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MARIA RITA MANZINI —LEONARDOMARIA SAVOIA
Morphology dissolves into syntax: I nfixation and Doubling in Romance languages

1. Introduction

Halle — Marantz (1994) consider a mesoclisis phesran in Spanish varieties, whereby in
imperatives a clitic cluster appears between a gegln and its pluratn inflection. This contrasts
with the simple enclitic pattern of standard Sphniblalle —Marantz (1994) assume that the
syntactic component generates structures wherdittzecluster is enclitic to the constituent forche
by the verb stem and its plural inflection. It isly at M(orphological) S(tructure) that the clitic
cluster is eventually moved between the verb stachthe plural inflection. The analysis of the
same phenomenon proposed by Halle — Harris (2@0§¢ts an even lower level of organization of
the grammar, namely PF. Halle — Harris (2005) prelarily deal with what they take to be a
simpler case, in which then-plural morphology is copied on the verb and ondiitec. In the view
of Halle — Harris (2005), this is a case of partidluplication. The substring formed by the
inflection and by the clitic is reduplicated ance tleftmost part of the reduplication is deleted,
giving rise to the superficial effect of doubling a distance. For Halle — Harris (2005), the
inversion of the clitic constituent with respect ttee —n inflection is obtained through a partial
reduplication, whereby the leftmost part of theugdtated material is deleted in the first copy and
the rightmost part in the second copy. The supalfieffect is that of an inversion or, in
phonological terms, a metathesis.

Manzini — Savoia (1999; 2004a; 2007; 2008a; 2008hjue against the Distributed
Morphology analysis of imperative mesoclisis on thesis of data from Southern Italian and
Arbéresh (Albanian) varieties that are strictilyrgmarable (though not identical) to the Spanish
ones. They present in detail the empirical and reétezal reasons that lead them to abandon a
morphological-level analysis of the phenomenonda@yntactic level one — implying in effect the
elimination of the traditional morphology-syntaxvidie and the postulation of a unified
morphosyntactic component. It would certainly bievant to address the same data in connection
with Halle — Harris’s (2005) proposal for a phorgitmal treatment of the Spanish imperative
mesoclisis. However the data themselves are alrpatiished in the (easily accessible) quoted
sources. Furthermore the same considerations wanadvn favor of a syntactic level analysis, and
against a morphological level one, typically wodaast a lower level phonological analysis as
well. Therefore, keeping in mind the limitations gace imposed on this article, we develop a
similar discussion on the basis of a fresh setaté & namely the positioning of a clitic betweea th
verb base and then plural inflection in some Lombard varieties; tHeepomenon involves subject
as well as object clitics and questions as welhgseratives. We then discuss the issue of parasitic
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plurals — using as our empirical base SardinianFamdan varieties. In Sardinian, parasitic plurals
of the Spanish kind trigger agreement with the guriparticiple; in Friulan, the discontinuous
realization of thes plural morphology involves subject clitics and da®t depend on suppletion.

2. Mesoclisis between a verbal base and its inflemt: object clitics.

As noted by Ascoli (1873); Sganzini (1933), in tharieties of the Mesolcina Valley the
feminine plural inflectionan is lexicalized by all categories internal to tlmun phrase, as in (1b) —

except for the definite article, that displays @zt the a feminine inflection both in the singular
and in the plural (1a). In the masculine, the gligamormally lexicalized by the determiner (ané th
noun) as in (2b) vs. (2a).

(1) SoazzdGrisons)

a. l-a  fkabkel-a/ fkakel-an
the-f chair-f./ chair-fpl
b. kwelon/ pok-on/ tanton/ kwanten fkakel-on
those/ few/ so.many/ how.many chairs
(2) Soazza
a. el ng  fra'del

the my  brother
b. i nme  fradei

the my  brothers

The distribution in (1) can be described simplytemms of a lexical exclusion of tha
.morphology by thé- base of the definite article. We may expect theesarmoompatibility of thd-
base with then inflection to hold of %' person pronominal clitics, since in Romance laggsahe
latter often coincide with definite determinersdéed though interpreted as plurals, the feminine
subject clitic in (3a) and object clitic in (3b)ealexicalized byla; instead, it is the verb inflection

that carries the (feminine) plural specificatiesn. In the masculine, the latter is absent in

connection with the object clitic in (4b) and thebect clitic in (4a).

3) Soazza
a. la bev on
she  drink-fpl
‘They drink’

b. la fam-i  eon
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her call -1sg-fpl

‘| call them’
(4) Soazza
a. i be:f
they.m drink
‘They drink’
b. [ tfam-i

them.m call-1sg
‘I call them’

A characterization of theon morphology would appear to be straightforwardeast for (3a).
Because the referential properties implied-by are attributed to the subject, it is reasonable to

treat-on as a subject agreement inflection on the finitdvét seems then natural to treat the same

morpheme in (3b) as an object agreement. Indeedimdependently known (Burzio [1986]) that
there are forms of the verb which are inflectedgoee with internal arguments, hence with objects

(specifically clitic ones), namely perfect partieip. As we may expect, in tf&oazzavariety they

also present then inflection in the context of a plurally understoolject cliticl(a), as in (5).

5) Soazza
tu me | a - 1§ portaden

you me def have-2sg-fpl brought-fpl
‘You have brought them to me’

In the imperative, as shown in (6b), the mascupheal accusative clitic follows the verb
base. As for the feminine plural, in principle weght expect that the verb base inflected withis
followed by thela clitic, as in (6a’). In reality, what happens It thel clitic is infixed between

the verbal base and then inflection, as in (6a) — the crucial piece of diapresent purposes.

(6) Soazza
a. fama -l an
call -def -fpl
‘Call them?’
a’ *tfam-on-la

call-fpl-her
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b. fama- i
call-them.m
‘Call them?!’

As far as we can tell, no special problem arisedascribing the pattern in (6a) in terms of
either Halle — Harris (2005) or of Distributed Mbgdogy. However the same kind of questions that
Manzini — Savoia (2004a; 2007) ask of the DistolitMorphology treatment of mesoclisis in
Spanish varieties also arise for (6a). Thus themoi principled reason why mesoclisis is restricted
to enclitic contexts (as opposed to proclitic onasjl to agreement inflections (as opposed to
modal, aspectual, temporal ones). It is true thaHalle — Harris’s (2005) model, phonological
strings have to be adjacent in order for metathesspply — hence clitics have to be in enclisigt B
there is no reason why metathesis should affeeemgent inflections rather than, say, modal ones.
Reference to enclisis again will not help, sincelisis characterizes for instance Romance
infinitives, whose + (modal) inflection is never split from the verbskaunder mesoclisis. In fact
there is not even any reason why ‘metathesis’ shbalrestricted to clitics — so that for instarice i
doesn’t apply to two inflections, as in (3b), yield (7).

(7 *la tfam-on-i
her call-fpl-I

Of course, we are not saying that the relevanttcaimés cannot be adequately stated; rather
our point is precisely that that they have to lsest — and that there is no principled underlying
reason for any one of them or for their clusterigs perfectly possible that this state of afais
exactly as it should be. However we doubt that ihihe case — largely because we are not dealing
with ‘curious idiosyncratic phenomena of Spanishietees’ (Halle — Harris [2005]). Rather, the
data reported in this article as well as in Manzinbavoia (2004a; 2007) show that the relevant
patterns affect different types of inflections -dahey do so in different Romance varieties and in
Albanian ones. Therefore an alternative to curteaories is worth exploring. In particular, in our
view the difficulties we mentioned depend on thet fdnat morphological or phonological level
theories cannot manipulatena fidesyntactic notions and capture generalizations tabmam —
which presumably pertain to the syntactic componBwptcontrast, we propose that patterns such as
the Soazzaone are entirely defined in the syntax — which msethat a great deal (or all) of what is
traditionally thought of as morphology is integpalrt of syntax.
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2.1 LF-level analysis

In a noun phrase like (1a), we take it that théeatfon of the noun represents the internal
argument of the predicate base, whose referencelépendently individuated by the determiner
(Higginbotham [1985]). Since on this account theedainer and the inflection hook up to the same
argument slot in the predicate they must have ctibiipareferential specifications, i.e. (as one
generally says) they must agree. Thus in (1a),imtige corresponding structure in (8) the feminine

plural -an on the noun is non-distinct from the feminireeen the determiner. We take the step of
identifying the inflection of the noun with the Mitegory. Thus we embrace the idea, advocated by
Marantz (1997), that the N categorization doesinwinsically associate with certain predicative
bases, but is a product of their combination witflectional material in the syntax. We take the
category of the determiner to be D (for Definites)esas is standard.

(8) Soazza
[bla [ [fkabel [non]]

In a sentence like (3a), we identify the categorgjgrted by the subject clitic with D,
following a suggestion by Chomsky (1995) concerrhignature of the nominative/ EPP argument,
as in (9). We further take the so-called subjecea@gent inflection of the verb to be akin to a
subject clitic within the word-level structure, fvenD again. Note that here we label arguments

according to the relation they bear to the preditetad; hence the sana@ morphology alternates

between N in (8) and D in (9). Nothing hinges omatthg this way of labeling, except that it
allows us to make certain relations more immedya¢eident — and it allows the present discussion
to be directly compatible with Manzini — SavoiaZ004a; 2007). The discussion goes through if
the labels of the projections are provided by #dclal content of the terminals (a la Chomsky
[1995]).

(9) Soazza

[bla [ [vbev pen]]

Our analysis of (3b) proceeds along similar lines(?) except that we take the step of
identifying the an inflection with an N object agreement on the b#s# it lexicalizes the internal

argument, exactly as the N inflection of the noweslin (8). For the same reason the accusative
clitic is also identified with N, as in (10).
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(10) Soazza

[nla [ [wfam [pi] [nen]]

Since the samesn element appears both as a subject agreement ian@®)as an object
agreement in (10) we may expect that under the ggbumstances, i.e. when both the subject and
the object sentential clitics at®, ambiguity arises as to whethen should agree with one or the
other, i.e. whether plurality should be attributedthe subject or object argument. This is indeed
what happens in examples like (11a), where-shanflection of the verb can refer to the feminine

subject clitic, to the feminine object clitic or twoth at once. In particular we can impute the
ambiguity between the subject and object readinghto existence of two possible structures,

summarized in (11b). In one structupm is referred to the D subject, while the other pmbty is
to refer-an to the N object. As for the third interpretatianith both object and subject pluralized,

we take the fact that only oren surfaces to be akin to the mutual exclusion betvie® | (subject

and object) clitics to which we shall return in cection with parasitic plurals (section 4).

(11) Soazza
a. la la fam on

she her call -fpl
‘She calls them/ They call her/They call them’

b. [D la [N la [| [Mami [D/Nsn]]

We analyze the imperative in (6a) as involving noéiss of the clitic between the verb base

and its stranden inflection, as in (12). We cannot assume that thjea clitic simply takes the
fully inflected lan form for feminine plural, because this would canict the lexical exclusion

between thé- definiteness base and th plural morphology postulated for (1a). In (12),rihthe
verb base appears in a high C position, notaidtbGuggest Irrealis). There it is followed by the
clitic and by the strande@n inflection corresponding to two separate lexicians of the object

clitic. That pronominal clitics are not constrainegd a single set of positions but have multiple
dedicated slots, in different domains of the sergems a conclusion shared by Manzini — Savoia
(2007) and by completely independent, often incdibfgwork such as Poletto (2000).

(12) Soazza

[ tfama I [non
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Note that we do not assume that theinflection is stranded in the | position, as i8)1This

is because we agree with Chomsky (2000) that veobsot undergo movement/ chain formation.
Hence whether their movement is a PF phenomenooni€ky [2000]) or they are merged directly

in the position where they surface — as we asswne in a representational mode, no copy of the
verb is present in I. In these circumstances dhanflection is, so to speak, automatically promoted

to the syntactic-level N object clitic position,iag12) above.

(13) Soazza
[ tfama NI [ [Wfamalnen]]

The structure in (12) holds the key to the questitat directly interests us here — namely why
(rather than simply how) then inflection finds itself stranded and thelitic in mesoclisis. This
configuration only occurs in the imperative, inttloaly insertion of the verb base in the high C
position creates the conditions that are necesaady sufficient for it. We assume that tha

element is unable to insert in theqais) position, making its stranding necessary, becafists
definiteness properties (those same propertiestta&e it an appropriate lexicalization for theiclit

N slot). Second, the insertion of the verb bastaénmodal position leaves enough space to its right
for what is effectively an instance of clitic doudg — by the pronomindlform in a higher domain

and the inflectionatan one in a lower domain. Third, the so-called agresninflection can be

stranded in that there is an independently defipesition in the sentence available to host it,
namely a clitic position. Though in principle onaythink that the stranding of temporal/ modal/
aspectual inflections of the verb is possible, togs not happen — precisely because the structure
underlying the stranding of the agreement inflecti® (12) and not (13). In other words, verbal
material cannot have discontinuous lexicalizatiothie potential verb positions of the sentence (C,
I, etc.), because of the assumptions about heademmemt outlined in connection with (13).
Crucially this generalization, stated in terms wfitactic constituency cannot be reproduced, as far
as we can see, in morphological or phonologicallenalyses.

3. Mesaoclisis between the verb base and its pluraiflection: subject clitics

Varieties of the Bregaglia Valley provide interagticomparison with those likBoazzan
what concerns the agreement structure of the nbuasp (Ascoli [1873]; Salvioni [1902]; Rohlfs
[1968, § 363]). The nominal class (gender) inflectia characterizes the noun both in the singular
(14a) and in the plural (14b), while the pluralis lexicalized only by the determiners, as in (14b
This is not a case of mutual exclusion betweenptlieal inflection on the determiners and the
noun. Thus the bare noun in predicative positioflL#c) still lacks then plural inflection.
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(14)  Soglio(Grisons)
a. la donna
the woman

b. [-an/ kwel-g/ tant-an/ pok-an/ kwantga donna

the.pl/ those/so.many/few/how.many woman
‘the/ those/ so many/ few/ how many women’

C. | en donna

they are  woman
‘They are women’

The distribution of the feminine plurah morphology in (14) is akin to the distributiontbi
masculine plurak morphology illustrated in (15) with another vayiedf the Bregaglia Valley.
Roughly speaking, the relevant inflectional mafeis lexicalized on the Determiners and
Quantifiers of the noun phrase, while it is excldidi®m the head noun.

(15)  Casaccia(Grisons)
a. al kay

the  dog
b. i/ kw-i/  kwigt-i/ tant(-i kan
the.pl/ these/ those/ so.many dog

‘the/ these/ those/ so many dogs’

Let us then turn to sentential contexts. Since-theorphology of the feminine plural occurs

on| determiners within the noun phrase, we exped @gpear on pronominal clitics as well, as is
indeed the case with the objet clitic in (16).

(16) Soglio
i lag  klam
I them.plf call
‘| call them’

Consider however the subject clitic. Here the feng@rappears aa both in the singular and
in the plural, in other words has a distributiomneiscent ofSoazzaWhat is also reminiscent of
Soazzas that the verb inflection bears an specification in the plural, as in (17a). Howetleg n
inflection also combines with the plural masculinas in (17b).
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(17)  Soglio
a. la droman

she  sleep.pl
‘They sleep’

b. i droney

they.m sleep.pl
‘They sleep’

In other words,Sogliq contrary toSoazza has an-n plural inflection on verbs which is
gender independent. Furthermore thisirflection of the verb is mutually exclusive withe -n
inflection of the feminine plural subject clitic thi which it agrees. For the better known mutual
exclusion between twioclitics, Manzini — Savoia (2007, and referencestgd there) argue that the
| definiteness element takes scopes over the agtitiie string, with the result that it can and must
be lexicalized only once (see section 4 below).i@anhy, the exclusion of then-inflection of the
subject clitic by the-n inflection of the verb can be imputed to the lateking the former in its
scope if plurality, like definiteness, is treatedeaquantificational property.

We have now set the stage for the apparent mesophgnomenon that is directly relevant
here. In questions, the masculine plural clitappears in enclisis on the normally inflected farin
the verb, as in (18a). In the feminine plural, heare the verb base is followed by tleesubject
clitic and then by then inflection as in (18b).

(18) Soglio
a. dromen-i
sleep-pl-they.m
‘Do they sleep?’
b. drom-I-a
sleep-she-pl
‘Do they sleep?’

The structure of the masculine plural example isnsdisposed of. Quite simply the verb
inserts in a position of the C field where it leatbe subject clitic (D in the present notation)t$o
right in the lower inflectional domain, as (19). tddhat there is evidence that the verb in question
lexicalizes a C position lower than in imperativieésr instance, object clitics, that appear in egli
on imperatives, appear in proclisis in questiongaiA we will not insist on this point, since on the
empirical reasons for the postulation of severake@al positions we agree with works completely
independent of (and not necessarily compatible)wvité present one (Rizzi [1997]; Poletto [2000]):
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(19)  Soglio

[c [vdrom [ en]] [pi

In the feminine plural, the same analysis adoptedbazzan the previous section could in
principle apply; in other words, the verb inflectistrands in a clitic position where it follows tlae
clitic. However, if infixation of the subjet clitibetween the verb stem and timeplural inflection
was involved in the feminine, there would be ncsogawhy it wouldn’t apply in the masculine as
well, yielding the ungrammatical (20).

(20) *drom-ien
sleep-they.m-pl

As it turns out, on the evidence provided so l&am,is the expected clitic form in the language
for the feminine plural, and it is only then mutual exclusion that prevents us from seeing it i
(17a). Therefore we can assume that in (18h)is indeed a clitic; in turn mutual exclusion will
apply, leading in this case to the iaflection of the clitic excluding thenHinflection of the verb, as
in (21).

(21)  Soglio

[c drom b [V [nen]]

As before, the real point of the discussion isswtmuch accounting for the distribution of —
in Soglig as for the reasons why it should hold. In paléicuf we are correct in assuming that a
clitic and an inflectional copy oh-exclude each other we still must explain why in)(2ishows
up on the clitic while in (17a) it shows up on thexb. The generalization seems to be that it is the
lower copy of # that is lexicalized; in other words the lack okitalization for the higher -
depends on the scope of the lowerextending over it. It is a central theme of thiscke that the
proper evaluation metrics for a theory includes howccounts for the observed variation with
respect to a given phenomenon. Even defining owirgcal spread very narrowly — i.e. plural
reordering in Romance — it seems to us that a syatevel analysis is both more flexible and more
restrictive than currently available theories & thorphological or phonological interface. Because
of this, it is much better adapted at accountingvriation. In particular, if our analysis is cect,
the same terminal string corresponds to an indeggghdexisting lexical item ifsoglig though not
in Soazzawhere it truly results from infixation.

Suppose that the empirical conclusion tBagliohas no mesoclisis but rather an enclitic

is taken to be correct. The metathesis approachlgiren’'t seem equipped to deal with deletions
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other than those dependent on reduplication — abitlseems to become irrelevant when it comes
to deleting then inflection of the verb in the presence of the enclitic. A Distributed Morphology

analysis could work out some mechanism of mutualusion between then verbal and clitic
inflections, say an Impoverishment rule (of whiclrmin the next section). But as far as we can
tell, the two contexts for the Impoverishment af would have to be separately stated for the
enclisis context in (21) and for the proclisis @xitin (17a), since the unifying notion of scope
would not be available to restrict morphologicalplmeerishment. Our objection is at heart always
the same: namely that a proper account of phenomeoéving traditional morphological objects
such as inflection requires syntactic-level notiddence a unified morphosyntax can be argued to
be superior not only on general grounds of econontige achitecture of grammar — but also of its
ability to predict the actual data.

3.1 Other subject clitics between verb base and pial inflection

The picture emerging from the discussion in theviptes sections is roughly as follows. At
the LF interface, where our morphosyntactic repredg®ns are defined, there are at least two
structural representation for the superficial phmeaonon of a clitic appearing between the verb base
and an A plural inflection. The first depends on the inflea itself being stranded in a lower
position by the insertion of the verb in a high@eoThis is the case &oazzan section 2, but
following Manzini — Savoia (1999; 2004a; 2005; 2P@7s also robustly attested by mesocilisis in
the imperative in Southern Italian and Albanianletits. The second structural possibility
corresponds to the case in which timeirflection can form a constituent with the verbvath the
clitic, though they are never seen to cooccurridependent reasons. If the discussion that precedes
is correct, this second pattern is instantiate&bglio; in this section we shall consider the question
whether it is replicated in other languages as.well

A descriptive mesoclisis pattern in interrogativesereby a subject clitic appears between the
verb base and the plurah-nflection is also found in Northern Tuscan diagecConsider for
instanceDalli in (22). As it turns out, dialects likBalli share at least one property wiwoglio
namely that the subject clitic is not different@fer number but only for gender. The reading @f th
data is complicated by the presence of allomorphgfeconsonantal and prevocalic position. In
any event, in (22) it can clearly be seen thatsiigject clitic for the masculine both singular and

plural is a in preconsonantal position, as in (a), andh prevocalic position, as in (c). In the

feminine the clitic is essentiallg — with thel phonological variant prevocalically, as in (b) gdgl

(22) Dalli (Tuscany)

a. a ddrma/ ddorm-ana
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Questions in théalli dialect are characterized by verb-subject cliticersion. Thus in the
singular, we find the masculine or feminine cliiter the verb as in (23a-b). In (23b) the feminine

ila is recognizably a bisyllabic version of the prtcli(a); while izzo compares in the same way to

proclitic 7. Note that for us a clitic is a pronominal whosetrthsition is different from that of the

he sleeps/ sleep-pl
‘He sleeps/They sleep’

la dorma/ 'dorm-ono

she  sleeps/ sleep-pl
‘She sleeps/ They sleep’

3 a/ ay dormido
he has/ have-pl slept

‘He has/ they have slept’
I al an dormio

she has/ have-pl slept
‘She has/ they have slept’

M. R. Manzini, L. M. Savoia

corresponding noun phrase; thus we keep referarggress-bearinga andijo as clitics — and not

weak pronouns contra Cardinaletti — Starke (1999).

(23)  Dalli

a.

We are now in a position to consider the form takgmuestions in the plural. As anticipated

above, the subject clitic, i.g72 in the masculine anit in the feminine, surface between the verb

dorm-jyo
sleeps-he

‘Does he sleep?’
dorm-ila
sleeps-she

‘Does she sleep?”’

base and the plural verb inflectiom; as in (24).

(24)  Dalli

a.

ko man'n-ijjo-no?

what eat-he-pl
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‘What do they eat?’
b. ko mman'p-ilo-na?

what eat-he-pl

‘What do they eat?’

One reason that leads us to incline for a treatroktite data in (24) along the lines®bgliq
rather than oSoazzahas to do with the fact that they involve quastioAs we saw in reviewing
Soglio,in questions the verb is found in a position higian | but lower than the high C position
of imperatives. The evidence is that while objdttcs typically follow the imperative (either in
enclisis or in mesoclisis), they precede the varguestions, as can be seen in (25falli.

(25)  Dalli
ai V\0'0-1310-no
them see-he-pl
‘Do they see them?’

But if the verb is inserted in the lower C positidhen the subject clitic position of the
inflectional domain is taken by the inverted subgtic, and it is not available for stranding the
inflection in the way proposed foBSoazza Therefore we revert to the structural proposal
independently developed f&oglia whereby in enclisis it is the subject clitic thatinflected for
plurality, as in (26), while the verb appears aguee lexical base.

(26)  Dalli

igalila 22)

Now, the crucial argument in favor of a structuke |(26) in the case dbogliowas that it
allowed us to reconstruct a subject clitic formddceed to exist in the language though never found
in proclisis. Having adopted (26) for dialects liRalli we would expect at the very least that forms

like izrona orilana are actually to be found if not iDalli at least in similar dialects. Indeed it is
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fairly well known that subject pronouns suchedlino or eglino clearly formed from thesgli ‘he’
pronoun of ' person singular and theo inflectional ending are found in Old Italian (effeely
Old Tuscan) (cf. Rohlfs [1968, 135]).

As it turns out, the particular cliticization systeattested to by botlsoglio and Dalli,
whereby the subject clitic is differentiated fornger but not for number is not a necessary
prerequisite for the apparent mesoclisis patterhastd. Thus Romantch dialects of the Sutselva

such adonatin (27a) present not only the full subject proneelits andelas for the masculine and

feminine respectively, but also a subject clitior plural, akin to the of many Northern Italian
dialects, and hence denoting plurality (cf. the coéise plural ofSoazzeand Casaccid Soglioin
sections 2-3). In contexts where the verb insert€,ji can be found in mesoclisis between the
verbal base and then inflection, as shown in (27b) with a question. Bese these Romantch
varieties are verb-second (Manzini — Savoia [200%] reference quoted there), the same effect is
found also in topicalization contexts as in (27c).

(27) Donat (Grisons)
a. elts/'elos/ i ‘dormoan

they.m/they.f/ithey  sleep
‘They sleep’
b. ‘dorm-i-n
sleep-they-pl
‘Do they sleep?’
C. ‘osa  ‘orm-i-n
now sleep-they-pl
‘Now they sleep’

Again we propose the same structure as in (26)herasis of the same overall motivations.
We then expect that forms suchimgonsisting of the nominal baséor plurality and of the further
plural inflectionn, also found on verbs, occurr independently ofrtfesoclisis phenomena at hand.
Indeed we have attestations of this possibilityidialect likeAirole in (28), where the element
forms both the % person plural of monosyllabic verbs suctsas‘they are’ an‘they have’ and the
plural of the subject clitimn.

(28)  Airole (Liguria)
a. ) sup  veny/ venpye

they be-pl come/come-fpl
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‘They have come’

b. in I an famau
they him have-pl called
‘They have called him’

Despite the evidence that we have provided foirtependent existence dof erson plural
clitics formed with an & inflection, the question still arises why theistdibution would be so
limited in the dialects considered. The key todhewer seems to us to lie in the allomorphies noted
for Dalli in (23). As we indicated, there are no prosoda@soms that motivated the alternation
between a more reduced form in proclisis and ariébrm in enclisis; therefore Manzini — Savoia
(2005) conclude that the reason for the alternaigsodue to the sensitivity of lexicaltions of the

argumental series to the declarative or modal enwient.

4. Parasitic plurals: object clitics

In its best known instantiation, the parasitic plyphenomenon depends on Spurisasin
the Spuriouse phenomenon of Spanish thd Berson dative — accusative cluster does not seirfac
as a combination of the isolation forms, but rattiher dative is apparently substituted s In
several varieties of Spanish, the number propedti¢se dative that cannot be lexicalizedsaare
instead lexicalized on the accusative; this issbvealled parasitic plural. Instead of illustratitig
pattern with Spanish, we refer to Sardinian vaggtwhich have all of the crucial phenomena — and
more, as will become relevant later. Consider fstanceSiliquain (29). The isolation form of the
31 person dative is given in (29a). However the coration of the dative form with the accusative
is excluded; as can be seen in (29b), the datigppsarently replaced sy.

(29)  Siliqua (Sardinia)
a. d onanta kussu

to.him they.give this
‘They give this to him’

a'. dizi  onggu su ddornalli
to.them Il.give the newspaper
‘| give them the newspaper’
b. Si dd  onanta
Sl it they.give
‘They give it to him/them’

What is relevant here is that in Sardinian vargtas in Spanish ones, in Spurieexontexts
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the number properties of the dative can be lexiedlias ans-ending on the accusative clitic, as in
(30).

(30) Siliqua
su ddornalli Si dduz app(u) a dshai
the newspaper Sl them l.have to give

‘The newspaper | will give (it) to them’

Harris (1994) accounts for the relevant facts irmte of Distributed Morphology. A rule of
Impoverishment deletes the dative feature presethta underlying representation of a sentence like
(29b). When Vocabulary Insertion takes place theawerished terminals are compatible only with
insertion of the default clitic of the system, ndynsi (Harris [1994, 331f.]). Before Vocabulary
Insertion, an adjunction operation (Harris [19935f3]) can also take the plural property associated
with the dative feature (and eventually with thewsative clitic) and adjoin it to the cluster. This
property will be lexicalized cluster-finally, butwill be connected to either or both the clitinghe
cluster, yielding the parasitic plural. Vocabuldngertion after Morphological Structure (i.e. Late
Insertion) is the reason why Halle — Harris (200&hnot treat thes—metathesis’ in (30) on the
same basis as then-metathesis in section 1. In other words thieform inserted after
Impoverishment does not have a plural variasit *Therefore there is no phonological string to
which partial reduplicatioa la Halle — Harris (2005) can apply.

Manzini — Savoia (2007; 2008a; 2008b; to appeasgudis at length general conceptual and
empirical problems with Late Insertion, Impoveriggmh and, even more fundamentally
underspecification and default. Because this nwltes independently published and easily
accessible, we proceed directly to the alternaginalysis that Manzini — Savoia (2007) develop,
based on a unified morphosyntax, hence on projedtmm the lexicon (early insertion), as well as
on the avoidance of any notion of underspecificaiad default. We take it that the structure of a
simple Spuriousse sentence of the type of (29b) is as in (31). Ideorto understand the Q
categorization fosi it is necessary to keep in mind that we conssiwges the indefinite of the clitic
system, hence as a free variable (Manzini [198Bigrpreted as the impersonal under generic
closure (Chierchia [1995]) and otherwise antecetdenind in the reflexive or passive (Manzini —
Savoia [2007]). As in other cases, nothing hingeshe particular labels we choose — only the
characterization of the referential contensiahatters.

(31) Siliqua
[osi [vdd [onanta
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The first key to our approach is that th¢ definiteness base has scopal properties. In some

languages (say Italian) this has no consequencakdalitic string as a whole. In other languages,
however, if we assume that thenorphology of the lower clitic takes the wholerggrin its scope,
we predict that the lexicalization of the same rhotpgy by any other clitic (say the dative) is
redundant and hence excluded. In a way, what werm@osing is again that datives cancelled
out by the presence of accusativ€rucially however we need no specialized morpgickl rule,
operating by what in effect is unrecoverable detetf the dative feature. In the present accoumt th
exclusion of the dative (its ‘deletion’ in a manmdrspeaking) is ‘recoverable’ in the scope domain
of the definiteness properties of the accusativecaBse of this, our account can be embedded
within (a minimalist) syntax without any need fonet mediation of a morphological-level
readjustment component.

The second key to our analysis is that somethkeythhe notion of second internal argument
of a ditransitive is real and so is the repertofylexical forms that it can be matched to — but
crucially the matching does not depend on a moquicél-level notion of dative. Some forms are

of course specialized for the second internal aepninsuch agfizi in (29a’). On the other hand,

suppletion of the type in (31) (i.e. Spuricas is simply the lexicalization of the second argutne
of ditransitives bysi, when in the scope dimorphology. In this latter case, what we are sgysnn

a way thasi is an interpretive default, representing onlyith@st elementary referential content, i.e.
that of a free variable, for an argument in thepscof thel- definiteness morphology. But the
differences between an interpretive default andogphmlogical default proper are vast — above all
thatsi in the string in (31) does not stand for some ioifeen; rather it is inserted in (31) because of
its positive specifications, sufficient to satisfige relevant argumental position in the given
configuration.

Because of space limitations, we will not dwellthar on suppletion (and syncretism)
phenomena (discussed in great detail by Manzinavola [2002; 2007; to appear]), but we will
turn directly to the crucial issue here, i.e. pdi@®plurals. Within the present theory the same
syntactic notions invoked in connection with Spugge can account for parasitic plural as well.
We begin by assuming — in agreement with Harri9g)%n Spanish — that in languages like

Siliqua the accusative clitic, sajguz in (30) has an articulated internal structure, imch the N

inflection -us consists of a nominal clasg base and a pluralsinflection, as in (32). The latter is
categorized as Q because of the quantificatiorogdgaties we impute to plurality.

(32) Siliqua
[osi [lvdd[null [osl]
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We assume that in (32), as in (31), thelefiniteness element takes scope over the entire

string implying the lexicalization of the secondemal argument by the variabk clitic. If
plurality is itself a quantificational property, waay assume that it can take scope over a clitic
(sub)string as well. Therefore in (38) can be in the scope of plurality, so that thengtris
potentially ambiguous between a plural interpretatf the first internal argument, or of the second
internal argument,t or of both. Once more, this rhayseen as, the counterpart within the present
framework of the rule adjoining the plural speation to the clitic cluster in Distributed
Morphology. But, even if the syntactic level proses we suggest were only mimicking
morphological level rules, the fact that they dbéedo do so would be worthy of note. As it turns
out, the two analyses are anything but notationabwts.

Sardinian, like Italian and unlike Spanish, hasfgmrparticiple agreement with the (first)
internal argument when the latter is lexicalizedabglitic. In parasitic plural examples, the petfec

participle agrees not only in nominal class (gehtet also in number with the clitic; hence it is

plural even if the accusative is interpreted aguder, as in (33), or in other words, pluralityas
property of the second internal argument, i.e!daéve’.

(33) Paulilatino  (Sardinia)
a. (sulibbru) si  ddpoz app 'jaodzo
the book Sl them.m I.have given.mpl
‘| have given it/the book to them’
b. (samakkina) si ddaz app 'jadaza
the car Sl them.f I.have given.fpl
‘I have given it/the car to them’

In a Distributed Morphology analysis, the syntagy she minimalist rule of Agree of
Chomsky (1995) will compute agreement between abisteature bundles. But in (33) the abstract
feature bundle associated with the accusativer citilects the referential properties of the inékrn
argument; hence in the absence of morphologicaljusments, it should show up as a singular on
the participle. In order to capture the fact tha participle also agrees in the plural, one would
have to admit that the morphology readjusts thégdale as it does the clitic — but it is difficuib
see how such ‘at a distance’ operation could bented at the MS level. Hence in Distributed
Morphology, as far as we can tell, facts of theetyp (33) are impossible to predict (in any

principled way). In the account that we have gieéparasitic plurals in (32), on the contragjuz
is simply the plural masculine clitic independeralycurring in accusative contexts. Therefore, we

fully expect that agreement phenomena will affeéetgifuz clitic in a constant fashion, whether the
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scope of plurality is restricted to it or it spreaul/er the string (hence over the dative).
4.1 ‘Parasitic datives’

Sardinian varieties illustrate another morphosytitgeattern in the Spuriouse environment
that does not appear to be attested in Spanisk.comsists in the lexicalization not only of the —
morphology, but also of thel morphology of the dative on the second clitic & thuster; in other
words si clusters with the isolation form of the dative nally as in (34), with the interpretation
dative plural - accusative. Note that in exampiks (34) the perfect participle agrees in nominal
class and number with the intended internal argurémrence it does not agree, not even in number,

with theddiz clitic.

(34) Paulilatino
a. (sulibbru)  si  ddiz app jau
the book Sl to.them l.have given
‘| have given it/the book to them’
b. (samakkina) si ddiz app jada
the car SI to.them I.have given.f
‘I have given it/the car to them’

In present terms, the structure corresponding ¢o'fiarasitic dative’ cluster in (34) is as in
(35). As before, the/ definiteness morphology takes scope over the estiteg and the second

internal argument of the ditransitive is lexicatizey the free variablsi of the system, as discussed
for (31). For the s morphology as a whole we claim the same as wdadithe s morphology in
isolation in (32), namely that it takes scope nolyaver the internal argument with which it is
structurally associated, but also overi®. the lexicalization of the second internaguanent — so
that it can be read as a property discontinuoustygaed tcsi. In this perspective, the interpretation

of (35) has{q as the sole lexicalization of the first interneg@ment, while the lexicalization of the

second internal argument consists of three spatidic, namely]q, the si variable and finally the

dative-number specificationgs- Our discussion suggests that it is because sh@ural property
independently admits of a discontinuous interpi@tatvith thesi variable, over which it scopes,
that the-i dative property also does. Indeed the patterB4) &ppears to require a dative plural —in
other words, it is not attested (in our data) vaittlative singular.

(35) Paulilatino
[osi [lWddInil  [osll
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In short, despite the surface similarity, the pattein (32) and (35) turn out to be quite
different. In effect (32) preserves all crucial pecties of the accusative, while allowing the dativ

to be read from the free varialdeand the definiteness morphology in whose scope it is. On the

contrary (35) is analyzed as what it appears t@fima facie — i.e. a cluster where the dative
morphology is fully lexicalized (in the way des@d) while the accusative is simply implicated by

thedd definiteness base. These differences are reflectde different patterns of perfect participle
agreement. Thus in (34) the participle not onlyledes the dative morphology but does not
agree with the/dis clitic at all, not even with respect to the plismorphology — rather its ending

corresponds to the nominal class (gender) spetiditsaof the (first) internal argument.

Let us now consider how data of the type in (34dldobe dealt with by Distributed
Morphology. Adjunction of the plural feature to thktic cluster a la Harris (1994) cannot simply
be extended to the dative feature. For, this woulelitably depend on impoverishing the
accusative feature which is contradictory with dagive one; but by this impoverishment we would
obtain a feature matrix itself capable of beingidakzed only by the default of the systesin A
possible alternative is of course that in the ragvexamples only the accusative clitic is
impoverished and hence lexicalized &y while the dative clitic receives its full lexicadition.
However it seems to us that under such an hypath@se would expect to find independent
attestations of the lexicalization of an impoveedlaccusative bgi or by other defaults — which is
definitely not the case.

Another possible account of data of the type in) (34suggested by Kayne (2006), who
guotes an example of the type of (34) with the fiwean the place os$i (his example is from Jones
[1993]; systematic data can be found in Manziniavda [2005]). As we reconstruct it, Kayne’s
(2006) analysis is that in (34) and the like thgsobclitic is simply empty, while thsi (or locative)
clitic and the dative clitic together lexicalizeetldative. Note that Kayne’'s (2006) analysis
presupposes one of the conclusions that we have d@giing for here — namely that suppletive
clitics (si, locative, etc.) are not defaults, but instantateperties that concur to the lexicalization
of the clitic string. In other respects the pregbebry and Kayne’s (2006) differ; in particular we
reject the idea that there are empty clitics (Manz Savoia [to appear]; Savoia — Manzini [to
appear]) — a point that is beyond the scope optksent paper. What is directly relevant is that th
account prospected by Kayne (2006) predicts thiaxeme like (34) should be able to surface in any
language which has suppletisg or suppletive locative, etc. — which again is digaot the case.
In other words the pattern in (34) connects with phesence in a language of plusamorphology
(for the dative) and of parasitic plurals and aacqdte analysis should reflect this fact.
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5. Parasitic plurals and more: subject clitics

Friulan varieties preserve the Latin plural 8 like Spanish and Sardinian ones, but unlike
those also have subject clitics. The basic forrthef3® person subject clitic paradigm in a variety
like Forni di Sottois shown in (36a), while (36a’) shows the basitrfof the & person accusative
clitic paradigm As shown in (36b-c) thes-morphology of the feminine plural subject clitiarc
show up after an object clitic, including both iderson clitic likemi in (36 b-b’) and an clitic,
like li in (36¢) — either copied as in (36b’) or simplgplaced as in (36b)-(36c). Similarly the —
morphology can appear to the left and to the radlihe negative clitic, as in (36d).

(36)  Forni di Sotto (Friuli)
a. al/ a/ ai/ as dar

he/ she/ they.m/ they.f sleep
‘S/he sleeps/ They sleep’

[ tu li/ la/ i/ las klares
CIS you him/ her/ them.m/ them.f call
‘You call him/her/ them’
b. a mi S da kist
she me pl give this
‘They give me this’
b az mi z klana
they.f me pl call
‘They call me’
C. a li z klana
she me pl call
‘They call me’
d. as o S duar

they.f not pl sleep
‘They don't sleep’

One aspect of the data in (36) is worth emphasiamygediately, namely that in the case of
Forni the copying and displacement of the morphology does not depend on the cooccurrence
with a suppletion phenomenon, as in the case ofi@mise In other words, it doesn’'t depend on
the feminine plural subject clitic being substitlitey a default clitic. Because of this, there is no
technical impossibility in deriving these examplesough partial reduplicatioa la Halle — Harris
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(2005). It is evident on the other hand that suderation would separate the phenomenon under
discussion from the parasitic plurals of Spanisti &ardinian, which would be accounted for in a
different component of grammar — i.e. MorphologiSalucture. In the absence of arguments in its
favor, this separation must surely count as yeth@raeason not to adopt a ‘metathesis’ account.

A second notable property of the varietyrairni is that not only the plurats but also thd
definiteness base of the masculine singular hadigitgbution just illustrated. Thuscan be copied
as in (37a’) or displaced as in (37a) after hantitics or it can show up after the negation, @s i
(37b). It will be noted that (37) does not repledB6) in one important respect — namely thddes
not appear after an accusative clitic of th@® person) series. In fagorni does not allow us to
verify whether such a sequence is possible, sinpglgause an accusative clitic of theeries
excludes the nominatieclitic altogether as discussed in detail by Manzisavoia (2004b; 2007)

for many Northern Italian dialects.

(37) Forni di Sotto
a. a mi/ fi/ si/ vi I klame

CIS me/you/ uslyou.pl he calls
‘He calls me/you/us’
a'. al mi | da kist
he me  he gives this
‘He gives me this’

b. a (0} [ duar

CIS not he sleeps

‘He doesn't sleep’

Remembering the discussion of the parasitic plofaBardinian varieties in the previous
section, we may wonder whether the repositioninthefplural morpheme or of other subject clitic
morphology after the object string has consequenoeperfect participle agreement. The data in
(38a) display the agreement paradigm of Boeni participle with the feminine accusative clitic.
Example (38b) shows that the displacement ofsh®ural ending of the feminine does not trigger
feminine plural agreement on the perfect partigigie latter simply shows up in the uninflected
form corresponding to the presence of a 1st/2nslgmeinternal argument.

(38) Forni di Sotto
a a I/ laz a klamad klamads

he her/them.f  has called.f/called.fpl
‘S/he called her’
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b. kedfemines a mi y4 A kla’'mat

those women CIS me  fpl have called
‘Those women called me’

We may usefully begin our analysis Bbrni with negative clitic examples like (36d) or
(37b), where syntactic analyses are available mbf rom Manzini — Savoia (2005); Manzini
(2008) but also from the completely independentknadrPoletto (2000). Despite their differences,
these works agree on the conclusion that wherenégative clitic appears between two subject
clitics, the latter lexicalize two different subjeditic positions available in the sentence. Ors th
basis, we assume that in (36d) #eeclitic and its partial copys-occupy a higher and a lower D
position respectively, as in (39a). A version af #ame structure can be adopted for (37b), where
thel morpheme is involved, and it is displaced rathantcopied, as in (39b).

(39) Forni di Sotto

a. [bas [m |[ps [duar

b. ba [ [pl [iduar

If the structure of the negative examples is a8%9), then the account that suggests itself for
the other examples in (36)-(37) has the two copfethe subject clitic materiagjenerated again in
the higher and lower D positions respectively. Axoject clitic appears between the two copies of
the subject clitic, yielding structure like (40 fithe copying and stranding case alike. Note that t
P label for the 1st person clitimi is simply intended to suggest P(erson), or pgaici in the
discourse (Manzini — Savoia [2007]).

(40) Forni di Sotto
a. ba(s) pmi [ps [klane

b. pa() [pmi [ol [da

The analysis in (40) correctly predicts that perfearticiple agreement will not be
conditioned by the presence of subject clitic matesay the (feminine) plurals-adjacent to an
object clitic. For, structurally speaking, the dijclitic material is stranded in an independent
subject clitic position. By contrast, the plural morphology agreeing with the perfect papte in
the parasitic plural of Sardinian varieties is eddsd inside the accusative clitic, as in (32). In
other words, in the Sardinian case, the surfac@gumation includes what is laona fideaccusative
plural clitic, for instance in (32) — while of ca this is not true of the sequenaass or li-s or mi-
| of Forni in (40). Suppose that Distributed Morphology triexd account for the Friulan data
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through some version of the ‘adjunction’ analysisSpanish/ Sardinian parasitic plurals. In this
case, adjunction would involve not only the featioleiral’ eventually lexicalized through thes -
morphology, but also some feature or feature ctustaecalized throughl. The crucial question is
whether a morphological-level treatment could m#ke right distinction in constituent structure
between the Spanish/ Sardinian and the Friulan-e&seping in mind that the empirical difference
in perfect participle agreements depend on this.

In fact, the Sardinian parasitic plurals in sectdband the phenomena at hand configures a
contrast similar to that observed betwerazzan section 2 — where in the present analysis the
mobile n morphology occupies an autonomous slot in thedi#quence — anBoglioin section 3,
where the mobilen morphology is clitic internal. We capture both trasts through the same
constituency mechanisms — providing some evidelmaethe very same lexical material can attach
either at what is conventionally treated as thetasyifSoazza, Fornior the morphologyoglio,
Paulilatino). Note that it would be useless for a Distribukddrphology treatment of Sardinian to
retreat into saying that the plural property ddwid from the impoverished dative is relinked to the
accusative clitic (a la Bonet [1995]). For, thisulmbyield a different constituency for Sardiniardan
Friulan — but too late in the derivation for agresmmto take it into account, since agreement as a
core syntactic process precedes morphological wuetdgnt in minimalist/ Distributed Morphology
architectures. This problem does not affect thesgue account precisely because we assume a
unified morphosyntax.

5. Conclusions

In what precedes we have tried to show that infaxatind copying of clitic material are not
‘curious idiosyncratic phenomena of Spanish vagt{Halle — Harris [2005]), but actually show
up in several different domains and languages withe Romance fold. In fact it is possible that
some degree of mobility of, say, the plummorphology is the normal state of affairs for Rowwa
languages that have it (for recent evidence ondfresee Starke [2008]). Though we are aware that
superficially similar phenomena can corresponditi@reént schemas of explanation, the burden of
proof is on theories such as Halle — Harris’s (9a@&t imply that a different treatment must exist.
We also do not believe that Halle — Harris (200B)vgle a ‘new theoretical framework’, since
many of the characteristics of their system arsdhbat have dominated morphological analyses in
the past. The basic approach is the same as inldbigtd Morphology — namely one in which the
morpho(phono)logical component ends up manipulagngitives that are extraneous to it and
only find a justification at the syntactic LF infece. We would surmise that it is the present
approach that contains true elements of noveltypdrticular, we propose that the traditional
connection of morphology to phonology should givaywo the recognition that morphological-
level phenomena may be best treated by a unifitatiomorphology with syntax. The present
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theory needs neither Impoverishment nor Late lisert nor even more basically, notions of
underspecification and default. Not only such desiare unnecessary, but if we are correct, they
actually obscure the overall empirical pattern eatihan helping in its explanation.

It is true that an overall generalization of a jodis nature appears to hold of all of the
phenomena that we have dealt with, namely that itnaylve prosodically weak material. But this
is simply due to the fact that any phrasal ‘metsigievould be automatically dealt with under the
heading of ‘movement’. In fact, what we have pragbsere is precisely an extension of the
‘movement’ treatment to the morphology. As for cimy it typically involves partial copies. Thus
phrasal material will not be entirely duplicated s copies will show up as pronominal and other
reduced material, hence as clitics and the likeaidghe true nature of the generalization is non-
prosodic.
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