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Chapter 4

Dimensions of variation
The inflected construction in the dialect of Delia 
(Caltanissetta)

Vincenzo Nicolò Di Caro and Giuliana Giusti
Ca’ Foscari University of Venice

This paper provides an overview of the different dimensions of variation found 
in the Inflected Construction (IC) (cf. Cardinaletti and Giusti 2001, 2003) 
arising with motion verbs in most Sicilian dialects. It does so by discussing 
data from the dialect of Delia (Caltanissetta) at face value with the dialect of 
Marsala (Trapani). The micro-variation emerging from the discussion chal-
lenges Cruschina’s (2013) morphomic account; while it is easily captured by 
Cardinaletti and Giusti’s (to appear) hypothesis that a semi-functional V1 fills 
a remerged functional head (t-T, c-C). Merger in t or c is not only restricted to 
lexically specified forms of V1 but, in given feature combinations, also to lexi-
cally specified forms of V2 in T or C.

Keywords: inflected construction, pseudo-coordination, sicilian dialects, 
cartographic syntax, motion verbs, restructuring verbs

1. Introduction

Cardinaletti and Giusti (henceforth, C&G) study a pseudo-cordination construc-
tion in the dialect of Marsala (in the province of Trapani), which they call the 
Inflected Construction (henceforth, IC) (C&G 2001, 2003).1 They show that, par-
allel to pseudo-coordinations previously studied in English and Swedish, the IC in 
Marsalese features the following components: (i) a verb (V1), usually of motion, 

1. Previous literature on Italo-Romance has labelled this construction in different ways. 
Traditional literature emphasises its paratactic origin (cf. Ascoli 1896, 1901, Sorrento 1950, 
Rohlfs 1969, Stefanini 1970, Leone 1973, 1978 and Sornicola 1976); Cruschina (2013) calls it the 
Doubly Inflected Construction; Ledgeway (2015) treats it as one of different grammaticalized 
pseudo-coordinations in the dialects of Apulia.
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taken from a restricted class of restructuring verbs; (ii) a sometimes optional 
connecting element a; (iii) a lexical verb (V2), sharing mood, tense and person 
features with V1.

C&G (2001, 2003) report the following restrictions in the dialect spoken in 
Marsala (Trapani):

i. The IC is only possible in the 1/2/3sg and 3pl of the indicative present and in 
the 2sg of the imperative;

ii. The only possible V1s are the most basic motion verbs ‘go’ and ‘come’, together 
with ‘come by’ and the motion causative verb ‘send’.

C&G (2001: 383–5) also note that the IC in Marsalese can display invariant forms 
of ‘go’ as V1, similarly to what happens with auxiliary verbs ‘have’ and ‘stay’ (cf. 
(1)–(3)), where the invariant form is allowed with the three singular persons of 
the present indicative and is incompatible with the plural persons and with tenses 
other than present indicative:

 
(1)

 
a.

 
Vaju
go.1sg 

/
/ 

va
go 

a
a 

ppigghju
fetch.1sg 

u
the 

pani.
bread 

   ‘I go and fetch the bread.’

  
b.

 
Vannu
go.3pl 

/
/ 

va
go 

a
a 

ppigghjanu
fetch.3pl  

u
the 

pani.
bread 

   ‘They go and fetch the bread.’

 
(2)

 
a.

 
Un
not 

ci
there.cl 

haju
have.1sg 

/
/ 

ha
have 

statu
been 

mai.
never 

   ‘I have never been there.’

  
b.

 
Un
not 

ci
there.cl 

hai
have.2sg 

/
/ 

ha
have 

statu mai.
been never 

   ‘You have never been there.’

 
(3)

 
a.

 
Ci
there.cl 

staju
stay.1sg 

/
/ 

sta
stay 

ennu.
going 

   ‘I’m going there.’

  
b.

 
Ci
there.cl 

stai
stay.2sg 

/
/ 

sta
stay 

ennu.
going 

   ‘You’re going there.’

C&G’s (2001: 397–407) account for these restrictions proposing that V1 is a semi-
lexical verb, namely a lexical verb that loses its argument structure, being merged 
as a functional head. In a parametric perspective, they claim that V1 in the IC is 
merged at the point where the language realizes the inflected V2, which is subject 
to parametric variation: in Marsalese it is merged in T, like in Italian and unlike 
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English or Swedish (where it is merged lower). From this high vs low merging 
position of the semi-lexical verb, they derive a number of macro-parametric dif-
ferences between Marsalese and the Germanic languages, which cannot be dealt 
with here due to space reasons.

C&G propose that the lexicon specifies which forms of given verbs can fill the 
V1 position of the IC, which generally appear to be “less rich” in inflection.2 C&G 
therefore predict that it is possible to find variation on single verbal forms that can 
enter the IC as V1, as is in fact the case. Their framework does not make any pre-
diction on possible restrictions on V2, which in Marsalese can be any lexical verb 
compatible with andative aspect.

In this paper, we concentrate on the dialect of Delia (in the province of 
Caltanissetta). This dialect presents some interesting points of micro-variation, 
confirming C&G’s general framework and leading us to a more precise formulation 
of the syntactic structure of the IC and to positing further lexical restrictions on V2.

The structure of the paper is as follows. Section 2 presents subsequent litera-
ture on Sicilian and other Southern-Italian varieties and briefly discusses possible 
competing hypotheses. Section 3 presents the morphology of the IC in Deliano 
and shows that there are different lexical restrictions on V1 and further restric-
tions on V2. Section  4 provides a formal structural representation of the IC in 
Deliano. Section 5 deals with the interaction of the IC with Cinque’s (2006) hier-
archy of restructuring verbs. Section 6 draws the conclusions.

2. Subsequent literature on the inflected construction

Manzini and Savoia (2005: 688–701) provide a very wide overview of the phenom-
enon and show that in Southern Italian dialects, V1 can be filled by other verbs 
that behave as restructuring verbs in the Italian infinitival construction. The IC in 
Sicilian, Apulian, and partially Calabrian dialects, can display other moods, tenses 
and persons but is crucially always limited to simple forms. Manzini and Savoia 
(2005: 689) also show that verbs other than ‘go’ (notably ‘stay’ but also ‘come’) can 
display invariant forms. This kind of variation is predicted by C&G (2001, 2003).

2. In recent terms, this can be defined as a “nano-parameter” in the sense of Biberauer and 
Roberts (2012: 268), who propose that parametric variation displays different degrees of varia-
tion. (i) Macro-parameters regulate all elements of a given type. (ii) Meso-parameters regulate a 
featurally specifiable subset of the elements of a given type. (iii) Micro-parameters regulate the 
smallest definable sub-class of elements of a given type. (iv) Nano-parameters regulate one or 
more individual lexical items; this is the case of the Sicilian IC, as further argued in this paper.
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Cruschina (2013) observes that the inflectional restrictions described by 
C&G (2001, 2003) for Marsalese correspond to Maiden’s (2004) N-pattern (see 
also Dressler and Thornton 1991, Thornton 2007) and proposes to treat the IC 
as a Serial Verb Construction (cf. Aikhenvald and Dixon 2006), which in some 
varieties but not in others, is restricted to this morphomic pattern. Cruschina’s 
purely morphomic analysis however does not predict the following facts, that will 
be exemplified in this paper on the basis of Deliano: (1) the restriction to simple 
tenses of the paradigm even in the most liberal varieties; (2) the restrictions to 
what restructuring verbs can fill V1; (3) the different morphomic patterns for dif-
ferent tenses;3 (4) the different behaviour of invariant forms in different dialects.

There is no space in this paper to do justice to the theory of morphomics, aris-
ing from Aronoff ’s (1994) hypothesis of the autonomy of morphology. For what is 
relevant to our discussion, it is sufficient to know that it gives autonomous value to 
given patterns created by the inflectional morphology of a given lexical item. Thus, 
if a given variety attributes a given pattern to the IC, it is not predicted that differ-
ent V1s or different combinations of V1 and V2 should display different patterns.

Ledgeway (2015) concentrates on the dialects of Apulia, where the IC is attest-
ed with ‘go’, ‘stand’, and ‘want’ as V1s. In particular, ‘stand’ and ‘go’ display different 
degrees of reduction of the inflected forms, throughout the region, while ‘want’ 
never does. According to Ledgeway, different degrees of reduction correspond to 
different degrees of grammaticalization of V1. For reasons of space, we cannot 
deal with the Apulian cases, thus referring to Cardinaletti and Giusti (to appear) 
who note that there is no difference in behavior of invariant vs. inflected forms 
with respect to clitic climbing, which can safely be taken as a clear diagnostics of 
monoclausality. We will see that Deliano does not generally allow for invariant 
forms except for one single combination of V1-V2 in the imperative.

3. The morphology of the inflected construction in Deliano

The IC in Deliano is possible with the four V1s, namely ‘go’, ‘come’, ‘come by’ and 
‘send’, found in Marsalese (cf. C&G 2001, 2003) and with a fifth V1, accuminciari 
‘start’. These five verbs do not display a homogenous behavior in their morphologi-
cal distribution.

With the four motion verbs, the IC follows the N-pattern, as in Marsalese; 
namely, it is restricted to 1/2/3sg and 3pl in the indicative present and to the 2sg 
in the imperative:

3. See Di Caro and Giusti (2015) for a discussion of the facts in (1)–(3) which Cruschina’s 
(2013) analysis does not take into consideration.
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(4)

 
a.

 
Vaju
go.1sg 

/
/ 

vjignu
come.1sg 

/
/ 

passu
come-by.1sg 

/
/ 

mannu
send.1sg 

a
a 

ppigliu
fetch.1sg 

lu
the 

pani
bread 

   ‘I go / come / come by/ send somebody to fetch the bread.’

  
b.

 
*Jammu
go.1pl  

/
/ 

*vinjimmu
come.1pl 

/
/ 

*passammu
come-by.1pl 

/
/ 

*mannammu
send.1pl  

a
a 

ppigliammu
fetch.1pl  

lu
the 

pani.
bread 

   ‘We go / come / come by/ send somebody to fetch the bread.’

 
(5)

 
a.

 
Va
go.impr.2sg 

/
/ 

vjini
come.impr.2sg 

/
/ 

passa
come-by.impr.2sg 

/
/ 

manna
send.impr.2sg 

(a)
a  

ppiglia
fetch.impr.2sg 

lu
the 

pani!
bread 

   ‘Go / come / come by/ send somebody to fetch the bread!’

  
b.

 
*Jiti
go.impr.2pl 

/
/ 

*viniti
come.impr.2pl 

/
/ 

*passati
come-by.impr.2pl 

/
/ 

*mannati
send.impr.2pl 

a
a 

ppigliati
fetch.impr.2pl 

lu
the 

pani!
bread 

   ‘Go / come / come by/ send somebody to fetch the bread!’

The inceptive verb accuminciari is instead limited to 1sg and 3pl of the indicative 
present:

 
(6)

 
a.

 
Accuminciu
start.1sg  

a
a 

ffazzu
do.1sg 

la
the 

spisa.
shopping 

   ‘I start doing the shopping.’

  
b.

 
Accumìncianu
start.3pl  

a
a 

ffannu
do.3pl 

la
the 

spisa.
shopping 

   ‘They start doing the shopping.’

  
c.

 
*Accumincia
start.3sg  

a
a 

ffa
do.3sg 

la
the 

spisa.
shopping 

   ‘(S)he starts doing the shopping.’

In a morphomic perspective, one is led to note that the restrictions in (6) are 
reminiscent of Maiden’s (2004) U-pattern, with the proviso that Deliano does not 
have subjunctive (which is instead part of the U-pattern). Cruschina’s hypothesis 
that the IC is associated to the N-pattern in Marsalese should be reformulated for 
Deliano assuming the N-pattern with motion verbs and the U-pattern with the 
inceptive verb. This weakens the predictive power of a framework that attributes 
independent predictive power to given patterns.

Unlike Marsalese, the IC in Deliano is also possible in the indicative preterite 
with the five V1s already cited and a crucial restriction on V2. Interestingly, the 
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preterite displays a third pattern, which is not present in the morphomic literature, 
with ungrammatical 2sg/pl:

 
(7)

 
a.

 
Jivu
go.past.1sg 

a
a 

ffici
do.past.1sg 

la
the 

spisa
shopping 

du
two 

voti.
times 

   ‘I went to do the shopping twice.’

  
b.

 
*Jisti
go.past.2sg 

a
a 

ffacisti
do.past.2sg 

la
the 

spisa
shopping 

du
two 

voti.
times 

   ‘You went to do the shopping twice.’

  
c.

 
Ji
go.past.3sg 

a
a 

ffici
do.past.3sg 

la
the 

spisa
shopping 

du
two 

voti.
times 

   ‘(S)he went to do the shopping twice.’

  
d.

 
Jammu
go.past.1pl 

a
a 

ffìcimu
do.past.1pl 

la
the 

spisa
shopping 

du
two 

voti.
times 

   ‘We went to do the shopping twice.’

  
e.

 
*Jìstivu
go.past.2pl 

a
a 

ffacìstivu
do.past.2pl 

la
the 

spisa
shopping 

du
two 

voti.
times 

   ‘You went to do the shopping twice.’

  
f.

 
Jiru
go.past.3pl 

a
a 

ffìciru
do.past.3pl 

la
the 

spisa
shopping 

du
two 

voti.
times 

   ‘They went to do the shopping twice.’

In Di Caro and Giusti (2015: 410–11), we call this the W-pattern for purely de-
scriptive reasons, attributing no explicatory value to this label.

Di Caro (2015: 50) observes that the possible V2 forms in the preterite are all 
rhizotonic forms of verbs that come from Latin third conjugation:4

 (8) a. fari (‘do’ or ‘make’) < facĕre
  b. vìviri (‘drink’) < bibĕre
  c. scrìviri (‘write’) < scribĕre
  d. mìntiri (‘put’) < mittĕre
  e. diri (‘say’ or ‘tell’) < dicĕre
  f. pèrdiri (‘lose’) < perdĕre
  g. chjùiri (‘shut’) < cludĕre
  h. ‘nchjùiri (‘shut in’) < includĕre

These verbs are different from the regular first conjugation verbs, such as pigliari 
‘fetch’, which display six arhizotonic forms (e.g. pigliàvu, pigliàsti, piglià, pigliàm-
mu, pigliàstivu, pigliàru).

4. The verb vìdiri ‘see’, although diachronically derived from a verb of Latin second conjugation, 
i.e. vidēre, displays the same inflection of the verbs listed in (8).
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In fact, two additional lexical verbs appear in the indicative preterite, which 
do not derive from Latin third conjugation, but synchronically pattern as irregu-
lar verbs of the first conjugation, like fari ‘do’ above; namely, stari ‘stay’ and dari 
‘give’. The entire paradigm of these two verbs is made of rhizotonic forms, but the 
W-pattern is still manifested, as shown in (9):

 
(9)

 
a.

 
Ci
to-him 

jivu
go.past.1sg 

a
a 

ddetti
give.past.1sg 

nna
a  

manu
hand  

d’ajutu.
of help  

   ‘I went to give him a hand.’

  
b.

 
*Ci
to-him 

jisti
go.past.2sg 

a
a 

ddasti
give.past.2sg 

nna
a  

manu
hand  

d’ajutu.
of help  

   ‘You went to give him a hand.’

  
c.

 
Ci
to-him 

ji
go.past.3sg 

a
a 

ddetti
give.past.3sg 

nna
a  

manu
hand  

d’ajutu.
of help  

   ‘(S)he went to give him a hand.’

  
d.

 
Ci
to-him 

jammu
go.past.1pl 

a
a 

ddjìttimu
give.past.1pl 

nna
a  

manu
hand  

d’ajutu.
of help  

   ‘We went to give him a hand.’

  
e.

 
*Ci
to-him 

jìstivu
go.past.2pl 

a
a 

ddàstivu
give.past.2pl 

nna
a  

manu
hand  

d’ajutu.
of help  

   ‘You went to give him a hand.’

  
f.

 
Ci
to-him 

jiru
go.past.3pl 

a
a 

ddjìttiru
give.past.3pl 

nna
a  

manu
hand  

d’ajutu.
of help  

   ‘They went to give him a hand.’

In this case, the W-pattern correlates with the forms displaying apophony (the 
root vowel turns from -a- to -e- / -ji-). It must be observed that there are verbs, like 
sapiri ‘know’, featuring preterite rhizotonic forms but no apophony (i.e. -a- is the 
root vowel in all the paradigm) for 1/3sg, 1/3pl, which do not display the IC in 
the preterite at all:

 
(10)

 
a.

 
*Vinni
come.past.1sg 

a
a 

ssappi
know.past.1sg 

di
of 

sta
this 

novità.
news  

  
a’.

 
Vinni
come.past.1sg 

a
to 

ssappiri
know.inf 

di
of 

sta
this 

novità.
news  

   ‘I was made aware of this news.’

  
b.

 
*Vìnnimu
come.past.1pl 

a
a 

ssàppimu
know.past.1pl 

di
of 

sta
this 

novità.
news  

  
b’.

 
Vìnnimu
come.past.1pl 

a
to 

ssappiri
know.inf 

di
of 

sta
this 

novità.
news  

   ‘We were made aware of this news.’
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It is not clear to us how syllable structure and apophony may correlate with this. 
C&G (2001, 2003) reduce all restrictions to lexical information on V1. In their per-
spective, it is not expected that phonology be directly relevant to these restrictions.

Finally, a further verb can occur only in the preterite, namely arristari ‘remain’, 
it also follows the W-pattern, but only in a fixed combination with ‘give’ as V2, 
which is interpreted as ‘still owing something to somebody’, as in (11):

 
(11)

 
a.

 
Ci
to-him 

arristavu
remain.past.1sg 

a
a 

ddetti
give.past.1sg 

deci
ten  

euru.
euro  

   ‘I still owe him ten euro(s).’

  
b.

 
*Ci
to-him 

arristasti
remain.past.2sg 

a
a 

ddasti
give.past.2sg 

deci
 ten 

euru.
euro  

   ‘You still owe him ten euro(s).’

  
c.

 
Ci
to-him 

arristà
remain.past.3sg 

a
a 

ddetti
give.past.3sg 

deci
 ten 

euru.
euro  

   ‘(S)he still owes him ten euro(s).’

  
d.

 
Ci
to-him 

arristammu
remain.past.1pl 

a
a 

ddjìttimu
give.past.1pl 

deci
ten  

euru.
euro  

   ‘We still owe him ten euro(s).’

  
e.

 
*Ci
to-him 

arristàstivu
remain.past.2pl 

a
a 

ddàstivu
give.past.2pl 

deci
 ten 

euru.
euro  

   ‘You still owe him ten euro(s).’

  
f.

 
Ci
to-him 

arristaru
remain.past.3pl 

a
a 

ddjìttiru
give.past.3pl 

deci
 ten 

euru.
euro  

   ‘They still owe him ten euro(s).’

Note that arristari in the IC cannot be interpreted as having its literal meaning of 
‘remaining in the same place’. With this interpretation, it can only select the infini-
tive, as in (12b):

 
(12)

 
a.

 
*M’
refl 

arristavu
remain.past.1sg 

a
a 

bbitti
see.past.1sg 

la
the 

partita
match  

nn’iddru
at him  

  
b.

 
M’
refl 

arristavu
remain.past.1sg 

a
to 

bbìdiri
see.inf 

la
the 

partita
match  

nn’
at  

iddru.
him  

   ‘I stayed to watch the match at his place.’

Note that even in the metaphorical meaning, arristari cannot enter the IC in the 
indicative present (13) or in the imperative (14):

 
(13)

 
a.

 
*Ci
to-him 

arrjistu
remain.1sg 

a
a 

ddugnu
give.1sg 

sempri
always 

sordi
money 

a
to 

ma
my 

frati.
brother 

  
b.

 
Ci
to-him 

arrjistu
remain.1sg 

a
to 

ddari
give.inf 

sempri
always 

sordi
money 

a
to 

ma
my 

frati.
brother 

   ‘I always owe my brother some money.’
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(14)

 
a.

 
*Tu
you 

arrèstacci
remain.impr.2sg-to-him 

a
a 

ddùna
give.impr.2sg 

sordi,
money 

accussì
so  

s’
refl 

inzigna.
teach.3sg 

  
b.

 
Tu
you 

arrèstacci
remain.impr.2sg-to-him 

a
to 

ddari
give.inf 

sordi,
money 

accussì
so  

s’
refl 

inzigna.
teach.3sg 

   ‘Don’t pay him back completely, that will teach him!’

We can detect an increasing degree of lexical restriction in the examples provided 
so far, which cannot even be captured by a hierarchy among the patterns or tenses. 
Some lexical items enter the IC in one pattern in the present, some in others in 
other patterns in the present and preterite, other still appear only in the preterite 
in a combination of V1 and V2. This appears to be a step towards idiomatici-
zation reminiscent to the more extreme idiomatic status of Italian vattelappesca 
(lit. ‘go and fish it!’) and of regional Italian vattelaccerca (lit. ‘go and look for it!’), 
which both have the meaning of ‘goodness knows’ and can be reconstructed as 
imperative forms.

These intricacies can be captured by reformulating C&G’s proposal so that 
the lexical restrictions are not only on V1 but also on V2. A morphomic account 
would have to assume that different combinations of V1 and V2 enter the IC ac-
cording to different patterns, for no obvious reasons.

4. The structural representation of the IC

C&G (to appear) suggest that, in the IC, V1 is merged in t, a functional head im-
mediately higher than T parasitically checking its Tense and Agreement on T, as 
in (15):

 (15) [tP t [a [TP T [VP V …]]]]

In Deliano, when t and T share [pres] features and 1sg and 3pl agreement, V1 is 
limited to ‘go’, ‘come’, ‘come by’, ‘send’, and ‘start’, as in (16a); when t and T share 
[pres] features and 2sg and 3sg agreement, V1 is limited to ‘go’, ‘come’, ‘come by’, 
‘send’ and cannot include ‘start’, as in (16b). In both cases, V2 can be any lexical 
verb semantically compatible with the andative semantics:

 (16) a. [tP [V1 go/come/come by/send/start]+t[pres; 1sg/3pl] [a [TP V2+ 
T[pres; 1sg/3pl] ]]]

  b. [tP [V1 go/come/come by/send]+t[pres; 2/3sg] [a [TP V2+T[pres; 2/3sg] ]]]
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With different person specifications, the construction is ungrammatical. Deliano 
can express the same andative aspect with a restructured infinitive, whose 
structure, we assume, is the same as in Italian (cf. Cinque 2006, Cardinaletti 
and Shlonsky 2004).

When t and T share [past] features and 1/3sg, 1/3pl agreement, V1 is still 
limited to ‘go’, ‘come’, ‘come by’, ‘send’, and ‘start’, as in the present, but V2 is re-
stricted to the verbs listed in (8) and ‘start’, as in (17):

 (17) [tP [V1go/come/come by/send/start]+t[past; 1/3sg/1/3pl ] [a [TP [V2do/drink/ 
write/put/tell/lose/shut/stay]+T[past; 1/3sg/1/3pl ] [VP V2…]]]]

Insertion of ‘give’ as V2 extends the range of V1 to ‘remain’, as in (18):

 (18) [tP [V1go/come/come by/send/start/remain]+t[past; 1/3sg/1/3pl ] [a [TP 
[V2give]+T[past; 1/3sg/1/3pl ] [VP V2…]]]]

C&G (to appear) do not provide the structure of the IC in the imperative but C&G 
(2001: 399) claim that the imperative is merged in a higher functional head in the 
complementizer layer, parallel to Jussive proposed by Zanuttini (2008: 196). Thus, 
the imperative should generate a complex cP-CPsystem, as in (19), which mutatis 
mutandis behaves like the tP-TP in (15) above:

 (19) [cP V1 [(a) [CP V2 [TP V2 [VP V2]]]]]

The presence of the connecting element a depends on the selection of V1. The 
variation in (20) is therefore expected. In (20a) ‘go’ and ‘come’ in the imperative 
do not take the connecting element. In (20b) ‘come by’ and ‘send’ must display 
the connecting element, as shown by the obligatory syntactic doubling on the 
following syllable:

 
(20)

 
a.

 
Va
go.impr.2sg 

/
/ 

Vjini
come.impr.2sg 

(*a)
 a  

piglia
fetch.impr.2sg 

lu
the 

pani!
bread 

   ‘Go / Come and fetch the bread!’

  
b.

 
Passa
come-by.impr.2sg 

/
/ 

Manna
send.impr.2sg 

a
a 

ppiglia
fetch.impr.2sg 

lu
the 

pani!
bread 

   ‘Come by / Send somebody to fetch the bread!’

Structure (19) has therefore two realizations, as in (21):

 (21) a. [cP [V1go/come]+c[JUSS; 2sg] [CP V2+C[JUSS; 2sg] [TP …
  b. [cP [V1 come by/send]+c[JUSS; 2sg] [ a [CP V2+C[JUSS; 2sg] [TP …

The two realizations in (21) can co-occur, with a fixed order, namely the one given 
in (22a), where ‘go/come’ precede ‘come by/send’, as exemplified by grammati-
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cal (23). The logically possible reversed order given in (22b) gives ungrammatical 
results, as exemplified in (24):

 (22) a. [cP [V1go/come]+c[JUSS; 2sg] [cP [V1 come by/send]+c[JUSS; 2sg] [a [CP 
V2+C[JUSS; 2sg] [TP …

  b. [cP [V1 come by/send]+c[JUSS; 2sg] [ a [cP [V1go/come]+c[JUSS;2sg] [CP 
V2+C[JUSS; 2sg] [TP …

 
(23)

 
a.

 
Vjini /Va
come/go.impr.2sg 

manna
send.impr.2sg 

a
a 

ppiglia
fetch.impr.2sg 

lu
the 

libbru!
book  

   ‘Come / Go and send somebody to fetch the book!’

  
b.

 
Vjini /Va
come/go.impr.2sg 

passa
come-by.impr.2sg 

a
a 

appiglia
fetch.impr.2sg 

lu
the 

libbru!
book  

   ‘Go and come by to fetch the book!’

 
(24)

 
a.

 
*Manna
send.impr.2sg 

a
a 

bbjini
come.impr.2sg 

piglia
fetch.impr.2sg 

lu
the 

libbru!
book  

   ‘Send somebody to come and fetch the book!’

  
b.

 
*Passa
come-by.impr.2sg 

a
a 

bba
go.impr.2sg 

piglia
fetch.impr.2sg 

lu
the 

libbru!
book  

   ‘Come by and go to fetch the book!’

Recursion is not possible in the indicative where all verbs select the connecting 
element a, as shown in (25):

 
(25)

 
a.

 
*Vjignu
come.1sg 

a
a 

mmannu
send.1sg 

a
a 

ppigliu
fetch.1sg 

lu
the 

libbru.
book  

   ‘I come and send somebody to fetch the book.’

  
b.

 
*Vaju
go.1sg 

a
a 

ppassu
come-by.1sg 

a
a 

ppigliu
fetch.1sg 

lu
the 

libbru.
book  

   ‘I go to come by and fetch the book.’

The possibility of recursion in the imperative is therefore due to the two differ-
ent constructions with and without a emerging with the two different V1s in the 
imperative.

Note that the imperative displays the only uninflected form found in the IC in 
Deliano, namely va ‘go’ which can however only be combined with a 2pl impera-
tive ‘go’, as in (26a). No other V2 is possible with va, as in (26b). Nor is the 2sg 
possible, as shown in (26c):

 
(26)

 
a.

 
Va
go.impr.2sg 

jitivinni!
go.impr.2pl-refl.cl-loc.cl 

   ‘Go away!’
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b.

 
*Va
go.impr.2sg 

travagliati!
work.impr.2pl 

   ‘Go to work!’

  
c.

 
*Va
go.impr.2sg 

vatinni!
go.impr.2sg refl.cl-loc.cl 

   ‘Go away!’

Once again, this kind of information can only be captured by a parameter that 
regards the specific lexical item.

5. Interaction with the cartographic hierarchy

According to Cinque’s (2006: 90) cartographic hierarchy of clausal functional 
projections, the andative functional head is rather low: lower than inceptive and 
causative, as in (27a). This is confirmed by the infinitival construction in Deliano, 
as in (27b):

 (27) a. Causative > Inceptive > Andative > V

  
b.

 
Lu
him.cl 

fazzu
make.1sg 

accuminciari
start.inf  

a
to 

gghjiri
go.inf 

a
to 

ppigliari
fetch.inf 

lu
the 

pani
bread 

sulu.
alone 

   ‘I’ll make him start going to fetch the bread on his own.’

In (28), violation of the hierarchy (27a) results in ungrammaticality:

 
(28)

 
a.

 
*Lu
it.cl 

vaju
go.1sg 

a
to 

ffari
make.inf 

pigliari
fetch.inf 

a
to 

ma
my 

ma’.
 mum 

   ‘I’ll go to have my mother fetch it.’

  
b.

 
*L’
it.cl 

accuminciu
start.1sg  

a
to 

ffari
make.inf 

pigliari
fetch.inf 

a
to 

ma
my 

ma’.
mum 

   ‘I’ll start having my mother fetch it.’

We now observe how the verbs that enter the IC as V1 interact with such a hierar-
chy. C&G (2001, 2003) have already shown that in Marsalese the motion verbs in 
V1 are not part of the hierarchy, as expected in the analysis in (27) above. In fact, 
the hierarchy regulates the portion of structure below TP and does not regard V1 
in t in (15)–(18) or in c in (19) and (21). This derives the fact that in Marsalese the 
motion verb in V1 can co-occur with the low andative head.

Deliano confirms this prediction. Not only the motion verb as V1 in (29a) but 
also the inceptive ‘start’ as V1 in (29b) can precede the highest restructuring verb 
considered here, namely causative ‘make’:
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(29)

 
a.

 
Lu
it.cl 

vaju
go.1sg 

a
a 

ffazzu
make.1sg 

jiri
go.inf 

a
to 

ppigliari
fetch.inf 

a
to 

ma
my 

ma’.
mum 

   ‘I’m going to have my mother go and fetch it.’

  
b.

 
L’
it.cl 

accuminciu
start.1sg  

a
a 

ffazzu
make.1sg 

jiri
go.inf 

a
to 

ppigliari
fetch.inf 

a
to 

ma
my 

ma’.
mum 

   ‘I’ll start having my mother go and fetch it.’

Since Deliano displays motion and inceptive verbs as V1, it allows us a further 
observation. There is a hierarchy of insertion of V1 in the IC, which works in the 
opposite direction of Cinque’s hierarchy. In (30) we see that motion must precede 
inceptive in the IC, unlike what we observe in (31), where inceptive precedes mo-
tion in the infinitival construction:

 
(30)

 
a.

 
Lu
it.cl 

vaju
go.1sg 

a
a 

accuminciu
start.1sg  

a
to 

ffari.
make.inf 

   ‘I’ll go and start doing it.’

  
b.

 
*L’
it.cl 

accuminciu
start.1sg  

a
a 

bbaju
go.1sg 

a
to 

ffari.
make.inf 

   ‘I’ll start going to do it.’

 
(31)

 
a.

 
*Lu
it.cl 

vaju
go.1sg 

a
to 

accuminciari
start.inf  

a
to 

ffari.
make.inf 

   ‘I’ll go and start doing it.’

  
b.

 
L’
it.cl 

accuminciu
start.1sg  

a
to 

gghjiri
go.inf 

a
to 

ffari.
make.inf 

   ‘I’ll start going to do it.’

In C&G’s framework the exact point of insertion of a semi-lexical verb as V1 in the 
IC is independent of Cinque’s (2006) hierarchy because it depends on the position 
in which V+T is realized in that given language. Thus, V1 is expected to immedi-
ately precede V2, and it is V2 to be the highest verb in Cinque’s functional hierar-
chy and, as such, to be merged with the clausal T-features. This leaves the ungram-
maticality of (30b) unexplained, which may be due to the fact that accuminciari 
is not fully productive in the indicative present, while ‘come/go’ is. Note however 
that such ungrammaticality would not be accounted for in any other competing 
analysis. We leave this small point to further research.
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6. Conclusions

In this paper, we have presented a fine-grained description of the IC in Deliano, 
which displays interesting differences as well as substantial similarities to what has 
been reported for Marsalese by C&G’s (2001, 2003) original work.

The variation observed in Deliano confirms C&G’s analysis along the follow-
ing lines. The micro-variation in the different forms (tense, mood, and persons) 
that can occur as V1 in the IC supports C&G’s hypothesis that the lexicon of a 
language must specify what individual forms of the paradigm of a given verb can 
enter the IC as V1. This would give rise not only to the already noted N-pattern 
and U-pattern, but also to a novel W-pattern displayed in the preterite. The pret-
erite has also brought up a new piece of evidence to assume that the IC is strictly 
related to lexical specification also as regards V2.

We have provided a formalization of what needs to be assumed in the lexicon 
of Deliano, showing that C&G’s proposal of analysing the IC as the possible inser-
tion of V1 in a dedicated functional head checking verbal and nominal features 
parasitically onto the canonical functional head hosting V2 is correct.

Moreover, we have confirmed in Deliano C&G’s observation that the complex 
syntactic structure of the IC does not respect the cartographic hierarchy. We have 
also found out that there is a hierarchy in the IC that even goes in the opposite 
direction, namely when an inceptive verb co-occurs with a motion verb in the 
IC, inceptive must follow motion, while motion follows inceptive in restructured 
infinitives.
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