How Weak Pronouns Become CIlitics:
DativeLoroin Old Italian

Verner Egerland

1 Introduction®

It is a basictenetof generativeapproacheso historical syntax
that an adequateheory of acquisitionshouldprovide a princi-
pled explanatiorto syntacticchange Because child learninga
languagehasno directaccesgo his parents’grammar but only
to the languageusagewhich is the outputof thatgrammar the
sourceof a syntacticchangeshouldlie in the triggerexperience,
andhencebe externalto grammairitself. Sucha view leavesno
roomfor a ‘diachronictheory’ or ‘diachronicprinciples’: what
ever historicalchangeis attestedshouldbe dealtwith in terms
of acquisition.On this assumptionJanguageearning and his-
torical syntaxbecometwo aspectof the samefield of research.
Parametricresettingsassumedo accountfor historical change
must be learnable;therefore,approacheso diachronicchange
should be judged againsttheoriesof acquisition.Conversely,
theoriesof acqusition shouldtake diachronicchangeinto con
siderationsince the gererational consequencesf acquisition
over largetime spanscanonly be observedn the field of his-
torical linguistics. In this article, the consequencesf this view
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will be discussedn the basisof a concreteproblem:the syn
tactic statusof pronouns,which is seento vary crosslinguisti
cally and change over time. The problem is the following:

SinceKayne’s (1975) seminalwork personalpronounsare
geneally assumedo comein two types:strongandclitic. Later
on, athird kind of pronounhasbeenrecognisedn theliterature:
weakones,introducedin work by Holmberg(1986;1991).1n a
more recentstudy, Cardinaletti& Starke (1999) suggestthat
personal pronounsbe universally classified in terms of the
scheme in (1):

(1)
Strong Deficient
Weak  Clitic

The proposalby Cardinaletti& Starkeis built on two dichoto
mies: first, a distinction betweenstrong and ‘deficient’ pro-
nouns;seconda further subdivisionof deficientpronounsinto
weak and clitic.

Roberts(1991) holds that thereis a universaltendencyfor
pronouns to be diachronically reanalysedin a given order,
namely the one stated in (2):

(2) strong > weak > clitic?

2 |n addition, Robertsassumedlifferent types of clitic pronouns(following e.g.
Rizzi 1986).Here,l will focuson thetripartition illustratedin (1) andsetasidethe
distinction between syntactic and phonological clitichood. WhereasRomance
languagesgenerally have syntactic clitics, phonologicalclitics are attestedin

several Germanic varieties.
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This descriptionappeargo be accuratdor Romancge.g. Salvi
1996).ILLE (‘he’, ‘that’), for instance hadstrongpropertiesin
Latin® The subjectegli/elli in Mediaevalltalian, derivedfrom
ILLE, could be either strong or weak dependingon context.
Mediaevalegli/elli hasbecomee’ in somemodernltalian varie-
ties, whereit is a subjectclitic. Roughlyspeakingthen,the his-
torical changehasgonefrom stronglLLE to clitic e’, through
weakeqli.

The historical changeof pronounsfrom weak to clitic is
potentially problematicfor a generativetheory of language
changeasnormallyconceivede.g.Lightfoot 1991;1999).1t is
not immediatelyclear what could be a sufficient trigger for a
changeof the kind illustratedin (2). The presentarticle aimsat

For an overview of the literature on deficient pronounsthe readeris
referred to Manzini (1998), van Riemsdijk (1999), Hellan & Platzack (1999).
3 We cansafelyassumehis giventhatin ClassicalLatin ILLE is a demonstrative,
which eventuallytakeson the function of a personapronoun.t is highly plausible,
though,that ILLE has partly becomea weak pronounalreadyby the late Latin
period(e.g.Grandgentl914[1907], 46; Salvi 1996,forthcoming).The switchfrom
strong to clitic in Italian can be illustrated with the following three examples.
(i) Edeli a me: «Quanto ragion qui vede,/dir ti poss'iDante Com, B300)

and ‘elli’ to me: «as far as reason can see/ | can tell yoand he (said) to
me...’
(i) Egdli € ben vero che 'l regno di Cielo sanza queste Virtudi non si pud
conquistare ... (Gmbni LbViz, 28)
‘egli’ is true that the reign of heaven without these virtues cannot beWbn
is true...
In (i) the subject is necessarily a strong pronoun since it appears in isolation. In (ii)
the subjectis an expletive,and hencecannotbe consideredstrongfor semantic
reasonslin (iii), the reducedform e’ repeatedn the secondconjunctis an early
attestation of what appears to be a subject clitic in Tuscan:
(i) ... trentadue navi reali, e molte altre d'incaricegb le prese, @le

sommerse. (Gmbni Stor, 353)

32 royal ships and many others, either ‘egli’ lost them or ‘e’ sank them

='either  he lost them or he sank thenm’

Subijectclitics like the onein (iii) arenot frequentin Tuscantextsfrom the first
century.

29



analysing this problem and providing a plausible solution for it.
In section 2, | will first look at the syntactic differences between
clitic and weak pronouns. For ease of exposition and reasons of
space, | will restrict my discussion to the issue of object pro-
nouns; subject pronouns are left out of the discussion athough
they are essentially like object pronouns with regard to all the
relevant syntactic criteria. In 3, it will be explained in what way
the diachronic empirical generalisation stated in (2) is problem-
atic for generative grammar; then, a solution will be outlined
which in principle can handle this problem. In section 4, | will
give an argument in favour of my approach, based on an actual
case of pronominal change attested in Mediaeval Italian texts:
the development of dative loro in south Tuscan. In 5, finally, |
will argue that language-internal factors, such as economy con-
ditions, are insufficient to account for the diachronic develop-
ment but that an adequate theory of syntactic change ultimately
has to make reference to external triggers.

2 Weak and clitic pronouns

As for object pronouns, the distinction between Germanic and
Romance is clear: by and large, Germanic has weak object
pronouns, Romance has clitic ones. One obvious exception to
this generalisation will be discussed in section 4.

The syntactic criteria usually referred to for distinguishing
between strong and clitic pronouns are well known (Kayne
1975). Weak pronouns and clitics share several of the relevant
properties: in particular, they may not be focused, modified or
conjoined, and they cannot appear in isolation. At the same
time, there are some differences in distribution between weak
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and clitic pronouns, listed below undet-2.5:

2.1. In Romanceclitics are immediatelypre- or postverbal
depenthg on the form of the verb. Normally (asin Italian and
Spanish)thefinite-nonfinite distinctionis decisive,n thesense
thatclitics precedehefinite verbandfollow the nonfinite verb,
like gli ‘to him’, in Modern lItalian (3)-(4}:

(3) Glidaro il libro.
him (1) will give the book
(4) Dandali il libro ...
giving him the book

In English, a weak dative pronounsuch as them in (5)-(6) is
always postverbal:

(5) | gavethem the book.

(6) Iwantto givethem the book.

Crucially, the distribution of weak pronounsis not directly
related to verb form.

2.2. A clitic may be separatedrom its hostonly by another
clitic. Dative gli canbe separatedrom the verb by clitic lo ‘it’
(8), not by an adveb (7):

(7)  *Gli forse parlo.

* The criterion is not alwaysfiniteness:in French,for instance clitics generally
precedethe verb exceptfor the imperative.Furthermore,in Old Romanceand

Modern Portuguesethe picture is slightly more complexbecausef the general
ban on clitics in sentencenitial position (Mussafial983[1886] for morerecent
references, Salvi 1990; Beninca 1995, among others).

® In Germanic,on the otherhand,thereare crosslinguisticvariationshavingto do

with the SOV/SVOdistinction (irrelevanthere);in all GermanicSVO languages,
weak pramouns are postverbal, as in English.
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him maybe (1) speak
(8) Glidodo.
him-it (1) give

In Germanic,thereis no generalbanon separatingveak pro-
nounsfrom the verb. Thus, a weak dative object may be sepa
ratedfrom the finite verb in a Scandinavialanguagesuchas
Swedish, (9¥:

(9) Jag gav garnaonom boken.

| gave readily him the book
The separatingelementis preferrablyan adverbor negation;it
Is impossible,however,to insertthe direct object betweenthe
verb and the weak dative.

2.3. Clitic pronounsareknownto appeain clusterswhereas
weak pronounsgenerallydo not. In the Swedishsentenc&10),
there are two object pronouns:

(10) Johan gemig den inte.
John givesneit not ‘John doesn’t give it to me’

The two pronounsare readily separatedy an adverbsuchas
formodligen‘probably’:

® Thereasorfor why themin (5)-(6) needsto be adjacento the verb hasnothing

to do with the characteiof the pronounthemitself. Instead|t is dueto the fact that

in Englishthe verb staysin situ, while elsewheren Germanicthe finite verb of a

main clauseis raisedto higherpositions.Therequiremenbn clitic-verb adjacency
in Romanceis totally different in nature.Certain very light adverbs(such as

Frenchbien or Italian pure) may intervene,in particularin written (not modern)
Frenchand Italian (Rohlfs 1968[1949], § 986; Kayne 1991; Beninca& Cinque
1993,2324-2325)On the otherhand,Rivero(1992,244) showsthat Old Spanish
pronominal objects could be sepaated from their hostsby XP elements.She
arguesthat such pronounsin Old Spanishwhere phrasal,which in our terms
means that they then had weak properties rather than clitic ones.
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(11) Johan gemig férmodligenden inte.
John givesne probablyit not

Sincethe weak pronounsmig anddenmay be separatedby full
corstituents, they cannot be adjoined to the same head.

2.4. A clitic may not be the object of two coordinated verbs:

(12) *Vorrei comprare_ e leggkr.
| want to buy _ and read

This is possible for a weak pronoun:

(13) Jag vill kbpa_ och lasden.

| want to buy _ and read
Hence, when coordinated,weak pronounsand clitics behave
alike; yet, they differ in their ability to be objects(or subjects)
of coordnated verbs.

2.5. A final, curiousdifferencebetweenweak pronounsand
clitics is thatthe former generallyhavethe samephonological
form astheir strongcounterpartsthatis, weak and strongpro-

nounsare morphghonologicallyidentical: ME-me, HIM-him,

etc.In contrastclitic pronounsaregenerallyseento be phonot

ogically different, reducedor somehow'smaller’ as compared
to the other forms, as in the Italian paradigmof object pro-

nouns:ME-mi/m’, TE-ti/t’, LUI-lo/I', LEI-la/I', NOI-ci/c’, VOI-

vilv', LORO-Ii.’

" Only clitic pronounsundergoelision when the following word beginswith a
vowel. Note that the strong and the clitic form do not always have the same
historical origin.
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Clitics and weak pronouns may be defined in terms of these five
criteria. Now let us consider these observations within a gen-
erative theory of language change.

3 A problem for the generative view of language change
and a possible solution

On a generative view, historical change should be explained by
a theory of language learning. Typically, a change in grammar
Is due to reanalysis by a language learner; reanalysis in turn is
made possible through ambiguity in the input, that is, in the lan-
guage use of a previous generation (Lightfoot 1991; 1999).
Consider the following simple scheme:

1st generation: Gl——» L1

—

2nd generation: G2—» L2

The first generation has a grammar, G1, which generates an
output in the form of alanguage, L1. The second generation is
exposed to L1 and defines its grammar, G2, on the basis of this
input. The output of G2, in turn, isasecond language, L2.

There is, of course, language change external to gram-
mar; by this, we understand changes in language usage, innova
tions in lexicon or pronunciation, in principle independent of
grammar. Such variation in L1 does not have to lead to any
reanalysis in the second generation of language learners; if it
does not, the grammar of the second generation may remain
essentially identical to that of their elders. If instead some extra-
grammatical variation of L1 provokes reanaysis in a new gen-
eration, G2 will differ in some significant way from G1.



The driving force behindparametricresettingand historical
change, then, lies in usage. Applying this to the case of a change
in pronominalstatus,in particularthe switch from weakto cli-
tic, theaetically interestingproblemsarisewhich call for expla
nation. They can be summarised in two major points:

First, the child’s grammaris set on a trigger experience
basedbon his or herparents’output. Thus,althoughG1, the adult
grammarhasweak pronounssomethingin the adults’ produce
tions makesit possiblefor their children to reinterpretweak
pronounsasclitic ones.It is not obviousa priori what could be
a sufficienttrigger for a syntacticchangeof thatkind. Crucially,
the most evident syntactic restrictions on deficient pronouns
(their inability to be focused,modified, conjoinedor to appear
in isolation) hold for weakandclitic pronounsalike. If a given
pronounis indeedweakin the adult granmar, it may be sepa
ratedfrom the verb by adverbsasin (9) above,or from other
pronounsasin (11); how, then,canthe child reanalysesucha
pronoun as clitic, reachingthe conclusionthat it hasto be
strictly adjacentto the verb and cluster with other pronouns?
Likewise, if the pronounis weakit is possiblefor it to be the
objectof two coordinatednain verbsasin (13). In orderto re-
analysat asclitic, however the child mustreachthe conclusion
that such a conjunctionis impossible.In brief, the historical
switch from weak to clitic mustbe attributedto somekind of
trigger, and given that negativeevidenceis not availableit is
not obvious what kind of trigger this could be.

The second problem has to do with the fact that the
aforemetioned pronominal switch, as we know it from Ro-
mance,is unidiredional andirreversible. Thereare strongpro-
nounswhich overtime becomeclitic, butthereis no known ex-
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ampleof a clitic becomingstrong. The historical change thus,
alwaysgoesin oneandthe samedirection;oncecompletedjt is
not ‘undone’ by somediachronicproessbringing things back
to the original status.The universalvalidity of this, however,is
a matteropenfor discussion.As convincingly arguedby e.g.
Newmeyer (1998, 263-275), there are several cases amoRg natu
ral language®f grammaticalisatioprocesse®einginverted.It
would probablybe wrong to invoke universalpropertiesof lan-
guageor languagechangeto explainthe unidirectionalityin the
caseof changein pronounstatusin Romancelt doesnot seem
promsing to look for any principled reasonasto why an ele-
ment with clitic statusin G1 could not acquire ‘weak’ or
‘strong’ propertiesin G2. Rather,the reasonfor irreversability
mustlie in the natureof the input, in languageusage or some
how be external to syntax.

In the following, | will hypothesisethat the key to
understanihg lies in what was listed as the fifth difference
betweenclitics and weak pronouns:the changein pronoun
status usually implies that the element whose grammatical
statusis beingaltered,is phoneticallyreduced.This is a rather
well-known correlationfor which there hasbeenno principled
explanation until quite recently. If it is the casethat clitic
pronounsare phoneticallyreducedas comparedto weak ones
(whereas,generally speaking,weak and strong pronounsare
morphghanologically identical), this is quite a coincidenceon
a traditional generative view.

Following Cardinaletti& Starke(1999)(henceforthC&S), |
assumethereare more principled reasonsehindsuchcorrela
tions betweenphoneticform and syntacticstatusof a pronoun.
C&S takethe view that the DP projectedby the nounis struc
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turally strictly parallelto the CP projectedby the verb: the lexi-
cal projection,beit N or V, is immediatelyselectedoy a func-
tional categorylP, in turn a complemenbf a higherfunctional
projection P (also cf. Laka 1990):

(14)  [CLP[ LP[LP[LP]

In (14), L(exical) canbe V or N. Dependingon whetherL is
nominalor verbal,the highestprojectionof (14) is equivalentto
CPor DP. C&S assumehatthe differencebetweernpronominal
categoriess properly explainedas a differencein structure:a
strong pronounis like a referential DP, and thus has the full

structureillustratedin (15); a weak pronounlacks the highest
level, the Determiner(16); the clitic pronoun,finally, compre
hends merely the lowest projection (17):

(15) Strong pronoun (=DP): [CLP[ LPI.P[LP]II
(16) Weak pronoun: [ LPILPILPI]I

(17) Clitic pronoun: [ILP[LP]]

The crucial difference betweenweak and clitic pronounsis
structuraland consistsof the presencers absenceof P.C&S
assumdhat P hasto do with ‘prosody-relatedeatures’of the
lexical categoryamongotherthings,andthatclitic pronounsare
phoneticallyreducedbecauseof the lack of this pieceof struc
ture: crucially, clitics are ‘smaller’ becausehereis lessstruc
ture to be spelled out.

From a learnability viewpoint, this analysismust be highly
advantageousThe phonological make-up of a pronoun be-
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comes a decisive trigger: if the child is exposed to pronominal
forms of various lengths, say (in a given variety of Romance)
ella along with la in the same grammatical function, then the
child has positive evidence for the assumption that la is a clitic.
Therefore, phonetic reduction of the pronoun would by itself
suffice as an explanation for why the language learner reanaly-
ses weak pronouns as clitics. The differences stated in 2.1.-2.4.
will follow. At the same time, aternation between two forms
(input ambiguous between ella and la in our example) will not
necessarily lead the child to this kind of conclusion. Whether re-
analysis actually takes place is likely to depend on frequency in
the input; if the evidence for la is solid enough, the conclusion
may be reached and the switch from weak to clitic will take
place. If occurrences of la are sporadic, a syntactic reanaysis
does not need to take place.

The driving force behind the historical reduction of pro-
nouns, then, lies in phonology: general phonological processes
such as truncation may account for why a weak pronoun in a
given grammar may be reanalysed as clitic in the grammar of a
subsequent generation. Thus, a plausible answer has been given
to the problem of unidirectionality. Whereas language use pro-
vides a natural (and fairly frequent) trigger that may induce
reanalysis of weak pronouns, turning them into clitics, it will be
more difficult to find a cue for the opposite conclusion: only
processes of, say, phonological lengthening or doubling would
make the language learner reanalyse a clitic as a weak pronoun.
Such evidence could exist in principle, but the development
from Latin to Mediaeval Romance happens to be characterised
by a massive loss of phonetic material in final positions. Dia-
chronic development, then, will be irreversible not because the
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syntactic change itself is so in principle, but because the kind of
trigger that governs the process is mostly of one kind.

We havethusarrivedat anexplanatiorof changen pronoun
statuswhich gives a theoreticallysatisfyingansweras to how
the switchfrom weakto clitic comesabout.Are thereanydect
siveenpirical argumentsn favourof this view? Oneproblemis
that the crucial switch from weak to clitic is beyondreach:
generallyspeakingjt took placeat somepoint betweenClasst
cal Latin and MediaevalRomance a periodwithout textsto be
investigated.

In the history of Italian, though,thereis one candidatefor
such a study, namely dative loro ‘to-them’, which during the
13thand14th centuriesunderwentchangeshat corroborateour
hypothesign aninterestingway. Section4 will be dedicatedo
this particular case of change in pronoun status.

4 Dativeloroin Old Tuscan

It hasbeenshownthat dative loro hasthe propertiesof a weak
pronounin Modern Italian (Cardinaletti1991; also, Calabrese
1988).For instancelike a weakpronounin English,dativeloro

8 Newmeyermakesa similar point when he discusseshe diachronictendencyto
affixation in termsof lesseffort: «Lesseffort is requiredon the partof the speaker
to producean affix than a full form. Add the elementof frequency-caused
predictabilityto the extremeamountof redundancyn grammaticakodings,andit
is not difficult to seewhy the quick-and-easyoption of affixation is frequently
chosen.Other downgradingscan readily be interpretedas least-efforteffects as
well. Functional categoriesrequire less coding material - and hence less
productioneffort - than lexical categoies.» (Newmeyer1998, 276) What | am
arguingfor hereis differentin principle from Newmeyer’'sway of reasoning It
must be pointedout that evenif lesseffort would favour a smaller pronominal
form over a bigger one, the systematicsyntactic differencesholding between
clitics and weak pronounswould not follow automaticallyif thereis not some
kind of principledlink betweenthe length of the pronounandits syntacticstatus.
As for the idea of economy driven language change, see section 5.
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obligatorily appearsafterthe verb, beit finite asin (18) or non
finite as in (19):

(18) Daro loro il libro.
(1) will give (to-)them the book
(19) Dando loro il libro, ...
giving (to-)them the book
(20) *Loro dar¢ il libro.
(to-)them (1) will give the book
(21) *Loro dando il libro, ...
(to-)them giving the book

However,this weakdative useof loro is ratherarchaicin mod
ernlanguage,or quite limited to the written register.It is remi
niscentof 13th and 14th century Italian, where loro has un-
doubtedly weak propertiesand is usedin quite a productive
fashion. The following examples (22)-(27) are Old Florentine:

(22) Lo 'mperadore dieder o risposta e disse: ...
the emperor gave them answer and saidAn Novl, 122)

In (22), the dative immediatelyfollows the finite verb. How-
ever, the pronounmay actually be separatedrom the verb by
adverbial eleents, as can be seen in (23) and (24):

(23) ... e diraicosiloro: ch'elle non consentano a neuno, ...
and (you) will say sthem: that they do not permit anyone
... (An Novl, 211)

°® The examples from Old Italian are taken fromTh¢O (Tesoro della Lingua
Italiana delle Origin) searched via ltalnet.
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(24) ... cominciossi monna Agnesina alle piu sfacciate, e
domanddprima loro
began Agnesinain an impertinentway, and askedfirst
them. (An Novl, 249)

Likewise,dativeloro doesnotform a clustertogethemwith clitic
pronouns such ds andil in (25)-(27):

(25) E com'elli aveaaquistatala Sardingnaa'Pisani,cosi lla
rubelloloro,
andashehadconqueredsardiniafor the Pisani,soit (he)
stolethem... (An CrFior, 149)
(26) E quelliil raccontdoro a motto a motto
and heit told them word by word (An Novl, 140)
(27) La giovane tra con parole e con #dttnhostroloro;
the young woman with words and with gestutesfiowed
them. (Bocc Dec, 254)

Note that in the 13th centurywhen Italian becomesa written
language, practically all other object pronouns are éfitic.

In someOld Italian centralvarieties,aboveall in thetown of
Siena,a pronominalform lo’ emergedapparentlya truncated
form of loro:

(28) Allora lo’ dono una pietra di grossezza d'una nocella, ...
‘thenthem (he) gave a stone big as a hazel-nut’
(An FatCes, Page 118) 1291-1300

10 Apart from loro, dativelui ‘to him’ maintainssomeweakpropertiesin the texts
from the 13th century.Dative lui, however,is muchlessfrequentin this useand
does not survive in the modern literary language.
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The diachronicprocessthat changesa pronounfrom weak to
clitic may be studiedfor exactlythis case.Dative ‘lo is essen
tially the only Italian object pronounwhich turnedinto a clitic
during a relatively late period. Unlike the others,its develop
ment is thus late enough to be traced in written texts.

In the following, it will be argued(a) that the form lo’ in
14th century Senesewas a clitic, and not a weak pronoun,(b)
that o’ at an initial stage,correspondingoughly to the 13th
century,was in a ratherfree variation with loro. Sections4.1
and 4.2 are dedicatedto theseissues.The implicationsof this
will be discussed undéx*

4.1. Evidence for the clitic status ofo’ in the 14th century
Senese

4.1.1. The first argumentin favour of a clitic analysisof 1o’

comesfrom word order. The pronounlo’ typically appearde

fore the finite verb:

(29) Spesse volte l'aspra tempesta del n@rdiede impedi

mento,
many times the hard tempest on thetieargave hin
drance (CmpMUg EnVirvol, 40; a 1340)

1 The data are the resultsof an electronicsearch,basedon the corpusof the
Operadel Vocabolarioltaliano (OVI). Lo’ occurs716timesin 59 prosetexts,and
to theseanother49 casescanbe addedfrom 12 poetrytexts.In sum,the material
consists of 765 occurrenceslof in a total of 71 texts.

2 Thetruncationof loro to lo’ hasbeennotedanddiscussedy severalscholars,
going backto Salvioni(1899,196); Castellani(1952,44; 1956,29-30;2000, 350,
357-358,362); Rohlfs (1968 [1949], §§ 463-464);Della Valle (1982,224-225);
Aurigemma (1988, 97); Renzi (1998, 23).
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(30) ... el priordo’ faccia pagare per uno, secondo la sua
disc[r]etione
and the priorthem made pay for each, according to his
judgment (StCapComSD, 150; 1341-1348)

(31) Pero che senza spirituale intenzione niallavarrebbe.
becausewithout the intention of the spirit nothing them
(it) would be worth (CatSie LbDD, 348; 1378)

(32) ... unde egli non vuole che’ sia impedito questo lume ...
therefore he does not want ththem is blocked this light

(CatSie LbDD, 375; 1378)

When the predicateis an infinitive (33)-(34), a pastpatrticiple
(35)-(36), an imperative (37)-(38), or a gerund (39)-(40), the
verb is followed byo’:

(33) ... etdaro’ quella parte di quello che dinuntiaranno

ch'esso credara convenirsi...

and givethem the share of what they claim that he finds

suitable (StArSp1l, 29; 1357-1372)
(34) ...e tosto andossen, senzaltrmotto, ...

and soon he went away without makihgm a word

(NrPgl LegSG, 132; 1351-1400)

(35) et fattolo’ I'embasciate vostre, (...) ci risposero e cense

gliaro.
and madethem your embassies they answered us and
gave us advice (DocLetAmb, Page 152; 1367)

(36) Perché la clemenzia mia dello Spirito santo, (...) tto
da me per la mia bonta, ...
because my mercy of the Holy Gost, gitream by me for
my goodness (CatSie LbDD, Page 323; 1378)
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(37) ... e dilo’ che tengano piu caro Cristo, ...
and saythemthat they hold Christ more dear
(GvnCmpl Let, Page 194; 1367)
(38) Donalo’ dunque il pane della vita, ...
givethemthus the bread of life
(CatSie LbDD, Page 300; 1378)
(39) e sempre avendo’ compassione, e pregare Dio per

loro...
and always havinghem compassion, and pray God for
them (GvnCmpl Let, 249; 1367)

(40) ... per confortare il popolo con le profezie, datmlo
speranza che la mia Verita, ...
in order to comfort the people with prophecies giving
themhope that my Truth ... (CatSie LbDD, 309; 1378)

Thus,lo’ hadthedistributionof aclitic pronoun:in Old Senese,
the placemenbf o’ is perfectly analogouswith thatof a clitic
such agyli ‘to-him’ in Modern Italian.

Exceptiondo this generalisatiomppearn a systematidash
lon, andturn out to corroboratehe hypothesisThey are of the
kind illustrated in (41) and (42):

(41) E'Fiorentinifuro sconfitti alla portaa Chamolia(...) e fu
lo’ tolta Martinella.
andtheFlorentinesweredefeatedt the gateof Chamolia
and waghemtaken Martinella (An CrSen02, 49; 1362)
(42) Iddio lo’ dia piu conoscimentahenon anno;o lo’scritto,
non so se mi scrivaranno.
Godthemgivesmore knowledgethan they have; (I) have
themwritten, | do not know if they will write to me
(GvnCmpl Let, 163; 1367)
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Thesecaseanay be subsumedindera well-known generalisa
tion (Mussafial983[1886]), accordingto which a clitic pro-
nouncannotintroducea main clauseIn thisregard,lo’ behaves
like a clitic praaoun as well.

4.1.2. The distribution of o’ in relationto negationnon is of
courseof interest.Clitic objectpronounsin Modern Italian are
placed between the negation and the verb. The negationin
Italian is itself a clitic element(Belletti 1990, amongothers),
andin thenormalcaseat least,a clitic canbe separatedrom its
host only by another clitic (cf (7)-(8) above):

(43) *Non forse leggo.
not maybe (I) read
(44) Non lo leggo.
not it-(I)-read

In a negated sentence, the only position where we find preverbal
lo’ in Old Senese is between the negation and the verb:

(45) ... se voi in primanolo’ deste quello che dimandaro.
if you first notthem give what they ask
(GucSan LetGoS, 76)
(46) ... mandon@iu e piu volte enbasciatal papae mainolo’
volse dare udienza.
(they) sentmanytimes embassiedo the popeand never
(he) notthem wanted to give audience
(An CrSen02, 70)
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(47) ... uno odor lieve/esciasi grande,c'a que', di que'siti,/a
sostenenonlo’ pareva grieve, ...
a scent/cameut so big that for them,in thoseplaces/to
endure nothem seemed difficult (NrPgl LegSG, 187)
(48) ... nonlo’ venne mai meno la sustanzia temporale ...
notthem lacked ever the temporal substance
(CatSie LbDD, 373)

This circumstance, too, is a clear indication of the clitic status of
lo’ in Old Senese.

4.1.3. The third argumenthasto do with the distributionof lo’
in relaion to otherclitics. Unlike loro in Old Florentine,lo’ in
Old Seneseformed clusterswith other pronominal elements.
The sequenceto-them - i’ (dative-accusative)s generally
realised a%o’ ‘I, witness (49)-(52):

(49)... e conoscho che mala volonta che anno verso th’'me
lo fa fare.
and | know that bad feelings that they have towards me
them it make dd... make them do it’
(GonSan LetGoS, 91; first half of 14th century)
(50) ... e'Parmigianio’ 'l fecero sapere el di che volevano
assaltare al chanpo ...
the Parmigianithem it let know the day when they wanted
to assault the camp (An CrSen02, 53; 1362)
(51) E 'l filosafo savio disse a quelli/che volentieki’l vorra
insegnare;
the wise philosopher told them that willinghem it (he)
would like to teach (NrPgl LegSG, 21; 1351-1400)
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(52) Sai chilo’ 'l dimostra che lI'amore loro é imperfetto?
do you know whithem itshows that their love is imperfect
(CatSie LbDD, 110; 1378)

In all of (49)-(52), we have the ordeative-accusativewhich is
the normal patternin modernltalian. Other clustersfound are
me+ lo’, (53),ci + lo’, (54), partitive/genitivene + lo’, (55)-
(56):

(53) Cristo mai nommelo’ parta dall'anima.

Christ never notne themtake away from the solNay

Christ never make them forget me’(GvnCmpl Let, 105)
(54) Facciamwilo’ dinanzi voluntarosamente all' onda, ...

Let (us) makeus themin front of bravely on the wave,...

‘Let us block their way...” (CmpMUg EnVirvol, 330)
(55) anzi che Dimelo’ renda guidardone e ch'elli li sentenzi.

that God for-this them givesreward and that he judges

them

‘that God rewards them for this...” (An CoOM0ANSZ, 64)
(56) ... standonella carceredel corpo, ne lo’ pare esseredi

fuore

stayingin the prison of the body, ‘ne’ them (it) seemgo

be out

‘... It seems to them to be outside of it’

(CatSie LbDD, 336)

The relative ordering of elementswithin theseclustersshows
basically no variation; thus, dative Io’ precedeghe accusative
lo asin (49)-(52),mi andci preceddo’, asin (53)-(54),andthe
clusternne lo’ invariably appearsin that order, as one would
expectif theseare indeedclitic clusters.As for si, thereis at
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leastatendencyfor lo’ to precedempersonalsi, asin (57)-(58),
but to follow reflexivesi, as in (59)-(60):

(57) Che ciascuno frate d'andare a servire a li infermi, al suono
de la campanella, quant seporta mangiare.
That each friar should go and serve the invalids, at the
sound of the bell, whahem ‘se’brings to eat
‘when food should be brought to them’ (StVolSpSMV, 7)
(58)... e se ce fossero sacerdoti o vero cavaliere e giud@e si
sedegga fare onore.
and if there were priests or real knights and judges then
them ‘se’should make honour
‘one must honour them’ (StCostDis, 12)
(59) ... Simone nostro chapitarselo’ fece inchontra e favelld
chol chapitano di questa giente ...
Simone our captaifse’ themmade forward and spoke
with the captain of that people
‘... went up to them...’ An CrSen02, 132)
(60) ... e quando da loro ci partimmo parve che 'l csate’
schiantasse ...
and when from them we departed it seemed as if the heart
‘se’ thembroke
‘as if their heart broke’ (GvnCmpl Let, 66)

Although exceptionsare found, these data suggestthat the
orderingslo’ si andselo’ dependeadn differentfunctionsof si,
andthe predominantorderingappeardo havebeenreflexive si
> dative o’ > impersonalsi. This kind of distinction, too, is
quite a well-known patternof modernltalian, wherewe have
the ordering reflexivei > accusativéo > impersonasi.
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4.1.4. In poeticcontextswe find evidenceof aslightly different
sort. Fromrhymepatternsve may deducehow the unit verb{o’
was actually pronounced.Note that in (61), the infinitive +
dativelo’ rhymes with the infinitive + accusatile

(61) ... c'umana mente non potseffrirlo:
that a human mind cannot sufier
ciascuna € lieta, quanto esser piu ponne,
everyone is happy as can be
del ben che lesu fe'di séntirlo’;
for the good that Jesus made fdedm (NcCic Risur, 420)

Judging from the rhyme, the two forms ought to have been
homophmous. Consider also (62):

(62) lesu Asseér e 'suo chiamdaglo’onore
Jesus called Asser and his and makesnhonour
e passaron con lietmallo.
and they passed with a merry dancgNcCic Risur, 394)

In this casefalo’ ‘makesto-them’ with enclitic dativerhymes
with the nounballo ‘dance’, a fact which suggestdhatfa lo’ in
Old Senesds pronouncedmore or lesslike fallo! ‘do it!" in
Modern Italian.

On the basisof the argumentdisted in 4.1.1-4.1.4, | con
clude that o’ in 14th century Seneseis a lexicalised dative
clitic; in other words just likgli ‘to-him’ in modern Italian.

4.2. Alternation between loro and I0’

What needsto be investigatedis how this lexicalised form
emerges alternatesand competeswith the form loro for the
samegrammaticafunction. Two casegnustbe consideredthe
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useof loro asa dative,andthe useof |0’ in grammaticafunc-
tions other than the dative.

4.2.1. Alreadyin the earliestperiod of written Senesei.e. the
late 13th century,lo’ is usedas a dative pronounalong with
loro. Hence thereis competitionbetweerthe two formsfor the
samegrammaticafunction. Whenstudyingthis alternationover
one century,a neat picture emergesdiagram| gives percert
ages of the two forms for a number of texts, indicated as'A-G:

Diagram I: frequencyof loro and lo’ in dative contextsin Senese
texts, 1277-1362

100 . loro
90 B

80

70
60

50

40

30
20

10 -

0 -

13 In the first decadesthesetexts aretoo shortto give any reliable indication of
the usage. A consistsof four smaller texts, covering a period of thirty years,
namely DocLbEnUs (1277-1282), DocCtDivCBU (1281-1282), StCoMoArd
(1280-1297)An TratVirM (1291-1310)text B is Egidio Romano(1288);text C
is An FatCeq1291-1300)text D StUnArtSie(1298);E An ChioSel(1321-1337);
F CmpMUg EnVirvol (a. 1340);G An CrSen02(1362). Thereaderis referredto
the bibliography of ancient texts.
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At the beginning,loro and lo’ seemto be in free variation,
thoughin B (1288)andC (1291-1300)oro prevailsoverio’. C
and D are practcally contemporary,but in D (1298) there
appearsto be a drastic change.In the 14th century, from E
(1321-1337)o G (1362),the grammarsettlesfor lo’ asa clitic
dative, and as a consequence weak daiicedisappears.

4.2.2. There are some few examplesof lo’ in grammatical
functions other than the dative; o’ is attestedas a possessive
pronoun (63)-(65), and as a prepositionalcomplement(66)-
(67):
(63) ... etlialtri due rimangano et stieno sopraofoofficio

fare.

and the other two remain and stay ugbar work make

‘and continue to do their work’

(Gang CstCmSn, A439; 1309-10)

(64) De la eleczione de'rectori e del officio.

About the election of the rectors and abihr office
(65)... e ch'e'rectori e kamarlengo vechi siano tenuti e

debbiano, compito loro officio, di dare e

and the old rectors and chamberlains are obliged, ended

their office, to give and

d'arasegnare a'rectori e al camarlengo nuovi tucta la

pecunia la quale per lo lore officio fusse remasa

assign to the new rectors and chamberlains all the money

which because of their office was left

per la decta Universita e per cagioneldebfficio infra

VIIJ di.
for the mentioned university and becaustheifr office
within eight days (StUniArC, 285; 1329)
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(66) ... et siccome pdo’ diffinito sara, cosie si mandi a

essecutione.
and as byhemdecided it will be, thus it will be carried
out (StAMerSen, 122; 1343)

(67) ...ssirichiamasse d'essi banchieri overo d'alcuno di.

... they called for these bankers or anyontheim...

(StAMerSen, 182;1343)

Possessivdo’ is essentiallylimited to a fixed expression]o’
ufficio ‘their office’, usedin administrativedocuments;also
notethatin (65), 10’ ufficio alternatesvith loro officio. (66)-(67)
are the only two examplesof lo’ governedby a preposition.
Moreover, all these cases are from texts from the first part of the
14th century;they are not attestedn the later texts. This fact
supportsthe assumptiorthat therewasa periodof a ratherfree
variationbetweeroro andlo’, thoughfurtherbackin time than
we can follow in the Senese texts.

At this point, it is interestingto comparethe Senesedata
with someothervarietiesof Italian in which lo’ is sporadically
attested.In the Florentine texts, we have a total of eight
examplesof |0’ out of which five are dative and three are
prepositionatomplementsFromwesternTuscanyandLiguria,
we haveonly two occurrence®f lo’, onebeinga prepositional
complementand the other a possessivepronoun. The only
examplefrom the Venetianareais a dative. Thus, in other
dialectalareasyreductionof loro to lo’ is extremelyrare,consid
ering that the period of time covers more than one century.
Furthemore, it appearsto be random, in the sense that
truncation may apply in virtually any context: possessive,
dative, or prepositional.In sum, the form lo’ in OId Italian
dialectsother than Senesas infrequentand not linked to any
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particulargrammaticafunction. With thisin mind, we now turn
to our final observations considering language change.

5 The Reasonsfor Language Change

5.1. Thecaseof pronominalchangefrom weakto clitic gives
supoort to a widespread assumption concerning language
change,advacated within the generativeframework by e.g.
Lightfoot (1999), i.e. that its causesare external and not
internal. It is in fact easyto indicate possibleexternaltriggers
for thekind of changeobservedIn a number of Italian varieties
in modernaswell asancienttimes,truncationis a well-known
phenomenonLimitations of spacepreventus from going into

too much detail, but some striking facts ought to betimead.

In mediaeval usage, truncation of certain verbal forms
appeargo havebeenfairly frequent.In the Senesgexts,aform
suchasfe’ is ambiguoudetweerfede‘faith’ andfece‘he did’;
vo’, which in rgional style usually appears as a reduced form of
vado’‘l go’, could alsohavethe meaningof voglio ‘I want’ in
Siena.As for the work of St. Catherine,Aurigemma (1988)
mentionsthe fact thatthe 1stpersonsingularof theverb essere
‘to be’ is frequentlytruncatedto so’ insteadof sonqQ which is
typical of Florentine and hence for the standardusage in
Modern Italian.

A generaltendencyof writers and copyiststo adapttheir
localtongueto regionalTuscanmay sometimesavecausedhe
elimination of these dialectal features in the manuscripts.
However,in a 16th-centurySenesenovelistic text, which to
some extent simulatesspokenlanguage,a certain number of
truncatedforms are found which set this variety apart from
Florentine.Thus,we havefrequenttruncationof adjectivessuch
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as simi’ for simile ‘similar and piacevo’ for piacevole
‘pleasant’,nounslike mari’ for mariti ‘husbands’aswell asthe
interogative co’ for come ‘how’.** These truncated forms
normallyhaveno syntacticeffectatall: theydo notresultin any
kind of languagechange By chancehowever truncationof the
pronominalform lo(ro) had a syntacticconsequenceat some
point of developmentt becamefrequentenoughto trigger a
syntactic ‘reanalysis’ with the consguencethat a clitic form
emerged and replaced the old weak one.

This view of historical changeas being slightly accidental
cortrastswith the ideathat languagemay changefor internal
reasons. Now the concept of ‘internal reasons’ in this
connectioncould be interpretedn two ways:eitherwe actually
assumesomekind of diachroniceconomyconditionsto explain
the data, or we assumethat the changeis attributable to
economyprinciples guiding acquisition,a claim which would
need to be independentlymotivated with data from child
language.The secondof theseintuitions might be viable in a
generativedframework,dependingon how it is carriedout. The
first one shouldbe rejected.In the following two paragraphs
will consider them in turn.

5.2.  The problemsfor a ‘Diachronic Economyapproach’are
numenpous (for a generaldiscussionseelightfoot 1991;1999).
First and foremost,the claim that diachronicchangegenerally
leadstowards more economicalgrammarss dubiousin itself.
Second,if any principle of economyis diachronic,we havea

4 The examplesare from Pietro Fortini, Le giornate delle novelledei novizi A
curadi AdrianaMauriello, SalernoRome1988.The numerousasef truncation
are mostly found in dialoguesand not in the narrative text, a fact of some
significance,given that novel writers of that time were quite sensitiveto the
characteristics of spoken style, which they deliberately imitated in their writings.
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seriousproblemexplaining why the principle in questiononly

entersinto play in certain momentsof history and in certain
languages.Germanic weak pronouns have mostly resisted
diachronicreanalysisremainingweakfor the entire periodthat
can be followed in written sources.It is not clear why a
principle of economywould remaindiachronicallyinoperative
for centuriesThird, aneconomyprinciplefails to shedlight on

the more fine-graineddialectal variation which is relevantfor

the presentcase: it is far from obvious why diachronic
reanalysi®f loro would takeplacein Sienaandnotin Florence
or any other dialectal areaof Italian, if it were causedby a
universalprinciple of economy espeially sinceall otherobject
pronoungn Florentineaswell asSenesavereclitics duringthe
relevant period of time.

5.3. Theideato look for thereasondor diachronicchangen
some kind of economy conditions on acquisition is more
interestingand deservesmore attention.It hasbeenfrequently
suggestedhatchildrenacquiringtheir L1 areguidedby original
hypothesesf economy,e.g. Platzack’sInitial Hypothesisof
Syntax (1994, 64), or Rizzi's Principle of StructuralEconomy
(1998, 33). Cardinaletti& Starke’sMinimise Structure(1999)
could also be advancedas an acquisitionalstrategy,although
this is not explicitly claimedby the authors.Theseapproaches
are compatiblewith the observatiorthat childrenacquiringthe
pronominalsystemsof Romanceesasilyidentify clitichood: both
deficientobjects(generallyin Romance)and deficient subjects
(in French) display clitic propertiesfrom the moment they
appeain child languageandaretreatedin atargetlikefashion
(Meisel 1990; Kaiser 1994; Cardinaletti& Starke 2000). Of
particularinterestis the somavhat ambiguousstatusof French
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deficient subjects: in standard grammar these are usually
ascribedsomeweak properties However,it hasbeenobserved
that childrenfrom the outsetgenerallytreatthemas clitics; for
instance,in early child languagethereis a strongtendencyto
doubleDP subjectswith a deficientpronoun,a propertywhich
Is subsequentlycorrected’ by the children, but only at a later
stage of acquisition (e. g. Jisa 2000).
Furthermore,Granfeldt & Schlyter (in press)attestsome
terdencyamongSwedishmonolingualchildrento treatSwedish
deficient pronounsas clitics at an early stage,hence,in a non
targetlikefashion.Thetendencyis observedo hold for subjects
and, according to the authors, needs to be further corroborated.
If the researchin the field is on the right track, it has
interestingimplications for the issueat hand: there may be a
generaltendencyin child languageto prefer clitics over weak
pronounsregardles®f whetherpronounan thetargetlanguage
are weakor clitic. If this is true, weak pronounswould be in
dangerof beingreanalysedsclitics for eachnew generatiorof
learners.In fact, if deficient pronounsin child languageare
clitics by default(by virtue of someprinciple suchasMinimise
Structure) thenchildrenwill reachthe conclusiorthatpronouns
areweakonly if thereis positiveevidenceavailablein favour of
sucha conclusion.But again,the positive evidencein quegion
will haveto be of a phonologicalkind: the phonologicalmake-
up of pronominalformsis likely to be the only featureevident
enoughto offer a substantialtrigger. Therefore,a discussion
alongthesdines still endsup with the samekind of conclusion,
namely that the decsive factor behind the acquisition of
pronominalsystemsandthe relevantdiachronicchangeslies in
the input. Also, recall that thereis no actual ground for the
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clam that weak pronominal systems should be diachronicaly
unstable, as we have already said.

54. In sum, in atheory which looks for the reasons behind
syntactic change in language-internal economy conditions,
language change is law-bound, driven almost by necessity. A
theory which ascribes the change exclusively to usage is more
likely to capture what we actually observe, namely that change
happens in a non-predictable, rather accidental fashion. It may
very well be that some of the truncation processes we
mentioned above were more frequent in the Senese area than in
the nearby area of Florentine. For present purposes, this can
remain an open guestion. The crucia point is that truncation is
not a phenomenon unique for Senese: it is attested extensively
among Italian dialects, but only in Senese it ended up having
the syntactic consequences it did. An explanation in terms of an
external trigger, basically of a phonological or morphological
kind, which may provoke a change of syntax but does not have
to, seemsto be superior to atheory-internal alternative.

6 Conclusions

The diachronic reanalysis which changes weak pronouns into
clitics may find a natural explanation within a generative
approach to language change, if it is assumed that the trigger for
such a change lies in phonology. For such an explanation to
work, it Is necessary to assume a tight link between the
phonological make-up of pronouns and their syntactic status,
aong the lines of Cardindetti & Starke (1999). The case of
dative object loro of the Old Italian variety of Siena supports
this view. At the same time, it casts doubts on a possible
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alternativebasedon language-internafactors for the change,
suchasdiachroniceconomyconditions.Arguably, an approach
in terms of externaltriggering is theoreticallyand empirically
preferable.Whateverrole L1 learning strategiesplay in the
diachronic change remains an open question.
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Ancient texts (from the Corpusof the TL10)
Florentine

An CrFior, Anonimo, Cronicafiorentina, sec.Xlll ex. (in Testi
fiorentini del Dugentoe dei primi del Trecento,a c. di A.
Schiaffini, Sansoni, Firenze 1926, pp. 82-150.).

An Novl, Anonimo, Novellino (Il), 1281/1300(a c. di G. Favati,
Bozzi, Genova 1970).

Bocc Dec, GiovanniBoccaccio,Decameron1370 (ac. di Vittore
Branca, Firenze, Acc. della Crusca, 1976)

Dante Com, Dante Alighieri, Commedia, a. 1321 (in D. A., La
Commediasecondd'anticavulgata,a curadi G. Petrocchiyol.
Il Inferno, vol. 1l Purgatorio,vol. IV Paradiso,Mondadori,
Verona 1966-67)

Gmbni LbViz, Bono Giamboni,ll Libro de'Vizi e delle Virtudi ,
a.1292(in Il Libro de'Vizi e delle Virtudi e Il Trattatodi Virtu
e Vizl, a c. di C. Segre, Einaudi, Torino 1968, pp. 3-120)

Gmbni Stor, Bono Giamboni, Delle Storie contrai Paganidi
Paolo
Orosio libri VII, 1292 (a c. di FrancescoTassi, Firenze,
Baracchi, 1849.)

Senese

An ChioSel, Anonimo, ChioseSelmianealla Commediadi Dante,
1321-1337,(in G. Avalle, Le Antiche chiose anonime all’
Inferno di Dantesecondal testo Marciano, Lapi, Citta di
Castello 1900.).

An CoMoANSZ, Anonimo,Conti moralid' anonimosenesel291-
1300, (in F. Zambrini, Dodici Conti morali d' anonimosenese,
"Sceltadi curiositaletterarie”,Romagnoli,Bologna 1862, pp.
1-10, 17-19, 52-101, 118-26.).

An CrSen02, Anonimo, Cronacasenesealall'annol202al 1362,c.
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1362 (in Cronachesenesi,a curadi A. Lisini e F. lacometti,
Bologna, Zanichelli, 1939, pp. 41-158.).

An FatCes, Anonimo, Fatti di Cesare(l), 1291-1300,a c. di L.
Banchi, Comm. t. |., Romagnoli, Bologna 1863.).

An TratVirM, Anonimo, Trattatodi virtu morali, 1291-1310(ac.
di R. De Visiani, "Sceltadi curiositaletterarie"61, Romagnoli,
Bologna 1865 [ristampa fotomeccanicadell' edizione 1865],
pp. 19-105, 161-64.).

CatSie LbDD, Caterinada Siena (santa), Libro della divina
dottrina, 1378 (a c. di M. Fiorilli, secondaed. rivedutada S.
Caramella, Laterza, Bari 1928.).

CmpMUg EnVirvol, (Ciampolodi Meo degli Ugurgieri),L'Eneide
di Virgilio volgarizzatanel buonsecolodellalingua,a. 1340(a
c. di A. Gotti, Le Monnier, Firenze 1858.).

DocCtDivCBU, Carte della divisione della compagnia di
BernardinoUgolini (Le), 1281-1282(in M. ChiaudanoStudie
documentiperlastoriadel Diritto commercialdtaliano nel sec.
XIII, Istituto Giuridico dell' Universita, Torino 1930, pp. 95-
113).

DocLbEnUs, Libro dell' entratae dell' uscitadi una Compagnia
mercantileseneseadel secoloXIll, 1277-82(ac. di G. Astuti,
Lattes, Torino 1934.).

DocL etAmb, Letteredegliambasciatorsenesi1367,(in L. Fumi,
Un' ambasciatale’' Sanesia UrbanoV, in ASRSP,IX (1886),
pp. 129-62 [testo a pp. 137-46, 151-54].).

Egidio Romano volg., 1288 (sen), Anonimo [1288] Reggimento
de’ principi di Egidio Romano (Del). Volgarizzamento
trascrittonel MCCLXXXVIII (a curadi FrancescdCorazzini,
Firenze, Le Monnier, 1858.)

Gang CstCmSn, Gangalandi,Ranieri, Costituto del comunedi
Sienavolgarizzato(ll), 1309-10(a curadi A. Lisini, voll. 2,
Tip. Sordomuti di L. Lazzeri, Siena 1903.).

GonSan LetGoS, (Gontieride' Sansedoni)letteradi Gontieri de'
Sansedondi Franciaa messerGoro de' Sansedonijn Siena,
1301-1350(in Letterevolgari del secoloXIlll scrittedasenesi,
ac. di C. Paolie E. Piccolomini,"Sceltadi curiositaletterarie”
116, Romagnoli, Bologna 1871, pp. 87-95.).

GucSan LetGoS, (Guccio de' Sansedoni) Lettera di Guccio e
Francescode' Sansedoni,da Parigi, a Goro e Gontieri de'
Sansedonijn Siena, 1305 (in Lettere volgari del secoloXlll
scritte da senesi,a c. di C. Paoli e E. Piccolomini,"Sceltadi
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curiosita& letterarie” 116, Romagnoli,Bologna1871, pp. 71-
83.).

GvnCmpl Let, Giovanni Colombini, Lettere (Le), 1367, (in Le
lettere del Beato Gio. Colombini da Siena,a c. di A. Bartoli,
Balatresi, Lucca 1856.).

NcCic Risur, Niccolo Cicerchia,La Risurrezionesec.XIV s.m.
(in Cantarireligiosi senesidel Trecento,a c. di G. Varanini,
Laterza, Bari 1965, pp. 383-447.).

NrPgl LegSG, Neri Pagliaresil eggendadi santoGiosafa,1351-
1400, (in Cantari religiosi senesidel Trecento,a c. di G.
Varanini, Laterza, Bari 1965, pp. 7-189.).

StAMer Sen, Statutodell’ Arte dellaMercanziasenesgLo), 1343,
(ac.di Q. Senigagliajn BSSP XIV (1907),pp.211-71[testoa
pp. 67-98 (numerazionespeciale)]; XV (1908), pp. 99-139,
141-86 (numerazspeciale);XVI (1909), pp. 187-290[testo a
pp. 187-262(numeraz.speciale)].[Spoglio: pp. 81-186, 245-
62].).

StArSpl, Statutodell' Arte degli speziali.,1357-72 (Riforme in
Breve degli speziali, a c. di G. Cecchini e G. Prunai,
Accademiadegli Intronati, Sienal942, pp. 3-32. [Spoglio: pp.
19-22, 25-30, 32]. (v.)).

StCapComsSD, Capitoli della Compagniadi SanDomenico,1341-
1348, (in CampoRegioa c. di G. Prunai,in BSSP,N.S., XI
(1940), pp. 117-56 [testo a pp. 139-56].).

StCoMoArd, Statuto del Comune di Montagutolo dell
Ardinghesca1280-1297(in Statutisenesscritti in volgarene'
secoliXIll e XIV, vol. |, acuradi F. L. Polidori, Commissione
per i testi di lingua, Rmagnoli, Bologna 1863, pp. 3-53.).

StCostDis, Costituzionidei Disciplinati di sant'‘Andreadi Perugia,
1374 (a c. di G. Mazzatinti, Nozze Cassin-D' Ancona,
Bordandini, Forli 1893.).

StLnl, Statuto dell' Arte della lana di Radicondoli[1308-67],
1308-1367,(in Statutisenesi...yol. I, a c. di L. Banchi, pp.
157-99, 200-21. [Spoglio: pp. 157, 163-221].).

StUnArtSie, Anonimo, Statutodell' Universitaed Arte della lana
di Siena, 1298, (in Statuti senesiscritti in volgare ne' secol
Xl e X1V, vol. I, acuradi F. L. Polidori, Commissioneper i
testidi lingua, Romagnoli,Bolognal863,pp. 129-93,200-20,
229-35, 239-41, 242-58, 260-301.).

StUniArC, Statutodell' Universitadell' Arte de' cuoiai e calzolai
dellavaccadellacitta di Siena.,1329(in Statutisenesscritti in
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volgare ne' secoli Xlll e XIV vol. Il, a c. di L. Banchi,
Commissioneper i testi di lingua, Romagnoli,Bologna1871,
pp. 280-336.).

StVolSpSMV, Statuti volgari de lo Spedaledi Santa Maria
Vergine di Sienascritti I'anno MCCCV, 1305 (a curadi L.
Banchi, Gati, Siena 1864.).
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