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 (ierential bject arking) arguments in omance are associated with the
a/dativemorphology typical o goal arguments, because both have the same syntac
tic structure o embedding (§1). litics do not necessarily share the case alignment
o ull pronouns/lexical s. ndeed clitics and lexical s are separately merged
each in their domain. he case array may thereore be set dierently (§2). 
objects give rise to a number o patterns under cliticization, including the stan
dard panish one, leísmo and loísmo/laísmo (the latter typical also o outh talian).
his variation depends on the act that lexical s may be associated with 
though clitics aren’t (standard panish, loísmo/laísmo) or both may be associated
with  (leísmo) (§3).

1 O and inherent datives

n examples like (1), rom a outh talian dialect, the aphrase a iddu ‘(to) him’ is
traditionally described as instantiating ierential bject arking () when
cooccurring with viðinu ‘they see’, and as instantiating a dative goal when co
occurring with parlanu ‘they speak’.1 n other words, the morphological similar
ity is seen to conceal two dierent underlying syntactic structures.

1 is a widespread phenomenon (ossong 1985) whereby reerentially high ranked objects
and reerentially low ranked objects have dierent morphosyntactic realizations. anking is
determined by notions o animacy/deniteness, hence by a reerentiality scale along the lines
o the hierarchy o iparsky (2008).
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(1) elle di ulgheria (anzini & avoia 2005)
arlanu/iðinu
they.speak/they.see

a
to/DOM

iddu.
him

‘hey speak to/they see him.’

 ew recent generative works argue that the morphological similarity be
tween  and dative arguments externalizes a deeper syntactic similarity,
specically in the omance languages. orrego (1998) insists that the coincidence
o dative and  a cannot be accidental, given crosslinguistic evidence such
as the coincidence o dative and  postpositions in indi. ore explicitly,
orrego (2010), discussing sentences like (2), provides the structural represen
tation in (3). hus “agentive verbs such as panish contratar ‘hire’ also have a
hidden ppl selected by the light verb v” – in other words contratar a DP
is CAUSE a contract to DP. hereore, “the single animate object o a transitive
accusative verb will always be marked with dative morphology, simply because
it is dative. he animate object will be in pec, ppl, hence a oal/eneciary
receiving inherent ase rom ppl” (orrego 2010: 462).

(2) panish (orrego 2010)
an
they.have

contratado
hired

*(a)
(to)

una
a

amiga/ulia/mi
riend/ulia/my

amiga.
riend

‘hey hired a riend/ulia/my riend.’

(3) [v gent [v’ v [ppl a  [ppl’ ppl [ contrato]]]]]

ineda (2016: 359–360) essentially adopts orrego’s structure or atalan (4),
where the verb can occur either with an a argument (dative) or with a bare ar
gument (accusative). ccording to ineda, the case alternation is a parametric
choice, independently needed to account or the dierence between omance
ditransitives (with dative goals) and nglish ditransitives (with dativeshi ob
jects)2 (see also ineda 2014).

(4) atalan (ineda 2016)
’nna
the nna

teleona
phones

(a)
(to)

l’ndreu.
the ndreu

‘nna phones ndreu.’
2his raises the uestion why omance lacks dative shi in ditransitives (see imaalles 2016
or what it might look like in some razilian ortuguese dialects). ote that no ppl need
be involved in nglish dative shi, see ayne (1984); esetsky (1995); arley (2002); eck &
ohnson (2004).
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14 omance aphrases and their clitic counterparts

(5) [oice gent [v v [ppl (a)  [ppl’ ppl [ teleonada]]]]]

anzini & avoia (2010); anzini (2012); anzini & ranco (2016) reject the
idea that omance languages, or more in general ndouropean languages, have
an ppl projection.3 ather, in these languages relational content is carried di
rectly by adpositions or by dative/obliue case inections.4 his line o work
urther individuates the undamental relational content o a/dative case in the
inclusion or part/whole relation (c. elvin & den ikken 1997), which is taken
to underlie inherent and material possession, possession o a mental state (ex
periencers) and also location (inclusion in location). dditionally, this approach
makes use o the standard idea that transitive predicates are decomposable into
two event layers, in themost typical instance a causation event and a result event,
and adopts the standard minimalist structuring o the transitive predicate into a
v and a  layer.
n these grounds, outhern talian examples like (1) are associated with the

structure in (6). he a preposition/dative case, labelled ⊆, carries the inclusion/
possession content (see also ranco & orusso 2020 [this volume]). he two ar
guments o ⊆ are the pronoun him and the  event – so that the overall inter
pretation o They speak to him is ‘they cause him speech’; and They see him is
close to ‘they have sight o him’.

(6) v

v





viði
parla

⊆
⊆
a


iddu

3heir approach goes back to anzini & avoia (2005: : 517), according to whom “preposi
tional accusatives, like locatives/datives introduced by a, are interpreted in terms o denota
tional properties undamentally o a locative type”. anzini & avoia (2005) take location to be
primitive, while here location is taken to be a derived orm o inclusion/possession, see below
and especially n. 6.

4he theoretical point is that there is no advantage in enorcing what ulicover & ackendo
(2005) call nterace niormity, namely that the same meaning always maps to the same syn
tactic structure. nterace niormity leads to the adoption o complex unctional architectures
o the cartographic type, which raise issues o evolvability and learnability in the sense o
homsky et al. (2019).
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n turn, the structure o embedding o bare accusative objects is simply as
shown in (7).

(7) elle di ulgheria

a. amu
.call

na
a

mmina.
woman

‘ call a woman.’
b. … [v  [ camu [ na fimmina]]]

he most serious problem or the unication o  and inherent datives is
generally held to be passivization. bjects o call in (7) or o see in (1) passivize,
independently o their reerential ranking, hence independently o whether they
are associated with structure (6) or with structure (7b) in the active. bjects o
speak in (1) never passivize. anzini & ranco (2016) argue that the a preposi
tion/dative case with speak in (6) is selected by the verb. nder passive, selected
dative case must be preserved, barring raising to nominative position. n other
words John was spoken to would be wellormed but is unavailable in omance;
*John was spoken is ungrammatical exactly as in nglish and or the same reasons
(violation o the selection properties o the verb).
n the contrary, the a preposition/dative case with see in (6) is structural, since

it depends not on the selection properties o the verb, but on the  congura
tion. ore explicitly,  assume that under , a highly ranked reerent cannot
be embedded as a theme, but must be embedded with a role at least as high as
that o possessor/locator o the  subevent, as schematized in (8).

(8) 
[  [*(⊆) ]]
where  = 1/2 > pronoun > proper name etc.

ccording to anzini & ranco, passive voids the context or the application
o , since the internal argument is raised out o its internal position to
[pec, ]. hereore, no ⊆ preposition or case need be present in the derivation,
and passivization is wellormed.
n important point made by ineda (2016) is that given the identical structural

realization o  and inherent datives, one may expect that some inherent
datives are reanalyzed as  and end up being passivized. pulian varieties
like (9) are a case in point (see oporcaro 1988; edgeway 2000 or independent
attestations). his kind o reanalysis urther supports the unication o 
and inherent datives.

354



14 omance aphrases and their clitic counterparts

(9) inervino urge

a. aɟɟə
.have

skrittə
written

a
to
jiddə.
him

‘ have written to him.’
b. iddə

he
jɛ
is
statə
been

skrittə
written

(da
(by

la
the

suərə).
sister)

‘e has been written to by his sister.’

n what ollows,  concentrate on a classical empirical aspect o the discussion
o omance /dative arguments, namely the clitics that double or pronomi
nalize them. ote that  will not be discussing the conditions under which clitic
doubling is possible or necessary; my topic is just the morphological orm o the
clitics that double/pronominalize  and inherent datives. n addressing this
matter,  adopt one o the two rameworks laid out above, namely the elator 
one, rather than the ppl one. ne reason is that adopting an abstract ppl pro
jection or languages that maniestly have no applicative morphology introduces
additional structural complexity. verything else eual, it is simpler to hold that
the a preposition, or the dative case, are elements endowed with semantic con
tent, supporting the inclusion/possession predication. hether there is a way o
stating the conclusions o §2–§3 in ppl terms or not remains an open uestion.

2 litics and ull s may be associated with different
case arrays

anzini & avoia (2014) nd that in lbanian varieties, the case array o 1/2
pronouns does not match that o lexical s or 3 pronouns. hus lexical s
and 3 pronouns distinguish a nominative, an accusative and an obliue (da
tive/ablative) case. n the other hand, 1/2 pronouns distinguish the nominative
case rom an objective case that encompasses accusative and dative contexts, as
well as an ablative case. n the examples in (10a)–(10b) the rst object o see and
the second object o give are lexicalized by the same 1/2 pronoun, while the
prepositional object has a separate ablative orm in (10c). his contrasts with the
two distinct orms o the 3 pronoun in (10a) and (10b), accusative and obliue
respectively; the latter also occurs in the prepositional object position in (10c).

(10) hkodër, lbanian (anzini & avoia 2014)

a. ɛ/mə/na
3SG.ACC/1SG/1PL

ʃɔn
see.3PL

atɛ/mu/ne.
3SG.ACC/1SG.OBL/1PL.OBL

‘hey see him/me/us.’
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b. j/m/n
3SG.OBL/1SG/1PL

a
3SG.ACC

japin
give.3PL

atii/mu/ne.
3SG.OBL/1SG.OBL/1PL.OBL

‘hey give it to him/me/us.’
c. pɾei/poʃt/para

rom/behind/beore
mejɛt/nɛʃ/atii
1SG.LOC/1PL.LOC/3SG.OBL

‘rom/behind/beore him/me/us’

ata o the type in (10) are traditionally dismissed in descriptive accounts as
instances o morphological irregularity. n these terms, lbanian has a ourcase
system (nominative, accusative, obliue, ablative) – and while 3 displays da
tive/ablative syncretism, 1/2 displays accusative/dative syncretism. owever,
still ollowing anzini & avoia (2014), there is a dierent way o looking at the
pattern in (10). espite the act that lbanian is not usually recognized as a 
language, the 1/2 case system could depend on the act that 1/2 pronouns are
in act subject to .5

ecall that in the outh talian and beroomance languages in §1, or in indi
as uoted by orrego (1998),  takes the orm o dativization. he act that
the context in (10a) displays dative orms, exactly like the context in (10b), can
then be construed as indicating that 1/2 pronouns are ed and that 
takes the orm o dativization/obliuization.6

5his way o looking at things presupposes that 1/2 vs 3 is an independently attested reer
ential cut or the application o . enterouth talian varieties provide evidence that this
is so, as in (i).

(i) olledimacine (anzini & avoia 2005)

a. 
he.has

camatə
called

a
DOM

mme/a
me/DOM

nnu.
us

‘e called me/us.’

b. 
he.has

camatə
called

rattə
brother

tiə/kwiʎʎə.
yours/him

‘e called him/my brother.’

6he dative realization o  is ound not only in the talic/omance amily and in the ndo
ryan amily, but also in the ranian amily, or instance in the asi language, as well as in
rmenian (anzini & ranco 2016). mportantly, omance a also introduces location/direction,
as does the indi dative/ postposition ko. his provides a bridge with the other major
descriptive strategy o  marking in ndouropean, roughly a locative one. hus in ast
ern omance (omanian), where dative is inectional,  takes the orm o prepositional
marking by locative pe; ersian -ro is also a directional. he common lexicalization o dative
and locative, as seen in omance a, indi ko, is accounted or by ranco & anzini (2017) by
treating locative as a specialization o the inclusion relation, roughly inclusion in location. ol
lowing this line o argumentation to its logical conclusion,  in ndouropean languages
would seem to involve the embedding o highly ranked reerents under the ⊆ relator without
exception.
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14 omance aphrases and their clitic counterparts

ecall that  am interested in the reexes o  and inherent dative on the
clitic system. everal properties distinguish 1/2 clitics rom 3 clitics in o
mance, which  will illustrate just with talian. rom the data in able 1 it is
evident that 3 clitics are dierentiated by gender (masculine/eminine) and by
case (accusative/dative) – but 1/2 are insensitive to either distinction, as shown
in able 2.7

able 1: 3 talian clitics

ACC.M ACC.F DAT.M DAT.F

3SG lo la gli le
3PL li le (loro) (loro)

able 2: 1/2 talian clitics

ACC/DAT

1SG mi
2SG ti
1PL ci
2PL vi

s already discussed or lbanian, the classical approach to asymmetries like
those in able 2 between 1/2 and 3 clitics is to postulate a single underlyingeatures and case system, namely a system rich enough to be able to account
or 3, and to assume that morphological mechanisms are responsible or the
surace syncretisms observed in 1/2. ote, however, that the dierent morpho
logical makeup in able 1–able 2 correlates with a dierent positioning in the
clitic string. hus 1/2 clitics have the same position as 3 dative clitics in dative
contexts such as (11a). owever, in (11b) it can be seen that the 3 accusative
ollows the locative clitic; the 1/2 clitic precedes it, as in (11c). his means that
dative and accusative 1/2 clitics are not distinguished syntactically.

(11) talian

a. (ulla
on.the

erita)
wound

gli/mi
3DAT/1SG

ci
LOC

mette
put.3SG

la
the

pomata.
pomade

‘e put the pomade on my/his wound.’
7n able 1 the plural orm loro is parenthesized because it is not a clitic – but a nonclitic obliue
pronoun (with a special distribution) suppletive or the clitic.
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b. i
1SG

ci
LOC

mette
put.3SG

vicino.
close

‘e puts me close to there.’
c. e

LOC
lo
3SG

mette
put.3SG

vicino.
close

‘e puts it/him close to there.’

here is a third phenomenon with respect to which 1/2 and 3 clitics dier,
besides dierent morphological makeup (able 1–able 2) and dierent posi
tioning (11). s shown by ayne (1989), in talian (rench, etc.) perect participles
agree with () complements placed to their le, hence with accusative clitics.
his is illustrated in (12a); the 3 eminine accusative clitic cannot cooccur with
a masculine inection on the participle. y contrast, 3 dative clitics do not agree
with the perect participle, as in (12b); the latter must surace in the (deault) mas
culine orm, even i the clitic is overtly eminine.

(12) talian

a. a
3.MPL.ACC

ha
has.3SG

aiutata/*aiutato.
helpedFSG/helped-MSG

‘e helped her.’
b. e

3.FSG.DAT
ha
has.3SG

parlato/*parlata.
talkedMSG/talked-FSG

‘e talked to him/her.’

ccusative 1/2 clitics may agree with the perect participle, as illustrated in
(13a). owever, lack o agreement is also possible in (13a), leading to the mascu
line singular orm o the participle. greement is impossible with 1/2 clitics in
dative contexts in (12b).

(13) a. i/ti
1SG/2SG

ha
has.3SG

aiutata/aiutato.
helped-FSG/helped-MSG

‘e helped me(.)/you(.).’
b. i/ti

1SG/2SG
ha
has.3SG

parlato/*parlata.
spoken-MSG/spoken-FSG

‘e spoke to me(.)/you(.).’
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14 omance aphrases and their clitic counterparts

n short, notionally accusative 1/2 clitics in (13a) may behave like dative clit
ics (irrespective o erson) in not triggering perect participle agreement. mpor
tantly, i the intrinsic eatures o 1/2 pronouns, such as the lack o overt gen
der, were at stake, we would expect them to always display optional agreement.
owever, agreement is obligatory in contexts where the 1/2 pronoun has been
moved to subject position as in (14). his supports the view that the optionality
o 1/2 object agreement depends not on the intrinsic eatures o the 1/2 orms,
but rather on their structure o embedding.

(14) talian
(o)
1SG

sono
be.1SG

arrivata/*arrivato.
arrived-FSG/-MSG

‘(.) have arrived.’

et us then go back to what is traditionally construed as the accusative/dative
syncretism o talian 1/2 object clitics in able 2. uppose that this syncretism
is properly described as 1/2 clitics having an obliue (dative) but not an accusa
tive orm. he next step o the analysis is the observation that obliuization and
specically dativization o highly ranked reerents characterizes  in ndo
uropean languages and specically in omance (c. also n. 5).  so, one may
reasonably surmise that what appear to be idiosyncratic morphological proper
ties o 1/2 clitics in talian are in reality due to the act that talian 1/2 clitics
undergo .
nder this analysis, the optionality o agreement with 1/2 clitics in (13) repli

cates at a smaller scale a wellknown independent parameter concerning the
optionality o agreement with  objects. iven a language where  objects
agree with the verb and inherent datives do not, in principle two congurations
may arise with  datives, as indicated in (15).

(15) bject agreement congurations with  arguments.

a.  arguments, like object s, agree with the verb.
b.  arguments, like inherent datives, do not agree with the verb.

ndoryan languages veriy the existence o both patterns in (15). hese lan
guages present agreement o the perect participle with the internal argument,
or instance in unjabi (16a), where the internal argument is absolutive and the
external argument ergative. urthermore, they are characterized by , gener
ally opposing animates/humans to inanimates/nonhumans, realized by means
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o a postposition, which in unjabi is nu, as in (16b). hat is relevant here is
that the  object in (16b) does not agree with the perect participle, which
shows up in the masculine singular (similarly in indi).

(16) unjabi (anzini et al. 2015)

a. ne
s/heERG

kutte
dogMPL

peddʒe.
send.PRF-MPL

‘/he sent the dogs.’
b. ɛː


onu/unanu
s/he-DOM/they-DOM

dekkhea.
see.PRF-MSG

‘ saw him/her/them.’

n other ndoryan languages,  objects, also realized by an obliue post
position, agreewith the perect participle exactly as absolutive objects do (asica
1991: 342). hus in arwari/ajasthani the perect participle always agrees with
the object, whether it is  or not. n (17)  illustrate agreement o the perect
participle with  objects (nai).

(17) ajasthani (hokhlova 2002)
aawan
awan.M

giitaanai
ita.F-DOM

maarii
beat.PRF.F

hai.
be.PRS.3SG

‘awan beat ita.’

ecall that i the present line o reasoning is correct, it is not possible to explain
the 1/2 clitic paradigm in talian in terms o morphological idiosyncrasy. ather,
1/2 clitics are subject to , hence they are externalized by obliue case. his
in turn predicts two possible grammars or object agreement, given in (15). n
one grammar, object agreement characterizes direct and  objects; in the
alternative grammar agreement is restricted to direct objects. iven the ndo
ryan data, we can saely conclude that nothing stands in the way o analysing
omance 1/2 clitics as subject to the  constraint (rather than as displaying
the accusative/dative morphological syncretism) – and that this treatment may
actually be advantageous in understanding their optional agreement.
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n conclusion, clitics can be associated with a case array not matching that o
lexical s/ull pronouns, exactly like ull pronouns may have a case alignment
dierent rom that o lexical s.8

hus or instance 1/2 clitics in talian undergo , even though ull pro
nouns/s do not. ote that i the clitic moved rom a socalled ‘big ’ hosted in
the predicative domain, we would expect case uniormity. hereore movement
analyses o clitics are disavoured by the present conclusions, and base genera
tion analyses correspondingly avoured. n the rest o the article,  assume that
clitics are base generated within their own eld in the sentence (portiche 1996).

3 O and inherent datives under cliticization and clitic
doubling

n this section,  turn to the uestion o which clitics pronominalize  objects.
he conditions under which clitic doubling is possible/reuired are outside the
scope o the present work. ence, in what ollows,  will alternate doubling and
nondoubling (simple cliticization) data without urther comment.
raditional approaches hold that  objects are syntactically accusatives,

though they may be morphologically syncretic with datives/obliues; thereore,
one may expect that they are doubled/pronominalized by accusative clitics, even
though goal datives are doubled/pronominalized by dative clitics, as schematized
in (18a). owever, i  arguments share the syntactic structure o inherent
datives, as argued here in §1, we may expect that both are doubled (or more

8s an anonymous reviewer notes, the ramework  adopt leads one to expect that there could
be other case mismatches between s and the clitics that pronominalize (or perhaps double)
them, within the boundaries imposed by . or instance, the anonymous reviewer notices
that in rench dative clitics are oen reported to have a wider distribution than àphrases, in
causatives (see heehan 2020 [this volume]) and in beneactives/maleactives.  banal example
in talian is (ia), where two datives are inadmissible within the embedded predicate, but a
matrix dative clitic is a possible lexicalization or the embedded external argument in (ib).

(i) talian

a. o
.have

atto
made

scrivere
write

(*a)
(to)

mio
my

ratello
brother

alla
to

sua
his

danzata.
ancee

‘ made my brother speak to his ancee.’

b. li/lo
3DAT/3MSG.ACC

ho
.have

atto
made

scrivere
write

alla
to

sua
his

danzata.
ancee

‘ made him speak to his ancee.’
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generally pronominalized) by the same clitics, as in (18b). n turn, the option
in (18b) may be taken to imply that both  and goal datives correspond to
dative clitics, as in (18bi). owever one may also consider the possibility that
both correspond to accusative clitics, as in (18bii).

(18) liticization congurations with  and goal arguments

a. litics doubling/ pronominalizing  arguments belong to the
accusative series, clitics doubling/ pronominalizing goal datives
belong to the dative series;

b. litics doubling/pronominalizing  and goal datives belong to
the same series:
i. both belong to the dative series
ii. both belong to the accusative series.

ll three possibilities in (18) are attested by the data. attern (18bii), in which
accusative clitics lexicalize both theme and goal arguments, is known as loís-
mo/laísmo in the panish descriptive tradition and is robustly attested in entral
and outhern talian varieties (ohls 1969: §633), as exemplied in (19a). ialects
like (19) do have a morphological dative clitic, but it regularly shows up only in
ditransitive contexts, or instance (19c), as opposed to (19b).  agree with ineda
(2016) that loísmo/laísmo in the traditional sense o the term, i.e. an accusative 3
clitic doubling or pronominalizing a dative , must be kept separate rom pro
gressive varieties like inervino in (9), which allow the goal argument o write
to be passivized. ndeed in the corpus o anzini & avoia (2005), dialects like
elle in (19) (or empio in (20) below) do not display passivization.

(19) elle di ulgheria (anzini & avoia 2005)

a. 
3MSG.ACC

parlanu/viðinu
speak.3PL/see.3PL

a
to/DOM

iddu.
him

‘hey speak to/they see him.’
b. /a

3MSG.ACC/3FSG.ACC
ʃkrivu
write.1SG

(a
to
idu/a
him/to

issa).
her

‘ write him/her.’
c. i

3.DAT
ʃkrivu
write.1SG

na
a

littira.
letter

‘ write him/her/them a letter.’
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greement with the perect participle, which is absent rom beroomance
but present in taloomance, shows that true accusative clitics are involved. e
cause o the phonological neutralization o nal vowels to schwa, these data are
dicult or impossible to nd in entral and outhern varieties and are thereore
briey illustrated in (20) with a variety o orthern ardinia.

(20) empio ausania (anzini & avoia 2005)
l
3.ACC

aɟɟu
have.1SG

vaiɖɖatu/a/i
spokenM.SG/-F.SG/-PL

/
/
vistu/a/i
seenM.SG/-F.SG/-PL

‘ have seen/spoken to him/her/them.’

ext, under the uniorm treatment o  and inherent datives proposed
here, one would normally expect the pattern (18bi) to be instantiated, whereby
both inherent datives and  objects are lexicalized by dative clitics. his is
robustly documented in panish dialects, under the traditional label o leísmo, or
instance in asue varieties, as illustrated in (21). ithin the present analysis, it
is natural to conclude that the clitics in (21) reect the same case organization
as their doubled  counterparts – hence goal and  datives coincide in the
dative clitic le.

(21) panish, asue dialect (rmazabal & omero 2013)

a. o
3M.SG.ACC

vi
saw.1SG

(*el
the

libro).
book

‘ saw it/the book.’
b. e

3DAT
vi
saw.1SG

(al
DOM.the

niño/a
boy/DOM

la
the

niña).
girl

‘ saw him/her/the boy/the girl.’

oing back to the schema in (18) once more, we must nally consider the pos
sibility that  and goal arguments have dierent clitic counterparts, as in
(18a). his possibility is instantiated in some o the bestknown varieties o pan
ish, including the standard. n standard panish, animate internal arguments are
pronominalized by an accusative clitic, as in (22a). y contrast, a  lexicalizing
a goal dative is doubled by a dative clitic, as in (22b). n the ioplatense vari
ety, though not in the standard one, (22a) is also grammatical as an instance o
doubling.
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(22) panish (standard/ioplatense)

a. o
3M.SG.ACC

vio (*/

saw.3SG
a
DOM

uan).
uan

‘e saw him/uan.’
b. e

3DAT
dio
gave.3SG

el
the

libro
book

(a
to
uan).
uan

‘e gave him the book (to ohn).’

he pattern in (22) appears to avour the view that the aphrase in (22a) is an
underlying accusative, determining doubling by an accusative clitic. ut loísmo
and leísmo dialects provide eually strong prima acie evidence in avour o the
view that  and inherent datives have the same structure o embedding, so
that they are treated alike under cliticization. s stated at the end o §2,  adopt
the view that clitics and s are each separately merged in their relevant do
mains (portiche 1996), and eventually connected by gree when cooccurring.9

t the same time, the clitic and the doubled  do not necessarily agree in ase,
which is again part o the conclusion o §2.
onsider then the leísmo pattern again, as exemplied in (21) above. rom

the point o view o the analysis o  in §1, the clitic and the  it dou
bles/pronominalizes actually agree in case, namely in dative case. ore ormally,
the clitic and the  share the ⊆ property, lexicalized by  in ront o the lexical
 and by dative case on the clitic, as schematized in (23). n other words, vari
eties like (23) can be described simply by saying that the conditions attaching on
internal embeddings o ull s, also hold or the insertion o  heads in the
clitic domain.

9dopting gree as the operation that connects the clitic and doubled  implies that all o the
structural conditions on gree, as dened by homsky (2000), hold in the doubling congura
tion. s or the hase mpenetrability ondition (), the simplest way to insure that it is met
is to adopt the conclusion o portiche (1996), that clitics are erged in a clitic eld located in
the periphery o v, rom where they move the short step to . n the other hand, i clitics are
base generated in , additional or alternative assumptions may be needed. he other major
condition is ccommand (and in act minimal ccommand, i.e. inimality).  clitics are heads
adjoined to v/, then ccommand o v/internal arguments ollows. evertheless, a delicate
issue arises because we have adopted the view that object clitics may alternate between a ⊆
and a  orm, and so do object s/⊆s, according to whether they do or not undergo .
he simplest thing to say is that eatures label the root node in any event. he anonymous
reviewer raises more complex issues yet, such as ong istance greement, which are beyond
the scope o the present article.
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(23) [ [⊆ le] [ vi [  vi [⊆ a la niña]] (c. (21b))

he loísmo pattern is schematized in (24). n present terms, there is a ⊆ case
mismatch in (24) both when the  argument corresponds to an inherent dative
(with the verb speak (to)) and when it corresponds to a  dative (with the
verb see). ecall that inherent dative and  arguments can be distinguished,
among others, on the basis o passivization;  datives with see passivize,
while inherent datives with speak (to) do not passivize. eedless to say, the par
allel behavior o goal and  aphrases under loísmo tendentially supports
their unication, though not as directly as the leísmo pattern in (23). ssume as
beore that s and clitics are each separately merged in their domains (pred
icative and inectional, respectively), and that each domain may have its own
case pattern. n the predicative domain in (24), highly ranked s (including 3
ull pronouns) are introduced by the obliue ⊆ relator under , as are goal
arguments selected by the verb. y contrast, in the clitic domain, all 3 internal
arguments are simply lexicalized as s, i.e. as accusative.

(24) [ [ u] [ parlanu/viðinu [  parlanu/viðinu [⊆ a iddu]] (c. 19a)

n the ditransitive counterparts to (24), goal clitics surace in the dative, as
in structure (25). n a unctionalist vein, one could account or (25) by invoking
the need or disambiguation. here are ormal means to implement the same
basic idea. n an gree conguration, the clitic eectively acts as a probe or
its  argument goal.  the clitic was embedded as a bare  in (25), its closest
goal would be the direct object, namely na littira ‘a letter’, yielding a reading
dierent rom the intended one. n other words, the right reading is achieved
only by having recourse to the specialized dative clitic. conomy considerations
privilege the simpler lexicalization in (24) where possible.

(25) [ [⊆ li] [ ʃkrivu [  ʃkrivu na littira [⊆ a iddu]] (c. 19c)

he most problematic conguration rom the present point o view o 
arises in the standard variety o panish or in ioplatense dialects, where 
obliues are doubled by accusative clitics, while goal datives are doubled by da
tive clitics, along the lines o (26). t is a act that in languages like (26) cliticization
distinguishes lexical datives and  objects, while the present approach says
that they have the same structure. owever, recall that  assume that the case
array o clitics in the inectional domain does not necessarily match the case ar
ray o lexical s in the predicative domain.  so, we can describe (26) by saying
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that in the clitic domain, themes and goals are assigned accusative and dative
respectively, and no  applies – even though  applies to lexical s in
the predicative domain.

(26) a. [ [ lo] [ vio [  vio [⊆ a Juan]]
b. [ [⊆ le] [ dio [ dio el libro [⊆ a Juan]]

et us then take stock. n §1 and 2  have briey argued or two main conclu
sions, which orm the basis o the discussion in this section, namely (27).

(27) n omance

a.  and goal arguments are both embedded by ⊆ (§1)
b. litic and ull  arguments are both rstmerged in their respective

domains, each with their own case alignment (§2).

n this section,  only considered omance varieties where arguments o the
predicative domain display . et us call this the =at case alignment.
n the clitic domain, we can nd the same alignment (able 3bi). owever, 
may be missing, yielding the case pattern cc≠at (able 3a). inally, the clitics
may display a single accusative realization or all direct or indirect object, in
able 3bii. bviously, the numbering o the schemas in able 3 is meant to match
those in (18).

able 3: ase patterns o clitics and s

litics s

a. ACC≠DAT DOM=DAT
b. i DOM=DAT DOM=DAT

ii ACC DOM=DAT

uppose  in the predicative domain results rom embedding o the argu
ment under the same elementary predicate as the dative (27a). uppose urther
that clitics can have their own independent case alignment (27b). hen there are
at least three logical possibilities – namely that clitics have the same  pat
tern as the predicative domain (leísmo), or that they have a non pattern
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(standard panish) or that nally they have accusative or all internal arguments
(loísmo). 10

 the variation spreadmatches the logically possible outcomes, then parametri
zation is simply seen to correspond to the choices le open by niversal ram
mar. n a sense, one might say that there is no explanation or the observed
variation, but only descriptive statements, as (23)–(26) are. n another sense, the
best o explanations actually turns out to hold, namely that variation, in this
instance, does not reuire any additional statement. o parameter species the
open choices, which simply ollow rom the structure o grammar and the lexi
con. 11

4 onclusions

 arguments are associated with the a/dative morphology typical o goal ar
guments, because they share the same syntactic structure o embedding, namely
the relational content ⊆ associated with the preposition a or with the dative case
inection (§1). ronouns, especially 1/2 pronouns, do not necessarily share the

10 both object clitics and object s can be ±, and they reely mix and match, we expect a
ourth conguration – namely that there may be languages where a  3 clitic corresponds
to non objects. he closest match to this ourth predicted possibility arises in Quiteño
panish, where “the s have been almost universally replaced by le(s)…his replacement
applies irrespective o the eatures [±animate] and [±masc] …hus, it could be said that  has
carried leísmo to conclusion” (uñer 1989: 387–388), c. (i). mportantly, “i there is an  phrase,
the  reers unambiguously to the  argument, and the  automatically goes to ø” (uñer
1989: 389), c. (ii).

(i) a
already

le
it
vendió.
sold.3SG

(where le = el carro ‘the car’)

‘e already sold it.’

(ii) l
to.the

chóer
chaueur

le
to.him

ø di.
gave.1SG

(where ø = los papeles ‘the papers’)

‘ gave them to the chaueur.’

11n recent work, anzini & ranco (2019) ormalize the bject agreement parameter in (15)
in terms o labelling. hus,  objects can project both a () label and a ()/() label.
are direct objects project only  and inherent datives project only / (see ornilescu
2020 [this volume] or similar ideas applied to partially overlapping data). he liticization
parameter in (18) can perhaps be resolved in the same way. n any event, this is beyond the
scope o the present paper, whose aim was solely to display the actual extent o variation in
omance and draw some conclusions about the ree crossing o parameter values.
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same case alignment as lexical s. n §2  have concluded that though a lan
guage like talian has no  with lexical s/ull pronouns, the presence o a
single object orm o 1/2 clitics is to be interpreted as evidence o the presence
o  in the clitic domain, and not as a mere morphological syncretism.
n §3,  assumed that clitics and lexical s are separately merged each in their

domain. he case array may then be dierently set.  interpreted standard/io
platense panish as instantiating the pattern in which 3 clitics are not sensitive
to , though  is enorced by lexical s and ull pronouns. he tradi
tional name o leísmo describes congurations in which animate 3 clitics are
always dative, whether ed or inherent goals. he eually traditional label
o loísmo/laísmo describes the pattern in which 3 object clitics corresponding
to animate reerents (subject to  in the predicative domain) or to inherent
datives are both in the accusative.

Reerences

eck, igrid & yle ohnson. 2004. ouble objects again. Linguistic Inquiry 35(1).
97–124.

elvin, obert & arcel den ikken. 1997. here, happens, to, be, have. Lingua
101(3–4). 151–183.

ossong, eorg. 1985. Empirische Universalienorschung. Differentielle Objekt-
markierung in der neuiranischen Sprachen. übingen: arr.

homsky, oam. 2000. inimalist inuiries: he ramework. n oger artin,
avid ichaels & uan riagereka (eds.), Step by step: Essays on Minimalist
Syntax in honor o Howard Lasnik, 89–155. ambridge, :  ress.

homsky, oam, ngel allego & ennis tt. 2019. enerative grammar and
the aculty o language: nsights, uestions, and challenges. Catalan Journal o
Linguistics pecial ssue: enerative syntax. Questions, crossroads, and chal
lenges: Generative syntax: Questions, crossroads, and challenges.

ornilescu, lexandra. 2020. itransitive constructions with dierentially
marked direct objects in omanian. n nna ineda & aume ateu (eds.), Da-
tive constructions in Romance and beyond, 117–142. erlin: anguage cience
ress. :10.5281/zenodo.3776541

ulicover, eter & ay ackendo. 2005. Simpler syntax. xord: xord niver
sity ress.

ranco, udovico & aolo orusso. 2020. spectual datives (and instrumentals).
n nna ineda & aume ateu (eds.), Dative constructions in Romance and
beyond, 175–194. erlin: anguage cience ress. :10.5281/zenodo.3776545

368



14 omance aphrases and their clitic counterparts

ranco, udovico & . ita anzini. 2017. nstrumental prepositions and case:
ontexts o occurrence and alternations with datives. Glossa: A Journal o Gen-
eral Linguistics 2(1) (rticle 8). 1–47. :10.5334/gjgl.111

arley, eidi. 2002. ossession and the double object construction. Linguistic
ariation Yearbook 2(1). 31–70.

ayne, ichard . 1984. Connectedness and binary branching. ordrecht: oris.
ayne, ichard . 1989. acets o omance past participle agreement. n aola
enincà (ed.), Dialect variation and the theory o grammar, 85–103. ordrecht:
oris.

hokhlova, udmila. 2002. Syntactic peculiarities o Rajasthani. eidelberg. aper
presented at the 17th uropean onerence on odern outh sian tudies.

iparsky, aul. 2008. niversals constrain change, change results in typological
generalizations. n e ood (ed.), Linguistic universals and language change,
23–53. xord: xord niversity ress.

edgeway, dam. 2000. A comparative syntax o the dialects o Southern Italy: A
minimalist approach. xord: lackwell.

imaalles, eloisa . 2016. he syntax o (ditransitive) predicates o transer
ence in ialectal razilian ortuguese.Quaderni di Linguistica e Studi Orientali
2. 79–96.

oporcaro, ichele. 1988. Grammatica storica del dialetto di Altamura. isa: iar
dini.

anzini, . ita. 2012. rom omance clitics to case: plit accusativity and the
erson ase onstraint. n rene ranco, ara usini & ndrés aab (eds.),
Romance languages and linguistic theory 2010: Selected papers rom ‘Going Ro-
mance’ Leiden 2010, 1–20. msterdam: ohn enjamins.

anzini, . ita & udovico ranco. 2016. oal and  datives. Natural Lan-
guage and Linguistic Theory 34. 197–240.

anzini, . ita & udovico ranco. 2019. ‘greement o tructural bliues’ pa
rameter:  and pseudopartitives. Lingvisticae Investigationes 42(1). onica
rimia & nna ineda (eds.). 82–101.

anzini, . ita & eonardo . avoia. 2005. I dialetti italiani e romanci: Moro-
sintassi generativa. lessandria: dell’rso.

anzini, . ita & eonardo . avoia. 2010. ase as denotation: ariation in
omance. Studi Italiani di Linguistica Teorica e Applicata (3). 409–438.

anzini, . ita & eonardo . avoia. 2014. erson splits in the case systems
o eg lbanian (hkodër) and rbëresh (reeks). Studi Italiani di Linguistica
Teorica e Applicata (1). 7–42.

369



. ita anzini

anzini, . ita, eonardo . avoia & udovico ranco. 2015. rgative case,
aspect and person splits: wo case studies. Acta Linguistica Hungarica 62(3).
1–55.

asica, olin. 1991. The Indo-Aryan languages. ambridge: ambridge niversity
ress.

rmazabal, avier & uan omero. 2013. bject agreement, clitics and dialectal
variation. Probus 25(2). 301–344.

esetsky, avid. 1995. Zero syntax: Experiencers and cascades. ambridge, :
 ress.

ineda, nna. 2014. hat lies behind dative/accusative alternations in omance.
n teania arzo & aren ahousse (eds.), Romance languages & linguistic
theory 2012, 123–139. msterdam: ohn enjamins.

ineda, nna. 2016. Les ronteres de la (in)transitivitat: Estudi dels aplicatius en
llengües romàniques i basc. arcelona: nstitut d’studis ón uïc. ublished
and revised version o the doctoral dissertation.

ohls, erhard. 1969. Grammatica storica della lingua italiana e dei suoi dialetti.
ol. 3, intassi e ormazione delle parole. orino: inaudi.

heehan, ichelle. 2020. he omance erson ase onstraint is not about
clitic clusters. n nna ineda & aume ateu (eds.), Dative construc-
tions in Romance and beyond, 143–171. erlin: anguage cience ress.
:10.5281/zenodo.3776543

portiche, ominiue. 1996. litic constructions. n ohan ooryck & aurie
aring (eds.), Phrase structure and the lexicon, 213–276. ordrecht: luwer.

uñer, argarita. 1989. ialectal variation and cliticdoubled direct objects. n
arl irschner & anet eesaris (eds.), Studies in Romance linguistics: Selected
proceedings rom Linguistic Symposium on Romance Languages XII, 377–395.
msterdam: ohn enjamins.

orrego, sther. 1998. The dependencies o objects. ambridge, :  ress.
orrego, sther. 2010. ariability in the case patterns o causative ormation in
omance and its implications. Linguistic Inquiry 41(3). 445–470.

370


