




















OMISSION OF THE DIRECT OBJECT IN LATIN


















































Silvia Luraghi


Terza Università di Roma


Dipartimento di Linguistica


via del Castro Pretorio 20


I-00185 Roma





























0.	Introduction


In the present paper I am going to survey passages where a direct object pronoun is omitted in Latin, still giving an acceptable sentence.  Examples of omission are found in (1) and (2) below:





(1)   	... quique Icenorumi ... rapiunt arma ... acerrimo in veteranos odio.  quippe in coloniam Camulodunum recens deducti Øi pellebant domibus; Øi exturbabant agris, captivos, servos Øi appellando


	“the Icenians took their weapons on account of their hate towards the veterans.  Having been recently sent as settlers to Camulodunus, they drove them out of their homes, took away their fields, calling them prisoners and slaves”, Tac. Ann. 14.31;





(2)       senatus haeci intellegit, consul Øi videt


	“the senate understands those things, the consul sees them”, Cic. Cat. 1.2.





My aim is to sketch a classification of different types of textual conditions that allow omission (or ‘elliptical objects’).  


	As common as it may be, omission of the direct object in Latin has hardly been paid attention to until recently.�  In recent years, this phenomenon has been studied within different frameworks in Johnson (1991), Mulder (1991), and van der Wurff (1993).  The latter paper is written in a GB framework and it is connected with numerous studies carried out in the last three decades about omission of direct objects in genetically unrelated languages.  Therefore, van der Wurff pays attention to typological comparison within the category of anaphoras, rather than exhaustively survey different types of Latin data.  Johnson (1991) is devoted to the occurrence of (unstressed) pronominal objects or omission in connection with the degree of transitivity of specific verbs.  Her perspective is diachronic, in that she also surveys the occurrence of pronominal clitics in the (early) Romance languages. Mulder (1991), too, has a diachronic perspective; it is an attempt at finding a historical evolution in the possibility of omission, based on the fact that contexts that can contain omission in Latin mostly require a clitic object in the Romance languages.  Although I do not aim to explain diachronic developments, I will briefly come back to Mulder’s conclusions in § 7.�


	A common feeling about omission of the direct object in Latin is that there is no rule according to which it occurs, and that, consequently, research on this matter is unrewarding and, after all, of no big use.  As I am going to show below, this idea is incorrect, since there are cases where one regularly finds omission and others where it occurs in the majority of cases.  Since my study is not based on any extensive research done before, what I am going to offer here is basically a first attempt at describing conditions that determine or allow omission and arrange them according to the frequency with which omission actually occurs.





1.  The corpus 


Since, among  other things, I wanted to test the connection between omission and topic continuity, I based most of my research on historical texts, in particular on Caesar and Tacitus.  In addition, I used samples from Cicero’s works.�  


	I did not include different text types on purpose, because I wanted to study omission in homogeneous contexts.  In particular, I did not include Plautus’ commedies, because factors allowing omission in direct speech also lie in the situational context, and not only in the text, much more than in the case of other text types.


	Moreover, I did not include procedural texts, such as recipes or medical texts.  Procedural texts are similar to narratives, in the sense that they refer to facts or actions that follow each other, which are mostly presented in chronological order.  However, procedural texts generally have more restricted topics than narratives, and their style is very elliptical.  Consequently, omission of the direct object is particularly frequent in procedural texts, even in languages that do not normally allow it in other texts types, including English.





2.	Omission


Due to lack of native speakers, it is not always easy or possible to understand if a direct object has actually been omitted.  In the first place, it is hard to judge the valency of certain verbs, i.e. if they really can be taken as transitive.  Furthermore, and perhaps harder, one must be careful in isolating cases of true omission from cases of absolute use of transitive verbs,� such as English





(3) 	John is eating.





	In order to avoid this sort of misunderstandings as much as possible, I have not included in my analysis doubtful cases.  The following are examples of passages which I took as cases of absolute use of  transitive verbs, and consequently did not treat as omissions:





(4)	... habui contionem.  omnes magistratus praesentes praeter unum praetorem et 	duos tribunos 	pl. dederunt


	“I held an oration.  All the officials who were present allowed me, except for a pretor and the 	two tribunes of the people”, Cic. Att. 4.1;





(5)	P. Sextus Baculus ... et item C. Volsenus ... ad Galbam adcurrunt atque unam esse spem 	salutis docent


“P. Sextus Baculus and C. Volsenus ran to Galba and explained that they only could hope to be safe in one way”, Caes. BG 3.5.





Note that docere, which governs a double accusative, is frequently used in Caesar without the person accusative, as in (5).�  Verbs with this type of double accusative construction should perhaps require a discussion of the different nature of the two accusatives.


	An extensive list of transitive verbs used absolutely in Cicero can be found in Lebréton (1901: 150-167), including absolute use of bivalent verbs that take non-accusative complements.  Lebréton also mentions all verbs that have different meanings if used as monovalent or as bivalent in Cicero, as for example imperare and iubere (1901: 170-185).  I have not included verbs of this type in my study.  An example of a verb that can have different valencies, taken from Caesar, is discussed below, § 9 (example (43)).


	Finally, I have not included cases where an internal object is omitted, since such an object is not recoverable from the context, but it is rather implied in the meaning of the verb.�





3.	Coordination


In coordinated sentences which share the same direct object, if the direct object occurs in the first sentence, than it is referred to by omission in the second sentence.  An example of omission in coordinated sentences can be seen in (2) above.  Further examples are passages (6) through (9):





(6)	Caesar exercitumi reduxit et in Aulercis Lexoviisque, ..., Øi in hibernis conlocavit


	“Caesar took his soldiers back and let them settle in the winter camp among the Aulercians and the Lexovians”, Caes. BG 3.29;





(7)	domun meami maioribus praesidiis munivi atque Øi firmavi


	“I have protected Øi and fortified my homei with better defences”, Cic. Cat. 1.4;   





(8)	ad hanc tei amentiam natura peperit, Øi voluntas exercuit, Øi fortuna servavit


	“you were born by nature, trained by your will and preserved by your destiny for 	such insanity”, 	Cic. Cat. 1.25;





(9)	quo cum Catilinai venisset, quis eumi senator appellavit? quis Øi salutavit?	


	“although Catilina was there, who among senators called him? who greeted him?”, Cic. Cat. 	2.12;





In such cases, omission is the rule, as noted in Leumann & Hofmann (1965: 824).  Johnson (1991) devotes a long section to coordination; she also lists a number of examples where the object NP is repeated in the second sentence for emphasis, as:�  





(10)	nihil agis, nihil moliris, nihil cogitas


	“You don’t do anything, don’t plan to do anything, don’t think about anything”, Cic. Cat. 1.3.








	Note that in coordinated sentences one should speak of coordination reduction, rather than of omission.�  Some kind of coordination reduction occur in most languages; however, in Latin reduction concerning the direct object appears to have wider application than in English.  As a matter of fact, occurrences such as those quoted above apparently differ from English only on account of different word order: compare for instance example (6) with its English translation.  Based on this example, one could argue that omission in coordination has to do with Latin being basically SOV (cf. the order of gapping).�


	However, this is only partially true.  In fact, even adjusting word order, one can see that omission is much more free in Latin, since it also occurs when coordinated sentences have different subjects, as in (2).  Compare with English:





(11)	?? the senate understands Øi and the consul sees these thingsi





	Besides, if one compares the Latin examples with examples from the Romance languages, it turns out that omission is much more free in Latin in the case of  unaccented objects.  Indeed, in Latin omission seems to be the rule both in cases where its antecedent is a noun phrase, and in cases where it is an unaccented pronoun, such as (8) and (9).�  In the Romance languages, on the other hand, omission can occur with clitic antecedents under restricted conditions only, as shown by the following Italian examples:�





(12)	? il senato capisce Øi e il console vede queste cosei;





(13)	* il senato lei vede e il console Øi capisce;





(14)	ho baciato Øi e abbracciato Giovannii


	“I kissed and embraced John” 





(15)	li’ho baciato e Øi abbracciato


	“I kissed and embraced him”; (cp. with *”I kissed him and embraced”);





(16)	li’ho detto e Øi e ripetuto


	“I said it and repeated it”.�





	A few exceptions to this rule are listed in Leumann, Hofmann & Szantyr (1965: 824-825); in most cases the anaphoric pronoun in the second sentence is emphatic, and, in any case, it cannot be unstressed, as one can see in examples (17) and (18):





(17)	is amare accepit Alcumenam clam virum / usuramque eius corporis cepit sibi / et gravidam fecit is eam compresso suo.


	“He became the lover of Alcumena, unknown to her husband, and took her body to himself, and he made her pregnant with his love”. Pl. Amph. 107-109;





(18)	hac adiuncta ad reliquas naves cursum Massiliam versum perficit praemissaque clam navicula Domitium Massiliensesque de suo adventu certiores facit eosque magnopere hortatur, ut rursus cum Bruti classe additis suis auxiliis confligant.


	“Adding this to the other ships, he completed his course to Marseille, and sending secretly a small boat he let Domitius and the Marsilians know about his coming; he strongly exhorted them to fight against Brutus, since he had brought them additional support”, BC. 2.3.





	Example  (17) displays, beside the occurrence of eam in a context where one would expect omission, a second occurrence of the subject is: overt anaphoras for subject and object in a context where both of them should normally be omitted suggests that both pronouns must be strongly accented, as one can understand from their position, too.  The occurrence of the second is shows that this example is exceptional.  Latin is a null subject language: in such languages, the subject is regularly cancelled in coordination, since overt pronominal subjects are usually contrastive.�


	Example (18) is more difficult to explain in pragmatic terms, but it can at least be noted that eum in the second sentence is in initial position and hosts the enclitic conjunction -que, so it cannot itself be unstressed.





4.	Indefinite objects


A pronominal direct object is normally omitted in Latin when it is indefinite.�  Examples are:





(19)	Voco, quaero, ecquid litterarumi.  Negant.  “Quid ais? - inquam - nihilne a Pomponio?   	Perterriti voce et vultu confessi sunt se accipisse Øi, sed Øi excidisse in via


	“I ask (the servants) if they have found any letters.  They say they haven’t.  “What? - I say 	- not 	even from Pomponius?”  Scared in their voice and in their expression, they confessed 	they had taken some, but had lost them on their way”, Cic. Att. 2.8;





(20)	Militesi imperat; Øi mittunt


	“he asks for soldiers; they send some”, Caes. BC 1.15;





	Note that in (19) omission of the direct object is followed by (and apparently implies) omission of the subject in the following AcI clause.�  The latter omission clearly owes to indefinitness, too.  Since Latin does not have any kind of partitive (unaccented) object, such as Italian ne, French en, personal pronouns normally refer to definite entities already introduced in the discourse.   The antecedent of the first omission in (19), litterarum, is a partitive genitive, which shows explicitly that it is indefinite.





5.	Nominal forms of the verb


A pronominal direct object is most often omitted in cases where it would be the head of a noun phrase that contains one or more nominal forms of the verb, as in (21), where the verbal form praecipitata implies a pronominal head that refers to saxa:





(21)	qua malo perterriti subito oppidani saxai, quam maxima possunt, vectibus promovent 	praecipitataique muro in musculum Øi devolvunt


	“the inhabitants of the town, suddenly frightened by the threat move the biggest possible stones 	with levers and, making them fall down the wall, throw them on the gallery”, Caes. BC 2.11;





	In such cases, agreement in case, gender and number alone fulfils the same anaphoric function that a pronominal head would have.  A similar example with a gerundive is given in (22):





(22)	tu non solum ad neglegendas leges et quaestionesi sed etiam ad evertendas 	perfigendasque Øi valuisti 


	“you took trouble not only to ignore the laws and the sentences of tribunals but to overthrow 	and destroy them as well”, Cic. Cat. 1.18;





	Apparently, sentences with a predicative adverbial referring to the direct object behave in a similar way,� as shown in examples (23) and (24) (the latter is taken from van der Wurff (1993: 90), and it contains omission of a first person pronoun, which does not imply agreement in gender with the predicative adject):





(23)	eo minus veritus navibus, quod in litore molli atque aperto Øi deligatas ad ancoram reliquebat


“he did not worry about the ships, since he was leaving them at anchor on a sandy, open shore”, Caes. BG 5.9;





(24)	si iis pro mei stante pugnare licuisset, cum Øi afflictum excitare potuissent


	“if they had been allowed to fight for me when I was standing, as they had been able to set me up when I was in a bad shape”, Cic. Fam. 1.9.13.





Omission of the direct object under such conditions is not always the case, as I shall show below, § 7, example (40).





6.	Omissions referring to a whole sentence


A neuter object pronoun id is often omitted where it would refer to a whole sentence.  This type of omission is most frequent where the omitted pronoun would have anaphoric function, as in 





(25)	cum enim sape mecum ageres, ut [de amicitia scriberem aliquid]i, digna mihi res cum omni cognitione tum nostra familiaritate visa est: itaque Ø�i feci non invitus, ut prodessem multis rogatu tuo


	“since you often suggested that I should write something on friendship and it appeared to me that the subject deserved general consideration, as well as our personal discussions, I did it readily, in order to help many by your suggestion”, Cic. Sen. 1.4


		


		Van der Wurff (1993: 89) also mentions similar cases of omission; in his examples the sentences that contain omission are answers to rhetorical questions, but this makes no substantial difference.�  He speaks of possible cases of VP-deletion.  As a matter of fact, in such cases the verb facio is often found, as in the preceding sentence, with the meaning ‘do so’, or the same verb as in the following example, which I have taken from van der Wurff’s paper: 





(26)	quid tam novum quam [adolescentulum privatum exercitum]i conficere? Øi confecit. huici praeesse? Øi praefuit.  [rem optime ducto suo]i gerere? Øi gessit


	“what is so novel as that a private youth should raise an army? He did.  And command it? He did.  And, under his own direction, handle the business very well? He did”, Cic. Pro Lege Manilia 61.





Note that omission in (26) also fulfils a stylistic function (all verbs in the answers stand alone).  The omitted constituent in the second answer (praefuit) is not a sentence, but a pronoun; furthermore, it is not the direct object, since praeesse is a bivalent verb that takes a dative complement.


	These, however, are not the only cases where omission of a pronoun referring to a whole sentence is allowed.  In the following example, omission is governed by a verb that does not have a ‘do so’ meaning:





(27)	[pecunia uti ex aerario]i Pompeio detur; refertur etiam de rege Iuba, ut socius sit atque amicus.  Marcellus consul passurum Øi in praesentia negat


		“... that Pompeius be allowed to use public money; further, it is reported that king Iuba would be 	an ally and friend.  Marcellus refuses to allow this for the present”, Caes. BC 1.6.





	Note that, in cases such as this, the pronoun id can also be found, referring to a whole sentence, as in





(28)	ille omnibus primo precibus petere contendit, ut in Gallia reliqueretur, partim quod insuetus navigandi mare timebat, partim quod religionibus impediri sese diceret.  Posteaquam idi obstinate sibi negari vidit, omni spe Øi impetrandi adempta, ...


	“first, he tried to beg Caesar that he left him in Gaul, partly because he was afraid of travelling on an unknown sea, partly because, as he said, his religious duties did not allow him.  Since he saw that this was inexorably refused, and all hope of obtaining it was lost, ...”, Caes, BG 5.6.





In (28) id referring to the preceding sentence is again referred to, this time with an elliptical object.





7.	Referencial and grammatical continuity


In Caesar (and in Cicero) omission of the direct object in cases of high topic continuity does not appear to be extremely frequent.  It is not connected with particular syntactic conditions and depends on a stylistic choice of the author.  Here I am going to show two different examples, that I will discuss below and then contrast with the data from Tacitus:





(29)	Caesar duas legionesi in citeriore Gallia novas conscripsit et initia aestate, in interiorem Galliam qui Øi deduceret, Quintum Pedium legatum misit


	“Caesar enrolled two new legions in Hither gaul and at the beginning of the summer he sent Quintus Pedius, lieutenant-general, to lead them into Inner Gaul”, Caes. BG 2.2;


		


(30)	qui si sustulerint religionem, aream praeclaram habebimus; superficiemi consules ex senatus 	consulto aestimabunt; sin demolietur, suo nomine Øi locabunt, rem totam aestimabunt


“if it won’t be consecrated, I will have a beautiful area; its value will be calculated by the consuls according to the rules of the senate; otherwise, it will be destroyed; they will give out a public contract for construction (of new buildings) and will calculate the value of the whole”, Cic. Att. 4.1.





	In example (29) the elliptical direct object refers to duas legiones, which has the same syntactic function.  Note that omission here occurs in a subordinate clause.


	In example (30) omission refers back to superficiem, the object of  aestimabunt, which has already been referred to through omission with the verb demolietur.  However, with demolietur, the function of the omitted constituent is subject, so that here the elliptical direct object refers to an antecedent which had the function subject in its last implicit occurrence.  This is important in the light of the data I collected from Tacitus, as I shall show below.


	The above examples show that omission of the direct object in contexts of continuity is possible in Caesar and Cicero; however, continuity does by no means imply omission, as the following examples from Caesar demonstrate:





(31)	quii nisi decedat atque exercitum deducat ex his regionibus, sese illumi non pro amico, sed 	hoste habiturum.  quod si eumi interfecerit, multis sese nobilibus principibusque populi 	Romani gratum esse facturum


           		“if he (Caesar) did not leave and take away his soldiers from that area, he (Ariovistus) would not consider him his friend, but his enemy.  He also understood that, if he had killed Caesar, many Roman nobles and leaders would thank him”, Caes. BG 1.44.12;





(32)	pauci ex proelio elapsi incertis itineribus per silvas ad T. Labienum legatumi in hiberna 	perveniunt atque eumi de rebus gestis certiorem faciunt


“a few of the who escaped the fight, by a dangerous journey through the woods, reached Labienus in the winter camp and informed him”, Caes. BG





	Before discussing examples (31) and (32) I am going to briefly survey some examples from Tacitus.  To the examples quoted in this section, one must add example (1):





(33)	qua necessitate Mithridatesi diem locumque foederi accepit castelloque egreditur.  ac primo Radamistus in amplexus eiusi effusus simulare obsequium, socerum ac parentem Øi appellare; adicit ius iurandum, non ferro, non veneno vim Øi adlaturum.  simul in locum propinquum Øi trahit


	“forced by the ongoing situation, Mithridates accepted the conditions for negotiations and went 	out of the fortress.  In the beginning Radamistus, embraced him, simulating love, calling him 	father and in law; he swears he won’t offend him either with weapons or by giving him poison.  	In the meantime, he takes him to a nearby place”, Tac. Ann. 12.47.1;





(34)	adduntur e servitiis gladiaturae destinati, quibusi more gentico continuum ferri tegimen: 	cruppellarios Øi vocant


	“they added the slaves who were to become gladiators who, following the usage of that people, bear a complete armour: they are called ‘cruppellarii’”, Tac. Ann. 3.43;





(35)	... natam sibi ex Poppaea filiami Nero ultra mortale gaudium accepit appellavitque Øi 	Augustam


	“Nero greated with enormous joy the girl that he got from Poppea and called her Augusta”, Tac. 	Ann. 15.22.





	Example (33) is of particular interest, because it contains a chain of omissions.  The first and the third omission concern direct objects; the second omission, with adlaturum, concerns the indirect object of a trivalent verb.  Omission here clearly owes to topic continuity; in any case, it would be interesting to study omissions of the indirect object independently, and to check whether it can be omitted more or less freely than the direct object.  Furthermore, note that the firs verb with omission, appellare, takes a double accusative with a predicative complement.  Omission with such verbs is not always the case, as I shall show below.  


	All examples quoted above contain elliptical objects whose immediate antecedent has a syntactic function different from subject: it can be the direct object, as in (35), or any other type of non-subject constituent: a modifier in the genitive (eius ), as in (33), a dativus possessivus, as in (34).  Whenever this condition does not hold, i.e. the antecedent has subject function, we find a third person pronuon, as in





(36)	... [mors Iunii Silani]i ... per dolum ... paratur, non quia ingenii violentia exitium 	inritaverat, segnis et dominationibus aliis fastiditus adeo ut C. Caesar pecudem auream eumi 	appellare solitus sit


	“the murder of Junius Silanus was organized by fraud, not because he had caused 	his own ruin 	by his fierce character, since he was lazy and intolerant towards other leaders, so much that the 	emperor used to call him golden sheep”, Tac. Ann. 13.1;


	


(37)	repertusi est certe per medium diei nudus exercitando corpori.  Talem eumi centurio 	trucidavit 	


	“he was certainly found around noon while he was training naked; in such 	conditions he was 	killed by the centurion”, Tac. Ann. 14.59.





	The only two exceptions I found to this regularity are examples (1) and (38):





(38)	tum Meherdatesi, perdita omni spe, secutus Parracis clientis paterni, dolo eius 	vincitur et 	traditur victori.  Atque ille, increpans Øi non propinquum neque de gente Arsacis, sed 	aliegenam et Romanorum, iubet Ø�i vivere


	“Meherdates then, having lost any hopes, entrusted himself to Parrax, a client of his father’s, but 	he was defeated by his betrayal and delivered to the winner.  The latter, insulting him not as his 	relative or arelative of Arsaces’, but as a stranger and a friend of the Romans, ordered that he   


  	was left alive”, Tac. Ann. 12.14.





	Furthermore, I also found one case where eum occurs and it refers to a non-subject constituent in the Annals:





(39)	tunc tractatae Massiliensium preces probatumque P. Rutiliii exemplum; namque eumi legibus pulsum civem sibi Zmyrnaei addiderunt


	“then the pleas of the Massilians were discussed, too, based on the case of P. Rutilius, who was accepted as citizen in Smirne after he had been exiled”, Tac. Ann. 4.43.





	As the examples show, there is a quite different use of omission in Tacitus with respect to Caesar and Cicero.  On the one hand, omission appears to undergo lesser constraints in the latter authors, since one virtually finds no difference between antecedents with subject function and other possible antecedents.  On the other hand, omission is much more frequent and regular in Tacitus whenever the condition that there is a non-subject antecedent is met.�  


	The examples in this section may perhaps allow some diachronic considerations on the development of elliptical objects.  Although omission appears to be more frequent in Tacitus than in early authors, it is, as I said, more constrained.  This fact might reveal an actual decrease in the possibility of omission, which appears to be less connected to stylistic or pragmatic choice of the author, but rather almost obligatory, or almost impossible, depending on the syntactic function of its antecedent.  Note, in any case, that Mulder (1991: 24) has found no diachronic development in the authors he surveyed (Plautus, Celsus, and Ammianus).�





8.	Ablative absolute


Dressler (1970) noted that omission appears to be very frequent in ablative absolute constructions with the present participle, such as





(40)	interim Pisoi apud aedes Cereris opperiretur, unde eumi praefectus Faenius et ceteri accitum 	ferrent in castram, comitante Øi Antonia


	“in the meantime Piso would wait near the temple of Cereres; from there, the prefect Faenius and 	the others would take him and brought him away, with his wife Antonia accompanying him”, 	Tac. Ann. 15.53.





(41)	id ex itinere oppugnare conatus, quod vacuum a defensoribus esse audiebat, propter 	latitudinem fossae murique altitudinem paucis defendentibus expugnare non potuit.


	“he tried to take the city on his route, because he heard that only few men were defending it, but 	he couldn’t, because of the”, Caes. BG 2.12.





	In my opinion, it is hard to see the difference between examples of this type and examples (4) and (5), which I have taken as containing absolute use of transitive verbs, rather than omission.  The examples quoted by Dressler (1970: 32) are hardly more revealing.  However, there appears to be a difference between object pronouns and noun phrases: up to now I did not find, in fact, any example of ablative absolute with a form of is as the direct object (this can of course be due to chance), whereas I have examples of other types of direct object in such constructions:�





(42)	neque enim quicquam eorum, quae apud hostes agerentur, eum fallebat, et perfugis multa 	indicantibus, et per suos explorantem


“Hannibal did not miss any of the thing that were going on among the enemies, both through the many stories told by deserters, and through reports from his own spies”, Liv. 22.28.1.





9.	Ambiguous contexts


In a number of cases, the choice between omission and a pronominal direct object has a function in disambiguating possibly ambiguous contexts.  In the present section I am going to survey some examples of this kind.


	In example (43), the omitted direct object is a first person pronoun:





(43)	eo [subj]i restitui sum iussus.  restituisse Øi te dixti


	“they ordered that I had to be restored.  You said you have restored me”, Cic. Pro Caec. 82.





Omission here may well be due to the fact that the subject, too, is a personal pronoun in the accusative (te), since it stands in a AcI clause.


	In (44) eum appears to be necessary in order to properly identify the antecedent through gender agreement:





(44)	interea sarcinas in unum locumi conferri et eumi ab his qui in superiore acie constiterant 	muniri iussit 


“then he ordered that all luggage be brought to a single place and that those who were in the highest positions build a fortification to protect it”, Caes. BG 12.4.3.





Omission could be taken to refer to sarcinas, the first possible antecedent which already has object function, rather than locum.


	Example (45) contains a verb that can be monovalent (as it is most often the case), or bivalent, as here.  The presence of eum makes explicit the valency of the verb:





(45)	... legatos de deditione ad eumi  miserunt.  Qui cum eumi in itinere convenissent, ...


	“they sent him ambassadors that should negotiate the terms of surrender.  When the ambassadors 	met him on their way, ...” Caes. BG 1.27.23.





	Finally, in examples (46) explicit mention of the direct object rules out a possible interpretation of videre as used absolutely:





(46)	et Burrumi intellecto scelere, cum ad visendum eumi princeps venisset


	“and Burrus, who understood the crime, when the leader came to see him”, Tac. Ann 14.51.1.





It is interesting to compare (46) with (47):





(47)	cum in Italiam proficisceretur Caesar Servium Galbami cum legione XII et parte 	equitatus in Nantuatis Veragros Sedunosque misit ... .  causa mittendi Øi fuit, 	quod ...


“leaving for Italy, Caesar sent Servius Galba with the 12th legion and a part of the horsemen to the Nantuatians, Veragrians and Sedunians.  The cause for sending him was ...”, Caes. BG 3.1.





Example (47) shows that omission of the direct object is frequent with gerunds.  However, the two examples are quite different, since mittere in (47) is easily interpreted as taking an elliptical direct object.  Videre, on the other hand, would be taken as used absolutely, and the meaning of the sentence would be “when the leader came to see what things were like/ how things were going on”.





10.	Recapitulation


In this paper I have examined cases of omission of the direct object in Latin.  I have found that they can be divided into several groups, on the basis of the frequency of omission in similar passages.  


	The only case in which omission appears to be obligatory is in coordinated sentences.  In this type of context, strictly speaking, omission must be regarded as a syntactic rule, rather than be connected with topic continuity.


	Omission is most frequent when it refers to a whole sentence as its antecedent.  In this case as well, there appear to be syntactic reasons for preferring omission, which, however, is not obligatory: the pronoun id can also occur, and it always does when it refers to a sentence that follows it, rather than precede.


	In the case the object is indefinite, I mostly found omission; anaphoric pronouns do not occur in such cases, since they can refer only to definite constituents.


	Omission is frequent with nominal forms of the verb as well, since such forms are capable to carry over the anaphoric function that a pronoun would have, thanks to agreement in case, number and (where it applies) gender.  The same appears to hold for object predicative constituents.


	Omission within ablative absolute constructions in the present tense do occur, but I do not have enough examples in the corpus in order to judge if elliptical objects are more frequent here than elsewhere.


	As for topic continuity, there is a clear connection with the choice between omission and anaphoric pronouns, but the conditions under which different authors do in fact omit a direct object can vary, as well as the frequency according to which they exploit these conditions.  


	To sum up, it appears that omission of the direct object in Latin is not such a messy matter as it can appear to be, since there are syntactic rules governing certain types of omission, and for some other types there are at least strong tendencies toward using it or not.  The type of context where omission appears to be least predictable is constituted by strings of sentences with high topic continuity.  The authors that I have chosen appear to use omission in quite different ways; so it would be interesting to do further research on other authors, and perhaps this could lead to some diachronic conclusions as well.
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�This peculiarity of Latin (and of Classical Greek) has been called attention to in Dressler (1970) and (1971).  Lebréton (1901: 150) highlights the need of research on absolute use of transitive verbs (see below, § 2); however, some of the examples he gives appear to be cases of omission, although no clear distinction is made between the two phenomena.  


� On comaprison of Latin with the Romance languages in this respect, see furthermore Luraghi (forthcoming a).


�The texts surveyed are Caes. BG and BC; Tac. Ann. and Hist.; Cic. Cat., Verr., Ceac., Mil., Sen., Amic. and a choice of the letters to Atticus.


�Cf. Scherer (1975: 126).


�See, among other  examples, BG 1.3; 2.5; 5.42, 5.52.


�Examples in Lebréton (1901: 152).


�Scherer speaks of omission of obligatory constituents in coordinated clauses, and writes: “Eine wichtige Besonderheit der Sätze, die den Anfang eines Textes ... fortsetzen, ist die häufige Ersparung von an sich notwendigen Ergänzungen des Verbums, die sich hier aus dem Redezusammenhang ergeben” (1975: 109).  The example he gives concerns omission of the subject, but he refers to any type of obligatory constituent.  Mulder (1991: 21-23) devotes a section to elliptical direct objects in coordinated clauses.  However, he fails to keep this type of occurrences separated from other cases of omission.


�See Harris Delisle (1978) on conjunction reductions, especially in English.  On omission of the subject in coordination, see Luraghi (forthcoming b)


�On gapping in Latin see Panhuis (1979).


�Lack of accent in these examples is shown by the pronouns being in Wackernagel’s position; see Wanner (1987: 79-85).


�See Benincà & Cinque (1993) on this matter.  Note that omission of clitic objects was less restricted in early Italian.


�In the case that there is a past participle without repetition of the auxiliary, omission of clitics is obligatory in Italian, cf. Calabrese & Cordin (1988).  


�See Luraghi (forthcomin b).


�Mulder (1991) has quite different findings, since he writes that omitted objects in his corpus are definite “in all cases but one” (1991: 18).  However, since he gives no examples of indefinite objects continued by pronouns (or othe types of constituents), it is difficult to judge his conclusions.  The only case that he mentions as an exception (Pl. Mil. 76) contains coordinated clauses.  Omission of indefinite objects finds a neat explanation in Johnson’s (1991) framework, since sentences containing indefinite objects are less transitive than sentences with definite ones.  Cf. Hopper & Thompson (1980).


�For omission of the subject in AcI clauses see Scherer (1975: 86-87).


�Sentences with trivalent verbs that take a predicative complement referring to the direct object (such as appellare) are treated below, § 5.


�On omission of the direct object in answers, see Dressler (1970: 31).


�A further remark that concerns all authors surveyed is that direct object omission need not refer to an antecedent that already had object function in its last occurrence; however, with non-object antecedents an elliptical object must be clearly identifiable; cf. the discussion below, § 9 example (41).


�However, although Mulder gives extensive countings of omissions, he fails to distinguish it from coordination reduction or VP deletion.  Furthermore, his data may be different from mine on account of different text types used.


�Scherer (1975: 186) notes another type of direct object omission connected with the ablative absolute.  He writes: “Nach einen Ablativus absolutus wird gelegentlich das daraus zu ergänzende Demonstrativum weggelassen: convocatis suis clientibus, facile incendit sc. eos, Caes. b.G.  7, 4, 1”.
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