave Mioara the ring at the wedding’

b. Inelul Anghe|l Mioarei lanuni i l-a dat

ring.the Anghel Mioara.dat at wedding he.datacit.-have.pr.3s  give.pple
‘Anghel gave Mioara the ring at the wedding’

from Alboiu (2000:265)

All the preverbal elements — underlined in the eplas — are topicalised in (30). The
word order sequence in (30) a is indirect objestibject — direct object — locative, but
alternative word orders are also possible, a shoW80) b, suggesting the ordering
within topicalised elements is not rigid

Alboiu (2000) takes this as evidence that topiedighrases are not driven by the need
to check any particular syntactic feature; consetiyeshe does not assume the
existence of a TopP projection for Romanian, coRirzi (1997) and Cornilescu
(2000§°.

Assuming that Romanian lacks a TopP projectionctdised elements can be analysed
in two possible way: they are either base-gene@deatijuncts in the Romanian left

% Alboiu (2000:266) notices that there are intertien differences depending on topic word ordet, bu
the basic meaning does not change. She obsentdhdHaftmost topic is understood as having maximu
relevance, presumably because it has highest scope.

% The same holds for other discourse configuratitarajuages such as Greek and even Spanish — cf. E.
Kiss (1995).
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periphery (cf. Motapanyane, 1995), or they invaivevement from an IP-internal base-
generated position (cf. Dobrovie-Sorin, 1990, 1994)

Culicover (1996) proposes that, in English, topgalon involves A’- movement. In
support of his claim he highlights two facts: firgtpicalisation allows for
reconstruction, which is a test for A~ movemenmtgaecondly it is not clause-bound,
suggesting that the phrase has moved from anotis#tiqgn.

These properties also hold for Romanian: in (3d)é bpe sinehimself’ is an anaphor
that needs to be bound in its governing categbe/grammaticality of such an example
suggests that the left dislocated constituent1) &has a copy (or trace) which is
properly bound. Moreover, the topicalised anaphdBiL) b is not clause-bound, so that

it cannot be concluded that it was base-generatéd surface position:

(35) a. Pesing Victor nu sar pune 1n pericol; t
pe self Victor not rf-have.cond.3s place indanger; t

‘Himself, Victor would not endanger’

b. Pe sing Victor spune £ nu s-ar pune 1n pericol t
pe self Victor say.pr.3s thatnot rf-have.cond.3s plade danger it
‘Himself, Victor says he would not endanger’
from Alboiu (2000:268)

A similar conclusion is reached by Dobrovie-Sodifg0, 1994). Following Cinque
(1990) the author discusses left-dislocation stmgst in Romanian, focussing on
showing that, contra Cinque (1990), these strustdeeinvolve movement. She
distinguishes between two similar Romanian consitvos, the equivalent of Cinque’s
(1990) CLLD and the English type of left-dislocatjdELD), exemplified, respectively,

in (36) a and b below. The former but not the fagelaimed to involve movement:

(36) a. Pelon li-am intiinit  (* pe &) anul trecut.
pe lon he.acc-have.pr.1s meet.pple pe he.acc year last

‘I met John last year’'
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b.(Cit despre) Ilan (pee) nu |-am \izut de anul trecut.
as for lon pe he.acc not he.acc-have.pr.1se.pple of year last
‘(As for) John, | haven't seen him since lasaye
from Dobrovie-Sorin (1994:218)

Dobrovie-Sorin argues that there is obligatory teectivity’ in CLLD (i.e. the

dislocated element behaves as if it occupied theraental position with which it is co-
indexed). In these structures the sentence-intetaailent can only be a clitic, and (36) a
shows how an emphatic pronoun is ruled out. THisvics under the assumption thst
lon ‘lon’ is base generated within the clause and tgoks movement into the left
periphery. This is not the case with ELD, as shawf86) b: an emphatic pronoun,
which is assumed to be co-indexed with the sentarteenal position, is grammatical,
suggesting that the pre-posed phrase is base-teménare.

The two constructions differ with respect to otblaracteristics: while the left
dislocated element of CLLD can be of any maxim#étgary and there is no theoretical
limit to the number of dislocated elements in tosstruction — apart from processing
constraints — in ELDs essentially only left dislathNPs are allowed and only one at a
time. Dobrovie-Sorin's conclusion is that, while[®.do not rely on movement, CLLD

structures do.

These differences are similar to those existing/beh two different types of
topicalisation in Sl. Beninca (2001) — followingm@ue (1983) and Beninca (1988) —
distinguishes between ‘Left Dislocation (LD)’ arftetSI equivalent of the ELD, i.e.
what she defines as ‘Hanging Topic (HT)'. Whiletbabnstructions produce a marked
Topic or Theme, they differ with respect to theiquirement of a resumptive clitic. In
LD constructions:

a. the whole argument appears on the left, inctydimy prepositions,

b. aresumptive clitic is necessary with direct paditive objects but optional in other
cases; when present it agrees in gender, numbegyaaedwith the object it refers to.

In HT constructions, on the other hand:

a. only noun phrases are found on the left, witlprepositions,
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b. the resumptive clitic is obligatory in all casasd only agrees in number and gender
with the object if refers to.

In Beninca’'s (2001) system the two occupy differeositions, with HT filling the
Specifier position of the highest projection, Disse Phrase, and LD the Specifier of

TopP. The issue of whether they involve movememtadiis not addressed by Beninca.

An argument against movement in topicalised consbms is provided by
Motapanyane (1995). The author shows there isrsyie contrast between wh-
movement and topicalisation: while topics do nogtise parasitic gaps, wh-phrases do:
(37) a. [Ce scrisori ai trimis t [fara sa verifici g ?]]

what letters have.pr.2s send.pple withdiut check.S.2s

‘What letters did you send without checking?’

b. *Scrisorile le-ai trimis t [fard s verifici g ?]]
letters-the they.acc-have.pr.2s send.pple owitlsi check.S.2s
‘Have you sent the letters without checking’

from Motapanyane (1995:39)

The differences in (37) are taken by Motapanyarteetevidence against the idea that
topics involve movement: she claims that they asebgenerated in their surface
position.

On this point | follow Alboiu (2000) in not takinis evidence as conclusive: the fact
that topicalised elements cannot co-occur withgiicagaps reveals that the parasitic
gap is not licensed, but not that they do not im@ahovement. Alboiu claims that the
reason is to be found in the nature of the reswmagironoun: since parasitic gaps are
licensed by a variable and these are ungrammattoah occurring in left dislocated
constructions, then it follows that there is noiafale to license them in structures
involving topics. Drawing on other cases where gitiagaps are not allowed, Alboiu
concludes that the trace (or copy) left behind desscount as a variable: following
Safir (1999), the author claims that the trace/deftybehind is a pronoun.

Summing up, in Romanian:
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topicalised phrases do not require verb adjagency
there can be a theoretically unlimited numbehe in any one sentence;
they are not hosted by a TopP projection;

there is convincing evidence to support a movémealysis.

4.2— FOCALISED PHRASES

Focused elements can either appear VP internalipove (to a pre-verbal or post-

verbal position). If they do so, they can only mavi® a position immediately to the left
of the verbal complex, which comprises the raisedbplus any clitic material that may
be present. This requirement holds for both mathembedded clauses, irrespective of

the clause type. The verb adjacency requiremesftasn in (38)"

(38) a. MASINA vrea Victor, nu cds

car want.pr.3s Victor not house

‘It's a car that Victor wants, not a house.’

b. Am spus £ VICTOR n-a venit acas (nu lon).
have.pr.1ls say.pple that Vigtor not-have.pr.3s come.pple home notlon
‘| said it was Victor that hadn’t come home, .’
from Alboiu (2000:259)

The examples in (39), where the presence of mateté&avening between the fronted
focused element and the verbal complex disruptsetyeired adjacency, are
ungrammatical. There is no asymmetry between maireanbedded clauses:

(39) a. *MASINA Victor vrea nu cas

car Victor want.pr.3s not house

‘It's a car that Victor wants, not a house.’

% Contrastively focused phrases are representeapiitats throughout the examples and translated in
English by means of a cleft clause.
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b. *Am spus £ VICTOR acasa n-a venit (, nu lon)
have.pr.1ls say.pple that Victor home not-have.pr.3s come.pple (, not lon)
‘| said it was Victor that hadn’t come home ¢t ton)’
from Alboiu (2000:260)

The same adjacency requirement is operative whendaentifiers are fronted to a
sentence initial position: consider the example@ @), parallel to those in (39), in
which material intervening between the fronted difien and the verbal complex makes

the sentence ungrammatical:

(40) a. Nimi¢ (* Petre) nu stie t (Petre)
nothing  (* Petre) not know.pr.3s; t (Petre)
‘Petre doesn’t know anything.’

b. Cineva (*lausi) sa stea it depaz (lawa).
somebody (atdoor) & stay.S.3s it ofguard (atdoor)
‘Somebody should guard the door.’
from Alboiu (2000:260)

As pointed out in section 4.1, this requirementsdoet hold for topicalised phrases.
These latter may precede wh-phrases, fronted hemetifjers and focused constituents
in any order and any (processable) amount. In el&a(df) a the topicalised direct
objectpe VictorVictor’, underlined, precedes the fronted wh-@wain (41) b it
precedes the bare quantifrdmeni‘nobody’ and in (41) ¢ two topics precede the

focalisedCAR]1 ‘books’, immediately adjacent to the verbal comple

(41) a. Pe Victorcing-l asteapt tt laaeroport?
pe Victor whag-he.acc wait.inf jti at airport

‘Who's going to wait for Victor at the airport?’
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b. Pe Victornimenj nu l-a azutt afag
pe Victor nobody not he.acc-have.pr.3s  see.ppte dutside

‘Nobody has seen Victor outside.’

c. Mihajloanei CARTI; i-a citit ft t, nu ziare

Mihai loana.dat books they.acc-have.pr.3s read.pplejt ti not newspapers

‘It's books that Mihai read to loana, not newseis’
from Alboiu (2000:261)

In her discussion of the Romanian pre-verbal segjlotapanyane (1994, 1995)

argues for a clear hierarchy for topic and focwdlowing Rudin (1992), the author
assumes the interrogative morphemaeeto be base generated within the CP: she claims
that all constituents preceding it occupy a topsifion, whereas those following it fill a
focus clause-internal position. In the examplegl), the constituent in topic, preceding
oare, bears little stress and represents old informatiile the constituent in focus,
following oare, conveys new information, bears the main sentstress and has a

contrastive readirig

(42) a Scrisorilepare ieri le-a primit lon? (sau azi)
letters.the Q yesterday they.acc-have.pr.3®ivepple John (or today)
‘As for the letters, was it yesterday thattd received them, (or today)?’

b. leri oare scrisori a primit lon? (sau colet)
yesterday Q letters have.pr.3s receive.pgh@ J (or parcel)
‘Yesterday, was it letters that John received a(parcel)?’

from Motapanyane (1994:729)

According to Motapanyane topicalised phrases oc¢8pgc, CP], a slot that also hosts
wh-elements, focalised phrases as adjoined tohlilewpre-verbal subjects fill [Spec,

IP], an argumental position in her analysis.

% Farkas and Kazazis (1980) notice that, in Romailiits in the pre-verbal field are ordered acliog
to topicality: the most topical clitic always prelagg the less topical clitic.
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E. Kiss (1998), in her investigation of focalisdttases, argues that identificational (or
contrastive) focus is associated with an operatdraecupies a functional projection of
its own, FocP. This is usually located above IRhinithe CP, but requires adjacency to
the verb. The author claims that this positionrgss-linguistically realised whenever
there is an element specified for [+focus] in teatence.

She recognises two different types of focalisecpés, systematically distinct from
each other with respect to both semantic and sijataperties: ‘identificational’ or
‘contrastive’ focus — referred to as ConFoc fromvram —, instantiating a quantification-
like operation, and ‘information’ or ‘presentatidnfacus — referred to as InfFoc from
now on —, not involving movement.

ConFoc is defined as representing the set of ctrd#y or situationally given elements
for which the predicate phrase can potentially himlabther words it expresses the
exhaustive subset for which the predicate phratkealiy holds. On a semantic level,
ConFoc represents the value of the variable boyrahkabstract operator: from the set
of possible candidates, ConFoc picks out a speaifividual and its value is set on that
particular individual only. On a syntactic levebi@oc itself acts as an operator,
undergoing movement to a scope position and itdandariable.

Information (presentational) focus, on the otherdhas not associated with movement.
It expresses non-presupposed material, i.e. newnrdtion, and is not associated with
any formal feature.

Every sentence has an InfFoc — by virtue of coatiityg new information to the

discourse — but not every sentence has a ConFoc.

In Hungarian, these two types of focus are assetiaith distinct structural positions.

Consider the examples in (43):

(43) a. Tegnap este MARINAK mutattam be Petert
last night Mary.dat introduce.1s perf Pefwr.
‘It was TO MARY that | introduced Peter last hig
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b. Tegnap este be mutattam Petert Marinak
last night perf introduce.1s Peter.acc  Maty.d
‘Last night | introduced Peter to Mary’
Hungarian, from E. Kiss (1998:247)

In (43) a, ‘TO MARY’ represents ConFoc: within teet of individuals for which the
predicate ‘introduced Peter last night’ can potdhytihold Mary is the only person |
introduced to Peter last night. In (43) b, on theohand, ‘to Mary’ expresses new
information, and there is no assumption as for Meaipng the only person to whom |
introduced Peter.

Identification focus requires special licensing @itions and seems to be a property of
several levels of grammar. Cross-linguisticallysitnarked in a number of ways: (i) by
intonation (i.e. phonology), (ii) by affixation €i. morphology), or (iii) by structural
position (i.e. syntactic). The lexical items thepresent new information in a sentence
not being specified for the feature [+ focus], dd require special licensing conditions,
and are exempt from most restrictions.

E. Kiss (1998:267) claims that the feature spedtitm of the ConFoc is subject to
parametric variation: it can be specified as [teMtize] and as [tcontrastive]. In
Hungarian, as well as in English, it is [+exhausltiand [+ contrastive], while in SI,
Catalan and Romanian it is [+exhaustive] and [+Hastive].

With specific reference to Romanian, citing Gob{i€l96), she (1998:268-269)
demonstrates how the two different types of foei associated with different positions
in the clause: while ConFoc appears sentencetigjtia a position that Gobbel
identifies as [Spec, PolP], InfFoc can only remaisituin its VP internal position.

Consider the responses to the following utterance:

(44) a. Am auzit ca i-ai invitat pe lon g loana
have.pr.ls hear.pple thatthey.acc-have.pr.2dteipple pe lon and pe loana

‘I heard that you invited lon and loana’

b. or NUMAI PE ION I-am p invitat]]

only pe lon he.acc-have.pr.ls invite.pple

‘It is only lon | invited’
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(45) a. Am auzit ca ai multi musafiri
have.pr.ls hear.pple that have.pr.2s many tgues

‘I heard that you had many guests’

b. *[por NUMAI PE ION l-am {p invitat]]
only pe lon he.acc-have.pr.1ls invite.pple
c. L-am yp invitat numai pe lon]
he.acc-have.pr.ls invite.pple only pe lon

‘| invited only lon’
from E. Kiss (1998:268)

When identifying a subset of the g&t lon si pe loandon and loanahumai pe lon

‘only lon’ is ConFoc; when, on the other hand, itifging a subset of the setulti
musafiri‘many guests’ which does not denote a closed besermembers are known to
both participants in the discourseimai pe loronly lon’ expresses InfFoc, and as such
must remainn situ. The appropriateness of one or the other is @idthy the discourse
context.

Summing up, according to E. Kiss ConFoc in Romadiamotes a closed set of
contextually or situationally given elements foriahthe predicate phrase actually
holds. Syntactically, the contrastively focusedredeat acts as an operator, moving into a
scope position in the preverbal field. Descriptv&beaking, this movement is not
obligatory. Presentational focus, on the other hardresses new, non-presupposed
information, it does not undergo movement and basrmainin situin its base-
generated position (within the VP): it does notdthe syntax, semantics or
phonological/morphological properties of ConFoc.

This distinction between the two types of foci - dine cross-linguistic variation within
the structural representation of InfFoc — will bgaked in section 5, when investigating
bare quantifiers.

The next section turns to the investigation of viiigses.
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4.3—\WH-PHRASES

The characteristics of wh-phrases set Romaniar d&sich the Romance family:
Romanian, on a parallel with Slavic languages, ireguhat all wh-phrases presentin a
sentence raise out of their base-generated positierily to a sentence-initial position.
This implies two things: first, that win situis not available and secondly, that

Romanian is a multiple wh-checking language. Thisxemplified in (46¥-

(46) a. Cine; cuij ce a dat ity tic ?

who whom what have.pr.3s give.pple;f &

b. *Cine; cuij a dat ity ~ ce?  (unless an echo-question)
who whom have.pr.3s give.pple;tt  what
‘Who has given what to whom?’
from Alboiu (2000:156)

Within the Slavic languages two groups are idegdificf. Rudin, 1988 and then
Richards, 1997), according to the number of wh-pésaallowed to appear sentence-
initially. The first group includes those languagétere only one wh-phrase targets
[Spec, CP] and the rest target [Spec, IP] (sucfoagxample, Serbo-Croat, Czech, and
Polish). The second class includes languages suBllgarian and Romanian, in which
all wh-phrases target the same position, assumied [Spec, CP] by the two authors.
Richards (1997) has defined the languages belongitite first type as ‘IP-absorption
languages’ and those patterning with the secondRsbsorption languages’.

A number of authors — cf. Dobrovie-Sorin (1994)n@wovski (1996), Motapanyane
(1995), among others — have all argued along s for a [+wh] feature in C° for
Romanian, although the strategies invoked for bagmthe feature and for accounting
for verb movement are different. While Dobrovie48q1994) maintains that the verb
does not raise any higher than 1°, Comorovski (329@ Motapanyane (2000) argue
that in wh-constructions the verb raises to I° anther to C° where it licenses the

[+wh] feature. The wh-phrase is assumed to haveechtw [Spec, CP], either directly or

*®Wwh-phrases are indicated in bold in these examples.
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via [Spec, IP], in order to check its focus featfing — cf. Motapanyane (2002).
Cornilescu (2000), on the other hand, proposeghiegttwh] feature in Romanian is
checked in the highest inflectional projection, gvhin her analysis is [Spec, M(0od)P],
and belongs to the IP domain.

In a similar spirit, Alboiu (2000) casts some doabtRichard’s (1997) classification of
Romanian as a CP-absorption language by compdrngetative position of moved wh-
phrases and clitic clusters in IP- and CP-absargdnguages.

In an IP-absorption language such as Serbo-Crobtome wh-phrase is allowed to
raise to the left of a clitic cluster and any othwrphrase can only raise to a position to
its right, with result of the clitic cluster inteaming between the two sets of wh-phrases.
In languages belonging to the CP-absorption typeh &s Bulgarian and Romanian, on
the other hand, all wh-phrases must raise to thefla clitic cluster, as shown in the

following examples:

(47) a. Ko muje Sta dao?
who  himhave.pr.3s what give.pple

‘Who has given what?’
Serbo-Croat, from Rudin (1988:462)

b. Cine ce t-a spus?

who what vyou.dat-have.pr.3s say.pple

c. *Cine ti-a ce  spus?
who  you.dat-have.pr.3s what say.pple

‘Who told you what?’
Romanian, from Alboiu (2000:157)

It has been argued for Serbo Croatian — cf. To&886) — that clitic clusters form in the
CP. Dobrovie-Sorin (1994) has argued that the Raemnatlitic cluster is formed in the
IP. In the light of these observations, the evigepat forward in (47) suggests that
while in Serbo Croatian it is clear that one whase must target a Specifier position

within the CP layer, the Romanian examples onlytsaythe position targeted by wh-
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phrases lies to the left of the clitic cluster, efhtan equally belong to the IP or CP
domains. Thus, IP is not excludagbriori as a target for the wh-phrase.

The examples in (46) show not only that all wh-gkesemust be raised to a pre-verbal
position overtly, but also the adjacency requireniietween these latter and the finite

verb: failure to meet this requirement causes ¢émesice to be ungrammatical:

(48) a. Cui (*deja) ai telefonat (deja)?
who.dat (*already) have.pr.2s phone.pple Galy
‘Whom have you already called?’
Romanian, from Alboiu (2000:163)

Recalling how the Romanian finite verb is alwaysussed to raise out of the VP and to
reach a position within the IP domain, the adjagagequirement between wh-phrases
and verb can be interpreted as a reflection treatin-phrase targets a position in the
same domain as the raised verb. Indeed, this i$ Alhaiu (2000) argues: in her
analysis wh-phrases target [Spec, IP], a positainelated to Case but to discourse — as
already previously claimed by Dobrovie-Sorin (1994)

In order to explore further this possibility andstoed light on the position targeted by
wh-movement, it is necessary to make a slight digserand investigate the interaction

between wh-phrases and topics.

Topicalised phrases can appear in both main an@eédell clauses, and there are no
asymmetries between the two cases, as the followthe topicalised phrase is

underlined — shows:

(49) a. Victormiine are un recital de trombon.
Victor tomorrow have.pr.3s a recital of trombone

‘Victor has a trombone recital tomorrow.’

b. Stiu G Victor miine are un recital de trombon.
know.pr.1ls that Victor tomorrow have.pr.3s aecital of trombone

‘I know that Victor has a trombone recital tomortow
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from Alboiu (2000:184)

In (49) Victor andmiine‘tomorrow’ are topicalised in both (a) and (b)eeall that the

default word order for Romanian is VSO and thatenat in the preverbal field is more

restricted and receives discourse prominence. Ifiove turn to the embedded context,

the topicalised elements follow the complementigethat’, assumed to fill the C°

position. Thus, it follows that topicalised elermsentcupy a position lower than C°.

Turning to the relative order of topics and wh-ges the examples in (50) clearly

indicate that in Romanian wh-phrases can be predegene or more topics — the

topicalised phrases are underlined:

(50)

a.

Pe cing a Vizut Mihai tt lafim?

pe who have.pr.3s see.ppleMihai ,t at movie
. Mihai pe cing a \azut ttvt lafilm?

Mihai pe who have.pr3s see.pple it at movie

Mihaij la filmy pe cing a \azut Pty t?
Mihai at movie pe who have.pr.3s see.pple; t, gty

‘Whom did Mihai see at the movies?’
from Alboiu (2000:185)

The same is also true in multiple wh-phrases coottms:

(51)

a.

leri la film cine pecine a \Azut?
Yesterday atmovie who  pe who have.pr.3s pte.p

‘Who saw whom yesterday at the movies?’

La concert cine ce ti-a spus?
at concert who what you.2s.dat-have.pr.3s pig/.p
‘Who told you what at the concert?’
from Alboiu (2000:185)
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Following the observations above and assuming &tiped phrases to be situated below
Ce, it cannot be concluded that wh-phrases talgeCfP domain. Alboiu (2000)
concludes that the interaction with topics supptimtspostulation of a [+wh] feature in

[°, rather than in C° for Romanian.

A possible objection that could be raised is tleahpps the verb raises to C° in
interrogative clauses, and the adjacency betweewlhphrase and the verb is a
reflection of both items occupying a position ie BP domain. There is evidence
against this interpretation.

First of all, in Romanian, there are no subjectigary inversion effects present in root
interrogatives, which suggests that the verb hasimdergone movement from I° to C°
(cf. also Cornilescu, 1997; Dobrovie-Sorin, 199#fanescu, 1997). Compare the
examples in (52) a and (52) b:

(52) a (Victor) cina (Victor) latrombon [- wh]
(Victor) sing.pr.3s  (Victor) at trombone

‘Victor plays the trombone.’

b. (Victor) cind (Victor) latrombon? [+ wh]
(Victor) sing.pr.es  (Victor) at trombone
‘Does Victor play the trombone?’
from Alboiu (2000:188)

The interrogative clause in (52) b maintains theesavord order flexibility as its non-
interrogative counterpart in (52) a. Furthermohe, tivo do not differ in word order, the
only difference between them being one of intomatibwas shown in (50) how subject
NPs (or any other material) are freely topicalieablthe left of the moved wh-phrase(s)

in root interrogatives in Romanian, as in (53):

(53) Mihajlafim  pe cing a \azut g ?
Mihai atmovie pe who have.pr.3s see.pple;t, tt

‘Whom did Mihai see at the movies?’
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from Alboiu (2000:185)

It was also claimed above, that topicalised mdtevisituated below C°, presumably
being adjoined to the IP. Consequently, the exasipl€52)-(53) clearly indicate lack of
Veto C°.

A further piece of evidence against V° to C° desifrom the inability of the verb to

raise above the clitic cluster, as in (54) b below:

(54) a. L-ai wzut pe lon?
he.acc — have.pr.2s see.pple pe lon
b. *Vizutu-l-ai t pe lon?

see. pple-he.acc-have.pr.2s pe lon

‘Have you seen lon?’
from Alboiu (2000:189)

It seems implausible, therefore, to conclude tHattoMC° takes place in Romanian
interrogative clauses. The requirement that theptuiase be adjacent to the verb must,
therefore, be taken as evidence that the two ocaygmsition within the same domain.
More specifically, the verb continues to occupytiS-which it moves for independent
reasons — which consequently means that wh-pheasesdso hosted by the IP domain.
One of the formal consequences of analysing whggisras occupying a position within
the IP is that I° becomes a syncretic categoryabkgpof hosting at least the feature

[+wh], alongside with its intrinsic verbal features

Let us summarise the content of this section sortae lack of subject-auxiliary
inversion in wh-contexts, the absence of any requént for any constituent apart from
the wh-phrase(s) to move in interrogative clausesthe lack of V-to-C in Romanian
are taken to be strong indications that wh-phrase$iosted in the IP. Dobrovie-Sorin
(1994) has already convincingly argued that [Sfflis not a Case-related position:
these conclusions provide additional support tcamatysis, and further claim that it is

an operator/scope position.
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Contrastively focalised elements, bare quantiferd wh-phrases all require adjacency
to the verb. An immediate consequence of thisasttiey cannot occur along side each

other, as shown in (55):

55) a. *Pe cinge nimenj n-a vrut 5 vadi i t?
e j
pe whe nobody not-have.pr.3s want.pple d.ssee.S.3s ;t

‘Whom did nobody want to see?’

b. *Cineva pe cing vroia % loveasa it ?
somebody pe whe want.past.3ss hit.S.3s it
‘Who did somebody want to hit?’

c. *Unde MIHAI; pleaéd t t, (nulon)?
where Mihaiy leave.pr.3s ;t t (notlon)
“*Where is it that it is Mihai that is leavirfgr (rather than lon)?’

d. *VICTOR Cu nimig  nu m-a deranjat .
Victor; with nothing  not l.acc-have.pr.3s bother.pple it

‘It was Victor who didn’t bother me with anytlgh
from Alboiu (2000:262)

The examples above are all ungrammatical: in (36gavh-phraspe cinewhom’
cannot co-occur with the negative bare quantifiereni‘nobody’ in the preverbal field;
in (55) bcineva‘'someone’ cannot precede the wh-element — orvioitpfor that matter;
in (55) ¢ and d the co-occurrence of wh-elemendskare quantifiers with a preverbal
ConFoc is shown not to be possible. All the abowsn®les are grammatical if only one
of the elements surfaces pre-verbally.

Alboiu, following Kayne (1998), interprets this adgncy requirement as the reflection
of a [Spec, head] relationship existing betweemtloged phrase — e.g. the wh-phrase,
the focalised element or the quantifier — and #dhof the position targeted by the

phrase itself, and takes this to be I°.
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Concluding, the accounts of the Romanian left genip that have been presented above
all support a division within the upper portiontbé clause between topicalised and
focalised elements, the former higher than thedaWithin the individual categories, a
distinction has been made between CLLD and ELDHerformer and identificational
and information for the latter. The main issuesragsled in the literature have been
mainly concerned with whether topics involve movebh@ base-generation and
whether a [+focus] feature needs to be licensehinvé specific functional projection.
CLLD are seen as involving movement, while ELD rao¢. As far as the distinction
between identificational and InfFoc is concernegias concluded that:

(i) ConFoc is unique, is prosodically marked, cppesar pre-verbally and requires
specific licensing conditions;

(i) InfFoc does not involve movement from its bagmerated position and does not
require special licensing conditions. Consequeittlg,a discourse property.
Wh-phrases, bare quantifiers and contrastivelydediphrases all require verb-
adjacency and, consequently, are in complementsiytaition (descriptively
speaking). Any of the above operators can be pestby topicalised material.
Following Dobrovie-Sorin (1994) and Alboiu (2000)ill assume that left-dislocation
is the result of a movement operation in Romanidhave made a parallel claim for
Turinese in chapter 3, section 1.4.2. Furtherngivesn Alboiu’s convincing
argumentation, | will also assume that topicalisedalised and wh-phrases are all
hosted within the IP — | will not address the isetithe internal make up of the resulting
IPlOO-

The hierarchy between these elements in the leifpipery is as follows:

(55) e. ca>topic(s) > wh-phrase(s) / bare quantifies®>> pron clitics > verb

Accepting that wh-phrases and bare quantifers t§8pec, IP] and that they precesde
it follows that the subjunctive particle occupielsesad position within the IP domain,

190 Alboiu assumes a multiple Specifier structurewihg both topicalised and wh- phrases to adjoin to
IP.
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possibly 1°. This in Alboiu’s (2000) analysis casp®nds losely to Dobrovie-Sorin’s
(1994) hybrid CP/IP, with the difference that tbenfier does not assume this to be

always the case. Complements of desideratives manag not appear with a lexical C:

(56) a. Vreau (camiine) a plece Mihai la Londra
want.pr.1s thattomorrow isleave.S.3s Mihai at London

‘I want Mihai to leave for London tomorrow’
Alboiu (p.c.)

According to Alboiu C would be present in both case the absence of a lexical C, e.g.
ca, and of an element in the pre-verbal field, engne ‘tomorrow’, the category would
be a syncretic CP/IP projection.

On the other hand there are contexts in whichr@legl out in subjunctives, e.g. with
complements of aspectual and raising verbs: iretbasesd is associated with a

syncretic |, in the sense that it is specifiedfoth inflectional and modal features:

(56) b. Incep (*ca miine)ks citesc Mrs Dalloway
start.pr.1s thattomorrow dsread.S.1s Mrs Dalloway

‘I'm starting to read Mrs Dalloway’

Thus, it seems fairly safe to conclude teabelongs to the IP domain and it occupies a
head position which is specified for a number eitdees.
These premises will be called upon in the nextieech comparison between the

behaviour of pre-verbal bare quantifiers in Romarsiad Turinese.

SECTION 5—ROMANIAN BARE QUANTIFIERS

5.1— SOME REFLECTIONS ON BARE QUANTIFIERS ., CLITIC DOUBLING AND CLLD
It was mentioned in section 4.2 that contrastifetused elements in Romanian need

not occupy the pre-verbal field; however, irrespecof whether they surface pre-
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verbally, immediately adjacent to the verbjrositu, the contrastively focused
constituent is always intonationally marked.

This flexibility with respect to the position ocdeqd is also shared by bare quantifiers:
they can either appear within the VP or pre-veyballake ‘bare quantifier’ to include
items such asimeni‘nobody’, cineva‘'somebody’ oricine ‘anybody’, ceva‘something’
andnimic ‘nothing’. There is evidence that a pre-verbalmjiiier has a different scope
than a VP internal one. E. Kiss (1998:252) arghas tn order for a universal quantifier
to be licit in the preverbal scope position, it labe interpreted as identifying without
exclusion — i.e. have wide scope, much on a pdr gonhtrastively focalised phrases.
This follows since only non-unique quantifiers (g@antifiers that are non-exclusive, in
other words that do not pick out an individual) t&md a variable within the IP domain.
The following examples show how bare quantifiers caly front in Romanian when
they can be interpreted as non-unique: (57) iliet the behaviour of a quantifier with

non-unique reading, and (58) does the same foratier with a unique reading:

7)) a @ stea cineva lawa
C:1 stay.S.3s someone  at door
b. Cineva S stea it lawa
someone i stay.S.3s it atdoor

‘Someone should stay at the door.’

(58) a. Te-a autat  cineva latelefon.

you.acc-have.pr.3s search.pple someone atphone

b. *Cineva te-a dutat t latelefon.
someone  you.acc-have.pr.3s search.pple at phone

‘Someone asked for you on the phone.’
from Alboiu (2000:221)

Alboiu interprets these facts as follows. In (8fg bare quantifier is licensed in pre-
verbal position (i.e. [Spec, IP]) by virtue of iten-unique interpretation, i.e. for the fact
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that it identifies without exclusion. As such, @rcfelicitously bind a variable within 1P.
Movement to a scope position is licit. In (58),tbe other hand, the bare quantifier has a
unigue reading (acquired contextually): thus itregtrbind a variable within the IP and,
consequently, it cannot move to a pre-verbal pmeht.

The same result obtains witkva'something’: only the quantifier identifying witlib

exclusion can raise to the preverbal field:

non-unique reading

(59) a. Vei face ceva piri la urmi.
go.pr.2sdo something to atend

b. Ceva vei face p#h la urmi.
something go.pr.2s do to atend

‘In the end you will find something to do.’

unigue reading
(60) a. Se scurge ceva din plag

rf. drip.pr.3s something from bag
b. *Ceva se scurge din plas
something rf. drip.pr.3s from bag

‘There’s something dripping from your bag.’
from Alboiu (2000:222)

This evidence clearly suggests that raising taeavprbal position in Romanian is
strictly linked to the need to attain scope.

As mentioned in the previous section, because whsgls, focalised elements and bare
quantifiers all require verb adjacency, they amnfa descriptive point of view, in
complementary distribution. This suggests that #ilegresumably target the same

position.

1911t must be remembered that non-unique quantiiarsiot be topic, and therefore cannot undergo left
dislocation.
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Let us recall that in SI CLLD constructions theienphrase appears on the left,
including any prepositions that may be present,aresumptive clitic is obligatory with
direct left dislocated objects and optional incler cases — obviously, impossible if the
type of dislocated phrase does not have a corréspgappropriate clitic (cf. Cinque,
1983, 1990; and Beninca, 1988, 2001). Some exampdegiven below:

(61) a. Giulia,*(I" ho appenasalutata
Julia she.acc have.pr.ls just greet.pple.fs

‘Julia, | have just greeted her’

b. Di Platone, (ne) abbiamo gia discusso lorsxtrimestre
of Plato part have.pr.1lp already discuss.fip last term

‘About Plato, we have already discussed last'ter

Dobrovie-Sorin (1990, 1994) recognises the parali¢he CLLD in Romanian, where

the clitic referring tdon is obligatory:

(62) (Pe) lon*(I)-am intilnit  anul trecut
pe lon he.acc-have.pr.ls meet.pple year last

‘I met lon last year’
from Dobrovie-Sorin (1994:218)

This is not the only instance of an object beigumed’ by a clitic: in some contexts —
cf. section 2.3 — accusative and dative DP obfanisco-occur with, respectively, an

accusative and dative clitic, as (63) shows — rigaefrom section 2.3:

(63) a. lon a invitat  pe prietenul meu
lon he.acc have.pr.3s invite.pple pe frierelaghc my

‘lon invited my friend’
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b. lon |- a dat o carte prietenylui  su
lon he.dat have.pr.3s give.pple a book fritreddat his
‘lon has given a book to his friend’
from Alboiu and Motapanyane (2000:12)

In both (63) a and b the clitic is obligatory: @siission results in the sentence being
ungrammatical. This restriction is only operativeaccusative and dative objects
specified for [+human] and [+specific] featuresf-obrovie-Sorin (1990, 1994) and
Alboiu and Motapanyane (2000) — and the phenomé&nknown as ‘clitic doubling’, a
construction that Romanian shares with Spanish.

The fact that the ‘extra’ clitic is not found exsluely in left dislocated constructions
suggests that it is the effect of a more generdliske affecting the nature of the item
moved rather than the context that has triggesethdvement.

| would therefore propose that the clitic in (62 ot a resumptive clitic as such, but the
effect of the process that triggers clitic doubligus, what has been identified as an
instantiation of CLLD is in actual fact, an exampfea more general scrambling process
— | adopt here the most general meaning for scriagnbk defined by Ross (1967) as
‘leftward movement of objects NPs

A parallel between CLLD of NP objects and clitioudling phenomena is also
established by Cecchetto (2000): he claims thetahguage has clitic doubling then it
will necessarily also have CLLD. The reverse relatioes not hold, in other words
CLLD does not imply clitic doubling. A similar views also found in Gierling (1997):

the author notices a correspondence between atitibling and raising of the object to a
position outside the VP, namely that only clitiudéed DPs can move out of the VP and
that only a DP (with the appropriate feature spestion) ‘resumed’ by a clitic can
undergo scramblif. The converse is not true: objects can be doutelgardless of

whether they raise out of the VP or not.

192 Gjerling further claims a link with a [Focus] fea¢: [Focus] cannot project from a doubled DP.Il wi
not address this issue here.
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An interesting difference arises when comparingaileaviour of bare quantifiers in
what is claimed to be a CLLD construction: no clig allowed, as shown in the

following examples:

(64) a. Pe nimani n-am sirpt

pe nobody not-have.pr.1s annoy.pple

b. *Pe nimaninu [-am Skt
pe nobody not he.acc-have.pr.ls annoy.pple

‘I haven't annoyed anybody’

c. Ceva ai as descoperigi tu
something have.pr.2s a sdiscover.inf alsoyou
d. *Ceva ai sl descoperigi tu

something have.pr.2s i-g.acc discover.inf also you
‘You will discover something, too’
from Dobrovie-Sorin (1994:220)

If we accept the conclusion reached above thatlitie present in CLLD constructions
is not a resumptive pronoun but the manifestatiariitic doubling, the
ungrammaticality of (64) b and d is readily acceahfor. One of the restrictions on
clitic doubling is that the DP be [+human] and [esific]. Recall that in order for a bare
quantifier to be licensed in a pre-verbal posiitomust identify without exclusion, i.e.
be non-specific (have wide scope). Thus the nogipdare quantifier cannot trigger
clitic doubling, hence the ungrammaticality of (&4and d.

An interesting difference within the class of quiéaits and wh-elements provides some
more support to this claim. Quantified object NWkich identify a definite set of
contextually or situationally given elements knawrthe discourse participants, require
the doubling clitic:
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(65) a. *Tdi elevii tai nu cred & pot examina miine

all students.the your  not think.pr.1s thatpafhs examine.inf tomorrow

b. Pe td elevii @i nu cred &-i pot examina
pe all students.the your  not think.pr.1s thatytacc can.pr.ls examine.inf
miine
tomorrow
‘All your students, | don’t think | can examit@morrow’

from Dobrovie-Sorin (1994:221)

A parallel effect is also withessed within the sla$ wh-elements: while interrogatives
headed bgine ‘who’ andce ‘what’ functioning as objects do not tolerate gresence

of a clitic, those headed lzare ‘which’ andcis ‘how many’ require it:

(66) a. Pecine (*-) ai azut?
pe who he.acc have.pr.2s see.pple

‘Who have you seen?’

b. Ce (*-) ai citit?
what itacc have.pr.2s read.pple

‘What have you read?’

c. Pe care #dat *(I-) ai viazut?
pe which boy he.acc have.pr.2s see.pple
‘Which boy have you seen?’
from Dobrovie-Sorin (1994:198)

Rather than ascribing the differences shown in {6&he different types of clause in
which these elements are found — i.e. relativeugeirsterrogative — it seems more
plausible to analyse them as dependent on theotiyplement itself: the definiteness of
the wh-word is responsible for whether or not tlitecds permitted, suggesting that
these are once again cases of clitic doubling arsieh must abide by the restrictions

imposed on them.



A question that arises is the following: are tharagles in (64) an instantiation of
CLLD? Let us recall that CLLD constructions are rettéerised by the presence of a
resumptive clitic that refers to the element thet heen dislocated, in other words, the
requirement for an NP to be left dislocated is thiaé specific. In (64) the bare
quantifier is allowed to raise to a pre-verbal fiost recall that this is a licit operation in
Romanian only when the quantifier ‘identifies withi@xclusion’, i.e. it is hon-specific.
Given that in the examples in (64) the presendb®tlitic results in ungrammaticality,
and that the pre-verbal bare quantifier is non4fpetwould claim that the examples
do not represent a case of CLLD but of simple gfiantaising.

Summing up, in this section the following claimyédeen made:

1) Romanian examples of CLLD are to be interpratedimple instantiations of object
scrambling: the clitic, when present, is a doubbfitic whose occurrence depends on
the [+human] and [+specific] specification of thewved object;

2) cases of bare quantifiers in CLLD are to be ys® as simple instances of quantifier
raising to a position at the edge of the IP: theig feature for this operation are the

quantificational properties and the non-specifteipretation of the bare quantifier.

5.2— BARE QUANTIEIERS : A COMPARISON WITH TURINESE (TUR) AND STANDARD

I TALIAN (S

In the previous chapter some controversial data@ming quantifiers in the left
periphery were investigated. The conclusions redene summarised here:

1) a bare quantifier preceding a left dislocatedrent is to be interpreted as [+specific]
and is itself left dislocated;

2) a bare quantifier in a pre-verbal position i®éconsidered as filling a focalised

position: this was identified as an [InfFoc] prdjen.
Let us now see how these facts compare with Romania

Sl and Tur allow for subject bare quantifiers tpear to the left of LD elements, in both
root and embedded clauses:
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(67)

a.

Nessuno, queste cose, potra mai  dimel&icar SI
nobody these things can.fut.3s never fordethiay.acc

‘Nobody will ever be able to forget these things

Pensa che nessuno, queste cose, potra dimienticarle Sl
think.pr.3s that nobody these things carBfut. never forget.inf-they.acc
‘S/He thinks that nobody will ever be able togfet these things’

Gnun, coste robe, a I ha gia die T
nobody these things SCL L have.pr.3s alreadyppte-they.acc
‘Nobody has already said these things’

A penso chegnun, coste robe, a I ha ga T
SCL think.pr.3p thatnobody these things SCL lavehpr.3s already
dije

say.pple-they.acc

‘They think that nobody has already said thbgegs’

The same sentences, in Romanian, are thoroughhaomgatical:

(68)

a.

*Nimeni, aceste lucruri, nu va fi capabisa le

nobody these things not go.pr.3sbe.inf able si they.acc

uite

forget.S.3s

‘Nobody will forget these things’

*Promisese ca nimeni, aceste lucruri, nu v capabil
promise.past.3s that nobody these things nogo.pr.3she.inf able
@ le uite

si they.acc forget.S.3s
‘S/He promised that nobody would forget thesegs’
Motapanyane (p.c.)



Evidence from Paduan suggested that the bare §jaatdithe left of a LD phrase is
itself LD: nessun@andgnun‘nobody’ take on a ‘specific indefinite’ meaning. the
variable associated with the quantifier ranges avéefinite subset of individuals,
present in the discourse domain, either becadsesibeen previously introduced or
because it is present in the minds of both listamer speaker.

In Romanian, on the other hand, a bare quantiiaranly appear in a pre-verbal
position if it identifies without exclusion, i.€.it is non-specific. The ungrammaticality
of the examples in (68) obtains given that the tamsio the left of a LD is targeted by
LD elements, and given that a requirement for agpdito undergo left-dislocation is that

it be [+specific].

Drawing on some evidence from Paduan, it was askedal that a bare quantifier
appearing to the right of a LD phrase was notdefiocated: recall how Paduan requires
LD subjects to co-occur with a SCL. Two possibteralatives were put forward: it was
either the case that the bare quantifier filledSpecifier of an InfFoc projection —

which fills a position lower than ConFoc, cf. Beténand Poletto (2001), or it was the
case that bare quantifiers have some inherent fexyhatic features which need to be
checked in a specific position: given the depengémtween quantificational nature and
focus, it was concluded that the projection tarddte them belongs to the Focus field.
Recall that according to E. Kiss (1998) InfFoadide distinguished from ConFoc. The
two differ with respect to a series of propert@se of them being the presence versus
absence of movement: while ConFoc involves movenefitoc does not. Interpreted

in syntactic terms, this means that while ConFastsyas a functional projection, InfFoc
does not, and this type of elements renmaisitu. She also claimed that the feature
content of ConFoc — which corresponds to what leas ihere referred to as ‘ConFoc’ —
is subject to parametric variation.

| propose that this variation affects presentafiéoeus, too. Tsimpli (1994) in her
analysis of Greek, describes InfFoc as an ideatifimal operator which needs to move
into scope position at LF. Building on this | wolikk to claim that in some languages
the feature specification of InfFoc requires ttat €lement raise to the Specifier of a

Focus projection overtly. Just as ConFoc, as pdiatg by Alboiu (2000), can remaiim
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situ and delay raising to its scope position until 8&,can InfFoc undergo raising before
LF.

This claim is supported by empirical evidence ttlaarly suggests that this option is
available to languages. As already mentioned irptiegious chapter, Section 2.3.1, a
trait that is carried over to their variety of ltal by speakers of Southern Italian dialects,

is the pre-position of elements marked as new finétion to the pre-verbal aréa

(69) a. Antonio sono
Anthony  be.pr.1ls

‘I am Anthony’

b. In chiesa  sono andate
in church be.pr.3p go.pple.fp

‘They have gone to church’

A similar situation is also found in medieval l&aii

(70) Una portantinafece il re Salomone
a sedan chair make.rem.3s the king  Salomon
‘King Salomon had a sedan chair made’
from Beninca and Poletto (2002:10)

In SI such sentences are not considered grammatisakms that in order for the
InfFoc position to be activated and available,ftalel must have been ‘opened’ by a
contrastively focused element — cf. Beninca an@f®(2001:10). Thus, (71) ais

possible, but (71) b is not, unless prosodicallyked by contrastive intonation:

(71) a. A TERESA, questo libro, devi comprare
to Teresa this book  must.pr.2s buy.inf

You must buy this book for Teresa’

193 These examples have already been discussed metieus chapter in Section 2.3.1: cf. the comments
made in chapter 3, footnote 26, p. 179.
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b. *Questo libro devi comprare
this book must.pr.2s buy.inf
‘You must buy this book’

As previously mentioned, Turinese does not haveraFGc projection available in the

pre-verbal field: contrastively focused elementstappear post-verbally:

(72) a. *LA TORTA a I a cata, nen il gelato
the cake SCL L have.pr.3s buy.pple not theice-cream

b. A I ha cata LATORTA, nen |l gelato

SCL L have.pr.3s buy.pple  the cake not theice-cream

‘S/He has bought the cake, not the ice-cream’
This does not exclude that Turinese may have diposivailable to InfFoc elements:

this seems to be a plausible conclusion when |lgpétrdata where a phrase can occur to
the right of LD elements:

(73) a. Giors a spera che,'d coste rghen ch’as né désmentia

George SClhope.pr.3s that of these things npltloat SCL+rf part forget.S.3s
‘George hopes that nobody will forget about &sngs’

Gnun‘nobody’ fills a position within the left periphgrrecall thacthe2was assumed to
fill Fin°. Evidence from Paduan — cf. (56), prevsochapter — indicates that this is not a
LD position, suggesting that in a system that agsuanTop field delimited downwards
by a Foc field the position filled bynunin (72) may belong to the Foc field.
Interestingly, the Romanian equivalent of (73)r@mgmatical without the need for
cineva‘somebody’ to be contrastively focus&d
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(73) b. Spera ca de data astaineva < se poata ocupa
hope.pr.3s that of time this somebody & can.S.3s  take care.inf
numai de fete
only ofgirls

‘He promised that this time somebody would tendy to the girls’

It was assumed following E. Kiss (1998) that in Rman only ConFoc, but not InfFoc,
can undergo movement to a pre-verbal position. Bat e the position filled bgineva

in (73)?

In the previous chapter — cf. section 2.3.2 — & been claimed that in Sl instances of a
bare quantifier raising to a position in the ledriphery are not to be analysed as cases
of CLLD, as claimed in Cinque (1990), but as exasamf quantifier fronting (QF) — cf.
Quer (2003). It was also claimed that the positasgeted by this left detachment
operation can be identified as [Spec, InfFoc]. Lilddike to extend this analysis to these
Romanian casesinevain (73) has undergone QF. The difference betwdem& Tur

on the one hand and Romanian on the other cardbeed to the inability of the latter

to license InfFoc pre-verbally.

Thus, cross-liguistically | am maintaining the @eixe of a projection that hosts QF: in
some languages, cf. Southern Italian, Sl, Tur,pbstion is syncretic in the sense that it
coincides with InfFoc; while in others, cf. Romamjan which InfFoc does not involve

movement the position only hosts element that hinergone QF.

CONCLUSIONS

This chapter has investigated the Romanian leippery. Following Dobrovie-Sorin
(1994), Motapanyane (2002) and Alboiu (2000), iswkimed that Romanian does not
have an expanded CP projection as such, but achglwjection displaying both
discourse- and inflectional-like properties. Furthere, this projection, identifed by
Alboiu as [Spec, IP] can host wh- phrases and tpaamtifiers. Since the subjunctiseé

1% Note, incidentally, that the order Q — LD is ntbwed in Romanian, suggesting that the position
targedet by the Q is to the right of LD. This makteslink with the phenomenon identifed as QF even
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follows wh-phrases, it seems plausible to assum@ittioccupies a position within the IP
domain.

Investigating CLLD and clitic doubling construct®hhave suggested that what has
been identified as CLLD by Dobrovie-Sorin (1994jndact an instance of a more
general scrambling operation.

The properties of bare quantifier movement reveatade interesting differences
between Romanian on the one hand and S| and Tarorethe other. A bare quantifier
can only raise to a pre-verbal position in Romaiiighentifying without exclusion.

This means that such an element will never betabledergo left-dislocation in
Romanian. In addition, Romanian does not have fiotavailable in the pre-verbal
field — as claimed by E. Kiss (1998).

The situation is different in Turinese and Sl: tlaflpw a bare quantifier with specific
interpretation to appear to the left of LD elements to be left dislocated, and they
both seem to have an InfFoc position in the lefighery.

On atheoretical level, it has been claimed thiékdo as well as ConFoc, is subject to
cross-linguistic variation: while some languagely @atiow InfFoc elements to raise to a

scope position at LF, others allow them to do ithie syntax.

Some of the claims made raise some interestingpfunreflection, which | leave here
open to further research.

I. If Romanian wh-phrases target a position wittie IP, in a similar fashion to the so-
called ‘IP-absorption’ languages, then Romanianld/be grouped with Serbo-Croat
rather than with Bulgarian, contra what is clainbgdRudin (1988). This conclusion
would be problematic since there are propertiesdiearly group Romanian and
Bulgarian together and distinguish them from Se@voat (cf., for example, superiority
effects, which are displayed by the first two baot by the latter). Perhaps the solution to
this question rests with the idea that the oppmsitvithin the group of languages that
display multiple wh-questions is not binary, asuassd so far, but scalar.

ii. If wh-and contrastively focalised phrases ane-verbal bare quantifiers in

Romanian all target the same position and thertyiforce behind their movement is

stronger.
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the need to check their respective features, thdipo where they move to must be
specified for the totality of those features. Whishans that the Romanian IP is a highly
syncretic category: as well as tense featuresdat @ntains [+focus] and [+wh] features.
A question that poses itself is ‘Why should it be tase that Romanian is so prone to

syncretism’?

The next chapter investigates some diachronic eqdisitional data which compares
interestingly with Tur and Lig and the Romanianesa that it allows for a similar
construction where twoheare simultaneously realised in the same sentdingedata
are of interest as a term of comparison, not becaus believed that they are in any
way related to the DCC in Tur and Lig. Some inténgsconclusions on the type of
information encoded in the left periphery are reach
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THE ‘DOUBLE QUE CONSTRUCTION' IN EARLY
ROMANCE AND FRENCH ACQUISITION

INTRODUCTION

The previous two chapters have investigated theccowrence of what appear to be two
finite complementisers: the ‘Doubtde Construction’ in Turinese and thea'— &7’
construction in Romanian. Botthe2andsi are associated to subjunctive mood, and
occupy a position in the left periphery, of the &fl IP respectively.

This chapter presents an interesting term of coismaran apparently parallel
construction found in Early Romance texts (ER) areples are taken from $&entury
Castilian, 14 century French and f2entury Tuscan, as well as from Mussafia’s
(1983) collection of examples from Boccaccio’s Deeaon — and in acquisition data
from French.

The comparison is very revealing in that it hightgythat the two constructions serve a
different purpose: whilehe2in Tur and Lig, as well agi in Romanian, are an
expression of mood, the use of a second complesaziti ER and child French is a
stylistic strategy to give prominence to a theneatigshrase.

The chapter is organised as follows: section Iristto the Early Romance data,
concentrating on Tuscan and Castilian. Sectiorl ¥dcuses on the type of elements
that can appear between the @QUE, section 1.1.2 highlights that the DCC in ER and
child French is not related to mood. Section 1pgtdposes an analysis, which is
supported by evidence from child French, in sectiéh A more complete analysis is

put forward in section 1.3.

SECTION 1-THE FACTS

1.1—-ER DATA

13" century Romance varieties exhibit a constructibiens two finite complementisers

(che/quehenceforthQUE1andQUE 2) co-occur in the same sentence. This is the case



when some syntactic material appears betw@gk1 and the verb in the embedded
clause.

Since the construction seems to be consistentliseebacross ER languages — in
Castilian, just as in Tuscan and French,@E occurs twice when some element of the
sentence intervenes between the higher compleraeatsl the verb of the embedded
clause — | concentrate on the Early Tuscan andli@agsiata.

The examples collected for Tuscan are all fromstebetting from the 18century.

By the end of the T®century the DCC is on its way out in Castilianri&on

(1937:675) in his statistical analysis of differeotstructions in Castilian prose, reports
that out of 97 examples of DCC counted, 66 occtinénfirst half of the century. He

describes this construction as

‘... (@) special use of annunciative que ... repeaaéigr
another word or phrase... it is a common practicéhim
sixteenth century to repeat annunciative que wio@neselement
of the sentence intervenes between que and thef/trb
clause. This usage is especially common when agrlidy
clause precedes the verb; but it is also found aékative
clauses, or even after other elements, such asubject or
object of the verb’

During the data collection, | never came acrosasa in which the twQUE were
allowed to appear in a sequence. | therefore takeas a strong indication thQtE1
andQUE2 could not be simultaneously realised unless thexeweparated by
phonetically realised syntactic material.

Similarly to what has been claimed in chapter 3fierrestriction ochelandche2l

will take this to be an instantiation of the syni@baplology constraint, i.e. a restriction

on the repetition of identical morphemes.
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The Early Tuscan data comes from @gera del Vocabolario Italiane OVI — Internet
database, and the other Early Romance data is takenVanner (1995). Some
examples are given in (5

(1) a. Poi a lui promectere se @ie, poi ch’elli averia Isocta al re Marco
menatach’esso tornaria a lui in sorlois, perché esso valea Lancelocto
insieme avere
‘And then he got promised that after having escdgedta to king Marco, that he

would return to him in Sorlois because he wantdubtee together him and

Lanceloctd

(Con, 21:155, 1%c. Tuscan OVI)

b. Sire, je te adjure par le vray Dique ta fille Tarsienneque tu ne la
donnes a mariage a autre que a moy

‘Lord, I beg you in the name of the true God thatryaaughter Tarsienne that you
do not give her in marriage to anybody but me

(Apoll, f48b, 14"-c. French in Wanner, 1995:421)

c. Onde dize Josepluyue en casa de so padyee le llamaron primera
mientre Ciro

‘Where Joseph says that in his father’s houseltbatas first called Ciro’
(Gen Est 177r2.6, . Castilian, in Wanner, 1995:422)

1% The glosses for all the examples in this chagtenat given word by word but simply as a literary
translation.

Abbreviations of Early Romance texts:

Berceo =Berceo de Gonzalan Wanner (1995)

Con =Conti di Antichi Cavalieri 13"-century Tuscan Text, OVI

DistrTr =Da un libro della distruzione di Trojal3"™century Tuscan Text, OVI

TrRicc =1l Tristano Riccardiang13"-century Tuscan, OVI

Gen Est =General Estoriain Wanner (1995)

Apoll = Le roman d’Apollonius de Ty Wanner (1995)

Opera del Vocabolario Italiano — OW (Firenze -Chicago): http://www.lib.uchicago.edu/
Dec =Decameronin Mussafia (1983)



Section 1.1.1 turns to the investigation of theetgb elements that can be sandwiched

between the two complementisers.

1.1.1- ELEMENTS THAT CAN APPEAR BETWEENQUE1AND QUE?2
As Keniston observes, there is a fair variety ehetnts that can occupy the position

between the twQUE. In Early Castilian texts the position can beefillby a causative —
(2) a, a time adverbial — (2) b, ¢ and d, a premrsl phrase — (2) e and f, a subject —
(2) g, h and i, an object — (25

(2) a. ...dimue porguela poblara alli brennio pora premia & danno de los
Romanogjue pusiera aquell nombre verona (Gen Est; f171r1.14)

‘S/He says that because Brennio had populateditit pressure on and harm

the Romans, that he had given it the name odivar

b. ... fueron los desuiando de leuar los consigta batalla diziendo les
que daquella uerjue escusar los podien (Gen Est;179v2.19)
‘And they managed to avoid to take them witlo inattle by saying that on

that occasion that they could be excused’

C.... & assi les fue con este Rey dayie quanddos poderosos los mezclauan
con ell.que les non era el tan bueno (Gen Est;173v2.16)

‘And things were such with this king Dario that whthe powerful mingled with

him that he wasn’t as good’

d. Mas assi fugue luego_quand@acim llego a la Cibdad de Seuitjae los
moradores del logar cerraron le las puertasEgsi111v2.9)

‘But it happened that when Cacim arrived presetatihe city of Seville that the

inhabitants of the place closed the doors’

196 Al the Early Castilian data is taken from Wan(k995).
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e. Onde dize Joseplgoe en casa de so padyae le llamaron primera mientre
Ciro (Gen Est 177r2.6)

‘Where Joseph says that in his father’s houaelth was first called Ciro’

f. ...Cuenta Maestre Godofre en la quinzena mhatdibro patheon que
... &que de espadanin aun de otra armgue non auien piedad
ninguna contra sos enemigos en batalla (GernEt1.22)

‘Master Godofre says in the 15th part of hislb&®antheon’ that ... and that
they would not spare their enemies the swohgrother weapon while in

battle’

g. ... & dizquelas que eran sabidoras del maké murieron dello & las otras que

les non touo danno ninguno (Gen Est; 172v2.6)
‘And they say that those who knew about thegkthat they died of it; and

that the others did not receive any harm’

h. .. & ordenaron asgue los germanogue fincassen en sus tierras ... (Gen

Est; f171v2)
‘And they ordered thus that the Germans that #ti@yed in their land’

I. ... muchos ydolos fechos a grandes Noblezasjassilize el autajue la cosa
mas onrrada & el mayor tesoro que los daquellaaisiienque aquellos ydolos
eran (Gen Est; 172v2.26)

‘Many idols made in great luxury, so that thgd@st treasure owned by those

on that island that were those idols’
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j. Etsobresto la demanda del Conde don SaneéhestaQue. vi. castiellos
qgue Almancor ganara de los xcristianos en @rogo estonces Ysseque
gelos diesse (EstEspfl06v2.37)

‘And about this Count don Sancho’s request was thé Yssem the six castles

that Almancor had won from the Christians loedole that he gave them to him’

This variety is not completely matched in the Tustexts. The majority of the
examples of the DCC have a hypothetical, (3) ayb@ a temporal, (3) d and e, or a

causal, (3) f, g and h clause intervening betwhertwoQUE:

(3) a. .. Agueste novelle, si penso ir re Pslithe, seelli potesse tanto fare
che Giason suo nepote volesse andare in ggel@per lo tosone
conquistareche mai non tornerebbe, e in tal maniera si diliveestb
lui; (Distr Tr; XDIV 1, page 152, 21-25)

‘... king Pelleus thought that, if he could dotkat his nephew Giason wanted
to go to that island to take that ..., that loelld never come back, and so he

could get rid of him'’

b. ... pero vi priegho in lealtade e fexdes, ssettue vuoli del mio avere,
chettu ne tolghi, e di cid che mestiere ti sia (Dibty XDIV 1,
page 155, 26-28)
‘...but | pray you for your loyalty and faithat if you want my things, that

you take of them,...’

c. ...Ed esso, ..., non lascio quella pace a li &drfare, dicendo a loro ch’ei non
piacesse a Deche, selli avea élla sua gioven’eta servito a Rowrlaiora élla
vecchiezza sua li volesse danno fare (Con, 8:108)

‘And he ... did not allow the Romans to maké fheace, telling them that

God did not like that, if he had in his youtinssl Rome, that he now, in his

old age, would want to damage it’

d. ... e egli allora fue vie piue innamorato decle® non iera dapprima, e amava so

fforte mente che a llui si era tutta via vidte quandopersona neuna la

27z



sguardasseheinmantenente iglile togliesse (Tr Ricc; Cap 75,449, 25-
28)
‘...and he loved so intensely that to him it waswn that, when nobody was

watching, that immediately he would take theffrhef’

e. ...Poi a lui promectere se fehe poich’elli averia Isocta al re Marco menata,
ch’esso tornaria a lui in Sorlois, perché esso valea Lancelocto insieme
avere (Con, 21:155)

‘And then he got promised that after having eéscblsocta to king Marco,

that he would (have) returned to him becausedmed to have together him

and Lancelocto’

f. ...E tanto savio bello e largo portamento ver deaias facea, che tanti
d’onne parti cavalieri trassero a llaheperlo gran senno e valore suo e
larghezza e per bona cavallaria che lui segiaXXVIIl reami se soctomise.
(Con, 21:150-151)

‘... that for his great sensibility, value anéatness and for the quality of his

cavalry that followed him, that he conqueredriyaine kingdoms’

g. ... giuroviche poicheio cosi la veggio dispostehe mai di questo voi non
sentirete piu parola (Dec: 3,3)
‘| swear to you that because | see her undsiititit, that you will never hear

another word about this’

h. ... mi concedche, poichéa grado non ti fu ch’io tacitamente e di nascosto
con Giuscardo vivessihe‘l mio corpo col suo ... palese stea (Dec: 4,1)
‘You allow me that, since it did not please ybat | secretly lived with

Guiscardo, that my body be with his openly’

The position can also be filled by interjections:
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(3) i. ...Largo fo tantaehe si co' 'l libro dicechese I' oro tucto el mondo stato

fosse suo, si I' averia donato a bona gente, (C&8)
‘And he was so generous that, as the book Hagsis the whole gold in the world

has been his he would have given it to good leeop

It is readily apparent that in the Tuscan examiilelement that appears between the
two QUE is detached from the main clause by comma intonafihis is the case

irrespective of the type of element intervened:

(4) a. ...tipriegahe,se egli avviene ch’io muojahele mie cose ed ella ti sieno
raccomandate (Dec: 2, 7)

‘... lask you that, if it happens that | should,dhat my things and her would be

entrusted to you’

b. ... comandehe,se’l prod’'uomo ad alcun servigio la entro dimoralesse
cheegli vi fosse ricevuto (Dec: 2,8)

‘... he ordered that, if the man ... wanted to residthere, that he would be

welcomed’

c. ... credeva certamentie,se egli diece anni o sempre mai fuor di casa
dimorassgcheella mai a cosi fatte novelle non intenderebbec(R9)
‘... he believed surely that, if he never redidet of the house for ten years or for

always, that she would not believe those stories

d. ... mi preg&he,se io n'avessi alcuno alle mani che fosse daatieio gliele
mandassi (Dec: 3, 1)
‘... he asked me that, if | had in my hands sohiegf) that was from that, that |

would send them to him’

e. ... conceduta I'ho la licenzide, se tu piu in cosa alcuna le spiath’ ella
faccia il piacer suo (Dec: 3, 3)
‘... I have given her permission that, if yousapher again in any way, that she

could do what she pleases’
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f.

... fu chi gli dicessehe,se egli quello addimandassdeegli 'avrebbe
(Dec: 3, 5)
‘... was who told him that, is he asked for thtaing), that he would have it’

... SO0 beneheoggimaj poscia che tu conosci chiio sqQmbetu cid che tu
facessi faresti a forza (Dec: 3, 6)
‘... I know well that today, since you know wharh, that you would do what you

do because you have to’

...pregandolahe, se per la salute d’Aldobrandino era venuta egli
s’avvacciasse (Dec: 3, 7)
‘... asking him that, if he had come for the hiealt Aldobrandino, that he would

get closer’

... le disseche, s’ ella aveva cosa che I'aggradisskele piaceva (Dec: 3,9)

‘... she told her that, if she had something #et liked, that she was pleased’

... mostra mal che conoscadle, perché il porro abbia il capo bianahe
la coda sia verde (Dec: 4, pr)
‘... it shows that (...), in order for the leek tave the root end would be white and

the top end green’

... avwwenne un giornche,domandandone ella molto instantemente
'uno de’ fratelli le disse (Dec: 4, 5)

‘... and pone day it happened that, asking heugithim all of a sudden, that one
of the brothers told her’

...che,se cosi facesseheegli le potrebbe uscir di mente (Dec: 7, 5)
‘... that, if s/he did this,that he cold get ofiher head’
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m. ... la prego ..che,dove questo far non volesshe... ella fosse contenta
(Dec: 7, 7)
‘... s/he asked her that, where she would nott ¥eado this, that she would be

happy’

n. ... veramente confessodhe,come voi diciavate davantheio falsamente
vedessi (Dec: 7, 9)

‘... Itruly confess that, as you were saying befohat | wrongly saw’

0. ... Vipriego per Diehe,innanzi che codesto ladroncello ... vada altfove
chevoi facciate (Dec: 8, 5)

‘... lask you that, before this little thief goelsewhere, that you do’

p. ... Vvipriegache,quando il vostro disiderio avrete,.chevi ricordi di me
(Dec: 8, 7)

‘... lask you that, when you have your desirat ihreminds you of me’

1.1.2—-MOOD OF THE EMBEDDED CLAUSE
As far as the type of verb in the main clause &edtood of the verb in the embedded

clause are concerned, there is a degree of vafiagre does not seem to be any
particular restriction that the main verb belon@iy specific type: the only requirement
is that it selects a finite embedded clause. ImyEaastilian we find ‘to say/tell that’ —

cf. diz (2a),diziendo(2b), dize (2e),cuenta(2f), diz (29),dize(2i) —, ‘to order that’ — cf.
ordenar(2h) —, ‘to be that’ — cfassi les fu€2c),assi fue(2d),era esta(2)).

Similarly, in Early Tuscan we have ‘to ask’ — pfiego (3b), priego (4a),priego (4d),
pregandolo(4h),priego (4m),prego(40),prego (4p) —, ‘to think/believe’ — cfpenso
(3a),credeva(4c) —, ‘to say’ — cfdicendo(3c), dicessg4f), disse(4i) —, ‘to allow’ — cf.
concedi(3h),conceder(4e) —, ‘to know’ — cfso (4g) —, ‘to swear’ — cfgiurovi (3g) —,

‘to confess’ — cfconfessd4n) —, ‘to promise’ — cipromecterg3e) —, ‘to order’ — cf.

comand4b) —, ‘to happen’ — chvvenng4k) —, ‘to show/be shown’ — ofra viso
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(3d), mostra(4j) —, and correlative expressions of the tyge good that’ — ctanto
savio chg3f), tanto largo chg3i).

Turning to the mood of the verb in the embeddedsdain Early Castilian we find both
indicative — cfpusiera(2a),era (2c),cerraron (2d),llamaron (2e),touo (2g) — and
subjunctive — cfpodien(2b),fincassen2h),auien(2f,i), diesse(2)).

Likewise, in Early Tuscan we find indicative verbsf. vuoli (3b),avea(3c),soctomise
(3f), sentirete(3g), piaceva(4i), disse(4k) —, subjunctive verbs — gfotessg3a),
togliessg(3d), stea(3h),fosse statd@3i), sieno(4a),fosse ricevutg4b), mandass{4d),
faccia(4e),s’avvacciass¢4h),sia (4j), fosse(4m),vedess{4n),facciate(40),ricordi
(4p) —, and conditional verbs — tbrnaria (3e),intenderebbd4c), avrebbe(4f), faresti
(49),potrebbe(4i).

In Early Tuscan we witness a high proportion obgen the subjunctive: this fact is
readily explained once we look at the high freqyesfchypothetical clauses that
intervene between the tvi@UE. The verb in the subjunctive mood is thus triggerg
the preceding if-clause.

Recall that the necessary conditiondbe2to be triggered in Tur and Lig is that the
embedded clause be in the subjunctive. The situaioot matched in ERQUEZ2is
realised when the verb in the embedded clausetieisubjunctive as well as in the
indicative mood — in Early Tuscan in the conditipn@o. No link with modality can
therefore be claimed. It seems that the only requént on the realisation QUE2is

that there be phonetically realised syntactic nidteetween the twQUE:

(5) InsertQUEZ2if and only if:
there is intervening syntactic material betw€BgE1 and the embedded verb.

I will take (5) to be the sufficient and necessamyndition for the realisation @UE2
The next section turns to the investigation ofgthgpose thaQUE2 serves in the

sentence.



1.1.3—- QUEZ FUNCTION AND POSITION
The fact thaQUEZ2is compatible with the indicative as well as wtitle subjunctive,

suggests that the mood restriction operative optasence athe2in Tur and Lig does
not apply toQUEZ2. Thus, ifQUEZ2is not an expression of mood, what is its func?ion

In his investigation of ER, Wanner (1995) interprite presence of two subordinating
conjunctions as a strategy to give prominenceeadhilematised phrase located between
them:

‘La syntaxe médiévale des langues romanes perngetnise
en relief dans la phrase subordonnée. Le procédéiste en une
antéposition de I'élément relevé a l'intérieur desubordonnée
(son theme) suivi d’une deuxiéme conjonction sulrordnte
apparemment superfith...’
Wanner (1995:421)

What Wanner describes as ‘preposition of the eleémnside the embedded clause’ for
discourse reasons is strongly reminiscent of tregaifn of left-dislocation. Following
Wanner’s intuition and combining it with Rizzi’'sq27) system, | would like to claim
that the elements appearing betw&dsE1andQUEZ2 are topicalised and th@UE2is
the overt realisation of Top®, the head of the getipn to which left-dislocated phrases
move in standard Italian. The claim is easily aggllie to those cases in which the
thematised element is a direct object. More dat@®¢o be taken into consideration to
justify the claim for subjects and clauses.

It was assumed above that the absence of instahee$acency betweeQUE1 and
QUEZ2is a reflection of the necessary — and as we baggr also sufficient — condition
for the realisation ocQUEZ2 a constraint imposed by the resistance of thetitgm of
morphemes defined in chapter 3 as syntactic hagpfolevertheless, the material

appearing between the tW@JE seems to do more than just be there in ordermtaraée

7:The medieval syntax of the Romance languagesvall ‘giving-prominence’ strategy in the
embedded clause. The process consists in the giegpaf the element inside the embedded clause (its
theme) connected with an apparently superfluousrsksubordinating conjunction’.
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the two conjunctions: it represents a pre-posedsgiclause which by virtue of its
position is discourse prominent.

Let us take a closer look at these elements. Tamples in (2), (3) and (4) show a
degree of variety as to the category of the mdteri@rvening betwee@UE1 and
QUEZ2 if-clausesbecauseclauses, time adverbials, prepositional phrasdgest, and
objects.

The examples in which an object appears betw@gbl andQUE2 are very revealing.
In (1) b and (2) j, repeated here for conveniettoe pre-posed object (underlined) is
resumed by a clitic (in bold) in the embedded @asgsiggesting that the object is left-
dislocated. Recall that in left-dislocated condinrts, direct objects are obligatorily

resumed by a clitic:

(1) b. Sire, je te adjure par le vray Digue ta fille Tarsienneque tu nela

donnes a mariage a autre que a moy
‘Lord, I beg you in the name of the true God ytr daughter Tarsienne that you do
not give her in marriage to anybody but me’

(Apoll, f48b, 14"-c. French in Wanner, 1995:421)

(2) |. Etsobresto la demanda del Conde don SaeichestaQue. vi. castiellos
gue Almancor ganara de los xcristianos en o@mpio estonces Ysseque
gdosdiesse (EstEspfl06v2.37)

‘And about this Count don Sancho’s request was thig Yssem the six castles

that Almancor had won from the Christians lonfpbethat he gave them to him’

Thus, the direct objects occupying the positiomieen the twa@QUE are left-dislocated.
It was observed above that the intervening claudestheyif-clauseshbecauseclauses
or adverbial clauses — are all ‘detached’ fromrtteen clause by a set of commas. One
of the defining features of a topic is that it is

‘set off from the rest of the clause by ‘commanatmn’ and
normally expressing old information, somehow avadaand
salient in previous discourse’
Rizzi (1997:285)
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This would seem to suggest that the interveningsga could be topicalised.

It would be desirable to claim that the variougméning elements are all topicalised.
Subjects, too, are found in the intervening positieither Early Castilian nor Early
Tuscan have subject clitics that behave in a pnaby to object clitics, i.e. signalling
that the subjects have undergone left-dislocafibmis, it is not possible to decide on the

status of the subjects in (2) g and h.

French, on the other hand, does have a set ofcudbiics that co-occur with a

pronominal or lexical subject when this latteraf-dislocated:

(6) a. Pierre,lil est parti
Pierre SCL  be.pr.3s leave.pple
‘Pierre, he's left’

Children acquiring French as their first languageasionally produce sentences similar

to those seen in ER. An example is given below:

(7) Quandyueles Indiengyu’ i veulent l'attaquer

‘When the Indians that they want to attack it’
from Labelle (1993: 254)

Let us look in more detail at this construction.

1.2— CHILD FRENCH

The data discussed here is taken from Labelle (12®@L) — who in turn collected it
from the following sources: Méresse-Polaert (1966)pus Emirkanian-Dubuisson
(unpublished), Bouvier and Platone (1976), Lab@!#88, 1990). The children who
were the subject of the different studies came fomthh French and Canadian French

speaking communities. This, together with the regatrequency with which the
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repetition ofqueoccurred, indicates that it is a phenomenon thplies cross-

linguistically.

Around the age of 5 or 6 French-speaking childreresionally produce sentences
wherequeis repeated inappropriately if compared to thgdatadult utterances. This is
found in embedded complement clauses — cf. (8)ia-ddverbial clauses — cf. (8) c-e, in

relative clauses — cf. %

(8) a. Isavaient paglie [leur mamandu’ elle était rentrée ]]]
‘They did not know that their mother that she kame back’

b. Elle croyaitfue [les loups §ju’i les avaient mangeés ]]]
‘She thought that the wolfs that they had edtem’

c. [Quandyue [les Indiensdu’i veulent l'attaquer ]]]
‘When that the Indians that they want to att#ick

d. [Quandyue [mon peredu’il I'a pris ]]]
‘When that my father that he has taken it’

e. On apassé [d’'ajue [le train qu’i passe ]]]

‘We passed where that the train that it passes’

f. C’estla balleque [le petit garsqu’i lui donne un coup de pied ]|]
‘It's the ball that the little boy that he giviésa kick’

g. Un trésorque [le bandit Qu’i avait camucheé ]]]
‘A treasure that the thief that he had hid’

h. Celle fjue [le monsieurdu’i change la roue ]|]
‘The one (=the car) that the man that he is gheythe wheel’
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i. Celui [gue[le nours fju’i est casseé ]|
The one (=the boy) that the (teddy) bear thiatliroken’

The adverbial clauses in the above examples dlajisan ‘extraque this is a
colloguialism found in both French and CanadiamEhe(cf. Labelle, 1993:253).

An interesting fact about the above examples isttfeaelement betwegpUE1 and
QUEZ2is always the subject. The presence of the subigics suggests that the subject
is not in its canonical position but is left-disited: | therefore analyse it as filling the
Specifier position of TopP.

| would like to extend this analysis to the ER sasad claim that subject, as well as

objects, that appear between the QIJE are left-dislocated, and occupy [Spec, TopP].

What about the different clauses that appear irsénee position? Are they to be
analysed as topicalised? von Fintel (1994:78ffyulksesf-clauses and shows that they
can express old information and be topical (moramonly) or represent new
information and be focus, the topic-focus statysedeing on its initial or final position
respectively.

Let us see how this works.

1.3— TOWARDS AN ANALYSIS

von Fintel discusses examples such as the follawing

(9) What will you do if I give you the money?
al If you give me the money, I'll buy this house

a2 #I'll buy this house if you give me the money

(10) Under what conditions will you buy this house?
al # If you give me the money, I'll buy this house

a2 I'll buy this house if you give me the money

108 Al the data from French acquisition is taken froabelle (1993:253-255).
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from von Fintel (1994:81)

The initial position for théf-clause is preferred when the clause expresses given
information, which has either been presented bejois known to both speaker and
interlocutor. The final position is preferred whweif-clause contributes new
informatiort®.

Furthermore, conditional clauses are analysed raslatives: inif-then correlative
conditional thef-clause can be considered as the left dislocatedesit, while théhen

clause is the resumptive element.

The idea that ‘if then’ clauses form a class dadtinom other types of conditional
clauses is also supported in Haegeman (2002). Stiegliishes between two types of

conditional clausegventandpremise An example is given in (11):

(11) a. Ifitrains we will all get terribly wet drmiserable.
b. If [as you say] it is going to rain this afteon, why don’t we just stay
at home and watch a video?

from Haegeman (2002:1)

The conditional clause in (11) a modifies the ewexmressed in the matrix clause. In
other words, it creates a sequential relation betvibe event of raining and that of
getting wet and miserable. This is an event coowldi. In (11) b, on the other hand, the
conditional clause is simply introducing the pressifor the question following it. This

is a premise conditional. The two types are claitoediffer both with respect to their
internal make up and to the position they occuphesentence. More specifically,
Haegeman analyses event conditional as more emtbéllaie premise conditionals, i.e.
the former is part of the speech act of the matawse, while the latter has independent

illocutionary force.

109 cf. Munaro (2002) for the application of this aldigation to the introduction of two functional
projections in the upper part of the left periphé&gncessiveP and HypotheticalP.
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As previously mentioned, the great majority of epéas of material between the two
QUE in ER — Early Tuscan in particular — is represeritg conditional clauses.

They are all instances fthenconditionals, where thié-clause is sequentially related
to the content of the matrix clause.

I would like to extend this analysis as correlagite other clauses, tosince-then
when-thenin order to-therandbefore that-therlauses. Combining von Fintel's (1994)
idea and Rizzi's (1997) split CP systettienwould be the resumptive element and the
part preceding it, the topicalised element. Tramglahese observations in
representational terms, tifeclause would occupy [Spec, Top], aQWE2 would fill

Top®. | would like to suggest that in ER — and @hirench, too — a topicalised element
requires its Specifier position to be matched bgad carrying [+Top] featureQUE2

Applying this classification to the Early Tuscartalahis is the division we obtain:

12)

if-then che seelli potesse tanto fare che Giason suo nepotesselandare in
quella isola per lo tosone conquistariee mai non tornerebbe

(3)a

che, ssettue vuoli del mio averehettu ne tolghi

(3)b

che selli avea élla sua gioven’eta servito a Romlzpra élla

vecchiezza sua li volesse danno fare
3)c

che,se egli avviene ch’io muagjahele mie cose ed ella ti sieno

raccomandate
4)a

comandcche,se’l prod’'uomo ad alcun servigio la entro dimorar

volesse cheegli vi fosse ricevuto
4b
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credeva certamentde,se egli diece anni o sempre mai fuor di cas
dimorassecheella mai a cosi fatte novelle non intenderebbe
4)c

mi pregoche,se io n’avessi alcuno alle mani che fosse daatiéio
gliele mandassi
(4)d

conceduta I'ho la licenziehe, se tu piu in cosa alcuna le spjaxi’
ella faccia il piacer suo
4)e

fu chi gli dicessehe,se egli quello addimandassheegli I'avrebbe
@f

pregandolahe,se per la salute d’Aldobrandino era venuio egli
s’avvacciasse
#h

le disseche,s’ ella aveva cosa che I'aggradisskele piaceva

(4)i

che,se cosi facesseheegli le potrebbe uscir di mente

(4)]

when-then

cheguandgpersona neuna la sguardas$esinmantenente iglile
togliesse
(3)d

e fe’ che poich’elli averia Isocta al re Marco menath;esso tornaria
a lui in Sorlois
Qe

vi priegoche,quando il vostro disiderio avrete,.chevi ricordi di me
@p

since-then

cheperlo gran senno e valore suo e larghezza e per trrsaria
che lui seguiache XXVIII reami se soctomise
3 f

giurovi che, poicheio cosi la veggio dispostehe mai di questo voi

non sentirete pia parola
39
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che, poichéa grado non ti fu ch’io tacitamente e di nascosto ¢
Giuscardo vivessihe 'l mio corpo col suo ... palese stea
3)h

so benecheoggimaij poscia che tu conosci chi io sgmietu cio che

tu facessi faresti a forza

@9
in order mostra mal che conoscanbe, perché il porro abbia il capo bianco
for-then chela coda sia verde

(4) ]

before that-| vi priego per Diache,innanzi che codesto ladroncello ... vada altrove
then chevoi facciate
(4)o

In examples such as (3)che, si co' 'l libro diceche, and (4) n, veramente confesso io

che,come voi diciavate davantitheio falsamente vedessi, | analyse the material
betweerQUE1 andQUEZ2 as being left-dislocated because of their comrwanation.

By the end of the I®century, alongside constructions WMRUE1 andQUE2 there were
examples in which only one of them was realiSgdE1or QUE2 This co-existence
indicates that there were two competing grammars:where Top® was overt and
another in which Top® was empty. The interactiotheke systems gave rise to cases in
which QUE1 was omitted an@QUE2 still acted as the Top® element — cf. (13) d inalth

a direct object is left-dislocated and then resutned clitic. (13) a-b showQUE1 -
theme — @, and (13) c-d shows @ — then@@UE2

(13) a. & acaescio les alla fastilenciague la mayor parte dello® murieron
y (Gen Est 174r1)

‘And such a plague came over them that the majofithem dies there’

b. Cuenta Maestre godofre en el noueno capitila dkvia. parte del libro
pantheonque los cabdiellos de Jermarade grant bien andanca fueran. & muy
altos & onrrados (171v1)

28¢



‘Master Godofre says in chapter 9 of th&' péurt of the book pantheon that the

German leaders were in a very good position ang kigh up and respected’

c. quierod de los tesorogque me dedes pitanca (Berceo133d)

‘| want of the treasures that you give me a share’

d. tu sabe® esti basaue sin grado lo bevo (Berceo102d)

‘You know this glass that | drink (from) it withoabnsent’

A similar pattern is also found in child French:

(14) a. lls’estapercd la porteque elle était ouverte

‘He noticed the door that it was open’

b. Jattend$d mon péregu’i arrive

‘| am waiting my father that he comes’

In these examples, too, the element prece@Q&2 is left-dislocated, suggesting that
QUE2still has its function of marking the presenceaabpicalised elemet.

To summarise, in ER and child French the followinlg is operative:

(15) InserQUEZ2if and only if:
there is an intervening topicalised phrase betwi@dk1 and the embedded verb.

CONCLUSIONS

The data analysed in this chapter compares integbstvith the evidence found in Tur

and Lig. While in the dialectal varieties the us¢he DCC depends on mood factors, in

10 Alternatively, we could takka porteandmon péreo be Hanging Topics, and thaefollowing them
would then be the realisation QUE1 rather tharQUE2
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ER and child French the same strategy, i.e. thetitegn ofche/queis used to give
prominence to a pre-posed element.

Following von Fintel (1994) and combining his irttoins with Rizzi's (1997) split CP
system, | have claimed thQUEZ2is the overt realisation of Top, the head of the
projection whose Specifier hosts the topicalisedneint.

A diachronic and a maturational process are redplenfor the lack of DCC in modern
Romance languages and French speaking adults teghedhe evidence that reflects
the transition process offers an interesting insigio the change th@UE2 underwent.
Although still specified for [+Top] features, it@so being re-analysed as a
subordinating conjunction, which resultsQUE1 being omitted. Eventually, once the

change is completQUE2disappears.
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CONCLUSIONS

This thesis set off with two aims: to present adied description of relatively
unknown data, and, through its investigation, totabute to the understanding of the
make up of the left periphery.

The evidence from Turinese and Ligurian reinfortbesclose connection between
the inflectional and the complementiser domainsodniioaformation relating to the
embedded clause is expressed at the CP level thtbegealisation of a mood patrticle,
che2

Romanian, with the distinctive features of wh-plesaand focalised items, reaffirms
this strong relationship, with an IP that is spediffor both features generally associated
with the CP domain, [+wh] and [+focus]. This isthar strengthened by the existence of
the particlest, a subjunctive marker with complementiser-like arfiectional
properties.

Within the Principles and Parameters frameworkséirdition has been made
between lexical and functional categories, thetdieing responsible for the encoding
of the differences between languages. Grimshawl(18&s proposed that functional
categories are associated with specific lexicagaies. Thus, C(omplementiser) and
T(ense) are verbal categories. Are the domaineraftional and lexical categories
totally distinct?

A similar question arises when considering the higbree of decomposition that the
two major functional projections have undergonently within the generative
tradition: are the CP and the IP two clearly derat@d projections? Rizzi (1997)
suggests that the lower projection in his compl®x Ein°, reduplicates temporal
information of the IP in a ‘very rudimentary’ wayck: Rizzi (1997:283). Cinque (1999)
posits some Mood heads in the higher part of laignfrented IP, one of which is
connected with speech act. Bringing an example Komean (1999:53), Cinque
associates the ‘interrogative’ mood mark&kawith the IP; in a footnote (ft3, p 186) he
acknowledges that Yoon (1990) analyses the denlarata as a kind of

complementiser, hence as belonging to the CP, and



‘...leave(s) open here the question whether thesechpact
moods should be identified with the head of Ri£2B97)
ForceP, within the ‘complementiser’ space ...’

Returning to the issue later on he argues thaesimttalian ‘frankly’ — the highest
adverb in his system — appears to the right ofrastive focus, which is lower than
ForceP, it follows that it belongs to the IP space.

Why would a language choose to reduplicate infoiondtom one level to the next?
The evidence | have collected does not suppoear cdemarcation between the IP
and the CP domains: there seems to be a contirhaistretches between Discourse on
the left and Inflection on the right, with an intexdiate area which seems to be able to

host elements with properties shared with bothgmates.

As far as the make up of the left periphery is @mned, the differences between the
two chein Tur and Lig,chelandche2on the one hand and the differences betvebe2
andQUE2found in ER and child French, clearly point to thadequacy of the term
complementiser. Although all morphologically rethte the finite complementiseshe2
has been analysed as a mood particleQd&2 as a topic marker, occupying,
respectively, Fin° and Top€hel on the other hand, would be a subordinator.

A similar differentiation is proposed in Bhatt avidon (1991). They identify two
functions attributed to lexemes called complemendisto indicate clause type and to act
as subordinators. In some languages the two furetee lexicalised as a single lexeme,
like in English, Italian, French, etc, while in hig agglutinative languages, such as
Korean and Japanese, the functions are carrieblyosgparate lexemes.

The authors observe how each clause must be mhaykadexeme identifying its
force™, which is different from the subordinating paicThe following examples

show this:

(1) a. John-i  wa-st&
John-NOM come-PAST-DECL

‘John came’
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b. Billlun [John-i  wa-s$a-ko] sayngkakhanta
Billl-TOP John-NOM come-PAST-DECL-SUBthinks
‘Bill thinks that John came’

c. John-i wa-ssi?
John-NOM come-PAST-INTERR

‘Did John come?’

d. Billlun [John-i  wa-sswa-ko] mwulessta
Bill-TOP  John-NOM come-PAST-INTERR-SUB asked

‘Bill asked if John came’
from Bhatt and Yoon (1991:42)

In Korean ko is used as a subordinating particle, wkaleandni are the overt
realisation of Force®, marking, respectively, aldestive and an interrogative clause. On
the basis of this observation they suggest the CO&dEm be dissociated into two
different categories, one expressing informationh@nclause type and one hosting
subordinators.

Incorporating this distinction into Rizzi's systewe obtain a tripartite structure,
where to Force and Finiteness a new position is@&d8ubordinator:

(2)  Subordinator > Force > Finiteness > Tense bVe

Roussou (2000) reaches a similar conclusion foelkare

This tripartite system, which would then be impleteel by Rizzi's (1997) TopP and
FocP, offers a language the possibility to allock$éinct positions to elements that
performs different functions. The projection of Bymsitions would only occur if the
language has positive evidence for them.

The investigation of the DCC in Tur and Lig has mé#ue following claims:

H1:Bhatt and Yoon label particles indicating theeypf clause as ‘Mood markers’ (cf. Bhatt and Yoon,
1991:42), but | will refer to them as Force markers
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(3) the subjunctive is:
a tense-less verb form, deficient both morphalll and semantically; its
morphological deficiency is obviated by the preseotan element specified
for mood features — which can either be overt d; ita semantic deficiency
is obviated through an anchoring process with ameht in the C system;
a ‘composite’ verb form, being generated in Vprajection dominated by vP in
which the functional features lacking from V° arther realised overtly or by an
expletive;
a verb form whose deficiency — both in termsgréament and mood

features — prevents it from occupying a positiothinithe CP;

(4) chez2is:
a morphological marker linked to the subjunctiveod;
base generated in v° as the morphological réialisaf the bundle of
functional features which the deficient verb lacks;
a clitic which is subject to both syntactic amepological constraints:
being a morphological marker encoding modalitypitesence is preferred
when the mood features on the following verb arepmologically poor;
being a clitic, whether after having being licengethe syntax its realisation
takes place at PF is influenced by the presenoghef clitics or clitic
clusters;
an element whose content can be either ovedlisesl if the language has

mood patrticles in its inventory, or remain nultise languages that do not

have modal particles;

undergoing movement to Fin® to check the mootiifea it carries.

(5) the investigation of the subjects that appedwbenchelandche2in Tur has
highlighted that:

full DP subjects are to be analysed as LD;

the interaction between pronouns ahd2does not provide any support for
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Cardinaletti’s distinction between strong and wpednouns;

a bare quantifier subject occurring to the 1&éttld elements is to be analysed
as being LD itself;

a bare quantifier occurring between a LD eleraediche2is to be analysed
as having undergone QF and as occupying a posyitbin the Focus field,

information focus more specifically.

(6) The investigation of Romanian has highlighteak t
The Romanian IP is a syncretic category, hostoth inflectional and

operational elements;

Some differences between the occurrence angbratation of bare quantifiers in

Tur and Sl on the one hand and Romanian on the b#we been accounted for

in terms of movement and absence of an informdtouns projection in
Romanian: a bare quantifier can only raise to avprbal position in Romanian
if it identifies without exclusion. This means tisaich an element will never be
able to undergo left-dislocation in Romanian. ldiidn, Romanian does not
have an InfFoc available in the pre-verbal field;

on a theoretical level, it has been claimed liff&oc as well as ConFoc, is
subject to cross-linguistic variation: while sormaadguages only allow InfFoc
elements to raise to a scope position at LF, othkkos/ them to do it in the

syntax..

(7) The discussion of ER and child French datecloasluded thaQUE2is the overt

realisation of a Top head: evidence of two comgegirammars has been shown,

suggesting that in the process from ER to modemadtxe languages — and by the same

token from child and adult French — the option wértly realising the [+Top] feature

was lost andQUE2was re-analysed as a subordinator.

Finally, some issues have been addressed butsmtssied. They are left open for
future research:
- The status of [Spec, FinP] and which types ofesaib it can host (if any);
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- Can the position targeted by QF be identifiedh\\#pec, InfFoc]?

- The position of multiple wh-languages: is thef@raary opposition within the
group or does the distinction lie along a contin@um

- What is the syncretism witnessed in Romaniantd®&Vhy should it be the

case that Romanian is so prone to syncretism?

Some more general issues have been addressedilydibeit a clear answer has not
been given. These are points for future research:

- To what extent does the CP reduplicate syntaxfcmation expressed in the
inflectional domain and why?

- Are the CP and the inflectional phrase distirarhdins?

- Could they be conceived as a single extendeégirop following Grimshaw
(1991)?

- What are the dynamics of the interface betweernviio?

- Is it appropriate to model these phenomena mdaf a seemingly infinite number

of functional projections?
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APPENDI X

QUESTIONARIO N.1

La preghiamo di tradurre le seguenti frasi nellastarieta dialettale e di dare delle
alternative quando possibile.

Please provide a translation of the following seoés in your own dialect variety,
giving possible alternatives when available.

Piove

Non e arrivato nessuno
Bisogna partire

E io, cosa mangio?
Vado anch'io con loro?
Chi ho dimenticato?
Non so chi lavera i piatti

Se non piove, venite da noi?

© 00 N O O &~ W N P

Il bambino mangia la mela

10 La donna che pulisce le scale € malata
11 Fumano molte sigarette, quelle ragazze!
12 Mangio la mela

13 Le ragazze laveranno i piatti

14 Vado a casa

15 Comepro il pane io, oggi?

16 Non piove piu

17 Sidice cosi

18 Arriva un bambino

19 Oggi mangiamo in trattoria

20 Arrivano sempre in ritardo

21 Non si dice cosi

22 Chiviene al posto tuo?
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23 C'e un bambino

24 Maria, che conosci anche tu, € a Napoli

25 Arriva il postino

26 Chi mangia le patate?

27 Non bisogna arrivare tardi

28 Chi piange di la?

29 Verra tua sorella

30 Carlo, che mangia molto, & piu magro di te

31 Il bambino che ho visto ieri e partito

32 Le donne che puliscono le scale son andate via
33 Non so cosa faccia Gianni

34 Dimmi cosa mangia Maria

35 Tu parli troppo e loro parlano troppo poco

36 Noi partiamo oggi, voi partirete domani

37 Dei libri che avevi ordinato ne arriveranno sioé
38 Qualcuno arrivera in ritardo

39 Cadono le foglie

40 Non mangia mai frutta, quella ragazza

41 La signora che hai incontrato ieri € mia zia

42 1 tuoi figli, che studiano sempre, vanno volenta scuola
43 Non mi ha visto nessuno

44 Dimmi chi ha preso il quadro

45 Parti subito?

46 Arrivate sempre tardi

47 Nessuno ha mangiato la minestra

48 Dimmi chi viene stasera

49 Non comprano mai frutta, le mie sorelle

50 | bambini mangiano le caramelle

51 Giorgio e Franco, che volevamo invitare a cenagp partiti
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52 La compri 0 non la compri?

53 Qualcuno telefonera al professore
54 Maria parte domani

55 Va e viene continuamente

56 Non c'e nessuno qui

57 Adoperi sempre la stessa macchina!
58 Nessuno mi capisce

59 Qui dorme Gianni

60 lo sono nato qui, conosco bene il paese
61 Non compri mai mele

62 Dimmi dove e andato Giorgio

63 Cosa facciamo adesso?

64 Cosa fate adesso?

65 Non compra mai niente

66 Arriva qualcuno

67 Ho capito tutto

68 Non mangiamo mai frutta

69 Lo leggi e rileggi continuamente

70 Lei (femm sing) legge un libro di storia
71 Sono arrivato in ritardo

72 E' partito da Roma

73 Siamo andati in macchina

74 Abbiamo mangiato a Firenze

75 Hanno rubato il quadro

76 Dimmi chi e venuto

77 Non leggete mai dei libri

78 Hai visto tuo zio?

79 Viene anche Antonio?

80 Canta e balla tutte le sere



81 Che cosa ha fatto?

82 Ha mangiato in fretta

83 Dove vanno?

84 Non venite?

85 Che cosa hai fatto?

86 Siguarda e si riguarda sempre allo specchio
87 Oggi arriva Gianni

88 Non mangi la mela?

89 Il bambino che & venuto ieri € mio nipote
90 Legge e rilegge sempre lo stesso libro
91 Andiamo subito?

92 Chi non inviteranno?

93 Mangio e bevo per stare allegro

94 Che cosa fanno?

95 Lo legge e lo rilegge continuamente
96 Chi hanno visto?

97 Dove devo andare?

98 Cosa fate?

99 Chi ha mangiato la torta?

100 Chi e arrivato?

101 Dove vai?

102 Dove lo metti?

103 Mangiano la minestra i bambini?
104 Dove andiamo?

105 Vengono qui?

106 Lo hanno rubato

107 Tu mangi e bevi tutto il giorno

108 Ne parlano tutti

109 Chi ha preso il libro che era qui?

29¢



110 Seitu che non vuoi capire

111 E'Piero che non vuol partire

112 Fai e rifai sempre lo stesso lavoro?
113 Seitu che la compri sempre

114  Tu, la compri?

115 La compriamo?

116 Quando parti?

117 Dove sei andato?

118 Dove hai mangiato?

119 Chi porta il pane?

120 Chilo ha rubato?

121 Dove é andato?

122 Dove va?

123 Dove lo ha messo?

124 Legqi e rileggi sempre lo stesso libro
125 Il ragazzo che arriva domani si chiama Mario
126 L'uomo che pulisce le scale & malato

127 La minestra che fa la tua mamma e proprio &uon



QUESTIONARIO N.2

La preghiamo di tradurre le seguenti frasi nellastarieta dialettale e di dare delle
alternative quando possibile.

Please provide a translation of the following seoés in your own dialect variety,
giving possible alternatives when available.

Prima che Mario parta, digli di telefonare.

Prima che arrivi la nonna, preparate la tavola.

Speriamo di finire il lavoro senza che nessursiagichi

Prima che entri qualcuno, chiudiamo la porta

Bisogna che Mario mangi di piu

Bisogna che lo compri Alberto

Bisogna che nessuno faccia rumore

Bisogna che non parli nessuno
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Volevamo che la mamma venisse con noi

10 Avrei voluto che venissero i miei amici

11 Vorrei che qualcuno si facesse vivo

12 Volevate che non venisse nessuno

13 Credevamo che fosse tardi

14 Tutti pensavano che avrebbe piovuto

15 Sono convinto che Mario abbia studiato poco

16 Credo che abbia telefonato Gianni

17 Sembra che qualcuno abbia scritto una lettevaiama
18 Sembra che non abbia gridato nessuno

19 Sembra che abbia gridato qualcuno

20 Nessuno si muova!

21 Qualcuno mi aiuti; per favore!

22 Che non entri nessuno!

23 Che Mario si presenti subito dal direttore!

24 Chiunque abbia detto questo, non conoscevaulazsone
25 Qualsiasi cosa abbia detto Mario, non bisogedergli
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26 In qualsiasi modo il direttore voglia risolveygesto problema, non ci

interessa

27 Non so chi abbia parlato con Maria

28 Non so chi sia arrivato

29 Mi hanno chiesto dove Maria fosse andata

30 Non so dove la mamma abbia comprato i fiori

31 Non so cosa la mamma abbia comprato per cena

32 Non so dove qualcuno potrebbe trovare qualcosedlio

33 Che cosa avra mai detto Gianni? / Cosa che aeltia, Gianni?

34 Dove avra mai messo quel libro tuo fratellod¥®che abbia messo
quel libro tuo fratello?

35 Spero sia arrivato in tempo

36 Crediamo tu possa farcela

37 Credono io non sia capace

38 Spero qualcuno venga

39 Dicono non sia stato visto nessuno

40 Credo tutti abbiano passato I'esame

41 Spero Gianni legga questo libro

42 Fosse stato piu attento, non sarebbe a questo pu

43 Andasse anche Giorgio, saremmo a posto

44 Spero arriveremo in tempo

45 Penso sarebbero in grado di farlo

46 Credo qualcuno arrivera in tempo

47 Spero lui telefonera al piu presto

48 Penso mangerebbero, se avessero fame

49 Venga o non venga, noi dobbiamo partire

50 Piova o0 non piova, noi facciamo una passeggiata

51 Entri, signor Antonio

52 Venga pure anche il vostro amico

301



53 Parli pure, signor Antonio

54 Che abbia detto la verita?

55 Che sia partito?

56 Che bel libro mi hai regalato!

57 Fosse arrivato in tempo!

58 Cosa che abbia detto, Giorgio?

59 Il pensiero (che)arrivera domani mi sconvolge
60 L'idea (che) qualcuno sia disonesto non & nuova
61 Il fatto (che) potrebbe telefonare € importante
62 Ma, tu (che) sei qui, potrai vedere tutto

63 Fai quello (che) vuoi

64 Sei tu (che) avrai qualcosa da raccontarmi

65 Bisogna (che) tu te ne vada subito

66 Il libro (che) scrivono e noioso

67 Mario, (che) ho incontrato ieri, &€ partito stdtina
68 Sono certo (che) ci e andato Giorgio

69 Ho l'impressione (che) Mario sia arrivato

70 Ha detto (che ) Mario non verra

71 Mi pare (che) queste sedie siano molto comode

72 Son tre ore (che) t'aspetto
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