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ABSTRACT

The main goal of this paper is to show that thgilflie word order of

Latin does not prevent us from fruitfully applyinig Latin a set of
constituency tests that have been developed in moldgguistics.

Particularly, we will show that, when the conceptconstituent is

correctly defined, it effectively applies to Latie will do so by

comparing English, a rigid word order languagelidta a more

flexible word order language, and Latin, which v&® more flexible.

This paper is organized as follows: in section & e@ffer a brief

introduction on the current theoretical debate lon tbpic. In section
2, we argue that constituents may be formed by svtindt are not
contiguous, at least in languages with a flexibtedwvorder. In section
3, we discuss various tests that identify VP and a&P possible
constituents in Latin: these tests include pro-feuhbstitution, ellipsis
and fragment answers. Section 4 discusses testemdfy the CP

layer as a constituent: these include pro-form tsuiien and

extraposition. In the same section we deal with @ssjble

complication arising from the use of pro-form sitbébn as a

constituency test but we also show that it doesaffett the cases we
discuss. Our conclusion in Section 5 is that stuestituents may be
discontinuous in Latin (as in other languages)y tinay not be easy to
identify, but they do exist.

1.INTRODUCTION

The concept of constituent is a key notion in corgerary syntactic
theory. Roughly, a constituent is a group of wdtds functions as a
natural unit within the clause. Still, the statdghos concept requires
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6 CARLO CECCHETTO—RENATO ONIGA

some discussion. One issue is raised by the fattttle concept of
constituent has a sort of intermediate status (E&009). On the one
hand, it isnot a naive notion, because constituents are idehtiie
using some formal tests (typically involving dispanent, ellipsis,
pro-form, coordination; we return to these testewg On the other
hand, the notion of constituent is not theory iné&krand, as such, it is
not formalized. For example, the typical syntax textbstarts with
defining constituency tests that identify a certgwoup of words as a
natural unit and then moves on to formally defihe toncept of
phrase. In phrase structure grammars (say, X-baoryhin pre-
minimalist versions of generative approaches oeBirase Structure
in more recent implementations: Chomsky 1995, 204)hrase is a
group of words with a well-defined hierarchicalustiure, so a phrase
Is organized around a head (possibly) with a comptd, a specifier
and a variable number of adjuncts.

The concept of phrase is explicitly defined bubmdy an imperfect
proxy for the concept of constituent, since theeepaima faciecases
of phrases that do not behave as constituents famdther way
around). For example, there are constituents thatsanaller than
phrases, as shown by the exchange in (1)-(2). &teethat the clitic
ne can replace the group of wordsazioni di Ciceronas standardly
taken to be evidence that this group of words isa#ural unit
(therefore a constituent). Howeveasrazioni di Ciceroneis not a
complete phrase in (1) but just a subpart of thantifier phrase
cinque orazioni di Ciceronavhich includes the quantifieinque

(1) Ho letto cinque orazioni di Cicerone.
“(I) have read five speeches by Cicero”.
| read five speeches by Cicero.

(2) lo ne ho lette tre.
“(I) of.it have read three”.
| read three of them.
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CONSTITUENCY AS ALANGUAGE UNIVERSAL 7

Another reason suggesting that it is not possibleassume a
straightforward one-to-one phrase/constituent spoadence is that a
phrase can form a unit (so, behaving as a constjtugefore an
occurrence of syntactic movement splits it apadr Example, a
classical analysis of the second sentence in (3 ierm of VP-
ellipsis. The fact the verb and the direct objeant be elided shows
that these two words are a constituent, namelyrh pharase (VP).
However, in contemporary syntactic theory it isumssd that the
subject is generated inside the VP before movingtsodedicated
position (Spec,T). So, one can ask why the sulgeudt deleted in the
second clause in (3), since the VP is. The anssvrat, by time the
VP is deleted, the subject has already escapeellipsis site (leaving
there a trace that would not be pronounced evdmowitellipsis).

(3) John bought a house and Matig t; buy-a-heus¢oo.

In English, which is a rigid word order languagejsi relatively
easy to track the occurrences of syntactic movertiaitcan disrupt
the phrase/constituent parallelism. And in fact,Eaglish, it is tacitly
(and sometimes explicitly) assumed that constitueme formed by
contiguouswords. However, the situation is much more difti¢and
therefore more interesting) in languages that havamore flexible
word order. A paradigmatic case of such a langusdetin, where
constituent identification is admittedly harder. ¥dhconfronted with
this situation, there are two possible approachidse first one,
universalist in spirit, is to look for constituerggen when they may be
difficult to identify. If one takes this view, orghould focus on those
constituency tests that are less dependent orr lovdar and critically
examine them. The second approach is arguing d&mgubhges with
‘free’ word order are radically different and th#te notion of
constituent does not apply to them. This anti-ursigkst view is
explicitly endorsed by Evans — Levinson (2009), wddce Latin to be
a chief counterexample to the idea that the conakeponstituent is a
language universal. In fact, Latin becomes an itgmbrargument
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8 CARLO CECCHETTO—RENATO ONIGA

supporting their claim that language universalsndo exist and are
even a perilous ‘myth’ (Evans — Levinson 2009: 44i@).

We believe that it is methodologically wrong to tpubate a
fundamental difference between languages withougvipusly
attempting unification. In fact this attitude migé¥en be considered
anti-scientific, since science should look for wafion under
superficial differences. For this reason in thipgrawe try to do what
Evans — Levinson (2009) should have done, namegbydap Latin
constituency tests initially developed for langumagath a more rigid
order. To be sure, their application to Latin i$ swaightforward and
a series of important theoretical questions ari$ee facts that new
research questions emerge however, far from beingagon to
abandon a framework for investigation, shows itemgjth. More
particularly, we will show that, when the conceptcoonstituent is
correctly defined, it fruitfully applies to LatinWe will do so by
comparing English, a rigid word order languagelidta a more
flexible word order language, and Latin, whichve® more flexible.

2.CONSTITUENTS DO NOT NEED TO BE FORMED BY CONTIGUOUSORDS

What is a constituent? Given what we said abovejehathat the

concept is not formalized, answering this questi@ans defining a
set of necessary or sufficient conditions to be fme& group of words
to be a constituent. Classical constituency testify as sufficient

(not necessary) conditions. Let us take a con@esenple, by using
the movement test: «if a group of words can be mdvem its base
position to some other position in the sentencat group of word
gualifies as a constituent in that sentence». Gtlienrmovement test,
that bookis a constituent in (4):

(4) [That book]! readt; (not this one).
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CONSTITUENCY AS ALANGUAGE UNIVERSAL 9

Is passing the movement test a necessary condaroronstituent-
hood? No, it is not. Consider another classicalstturency test,
namely coordination: «if two groups of words cancbejoined by an
element likeand, or andbut, each conjoint is a constituent». Given the
coordination test,to the presidentand to his lawyer are two
constituents in (5):

(5) John sent his memoir to the president andgdawyer.

However, there is no grammatical way to build angratical
sentence by moving the constituémthis lawyeralone. For example,
(6) is totally ungrammatical:

(6) *[To his lawyer] John sent his memoir to the president &nd

So,to his lawyerpasses the coordination test but does not pass the
movement test (the ungrammaticality of (6) can thebated to Ross’
(1967) Coordinate Structure Constraint, which st you cannot
extract a conjoint by leaving the other anesitu). Still, to his lawyer
Is a constituent in (6), showing that constituetests are sufficient
(not necessary) conditions. In fact, the compliddtesiness of having
a number of different constituency tests is moadaby this. If
constituency tests were necessary and sufficientlitons, one test
would be enough.

Let us ask if adjacency is a sufficient or necessamdition for
words belonging to the same constituent. That ad@c is not a
sufficient condition is obvious, as shown in thestfipages of any
syntax textbook. For exampleenthis in (5) is not a constituent (it
cannot be moved, it cannot be elided, it cannatelpéaced by a pro-
form etc.). Is adjacency a necessary conditiorédhé considers only
rigid word order languages like English, one midglet tempted to
answer “yes” because, as we mentioned, constitusm@tsnormally
formed bycontiguouswords. However, it is not necessary to go as far
in the scale of word-order flexibility as Latin tmderstand that there
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10 CARLO CECCHETTO— RENATO ONIGA

are constituents which are formed by non-contigusosds. Take
sentence (7) in Italian. A standard constituencst e pro-form
substitution (if a group of words can be replacgdalpro-form, then
that group of words is a constituent). In Italianspecial case of pro-
form is the verbal anaphdarlo “to do that”. This pro-form identifies
the sequence of wordeangia... la minestrdeats... the soup” as a
constituent in (7), although it is discontinuousigiinterrupted by the
adverb con piacerg Note that the pro-form does not replace the
bigger constituentmangia con piacere la minesiras the second
sentence in (7) would be contradictory (Maria caneat the soup
gladly and against her wilf)

(7) Gianni mangia con piacere la minestra, invecarid lo fa
controvoglia.
“Gianni eats gladly the soup, but Maria it doeaiagt-her-will”.
John eats the soup gladly, but Mary does thatragjdier will.

Note that our main point, namely that constituentay be
discontinuous, holds even if one assumesftratis a place holder for
tense and agreement features of the verb (muclidike Englishdo-
support construction) while the pronoum is a pro-form for the
uninflected verb plus the remaining categoriesh@ YP. Assuming
this analysis fofarlo, our observation can be reformulated by saying
that it is the pro-formo that identifies the sequenceangia.. la
minestraas a discontinuous constituent in (7).

We took lItalian as an example, but (superficialtygcontinuous
constituents are in fact the norm in most languaggsl word order
languages like English being the exception rathan tthe norm. So,
we can conclude that adjacency is neither a safftanor a necessary
condition for constituency. We stress this pointdaese Evans —

L If the semantics allows ifarlo may substitute the bigger constituent [mangia
con piacere la minestra] as in (i):
()  Gianni mangia con piacere la minestra e anchéavo fa.

“Gianni eats gladly the soup and also Maria itsioe

John eats the soup gladly, and Mary does too.
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CONSTITUENCY AS ALANGUAGE UNIVERSAL 11

Levinson (2009: 440) claim that constituent struetgannot be a
language universal because «many languages showtrémes of
constituent structure, because they scramble thrdswo Scrambling
of words, which creates discontinuous constitueistan interesting
property and deserves a close examination. Howsirere constituent
identification is done on the basis of tests thay mpply to words that
are not adjacent, scrambling of words is no spethallenge for the
hypothesis that constituent structure is a languagesrsal.

Returning to Latin, it has been argued (Devine ev&ts 2006;
Giusti — Oniga 2007; lovino 2011; Ledgeway 2013t tven extreme
cases of “scrambling of words” in Latin show a aartregularity and
their distribution can only be understood by assynthe presence of
a constituent structure.

3. CONSTITUENCY TESTS INLATIN

Having established that word order flexibility i®tna principled
obstacle to constituent identification, let us lod&r suitable
constituency tests in Latin.

3.1.VP ELLIPSIS ANDTPELLIPSIS

Ledgeway (2012: 194) argues that it is possibliel¢atify VP ellipsis

in Latin, so, if he is right, VP is a genuine catugnt in Latin. He

mentions cases such as (8) in which an infinita@hplement of the
modal predicaterolo “want”, although realized in tha. sentence, is
absent, though understood, in thesentence. Similarly, the infinitival
complement ofpossum®“can” is realized in thec. sentence but is
deleted in thel. sentence:
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12 CARLO CECCHETTO— RENATO ONIGA

(8) Plaut.Poen 308-9

a. Agorastocles: Eho tu, vin tu facinus faceredam et festivom?
“hey you.VOC you.want.Q you.NOM deed.ACC do.INFitwiACC
and merry.ACC".

How now, you; do you want to play a merry andaiédsome prank?

b.  Milphio: Volo.
“l.want”.
| do.

c. Agorastocles: Potesne mi auscultare?
“you.can.Q me.DAT listen.to.INF”.
Can you, then, give attention to me?

d. Milphio: Possum.
“l.can”.
| can

We concur with Ledgeway that the examples in (81 €é8d) are
clear instances of ellipsis. We also assume tlipsis is phonological
deletion of syntactically fully fledged structuredathis deletion takes
place on the PF-branch of the syntactic computation

However, it is less clear whether the elided coustit is a VP or a
bigger constituent. In canonical generative apgreac the
representation of the clause includes a CP laper,syntactic level
which encodes information about sentence force |ddmove,
interrogative, imperative), the subordinate/matdaracter of the
sentence, the finiteness/non finiteness distinctaord other relevant
syntactic information. CP selects for the TP layshich in turn
selects for the VP layer. We go back to cases o¢l@psis in Latin in
Section 4. Our question now is whether the elidmtstituent in (8) is
a VP or a TR In a previous work of ours (Cecchetto — Oniga2Q0

2 See Merchant (2001) and Aelbrecht (2010), amongynaghers, for an account
along this line for ellipsis cases.

% For the sake of simplicity in this paper, as indgan(2014), we will stick to the
traditional partition of clause structure in the VPP and CP areas. Assuming the
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we have argued thatossumand volo are different in this respect,
because the former, but not the latter, takes a&tuRture (not a TP)
as a clausal complement. The main empirical reé@moassuming this
difference is that, although Latin infinitives drely fledged for tense
(there is a morphological form for present, past fuure tense both
in the active and in the passive voicpdssumnever selects for an
inflected infinitive. This is shown by the contrabetween the
grammaticality of (9), where there is the defaudfinitival form
(which morphologically corresponds to a preseninitive), and the
ungrammaticality of (10) and (11), where the irthre is inflected for
past tense (10) and for future tense (11). Notet thze
ungrammaticality of (10) and (11) is not due to aatits in any
obvious sense, since the propositional contens ‘ftossible for me to
have read/to read in the future” is coherent.

(9) Senepist.33, 9

Legere possum.
“read.INF.PRES l.can”.
| can read.

(10) *Legisse possum.
“read.INF.PAST l.can”.

(11) *Lecturus esse possum.
“read.INF.FUT l.can”.

rich set of functional projections postulated ir tbartographic tradition (Rizzi

1997 and Cinque 1999 among many others), the toesty tests that we are
going to discuss should be further scrutinizedet® which portion of these areas
undergo the relevant phenomena. We leave thistoefuvork.
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14 CARLO CECCHETTO— RENATO ONIGA

Interestingly, the verbolo is different, since itan select for a past
infinitive, as shown by the grammaticality of (12)

(12) Cic.Att. 14, 18, 4

Legisse vellem.
“read.INF.PAST l.would-like”.
| would like to have read.

We take the fact that an infinitive inflected fense is not admitted
as complement gbossumto be evidence that the T layer cannot be
projected in the complement clausepaflssum This means that the
complement opossumin (8c) (Mmi auscultarg¢is a VP, not a TP. So,
we can safely conclude that (8d) contains a gencmsee ofVP
deletion. As for the complement afolo in (8a) (acinus facere
lepidum et festivojnthere is no absolute certainty that it is a V®, a
volo in principle can take a TP as clausal complentéot.the ellipsis
case in (8b) might be either a case of VP deletiom case of TP
deletion. We leave this question open.

Be that as it may, following Ledgeway (2012), wednalentified at
least a clear case of VP ellipsis in Latin. As VHpsis is a
paradigmatic constituency test, we have starteldegiaig evidence for
a constituent structure in Latin.

However, a legitimate question is whether the attgsted cases of
ellipsis involve clausal complement of modal veMd& think that the
phenomenon is more general. In Section 3.2 we usather
constituency test to show cases of ellipsis nablimg modal verbs.

Here we mention that it is tempting to analyse (@af) the so-
called ‘verb sparing’ cases (Hofmann — Szantyr 19@3. 823) as VP

* The difference betweewolo and possumis reflected in the fact that only the
former admits thé\ccusativus cum Infinitivoonstruction (see Cecchetto — Oniga
2002 for discussion).
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ellipsis, since not only the verb but also its angats may be spared
(‘elided’ in modern terms)
An interesting case of ellipsis is found in (13):

(13) Cic.Phil. 2, 61

Si te municipiorum non pudebat, ne veterani quigsm@rcitus? <cil.
te pudebat

“if you.ACC of.the.citizens not feel.shame.IMPFtrof.the.old even
of.the.army”.

If you did not feel shame for the citizens, didyou (implied. feel
shamé at least for the army of veterans?

In (13) the elided constituentte( pudebgt has a linguistic
antecedent, much like canonical ellipsis casesidémtally, (13)
illustrates a case of discontinuous constituentthaswordste and
pudebat which form the elided constituent, are not cambigs in the
protasis. One issue that remains open is howpibssible thaveterani
exercitusis not elided, since it is an argument of the \(&zlp pudebat
A natural analysis might be in terms of TP ellipgis suggested by

®> Goldberg (2005) distinguishes two types of langsags far as VP ellipsis is
concerned. The first type (Aux-Stranding VP elliplsinguages) is exemplified by
English. In English VP ellipsis, the verb is elidedjether with other VP internal
material (‘John broke a vase, and Mary did-brokeaaetoo’). This happens
because no V-to-l movement occurs in English (R&lb989), so, when the VP is
deleted, the verb is also deleted. The second {yp8tranding VP ellipsis
languages) is exemplified by Hebrew, Irish, and §inaln these languages a
finite verb survives VP ellipsis, while all othestegories in the VP are elided. So
a sentence which is a word by word translationJaihh broke a vase, and Mary
broke-a-~vas¢o0”, which is ungrammatical in English, is fullgceptable in these
languages. This happens because the verb moves the VP, so, when the VP
is deleted, the verb survives ellipsis. Given thesy general typology, and
assuming that the verb, given its morphologicahmess moves out of the VP in
Latin, one expects Latin to be a V-Stranding Vipsis language, therefore verb
sparing cases are expected. However, Latin is diflferent, since, given its
scrambling properties, not only the verb but a stib the arguments of the verb
can be spared.
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16 CARLO CECCHETTO— RENATO ONIGA

Danckaert (2012: 92), who applies to Latin an asialyoriginally
proposed by Merchant (2003) for so-called strippmé@nglisit. (13)
would be analysed as follows: firgéterani exercitugnoves to a left
peripheral position and leaves behind a TP with@ (@e assume that
quidemsits in the CP layer). Subsequently, this TP ignglhogically
elided in the PF component. The constitueeterani exercitus
survives deletion, since it has moved to a positagher than the
ellipsis site. Adopting this perspective, (13) webide a case of TP
ellipsis.

Another class of cases amenable to an ellipsisysisais theapo
koinoGconstruction in Plautus (Leo 1896: 44), illustraiel14).

(14) PlautRud 1043

Si adhibebit fidem, etsi ignotust, notus, si neail( adhibebit fidem),
notus ignotissimumst.

“if he.will.apply faithfullness.ACC, even.if unkmm.is, known.NOM,

if not, known.NOM very.unknownNOM”.

If he will be faithful, even if he is unknown,viadl be known, if he will
not (mplied. be faithful), even if he is known, he will be very
unknown.

Even in this case, the natural question that ariseshether the
elided constituentadhibebit fidemis a VP or a TP. Answering this
guestion would require an analysis of the positabthe negative head
nonin Latin. If non heads a NegP phrase in the TP area, (14) should
be analysed as a case of VP deletion. However, tdain(1997) has
argued that many Romance varieties have a posibomegation
higher than the TP area. If Lation admits a similar analysis, ellipsis

® Stripping (Hankamer — Sag 1976: 409 for the ihitlafinition) is a type of
ellipsis under which everything in a clause is thleunder identity with
corresponding parts of the preceding clause, exémptone constituent and
(usually) an adverb or a negative element. Sent@herinimally contrasts with
the VP ellipsis case in (ii), because in (i) alse T/INFL node is deleted.

()  John broke a vase, and Mary too.

(i) John broke a vase, and Mary did too.
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(14) is compatible with a TP deletion analysis.c8iour main goal in
this paper is offering arguments for the existemméeconstituent
structure in Latin, we remain agnostic on whethBrdr VP deletion
occurs in (14).

In the next section we move to another type of ttugcy test.

3.2.FRAGMENT ANSWERS ANDTP ELLIPSIS

Another classical constituency test is the fragmaméwer test. A
popular conception is the following: the only fragmis that are
allowed as answers are those that would form atito@st in the
complete answer.

For example, the fragment answer in (15a) is aatdéptbecausa
friend of mines a constituent in the complete (if redundangvear |
have met a friend of min€The fragment answer in (15b) is not
acceptable because “have met a” is not a constitneihe complete
answer.

(15) Who have you met?
a. A friend of mine.
b. *have met a.

So, fragmentary utterances are interpreted as fabytential
structures but for the fact that ellipsis occurghi@ PF component. For
example, (15a) should be analysed as in (16).,Rin& object is
moved to a position in the CP area. Following thesvement, the TP
where the trace of the object is found gets phagiodly elided (this
analysis is similar to the one considered abové1dy).

(16) [cp[A friend of mine] [pHhave-met]]

To sum up: fragment answers can be analysed asreadof TP
ellipsis, therefore as evidence that TP is a ctuesit in a given
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language. This reasoning rather straightforwardiplias to Latin.
(17) to (20) are all cases where the understood ¢hded) constituent
can be analysed as a TP containing a trace of rdggment. The
fragment survives phonological deletion becauseag moved out of
the elided constituent: we show this explicitly {@7) in (17°):

(17) PlautMen.285-6

MenaechmusQuem tu parasitum quaeris, adulescens, meum?
“what.ACC you hanger-on.ACC you.look.for, guy.vVO@y.ACC".
Which hanger-on of mine are you looking for, guy?

Cylindrus Peniculum (scil. ego quaero).
“Peniculus.ACC".
Peniculugimplied: | am looking for).

(17") [cpPeniculum [rr-ege-guaeraf

(18) PlautAmph 717

Sosia Tun’ heri hunc salutavisti?
“you.NOM.Q yesterday him greet.PAST".
Did you greet him yesterday?

AlcumenakEt te quoque etiam, SosiaBdil. ego salutavi)
“and you.ACC also too Sosia.VOC”.
And you too, Sosidlmplied: | greeted).

(19) PlautAmph.391

Sosia Tuae fidei credo?
“your.DAT faithfulness.DAT I.believe”.
Do | believe your words?

Mercurius Meae écil. fidei credg.
“my.DAT".
Mine (implied: | believe).
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(20) PlautAmph 450

Mercurius Quo agis te?
“where you.lead you.ACC”.
Where are you going?

Sosia Domum gcil. ago me).
“home.ACC".
Home(implied: | am going).

One might ask what type of movement is responddileemoving
the fragment (safPeniculumin (17)) from the ellipsis site. Given that
Latin has a very flexible word order, it has vasoscrambling
operations that can be deemed responsible for niagement. In
particular, a possibility is focalization, sinceetlragment answer
corresponds to new information. When the movembat tets the
fragment survive is due to focalization, the Latases resemble
sluicing in English, for example sentences l&@meone arrives but |
do not know who

However, since many more scrambling operationsagediable in
Latin than in English, more categories may surviig ellipsis in
Latin®. In fact, a typical way to answgesgno questions in Latin is to
repeat the main verb of the question (Bratral. 2009). This strategy
is often employed cross-linguistically and has bemerpreted as
realizing polarity focus in C (Holmberg 2007 fodigtinction between
languages that standardly reply to yes/no questigneepeating the
finite verb of the question and languages thatalbysusing a special
affirmation particle “yes”).

However, there are a few cases in which the movethan allows
a category to survive ellipsis might not be dudottus. We mention
one in (21):

" Merchant (2001), Merchant — Simpson (2012) anduliar Zaucer (2013).
8 See footnote 5.
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(21) PlautAmph.607

Amphitruo Quis te verberavit?
“who you.ACC he.has.beaten”.
Who beat you?

Sosia Egomet memetsgil. verberaw.
“l.self. NOM my.self.ACC.
| (implied: have beaten) myself.

In (21) the fragment is composed of two categoKegq the
nominativefirst person pronoynand me the accusativdirst person
pronoun, both reinforced by the suffimet“self’) which do not form
a constituent under standard assumptions (it iontnaversial that
subject and object do not form a constituent thxatueles the verb).
So,egometandmemetmust have moved one by one out of the ellipsis
site, as illustrated in (21).

(21) [crkEgomet memet [pti-verberavi]

The structure in (21’) is not easily amenable teiraple case of
focalization, as it would be a case of multipleifand independent
movement of multiple foci has been claimed to bpassible (Rizzi
1997). It is possible that the movement of the tategories is of
different type, for example one is a focus movememte the other is
a topic movemenit That topic and focus can co-occur in principl@in
fragment answer is shown in the Italian examplg:(22

® (21) resembles in some respect cases of gappagpify, exemplified in (i), is
a type of ellipsis in which the finite verb in tsecond conjunct of a coordinated
structure is omitted under identity with the vemlihe first conjunct.

(i) Some like football, and others baseball.
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(22) Question Chi vi ha scritto?
Who to-you has written.
Who wrote to you?

Answer 1 A me, Gianni.
To me Gianni.

Answer 2 E a me, Maria.
And to me Matria.

In this section we have shown that fragment ansvediesr an
indirect, but interesting, argument for the coustitthood of the TP in
Latin. Since we have previously considered eviderice the
constituenthood of the VP, the picture that emerges applying
standard constituency tests is that Latin, desp#teflexible word
order, displays the hierarchical structure thatoissidered a landmark
of any natural language by generative approachesible word order
should not prevent us from applying constituensts@and when we
do that, the result is the familiar clause skeletath a VP layer being
embedded into a TP layer.

Let us conclude with aaveat concerning the methodological
problem that arises with languages which do noehaative speakers
anymore. While in ‘living’ languages one can shdwy, means of
grammaticality judgments, that ellipsis is a testdonstituency in that
we cannot delete any string, for Latin there isdir@ct information
from native speakers as to what nst possible. In principle, a
skeptical reader might argue that we have just shibnat deletion of
linguistic material is possible in Latin, but mayé@ey string could be
deleted. However, it is likely that the Latin cospis large enough to
be a proxy (although an imperfect proxy) of theuattvarieties that
were spoken. In addition, a rigid application oé thkeptical view
would impede the study of ‘dead languages’ altogrtisince any
conclusion that is reached on the basis of thelablai evidence in
principle might be reversed by accidental gapsiéendorpus. So, while
the skeptical objection cannot be easily dismisseel think that it
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should not prevent us from forming hypotheses an libsis of the
available evidence.

3.3.VERBAL ANAPHORA

As mentioned, many languages have special caga®-dbrms which
roughly correspond to the verbal anaphors “to é’tand "to do so”
in English. The Latin verbal anaphdem faceras a relevant case.
Under the standard assumption that, if a group ofds can be
replaced by a pro-form, then that group of worda onstituent, we
can identify as constituents the groups of worddaeed by the
inflected forms ofidem facere These are in italics in the examples
(23)-(25).

(23) Curt. 10, 7, 19

Primus Perdiccarma deposujtceterique idem fecere.

“first. NOM Perdicca.NOM  weapons.ACC  put.down.PAST,
others.NOM.and the.same.ACC did".

Perdicca was the first one to put down the weapans the others
did the same.

(24) Caes@Gall. 1, 15,1

Postero dieastra ex eo loco moventem facit Caesar.
“Following.ABL day.ABL camp.ACC from that.ABL placABL
they.move. the.same.ACC does Caesar.NOM".

The day after they moved the camp from that pl@eesar did the
same.
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(25) Amm. 16, 12, 35

Chonodomariusumento statim desiluiet secuti eum residui idem
fecere.

“Chonodomarius.NOM horse.ABL immediately down.jusdp and
following.NOM him others.NOM the.same.ACC did".
Chonodomarius immediately got off his horse, dredthers did the
same following him.

The usual question arises at this point: is thestturent replaced by
idem facerea VP or a TP? The simplest analysis, which we &adsp
assuming that it is a VP. There is no indicatioattthe subject
occupies a special position in the left periphary23) to (25). In fact,
there is no indication that the left periphery lay® filled by any
lexical material in these sentences. It is wortimgaring sentences in
(23) to (25) with (13) and (14) above, where thadal itemsquidem
and non might be analysed as sitting in the CP layer. €Hiptical
clause in (23) to (25) seems to be a garden vafietgtructure. If so,
given that the subject is not replaced by a vedwmaphor, we can
conclude that the pro-form substitution test allavgsto identifyVP
constituents in Latin.

4.PRO-FORMS FOR THECPLAYER

As we already mentioned, in canonical generativer@gches, the
representation of the clause includes a CP laydnchwencodes
information about illocutionary force (declarativénterrogative,

imperative), the subordinate/matrix character of gentence, the
finiteness/non finiteness distinction and otherevaht syntactic
information. CP includes the TP layer, which inntumcludes the VP
layer. There is evidence for the existence of al&@@r in Latin. In

fact, it is possible to show that this layer indadnformation that in
other languages is not easy to associate with e f@ example
information about polarity (affirmative/negativeds shown by the
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alternation between the complementizet “that” and the
complementizene“that not”.

But is it possible to identify the constituent @sponding to the CP
layer by using constituency tests in Latin? Onesading case is (26),
in which idemis a pro-form for the embedded claysauperorum
filias ut indotatas ducant uxores domufthat they marry the
daughters of poor men with no dowry”.

(26) PlautAul. 478-81

Nam meo quidem animo, si idem faciant ceteri / lepiiores,
pauperiorum filias / ut indotatas ducant uxores doni et multo fiat
civitas concordior.

“indeed my.ABL at.least opinion.ABL, if the.samé&& do.CONJ
other.NOM.PL more.rich.NOM.PL more.poor.GEN.PL
daughter.ACC.PL that without.dowry.ACC.PL lead.CONJ
wives. ACC home.ACC and much would.become town.NOM
more.harmonious.NOM”.

And at least in my opinion, if the other rich ndd the same, namely
if they married the daughters of poor men with oy, the town
would be more harmonious.

(27) and (28) are slightly different, as we seerafprm (dem
facerg which replaces a complex CP composed of a mainck a
subordinate clause. In (27dem facereis a pro-form forcohortis
paulatim incedere iubdtorders the units to advance slowly”). In (28)
whereidem facerestands foriurarent se nisi uictorem in castra non
reuersurum(“swore not to go back to the camp unless victsip
while in (29) it stands foitinere factoconsedit(“after marching, he
stopped”).
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Sall.Cat. 60, 1

Petreius tuba signum dat, cohortis paulatim incedgoet; idem facit
hostium exercitus.

“Petreius.NOM trumpet.ABL signal. ACC gives unit€& slowly
advance.INF orders the.same.ACC does enemies.GENNOM”.
Petreius gave a signal with the trumpet and ordetke units to
advance slowly; the army of the enemies did theesam

Caesciv. 3, 87,5

Haec cum dixisset iuravit se nisi victorem in caston reversurum
reliquosque ut idem facerent hortatus est.

“that. ACC.PL after he.say.CONJ.PLPF he.swored &lfmnsf.not
victorious.ACC in camp.ACC non go.back.INF.FUT athaCC. and
that the.same.ACC they.do.CONJ.IMPF he.exhorted”.

After having said that, he swore that he wouldgmwback to the camp
unless victorious, and exhorted the others to @ostme.

Sall.lug. 91, 3

Dein postquam tempus visum, castris egrediturtemgue totam
itinere facto consedit; idem proxuma facit.

“then after time.NOM it.seemed camp.ABL go.out migCC.and
allLACC march.ABL done.ABL he.stopped the.same.A@&xt.ABL

he.does”.

Then, when he thought that it was time, he wentfromn the camp
and, after marching all the night, stopped; he ditk same the
following night.

Notwithstanding their importance, verbal anaphesis, as the one
we are currently considering for Latin, are affelctey a potential
problem that is worth discussing. We illustrates throblem by using
the English pro-form “to do that”:

(30) John bought a book before Mary did.

(31) John bought a book before Mary did that.
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(30), which is a case of VP ellipsis, is not amloigst it can only
mean that John bought a book before Mary boughiak.bHowever
(31) is ambiguous: it can either mean that Johrgbhba book before
Mary bought a book or that John bought a book leefidary did some
other action (perspicuous in the context of utteednThis introduces
a complication: while VP ellipsis in sentences li{@0) requires a
linguistic antecedent (the matrix VP “buy a boold)yerbal anaphor
does not always need a linguistic antecedent. riieaning for the
verbal anaphor is available, it can be correctlgnporeted even if it
corresponds to naspecific linguistic antecedent. Notice that in
principle even the reading of (31) in which thetsane means that
John bought a book before Mary bought a book mightobtained
even if “to do that” did not take a linguistic aoéelent. For example,
the main clause might shape the context of utteragaad by doing so
it might make available a suitable meaning for tte do that”
anaphor. So, the link between the verbal anaphdrit@nlinguistic
antecedent would be indirect even in (30). For teason, it can be
argued that ellipsis tests are more reliable treabal anaphora tests.

Given this general proviso, can we really be surat tLatin
anaphors likeidem or idem facererequire a linguistic antecedent?
Notice that, if indirect licensing ofdem and idem facereby its
antecedent suffices (much like in the case 31, ¢istussed), we
would not have a strong argument for the constthuod of the CP in
(26) to (29). Similar considerations would apply dther uses of
verbal anaphora as a constituency test. Howevethmik that we can
fix this potential problem. The first observatiooncerns specifically
idem facere The expressioidem “the same”, by virtue of its lexical
meaning,limits the possibility of an extra-linguistic anestent, as
suggested by the fact that the only meaning of)(81'John bought a
book before Mary bought a book”.

(31") John bought a book before Mary did the same.
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Similarly, the only meaning available in (26) t®)ds the one that
we pointed out above, wher@emis interpreted as having the same
meaning as the antecedent CP.

A more general consideration in favour of the kality of verbal
anaphora as a constituency test builds on the wdusam that even
pro-forms that in principle can take a non-linggisintecedent are not
always allowed to do that. This can be clarifiedhwan example.
Many Italian speakers accept a transitive ussti@mangiare‘over-
eat”. For those who do, the second sentence inR&2p ha fatto la
stessa cosa in piccole dpsither is not an acceptable continuation at
all (because it is weird to overeat by ingestinglsmuantities) or, as
long as it is acceptable, can only mean that A overeaten too,
although he has done that by eating many smalltiiesnof cake in a
row. This contrasts with (33), in which exactly teame sentence
Piero ha fatto la stessa cosa in piccole ddses not presuppose that
Piero has overeaten. In fact, the most naturatpré¢ation of (33) is
that Piero hasot overeaten.

(32) Gianni ha stramangiato la torta. Piero hafkttstessa cosa in piccole
dosi.
Gianni has over-eaten the cake. Piero has dongathe thing in small
guantities.

(33) Gianni ha mangiato la torta in grandi doserBiha fatto la stessa cosa
in piccole dosi.
Gianni has eaten the cake in big quantities. Pia® done the same
thing in small quantities.

If the verbal anaphortare la stessa cosdo do the same thing”
requires a linguistic antecedent, we can easilp@tcfor the contrast
between (32) and (33). The only available lingaisintecedent in (32)
is the VPstramangiarela torta “over-eat the cake”, and this explains
why Piero must have overeaten (even if it is steatqyover-eat by
ingesting little quantities). In (33) the lingustntecedent can be the
VP mangiarela torta “eat the cake”, since the idea that Gianni ate a
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lot is expressed by the independent PPgrandi dosi “in big
quantities”.

On the other hand, suppose that the meaning ofdtzal anaphor
fare la stessa coseould be retrieved from the extra-linguistic cotite
Since the first sentences in (32) and (33) arehlyugynonymous, no
contrast in interpretation should arise betweer) &1l (33): whether
modification of the verb meaning is expressed Pa(33) or by a
prefix on the verb (32) should not be importantloag as the activity
of overeating is made contextually salient by untgthe first sentence
in each pair.

Therefore, the generalization that emerges isal@ab-form cannot
take a non-linguistic antecedent if a linguisticemedent is available
that conveys the same meaning as the non-linguisgc

As expected, this generalization is not limited Italian. For
example, Jason Merchant (p.c.) pointed out to asn@kes in English
that suggests that this generalization might bel\aabsslinguistically.
While (35) is fully acceptable, (34) is odd for tb@me reason that is
(32) is: in (34) the linguistic antecedent canm®idnored.

(34) *John retook the exam and Mary did that fa filnst time.

(35) John took the exam for the first time and Mdig that for the second
time.

Crucially, in all the sentences in (26) to (29)mgulistic antecedent
is available and this is the CP that we indicatedvab&o0, assuming
the cross-linguistic validity of the generalizatidghat a linguistic
antecedent cannot be ignored when present, we a@alude that in
(26) to (29) the pro-form takes a linguistic antbad, since it can.

A final consideration can support the conclusioat ttlemrequires
an antecedent in cases like (26) above. Supelfidiab) resembles
cases of cataphora, siniceemprecedes the CPauperorum filias ut
indotatas ducant uxores domuBo, one cannot say thdemreceives
its meaning from the context set up by grecedingdiscourse. More
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precisely, (26) seems to contain a syntactic deperdbetween the
ut-clause anddem as in English cases of extraposition like (36),
where there is syntactic dependency between a GBpesed at the
end of the sentence and the pronoun “it” in theooasal position of
the CP (Rosenbaum 1967 and much following work):

(36) a. | could not believié for a secondhat he failed the exam
b. It surprises méhat doctor came at all

Given the presence of a syntactic dependency battieepro-form
and a CP, it would be strange if the interpretatibthe pro-formif in
English oridemin Latin) were not syntactically mediated. Nottbat,
as expected, a dependency involving an extrapofeda@ occur with
pro-forms different fromidem in Latin. In (37), for example, the
pronounillud (“that”) is linked to extraposed Ci#t philosophiam in
praecordia ima demittag‘that you let philosophy go deep in your
heart”).

(37) Senep. 20,1

lllud te rogo atque hortor, ut philosophiam inqrardia ima demittas.
“That you.ACC l.beg and l.exhort that philosoph@€@. in heart. ACC
deep.ACC you.let.go.CONJ".

| beg and exhort you, that you let philosophy gemlin your heart.

Let us take stock: there are clear cases of longfamite
dependencies between a pronoun and an extraposedd_for these
dependencies it is only natural to think that treamng associated to
the pronoun is linguistically mediated, namely pinenoun receives its
meaning directly from the CP it is linked to.

We conclude this section with a caveat. Of coursenfwhat we
said it does not follow that there may not be caglesreidem facere
(or another pro-form) receives its meaning fromdkaeral context of
utterance rather than from a specific constituenthie sentence. In
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fact, it is not difficult to find cases like than interesting example is
(38):

(38) PlautStich 641-44

More hoc fit atque stulte, mea sententia: / SingubBominem

exspectant, eum solent provisere, / Qui, herdee causa ocius nihilo
venit. / Idem ego nunc facio, qui proviso Sagarinum

It is always like that, and stupidly, in my opimiaf you are waiting

for someone, you head for him, but — by Herculbg will not arrive

any sooner because of this. Now | do the sameewhin heading for
Sagarinus.

By uttering this sentence, the speaker is sayiag, @though he
knows that heading for someone does not acceléiatarrival, he
will (stupidly) head for Sagarinus nonetheless. iBathis casadem
facereseems to refer to the complex propositional cdanseh up by
the preceding discourse. This propositional conter@n be
paraphrased as follows: “waiting for someone angidty going out
to meet him although this does not make him ars@ener”. Since
this complex content does not match a single syint@onstituent,
idem faceradoes not correspond to a constituent in (38).

Interestingly, this double life aflem facerewas already observed
in traditional grammars of Latin for the phenomembdrllipsis, which
Is said to be the omission Begriffe oder Satzteilghat is “concepts
or parts of the discourse” (Kiihner — Stegmann 1948). In a similar
way, we can oppose “Satzteile pro-forms” (linguslly controlled
pro-forms in modern terms) and “Begriffe pro-formgiro-forms
whose meaning is a propositional content which da#snecessarily
correspond to a single syntactic unit). So, we @aoé¢ inventing
anything new here. However, we may have found aenpecise
methodology to set the two different types of pooaf apart.

In this section, we have shown that there are ov$gmo-forms
which qualify as reliable constituency tests. Bylgmg these tests
we have identified the CP as one structural lef/éh® clause in Latin.
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5. CONCLUSION

Our main goal in this paper was showing that tegilflle word order
of Latin does not (and should not) prevent us ffamtfully applying
to Latin the set of constituency tests that havenbdeveloped in
modern linguistics. Contrary to the Evans — Levirisq2009) claim
that Latin would not have constituents, we haveulised evidence
that the VP, the TP and the CP can all be idedtifig constituency
tests, most notably by using pro-form substitutigout we also
discussed constituency tests based on ellipsigmeat answer and
extraposition). Constituents may be discontinuoulsatin (as in other
languages) but they do exist. They may not be éasgentify, but
claiming that they do not exist without attemptioglook for them is
not a proper scientific attitude.
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