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1. Introduction

In this work I discuss evidence in favor of two theoretical notions: micro-discourses and context
enrichment. 1 will do so by considering structures including interjections, vocatives and
adversative particles such as ma (but). I also briefly discuss the distribution of secondary
interjections in connection with the relevant phenomena investigated here. I compare standard
Italian with (standard) American English and some Italian dialects: Roman and Neapolitan. I
show that the items in question appear on the left of the portion of the sentence which is
currently called left periphery and are organized in a predictable order. I argue that they must
be taken to be external to the sentence itself in that they constitute separate speech acts,
exhibiting their characteristic prosodic contours and gestural patterns. Interestingly, there are
no main differences across the languages considered here. The general theoretical issue of this
work is therefore the relationship between the linguistic notion of discourse and the pragmatic
notion of speech act. In other words, my aim is to describe on principled grounds how
pragmatics is mapped into syntax. The hypothesis I will argue for in what follows is that
discourse heads provide the syntactic device to connect separate speech acts in a uniform
syntactic structure.!

Developing an idea proposed in Giorgi (2014, 2015 and 2016), I argue that interjections,
vocatives and adversatives particles appear each in association with a dedicated discourse head,
giving rise to a hierarchically ordered micro-discourse. Micro-discourses are projected as
canonical syntactic structures, which might look like single sentences, while being actually a
hierarchy of discourse heads, each heading a different speech act. Micro-discourses, therefore,
are constituted by different units, each a speech act, which could also be used in isolation and,

in the appropriate context, even uttered by different speakers. When they appear together, they

!'I thank a reviewer for having brought this issue to my attention.
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must be organized in a certain order.?

I am going to argue that each part of the micro-discourse takes the smaller unit in its
scope and by means of this operation it enriches the context, i.e., it identifies further conditions
defining and constraining the contextual settings.

I define the context, as I did in previous works, as the hic et nunc — the here and now —
of the speaker.> Namely, the temporal and spatial coordinates of the speaker define the context.
This is therefore a dynamic perspective, in that the context changes according to the identity
of the utterer. The context, as well-known, is crucial for identifying the reference of indexical
items, such as pronouns, tenses and indexical adverbs and adverbials, and in the licensing of
temporal and causal relations. Hence, context enrichment contributes in a significant way to
this process.

In Giorgi (2010) and in subsequent works, I argued that the speaker’s coordinates are
represented in the syntax in the left periphery, and precisely in its highest projection, which I
dubbed C-speaker.* Therefore, according to the perspective I am developing here, the notion
of context is indeed a syntactic notion.

Under the perspective that pragmatics is the contribution of the context to the
interpretation, it is possible to conclude that the very basis of pragmatics is syntactic and that
pragmatics is not a separate module of grammar, but is distributed among the various
components, playing a role in the representation of utterances and at the interfaces with the

sensorimotor apparatus, on one side, and the conceptual system, on the other.

2. The issue

The issue which I am going to consider concerns the properties and the syntax of sequences

such as the standard Italian one in (1), corresponding to the American English (henceforth, AE)

2 I will not discuss here the source of such fixed ordering, whether a priori given, or derived on the basis of
semantics. This is a very important question, which however concerns several aspects of the cartographic
approach.

3 See Giorgi (2010, 2014, 2018b). See also the discussion of presuppositional negatives in Larrivée (2014).

4 See among the others Bianchi (2006), Sigurdsson (2004), see also Speas and Tenny (2003).

5 On different bases, more or less the same conclusion is reached by D’ Alessandro and van Oosterdorp (2016) and

Wiltschko (2022).
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one in (2):°

(1) Ehi, Maria, ma che stai facendo?

(2) Hey, Mary, (but) what are you doing?

The equivalent in the Roman dialect (henceforth, R) is the following example:

3) Aho, a Mari, ma che sta’ a ffa’?

Interj, particle Maria, but what are you doing?

And in Neapolitan — henceforth N — (from Marchetiello 2022):

4) Ua, o Pé¢, (ma) ch'aie cumbinat?

Interj, the Giuseppe, (but) what did you do?

In these sentences we see a primary interjection, a vocative and an adversative particle — ma
(but) — introducing a special question (Obenauer 2004, 2006, Munaro and Obenauer 1999,
Munaro and Poletto 2008, Obenauer and Poletto 2000, Giorgi 2016, 2018a, Giorgi and Dal
Farra 2019) expressing surprise-disapproval. I will show below that the structure could also
include other elements on the left of the special question, such as a secondary interjection.
These items, when present, usually appear in the following order: Interjection > Vocative>
adversative particle, the other orders are judged from ungrammatical to marginal.” Finally,
special attention should be paid to the intonation. The following judgments are referred to the
sentences uttered with the intonation associated to basic sentences (1)-(4), in particular one

should check the fortuitous adding of extra pauses between the various items on the left of the

® Most American speakers prefer the option without the adversative particle but, even if it is not judged totally
ungrammatical: on a scale 1-5, this sentence is usually valued 2-3. In Italian as well some speakers can omit the
adversative particle.

7 Judgements were asked to native speakers who had to assign a score from 1 — very bad — to 5 — perfect — to each
sentence. Here I will use the traditional diacritics: “*”, corresponding to 1-2, “??” or “?” corresponding to the
intermediate markings 3 and 4, and 5 corresponding to good. However, I will not consider interpersonal variation,
because on the one hand, judgments were quite uniform, and on the other the subjects were not so numerous to
permit statistical elaborations. For an analysis of similar issues in German, see among the others Gast (2008) and

Gutzmann and Turgay (2016). I thank a reviewer for having brought these references to my attention.
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clause, because a change in the intonation might determine a different interpretation. The
following examples are the possible permutations of the interjection, vocative and adversative

particles of sentence (1) above:?

%) *Ma, ehi, Maria, che stai facendo?
(6) *Ehi, ma, Maria, che stai facendo?
(7) ?-7?Maria, ehi, ma che stai facendo?
() *Maria, ma, ehi, che stai facendo?

) *Ma, Maria, ehi, che stai facendo?

These orders are all disfavored, even if there are possible prosodical contours which might
make them acceptable. The same judgments hold for Roman and Neapolitan. Analogously, in

AE, the following example is marginal:’

(10)  ?-??Mary, hey, what are you doing?

It is interesting to observe that languages do not seem to differ consistently with respect to
word order. The aim of this article is to characterize these expressions, providing a syntactic

structure for them and explaining the reason for this uniformity in word order.

3. The adversative particle
In previous work (Giorgi 2016, 2018a) I addressed some issues concerning the properties and
the distribution of the adversative particle ma (but) in Italian. I will briefly review the main
points here.

As a first point, consider that ma is not a complementizer, in that it cannot introduce
complement sentences, with or without the canonical complementizer che (that) and in

whatever order they are presented. Consider the following examples:

8 Note that besides being an adversative particle, ma (but) can be an interjection expressing various feelings, such
as astonishment and (strong) disapproval. In such cases it is sometimes written with an added %, mah, and it is
associated with different prosodical contours. A reviewer notices that in these cases the particle can precede the
vocative, for instance when ma expresses astonishment, it is possible to have the sequence ma Maria. Further
study of the prosodic characteristics of these cases is needed.

9

In this case I provide only one alternative order since as noted before, most speakers prefer to omit the

adversative particle.
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(11)  *Gianni ha detto che ma Maria ¢ partita
Gianni said that but Maria left

(12)  *Gianni ha detto ma che Maria ¢ partita
Gianni said but that Maria left

(13)  *Gianni ha detto ma Maria ¢ partita
Gianni said but Maria left

Moreover, ma cannot introduce sentences — except for special questions, which will be briefly
reviewed in a while, such as surprise and surprise-disapproval ones — but must always be

preceded by the antecedent of the adversative contrast:

(14) Maria ¢ povera, ma ¢ felice
Maria is poor, but she is happy.
(15) *Ma Maria ¢ felice, ¢ povera

But Maria is happy, she is poor.

The reverse ordering, given in (15), is totally ungrammatical. Note that this is not the case with

other particles appearing in similar contexts, such as for instance the concessive sebbene

(though, although):

(16) Sebbene sia povera, Maria ¢ felice
Although she is poor, Maria is happy.
(17) Maria ¢ felice, sebbene sia povera

Maria is happy, although she is poor.

The adversative sentence cannot precede its antecedent, whereas both orders are possible with

sebbene (though).
Furthermore, the two parts of sentence (14) might be uttered by two different speakers:

(18) Speaker A: Maria ¢ povera
Maria is poor
(19) Speaker B: Ma ¢ felice
But she is happy.

575



This indicates that the antecedent of adversativity can be found anaphorically either in the same
sentence or in the conversational context. Note in fact that (19) alone, without (18), would be
sharply ungrammatical, in that out-of-the-blue sentences — i.e., sentences opening a
conversation — cannot begin with ma.!® An apparent exception to this, as I anticipated above,

is constituted by surprise and surprise-disapproval sentences, as in the following example:

(20)  Ma non era rosso?
But wasn’t it red?

(Giorgi 2016 ex. 3)

Uttered in a context in which the speaker is surprised, because she has a strong expectation to
see the addressee with a red dress, while she is actually wearing a blue one. Analogously for

the following one, which is a surprise-disapproval question:

(21)  Ma che fai?

But what are you doing?

Example (21) can be uttered in a context in which the speaker disapproves of the behavior of
the addressee. Both surprise and surprise-disapproval sentences are associated with a special
prosodic and gestural pattern (see Giorgi and Dal Farra 2019, Petrocchi 2022, Marchetiello
2022). In these cases, as discussed by the authors, the adversativity antecedent is provided
contextually, in that the speaker’s expectations strongly contrast with the observed facts.!!
Since the adversative particle is on the left of the subject, its syntactic position must be
outside the T-layer, hence it is possible to check if it is located somewhere in the left periphery,
in the sense of Rizzi (1997). As discussed in Giorgi (2016, 2018a), neither focus, nor clitic left

dislocation — henceforth, CLLD — can precede ma:

10 Even under the hypothesis that (19) is a case of ellipsis, the antecedent of the adversativity interpretation must
be looked for in the context.

' For a detailed analysis of special questions expressing surprise, see Vicente (2010) and for further discussion
Giorgi (2016, 2018a). On special questions, see Munaro and Obenauer (1999), Munaro and Poletto (2008),
Obenauer and Poletto (2000) and Hinterhdlzl and Munaro (2015).
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(22)  *A Luca, ma non gli avevi dato un libro?
To Luca, but not (you) to him.CL had.IMPF given a book?
‘But didn’t you give a book to Luca.TOP?’
(Giorgi, 2018a, ex.37)

In this case, the left dislocated phrase a Luca (to Luca) cannot occur on the left of ma, but only

on its right, as shown by the following example:

(23) Ma a Luca, non gli avevi dato un libro?
But to Luca, not to him.CL (you) had.IMPF given a book?
‘But didn’t you give a book to Luca.TOP?’
(Giorgi, 2018a, ex.39)

Contrastive focus (in capital letters in the glosses) cannot precede the particle ma, as shown in

the following examples:

(24)  * UN LIBRO (non un vestito) ma non avevi comprato a Maria?
A book.FOC (not a dress) but (you) not had bought to Maria?
‘But didn’t you buy a book (not a dress) to Maria?’
(Giorgi 2018a ex.41)

However, a focused phrase on the right of ma is ungrammatical as well:

(25) *Ma UN LIBRO (non un vestito) non avevi comprato a Maria?
(from Giorgi 2018 ex.43)
But a book.FOC (not a dress) (you) not had bought to Maria?
‘But didn’t you buy a book (not a dress) to Maria?’

Note that the unacceptability of both (24) and (25) is expected — and due to reasons not

immediately relevant for this analysis — in that in Italian a wh- operator is incompatible with a

contrastive focus in the left periphery, as shown by the following example:

577



(26) *IL LIBRO (non i biscotti) hai dato a Maria?
The book.FOC (not the cookies) (you) have given to Maria?
‘Did you give the book (not the cookies) to Maria?’
(Giorgi 2018a ex.45)

To overcome this issue and check the compatibility of ma and Focus, it is possible to reproduce
the relevant structure by means of an exclamative sentence, instead of an interrogative one,

which is not subject to the same constraint:!?

(27)  *UN LIBRO ma gli hai comprato (invece del vestito)!
A book but you to him-bought (instead of a dress)
“You bought him a book.FOC (instead of a dress)!’

(28) ?Ma UN LIBRO gli hai comprato (invece del vestito)!
But a book you to him-bought (instead of a dress)
“You bought him a book.FOC (instead of a dress)!’

The sentence in (28) is not perfect but is judged much less marginal than (25) and (26). Hence,
it is possible to conclude that Focus and CLLD behave alike with respect to the adversative
particle.

In the literature on CLLD and left-peripheral focus it is usually assumed that the position
of Focus is the result of movement, whereas a clitic left dislocated phrase is base generated in
its position.!* As a consequence, these data show that the position on the left of ma is available

neither for moved phrases, nor for base generated ones, whereas the one on its right is in general

12 Note that in examples (27) and (28) UN LIBRO (a book) is a corrective focus, and it is not by itself an
exclamative phrase. The exclamative operator here has scope on the whole sentence and should occupy a higher
position. However, I am not going to consider this issue in this work any further.

13 For a different view on left-peripheral focus, see however Samek-Lodovici (2015). In general, the left-peripheral
position of the Focus phrase, especially when contrastive and corrective is not the most favored one (see among
the others Bianchi, Bocci and Cruschina 2015, Frascarelli, Carella, Casentini, 2022) compared to the in sifu one.
This issue is however not immediately relevant here. The crucial point of this discussion is to show that ma lies

on the left of the whole sentence, left periphery included.
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accessible. 14
Finally, in a V2 language such as German, the adversative item equivalent to ma — i.e.

aber — does not trigger V2. Consider for instance the surprise question in (29):

(29) Ma non mangiavi solo frutta?

But weren’t you eating only fruit?

This sentence is appropriate in the following scenario: I know that you are on a diet and decided
to eat only fruit. One day I see you eating a big hamburger. I am surprised and utter (29),

analogously to example (20) above. The German equivalent does not show V2:13

(30)  Aber du wolltest doch nur Obst essen?

But you wanted doch only fruit eat

Summarizing, ma appears on the left of the left periphery, preceding both Focus and CLLD.
This piece of evidence, taken together with the fact that the antecedent and the adversative
clause can be uttered by two different speakers, the impossibility of embedding, the observation
that ma is not a complementizer and, finally, the absence of V2 in German, points to an
extrasentential analysis for the adversative particle.

I propose that ma does not belong syntactically to the sentence on its right and that is a
discourse head, connecting two separate sentences and giving rise to a micro-discourse, where
a discourse is not just a simple sequence of unconnected sentences, but a hierarchical structure,

where each sentence is in an ordered structural relation with the other ones. '©

14 See, among the others, Rizzi (1997), Cinque (1990), Frascarelli (2000). Rizzi (1997) only points out that focus
is quantificational — i.e., it gives rise to an operator-variable structure — whereas topic is not. Cinque (1990) and
Fascarelli (2000) explicitly argue that CLLD is base-generated.

15 Doch is a modal particle, which can appear in German special questions. See Hinterhdlzl and Munaro (2015)
for a discussion. However, its presence is not relevant for the present analysis. The sentence in (30) was part of
the replica with German speakers of Giorgi and Dal Farra’s (2019) experiment (see Dal Farra, Giorgi and
Hinterholzl 2018).

16 Cinque (2008) proposes a similar solution for certain non-restrictive relative clauses, suggesting that the
nominal head and the non-restrictive relative clause give rise to a discourse, connected by an empty discourse
head. Giorgi (2015, 2018b) also discusses the distribution of Hanging Topics, which can precede ma, contrary to
clitic left dislocation. Giorgi’s proposal is that hanging topics appear in the Specifier of a silent discourse head,

taking the discourse projection headed by ma as its complement, giving rise to a complex discourse structure.
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According to this proposal, a micro-discourse can be syntactically represented as

follows:

G [l 10 os | 111

DIS “CPl ~*° cp2 "
In (31) a discourse head connects two sentences, one appearing as the Specifier of is projection,
and the other as its complement. Consequently, the discourse in (18)-(19) has the following
syntactic structure:!’

(32) [l

Maria ¢ povera | [maD [CP2 ¢ felice ] 1]

DIS "CP1 1S

Maria is poor but she is happy

Several pertinent questions might come to mind at this point, in particular: Which are the
properties of a structure such as the one in (31)? Which conjunctions, besides ma, belong to
this category? As for the second question, so far, I do not have an answer since this would entail
a specific work on the issue and leave the question open for further research.'®

As for the first question, let me point out the structure in (31) is a hierarchical one. This
implies that, given that CP1 c-commands CP2, their roles cannot be inverted. Consider the
following case, in comparison with example (32):
(33) [

Maria ¢ felice ] [maD

[
Maria is happy but she is poor

¢povera] ]

DIS "CP1 1S CP2

In (32) Maria e povera (Maria is poor) c-commands Maria é felice (Maria is happy). The

adversative semantics of ma is such that, given the expectations provided by CP1, CP2 comes

17 One might wonder whether in the case of the single sentence in (30) the structure would be the same. In other
words, is ma always a discourse head, even when it connects two parts of the same sentence? The issue should be
further investigated and lies beyond the limits of this work. However, the prima facie answer seems to me to be
positive, since so far there are no empirical reasons pointing to a different categorization in the two cases.

18 Marchetiello (2022) in her work on surprise and surprise-disapproval special questions in Neapolitan, found
that in a certain number of occurrences in the repetition test some speakers substituted the conjunction e (and) for
ma. Therefore, e could be a possible discourse head, at least in these cases, able to project the structure provided

in (31). See also Munn (1993). Further study on this issue is indeed needed.
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as an unexpected consequence. In (33) the unexpected consequence would be that Maria is
poor, and not that she is happy, as in (32). I propose that these effects follow from the
hierarchical structure, when it is interpreted at the interface, combined with the intrinsic
meaning of ma."’

In the surprise case discussed above, the sentence, i.e. CP1, on the left of ma is not
overtly expressed, being an expectation in the mind of the speaker. L.e., CP1, i.e.: Gianni e a
dieta e mangia solo frutta (Gianni is on a diet and eats only fruits), is present neither in the
sentence, nor in the discourse. In this case, therefore, it is necessary to hypothesize that the
spec position of the DIS projection is syntactically empty:

G4 |

[epy -1 [ma [

but weren’t you eating only fruit?

non mangiavi solo frutta | ] ]

DIS “CPl *’ DIS “CP2

Note finally, that in surprise and surprise-disapproval contexts ma can be omitted, whereas this
is not possible in the canonical contexts such as (32) above. A possible explanation is that,
semantically, the adversative value of the particle can be easily retrieved in the strong emotional
contexts, but not in the canonical ones, where it has to be overtly expressed, 2°

Consider for instance the following examples, corresponding to sentences (30)-(32)

discussed above:

(35) *Maria ¢ povera, ¢ felice

Maria is poor, she is happy

(36) Speaker A: Maria ¢ povera
Maria is poor

(37) Speaker B: *(Si,) ¢ felice
(Yes,) she is happy

The star appearing on examples (35) refers to the adversative interpretation, which in absence

of ma is impossible and, analogously, the discourse in (36)-(37) would not make sense. In these

191 will not discuss here an explicit semantics for ma. On this issue, see among the others Malchukow (2004).
20 Not all speakers accept the omission of ma. Those who do also comment that they perceive an increasing of

emphasis on the clause.
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cases, in fact, differently from the emotional cases, the adversative meaning cannot be inferred

from the context.

4. Vocatives
The item appearing on the left of ma in the examples above is a vocative phrase.?! It could be

a proper name, as in the examples above, repeated here for clarity, or a common noun as in the

example (42)-(43) in Italian and English:

(38)  Ehi, Maria ma che stai facendo?
(39) Hey, Mary (but) what are you doing?
(40)  Ehi, ragazzi, ma che state facendo?

(41)  Hey, guys, (but) what are you doing?

Here I will briefly discuss the nature of vocatives and then I will consider more closely their
distributional properties.

Schaden (2010) distinguishes three alternative functions of the vocatives: it can be used
to identify the addressee, to predicate a property of the addressee or to activate the addressee.
In the case of the identification function, the vocative is used to select an addressee among

several possible ones, as for instance in the following case (from Schaden 2010 ex. 22a):

(42)  George, could you passe me the salt, please?

The second, i.e., the predicational use of the vocative, is exemplified by the following example

(from Schaden 2010, ex. 22b):

(43)  Dear friends, let us go inside!

The third one, i.e., the vocative aiming at activating the addressee, is exemplified by the

following sentence (from Schaden, 2010 ex. 28, adapted):

(44)  Grandma, what a big nose you have!

21 T do not discuss here the issues concerning the existence of a vocative case. | refer the reader to the discussion

in Hill (2007, 2014, 2022) and Moro (2003).
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These three types of vocatives can correspond to the classification provided by Zwicky (1974),
who distinguishes between vocative calls and vocative addresses. It seems to me that vocative
calls mostly absolve an identificational function, whereas addresses can either have the
predicative or the activating function. The distinction between calls and addresses is relevant,
because they correspond to two different contextual relations between speaker and addressee.
When a vocative is used as a call, the speaker does not have the attention of the addressee,
whereas when it is used as an address, the speaker already has it. Hence, in the first case, but
not in the second, the vocative is used to define and enrich the context itself, as I will further
discuss below. The examples provided above in (42)-(44) can be identified as calls, namely,
vocatives designed to draw the attention of the addressee.

The type of vocative preceded by the particle “o” discussed in Moro (2003) and
exemplified in (45), is presumably a third type, namely an invocation, typical of prayers and

rituals, and is not fully natural in “normal” contexts:??

(45) O Maria, cosa succede?

O Maria, what is happening?

This kind of vocative shares most of its distributional properties with addresses, however, it
differs from both types in that, besides being preceded by the particle “o”, it does not require
the presence of the person addressed in the context. L.e., the recipient of the invocation might
not belong to the audience of the speaker.

The various types of vocatives have different prosodic contours and different
distributions: addresses and invocations are similar to parentheticals and, especially when they
appear in the middle of the clause, can be associated with the comma intonation (see Selkirk

2005). Calls on the contrary, are usually associated with an exclamatory intonation.?? A

22 Cf. for instance the prayer Salve Regina (Hail Holy Queen), ending with the following invocation:

1. O clemente, o pia, o dolce Vergine Maria

O clement, o loving, o sweet Virgin Mary.

2 For a discussion of the Italian intonation, including exclamatives, see Avesani (1995). For a discussion of the

prosody of vocatives, see Hill (2007) and D’ Alessandro and van Oostendorp (2016). Notice also that it is not the
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detailed analysis of the differences between the two types will be the topic of further research,
here I will mostly consider calls, given that the relevant examples belong to this type and
illustrate the properties of addresses only as far as pertinent to the present discussion.

Let’s consider now the distribution of vocatives, in order to determine where they appear
in a syntactic representation. As pointed out by Moro (2003), a focus cannot precede a vocative,
but can only follow it, as exemplified by the contrast between the following sentences (from

Moro 2003, exx.13a and b):

(46) O Maria, | RAGAZZI Gianni aiuta, non i conigli
O Maria, the boys Gianni helps, not the rabbits

(47) *I RAGAZZI, o Maria, Gianni aiuta, non i conigli.
The boys, o Maria, Gianni helps, not the rabbits.

With clitic left dislocation (CLLD), the results are less clear, in that the sentence in which the
topicalized phrase precedes the vocative is marginal, but not totally ungrammatical (examples

from Moro 2003, exx.12a. and b):?*

case that calls are always associated with imperatives, though it is a frequent association. It is possible in fact to

have a call even in absence of an imperative, as in the following example:

1. Maria, Gianni ¢ appena partito!

Maria, Gianni just left!

Moro (2003) distinguishes two cases: infradeictic and extradeictic, depending on the presence of a coreferential
item inside the clause. Under this perspective, therefore, examples such as (i) are classified as extradeictic.

24 The judgment is the same if a dative appears instead of an accusative, showing that it is not a case of Hanging

Topic:
I O Maria, a Gianni, gli dard un premio.
O Maria, to Gianni I will give a present
ii. 7?A Gianni, o Maria, gli dard un premio

to Gianni o Maria, I will give a present

One of the differences between hanging topic and clitic left dislocation concerns the possibility of omitting the
preposition a with the former. Moreover, there are also clear prosodic differences between the two, given that
clitic left dislocation is always compatible with a comma intonation, whereas hanging topic is not. On this issue,

see also Giorgi (2015).
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(48) O Maria, i ragazzi, li aiuta Gianni.
O Maria the boys them helps Gianni
(49) 771 ragazzi, o Maria, li aiuta Gianni

The boys, O Maria, Gianni will help

However, as pointed out above, this kind of vocatives are closer to addresses than to calls, with
the difference that they are preceded by the particle o, whereas addresses are not. When
appearing at the left of the sentence, however, they can in some cases perform the function of
calls, i.e., drawing the attention of the addressee.?® As discussed in Moro (2003), invocations
can follow the verb taking a complement clause, but must appear on the left of the high

complementizer — Rizzi’s (1997) Force:

(50) Gianni ha detto o Maria, che Luisa ¢ partita
Gianni said, o Maria, that Luisa left
(51) *Gianni ha detto che, o Maria, Luisa ¢ partita

Gianni said that, o Maria, Luisa left

This is also the case for addresses, such as mia cara Maria (my dear Maria):

(52) Gianni ha detto, mia cara Maria, che Luisa ¢ partita
Gianni said, my dear Maria, that Luisa left
(53) *Gianni ha detto che, mia cara Maria, Luisa ¢ partita

Gianni said that, my dear Maria, Luisa left

Diftferently form invocations, calls cannot be embedded at all, independently from the presence
of the complementizer on its left or on its right, i.e., they cannot follow the verb introducing a
complement clause. Consider the following examples (where the call is preceded here by the

primary interjection ehi, better to distinguish it from invocations):

25 It seems to me however, that invocations have a milder effect when used as calls, presumably due to their

peculiar register.
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(54) *Gianni ha detto che ehi Maria Luisa ¢ partita
Gianni said that hey Maria Luisa left
(55) *Gianni ha detto ehi Maria che Luisa ¢ partita

Gianni said hey Maria that Luisa left

Invocations and addresses can appear in the middle of the clause, whereas calls cannot. Cf. the

contrast between (56)-(57) on one side and (58) on the other:

(56) Gianni, mia cara Maria, ¢ un idiota
Gianni, my dear Maria, is an idiot

(57) Gianni, o Maria, ¢ un idiota
Gianni, o Maria, is an idiot

(58) *Gianni, ehi Maria, ¢ partito!

Gianni, hey Maria, left!

Finally, invocations, together with addresses, are never truncated, contrary to calls, which in

many Italian varieties, included Roman and Neapolitan, are truncated:2¢

(59) *O Mari, Gianni ¢ partito!
O Maria(trunc), Gianni left

(60) * Gianni, mia cara Mari, ¢ partito
Gianni, mia dear Maria(trunc), left

(61) A Mari, vié qua! R
A(particle) Maria(trunc), come here!

(62) Mari, ch'aie cumbinat? N
Maria, what didyou do?

Note that in the Roman dialect, the vocative can be preceded by the particle a, which is however

not obligatory. In Neapolitan, it is possible to have a masculine vocative preceded by a definite

26 One has to take care not to assign to the invocation particle o the interpretation of an interjection call, i.e., the
one which can be assigned to ehi in Italian, or to ua in Neapolitan. Moreover, the interjection ok, with a long
vowel, is often used to express surprise, and only marginally as a call. On vocative truncation see D’ Alessandro

and van Oostendorp (2016) and Kenstowicz (2019).
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article, as in the following case (from Marchetiello 2022):’

(63) Ua, o P¢ tun’aie ritto ca tu n’ive mangia sul frutt? N

Hey, the Peter, didn’t you say that you would eat only fruit?

O in (63) is the definite article in Neapolitan, optional with masculine proper names.?® Let me
get back to the hypothesis suggested above that addresses, but not calls, can indeed be
assimilated to parentheticals. According to Giorgi (2014, 2016), parentheticals are base
generated at the immediate left of the left periphery and are hosted in a projection headed by a
prosody-oriented head, i.e., a head which is read at the interface with the sensory-motor system
and assigns the correct comma intonation to the parenthetical. When parentheticals appear in
some other position, the order is by hypothesis a derived one.?’ Moreover, Giorgi (2016)
distinguishes between parentheticals that cannot be embedded, such as parentheticals
introducing Free Indirect Discourse and Quotations, and parentheticals which can appear in a

subordinate clause. Consider for instance the following cases:

(64) Maria, disse Gianni, partira domani,
Maria, said Gianni, will leave tomorrow
(65) *Luisa mi ha informato che Maria, disse Gianni, partira domani,

Luisa informed me that Maria, said Gianni, will leave tomorrow,

In this case, a parenthetical introducing a quotation such as disse Gianni (said Gianni) cannot
be embedded. Simplifying a complex issue, the reason this kind of parentheticals cannot be
embedded is that they permit to identify a sentence-internal speaker, i.e., Gianni, as opposed

to the utterer. Consequently, they must be located at root level.*

27 Marchetiello (2022) also discusses some cases where the vocative is preceded by the particle oi: Ud, oi ma!
(hey, Particle mother!)

28 QOther languages allow definite articles with vocatives with various restrictions, for instance French and
Romanian. See Schaden (2010) and Hill (2007). I will not discuss here the cooccurrence of determiners with
vocatives and leave the issue for future research.

2 For a discussion of this proposal see Giorgi (2014, 2018b).

30 Other parentheticals, on the contrary, can be embedded, in that they appear in subordinate clauses on the right

of the complementizer:
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I propose that the grammaticality of (50), where the vocative follows the main verb Aa
detto (said) does not represent a real case of embedding, but a derived order in the main clause
and for this reason it must precede the high complementizer che (that).3! The hypothesis I'm
arguing for is that in general vocatives cannot be embedded. The reason is that they express a
different speech act with respect to the sentences they are associated with, defining a
relationship between speaker and addressee. Therefore, they must have scope on the whole
sentence and cannot be confined in an embedded clause. Being parentheticals, moreover, they
can appear in several derived positions, such as the ones in the examples discussed above. The
vocatives relevant to the present discussion are the vocative calls and I will not discuss any
further the issues relating to the parenthetical status of addresses and invocations.

Given the discussion above, we can conclude that there is ample evidence that vocative
calls appear on the left of the left periphery. There are several theoretical proposals in the
literature concerning their syntactic position. I am not going to review them here, but I want
simply to point out that they all have in common the idea that vocatives are external to the CP
and express a separate speech act. However, scholars regard vocatives as part of the sentence,
in a way or another.

Here, on the contrary, I capitalize on the observation that vocative calls can be uttered

by themselves, i.e., in isolation, and do not even need previous discourse context:

(66) Maria!/ Mary!/ A Mari (R)/ O P¢ (N)

Hence, they must correspond to a well-formed syntactic structure, even in absence of anything
else. Furthermore, in an adversative surprise, or surprise-disapproval structure, such as Maria,
ma che fai? (Maria, but what are you doing?), they obligatorily appear on the left of ma. 1

argued above that ma is a discourse head, consequently, they must be represented outside the

i Gianni ha detto che, come tutti sanno, Mario ¢ un genio

Gianni said that, as everybody knows, Mario is a genius.

In this case the parenthetical does not express a content referring to the speaker, but to the subject of the
superordinate clause.

31 According to Giorgi (2010) the complementizer introducing an indicative clause is the leftmost projection in
the clause. According to the hypothesis I am developing here, everything beyond it pertains to the level of micro-
discourses. Special discussion should be devoted to parentheticals, whose heads according to Giorgi (2014 and

2018b) are read off at the interface with the sensorimotor component.
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sentence, giving rise to a micro-discourse.
Therefore, I propose the structure in (68) for (67), combining a vocative with an

adversative particle introducing a surprise- disapproval question:

(67) Maria, ma che fai?

Maria, but what are you doing?

(68) Discourse-P (Voc)

Vocative Discourse-P (Adversative)

DIS/voc

Mapis-advers

As illustrated above in section (3), ma heads an adversative discourse, combining the sentence
with the unexpressed expectations; the vocative appears in the Spec of a null vocative discourse
head.?

As illustrated above, the vocative itself can be combined with a vocative particle, such
as a in the Roman dialect, or, in Neapolitan in the case of a masculine proper name, with an
article. This means that the vocative has a complex internal structure, as discussed by several
scholars. However, a proposal about the internal structure of vocatives is not the goal of the
present research, hence, I will not consider it here any further.

The structure proposed in (68) is a complex one, where the vocative discourse head is
combined with another discourse head. Besides this structure, a vocative can occur by itself, as
pointed out above, and with a simple sentence, as opposed to a special question, as in the

following case:

32 Scholars are divided as to the head vs maximal projection nature of the vocative. I will not pursue the issue here
any further and assume that the vocative is always a maximal projection appearing in the specifier of a dedicated

projection, analogously to all the phrases appearing in the left periphery. See Rizzi (1997).
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(69) Maria, Gianni ¢ partito!
(70)  [p1s-vocr Maria [ Dis-Voc [ cp Gianni ¢ partito | ]

The structure in (70) is a micro-discourse, including two different speech acts. The vocative in
both cases — and in isolation as well — has the function of enriching the context. The presence
of the vocative in fact enables the speaker to focus the interaction following it — be it verbal or
non-verbal — toward a specific addressee. In this sense, the role played by the vocative in these
cases resembles the identification function discussed by Schaden (2010). The enriched context
at this point not only includes the spatial and temporal coordinates of the speaker, but also

specific reference to the addressee.>

3. Primary Interjections
The vocative is often preceded by an interjection, as we have seen above in examples (1)-(4),

repeated here for simplicity:

(71)  Ehi, Maria, ma che stai facendo?
Interj., Maria, but what are you doing?
(72)  Hey, Mary, (but) what are you doing?
(73)  Aho, a Mari, ma che sta’ a ffa’?
Inter;j., particle Maria, but what are you doing?
(74)  Ua, o P¢, (ma) ch'aie cumbinat?

Inter;j., the Giuseppe, (but) what did you do?

As pointed out above, in some dialects a particle can precede the vocative, such as the particle
a in the Roman dialect, optional and invariant for gender and number. This particle should not
be confused with the interjection itself. The particle in fact can never appear by itself without

the vocative, whereas the interjection can. Consider the following examples in the Roman

33 Note that reference to a specific addressee — be it a single individual or a set — is by no means obligatory, in that
obviously many sentences do not include a vocative. Hence, under this perspective it is an enrichment of the
context, providing more information to promote a better interaction. The necessary and obligatory elements which

define the context are the temporal and spatial coordinates of the speaker.
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dialect:**

(75)  *Al
Part.

(76)  Aho!
Inter;.

(77) * A, machesta’a ffa’?
Part., but what are you doing?
(78)  Aho, ma che sta’ a ffa’?

Interj., but what are you doing?

Aho, ua in Neapolitan, ehi in Italian and sey in (American) English are primary interjections,
in that they do not have an independent lexical meaning associated with them, differently from
the secondary interjections.>> They can all appear in isolation, as exemplified for Roman by
example (76) above and have the role of asking for attention. They are accompanied by special
intonation and gesture, such as for instance pointing with head and chin toward the addressee.>
Moreover, they cannot be preceded by the vocative, as pointed out in section 2 above. A
possible explanation for this distribution is that they have the function of enriching the context
by calling the attention of the addressee. However, such a function is generic, in that the specific
reference is not overtly mentioned. The subsequent vocative, though not obligatory, serves this
purpose, in that it identifies a single referent uniquely. Therefore, they cannot be switched,
unless there is a long pause between them, signaling a restarting of the whole discourse.

The representation of the micro-discourse with the interjection is the following:3’

34 4ho in the Roman dialect serves as a call and as an expression of reproach and disapproval, depending on the
context. On interjections in Roman, see Frascarelli and Badan (2023) who provide an analysis of several
interjections, even if not of aho in particular. Judgements by native speakers are given on a 1-5 scale and in this
case are consistently polarized, i.e., either 1 or 5.

35 On a classification of interjections, see Poggi (1995, 2009). For an analysis of the properties and distribution of
secondary interjections in northern Italian dialects, see Munaro (2019, 2022), Munaro and Poletto (2008). See
also Gonzalez Lopez and Trotzke (2021) on Spanish.

36 A study of the alignment of prosody and gestures in these cases, will be the object of future research, together
with an analysis of the prosodic renderings of the various orders.

37 As pointed out by a reviewer, the presence of the interjection in these cases is related to that of the vocative.
However, as pointed out above, the two do not always cooccur and each of them can appear is isolation.

Furthermore, they do not have the same contextual value, in that primary interjections can absolve a variety of
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79 . o
(79) Discourse-P (interj)

Inter;j iscourse-P (vocative)

DiSInterj

Vocative /

Disvoc

Discourse-P (Adversative)

6. Secondary interjections
Primary and secondary interjections can be combined with each other. Secondary interjections
occupy a lower position with respect to the other ones. Consider for instance the following

cases:

(80)  Ehi, Maria, porcamiseria, ma che fai?
InterjectionP, Maria interjectionS but what are you doing?

(81)  Aho, a Mari, mannaggia a te, ma che sta’ a ffa’? R
InterjectionP, particle Maria interjectionS but what are you doing?

(82) Hey, Mary, gosh dammit, what are you doing?

Secondary interjections like porcamiseria (lit: pig misery), mannaggia a te (lit: bad things to
you) and gosh dammit, a euphemism to avoid mentioning God, in this context also convey an
aggressive content of strong disapproval toward the addressee. Given that they are directed
toward the addressee, these secondary interjections appear on the right of the vocative, i.e.,
with the vocative projection taking scope over them. In other words, the vocative identifies the
target of the negative evaluative content which follows.

When it precedes, the aggressive expression constitutes a more general statement by the
speaker towards the whole content and not only toward the addressee herself. Consider the

following examples: 8

functions, whereas vocatives only work as calls and addresses (besides invocations). For these reasons, I propose
that they head two separate projections.

38 I was not able to collect data on Neapolitan on this point. Further research is needed.

592



(83)

(84)

(85)

(86)

(87)

(88)

(89)
(90)

The judgments vary from 1 to 3 on a scale 1-5. All the alternative orders are degraded with
respect to the ordering primary interjection > Vocative > secondary interjection. Their
acceptability is also strongly influenced by the presence of long pauses after the initial primary
or secondary interjection, which improve the grammaticality judgment. I will say a few words

on this issue in a while. The difference between the canonical order and the other ones might

?-7? Porcamiseria, ¢hi, Maria ma che fai?

InterjectionS, interjectionP Maria but what are you doing?

* Maria, porcamiseria, ehi, ma che fai?

Maria interjectionS, interjectionP Maria but what are you doing?
* Maria, ehi, porcamiseria, ma che fai?

Maria interjectionP, interjectionS Maria but what are you doing?
?-2?7Ehi, porcamiseria, Maria, ma che fai?

InterjectionP, interjectionS Maria but what are you doing?

* Gosh dammit, hey Mary, what are you doing?

?-77Hey gosh dammit Mary, what are you doing?

* Mary, gosh dammit, hey what are you doing?

* Mary hey, gosh dammit, what are you doing?

be subtle, but the judgments of the speakers are quite consistent.

you), so that in this case there is a clear reference to the addressee, independently of the
ordering. Judgements however, go in the same directions: the preferred order is the one in (81).
The other orders are considered marginal by native speakers (1 to 3, on a 1-5 scale) and improve

if a long pause in inserted between the aggressive interjection and the rest of the utterance.

The Roman secondary interjection mannaggia a te (bad things to you) includes a te (to

Consider the following examples:

O

(92)

(93)

??Mannaggia a te, aho, a Mari ma che sta’ a ffa’?

InterjectionS interjectionP particle Maria but what are you doing?
?7?Ah0, mannaggia a te, a Mari, ma che fai?

InterjectionP interjectionS, particle Maria but what are you doing?
?-? A Mari, ahd, mannaggia a te, ma che sta’ a ffa’?

Maria, interjectionP interjectionS but what are you doing?
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(94) ?? A Mari, mannaggia a te, aho, ma che sta’ a ffa’? R

Maria, interjectionS interjectionP but what are you doing?

Under the hypothesis that there is a discourse head for each speech act, the resulting structure

is therefore the following one:

(95) Discourse-P (InterjP)

InterjP
DiSInterj-P /
Vocative //Discourse-P (InterjS)

iscourse-P (vocative)

Disvoc

Discourse-P (Adversative)
InterjS

DiSInterj-S

Going back to the possibility of improving the degraded utterances by means of the insertion
of a long pause, I suggest that that too is represented in the syntax and read off at the interface
with the sensorimotor system. The pause — or at least the perceived pause — signals that the
speaker is resetting the speech act sequence. Under this perspective, an acceptable realization
of, for instance, (83)— reproduced here with the appropriate punctuation i.e., the exclamation

mark — is the one given in (96):%

(96)  Porcamiseria! Ehi, Maria, ma che fai?

InterjectionS! interjectionP Maria but what are you doing?

39 Note that the representation would be the same for all the languages considered. Note also that in the following
acceptable example, without the interjection, the vocative is an address and not a call:
i Porcamiseria Maria, ma che fai?
InterjectionS Maria, but what are you doing?
Note that in this example the intonation is completely different from (96), in that the primary interjection is not
realized with an exclamative intonation. Further study is however necessary for differentiating the various cases

based on prosody.
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97)

Discourse-P (InterjS)

InterjS

DiSInterj-S

The discourse in (97) is produced by a single speaker but with two different context
enrichments. In the first, the speaker enriches the context by expressing a negative evaluation
of it by means of the secondary interjection. In the second, the speaker enriches the context by
means of a call identifying the addressee — primary interjection + vocative — and then utters a
special question expressing surprise-disapproval.

To illustrate this point, consider the following context A: Mary gives me a very big
parcel, which is too heavy for me to hold and goes away. I am upset with her and need her help.

Therefore, I say:

(98)  Ehi, Maria, porcamiseria, vieni qui!

InterjectionP Maria InterjectionS, come here!

Consequently, the ordering of context enrichment is the following: primary interjection >
vocative > secondary interjection > imperative sentence. In this case, the primary interjection
has scope on the whole discourse, followed by the vocative. The evaluative secondary
interjection expresses a negative feeling toward Mary, hence, it appears lower in the structure,
once the context has been appropriately enriched by means of explicit reference to the
addressee.

Consider now the following context B: Mary gives me a parcel and I am surprised and

upset because it is much heavier than I expected. I feel I cannot hold it and need her help. I say:

595



(99) Porcamiseria! Ehi, Maria, vieni qui!

InterjectionS! InterjectionP Maria, come here!

The secondary interjection appearing as the first item, expresses my feeling toward the context
in general, and not Maria in particular. This is because the context has not been enriched yet
with reference to the addressee, in that the primary interjection and the vocative follow.

Note that the two orders are not interchangeable, in that micro-discourse (99) is not

appropriate in context A, and conversely, micro-discourse (98) is not felicitous in context B.

7. Concluding remarks

The discussion provided in this article shows that each speech act is represented as a syntactic
unit, which interfaces with the sensorimotor component and the conceptual system. The various
speech acts are connected by means of discourse heads, which can be silent or lexically realized
like the adversative one. Discourse heads are prosody-oriented heads — capitalizing on Giorgi’s
(2014 and subsequent works) proposal — in that they trigger characteristic prosody and gesture,
in order to convey the appropriate meaning. They are hierarchically organized according to a
strategy of context enriching, where each speech act takes scope on the one at its right.

The phenomena discussed here provide evidence in favor of the following hierarchy of

discourse heads:

(100) Attention call > vocative > aggressive expression > adversative particle > surprise-

disapproval question.

Each projection progressively enriches the context in which the surprise-disapproval question
is inserted. The aggressive expression can appear on the left of the whole micro-discourse and
therefore in this case it is not in the scope of the vocative, hence, it qualifies the context in

general, and not the enriched one:

(101) Aggressive expression > attention call > vocative > adversative particle > surprise-

disapproval question

Finally, the proposal sketched above also accounts for the fact that each of the items listed

above can appear in isolation, and be licensed as such, without the support of further syntactic
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structure.

References

Avesani, Cinzia (1995). ‘“ToBIt. Un sistema di trascrizione per l'intonazione italiana’ in: G.
Lazzari (Ed.), Atti delle V Giornate di Studio del Gruppo di Fonetica Sperimentale
(A.1.4.), Trento: Servizio Editoria ITC, 85-98.

Bianchi Valentina (2006). ‘On the Syntax of personal arguments’ Lingua 116, 2023- 2067.

Bianchi, Valentina, Giuliano Bocci & Silvio Cruschina. (2015). ‘Focus fronting and its
implicatures’ in: Enoch Aboh et AL. (eds.), Romance languages and linguistic theory
2013, Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.3-20.

Cinque, Guglielmo (1990). Tipes of A-bar dependencies, Cambridge MA, MIT Press.

Cinque, Guglielmo (2008). ‘Two types on non-restrictive relative clauses’ in: O.Bonami and P.
Cabredo Hotherr (eds.) Empirical Issues in Syntax and Semantics 7, 99-137.

D’Alessandro, Roberta, Van Oostendorp, Marc (2016). ‘Prosody, phi-features and deixis in
Southern Italian: What vocative can tell us on the architecture of language’ in: Carrilho,
Ernestina et Al. (eds.), Selected papers from “Going Romance” 28, New Yerk, John
Benjamins Pub., 61-82.

Dal Farra, Chiara; Giorgi, Alessandra; Hinterhdlzl, Roland (2018). ‘Syntax, prosody and
gestures in the expression of surprise in Italian and German’ in: Book of Abstracts. 51st
Annual Meeting of the Societas Linguistica Europaea, Tallinn University, Estonia, 63.

Frascarelli, Mara and Badan, Linda. (2023). ‘L’espressione della forza illocutiva nelle marche
discorsive del romanesco contemporaneo’ Rivista Italiana di Dialettologia, 46, 209-
232.

Frascarelli, Mara, Carella, Giorgio, Casentini, Marco (2022). ‘Focus fronting and Argument
Structure’ Quaderni di lavoro ASIT, 24, 179-235.

Frascarelli, Mara (2000). The Syntax-Phonology Interface in Focus and Topic Constructions
in Italian. Dordrecht: Kluwer. doi: 10.1007/978-94-015-9500-1 (last accessed July 22,
2023).

Gast, Volker (2008). ‘Modal particles and context updating - the functions of German ja, doch,
wohl and etwa’ in: Vater, H. and O. Letnes (eds.), Modalverben und
Grammatikalisierung. Berlin, Wissenschaftlicher Verlag, 153—-177.

Giorgi Alessandra, Dal Farra Chiara (2019). ‘On the Syntax/Pragmatics Interface: Expressing
Surprise and Disapproval’ Intercultural Pragmatics, 16, 35-361.

597



Giorgi, Alessandra (2010). About the Speaker: Towards a Syntax of Indexicality. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Giorgi Alessandra (2014). ‘Prosodic Signals as Syntactic Formatives in the Left Periphery’ in:
Anna Cardinaletti, Guglielmo Cinque, Yoshio Endo (eds.) On Peripheries: Exploring
Clause Initial and Clause Final Positions, Tokyo, Hituzi Syobo Press, 161-188.

Giorgi, Alessandra (2015). ‘Discourse and the syntax of the left periphery, in Discourse-
oriented Syntax’ in: Bayer, Josef et Al. Discourse-oriented syntax, Amsterdam, John
Benjamins Pub., 229-250.

Giorgi Alessandra (2016). ‘On the temporal interpretation of certain surprise questions’
SpringerPlus, 5:1390 DOI 10.1186/s40064-016-2951-5 (last accessed July 12, 2023).

Giorgi, Alessandra (2018a). ‘Ma non era rosso? (But wasn’t it red?): On counter-expectational
questions in Italian’ in: L. Repetti, F. Ordofiez (eds.). Selected papers from the 46th
Linguistic Symposium on Romance Languages (LSRL), New York, John Benjamins, 69-
84.

Giorgi, Alessandra (2018b). ‘Discourse, sentence grammar and the left periphery of the clause’
in: Capone, Alessandro et Al. (eds) Further Advances in Pragmatics and Philosophy.
Perspectives in Pragmatics, Philosophy & Psychology, vol 18. New York,
Springer,153-175.

Gonzélez Lopez, Laura and Trotzke, Andreas (2021). ‘jMira! The grammar-attention interface
in the Spanish left periphery’ The Linguistic Review, 38(1): 5-31.

Gutzmann, Daniel and Katharina Turgay (2016). ‘Normalexklamationen — Normal!. in: Franz
d'Avis & Horst Lohnstein (eds.): Normalitt in der Sprache. Hamburg: Buske, 1-32.

Haegeman, Liliane & Hill, Virginia (2013). ‘The syntacticization of discourse’ in: Trueswell,
Robert et Al. (eds.), Syntax and Its Limits, Oxford: Oxford University Press. DOI: 370—
390. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199683239.003.0018 (last accessed july
12, 2023).

Hill, Virginia (2007). ‘Vocatives and the pragmatics-syntax interface’ Lingua 117 (12). 2077—
2105. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2007.01.002 (last accessed July 12, 2023).

Hill, Virginia (2014). Vocatives: How syntax meets with pragmatics. Leiden: Brill. DOI:
https://doi. org/10.1163/9789004261389 (last accessed July 12, 2023).

Hill, Virginia (2022). ‘The syntactization of kinship in vocative phrases’ Glossa: a journal of
general linguistics 7(1). pp. 1-24. DOI: https://doi.org/10.16995/glossa.6557 (last
accessed July 12, 2023).

598


https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199683239.003.0018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2007.01.002
https://doi.org/10.16995/glossa.6557

Hinterh6lzl Roland, Munaro Nicola (2015). ‘On the interpretation of modal particles in non-
assertive speech acts in German and Bellunese’ in: Bayer, Josef et Al., (eds.).
Discourse-oriented Syntax, New York, John Benjamins, 41-70.

Kenstowicz, Michael (2019). ‘The analysis of truncated vocatives in Taviano (Salentino)
Italian’ Catalan Journal of Linguistics 18, 131-159.

Larrivée, Pierre (2014). ‘The syntax of pragmatics: the case of presuppositional negatives’
Syntaxe et Semantique, 15, 115-137.

Malchukow Andrey (2004). ‘Towards a Semantic Typology of Adversative and Contrast
Marking’ Journal of Semantics, 21, 2, 177-198.

Marchetiello, Chiara (2022). ‘U¢, ma che staje facenno? (Hey, but what are you doing?):
Expressing Expectation and Surprise/Disapproval in Neapolitan Dialect’ MA Diss., Ca’
Foscari University of Venice, http://dspace.unive.it’/handle/10579/21945 (last accessed
July 12, 2023).

Moro, Andrea (2003). ‘Notes on Vocative Case: a case study in clause structure’ in: Quer, Josep
et al. (eds.), Romance Languages and Linguistic Theory. Amsterdam, John Benjamins,
247-261.

Munaro Nicola and Obenauer Hans-Georg (1999). ‘On underspecified wh-elements in pseudo-
interrogatives’ University of Venice Working Papers in Linguistics, 9: 1-2, 181-253.

Munaro Nicola and Poletto Cecilia (2008). ‘Sentential particles and clausal typing in Venetian
dialects’ in: Shaer, Benjamim et Al. (eds), Dislocated Elements in Discourse. Syntactic,
Semantic and Pragmatic Perspectives New York NY: Routledge, 173—199.

Munaro, Nicola (2019). ‘On the syntactic encoding of lexical interjections in Italo-Romance’
in: Cruschina, Silvio et Al. (eds.) ltalian dialectology at the interfaces, Amsterdam,
John Benjamins Pub., 185-202.

Munaro, Nicola (2022). ‘Anchoring primary and secondary interjections to the context’ in:
Artiagoitia Xavier et Al. (eds.) Discourse particles: Syntactic, semantic, pragmatic and
historical aspects, Amsterdam, John Benjamins Pub., 157-178.

Munn, Alan (1993). ‘Topics in the Syntax and Semantics of Coordinate Structures’ PhD
dissertation, University of Maryland.

Obenauer Hans-Georg and Poletto Cecilia (2000). ‘Rhetorical wh-phrases in the left periphery
of the sentence’ Working papers in Linguistics, University of Venice, 10: 121-151.

Obenauer Hans-Georg (2004). ‘Nonstandard wh-questions and alternative checkers’ in:
Pagotto. Lohnstein H. & Trissler S. (eds.), Syntax and Semantics of the Left Periphery,
Mouton de Gruyter, 343-384.

599


http://dspace.unive.it/handle/10579/21945

Obenauer Hans-Georg (2006). ‘Special Interrogatives, Left-Periphery, Wh-Doubling and
(Apparently) Optional Elements’ in: Doetjes, Gonzalez (ed). Selected papers from
Going Romance 2004. Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Company, 247-273.

Petrocchi, Erika (2022). ‘Multimodality in grammar: the case of special questions expressing
surprise in oral and sign language’ PhD. Dissertation, Ca’ Foscari University of Venice,
http://dspace.unive.it’/handle/10579/22739 (last accessed July 12, 2023).

Poggi, Isabella (1995). ‘L’interiezione’ in: Renzi, Lorenzo et Al. (eds.) Grande grammatica

italiana di consultazione vol.3, Bologna, 11 Mulino,403—425.

Poggi, Isabella (2009). ‘The language of interjections’ in: Esposito A. et Al. (eds.): Multimodal
Signals, Berlin.Heidelberg, Springer Verlag.170-186.

Rizzi, Luigi (1997). ‘The fine structure of the left periphery’ in: Haegeman, L. (eds) Elements
of Grammar. International Handbooks of Linguistics. Dordrecht, Springer, 281-335.

Samek-Lodovici, Vieri (2015). The interaction of focus, givenness and prosody, Oxford,
Oxford University Press.

Schaden Gerhard (2010). ‘Vocatives: a note on address management’ University of
Pennsylvania Working Papers in Linguistics: Vol. 16: Iss. 1, Article 20.

https://repository.upenn.edu/pwpl/vol16/iss1/20 (last accessed July 12, 2023).

Selkirk, Lisa (2005). ‘Comments on intonational phrasing’ in: Frota, Sonia et Al., (eds.),
Prosodies, Berlin,Mouton de Gruyter, 11-58.

Sigurdsson Halldor (2004). ‘The syntax of Person, Tense, and speech features’ Italian Journal
of Linguistics 16,1, pp. 219-251.

Speas, Peggy, and Tenny, Carol (2003). ‘Configurational Properties of Point of View Roles’ in:
DiSciullo, A. (ed.), Asymmetry in Grammar. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 315-344.

Vicente Louis (2010). On the syntax of adversative coordination, Natural Language and
Linguistic Theory, 28, 2, 381-415.

Wiltschko, Martina (2022). ‘What is the Syntax-pragmatics interface?’ in: Bilbiie, Gabriela et
Al (eds.), Empirical Issues in Syntax and Semantics 14, Paris CSSP, 273-208.
Zwicky, Arnold (1974). ‘Hey whatsyourname!” in: La Galy Michael et. Al. (eds), Papers from

the 10th Regional Meeting of the Chicago Linguistic Society, 787-801.

600


http://dspace.unive.it/handle/10579/22739
https://repository.upenn.edu/pwpl/vol16/iss1/20

