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Abstract: The present chapter critically reconsiders the traditional typological distinc-
tion between Latin and Romance in terms of a syntheticity-analyticity opposition,
according to which core grammatical categories and distinctions are marked morpho-
logically in Latin but syntactically in Romance. After considering a wide selection of
the Romance evidence for innovative analytic structures manifested in the emergence
of a series of functional categories lexicalizing various functional heads within the
nominal, verbal and clausal domains, a number of empirical and theoretical problems
and limitations with this superficial dichotomy are reviewed. These highlight how the
observed differences between Latin and Romance cannot be simplistically reduced to
a synthetic-analytic opposition. Rather, it is argued that the observed rise of Romance
analyticity should be considered an epiphenomenal development, ultimately the
manifestation of a deeper change, but not, significantly, its cause, related to a change
in the head directionality parameter from head-finality to head-initiality.
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1 Introduction

It has become commonplace in descriptions of the Latin-Romance transition to high-
light a typological shift from the morphologically-oriented structures of Latin to the
increasingly syntactically-oriented structures of Romance.1 By way of illustration,
consider Table 1 where we see in accordance with the traditional Latin-Romance
synthetic-analytic dichotomy that, in contrast to Romance, Latin lacks functional
categories in that none of the core grammatical categories such as subordination,
tense, aspect, mood, transitivity or definiteness is expressed analytically. At the same
time, we also observe how there is significant variation across Romance in which of
the functional categories are realized and the overt distinctions they mark. For
instance, only French lexicalizes all functional categories in Table 1, including an
overt transitive/causative light v(erb) fait, whereas Italian only optionally encodes the
partitive distinction through an overt DETDET(erminer) (cf. Stark 2008). By contrast,
Romanian fails to overtly mark either of these categories, but uniquely displays robust

1 Meillet ([11937] 1964, 439), Bourciez (41956, 23), Harris (1978, 15–16), Schwegler (1990), Posner (1996,
156–157).
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marking on the COMPCOMP(lementizer) for the realis/irrealis opposition, otherwise paral-
leled in the indicative/subjunctive distinction realized on the perfect AUXAUX(iliary), in
turn further distinguished by way of the HAVEHAVE/BEBE split in Romanian (Ledgeway 2014a).

Table 1: Synthetic vs analytic marking of core grammatical categories in Latin and Romance

COMPCOMP AUXAUX v DETDET

Lat. dico/uolo Ø eum Ø Ø coxisse Ø panem

Fr. je dis/veux qu’ il a/ait fait cuire du pain

It. dico/voglio che ha/abbia Ø cotto (del) pane

Rom. spun/vreau că/să a/fi Ø copt Ø pâine

I say/I want that(real/irreal) him/he hasINDIND/(be)SBJVSBJV made bake(d) some bread

‘I say that he has/I want him to have baked some bread.’

This synthetic-analytic dichotomy, which goes back to the pioneering work of Schle-
gel (1818),2 highlights a Sapirian “drift” from the predominantly synthetic structures
of Latin towards the characteristically analytic structures of Romance in accordance
with a tendency considered by Tekavčić (1980, 15) to be ‘the guiding principle under-
lying the whole of Romance morphosyntax and undoubtedly its deepest and most
important characteristic’.3 Consequently, there is general recognition among Roma-
nists of all theoretical persuasions that, in the passage from Latin to Romance, the
morphosyntax of the emerging languages underwent significant changes in three
fundamental areas of the grammar, readily observable in the gradual reduction and/
or eventual loss of the Latin morphological case system (1a), synthetic verb forms (2a)

2 For an historical overview of the use of the terms “synthetic” and “analytic”, see Schwegler (1990,
ch. 1).
3 Coseriu (1987) reinterprets the traditional synthetic-analytic dichotomy as a distinction between
“internal” and “external” structures, respectively (cf. Coseriu [11971] 1988, 211, 224). Accordingly, the
Romance languages are not characterized by a tendency towards analyticity, but, rather, by a tendency
to distinguish between external and internal determination and between relational and non-relational
functions. Although it is undoubtedly true that the internal (viz. synthetic) determination of syntactic
structures predominates in Latin, Coseriu makes the original observation that this is not the distinctive
structural characteristic of Latin; rather what sets Latin apart from Romance is its failure to make any
formal distinction between relational and non-relational functions. By contrast, Romance stands out,
not by its admittedly steady increase in the number of externally-determined (viz. analytic) structures,
but, rather, by its consistent formal distinction between relational and non-relational functions, the
former aligned with externally-determined (= analytic) structures and the latter with internally-deter-
mined (= synthetic) structures. Thus, the real change in the passage from Latin to Romance is not to be
seen as a move from syntheticity to analyticity, but is to be identified with the emergence of a new
formative principle of mapping relational and non-relational functions respectively onto externally-
and internally-determined structure (see Ledgeway 2012, 26–28).
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and implicit subordination (viz. accusative and infinitive (AcI); cf. (3a)) in favour of
analytic structures based on functional categories like determiners (viz. articles) and
prepositions (1b), auxiliaries (2b) and complementizers (3b):

(1) a. Lat. consules senatui paruerunt
consuls.NOMNOM..PLPL senate.DATDAT obeyed
(Cic. Red. sen. 17)

b. It. i consoli furono ossequienti al senato
the consuls were subservient to.the senate
‘The consuls were obedient to the senate.’

(2) a. Lat. larem corona nostrum decor-ar-i uolo
Lar.ACCACC crown.ABLABL our.ACCACC decorate-INFINF--PASSPASS I.want
(Plautus, Trin. 39)

b. Fr. je veux que notre Lare soit honoré
I want that our Lar be.SBJVSBJV..3SGSG honoured
d’ une couronne
of a crown
‘I wish for our Household God Lar to be adorned with a crown.’

(3) a. Lat. tacitum te dicere credo…
silent.ACCACC you.ACCACC say.INFINF I.believe
(Mart. 6.5.3–4)

b. Cal. criju ca ti sta diciennu…
I.believe that yourself=PROGPROG.2SGSG saying
‘I fancy you say to yourself…’

The inescapable conclusion to be drawn from these introductory observations is that
marking of definiteness, various verb-related grammatical categories and sentential
boundaries in Romance increasingly becomes associated with specific positions,
namely the left edge of the nominal, verbal and sentential domains, lexicalized by
functional markers belonging to the categories of DETDET(erminers), AUXAUX(iliaries) and
COMPCOMP(lementizers). This reflects the traditional intuition popularized within syntheti-
city-analyticity approaches, which highlights the emergence in Romance of articles
and clitics, auxiliaries, and a whole host of finite and non-finite complementizers, all
generally absent from Latin. In current theory, grammatical elements of this type are
generally considered to head their own functional projections DP, I(nfl)P, and CP
which provide the locus of grammatical information for the nominal group, verbal
group and the sentence, respectively.

On this view, one of the most significant generalizations of the traditional synth-
esis-analysis approach can now be insightfully rephrased in terms of the emergence
of these functional categories and the grammaticalization of a number of correspond-
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ing functional elements that lexicalize these positions (Ledgeway 2011a), a small
selection of which we briefly review in Section 2 (for a fuller treatment, see Ledgeway
2012, ch. 4). Following an examination of some of the principle evidence for the
emergence of Romance analyticity, we then consider in Section 3 some of the pro-
blems and issues surrounding traditional descriptions of the Latin-Romance transi-
tion in terms of a simple syntheticity-analyticity dichotomy. This will lead us to
exclude the possibility of an independent synthetic-analytic parameter. Finally, we
argue in Section 4 that the rise of Romance analyticity should be considered an
epiphenomenal development, ultimately the manifestation of a deeper change related
to a reversal in the head directionality parameter (Schwegler 1990; Bauer 2006;
Ledgeway 2014b; in press a,b).

2 Romance analyticity: some examples

2.1 Nominal group

Quintilian’s (Inst. 1.4.19) oft-quoted observation “noster sermo articulos non desider-
at” (cf. also Donatus’ Ars major I, 1–3) highlights not only that Latin lacked articles
but, more fundamentally, that it lacked a dedicated position for articles and other
types of determiner (Lyons 1999, 155). This is further supported by the observation
that other determiner-like elements such as demonstratives and possessives, which
fill the same syntagmatic slot (or area) as the article (Vincent 1988, 53–54), also come
to typically fill the prenominal determiner position in Romance, whereas in Latin –
questions of markedness aside – they could occur in pre- or postnominal position just
like adjectives. In this light, the emergence of a DP can be seen to provide the relevant
(in)definiteness marking of its associated NP, and in some Gallo-Romance varieties
like French the accompanying determiner is not simply a spell-out of (in)definiteness,
but now also a quasi-obligatory element of the nominal group as the sole exponent, in
most cases, of number and gender (Harris 1980, 67).

2.1.1 Articles

The clearest evidence for the rise of analyticity in the Romance nominal domain comes
from the appearance in all varieties of indefinite and definite articles (↗20 Determina-
tion and quantification). The former continues a weakened form of the Latin numeral
for ‘one’ UNUMUNUM/-/-AMAM ((MM//FF)) (> Cat./It./Sp. un/una, Fr. un/une, Pt. um/uma, Rom. un/o),
and in some varieties formally contrasts with the fuller forms of the numeral (Cal. unu/
una vs nu/na + figliu/-a ‘one:MM//FF’ vs ‘a:MM//FF’ + ‘son/daughter’). Unlike the earlier
emergence and grammaticalization of the definite article from around the eighth
century (Lyons 1999, 333; Ledgeway 2012, 96), systematic usage of the indefinite article
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does not emerge until around the fourteenth century (Pozas-Loyo 2010, ch. 5; Ledge-
way 2012, §4.2.1). Before then the indefinite article is reserved for particularized new
referents, presumably a residue of its numeral origin, whereas bare NPs are employed
for non-particularized referents (Price 1971, 118–119; Stark 2002; Parry/Lombardi 2007,
91–92; Pozas-Loyo 2010): OTsc. donami cavallo da cavalcare ‘give=me (a) horse to
ride.INFINF’; OSp. como faz buen pastor ‘as does (a) good shepherd’. Revealing in this
respect is the eleventh-century French Vie de St Alexis where the article is not
employed in the prayer of a childless couple in their request to God, Enfant nos done
‘Child us=give.IMPIMP..2SGSG’, since the meaning of the NP is ‘any child’. When, however,
God blesses themwith a child, a specific individual, this is reported with the indefinite
article:Un fi lor donet ‘A son to.them=he.gives’. In the modern languages, by contrast,
indefinite NPs, whether particularized or not, require the article, witness the following
Catalan extracts from a not too dissimilar Mallorquin fairy tale: Bon Jesús! Enviau-mos
un infant! ‘Good Lord! Send.IMPIMP..2SGSG=us a child!’ […] els deixa un infantó ben garrit i
condret ‘to.them=he.leaves a large.child very handsome and healthy’.

Plural forms from the accusative plural UNOSUNOS/-/-ASAS,, best considered indefinite
quantifiers rather than plural articles since, unlike the corresponding singular arti-
cles, they generally prove optional, are found in Ibero-Romance (Extremaduran unus
pocus de limonis ‘some few of lemons (= a few lemons)’), Occitan (Langadocian
ausissiái unis gemècs ‘I.heard some groans’), and, until the sixteenth century, also in
French (avoit unes grandes joes ‘he.had (some) great cheeks’), where they were
principally employed with collective plurals (Woledge 1956). In Romanian, the plural
form is most frequently used in the genitive/dative, with a zero form or lexical
quantifier being employed in other cases, e.g. (nişte) sfaturi unor colegi ‘(some)
advice some.GENGEN//DATDAT colleagues’.

Turning now to the definite article, this continues a weakened form of the Latin
distal demonstrative ILLEILLE (> Cat./Sp. el/la, Fr./Occ. le/la, It. il/lo/la, Pt./southern Italo-
Romance o/a, Rom. -(u)l/-a) or, more rarely, the Latin intensifier IPSEIPSE ‘-self’ (> Balea-
ric/Costa Brava Cat. es/sa, Srd. su/sa; Aebischer 1948, 193; Ravier 1991, 89).4 In many
late Latin texts both ILLEILLE and IPSEIPSE frequently (co-)occur in contexts where their spatial
deictic function is considerably weakened, and their principal role is limited to
marking anaphoricity and/or definiteness (Väänänen 1987; Nocentini 1990; Vincent
1997b; 1998), a precursor to the modern article famously termed by Aebischer (1948)
an “articloid”. Traditionally, then, the principal question has been whether the latter
is a demonstrative with a much-increased frequency (Herman 2000, 84–85) or an

4 Note that in contrast to other Romance varieties where the definite article is prenominal, e.g. Cors. u
vechju portu ‘the old port’, in Romanian the article apparently shows a greater degree of syntheticity
attaching enclitically to the head noun, e.g. portul vechi ‘port=the old’, or a prenominal adjective, e.g.
vechiul port ‘old=the port’ (Dobrovie-Sorin/Giurgea 2006; Nicolae 2015a). The exception is the genitive
singular lui, which is prenominal with (masculine) personal proper names, e.g. mașina lui Ion/Alice
‘car=the the.GENGEN Ion/Alice’.
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article, but with a still-limited range of use (Lyons 1999, 333). Undoubtedly, there are
elements of truth in both positions, which can be more appropriately considered as
the start and the end points in an unresolved and ongoing process of grammaticaliza-
tion. In terms of their distribution, Renzi (1976), Selig (1992), and Zamboni (2000, 116)
argue that IPSEIPSE was predominantly used anaphorically in conjunction with second-
mention items (cf. (4a)), whereas ILLEILLE could be used both anaphorically and cata-
phorically with first-mention items (cf. (4b)), as illustrated from the following exam-
ples taken from the late fourth-century Peregrinatio Aetheriae:

(4) Late Latin
a. montes illi… faciebant uallem infinitam…

mountains th(os)e made valley.ACCACC endless.ACCACC

Uallis autem ipsa ingens est ualde
valley.NOMNOM indeed self- huge.NOMNOM is truly
‘th(os)e mountains… formed an endless valley… The
(= aforementioned) valley is indeed truly huge’
(Per. Aeth. 1.1–2.1)

b. montes illi, inter quos ibamus, aperiebant
mountains th(os)e between which.ACCACC we.went opened
‘the mountains, between which we were going, opened out’
(Per. Aeth. 1.1)

To this picture Vincent (1997b) adds that IPSEIPSE, unlike ILLEILLE, performed a topic-marking
function, only picking out informationally prominent second-mention items (hence
an unsuitable candidate for the object clitic paradigm). However, in his critical review
of the late Latin evidence, Adams (2013, 506–527) finds that claims about the “arti-
cloid” status of IPSEIPSE in late Latin, principally based on its presumed innovative
anaphoric function, are completely unfounded (cf. also Fruyt 2003, 102; Ledgeway
2012, §4.2.2.1), and that genuine article-like instances of ILLEILLE (though not IPSEIPSE) only
occur, and then only occasionally, from the sixth century (cf. (5)). Rather, we have to
wait until at least the eighth century (e.g. The Rule of Chrodegang) to find a much-
weakened, quasi-obligatory use of ILLEILLE (Muller 1929, 84; Calboli 2009, 118–119).

(5) Lat. nam si in feruenti aqua missa fuerint,
for if in boiling.ABLABL water.ABLABL placed.NEUTPLNEUTPL will.have.been
albumen coacolat et mediolum illut tarde
egg.white.NOMNOM coagulates and yolk.NOMNOM that.NOMNOM slowly
sentit
feels
‘If they [the eggs] are put in boiling water, the white goes hard and
the yolk scarcely feels the heat.’
(Anthimus 17.5)
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Where, however, the definite article does occur in early Romance, it displays consider-
able attenuation of its original deictic force, increasingly coming to mark shared
cognition between speaker(s) and addressee(s). Nonetheless, it still retained consider-
able identifying force, witness its exclusion in early texts with unique (Old Romanesco
come femina ke non temea morte ‘like (a) woman who not feared death’), abstract
(Old Gascon leichatz estar ypocresie ‘let.IMPIMP..2PLPL be.INFINF hypocrisy’), and generic (OFr.
Paien unt tort e chrestïens unt dreit ‘Pagans are wrong and christians are right’)
referents which, by definition, cannot be singled out (Parry/Lombardi 2007, 83–84;
Renzi 2010, 318–319, 329–330, 332–337), a usage often fossilized in modern proverbs
(Fr. Noblesse oblige ‘Nobility obliges’) and set expressions (Cat. parar/desparar taula
‘to lay/clear (the) table’).

In the modern languages, by contrast, shared cognition between speaker(s) and
addressee(s) assumes increasing importance, such that the article is now generally
required with unique, abstract, and generic referents (Rom. Injustiția este regula
vieţii creștinului ‘injustice=the..NOMNOM..FSGFSG is rule=the..NOMNOM..FSGFSG life=the.GENGEN..FSGFSG chris-
tian=the.GENGEN..MSGMSG’), as well as with inalienable possessa (Ast. Tien el pelo roxo
‘he.has the hair red’). Catalan varieties have moved the furthest in this direction
(Wheeler/Yates/Dols 1999, 67–68), developing a specialized paradigm for proper
names which, in the standard language, blends ILLEILLE-derived forms ((female names,
vowel-initial male names, e.g. la Mònica, l’Òscar) with a reflex of DOMINUSDOMINUS ‘master’ >>
en (consonant-initial male names, e.g. en Pere), whereas the colloquial language,
especially in the north-western dialects, often extends ILLEILLE forms to the whole mascu-
line paradigm, e.g. el Pere (Badia Margarit 1962, I, 158; 1995, 446–447; Veny 1982, 36,
95). In Balearic varieties, by contrast, forms derived from DOMINUSDOMINUS//DOMINADOMINA ‘master/
mistress’ are extended to the whole paradigm, e.g. en Pere, n’Òscar, na Mònica,
n’Alba (Veny 1982, 67).

Catalan is also of interest for those varieties spoken in the Balearics and some areas
of the coastal mainland which contrast reflexes of both IPSEIPSE, the so-called article salat,
and ILLEILLE (Moll 1993, 40–41, 69–71; Badia i Magarit 1995, 444–446; Perea 2005, 69–73;
Busquet Isart 2010; Ledgeway 2012, §4.2.2.2.1). While both forms have definite refer-
ence, only the article salat has truly deictic force and is able to identify both anaphori-
cally and cataphorically definite referents ([+definite, +particularized, ±given]): Maj.
Cat. se bevia tota s’aigo que duia es torrent ‘he drank all the water which the river
brought’. By contrast, the ILLEILLE-derived forms are confined to marking fully-identifiable
unique referents ([+definite, -particularized, +given]), e.g., el Bon Jesús ‘the Christ
child’, la casa ‘the home, house’, l’Universitat ‘the University (of Palma)’, occurring
precisely in those contexts in which, we saw above, the definite article is typically
absent in early Romance, namely in conjunction with unique, abstract and generic
referents (cf. una fia blanca com la neu i garrida com el sol ‘a daughter as white as (the)
snow and as attractive as the sun’). In a number of contexts, minimal pairs based
around this [±deictic] contrast can be constructed: Maj.Cat. Jo m’en vaig a córrer elmón
‘I’moff to go around theworld’ vs esmeumón és lamúsica ‘(the)myworld ismusic’.
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Finally, some mention of Romanian must be made which, in contrast to other
Romance varieties, also presents two other analytic markers of definiteness in the DP,
the so-called demonstrative and possessive articles cel (< ACCUACCU--ILLEILLE ‘behold-that’) and
al (< ADAD ‘to’ + ILLEILLE ‘that’), respectively. Essentially, the former functions as a last resort
strategy pressed into service whenever the canonical enclitic article is not available
(Cornilescu 1992; Nicolae 2015b). This arises whenever the head noun is null, hence
unable to host the enclitic article, e.g. vinul ieftin ‘wine=the cheap’ vs cel Ø ieftin ‘the
cheap (= the cheap one)’, or whenever the first constituent of the nominal phrase is a
quantifier preventing the nominal head from reaching the determiner position, e.g.
cei patru câini ‘the four dogs’ (cf. *patrui câini ‘four=the dogs’). As for the so-called
possessive article al (Cornilescu 1995; Cornilescu/Nicolae 2009; Giurgea 2012), this
surfaces in genitival structures whenever the genitive phrase fails to occur strictly
adjacent to a canonical enclitic article:

(6) Rom. a. banii (*ai) doctorului
money.PLPL=the.MPLMPL ai.MPLMPL doctor=the.GENGEN

‘the doctor’s money’
b. banii furați /(niște) bani

money.PLPL=the.MPLMPL stolen.MPLMPL some money.PLPL
*(ai) doctorului
ai.MPLMPL doctor=the.GENGEN

‘the doctor’s stolen money/(some) money of the doctor’

This analytic marker of definiteness is also employed in non-genitival functions as a
last resort strategy before ordinal numerals which are incompatible with the standard
enclitic article, e.g. al doilea autobuz ‘al.MSGMSG second.MSGMSG bus (= the second bus)’ (cf.
*doileaul autobuz ‘second=the bus’).

2.2 Verbal group

Without doubt, the most striking development affecting the verb system in the
passage from Latin to Romance is the transferral of numerous verb-related inflec-
tional categories to analytic preverbal auxiliaries or invariable particles (Vincent
1987; 2014, §5), the overt realization of a functional category Infl(ection). The overt
lexicalization of an Infl head thus correlates directly with the grammaticalization of
a number of originally lexical verbs to produce a wide range of auxiliaries, a process
whose effects are not uniformly mapped onto the semantic, phonological, morpho-
logical and syntactic structures of the various Romances varieties (Ledgeway 2012,
§4.3.1), which not only show considerable differences in relation to otherwise similar
constructions (Green 1987; Pountain 1982; Vincent 1987; Remberger 2006), but
which individually also display considerable variation from one auxiliary construc-
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tion to another (Pottier 1961; Jones 1988; Alboiu/Motapanyane 2000, 14–20; Mona-
chesi 2005).

2.2.1 Romance auxiliaries

Despite difficulties in identifying a discrete class of Romance auxiliaries (↗7 Auxili-
aries), it is possible to recognize some general crosslinguistic parameters of auxilia-
tion (see Heine 1993), which variously characterize those Romance verbs that realize
verb-related categories such as tense, aspect, mood and voice. For example, semanti-
cally it is not difficult to recognize a number of verbs that have undergone various
degrees of semantic impoverishment, including such cases as Srd. torrare ‘return’ and
Ibero-Romance acabar ‘finish, complete’, whose original lexical meanings are still
transparent, though weakened, in their respective iterative and retrospective aspec-
tual periphrases with a following infinitive (e.g., Srd. lu torro a fakere ‘it= I.return to
do.INFINF (= I’ll do it again)’; Ast. acabé xintar ‘I.finished lunch.INFINF ((= I had just had
lunch)’), and RtR. gnir ‘come’, which has been completely desemanticized in its
passive auxiliary function with the participle (Gardenese [la beʃ iə uˈnida laˈveda] ‘the
washing is come (= has been) washed’; cf. Salvi 2016, §11.5.3).

In accordancewithwell-attested crosslinguistic pathways of auxiliation (seeHeine
1993, 45–48), the core Romance verb-related grammatical categories are thus derived
from original lexical predicates variously indicating location (e.g. stative/dynamic
passive STARESTARE ‘stand’/ESSEESSE ‘be’: Pt. a porta estava/era pintada de branco ‘the doorwas/
was being painted white’; Pountain 1982; Ledgeway 2008a, 298–299), motion (e.g.
conative *ADAD--RIPARERIPARE ‘arrive’: Occ. soi arribat a emplenar aquel botelhon ‘I am arrived
(= managed) to fill.INFINF that bottle’), possession (e.g. iterative TENERETENERE ‘hold, have’: Pie. [i
ˈtenu braˈja] ‘they hold shouted (= keep shouting)’; cf. Ricca 1998), volition (e.g. future
*VOLEREVOLERE ‘want’: Friul. voj parti ‘I.want (= will) leave.INFINF’; Vegliote ju blai ̯ inplenúr la
kikza ‘Iwant (= will) fill the marrow’; cf. Bartoli 1906, II, 423–424), and obligation (e.g.
future HABEREHABERE DEDE ‘have of’: Catanzarese hade nivicara ‘it.has of (=will) snow.INFINF’).

In the area of morphosyntax, Romance auxiliation is clearly visible in the process
of decategorialization, whereby the emergent auxiliary progressively jettisons the
typical morphosyntactic properties of its erstwhile lexical status such as the ability to
select its own arguments (cf. Harris/Campbell’s 1995, 193 Heir-Apparent Principle).
Other reflexes include:

a) the emergence of gaps in the verb paradigm, including the lack of compound
forms with the Italian dynamic passive auxiliary venire ‘come’ (It. vengono puniti
‘they.come (= are (being)) punished’ vs *sono venuti puniti ‘they.are come pun-
ished’), the incompatibility of French retrospective venir de ‘come of/from’ + infinitive
with the preterite in contrast to its Ibero-Romance equivalent acabar de ‘finish from’
(e.g. Fr. il vient/*vint d’accuser son compagnon ‘he.comes/came from accuse.INFINF (= has
just/had just accused) his companion’ vs Sp. acaba/acabó de acusar a su compa-
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ñero), and the lack of an infinitival form for the reflex of perfective HABEREHABERE ‘have’ in
Romanian (e.g. am râs ‘I.have laughed’ vs înainte de a fi/*avea râs ‘before of to
be.INFINF/have.INFINF laughed’);

b) the inability to form passives, witness the infelicity of It. progressive aspectual
periphrasis stare ‘stand’ + gerund in the passive *la tenda sta essendo montata ‘the
tent stands (= is) being pitched’;

c) the conservation of verb-subject inversion (namely, V-to-C movement) in Gallo-
Romance which otherwise proves increasingly infelicitous and/or ungrammatical
with lexical verbs (cf. Ledgeway 2015, §3.2), e.g. Fr. je suis ‘I am’ (from être ‘be’) or ‘I
follow’ (< suivre ‘follow’)→ Suis-je? ‘Am I/*Follow I?’;

d) the inability to take a nominal complement, as exemplified by Cat. perfective
haver ‘have’, now replaced by a reflex of TENERETENERE ‘hold’, e.g. *havia/tenia els cabells
curts ‘he.had the hair short’;

e) the reduction and loss of verb inflection, as exemplified by the Salentino
progressive aspectual marker sta (< STARESTARE ‘stand’) now used in all six grammatical
persons (Leccese sta bbegnu/bbieni ‘PROGPROG I.come/you.SGSG.come’; Ledgeway 2016b), the
Italian deontic modal of necessity bisognare ‘need’ today characterized by severe
inflectional restrictions which limit it to occurring in the 3SGSG of a handful of synthetic
forms (e.g. bisogna(va) agire ‘it.is(was).necessary act.INFINF’; cf. Benincà/Poletto
1997), and the fossilization of *VOLETVOLET ‘wants’ > o in the Romanian colloquial future
construction o + să (COMPCOMP..SBJVSBJV) + subjunctive, e.g. o să mergem ‘FUTFUT COMPCOMP..SBJVSBJV we.go
(= we’ll go)’.

The increased semantic integration between auxiliary and verbal complement
produces an extreme case of interlacing (Lehmann 1988) between matrix and depen-
dent clauses, effacing surface clausal boundaries ([VP]+[VP] → [AUX+VP]) and licen-
sing a range of local phenomena assumed to hold exclusively of monoclausal struc-
tures (Cinque 2006), including:

a) climbing of negators and clitic pronouns (↗5 Clitic pronouns) to the auxiliary
(e.g. Nap. nu t’aggiu (*nun) vasato (*te) ‘not you= I.have (not) kissed (=you)’) and,
in Ibero-Romance and Romanian, the impossibility of intervening adverbs between
perfective auxiliary and participle (Sp. todavía no ha (*todavía) llegado ‘still not
he.has (still) arrived’) (↗7 Auxiliaries);

b) the impossibility of cleft sentence formation (e.g. Fr. *c’est tout expliquer que
je pourrai ‘it is everything explain.INFINF that I will.be.able’), since the non-finite lexical
verb forms a constituent with the auxiliary;

c) transparency of perfective auxiliary selection according to the transitivity of
the dependent infinitive in modal and aspectual periphrases, e.g. Gsc. qu’as anàt
cuélhe aigo ‘(that) you.SGSG..have gone fetch.INFINF water’ vs que soun poucuts càye ‘(that)
they.are been.able fall.INFINF’;

d) long object preposing in passive se/si constructions, e.g. Sp. los documentos no
se pueden/?puede cargar ‘the documents not self=can.3PLPL//3SGSG upload.INFINF (= the
documents cannot be uploaded)’.
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In an apparently paradoxical fashion, then, we witness in an original analytic
development unmistakable signs of growing syntheticity as the auxiliary and depen-
dent non-finite verb form progressively coalesce in accordance with the cyclical
nature of the syntheticity-analyticity continuum (cf. Section 3.2).

Frequently, this increased semantic and structural integration is manifested
morphophonologically in the emergence of specialized (and often synchronically
irregular) auxiliary paradigms displaying phonologically reduced (typically clitic)
forms, which, in certain cases, contrast with morphophonologically regular and full
paradigms preserved for the original lexical meaning of the same verb (cf. STOSTO ‘I.stay’
> Cal. ste (+ penzannu) ‘I’m (thinking)’ vs staju (+ a ra scola) ‘I stay (at the school)’).
Illustrative in this respect are Rom./Gsc./Cors. (a) avea/aver/avè ‘have’ which in their
grammatical uses as perfective auxiliaries have developed specialized, reduced forms
in a number of persons (e.g. Cors. avete camere ‘you.PLPL.have bedrooms’ vs ate capitu
‘you.PLPL.have understood’), as shown in Table 2.

Table 2:Morphophonological distinctions in lexical/auxiliary uses of HABEREHABERE

Rom. avea Gsc. aver Cors. avè

Lexical Auxiliary Lexical Auxiliary Lexical Auxiliary

am am èi èi aghju aghju

ai ai as as ai ai

are a a a hà hà

avem am avem am avemu emu

aveți ați avetz atz avete ate

au au ann ann anu anu

Similarly, Sardinian (Jones 1988), Romanian (Monachesi 2005, 133–134) and Catalan
(Pérez Saldanya/Hualde 2003; Juge 2006) contrast a lexical paradigm, respectively,
for ‘owe’ (dévere) and ‘want’ (a vrea), and ‘go’ (anar) with a morphophonologically
specialized paradigm of the same now employed as future and preterite auxiliaries,
respectively: Srd. mi devet meta vinu ‘me= he.owes much wine’ vs det próere
‘must.3SGSG (= it will) rain.INFINF’; Cat. dilluns van al teatre ‘Monday they.go to.the theatre’
vs dilluns và(re)n anar al teatre ‘Monday they.go go.INFINF (= they went) to.the theatre’;
Rom. vrem o schimbare ‘we.want a change’ vs vom vrea o schimbare ‘we’ll want a
change’. The paradigms of all three verbs are given in Table 3:
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Table 3: Lexical/Auxiliary paradigms of DEBEREDEBERE, *VOLEREVOLERE and *ANDAREANDARE

Srd. dévere Rom. vrea Cat. anar

Lexical Auxiliary Lexical Auxiliary Lexical Auxiliary

devo de(v)o vreau (v)oi vaig và(re)ig

deves des vrei (v)ei, ăi, îi vas và(re)s

devet det vrea (v)a, o va va

devimus demus vrem (v)om anem và(re)m

devites dedzis vreți (v)eți, ăți, îți, oți aneu và(re)u

deven den vor (v)or van va(re)n

2.2.2 Romance synthetic future(-in-the-past)

With the exception of Old French and, perhaps, ModSp. eres ‘you.SGSG.are’ (< ERISERIS

‘you.SGSG.will.be’), both synthetic paradigms of the Latin future (AMAAMA--BOBO ‘love--FUTFUT..1SGSG’,
LEGLEG--AMAM ‘read--FUTFUT..1SGSG’), as well as the ESSEESSE ‘be’ + future active participle periphrasis,
left no trace in Romance. With the exception of Sardinian, Romanian, Dalmatian and
possibly some Gascon varieties (Rohlfs 1970, 220), in their place we find, alongside
the present and various grammaticalized periphrases involving auxiliaries like those
seen in Table 2, a newly synthesized future derived from an erstwhile periphrasis
consisting of the present infinitive followed by a weakened form of HABEREHABERE ‘have’
(e.g., UIUEREUIUERE ‘live.INFINF’ + *aio/as/a(t)/Vmo(s)/ete(s)/Vn(t) > Gal. vivir-ei/-ás/-á/-emos/
-edes/-án ‘I/you/(s)he/we/you/they will live’), forms which have now been largely
jettisoned in the modern dialects of southern Italy (Loporcaro 1999).5

Similarly, the Romance synthetic future-in-the-past derived from the infinitive
followed by a past tense form of HABEREHABERE, the perfect HABUIHABUI (> *HEBUIHEBUI ‘I.had’) in northern
and central Italo-Romance (e.g., It. viv(e)r-ebbi > vivrei ‘I would live’) and the imper-
fect HABEBAMHABEBAM ‘I.had’ elsewhere (e.g., Gal. vivir-ía), has traditionally been considered a
development parasitic on that of the future, such that once infinitive + HABEOHABEO had
come to mark the future, this opened the way for infinitive + HABUIHABUI//HABEBAMHABEBAM to mark
future-in-the-past. However, Benveniste (1968, 89–90) and Coleman (1971, 224) con-
vincingly argue that the documentary evidence shows the HABEREHABERE periphrasis to have

5 For further discussion of the development of the Romance future(-in-the-past) and conditional, see
Thielmann (1885), Valesio (1968; 1969), Coleman (1971), Harris (1978, ch. 6), Fleischman (1982),
Pinkster (1987; 1989), Adams (1991), Roberts (1993), Maiden (1996), Bentley (2000a,b), Nocentini
(2001), D’hulst (2004), Bourova (2005; 2007), La Fauci (2006), Bourova/Tasmowski (2007), Slobbe
(2008), Parkinson (2009), Ledgeway (2012, 134–140).
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first emerged as a future-in-the-past, with the future construction following later.
There is, however, greater consensus among scholars that the irrealis conditional
meaning represents a secondary development from an original future-in-the-past
value in accordance with the crosslinguistic tendency for future forms to develop
irrealis modal functions (Coleman 1971, 217; Fleischman 1982, 64).

Traditional accounts trace the Romance synthetic future(-in-the-past) back to a
substandard spoken Latin innovation (cf. Varvaro 2013, 32–36) which was severely
repressed and hence barely attested in the written language (Haverling 2010, 397–
398), a view which finds some initial support in the characteristically Latinate
postposition of the auxiliary typical of OV languages (Fleischman 1982, 119, 121).
Consequently, the future(-in-the-past) construction represents the gradual grammati-
calization and desemanticization of HABEREHABERE from a full verb of possession (Slobbe
2008, 109–112), where it could often imply unrealized actions in conjunction with a
transitive infinitive (7a), towards a deontic modal of obligation from the first century
AD (7b), before emerging from around the third century AD (though see Pinkster
1987, 206), and now also in conjunction with intransitive and passive infinitives, as a
simple future auxiliary (7c) and ultimately as a future inflectional ending. This latter
stage is famously represented in the late seventh-century Fredegar’s Chronicle from
Gaul (7d), where the Classical Latin future dabo ‘give.FUTFUT..1SGSG’ is juxtaposed with
the now synthesized HABEREHABERE periphrasis daras (< DARDAR((EE)) ‘give.INFINF’ + cliticized *as
‘you.have’; Fleischman 1982, 68; Haverling 2010, 398). However, the apparently more
emphatic reading of the latter (‘you WILLWILL (give me them)’) might indicate an early
functional specialization of the two paradigms (Adams 1991, 160–161; ↗11 Tense,
aspect, mood).

(7) Latin
a. nihil habeo ad te scribere

nothing I.have to you write.INFINF

‘I have nothing to write to you’
(Cic. Att. 2.22.6)

b. quid habui facere?
what I.had do.INFINF

‘what was I supposed to do?
(Sen. Controv. 1.1.19)

c. tempestas illa tollere habet totam paleam de area
storm that remove.INFINF has all chaff from threshing.floor
‘that storm will carry off all the caff from the threshing floor’
(Aug., Evang. Iohan 4.12)

d. ille respondebat: non dabo. Iustinianus dicebat:
he replied not I.give.FUTFUT Justinian.NOMNOM said
daras
you.give.FUTFUT

Syntheticity and Analyticity 851



‘and he replied: I will not give [them to you]. And Justinian replied: but you
will give [them to me]’
(Fred. Chron. 2.62)

Already in the earliest Romance texts the component parts appear firmly fused
together, witness forms such as prindrai ‘I shall take’ and salvarai ‘I shall save’ (along-
side older ert < ERITERIT ‘will be’) in the Strasbourg Oaths, jrás ‘you will go’, farás ‘you will
do’, and tornarás ‘you will return’ in the Emilian Glosses (Menéndez Pidal 41956, 361),
farai ‘you will do’ in the Umbrian Confession Formula, and monstero- ‘I will show’
in the Ritmo Laurenziano (Varvaro 2013, §7). Despite such evidence, it is not at all
certain that the periphrasis had fully grammaticalized by the early Romance period,
inasmuch as the constituent parts still preserve a certain degree of autonomy in early
Ibero-Romance, Occitan, and northern Italian dialects (e.g., Old Gascon diser t’an ‘say.
INFINF you=they.have (= they will tell you)’, Old Lombard turbar se n’a lo sol ‘disturb.INFINF

self= thereof= has (=will be blurred) the sun’), aswell as in literary registers ofModern
European Portuguese where the reflex of HABEREHABERE can be separated from its infinitive
by an intervening mesoclitic, e.g. garanti-los-ia ‘guarantee.INFINF=them=had..1SGSG (= I
would guarantee them)’.6

2.2.3 Clitic pronouns

On a par with the development of the article in the nominal group (cf. Section 2.1.1),
the verbal group witnesses a related development with the emergence of another
DETDET(erminer) category in the form of object clitic pronouns (Wanner 1987, ↗5 Clitic
pronouns), which in the third person are often formally identical with the article (e.g.,
Fr. lemaire, je le connais bien ‘the.MSGMSG mayor, him= I.know well’). Following Vincent
(1997b; 1998), we can thus talk of the emergence of a “D-system” in Romance which in
the nominal domain gives rise to articles (reflexes of ILLEILLE, IPSEIPSE), initially limited to
subject nominals and constituents fronted to the pre-verbal topic/focus field, and to
object clitics (restricted to reflexes of ILLEILLE in the third person) in the verbal domain (cf.
late eighth-century Latin clitic left-dislocation ipsa cuppa frangantla tota ‘the.FSGFSG

drinking.cup.FSGFSG they.break.SBJVSBJV=it.FSGFSG all (= let them break the whole drinking
cup)’). Consequently, Vincent (1997b, 149) argues that “the different patterns of
morphological realization of the third-person clitics […] and the articles […] reflect two
independent and convergent developments, one involving the verb-object relation
and one the clause-subject relation”, ultimately giving rise to a subject-object asym-
metry in line with the emerging pattern of configurationality.

6 Menéndez Pidal (41956, 358 and 377), Rohlfs (1968, 334–335), Roberts (1994), Luís/Spencer (2005),
Monachesi (2005, 152–158).
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In Gallo- and Rhaeto-Romance varieties, as well as northern Tuscan, the object
clitic referencing system observed above is extended over time to the subject relation,
such that between the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries there emerges a series of
subject clitics derived from weakened nominative subject pronouns (cf. Vanelli/
Renzi/Benincà 1985; Poletto 1995), as exemplified by the representative present tense
paradigms in Table 4 where the distribution of subject clitics can be observed to affect
different persons in different varieties.7

Table 4: Some Romance subject clitic paradigms

spoken Fr. ‘speak’ Occ. (Eymoutiers) ‘be’ Comasco ‘sleep’ Florentine ‘speak’

ʃ paʁl jo se ˈdɔrmi (e) parlo

ty paʁl te se ta ˈdɔrmat tu parli

i/ɛl paʁl ej al/la ˈdɔrmi e/la parla

ɔ̃ paʁl nu sũ dɔrˈmum si parla

vu paʁle vu se dɔrˈmuf vu parlate

i paʁl sũ ˈdɔrmaŋ e/le parlano

These former dependents have migrated towards the verbal head Infl where they
analytically spell-out the features of the finite verb (8a). In some varieties, the clitics
have become obligatory even in the presence of a preverbal lexical subject (8b), or
even in conjunction with an indefinite quantifier (8c), such that today they must be
considered agreement markers ultimately representing an ongoing synthetic develop-
ment of person-marking on the verb (see further Poletto 2000).

(8) a. Genoese [IP [proi] [Infl' ai vegne]]
pro SCLSCL.FSGFSG comes

‘She’s coming.’
b. Pie. [IP [Ceci] [Infl' ui travaja]]

Cec SCLSCL.MSGMSG works
‘Francesco is working.’

c. Milanese [IP[ Un quiduni] [Infl' eli riverà in ritart]]
a somebody SCLSCL..MSGMSG will.arrive in late
‘Somebody will arrive late.’

7 Kayne (1975), Renzi/Vanelli (1983), Vanelli (1987), Roberge (1990), Poletto (1993; 1995; 2000),
Cardinaletti (1997; 2004), Heap (2000), Oliviéri (2004; 2010; 2011), Manzini/Savoia (2005, I, ch. 2),
Sauzet (2007), Poletto/Tortora (2016).
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2.3 The clause

In the same way that DETDET and Infl constitute the spell-out of grammaticalized cate-
gories related to their associated NP and VP complements, the sentential core too,
formally represented by IP, is embedded within a further layer of functional structure
CP. In the passage from Latin to Romance, exploitation of this COMPCOMP(lementizer)
position most noticeably surfaces in the grammaticalization of verb fronting in
declarative root clauses as part of the late Latin/early Romance V2 syntax (Benincà
1994; 2013; Salvi 2004),8 which imposes generalized V-to-C movement on the finite
verb and, in accordance with individual Romance variation (cf. Wolfe 2015a,b,c,d),
optional fronting of one or more constituents to the Topic-Focus field:

(9) OPt. [FocP Com tanta paceença [C-FinP sofria
with so.much patience suffered

[TP ela sofria esta enfermidade com tanta paceença]]]
she this illness

‘She demonstrated enormous patience suffering from this illness.’

However, this traditional interpretation of satisfying the V2 requirement in terms of V-
to-C movement represents just one of two possible licensing mechanisms made
available by the grammar: alongside the more marked Move option, the system also
makes available the less costly Merge option whereby the V2 requirement on C can be
satisfied analytically by direct lexical insertion of a suitable head. Ledgeway (2008b)
shows that in medieval Romance this latter option is realized by insertion of the
analytic marker sì/si (< SICSIC ‘thus’), as illustrated by the Old Neapolitan near minimal
pair in (10a,b) exemplifying the competing Move and Merge options, respectively:

(10) ONap.
a. [FocP sì fuorti cuolpi [C-FinP li donava

such strong blows him=he.gave
[IP li donava sì f. cuolpi]]]

b. [FocP spissi cuolpi mortali [C-FinP sì [IP le dava spissi c. m.]]]
many blows mortal sì him=he.gave

8 However, it also surfaces indirectly in the loss of the accusative and infinitive construction (cf. (3a)),
one of the most notable causalities of the widespread development of CP structure, which increasingly
in the postclassical period was replaced by a finite complement clause introduced by the complementi-
zers QUODQUOD and QUIAQUIA (cf. (3b)), a usage finally consolidated as the core complementation pattern in
vulgar texts after the fall of the empire (Väänänen 1982, 273; Herman 1989; 2000, 88–89; Zamboni
2000, 119–120; cf. also Ledgeway 2016a, §63.2.3).
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Arguably, the Merge option also characterizes many modern Gascon varieties which,
despite not displaying the Move option (namely, generalized V-to-C movement),
obligatorily lexicalize [+declarative] root C with que ‘that’:9

(11) Gsc. [TopP ta pay [C-FinP qu’ [TP èy arribat]]]
your father that is arrived

‘Your father has arrived.’

Although Gascon is unique in its systematic overt analytical marking of declarative
force, it is not uncommon across Romance to find various analytic markers of more
marked illocutionary force types, variously lexicalized by a series of different C-
related particles and complementizers which explicitly encode different clause types
(Cruschina/Ledgeway 2016, §31.3.2; Giurgea/Remberger 2016; Corr 2017). Among nu-
merous examples, here we can recall optatives (12a,b), interrogatives (12c,d), excla-
matives (12e) and imperatives (12f).

(12) a. Cat. Que la preparin ells!
that it= prepare.PRSPRS..SBJVSBJV..3PLPL they
‘Let them prepare it!’

b. Pt. Oxalá não venha! (oxalá < Arabic ua šā Allāh ‘if God wanted!’)
hopefully not he.come.PRSPRS..SBJVSBJV

‘Would that he not come tomorrow!’
c. Srd. A kerres vennere a domo mea? (a < AUTAUT ‘or’)

Q you.want come.INFINF a house my
‘Do you want to come to my house?’

d. Gsc. E l’ as audit? (e < ETET ‘and’)
Q him= you.SGSG.have heard
‘Have you heard him?’

e. Sp. ¡Cuán rápido que habla Bruno!
how quick that speaks Bruno
‘How quick that speaks Bruno!’

f. NESic. Mi trasi! (mi < ((QUOQUO))MODOMODO ‘how’)
that.IRREALISIRREALIS enter.3SGSG
‘Please do come in!’

9 For discussion and relevant bibliography, see Ledgeway (2012, 173–175; 2015, §3.2).
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2.3.1 Complementizers

A further area highlighting the consolidation of analytic marking within the C(omple-
mentizer)-domain is evidenced by the emergence in Romance of non-finite comple-
mentizers derived from the prepositions DEDE ‘of’ and ADAD ‘to’ introducing infinitival
clauses (13a), which to all intents and purposes parallel the use of finite complementi-
zers derived from QUODQUOD(/(/QUIDQUID)) and QUIAQUIA ‘that’ ((13b); cf. Ledgeway 2016a, §63.1,
§63.2.1).

(13) Cat. a. Digues-li de venir!
tell=him of.COMPCOMP come.INFINF

b. Digues-li que vingui!
tell=him that he.come.SBJVSBJV

‘Tell him to come!’

Although such pairs reveal strong structural parallels in the distribution and beha-
viour of finite and non-finite complementizers, the similarity is spurious inasmuch as
different clausal introducers may occupy distinct positions. For instance, whereas
Italian finite che precedes topics and foci (so che la data l’ho sbagliata ‘I.know that
the date.TOPTOP it=I.have mistaken’) occupying the leftmost position within the left
periphery, non-finite di follows them (so la data di averla sbagliata ‘I.know
the date.TOPTOP of have.INFINF=it mistaken’), occurring in the right margin of the left periph-
ery. Evidence like this has led many researchers investigating the structure of the left
periphery in Romance to propose a split C-domain (Rizzi 1997; Benincà/Poletto 2004;
Dufter/Octavio de Toledo 2014), hierarchically articulated into several functional
fields whose simplified linearization can be summarized as CForce > Top > Foc > CFin.

Table 5: Romance dual complementizer systems

‘I think that he’s coming’ ‘I want that he should eat’

Romania cred că vine vreau sămănânce

Sicily pensu ca vèni vògghiu chimmanciassi

Sicily (Messina) critu ca vèni ògghiumimancia

Southern Calabria pensu ca vèni vogghiumu (mi) mangia

Northern Calabria criju ca vèni vuogliu chimmangia

Salento crisciu ca vène ogghiu cummancia

Naples pènsə ca vènə vògliə chəmmangə

Northern Apulia pènsə ca vènə vògghiə chəmmangə

Abruzzo pènsə ca vènə vòjjə chəmmangə

856 Adam Ledgeway



Indeed, some Romance varieties such as Romanian (Alboiu/Motapanyane 2000, §4.2)
and many southern Italian dialects (Calabrese 1993; Ledgeway 2004; 2005) present
dual finite complementizer systems (cf. Table 5), distinguishing between a comple-
mentizer derived from QUIAQUIA (> ca, că) specialized in introducing realis (indicative)
complements and a complementizer derived from QUIDQUID (> upper southern Italian
dialects che [ke/kə], chi), ((QUOQUO))MODOMODO ((> SCal., NESic. mu/ma/mi), or QUODQUOD ((> Salentino
cu) heading irrealis (subjunctive) complements.

These dual complementizer systems appear to exploit both the higher and lower
complementizer positionswithin the left periphery just outlined, inasmuchas the realis
complementizer lexicalizes the higher CForce position, and therefore precedes topics/
foci, and the irrealis lexicalizes the lowerCFin position fromwhere it follows topics/foci:

(14) Salentino a. ticu ca lu libbru lu kkattu
I.say thatREALISREALIS the book..TOPTOP it=I.buy
‘The book, I say that I buy it.’

b. ojju lu libbru cu lu kkattu
I.want the book..TOPTOP thatIRREALISIRREALIS it=I.buy
‘The book, I want to buy it.’

Indeed, in Romanian in the presence of a fronted topic or focus both complementizer
positions can be simultaneously realized in irrealis complement clauses (15a). Such
recomplementation structures are also frequent in many early Romance varieties
(Wanner 1998; Paoli 2005; Ledgeway 2004, §4.3.2.2; 2005, 380–381; Vincent 2006) as
well as many other modern varieties (Ledgeway 2012, §4.4.2.2) where they are equally
found in realis (indicative) complement clauses (15b,c).

(15) a. Rom. Vreau ca MÂINEMÂINE să meargă.
I.want thatREALISREALIS tomorrow.FOCFOC thatIRREALISIRREALIS he.go.SBJVSBJV

‘I want him to go tomorrow.’
b. OFr. Je te adjure par le vray Dieu

I you=beseech by the true God
que ta fille Tarsienne, que tu ne la
that your daughter Tarsienne that you not her
donnes a mariage a autre que a moy.
give to marriage to other that to me
‘I beseech you before God that your daughter Tarsienne you may
give her to me alone in marriage.’

c. Gal. Dixéronme que a ese rapaz que
they.told=me that to that boy that
o coñecemos na festa.
him=we.knew in.the party
‘They told me that that guy we met him at the party.’
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Unlike in Latin where the clausal boundary was not overtly signalled in the accusative
with infinitive construction (cf. (3a)), we thus see that in Romance not only is the
clausal boundary overtly marked by an overt complementizer, but that even the lower
and higher confines of the entire left periphery may be analytically spelt out.

3 Problems

Although we have seen above that, superficially at least, there is unmistakable
evidence in certain areas for the greater analyticity of Romance in contrast to the
typical synthetic tendencies of Latin, this traditional divide between Latin and
Romance in terms of a synthetic-analytic split proves problematic on several ac-
counts, as does the fundamental typological distinction on which it rests (cf. Schweg-
ler 1990, 4–5; Bauer 1995, 10–11, 138, 166; Vincent 1997a, 99–100, 105). Indeed,
Humboldt (1836) considered contrasts between Latin and Romance such as those
exemplified in Section 2 as purely superficial, external differences since, at a deeper,
internal level, the Romance languages are of the same inflectional type as the ancestor
language, and hence ultimately constructed according to the same structural princi-
ples. Consequently, Humboldt concludes (pp. 288–289) that, although individual
inflectional forms were lost, inflection as a whole was not lost (‘Es sanken Formen,
nicht aber die Form’). Though this idea might be difficult to maintain in its strongest
form, it does underline how the Latin-Romance transition cannot be characterized
tout court in terms of a shift from synthetic to analytic structures as long as Romance
continues to display extensive syntheticity involving nominal and verbal inflections.
Furthermore, as Coseriu (1987, 58) observes, there is little justification for lumping all
presumed Romance analytic developments into a single all-encompassing principle,
since they represent a collection of extremely heterogeneous changes, the diatopic
distribution, individual chronologies and details of which vary enormously from one
construction to another.

3.1 Languages or constructions?

Among various difficulties associated with the traditional synthesis-analysis dichot-
omy, one observes above all an erroneous tendency to define Latin and Romance in
absolute terms as synthetic and analytic languages, respectively, for both languages
clearly also display, even if in smaller measure, tendencies in the opposite direction
(Coseriu [1971] 1988, 210; 1987, 56; Schwegler 1990, 28; Vincent 1997a, 99). For
example, among other things Latin boasts within the nominal group numerous
prepositions (including AA((BB)) ‘(away) from, by’, CUMCUM ‘with’, DEDE ‘(down) from’, ADAD

‘to(wards)’, EXEX ‘out of’, ININ ‘in, on’; see Hewson/Bubenik 2006, 248–255), and within the
verbal group a perfective middle periphrasis consisting of ESSEESSE ‘be’ + PFV.PTCP (e.g.
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arma sunt humi inuenta ‘weapons.NOMNOM..NEUTPLNEUTPL are ground.LOCLOC found.NOMNOM..NEUTPLNEUTPL

(= the weapons have been found on the ground)’) and independent markers of
sentential negation (quem non amat, non amat ‘whom not she.loves not she.loves’).10

Equally at the level of the clause Latin shows analyticity in a number of overt mar-
kers of subordination, including the subjunctive complementizers UTUT//NENE ‘that/
that…not’ (e.g. Pompeius suis paredixerat ut Caesaris impetum exciperent ‘Pompey.NOMNOM

his.men.DATDAT..PLPL had.fortold that Caesar.GENGEN charge.ACCACC they.received.SBJVSBJV’), and a
series of question markers such as ne- ‘is it the case that…?’, nonne ‘is it not the case
that…?’, num or an ‘surely it is not the case that…?’ (e.g. Num negare audes? (Cic., Cat.
1.8) ‘Q deny.INFINF you.dare (= you surely don’t dare to deny it)?’).

Conversely, in Romance number and gender marking on nouns and adjectives is
still typically suffixal (16a),11 as are person/number (16b) and temporal, aspectual and
modal categories (16c)) on finite verbs.

(16) a. Sp. est-e(-os)/-a(s) niñ-o(s)/-a(s) travies-o(s)/-a(s)
this-MSGMSG((MPLMPL)/-)/-FF((PLPL)) child-MM((PLPL)/-)/-FF((PLPL)) naughty-MM((PLPL)/-)/-FF((PLPL))

b. Rom. alerg-am/-ai/-a/-am/ați/-au
run-INDIND..PSTPST..IPFVIPFV.1SGSG//2SGSG//3SGSG//1PLPL//2PLPL//3PLPL

c. Gsc. cant-i/-èvi/-èi/-erèi/-erí/-èssi
sing-1SGSG..PRSPRS..INDIND~~SBJVSBJV//PSTPST..IPFVIPFV..INDIND//PSTPST..PFVPFV..INDIND//FUTFUT//CONDCOND//PSTPST..SBJVSBJV

To these we can add the widespread use of evaluative suffixes (e.g. It. cas-etta ‘house-
DIMDIM’, Gsc. hemna-assa ‘woman-PEJPEJ (= spiteful woman)’, Pt. ric-aço ‘rich-AUGAUG’, Rom.
frumuş-el ‘beautiful-DIMDIM’, Extremaduran pelot-açu ‘ball-AUGAUG’),12 superlative and resi-
dual comparative forms (e.g. Ast. munch-ísimu ‘much-SUPERLSUPERL..MSGMSG’, Cat. fred-íssim
‘cold-SUPERLSUPERL..MSGMSG’, mill-or ‘good-COMPRCOMPR..SGSG’, pitj-or ‘bad-COMPRCOMPR..SGSG’, It. noios-issimo
‘boring-SUPERLSUPERL..MSGMSG’, super-iore ‘high-COMPRCOMPR..SGSG’, infer-iore ‘low-COMPRCOMPR..SGSG’, Pt. felic-
íssimo ‘happy-SUPERLSUPERL’, mai-or ‘big-COMPRCOMPR..SGSG’, men-or ‘small-COMPRCOMPR..SGSG’), and the fre-
quent retention of case distinctions in pronouns (e.g. Basilicatese (Muro Lucano) iə
‘1SGSG..NOMNOM’’, (a) mì ‘(P.ACCACC--DATDAT..MRKMRK) 1SGSG..ACCACC--DATDAT’’, (pə) mévə ‘(for) 1sg.OBLOBL’’, (cu) mìchə
‘(with) 1SGSG..COMCOM’’; Ro. eu ‘1SGSG..NOMNOM’’, (pe) mine ‘(P.ACCACC..MRKMRK) 1SGSG..ACCACC’’, mie ‘1SGSG..DATDAT’’, meu
‘1SGSG..GENGEN’; cf. Loporcaro 2008). Furthermore, we should recall that Romance languages
also display a whole host of innovative synthetic structures (Coseriu 1987, 59), notably

10 Highly exceptional are lexicalized cases of univerbation of the negator NENE((CC)) ‘not’ in such cases as
NNOLOOLO ‘I do not want’ and NENESCIOSCIO ‘I do not know’ (cf. UOLOUOLO ‘I.want’, SCIOSCIO ‘I.know’; cf. Ernout/Thomas
[11953] 1993, 149–150).
11 In many Occitan varieties the original synthetic marking of plural number has optionally been
reinforced with the creation of doubly marked inflectional plurals (Wheeler 1988, 256) such as pial
‘hair’/pial-s ‘hair-PLPL’ (> pials-es ‘hair.PLPL--PLPL’), amì ‘friend’/amì-s ‘friend-PLPL’ (> amiss-es ‘friend..PLPL--PLPL’).
12 In Modern French these are generally no longer productive, e.g. fill-ette ‘girl-DIMDIM’, but not *chaus-
sur(e)-ette ‘shoe-DIMDIM’, which has to be expressed by the analytic petite chaussure ‘little shoe’.
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the future and conditional derived from an erstwhile infinitival periphrasis in con-
junction with HABEREHABERE ‘have’ (cf. Section 2.2.2), sentence and manner adverbs in
-men(t(e)) (17a),13 internal morphophonological alternations such as metaphony and
related types of stressed vowel alternation to mark number and/or gender in nominal
categories (17b,c,d), and inflected non-finite verb forms such as the infinitive (Table 6)
and gerunds and participles (Table 7).14 In this light, the presumed inexorable driving
force underlying Romance analyticity appears seriously undermined.

(17) a. DISTRACTADISTRACTA ++ MENTEMENTE > Cat. distreta-ment
divided.ABLABL mind.ABLABL distracted-ly
‘with (an) absent mind’ > ‘absent-mindedly’

b. eastern Abruzzese ˈfaksə / ˈfiksə
fax\SGSG fax\PLPL

c. Pt. p[o]rc-o / p[ɔ]rc-a(s)/-os
dirty\MSGMSG--MSGMSG dirty\--FF((PLPL)/-)/-MPLMPL

d. Rom. boal-ă / bol-i
illness\FSGFSG--FSGFSG illness\--FPLFPL

Table 6: Romance inflected infinitives (cant- ‘sing’)

Infinitive 11SGSG 22SGSG 33SGSG 11PLPL 22PLPL 33PLPL

Gal. cantar+ -Ø -es -Ø -mos -des -en

OLeo. cantar+ -Ø -es -Ø -mos -des -en

ONap. cantar(e)+ -Ø -Ø -Ø -mo -vo (-ve) -no

(E)Pt. cantar+ -Ø -es -Ø -mos -des -em

Srd. cantare+ -po -s -t -mus -dzis -n

13 See the discussion in §3.2, as well as Karlsson (1981), Bauer (2001; 2003; 2006), Ricca (2010, 181–
185), Hummel (2011; 2014; in press).
14 For discussion and relevant bibliography, see Ledgeway (2012, 293–295).
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Table 7: Romance inflected gerunds and participles (cant- ‘sing’)

Gerund Present/Past Participles

Gal. Pt. (Póvoa de Atalaia) ONap.

cantando+ cantand(o)+ cantanno+ cantante+ cantato+

11SGSG -Ø -Ø -Ø -Ø -Ø

22SGSG -Ø -s -Ø -Ø -Ø

33SGSG -Ø -Ø -Ø -Ø -Ø

11PLPL ‑mos ‑mos -mo – –

22PLPL ‑des -eis -vo (-ve) – –

33PLPL -Ø ‑em -no (-ne) ‑no ‑no

In short, considerations such as these reveal that, if they are to be employed at all, the
terms synthetic and analytic should not be predicated of languages but, at best, of
individual constructions (cf. also Schwegler 1990; Vincent 1997a). Thus, to the extent
that any generalizations can usefully be made in relation to the synthetic and analytic
typology, they must be made in relation to specific construction types, rather than
individual languages. Exemplary in this respect is the often overlooked observation
(though see Meyer-Lübke 1894, 2–3; Coseriu 1987, 58; La Fauci 1998, 524–525) that the
fate of Latin inflection is different in the nominal and verbal domains: whereas all but
a few isolated residues of the rich Latin nominal declension – early Gallo-Romance,
Rhaeto-Romance, and Romanian aside (cf. Dragomirescu/Nicolae 2016) – have sur-
vived into Romance, the Latin verbal conjugation formally continues largely intact,
even accommodating, in some cases, several new additions such as the future and the
conditional (Section 2.2.2; see Maiden 2011a,b). This observation apparently explains
why analytic developments occurring within the nominal domain typically assume a
substitutive function replacing earlier synthetic structures (e.g. AANNNN--AEAE ‘Anna-GENGEN’ vs
Fr. d’Anne ‘of Anne’, DURDUR--IORIOR ‘hard-COMPRCOMPR’ vs Pt. mais dur ‘more hard (= harder)’),
unlike in the verbal domain where, rather than replacing earlier synthetic structures,
they usually come to mark new functions that complement those already marked
synthetically within the system. For instance, Romance reflexes of FACTUMFACTUM HABEOHABEO

(‘(‘do.PFVPFV..PTCPPTCP I.have’) do not replace, at least not initially, the synthetic perfect FECIFECI (‘I
did, I have done’), but variously come to assume novel ancillary functions of the
perfect (Harris 1982; Squartini/Bertinetto 2000), ranging from a present resultative
((18a); Alfonzetti 1998) to a present perfect with marked iterative function ((18b); Leal
Cruz 2003, 132), before ultimately encroaching upon (some of) the functions proper of
the original perfect, witness its canonical present perfective reading in standard
peninsular Spanish ((18c); Penny 2000, 159) and its full-fledged punctual perfective
value in modern spoken French ((18d); Harris 1970, 79–83).
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(18) a. Acireale, Sicily
N’haiu vivutu nenti.
not I.have drunk nothing
‘I’m sober (because I haven’t been drinking).’

b. Spanish of La Palma
No ha llovido nada.
not it.has rained nothing
‘We continue not to have had any rain whatsoever.’

c. ESp. ¿Quién ha roto esta ventana?
who has broken this window
‘Who has broken the window?’

d. Fr. Elle est morte au début du 17ème siècle.
she is died at.the beginning of.the 17th century
‘She died at the start of the seventeenth century.’

3.2 Absolute vs relative interpretations

Even assuming that the synthetic-analytic parameter is to be interpreted in relation to
specific constructions, we have to recognize that it is often erroneously applied in
absolute terms, whereas individual constructions can display varying degrees of
syntheticity and analyticity (Vincent 1997a, 100). A case in point concerns what is
called “mesoclisis” in the future and conditional (cf. Section 2.2.2) of numerous early
Romance varieties and today still attested in literary European Portuguese (e.g.
OGsc. Poder l’i tornar ‘I could turn it’), where the possibility of separating the per-
son/number inflection (e.g. -i ‘1SGSG’) from the future/conditional stem (e.g. poder-
‘be.able.INFINF’) with an intervening object clitic (e.g. l’ ‘it’) casts some doubt on the
simple suffixal nature of the former. Similar problems arise for diminutive forms like
Pt. pãozinho ‘roll’ (< pão ‘bread’ + DIMDIM -zinho), which in the plural are marked not only
in the desinence of the diminutive, but also in the nasal vowel alternation on the
nominal stem (namely, pãe-zinho-s ‘bread\PLPL--DIMDIM..MM--PLPL’’).

Another important case is constituted by the Romance FACEREFACERE ‘make’ causative
construction, which, although clearly analytic inasmuch as it involves two separate
lexemes (viz. reflex of FACEREFACERE + infinitive), mimics the syntax of a morphological
causative with both verbs behaving as a single verbal complex (see Sheehan 2016;
Vincent 2016, §4.2.5), licensing monoclausal properties such as clitic climbing, e.g.
Cat. No em facis plorar(*-me)! ‘not me= make.2SGSG..PRSPRS..SBJVSBJV cry.INFINF(=me) (= Don’t
make me cry)!’, and a single case frame with transitive infinitival subjects occurring in
the dative, e.g. Cal. cci fazzu cunzà a machina a Cicciu ‘to.him= I.make repair.INFINF the
car to Cicciu (= I’ll make Cicciu repair the car)’.

Similarly, an often-cited case of greater Romance analyticity concerns the mark-
ing of sentential negation in Gallo-Romance, northern Catalan dialects, and Arago-
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nese,15 which is frequently expressed discontinuously by a reflex of the original
preverbal negator NONNON ‘not’ and a postverbal grammaticalized minimizer (e.g. PASSUMPASSUM

‘step’, RESRES//REMREM ‘thing’, MICAMMICAM ‘crumb’, PUNCTUMPUNCTUM ‘point; stitch’), in some cases leading
to the loss of the preverbal negator (Stage II > Stage III in terms of Jespersen’s (1917)
cycle; cf. Dufter/Stark 2007), e.g. Aragonese no faré yo pas ‘NEGNEG I.will.do I NEGNEG’, Pie.
capissu nɛŋ ‘I.understand NEGNEG’. The greater autonomy of such negative structures is,
however, only apparent. For instance, confining ourselves just to French, with finite
verbs pas is always immediately postverbal and can never, for example, be separated
from the finite verb by a nominal, participial or infinitival complement, e.g. je (n’)ai
pas vu (*pas) la maison (*pas) ‘I (NEGNEG) have NEGNEG seen (NEGNEG) the house (NEGNEG)’. This lack
of autonomy manifested in the rigidly fixed positioning of pas is hardly what would
be expected a priori of a supposedly analytic structure; on the contrary, pas and
similar postverbal negators display a high degree of bonding with respect to their
associated verb.

Analogous issues arise from a consideration of the Romance sentential and
manner adverbs in -men(t(e)) and the Romance compound perfect discussed in (6a)
and (7a–d) above, respectively. Beginning with the former, on the one hand, the
evidence of coordination from modern varieties such as French, Italian, and Occitan
points to the synthesized suffixal nature of the original ablative nominal MENTEMENTE ‘with
(a) mind’ (e.g. ModFr. humblement et doucement ‘humbly and sweetly’, ModIt.
villanamente e aspramente ‘cruelly and bitterly’, Langadocian doçament e simpla-
ment ‘quietly and simply’), whereas the same coordination facts in Modern Ibero-
Romance, on the other hand, reveal how -ment(e) retains a greater degree of analyti-
city (e.g. Cat. dolçament i suau ‘sweetly and soft(ly)’, Pt. intensa e constantemente
‘intense(ly) and constantly’, Sp. impensada pero providencialmente ‘unexpected(ly)
but providentially’), parallel to Old French and Old Tuscan (OFr./OTsc. humeles e
dulcement/umile e dolcemente (CDR 1163/Nov. 4) ‘humbly (lit. ‘humble’) and gently’).
Even greater autonomy can be seen in Old Occitan where not only is the reflex of
MENTEMENTE (variously -men(s), -menz, -ment) usually attached to just one of the adjectives
in coordinated structures (usually the first, e.g. cruelmen et amara ‘cruelly and bitter
(ly)’, but also suau e bellament ‘soft(ly) and beautifully’; Diez 1874, 429), but the two
constituent parts of the adverbial structure can be also separated by intervening
material (e.g. epsa…ment ‘identical…ly’; Grandgent 21909, §105).

Turning now to the analytic perfect, this is characterized by converse patterns of
syntheticity and analyticity: whereas in modern French, Italian, and Occitan varieties
the component parts continue to display considerable autonomy, witness the inter-
polation of such elements as adverbs of varying sizes (e.g. It. abbiamo fortunata-

15 See, among others, Price (1962; 1986), Posner (1984; 1985a,b), Zanuttini (1997, ch. 3), Parry (2013),
Poletto (2016).
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mente già pagato ‘we.have fortunately already paid’; Monachesi 2005, 134), in
Modern Ibero-Romance auxiliary and participle, despite continuing to be written as
separate words, never allow interpolation of any sort (e.g. Pt. não tinha (*nunca)
falado nunca comigo ‘not he.had (never) spoken neverwith.me’).

Examples like these, coupled with the problem of how one is to correctly measure
the autonomy of linguistic units (Schwegler 1990, ch. 2), frequently obscured by
conventional, yet non-systematic, orthographic representations of the “word” (cf. Sp.
tal vez ‘such time’ vs Fr. peut-être ‘can-be’ vs Pt. talvez ‘such.time’, It. chissà
‘who.knows’, all meaning ‘perhaps’), lead Schwegler (1990, 193) to conclude that the
labels synthetic and analytic can, at best, be understood as nothing more than “the
roughmeasure of the morphemic interdependence of speech units” [italics A.L.].

Yet even adopting a relativized interpretation of the traditional usage still fails to
make any intuitive sense of many developments. For example, in the wake of Schweg-
ler (1990, xv), Vincent (1997a, 99–100) proposes a scalar definition of the synthetic-
analytic distinction in terms of the degree of phonological and morphosyntactic
autonomy borne by the constituent grammatical properties of a given construction.
On this view, however, one of the most important consequences of the presumed
synthetic to analytic drift, manifested in the gradual replacement of an original “free”
word order with a “fixed” (S)VO order, must now, despite the obvious contradiction, be
treated as a synthetic development. In particular, the remarkable syntactic autonomy
and independence of the core constituents of the Latin sentence which could, in
accordance with pragmatic principles, not only occur in all possible permutations (see
Ledgeway 2012, chs 3, 5), but whose internal structure, when complex, could, in
certain cases and in specific registers, be scattered discontinuously across the sen-
tence (cf. Section 4 below), must be taken as an indication of greater analyticity. By
the same token, the greatly reduced positional autonomy, coupled with the increased
semantico-syntactic interdependence, of the core constituents of the Romance sen-
tence which can now only be interpreted relative to each other, and whose constituent
parts are cohesively bound together, are to be understood within the current approach
as a synthetic development.

3.3 Morphophonological erosion and its effects

It has often been claimed that there is a strict correlation between the rise and fall of
analyticity and syntheticity, respectively, with processes of morphophonological
weakening and erosion. A prime example concerns the phonetic erosion of the case
system which has frequently been considered the trigger for an increased use of
prepositions (Väänänen 31966, 115–119; 1982, 157–195; Bauer 1995, 137–139; Molinelli
1998, 147). By the same line of argument, the weakening of the Latin case system is
also believed to produce an increasingly rigidified word order able to unambiguously
distinguish between subject and object (Vennemann 1974; 1975; Bichakjian 1987, 89;
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Bauer 1995, 5–6), a development which, in turn, correspondingly renders the original
case system increasingly redundant (Bourciez 41956; Zamboni 2000, 102).

Yet, claims that such grammatical changes do not happen unless they are
rendered necessary by concomitant changes in the phonology are simply not borne
out by the Latin or Romance evidence. Beginning with the increased use of preposi-
tions, on the basis of late Latin evidence Adams (2011, 264) questions whether it is
“convincing to see the change as having a neat single cause, such as attrition of case
endings determined by phonetic developments” since a “switch to prepositions is
attested long before the phonetic changes usually cited in this connection (loss of
final -m and -s, shortening of long vowels in final syllables) took place.” Indeed, on
this point Pinkster (1990, 195–196) observes that as early as the archaic period Latin
prepositions had already developed very specific uses and characteristics of their own
and were not simply analytic alternatives to the morphological case system, despite
the documentation of the loss of final consonants in nominal forms from the early
inscriptions onwards, including nominative MSGMSG -SS from around 250 BC (e.g. Cornelio
(CIL I2.8) for classical CCORNELIUORNELIUSS), though restored by the classical period and gener-
ally retained even in late non-literary texts, and the somewhat later ACCACC..SGSG -MM.

Although a trace of final -MM continues to surface in the form of nasalization and
lengthening of the preceding vowel in the classical period, from around 150 AD
(Beckmann 1963, 180–182) the presence of -MM in texts represents nothing more than a
conservative spelling convention (Pinkster 1990, 199; 1993, 240; Adams 2013, 128–
132). Thus, the loss of final consonants, even from an early period, apparently had no
repercussions on the case system, which continued unscathed and unchanged for
centuries (Pinkster 1990, 200). Indeed, even when in later texts we apparently come
across neologistic uses of prepositions in place of traditional case forms, the comple-
ments of such prepositions always occur in a particular case form, often an indiscrimi-
nate ablative or accusative employed as a generalized prepositional case as in in
eadem diem (A.Vales. 56) ‘in same.ACCACC day.ACCACC’ (‘on that same day’; cf. Classical Lat. ININ
EOEO DIEDIE ‘on that.ABLABL day.ABLABL’), an observation which incontrovertibly demonstrates that
neologistic prepositional uses cannot be determined by phonetic erosion (Pinkster
1993, 243).

Rather, the growing use of prepositions cannot be considered a single unified
development, but instead covers a variety of heterogeneous cases differentiated by
chronology and register (Adams 2013, ch. XIII). Whereas it is commonplace to retrace
the Romance prepositional dative and genitive to early Latin uses (e.g. Plautus) of the
prepositions ADAD ‘to(wards’) and DEDE ‘(down/away) from’, respectively, Adams’ exam-
ination of such cases in early, Classical, and late Latin reveals that the resemblance
between Latin and Romance is misleading and merely superficial. In particular, the
evidence he adduces highlights how there was no abrupt move from syntheticity to
analyticity, inasmuch as the Romance prepositional types emerged slowly over cen-
turies from the gradual broadening of classical uses long before processes of phonetic
erosion could have played a role in any such developments.
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Not dissimilar considerations apply to the presumed effects of phonetic erosion
on the verbal paradigm, where the weakening and/or loss of inflectional marking of
person and number on the verb have often simplistically been identifed as the cause
of the progressive establishment of subject clitics in Gallo-Romance. This erroneous
correlation is, however, immediately dispelled by varieties such as the dialect of
Vicenza where all synthetic marking for person and number on the finite verb remains
intact, yet the verb paradigm shows subject clitics for all six grammatical persons.
Even in varieties like French where the present indicative of regular first-conjugation
verbs notoriously displays considerable syncretism in all persons apart from the first
and second persons plural, distinctive synthetic marking of person and number
continues in other paradigms such as the future. In short, the rise of analytic marking
of person and number in conjunction with the Romance verb through subject clitics
cannot be associated tout court with inflectional weakening, as the relevant facts in
Table 8 demonstrate (↗2 Subjects).

Table 8: Romance synthetic and analytic marking for person and number

Vicentino French

present tense vendare ‘sell’ present tense pousser ‘push’ future tense pousser ‘push’

a ˈvɛndo ʒ(ə) pus ʒ(ə) pus(ə)ʁe

te a ˈvɛndi ty pus ty pus(ə)ʁa

el/a ˈvɛnde i(l)/ɛl pus i(l)/ɛl pus(ə)ʁa

a vɛnˈdɛmo nu pusɔ̃ nu pus(ə)ʁɔ̃

a vɛnˈdi vu puse vu pus(ə)ʁe

i ˈvɛnde i(l)/ɛl pus i(l)/ɛl pus(ə)ʁɔ̃

3.4 Change and competition

The wide-spread survival in Romance of synthetic forms, particularly in the verbal
domain, observed above in Section 3.1, also poses a serious challenge to traditional
accounts which identity phonetic erosion with the rise of analyticity (Wüest 1998, 94).
Indeed, the survival of such forms highlights the fact that the emergence of analyticity
in Romance does not involve a wholesale unitary move away from synthetic to
analytic structures, but involves gradual changes and extensive periods of comple-
mentarity between competing synthetic and analytic structures (Bauer 2006). Latin
comparative constructions, for instance, have since the earliest times displayed varia-
tion in the encoding of the standard of comparison, which could be marked syntheti-
cally through the ablative (e.g. SOLESOLE CLARIORCLARIOR ‘sun.ABLABL clear.COMPRCOMPR’’ (= ‘brighter than the
sun’)) or analytically through the particle construction introduced by the complemen-
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tizer QUAMQUAM ‘than’ (e.g. CLARIORCLARIOR QUAMQUAM SOLSOL ‘clear.COMPRCOMPR..NOMNOM than sun.NOMNOM’’). However, as
has long been recognized (cf. Bennett 1914, 292–297; Adams 1976, 83–86), in most
cases the two were not simple free variants but were generally in complementary
distribution, the ablative construction typically occurring, for example, in proverbial
expressions, negative structures, and rhetorical questions. Remaining with the com-
parative, we may also note that alongside the synthetic formation in -IORIOR (as well as
the superlative in -ISSIMUSISSIMUS) analytic formations with PLUSPLUS and MAGISMAGIS ‘more’ (and
MAXIMEMAXIME or PLURIMUMPLURIMUM ‘most’ in the case of the superlative) are also attested since the
earliest period (e.g. CLARCLARIORIOR vs MAGISMAGIS//PLUSPLUS CLARUSCLARUS, CLARCLARISSIMUSISSIMUS vs MAXIMEMAXIME//PLURIMUMPLURIMUM

CLARUSCLARUS; Lindsay 1907, 38; Wüest 1998, 92), and indeed were obligatory with those
adjectives ending in -VUSUS (e.g. PLUSPLUS//MAXIMEMAXIME IDONEUSIDONEUS ‘fitter/fittest’). In both cases, we
know that it is the analytic variant that wins through in Romance, but this was not an
immediate or foregone conclusion in the Latin period.

Similar early synthetic-analytic variations are found in other areas, including the
expression of the future and the present perfect, where from an early date the
synthetic forms were, to some extent, in competition with periphrastic HABEREHABERE forma-
tions (Pinkster 1987; Bauer 2006, 289). In the case of the future it is the analytic
structure (itself eventually synthesizing) which ultimately triumphs (Section 2.2.2),
but in the case of the perfect the original synthetic construction lives on and the
competition between the two forms is far from over (Harris 1982), with the division of
labour between the two available paradigms resolved differently across the Romània
(cf. discussion of examples (7a–d) above). The case of the future considered here also
raises the related issue of competing analytic structures: assuming that there was a
general drift towards analyticity, how are we then to explain the fact that the already
existing periphrastic future forms of the classical period (cf. SUMSUM ‘I am’ + future active
and passive participle) were themselves replaced by the new HABEREHABERE future periphra-
sis (Pinkster 1987, 221)?

In short, it is demonstrably false to portray the passage from Latin to Romance in
terms of a simple and unified linear development from the synthetic to the analytic. In
many cases, synthetic and analytic developments occurred in parallel and co-existed
over long periods of time as contrasting and/or stylistic variants, in some cases up
until the present-day. Where analytic structures have won through, these typically
show a gradual development rather than a saltational change and co-exist alongside
many original synthetic structures that have survived into Romance from the ances-
tral language. Furthermore, in some cases these same analytic innovations have
ousted earlier classical periphrases and/or have gone on themselves to become
synthetic, developments which are patently incompatible with the traditional thesis
of an inexorable shift away from syntheticity towards ever-greater analyticity.
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3.5 Explanatory power: conclusive remarks

By way of conclusion, we note that the postulation of an independent synthetic-
analytic parameter is undermined by the general observation that all presumed cases
of analytic development can otherwise be independently subsumed within the gen-
eral theory of grammaticalization (Hopper/Traugott 1993, 17), integrating synthetic
forms as those having achieved the highest degree of grammaticalization (Klausen-
burger 2000, 105, 152; Bauer 2006, 288). In particular, the analytic developments
witnessed in the history of Romance are clearly not in any way exclusive to the
Romance family, but simply exemplify a crosslinguistic tendency for synthetic struc-
tures, once weakened through phonetic erosion or other forces within the system, to
be progressively replaced by new competing structures which “given the nature of
syntactic change, cannot help but be analytic” (Vincent 1997a, 101). Analyticity there-
fore turns out to be a secondary development, ultimately the manifestation of a deeper
change, but not, significantly, its cause (cf. also Schwegler 1990).

By way of illustration, one only has to consider the parallel analytic developments
in the nominal and verbal domains such as the use of prepositions and auxiliaries
replacing earlier inflections: here the chief issue is not the replacement of synthetic
forms with analytic ones, but, rather, a structural change in linearization involving
the head parameter that affects both inflectional morphology and syntax alike (Harris
1978, 6; Bauer 1995, 10, 24, 166; Oniga 2004, 52, 75). Accordingly, the principal
innovation in inflectional morphology has been the move away from structures in
which grammatical modification (head; henceforth in bold) follows the lexical ele-
ment (dependent/modifier; henceforth underlined) to structures in which the relevant
grammatical modification (head) precedes the lexical element (dependent/modifier),
e.g. PPAULAUL--OO ‘Paul-DATDAT’ vs Fr. à Paul ‘to Paul’, COGITACOGITA--UERATUERAT ‘think-PFVPFV..PSTPST..3SGSG’ vs Cat.
havia pensat ‘he.had thought’.

In syntax too, verbal and nominal heads, once frequently preceded by such
modifiers as direct objects/genitives and manner adverbs/adjectives, come instead to
precede all such modifiers, witness the following Latin vs Italian contrasts: AMOREMAMOREM

UULTUULT ‘love.ACCACC he.desires’ vs desidera l’amore ‘he.desires the love’, AMORISAMORIS UOLUNTASUOLUNTAS

‘love.GENGEN desire.NOMNOM’ vs il desiderio dell’amore ‘the desire of.the love’, FORTITERFORTITER

PUGNATPUGNAT ‘bravely he.fights’ vs combatte coraggiosamente ‘he.fights fiercely’, FORTISFORTIS

MILESMILES ‘brave soldier’ vs soldato coraggioso ‘man brave’. These latter examples, which
clearly do not involve analyticity, therefore highlight that the relevant change in
linear order in syntax is consistent with that observed in inflectional morphology,
ultimately both derivable from a single integrated and comprehensive structural
change involving a reversal in the head parameter, the significance of which we
explore in the following section (cf. also Baldinger 1968).
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4 Head parameter: deriving analyticity and
configurationality

Without doubt the biggest problem for the traditional synthetic-analytic interpretation
of the Latin–Romance transition is that it offers no explanation whatsoever for the
observed changes. At bottom, the predominant analytic patterns noted in Romance
are nothing more than the partial surface reflex of a more deep-rooted structural
change, interpreted here as the result of a change in the head directionality parameter
(cf. Tesnière 1959; Chomsky 1981; Hawkins 1983; Travis 1984). At least in its earliest
attestations, Latin was predominantly head-final (19a) whereas Modern Romance is
head-initial (19b), with Classical Latin representing a transitional stage in which both
conservative head-final (20a) and innovative head-initial (20b) orders are found
(Adams 1976; Ledgeway 2012, ch. 5).

(19) a. Archaic Lat.
quoius forma uirtutei parisuma fuit
whose beauty.NOMNOM valour.DATDAT most.equal.NOMNOM was
(CIL 12.7)

b. Rom. a cărui frumuseţe fuse
GENGEN..FSGFSG whose beauty.FF was
egală cu vitejia sa
equal.FSGFSG with valour his
‘whose beauty was fully equal to his valour’

(20) Lat. a. constantibus hominibus par erat
resolute.ABLABL..PLPL men.ABLABL equal.NOMNOM it.was
‘[our apprehension] was equal to that of men of strong character’
(Cic. Diu. 2.113)

b. libertate esse parem ceteris
freedom.ABLABL be.INFINF equal.ACCACC rest.DATDAT..PLPL
‘the being equal to the rest of the citizens in freedom’
(Cic. Phil. 1.34)

In terms of structural organization, Latin has also been argued to exhibit a non-
configurational syntax in which relationships between individual linguistic items are
signalled lexocentrically through the forms of the items themselves (case inflections,
agreement), whereas in Romance relationships between related linguistic items are
encoded by their fixed positions relative to each other (Vincent 1988, 53–54, 62–63;
1997b, 149, 163; 1998, 423–424; Ledgeway 2011b, §3; 2012, ch. 3). Consequently, in
Latin not only is it difficult to establish fixed orders for individual heads and their
associated complements or modifiers within their given phrase (21a,b), even adja-
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cency between semantically-related items is not a requirement (Marouzeau 1949, 42;
1953, 62; Ernout/Thomas 11953, 162; Oniga 2004, 101–102; Powell 2010), witness
frequent discontinuous structures such as (22a) where, for example, noun and modi-
fier are separated by an intervening nominal. In Romance, by contrast, all elements
appear to have pre-established positions (21c) and the languages do not readily
license hyperbaton (22b).

(21) a. Lat. Caesar suas copias in proximum
Caesar.NOMNOM his.ACCACC troops.ACCACC in next.ACCACC

collem subducit
hill.ACCACC withdraws
‘Caesar leads off his forces to the next hill.’
(Caes. B.G 1.22.3)

b. Lat. copias suas Caesar in proximum
troops.ACCACC his.ACCACC Caesar.NOMNOM in next.ACCACC

collem subduxit
hill.ACCACC withdrew
‘Caesar drew off his forces to the next hill.’
(Caes. B.G. 1.24.1)

c. Fr. César retire ses troupes (*ses) (*César)
Caesar withdraws his troops his Caesar

(22) a. Lat. legio pompeiana, celeris spe
legion.NOMNOM Pompeian.NOMNOM quick.GENGEN hope.ABLABL

subsidii confirmata
help.GENGEN assured
(Caes. B.C. 3.69.2)

b. Rom. legiunea pompeiană, întărită de (*rapid)
legion=the Pompeian strengthened by quick
nădejdea unui ajutor rapid
hope=the of.a help quick
‘the Pompeian legion, encouraged by the hope of speedy assistance’

At the macroparametric level, the passage from Latin to Romance is therefore argu-
ably marked by a reversal in the head (cf. (19)–(20)) and configurationality (cf. (21)–
(22)) macroparameters. However, following Ledgeway (2012, ch. 5; in press a,b), both
perceived changes can be reduced to a single macroparametric change, with the
effects of configurationality derived from the reversal in the head parameter. In
essence, the perceived non-configurationality of Latin can be broken down into two
main ingredients: (i) grammatically-free word order which a priori allows comple-
ments to occur on either side of their head; and (ii) pragmatically-driven word order,
often producing discontinuous structures resulting from the greater accessibility of
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topic- and focus-fronting to positions situated in the left edge of individual functional
projections.

4.1 Grammatically-free word order

The gradual rigidification of word order in the passage from Latin to Romance is to be
understood as the surface effect of a progressive reversal of the directionality para-
meter (for in-depth qualitative and quantitative analyses, see Ledgeway 2012, 202–
235). Assuming the ordering of heads and complements in the development from
archaic Latin to Romance to have undergone a shift from head-last (cf. (19a)) to head-
first (cf. (19b)), the greater freedom of word order traditionally recognized for Classical
Latin can be seen as a result of its occupying an (artificially sustained) intermediate
position in this change, resulting in mixed (dis)harmonic linearizations like (20a,b).16

Formally, this linear variation can be captured in terms of the application or otherwise
of a L(inearization)-movement termed roll-up (cf. Ledgeway 2012, ch. 5; Biberauer/
Holmberg/Roberts 2014). Thus, assuming the Universal Base Hypothesis (Kayne
1994), when a complement surfaces to the left of its head, it must have moved
leftwards, i. e. rolled up, across the latter from its base-generated position to a derived
(inner) specifier. Both options from the verbal and nominal domains are exemplified
with the following (near-)minimal pairs:

(23) a. [v-VP instruit [DP aciem]]
drew.up.3SGSG battle.line.ACCACC

(Liv. 33.15.19)
b. [v-VP [Spec aciem] instruit [DP aciem]]

battle.line.ACCACC drew.up.3SGSG
(Liv. 7.37.7)
‘(he/the Samnite army) drew up battle line’

(24) a. [DP metum [DP rerum nouarum]]
fear.ACCACC things.GENGEN new.GENGEN

16 In particular, this oscillation between head-last and head-first structures in the history of Latin can
be captured along two axes of variation (cf. Ledgeway 2012, 236), the first in terms of diachronic
variation (head-last (archaic Latin) → head-initial (early/late Latin)) and the second in terms of
diaphasic (and no doubt diastratic and diamesic) variation (head-final (formal, literary) vs head-initial
(subliterary, colloquial)). The facts can therefore be interpreted in terms of a progressive reversal of the
head parameter from a regular head-final setting towards a head-initial setting, with Classical Latin
displaying an ambivalent behaviour on account of its non-uniform characterization in relation to these
two dimensions of variation (cf. 20a–b), namely, non-archaic (predominantly head-first), but formal
and literary (predominantly head-final).
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‘fear of revolution’
(Cic. Att. 5.21.3)

b. [DP [Spec urbanarum rerum] metum [DP urbanarum r.]]
urban.GENGEN things.GENGEN fear.ACCACC

‘because of concern about the situation in the city’
(Cic. Att. 5.18.1)

In this light, the distinct grammatical organization of Romance and, in particular, its
rigid head-complement order, now finds a straightforward explanation in terms of the
loss of roll-up from the grammar, as exemplified in the corresponding French struc-
tures:

(25) Fr. a. ils (*en ligne) se rangèrent en ligne
they in line self=arranged in line

b. la (*des choses) crainte des choses
the of.the things fear of.the things

4.2 Pragmatically-driven word order

Besides fluctuation at the syntactic level between a conservative head-final and an
innovative head-initial order, pragmatics is also recognized to play a significant role in
determining Latin word order. This aspect of Latin sentential organization, largely
absent in Romance (↗14 Focus Fronting), can be captured by assuming the greater
accessibility of topic- and focus-fronting to left-peripheral positions situated in the left
edge of individual functional projections in apparent violation of the Left Branch
Condition (LBC; Ross 1967). In Romance, we have seen (cf. Section 2) that functional
structure is readily made visible through the lexicalization of head positions with
functional categories such as determiners, auxiliaries and complementizers. By con-
trast, Latin lacks such functional categories, but displays ubiquitous evidence for the
presence of functional structure through its extensive exploitation of topic- and focus-
fronting to the left-edge specifier positions of these same functional projections. By
way of illustration, consider the examples in (26), where SpecDP is overtly signalled by
the discontinuous focused adjective summo in the Latin example (26a), whereas in its
Spanish translation (26b) it is the head of DP that is overtly spelt out by the presence of
the indefinite article unwhile the adjectival modifier del más alto remains in situ.

(26) a. [DP [Spec summo] [D ' Ø [NP homo [summo ingenio]]]]
highest.ABLABL man.NOMNOM talent.ABLABL

(Cic. De or. 1.104)
b. [DP [Spec Ø] [D' un [NP hombre [del más alto talento]]]]

a man of.the more high talent
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c. *[DP [Spec del más alto] [D' un [NP hombre[del más alto talento]]]]
of.the more high a man talent

‘a man of the highest ability’

However, the availability of edge-fronting cannot be reduced to the absence/presence
of articles and concomitant availability of functional categories like determiners in
the two languages (for detailed discussion, see Ledgeway 2014b; in press a), but
follows from the head parameter, the setting of which directly determines the appli-
cation or otherwise of antilocality in constraining movement.17 In particular, we
propose that antilocality is not a blanket constraint on all instances of local move-
ment, but should be parametrized across languages, a conclusion already indepen-
dently forced upon us by our analysis of grammatically free word order in Latin
where head-finality was interpreted as the output of a roll-up operation that raises
the complement to the specifier to the left of its selecting head. Antilocality, however,
predicts that roll-up should be excluded as a movement which is a priori too local/
short. The suspension of antilocality therefore appears to constitute a sine qua non for
languages like Latin which exhibit head-final orders derived through roll-up move-
ment in accordance with the proposals in Kayne (1994, 47–48, 52–53) and recent
work on the Final-Over-Final-Constraint (cf. Biberauer/Holmberg/Roberts 2008;
2009; 2014; Biberauer/Newton/Sheehan 2009; Biberauer/Sheehan 2012). In Romance,
by contrast, the head parameter is consistently aligned with the head-initial setting
such that roll-up, and hence antilocal movement, never arises in the grammars of
these varieties. We thus naturally derive from the different settings of the head
parameter a concomitant parametrization in the role of antilocality in constraining
movement. In short, the application or otherwise of antilocality is predicted to be
parasitic on the head-initial vs head-final parametric distinction: once its potential
effects are quashed by the positive evidence of head-finality required to motivate roll-
up, it fails to apply across the board licensing other short/local movements such as
edge-fronting in apparent violation of the LBC.

4.3 Head parameter and syntheticity-analyticity distinction

We have observed how perceived changes in configurationality in the Latin-Romance
transition, reducible to the progressive loss of roll-up and left edge-fronting, can
ultimately be derived from a gradual reversal in the head directionality parameter.
This is a significant result as it allows us to explain a series of significant changes

17 In very basic terms, antilocality is a principle which rules out uneconomical movements considered
“too” local/short, forcing movement to involve at least raising outside of the immediate minimal
domain or phase thereby crossing at least one (phasal) XP boundary (cf. Grohmann 2000; 2003; Abels
2003; Bošković 2005).
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between Latin and Romance in terms of a single macroparametric change, doing away
with the need for a somewhat dubious independent configurationality macropara-
meter, the relevant effects of which now fall out for free as part of the head parameter.
In addition to deriving the superficial effects of (non-)configurationality, the reversal
in the head parameter also allows us to understand the observed changes in syntheti-
city and analyticity in the Latin–Romance transition. In particular, we take Romance
analyticity to follow from a rigidification of the head parameter and its consequences
for antilocality leading to the loss of edge-fronting to the DP left periphery. In this
regard, we have seen that whereas Latin typically spells out left-peripheral specifier
positions through roll-up and edge-fronting (cf. (24a)), Romance typically spells out
the corresponding head positions with functional categories (cf. (24b)), giving rise to
an important typological difference in the syntax of Latin and Romance which
privilege an XP-type and X-type syntax, respectively (cf. Koopman’s (1996) Principle of
Projection Activation, and the discussion of the head-/dependent-marking distinction
in Ledgeway 2012, ch. 6). We thus conclude that the shift from syntheticity to
analyticity represents a reflex of the change from head-finality to head-initiality,
signalling a move away from a Latin dependent-marking syntax, in which various
dependents are raised to lexical and functional left-peripheral specifier positions in
apparent violation of antilocality, towards a Romance head-marking syntax in which
functional head positions are increasingly spelt out under direct lexicalization or
movement (for a theoretical implementation of this generalization, see Ledgeway
2014b; in press a).

There thus emerges a correlation between head-finality and syntheticity on the
one hand, and between head-initiality and analyticity on the other (Bauer 1995, 166;
Dryer 2009; Ledgeway 2011b, 440–442), inasmuch as “left-branching morphological
structures tend to become synthetic forms, whereas right-branching elements re-
main separate” (Bauer 1995, 125–126). Significant in this regard is Ledgeway’s (2012,
§5.4.2) observation that Latin displays a degree of competition across different areas
of the grammar between inherited head-final structures and innovative head-initial
structures, where the relevant functional head is systematically phonologically null
and overt, respectively. This can be seen in the following examples which contrast
the AcI (27a), a head-final construction introduced by a null head-final complemen-
tizer (cf. Cecchetto/Oniga 2002), with a finite complementation structure introduced
by an overt head-initial complementizer QUODQUOD (27b), and bare case-marked nominals
(28a), here analyzed as silent postpositional phrases headed by a head-final null
adposition (cf. also Emonds 1985, 224), with head-initial prepositional structures
(28b):

(27) a. [[tacitum te dicere V-TP]Ø CP] credo
silent.ACCACC you.ACCACC say.INFINF I.believe
‘I fancy you say to yourself’
(Mart. 6.5.3)
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b. scis enim [CP quod [V-TP epulum dedi]]
you.know for that feast.ACCACC I.gave
‘for you remember that I gave a public banquet once’
(Petr. Sat. 71.9)

(28) a. Pompeius […] proficiscitur [[Canusium] Ø PP]
Pompey.NOMNOM sets.out Canusium.ACCACC

‘Pompey…sets out for Canusium’
(Caes. B.C. 1.24.1)

b. miles [PP ad [Capuam]] profectus sum
soldier.NOMNOM to Capua.ACCACC set.out I.am
‘I set out as a soldier for Capua’
(Cic. Sen. 10)

We thus witness a parallel development in the sentential and nominal domains where
an archaic head-final structure headed by a null complementizer (AcI) or null adposi-
tion (bare case-marked nominal) is progressively rivalled, and eventually replaced in
Romance, by an innovative head-initial structure headed by an overt complementizer
and preposition, respectively. This is also what we see in the development of the DP,
which passes from an original head-final arrangement with a null D head (Latin,
without articles) to a head-initial arrangement with an overt D head (Romance, with
articles). Remarkably, then, many further well-known changes in the passage from
Latin to Romance traditionally classified as part of the drift from syntheticity to
analyticity, including the replacement of the AcI with finite complementation and the
loss of the case system in favour of prepositions and the emergence of articles, can
also be shown to follow from the progressive reversal in the head parameter (for
further discussion, see Ledgeway 2014b; in press a).
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