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            Abstract
 
            This volume comprises a selection of contributions presented at a workshop entitled The Morphosyntax of the Romance Languages and its Formal Analysis, part of the XXXV Romanistentag ‘Dynamics, Encounter, and Migration’ in Zurich in 2017. The single chapters offer elaboration and revision of existing theoretical approaches as well as new formal analytical methods to Romance morphosyntax together with a comparative perspective on a range of data from the Romance languages, much of it novel in substance. They draw on approaches developed in recent grammatical theorizing, particularly in Generative Grammar; theoretical frameworks complementary to Generative Syntax, such as Distributed Morphology and Nanosyntax, are successfully adopted in order to analyse a vast range of Romance data not only from major Romance languages but also from non-standard, diatopic, and diachronic varieties.
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          Introduction
 
          
            1 The Interaction of Morphology and Syntax
 
            This book aims to contribute to the discussion surrounding words and word structure and their interaction in phrasal and clausal syntax from a Romance perspective, using different formal mechanisms embedded in the framework of Distributed Morphology, Nanosyntax and Minimalist Syntax. Recent years have witnessed a resurfacing of interest in the interaction of morphology and syntax, from both a metatheoretical and a phenomenon-based perspective. This volume comprises both perspectives: some of the papers have a special focus on which theoretical architecture is appropriate to explain a grammatical phenomenon, whereas other authors examine the question of which factors or features impinge on the morphosyntactic phenomenon at issue and how this effect can be accounted for.
 
            Morphosyntax can be understood as the comprehensive study of morphological and syntactic properties of linguistic units or as the analysis of the interaction of morphology and syntax at the interface only. There are certain phenomena where we wouldn’t want to separate sentence and word level, and part of the key to understanding the architecture of grammar is working out what those phenomena are. Possible answers are hence very much dependent on the perspective taken: the grammatical theory chosen steers us in a certain direction; a typological exploration may give us deeper insights into language variation and the possible grammatical paths; a synchronic analysis relying on native speaker judgements provides us with answers that are quite different to those that might arise from a historical-comparative study meticulously investigating the structures available in manuscripts from a bygone era. Studying language change can help us to answer the question of whether both components of grammar are really balanced in the sense that one takes over the job of the other, or whether we are in fact simply dealing with one and the same component, as argued by many scholars within the generative tradition (this question is discussed extensively in Carstairs-McCarthy 2010).
 
            For many grammatical phenomena, especially for agreement phenomena where syntactic relations are realized morpho(phono)logically, it is not easy to draw a dividing line between syntactic and morphological structure. From the perspective of syntax-driven models, this has led to the assumption that syntax is the module responsible not only for deriving syntactically complex phrases but also for deriving morphologically complex items, both in inflection and in word formation. The core assumption of so-called non-lexicalist realizational models is that syntax generates hierarchical structures based on abstract features and morphology maps those features (and structures) onto phonological material.
 
            From a theoretical perspective, there are thus ongoing discussions and conflicting assumptions concerning the relationship between syntax and morphology. The question is whether morphology should be conceived as an autonomous component of grammar or whether it simply belongs to syntax. The Strong vs. Weak Lexicalist Hypothesis discusses whether derivation forms part of syntax (cf. Chomsky 1970, Williams 1981a, b, Selkirk 1982, Lieber 1983, 1992). A similar question addresses the role of inflection: the generative account of “Auxiliary Transformation” (Chomsky 1957: 38–42, 113), later termed ‘Affix Hopping’, treats inflectional morphology as syntactic derivation. If morphology is conceived as autonomous, the question of where it takes place within the grammatical architecture (pre-syntactically, post-syntactically or parallel to syntax) remains unanswered.
 
            One main open question to be considered is the one whether there is a difference between morphological and syntactic processes. If this is the case, then we need to establish what creates this difference and on which basic units (features, morphemes, words, etc.) syntax operates. Under the theoretical perspective, there are at least three different approaches to morphology: within the Strong Lexicalist approach, syntax and morphology (i.e. inflection and derivation) are two different components. In these frameworks, morphosyntax is reduced more or less to interface phenomena in the sense that information has to be transferred or percolates from one component to the other. For instance, in the Feature Checking approach of early Minimalism (Chomsky 1995) (as well as in other unification-based approaches) lexical elements enter the syntactic derivation fully inflected, i.e. with prespecified grammatical feature values. The syntactic checking mechanism verifies whether or not these values match those encoded within the functional makeup of the corresponding phrase (e.g. AgrS for subject-verb agreement). In contrast, the weak version of lexicalism states that derivation is part of the lexicon, but inflection belongs to syntax. In Chomsky (2000, 2001) a checking mechanism AGREE is introduced which is compatible with this view: Only interpretable features are fully specified (or valued) in the lexicon, non-interpretable features are conceived as unvalued features (e.g. the person-number feature of verbs). Heads with unvalued features (= PROBES) acquire the corresponding values during the syntactic derivation. For this, the probe (e.g. T(ense) with unvalued person-number features) searches for a constituent with the corresponding interpretable feature (= GOAL; e.g. the subject DP) and the operation AGREE copies the values from the GOAL onto the PROBE (= feature valuation). After this valuation process the features of the PROBE are now accessible for post-syntactic processes, e.g. for Vocabulary Insertion, but they remain invisible for purposes of LF (cf. Chomsky 2000, 2001). In this approach, all inflectional phenomena are thus understood as morphosyntax, i.e. as cases where we cannot divide the two levels. And finally, syntactic approaches to morphology (e.g. Distributed Morphology) argue in favour of syntax being the only structure-generating device.
 
            In early Distributed Morphology (DM; Halle & Marantz 1993, 1994), one of the most articulated non-lexicalist realizational models, a set of post-syntactic operations can alter or rearrange the syntactic output before the list of form-meaning correspondences (= Vocabulary Items in DM) is accessed. Since the early works in DM, a considerable number of different post-syntactic operations have been proposed, such as fusion, fission, impoverishment, local dislocation, pruning, etc. Some of these processes are considered necessary to cope with different mismatches between syntax and morphology:
 
             
              	–
                Fusion is assumed, for example, for portmanteau morphemes (e.g. French du, instead of *de le ‘of the’) and other cases where the syntactic output is more complex than the morphological formatives (e.g. the present tense forms of the Romance verb; cf. Oltra Massuet 1991).

 
              	–
                Fission, on the other hand, is proposed to account for more or less the opposite situation i.e. for those cases where the form is more complex than the syntactic output, as e.g. in Tamazight Berber where the agreement morpheme (= one terminal node) can be exponed by one, two or three Vocabulary Items which may appear as prefixes and/or suffixes (cf. Noyer 1997).

 
              	–
                Impoverishment is an operation that does not alter the number of syntactic terminal nodes but only the features contained there, and has been used to explain, for instance, repairs of Romance Clitic Clusters (e.g. Spanish se lo for *le lo) (cf. Bonet 1991).

 
              	–
                Local dislocation has been proposed for the analysis of clitics, and specifically for the linear ordering of special clitics: second-position clitics (e.g. Latin -que ‘and’) are inserted, for example, in a terminal node that has to be dislocated post-syntactically due to the ‘intrinsic’ need of the corresponding Vocabulary Item.

 
              	–
                Another process introduced to account for locality effects (on allomorphy) is pruning: nodes that are not exponed with phonological material are removed from the structure directly after Vocabulary Insertion with a direct effect on (linear) adjacency (Embick 2010): √root⁀[x,-Ø], [x,-Ø]⁀Y → √root⁀Y (‘if x – which is linearly adjacent to √root and to Y – is not realized, it is pruned so that √root and Y become linearly adjacent to each other’). Whereas, according to Embick, pruning is sensitive to the phonological null status of the pruned category, Calabrese (2019) extends this process in assuming that diacritic features (e.g. [+suppletive]) may also trigger pruning before Vocabulary Insertion takes place.

 
            
 
            However, the assumption of the multiple post-syntactic processes above has met with some criticism on the basis of the principle that (given equal explanatory adequacy) a smaller number of processes is preferable to a larger number; several efforts have thus been made to eliminate these processes (cf. Haugen & Siddiqi’s 2016 arguments in favour of a Vocabulary-Insertion-only programme for non-lexicalist realizational models of morphology). Fission can be avoided, for example, by allowing insertion into one and the same syntactic node more than once (cf. Halle 1997); impoverishment is not necessary, if insertion of zero exponents is allowed (cf. Trommer 1999), and fusion as well as pruning can be avoided, if Vocabulary Insertion is not limited to terminal elements, as in the non-terminal spell-out of Nanosyntax (cf. Starke 2009, 2011) and the spanning approach of Svenonius (2012), among others.
 
            The nanosyntactic approach in particular constitutes an attempt to resolve the contradiction between complex syntactic structures and their often syncretic or portmanteau morphophonological realizations. In nanosyntax, terminal nodes can be ‘sub-morphemic’, i.e. just featural, and the logical consequence of the missing one-to-one correspondence between syntactic input and morphological output is the possibility not only of realizing terminal nodes, whether they are features or categories, but also of allowing sub-trees to be part of the vocabulary. That is, Vocabulary Items come in “different syntactic sizes” and are thus internally – nanosyntactically – structured (Starke 2009: 2). Nanosyntax, however, then needs to assume novel mechanisms, such as cyclic overriding, and the superset principle, in order to avoid the insertion of e.g. It. *?più buono ‘[literally] more good’ instead of meglio ‘better’ for the syntactic sub-tree [COMPARATIVE [POSITIVE]] (for a comparison between Distributed Morphology and Nanosyntax, cf. e.g. Caha 2016).
 
            The articles in this volume also examine the general question of which morphological operations impinge on syntax and how these effects can be accounted for in an appropriate way. The issues discussed concern the morphological encoding of syntactic relations and their alteration by morphological means. Core examples of morphosyntactic properties examined are mood, aspect, tense, gender, number, diathesis and agreement. All the contributions in this volume model the dynamics observable in generating well-formed morphosyntactic structures, paying particular attention to the localization of interface conditions. With regard to the technical modelling of the processes that express the dynamics when several submodules of grammar interact at interface level, it is clear that most of the morphosyntactic processes can be described and modelled by feature interaction, be it in the form of inherent lexical or functional features (e.g. when morphophonological realization is feature-driven, i.e. by contextual features) or in the migration of the latter from one node to the other. Consequently, the interaction of various submodules of grammar is a relevant issue for all the topics discussed in this book: agreement (articles by Georgi & Stark and Westveer, Sleeman & Aboh) is one of the central areas where morphology and syntax typically interact. Characteristic Romance phenomena, such as clitic pronouns and null subjects (contributions by Fábregas & Cabré and Zimmermann), are equally relevant for this interface; they also introduce the topic of pronominal referentiality, i.e. a semantico-pragmatic perspective. Functional meaning as expressed by aspectual periphrases (chapter by Cruschina & Calabrese) and voice distinctions (cf. Kallulli’s article) not only targets the interface between syntax and morphology but at the same time the resulting meaning of verbal forms, i.e. their interpretation at the level of semantics, dependent on the morphosyntactic structure. The morphosyntactic make-up of nominalized infinitives (article by Schirakowski) on the one hand, and mood phenomena, such as the operator-driven selection of the subjunctive mediated by particular complementizers (contribution by Baunaz & Pustkás) on the other are again related to interface conditions. This time, however, the interaction takes place at the level of event structure, Aktionsart, argument structure, and semantics of predicates – and, thus, also affects the access to the lexicon.

           
          
            2 Interpreting Romance Data
 
            The book is divided into three thematic sections consisting of two to four articles each. The first section (Agreement; Doreen Georgi & Elisabeth Stark ‘Past participle agreement in French – one or two rules?’ and Thom Westveer, Petra Sleeman & Enoch O. Aboh ‘Competing genders: French partitive constructions between grammatical and semantic gender’) is dedicated to different agreement phenomena in (non-normative) French and what these agreement facts tell us about the corresponding syntactic structure: Doreen Georgi and Elisabeth Stark (‘Past participle agreement in French – one or two rules?’) take a fresh look at past participle agreement (PPA), a well-known brainteaser for every student of French but also for native speakers as errors abound in written and oral performance. The intriguing question regarding this intricate phenomenon is why these rules are so hard to master and why they are so fundamentally different from those found in other Romance languages. Georgi and Stark show, based on differences in error rates, that at least in some constructions, past participle agreement obeys rules invented by normative grammar which are therefore artificial and incompatible with the syntax of natural languages. Eliminating these instances, they propose a novel analysis for French past participle agreement. Strong arguments for a discrete treatment of French PPA according to the context (auxiliary être/avoir ‘be/have’) are presented. Two different analyses are required to account for the behaviour of PPA in French, i.e. with avoir a movement analysis is successful, but with être only an in-situ treatment makes sense. The two divergent analyses are also of theoretical interest as PPA with avoir may be considered as a differential marking of arguments, thus showing similarities to DOM.
 
            Thom Westveer, Petra Sleeman, and Enoch Aboh (‘Competing genders: French partitive constructions between grammatical and semantic gender’) shed light on grammatical and semantic agreement in French partitive constructions; specifically, they discuss how gender mismatches are related to the type of partitive and the type of animate noun. Four noun classes are distinguished in French animate nouns according to the formal relationship between the masculine and the feminine noun used to express natural gender. Some nouns show a gender distinction by using completely unrelated words from a formal point of view (class A, e.g. un frère/une soeur ‘a brother/sister’), whereas in another class the feminine word is morphologically derived from the masculine one (class B, e.g. un étudiant/une étudiante ‘a student’). The two other classes use the same noun for both genders: in class C with epicene nouns only the determiner distinguishes between masculine and feminine (e.g. un/une ministre ‘a minister’), whereas in class D the noun has a fixed gender but may refer to both sexes (e.g. un personnage ‘a character’). Gender mismatches may arise in classes B and C if in a superlative construction one referent out of a group of persons of different sex is highlighted and the gender used in the determiner referring to the actual sex of one person clashes with the default masculine gender of the plural noun referring to the mixed group as whole. Using test sentences judged by native speakers, Westveer, Sleeman, and Aboh compare the acceptability of grammatical vs. semantic gender agreement.
 
            The two contributions in the second section (Clitics and Null Subjects; Antonio Fábregas & Teresa Cabré ‘Towards a syntactic account of ungrammatical clitic sequences and their repairs’ and Michael Zimmermann ‘Investigating the setting of the null subject parameter in Early Classical French. Insights from diaries’) discuss two much-debated issues in Romance linguistics: clitics and null subjects. Many aspects of ungrammatical clitic sequences in Romance and their repairs by substitution or deletion (e.g. Spanish *le lo > se lo, Italian *si si > ci si) have often been explained on morphological grounds while the positioning of the clitics themselves is, at least in many approaches, syntactically motivated (e.g. Perlmutter 1971, Bonet 1991, 1993, 1995, Grimshaw 1997, Pescarini 2007, Rivero 2008, Nevins 2012). Clitic sequences are thus understood as a clear morphosyntactic phenomenon where the output of syntax is ‘repaired’ by post-syntactic morpho(phono)logical processes as for example in the framework of Distributed Morphology (Halle & Marantz 1993).
 
            Antonio Fábregas and Teresa Cabré (‘Towards a syntactic account of ungrammatical clitic sequences and their repairs’) cast doubt on this morphosyntactic view of ungrammatical clitic sequences and their repairs. In their very innovative analysis, they show that morphosyntactic treatments can be naturally restated in purely syntactic terms and that their syntactic analysis is in fact superior to any morphological or morphosyntactic account. A major example of a Romance morphosyntactic phenomenon thus turns out to be purely syntactic. Apart from presenting new theoretical insights, this paper shows that at least some phenomena are not per se morphosyntactic. In doing so, the dividing line between syntax and morphology is redrawn. Fábregas and Cabré start from two central assumptions: first, that the functional structure (= the extended projections of verbs, nouns, adjectives, etc. encoding grammatical information as e.g. T(P), C(P), Asp(P), D(P), Num(P), Gen(P)) is to be split into ontological domains (cf. Wiltschko 2014, Ramchand & Svenonius 2014) and, second, that within this functional structure there is a clitic area with hierarchically ordered subdomains for different types of clitics. Whenever there is a clash of two clitics of the same type, the repair applies to the leftmost clitic in the concerned Clitic Phrase (subdomain) and, according to the Burning House Principle, replaces them with a clitic from the hierarchically higher type. While earlier morphological approaches relate to the surface and can explain most, but not all, of the replacements or deletions (cf. e.g. Bonet 1991), the syntactic approach is argued to offer a crucial advantage: it takes into account the different properties (i.e. feature bundles) of the different clitic types, integrates semantic and syntactic functions, and is compatible with the principle of syntactic movement towards higher positions. In sum, the proposed analysis overcomes problems that have so far been unresolved and shows that repairs of Romance clitic clusters are better explained by a purely syntactic approach.
 
            From a diachronic perspective, Michael Zimmermann (‘Investigating the setting of the null subject parameter in Early Classical French. Insights from diaries’) investigates French diaries from the early classical period with respect to subject pronoun usage, offering insights into what language change can tell us about the interaction of syntax and morphology. The null subject status is a much-debated issue in the history of French, as old French was a null subject language, although with some peculiarities, while modern French clearly no longer is. The exact point in time when the change in null subject status occurred remains an open issue, as does the interpretation of constructions that still show absence of subjects after this point. These are marginally encountered even in different varieties of contemporary French, ranging from colloquial omissions with falloir ‘must’ in faut que… ‘(it) is necessary that…’, which is also found in many Oïl varieties as documented in Gilliéron & Edmont’s (1902–1910) Atlas linguistique de la France, to fossilized expressions in archaizing written registers of standard French. The situation becomes even more complex when we have to interpret written texts from earlier periods without having access to native speakers and their judgements. Zimmermann presents strong arguments for a non-null subject analysis of the manuscripts examined from the first half of the 17th c. despite the presence of subject omission in specific constructions. In finite declarative root clauses, the omission is a peculiarity of the diary register, as also found in modern English and French. Finite subordinate clauses, however, show only very few cases of subject omission. The apparent counterexamples to a non-null subject analysis found in the finite subordinate clauses in Zimmermann’s corpus are shown to be signs of a different writing style imitating earlier texts.
 
            The third section (Functional Categories and the Verb; Silvio Cruschina & Andrea Calabrese ‘Fifty shades of morphosyntactic microvariation: Motion verb constructions in southern Italian dialects’; Dalina Kallulli ‘Issues in the morpho-syntax and semantics of Voice in Romance and beyond’; Barbara Schirakowski ‘What constrains the formation of Spanish nominalized infinitives? A case study on transitive base verbs and event interpretations’ and Lena Baunaz & Genoveva Puskas ‘Complementizer functional sequence: the contribution of Italo-Romance’) covers the relationship within the verbal functional domain. The article by Silvio Cruschina and Andrea Calabrese (‘Fifty shades of morphosyntactic microvariation: Motion verb constructions in southern Italian dialects’) focuses on the grammaticalization of motion verbs resulting in different Romance verbal periphrases. Since GO-periphrases have a wide range of manifestations and are thus a widely discussed topic in Romance linguistic theory, the investigated phenomena present an excellent testing ground for the interaction of syntax and morphology and, in anticipation of future research, also for the modelling of diachronic cycles. The main topic is the analysis of different types of verbal periphrases in southern Italian dialects, where GO-periphrases show different morphological realizations, but the same aspectual meaning. In several dialects, GO works as a functional restructuring verb, whereas in other dialects we find a doubly inflected periphrasis where the functional GO-verb and the lexical main verb agree (in a kind of concord) with each other. Further cases of morphosyntactic microvariation are found in varieties where this agreement is restricted to only some cells of the paradigm (i.e. displaying defectiveness) or is entirely absent. This eventually leads to the development of a morphological prefix for the invariable GO-forms. In order to resolve this microvariational puzzle, which cannot be explained by syntactic structure alone, the authors combine the hierarchical structure of the syntactic aspect field devised by Cinque (1999, 2001) with the processes provided by Distributed Morphology (cf. Halle & Marantz 1993), the latter being complemented by a novel version of cyclic pruning of terminal nodes (Calabrese 2019). The article is an example of fruitful cooperation between different fields of expertise within generative grammar, i.e. the Generative syntax of southern Italian dialects at the interface (Cruschina 2012) and the application of Distributed Morphology to Italo-Romance data (cf. Calabrese 2015, 2019).
 
            Dalina Kallulli (‘Issues in the morpho-syntax and semantics of Voice in Romance and beyond’) investigates the categories of voice from Latin to Romance in a highly comparative perspective, and particularly in the context of other phenomena of non-active marking. Voice-related syncretisms, as found in Albanian and Greek, where the same non-active morphology is used in reflexive, passive, and anticausative constructions, show that the morphosyntax of voice needs to be modelled using more fine-grained distinctions. Building on her earlier work in Kallulli (2007, 2013), specifically the idea that overt morphological voice markings reflect feature distinctions associated with the v° head in the syntax, she analyses non-active morphology as reflecting not just the absence of an external argument, but also the presence of an [+activity] feature on the little v° head in syntactic configurations lacking an external argument. This, she argues, also accounts for the derivation of so-called ‘unmarked anticausatives’ (i.e., anticausatives that do not bear non-active morphology but instead surface with active voice morphology), since unlike in the passive, in anticausatives v° lacks an [+activity] feature and only has [+cause]. Turning to deponent verbs, which are crosslinguistically largely denominal, Kallulli argues that, since nominals lack external arguments, non-active morphology with this class of verbs is actually the expected, canonical form (for a diachronic explanation within Indo-European linguistics, see also Grestenberger 2014, 2018, which is discussed in detail in Kallulli’s article). In Romance, the morphological correspondent of the non-active morphology of Albanian, Greek, and Latin deponents is the reflexive clitic se, as in inherent reflexives such as Italian vergognarsi ‘be ashamed’ or meravigliarsi ‘be amazed’. That is, the v° with the feature [-external argument] in deponents and inherent reflexives serves as a verbalizer, which also explains the voice gaps (e.g. Italian *vergognare qualcuno and the non-existence of active form deponents).
 
            Barbara Schirakowski (‘What constrains the formation of Spanish nominalized infinitives? A case study on transitive base verbs and event interpretations’) analyses two types of Spanish nominalized infinitives, which are at the border between verbal clausality and deverbal nominalization. She adopts Ramchand’s (2008) First Phase Syntax, a highly appropriate approach for the analysis of phenomena related to verbal argument structure and word formation. The different types of nominalized infinitives (NI) – e.g. el cantar de los pájaros ‘the singing of the birds’ (NI + de-phrase; the most nominal of the NIs) vs. el cantar una copla ‘the copla-singing’ (verbal NI; NI + direct object) vs. el cantar yo La Traviata ‘my singing of La Traviata’ (sentential; the most verbal of the NIs) – are another instance of morphosyntax, since, based on the assumption of mixed extended projections, they can be understood as a means of syntactic nominalization. In order to capture the nominal and verbal properties of NIs, it has been proposed in the literature that the syntactic derivation begins with the projection of the verbal phrase / verbal predicate – which can be decomposed into subevental components (cf. Ramchand 2008) – and (other) verbal functional projections (e.g. voice, aspect) which are then at one point in the derivation embedded under nominal functional projections in order to become nominal. The different types of NI are usually explained by different loci at which the verbal structure is nominalized and by the category of the nominalizer (e.g. n° or D°). Recent discussions in the literature have therefore focussed primarily on using syntactic projections to account for various nominal and verbal properties of various types of NIs. In this spirit, Schirakowski devotes her paper to the question of which factors of the verbal base and possible verbal arguments constrain the formation of Spanish nominalized infinitives. Her main argument is that the formation of NI does not solely depend on the verbal bases, but that the interaction between two factors, argument realization and event interpretation, is the leading force. Based on a critical literature review which suggests that event interpretation plays a central role, and an empirical investigation relativizing this factor, Schirakowski convincingly shows that argument realization is another important factor, where generic interpretation is preferred. With regard to event interpretation, Schirakowski demonstrates that proper atelicity is not required but an open, atelic interpretation must be somehow available – if the verb itself is telic, coercion towards an unbounded reading via adverbials must be realized.
 
            Lena Baunaz and Genoveva Puskás (‘Complementizer functional sequence: the contribution of Italo-Romance’) study the selection of subjunctive embedded clauses in Italo-Romance, which they claim to be local and mediated by a complementizer. In their analysis, which is based on Nanosyntax (cf. Starke 2009, 2011, Caha 2009, and others), complementizers are hierarchically structured sets of features. Since in Nanosyntax Vocabulary Insertion is not limited to terminal elements, it can apply to sub-trees of the structures derived by syntax. This idea is confirmed by the morphological syncretism found in languages like French, where one and the same item, que, serves as a complementizer, a relative pronoun and a wh-item and can thus be represented by the nested structure [Comp [Rel [Wh]]]. The insertion of the corresponding Vocabulary Items available for these structures is further conditioned by featural components. A complementizer selecting a subjunctive clause is licensed by a bouletic operator, which is conditioned by the featural composition of the matrix predicate: the matrix predicate is emotive (which includes sentient) and has an emotive external argument. Purely sentient, non-emotive predicates instead select an indicative inducing complementizer. This explains why the same verb can have a subjunctive and an indicative complement clause, but with a different interpretation as far as the emotive property of the external argument is concerned. Standard French and Italian have syncretic complementizers for both functions, as well as for the function of a relative and an interrogative pronoun, whereas many southern Italian dialects, Romanian as well as Greek have two distinct complementizers, depending on the presence of the bouletic operator in the matrix verb.

           
          
            3 Summary
 
            This volume fills a gap within Romance linguistics, where morphosyntax is still understudied in general and even more so going beyond a mere descriptive approach. The recently published Manual of Romance Morphosyntax and Syntax by Dufter & Stark (eds) (2017) follows aims similar to our volume: it also discusses, under a formal perspective, different morphosyntactic phenomena found in Romance. Yet, in contrast to our volume, it is a manual that gives a broad overview over selected grammatical areas and has, as manuals do, a highly introductory character. The articles in our volume present, in contrast, in-depth formal analyses of the phenomena at issue based on current research. Our volume aims at focusing more in detail on particular problems and special cases in Romance morphosyntax, in order to develop appropriate formal analyses that contribute to the further advancement of linguistic theory. The overall goal is thus to investigate what the analysed phenomena tell us about their structural make-up and the grammatical processes involved.
 
            All the contributions in this volume draw on approaches developed in recent grammatical theorizing, particularly in Generative Grammar: theoretical frameworks complementary to Generative Syntax, as Distributed Morphology and Nanosyntax, are successfully adopted in order to analyse the vast range of Romance data which stem not only from major Romance languages but also from non-standard, diatopic, and diachronic varieties. Interestingly, all the contributions have argued for or are at least compatible with realizational models of morphology. We leave it for further discussion whether there are morphosyntactic phenomena which cannot be implemented based on a realizational approach.
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              Abstract
 
              Past participle agreement in French has been taken to be conditioned (among other factors) by movement of the internal argument out of the VP, i.e. as a reflex of movement. However, drawing on data that have been neglected so far in the formal literature on the topic (Lahousse 2011), we show that this characterization is in part misguided: past participle agreement is also possible with in-situ internal arguments of unaccusative/passive verbs (that combine with the perfect auxiliary être), and hence cannot generally be considered a reflex of movement. We argue that a unified analysis of all past participle contexts in French is not only difficult – the sole attempt at a uniform analysis of a very similar pattern in Italian by D’Alessandro and Roberts (2008) cannot be extended to French – but also undesirable, because past participle agreement in contexts with the auxiliary avoir differs in a number of properties compared to past participle agreement in contexts that require the auxiliary être. We thus argue that past participle agreement in French is in fact not a homogeneous phenomenon but results from two different mechanisms: agreement between the past participle and the internal argument in its base position (not in a Spec-head configuration as is usually assumed), or from resumption (following a suggestion by Boeckx 2003).
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              1 Introduction
 
              A well-studied phenomenon in the morphosyntax of Romance languages is past participle agreement (PPA): in sentences with a perfect or passive auxiliary, the past participle can (and sometimes must) agree in (a subset of) phi-features with an argument. In this paper, we will reconsider PPA in French and argue that despite the intensive research on this phenomenon, a comprehensive integration even of the basic facts in a formal analysis is still lacking. In particular, we will argue that a unified analysis of PPA under the auxiliaries avoir and être is not only difficult, but actually undesirable, since PPA has different properties in these contexts. Hence, we claim that PPA under avoir has a different status / source than PPA under être.
 
              The paper is structured as follows: in the remainder of section 1 we will remind the reader of the distribution of PPA in French. Furthermore, we show that important facts in the context of the auxiliary être, though available in the descriptive literature, have not been considered in formal analyses of PPA; in fact, these data are unexpected in previous approaches. Section 2 summarizes the main ideas of existing analyses and points out their shortcomings. In section 3 we argue, based on a whole series of corpus facts, why, in our view, PPA in French is not a unified phenomenon and should be considered the result of two different syntactic mechanisms. In section 4 we present a formal implementation of these ideas. Finally, section 5 concludes.
 
              From a descriptive point of view, the rules of PPA in standard French can be formulated as follows, in the terminology of Relational Grammar (following e.g. Perlmutter & Postal 1983):
 
              
                Accordo del PP in francese
 
                Sia b una proposizione, a un nominale di b e p un participio passato di una forma verbale perifrastica di b. p si accorda in genere e numero con a se e solo se:
 
                I. la proposizione è finalemente intransitiva [= internal argument is not in its post-verbal base position].
 
                II. a è legittimato al controllo dell’accordo.
 
                Un nominale è legittimato al controllo dell’accordo sse:
 
                (a) non è chômeur [= a is in an argument position]
 
                (b) è il 2 inizializzato da p [= is the internal argument of p].
 
                (Loporcaro 1998: 53)1

              
 
              II(a) in the Italian quote above can be translated as “a is in an argument position” and II(b) as “a is the internal argument of p”. Generally, in a pan-Romance perspective and still following the observations in Loporcaro (1998), two factors determine past participle agreement in Romance: auxiliary selection (être, `to be’, with unaccusatives (3), passives (2a), reflexive constructions; avoir, `to have’, with unergative verbs and active-transitive constructions), and, in the case of active-transitive constructions, linear order between past participle and internal argument (DPint). In French, PPA is only possible in this context when DPint linearly precedes the past participle, i.e. when DPint has left its base position inside the VP because it has undergone cliticization, wh-movement, or relativization ((3b), (3c), (4a) vs. (1) and (4b)). Moreover, whenever there is agreement with the subject, être is chosen in standard French (cf. Stark & Riedel 2013: 119).
 
              
                  
                      	(1) 
                      	Pierre a 
                      	donné 
                      	la 
                      	pomme 
                      	à 
                      	Jean. 
 
                      	 
                      	Pierre has 
                      	given 
                      	the 
                      	apple 
                      	to 
                      	John 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	(active-trans., DPint in-situ, no PPA) 
  
                

              
 
              
                  
                      	(2) 
                      	a. 
                      	La 
                      	pomme 
                      	a été 
                      	donné-e 
                      	 
                      	à 
                      	Jean. 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	the 
                      	apple 
                      	has been 
                      	given.FEM.SG 
                      	to 
                      	John 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	(passive, PPA with preposed DPint) 
 
                      	 
                      	b. 
                      	Pierre 
                      	a 
                      	donné la 
                      	pomme 
                      	à 
                      	Jean. 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	Pierre 
                      	has 
                      	given the 
                      	apple 
                      	to 
                      	John 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	(active-trans., DPint in-situ, no PPA) 
  
                

              
 
              
                  
                      	(3) 
                      	a. 
                      	Marie 
                      	est 
                      	arrivé-e 
                      	. 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	Marie 
                      	is 
                      	arrived.FEM.SG 
                      	 
                      	(unaccusative, 
                      	PPA with preposed DPint) 
 
                      	 
                      	b. 
                      	Pierre 
                      	l’a 
                      	 
                      	donné-e 
                      	à 
                      	Jean. 
                      	 
                      	 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	Pierre 
                      	it-has 
                      	given.FEM.SG 
                      	to 
                      	John 
                      	 
                      	 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	(active-trans., PPA with cliticized DPint) 
 
                      	 
                      	c. 
                      	La 
                      	pomme 
                      	que 
                      	Pierre 
                      	a 
                      	donné-e 
                      	à 
                      	Jean. 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	the 
                      	apple 
                      	that 
                      	Pierre 
                      	has 
                      	given.FEM.SG 
                      	to 
                      	John 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	(active-trans., PPA with relativized DPint) 
  
                

              
 
              
                  
                      	(4) 
                      	a. 
                      	Combien 
                      	de 
                      	pommes Pierre 
                      	a-t-il 
                      	pesé-es? 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	how.many 
                      	of 
                      	apples 
                      	Pierre 
                      	has-L-he 
                      	weighed.FEM.PL 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	(active-trans., PPA with ex-situ wh-DPint) 
 
                      	 
                      	b. 
                      	Pierre 
                      	a 
                      	pesé 
                      	 
                      	combien 
                      	de pommes? 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	Pierre 
                      	has 
                      	 
                      	weighed 
                      	how.many 
                      	of apples 
                      	 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	(active-trans., no PPA with in-situ wh-DPint) 
  
                

              
 
              Looking for a potential ‘function’, in semantic-pragmatic terms, of past participle agreement in Romance and especially standard French (cf. Stark 2013), one might assume that this kind of agreement functions as a ‘signal’ for reduced transitivity (cf. Kayne 1989: internal argument in Spec AgroP = ‘object conjugation’, Blanche-Benveniste 2006, Loporcaro’s 1998 first condition). This could be so since the subject of a sentence with past participle agreement is very often a theme (patient), not of a higher thematic role (e.g. agent), i.e. there is no DP externally merged in SpecvP (cf. examples (2a), (3) against (1) and (2b), also Belletti 2017: chapter 5.1). However, that evidently only holds for past participle agreement in constructions with être. Subjects in past participle agreement constructions with avoir are agents (examples (4a) and (4b)), and still, we have agreement (not with the subject, but with the preceding, never the following, internal argument).
 
              It is indisputable that linear order plays a role in the presence/absence of PPA in contexts with the auxiliary avoir in French. However, for some reason, the linear order factor has also been taken to be operative in cases where the auxiliary is être. Looking at the relevant passive and unaccusative examples in (2a) and (3) above, we can see that the PPA controlling argument, an underlying internal argument, has undergone movement and thus precedes the past participle. Indeed, this reordering of DPint takes place in the vast majority of contexts where the auxiliary être is used. This is because there is only a single argument in the structure with unaccusative/passive verbs, and since French has the EPP-property (the derived subject position SpecT must be filled), this sole argument is often the only candidate to fulfill the EPP, and it thus moves out of the VP. But the reason for this displacement of DPint is the EPP, it is not in any way triggered by the choice of the auxiliary or the presence of PPA. Nevertheless, in virtually all formal analyses of French PPA, the phenomenon is assumed to be conditioned by the preposing of DPint – regardless of the choice of the auxiliary. Indeed, PPA is mostly treated as a reflex of DPint-movement (see among others Kayne 1985, Déprez 1998, Belletti 2006). Put differently, movement of DPint is considered a necessary factor for PPA to occur (though not always a sufficient condition), and this is what unifies PPA-contexts with avoir and être.
 
              However, this is not true. The generalization holds for cases with the auxiliary avoir, but not for contexts that require être. As shown in Fender (2002) and Lahousse (2011: 184,186), there are contexts (called inversion constructions) in which DPint of passive / unaccusative v can actually stay in-situ because the EPP-property is satisfied by a different XP or is not satisfied at all (on the surface), and still there must be PPA with DPint, see (5) and (6):
 
              
                  
                      	(5) 
                      	a. 
                      	Une 
                      	épreuve 
                      	sera 
                      	présenté-e 
                      	à 
                      	chaque 
                      	candidat. 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	a 
                      	test 
                      	be.FUT.3sg presented.FEM.SG 
                      	to 
                      	each 
                      	candidate 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	‘A test will be presented to each candidate.’ 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
 
                      	 
                      	b. 
                      	A 
                      	chaque 
                      	candidat 
                      	sera 
                      	présenté- 
                      	e 
                      	 
                      	une 
                      	épreuve. 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	to 
                      	each 
                      	candidate 
                      	be.FUT.3SG 
                      	presented.FEM.SG 
                      	a 
                      	test 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	‘Each candidate will be presented a test.’ 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	 
  
                

              
 
              
                  
                      	(6) 
                      	a. 
                      	Je 
                      	voudrais 
                      	que 
                      	soient 
                      	inscrit-s 
                      	tous 
                      	les enfants de Marie. 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	I 
                      	would like 
                      	that 
                      	be.SUBJ.3PL 
                      	enrolled.PL 
                      	all 
                      	the children of Marie 
 
                      	 
                      	b. 
                      	*Je 
                      	voudrais 
                      	que 
                      	soient 
                      	tous inscrit- 
                      	s 
                      	les enfants de Marie. 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	I 
                      	would like 
                      	that 
                      	be.SUBJ.3PL 
                      	all enrolled. 
                      	PL 
                      	the children of Marie 
 
                      	 
                      	 
                      	‘I would like that all children of Marie are enrolled.’ 
  
                

              
 
              Crucially, Lahousse (2006, 2011) provides evidence that DPint in the inversion constructions (5b) and (6a) is indeed in its base position: for example, this is suggested by the fact that quantifier float is impossible in (6b), and that the preferred reading in (5b) is a narrow scope reading of the existential quantifier in the scope of the universal quantifier in the indirect object A chaque candidat – which follows naturally if une épreuve is positioned lower in the syntactic structure.
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