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This talk concerns the relation between DIFFERENTIAL ARGUMENT CODING (DAC) and 

DITRANSITIVE CLUSTER PATTTERNS in Romance languages.  

The term DAC subsumes differential marking of free (pro)nominal arguments (DAM) and 

differential indexing patterns of arguments by bound pronouns (DAI). In DAC patterns, a subset 

of arguments may or must differ in syntactic coding from other arguments associated with the 

same semantic role. For instance, in Spanish, the contrast between (1a) and (1b) illustrates 

differential object marking (DOM) via a-marking of the direct object, whereas the contrast 

between (1c) and (1d) illustrates differential object indexing by the use of a dative clitic le to index 

the direct object él (‘him’). 

1. Spanish 

1. a. conozco España 

1. a. know.PRS.1SG Spain 

1. a. ‘I know Spain.’ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ditransitive clusters are sequences of bound personal pronouns associated with the semantic 

roles of Theme and Recipient, e.g., ‘Eve gave an apple to Adam’  ‘Eve gave him it’. Similar 

patterns in Romance languages display much variation, as illustrated in (3a-3c). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DAC phenomena are commonly studied independently of the variation in ditransitive clusters 

in Romance and cross-linguistically (cf., Heggie & Ordóñez 2005; Stark 2005; Iemmolo 2010; 

Pescarini 2011). While a typological split concerning DAC patterns and other phenomena is 

recognized in Romance between two groups of languages known as “central” and “peripheral” or 

northern and southern Romance (Körner 1987; Stark 2005; Ledgeway 2012), this distinction does 

not include ditransitive clusters and a number of other argument indexing patterns. 

1. b. conozco a María 

1. b. know.PRS.1SG DOM Maria 

1. b. ‘I know Maria.’   

2. c. lo=veo a él 

2. a. 3SGM.ACC=see.PRS.1SG DOM 3SGM(.ACC) 

2. a. ‘I see him.’   

2. d.  le=veo a él 

2. b. 3SG.DAT=see.PRS.1SG DOM 3SGM(.ACC) 

2. b. ‘I see him.’   

3.  

 a. French  

3. a. Eve le=lui=donna 

3. a. Eve 3SG.ACC=3SG.DAT=give.PST.3SG 

3. b. Italian  

3. b. Eve glie=lo=diede 

3. b. Eve 3SG.DAT=3SG.ACC=give.PST.3SG 

 c. Spanish  

3. c. Eva se=lo=dio 

3. c. Eve se(3.DAT)=3SG.ACC=give.PST.3SG 

  ‘Eve gave him it.’ 
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In my research, based on a genealogically balanced typological sample of 22 Romance 

languages, I demonstrate that DAC patterns co-vary with different ditransitive cluster patterns: a 

subset of languages, including but not limited to Spanish and French, display a correlation between 

such patterns, whereas other languages show greater variation in the same phenomena.  

I advance a usage-based, diachronic explanation for this co-variation and shed light on the 

grammaticalization and typology of DAI, DAM and ditransitive clusters. Based on a diachronic 

corpus study in Spanish and French (12th-16th centuries), I show that DAI grammaticalized before 

DAM (DAI  DAM), in contrast to previous claims to the opposite direction , as in Bossong’s  

(1991) study of differential object marking (i.e., DOMDOI). I account for this fact, which 

contributes to my account for the abovementioned co-variation. Specifically, I propose a usage-

based account, using data on frequencies of different clitics in Medieval Spanish and French, to 

argue for a causal link between the early grammaticalization of different DAI tendencies and later 

changes in DAM and ditransitive clusters. Specifically, I argue that an early split in DAI affected 

not only DAM patterns, but subsequent grammaticalizations of clitic patterns, including 

ditransitive clusters.   

However, not all languages align morpho-syntactically with the Spanish or French patterns. 

Those that do not align so display greater variation in both DAC and ditransitive clusters. Based 

on a subsample of languages, I analyze their variation from the perspective of contact linguistics. 

I argue that contact-induced changes occur earlier and more frequently in DAM than they do in 

DAI and ditransitive clusters. This finding agrees with the revisions that I propose in the morpho-

syntactic typology of Romance and with principles of linguistic borrowing, as discussed in the 

literature (cf., Matras & Sakel 2007; Blokland 2012). 

In conclusion, this study extends the limits of previously recognized relations between free and 

bound argument marking/indexing and offers a comprehensive family-level typology of DAC. It 

contributes to Romance and cross-linguistic typology in proposing a causal relation between two 

independently studied phenomena, thus raising new questions concerning the relation between 

these and a plethora of other argument coding patterns in Romance and beyond. 
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