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Syncretism and Neutralization
in the Marking of Romance
Object Agreement™ -

- MICHELE LOPORCARQ
(University of Zurich)

1 _5.1 Intreduction

This chapter is part of a larger research, which aims to pick out the aspects
which can be of general interest for morphological theory from the empirical
domain of Romance object agreement. This is familiar to-Romance scholars
under the heading ‘past participle (henceforth PtP) agreement’, as exemplified
with Catalan in (1b): -

(1) a He troba-t la carta el cotxe
haveise find-pre{M.sG] DEEESG letter(F} /DEEM.SG car(m)
T've found the letter/the car’ :

b. (La. carta)  D'=he “troba-d-a / -
DEEESG  letter(r)) - possc.r<haveise find-PTP-R.8G/ ~
troba-tr o
find-pre[Mm.sG6] ) o
(The car) I've found it’ o 7

c. (El cotxe) I=he troba-t

(DEEM.SG  car(m)) ‘ D03SG.M=hav¢.1_SG find-rre[M.56]
‘(The car) I've found it"

While Romance PtP agreemient is a much-investigated topic, most of the
relevant literature focuses on its syntax (for instance, on the fact that Catalan
has variable, rather than jfcategorical, agreement with direct object clitics, in

~ (ab)), rather than on the morphology that realizes it (for instance, oo the fact.

that it is the same masculine singular form, trobat, which signals either object

™ Thanks to Maria Goldbach, Tania Paciaroni and Amna Thornton for helpful comments on a
_ previous draft of this chapter. . N

+



328 MICHELE LOPORCARGO

agreement or lack of agreement in (1c), whereas it unambiguously signals .

non-agreement, when occurring in (1a)). ,

The morpho-syntactic features involved in Romance object agreement are
gender and number, and since in most modern languages both features have
two values, the most often encountered pattern is the four-cell one exermpli-
fied again with Catalan in {(2):

(2) Past participle inflection in Catalan cantar [kontd] ‘to sing’
M F
sG | konta-t |konti-d-o
PL | konta-t-s | konta-d-o-s

In section 15.2, I shall place this four-cell pattern into the broader context
of Romance dialect variation, and show that this variation includes both
richer systems (see (8) below) and more reduced ones {see (9)—(10)), in
which only three, two, or one inflected forms are available. We shall also
address the relationship between the reduction in the number of available
forms and the reduction of the paradigm cells (defined in terms of combina-
tions of the values of the morpho-syntactic features gender and number).
The two, it will be shown, need not go hand in hand. Reduction of the
available forms while the number of cells is kept constant is a (potential)
source of syncretism (3a), except if the number of forms available in the given
paradigm shrinks to just one yielding uninflectedness (3b); if on the other
hand the mumber of cells is reduced, as one of the morpho-syntactic (feature-
value) contrasts ceases to be relevant, the result may be neutralization (3c):

(3) a ‘syncretism is the failure to make a morphosyntactically relevant
distinction [...] under particular (morphological) conditions’
(Baerman et al. 2005: 2);. '

b. ‘uninflectedness is about morphology being unresponsive to a feature
that is syntactically relevant’ (Baerman et al. 2005: 32);

c. ‘neutralization. is about syntactical irrelevance as reflected in mor-
phology’ (Baerman et al. 2005: 32).

Consider the following French examples:

(4) a. Personne n’=—est venu
nobody  NEG=AUX.35G¢ come.pTP
‘Nobody came’
b. Personne mn'=est mort Fmorte
nobody  wee=aux.3se dierreM /die.rTRF
‘Nobody died’
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The (morphological) gloss in (4a) (from Corbett 2006: 29) does not specify
gender/number values because in spoken French venu(e) is invariable. This
uninflectedness concerns several inflectional classes (PtPs ending in -{'y], -{1],
and -['¢]). Whenever one such PtP occurs in a context requiring object
agreement, the rule applies vacuously as the morphology has become
{through sound change) unresponsive to the feature gender.! By contrast,
the strong PtP in (4b) does signal gender and occurs in the masculine, which
is the syntactic default in most modern Romance varieties, with some excep-
tions that will be dealt with in section 15.2.1.2 Note that in (4b) PtPs are not
glossed for number, as in the spoken language distinct plural forms of the
PtPs (still spelled morts, mortes) do not any longer surface phonetically in any
syntactic context. Thus, for this specific paradigm number has become
irrelevant, which does not however suffice to meet Baerman et al’s (2005:
30) definition of neutralization:

(5) Baerman et al. (2005: 30): “Neutralization is defined as follows:

i. In the presence of a particular combination of values of one or more
other features (the context), there is a general loss of all values of a
particular feature F found elsewhere in the language. -

1. No syntactic objects distinguish any values of feature F in the given
context, and feature F is therefore syntactically irrelevant in that
context’

In French, other syntactic objects still signél the number contrast, as shown
in (6a-b} with possessives and direct object clitics, so that (sii) is not
satisfied:®

(6) a. Mon ami, je P=ai rencontré -
my.Mm.se friend(nm) T . po[m.sG]=haveasé meet.pTP
‘My friend, Pve met him’

! Since venir is an unaccusative verb, the context qualifies for object agreement, under Perlmutter's

- (1978} unaccusative hypothesis (cf. Loporcato 2010: 170~172), As argued in §15.2.5 below and shown in

the glosses in (4b), in present-day French object agreement involves only gender, not number.

% It follows that, while the gloss in (4a) correctly accounts for the morphology, a syntactic gloss
should include the gender specification

* The notion ‘other syntactic object’ is defined in terms of the specification of {increasingly
comprehensive) domains of syncretism: {lexdcally determined) one specific lexeme < {morphologically
determined) syncretism within a sifgle inflectional class < over more than one inflectional dass <
throughout a word class < across more than one word class < across all potentially relevant word
classes (Baerman et al. 2005: 206-217), where ‘4 word dass can range from an individual lexeme and its
paradigm through inflectional classes to nouns, nominals {2 combination of nouns, pronouns and
adjectives) and verbs’ (Baerman et al. 2005: 119},
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b. Mes  amis, je l-es=ai rencontrés
my.rL friend(mM} I po-pr=haveisc meet.pTp
‘My friends, I've met them’

Neutralization stricto sensu, as defined in (5), does occur in some (non-
standard) Romance varieties, as we shall see in section 15.2. For syncretism
100, the requirements established by Baerman et al. (2005: 34) are stricter than
implied by the informal statement (3a). Consider their definition of canonical
syncretism;

(7) Baerman et al. (2005: 34): ‘Canonical syncretism is defined as follows:
i. There is, in certain contexts, a loss of distinction between some but
not all values of a particular feature £ | ... i
1. Other syntactic objects distinguish those values of feature E, and they
are therefore syntactically relevant’

The restrictiveness of clause (7i) (‘some but not all values’) has conse-
quences for Romance object agreement, since both gender (except in a few
varieties) and number are two-valued, and the theoretical apparatus of Baer-
man et al. (2005 123) excludes, in such a situation, not just canonical
Syncretism but syncretism as such: ‘Of course, we cannot tell whether there
is syncretism once distinctions in a two-valued system are lost.* As we will see,
the set of definitions in (5) and (7) leaves unclassified several instances of loss
of distinction met in the paradigms available for object agreement across
Romance. After reviewing some such paradigms, we shall take up the issue
again in sections 15.2.2 and 15.2.4.

In section 15.3, I shall finally try to make sense of the inventory of observed
syncretisms, drawing inspiration from studies of verb inflection and stem
allomorphy in Italian and Italo-Romance within the autonomous morphol-
ogy approach (cf. Maiden 2003; Pirrelli 2000). In that connection {section
15.4), some parallels will emerge between the regularities constraining the
reduction of PtP paradigms and, on the one hand, morphological regula-
rities observed in other nominal paradigms, and on the other hand morpho-
syntactic regularities observed in (the gradual loss of) object agreement, as
exemplified above with the vacillating agreement with object clitics in Cata-
lan (1b).

* The sections on gender and number syncretism in Baerman et al, {200s: $1-95) do not consider
systems with binary contrasts: ‘sets which show a tendency for syncretism between values are ones
which are high cardinality {i.e. which typically are many-valued)’ {Raerman ot al. 2005: 123),
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15.2 Paradigms

Let me start by providing in (8)—(10) a first, synthetic, list of the kind of
paradigms I have come across in inspecting dialect variation across
Romance:’

(8) a. 5cells, 5 forms: Surselvan [weak PtPs); several dialects of central Ttaly
(e.g. Maceratese, Serviglianese);

"b. 5 cells, 4 forms: Surselvan [strong PtPs with stem ending in coronal
consonant other than /s/ and/or metaphonic root vowel alternationl;
several dialects of central Italy (e.g. Matelicese, Sanseverinate, in the
province of Macerata, Marche);

. 5 cells, 3 forms: Surselvan [strong PtPs with stem ending in /s/ and no
vowel alternation], Agnonese [strong PtPs];
d. 5 cells, 2 forms: Neapolitan [strong PtPs with metaphonic root vowel
. alternation], Agnonese [weak PtPs];
e. 5 cells, 1 form: Neapolitan {weak PtPs; strong PtPs without metapho-
nic root vowel alternation).

(9) a. 4cells, 4 forms: Italian, Sardinian, northern Corsican, Qccitan, Cata-
lan, <Spanish, Portuguese, Romanian>; '

b. 4 cells, 3 forms: Sicilian, Calabrian, and Salentino [dialects with
metaphony; PtP with metaphonic root vowel alternation], Grizza-
nese [strong PtPs], Piandelagottese [weak PtPs], Puter [strong__ PtPs
with stem ending in /s/], Padovano [+ conjugation PtPs];

C. 4 cells, 2 forms: French [strong PtPs], Altamurano [strong PtPs with
metaphonic root vowel alternation], Milanese, Piandelagottese
[strong PtPs], rural Veronese [1™ conjugation PtPs]; '

d. 4 cells, » form: French [weak PiPs}], Altamurano [weak PtPs, strong
PtPs without metaphonic root vowel alternation], Grizzanese [weak
PtPs].

¥ Varieties which are included in angled brackets have lost object agreement in perfective peri-
phrastics, but still retain it elsewhere (for instance in participial clauses or in the passive), In square
Dbrackets, I specify the morpho{phono)logical conditions which determine the occurrence of the
paradigm at issue. The database is a convenience sample of 145 varieties (featuring a total of 205 PtP
inflectional paradigms), heavily biased geographicaily: while all the standard languages figure in the
sample, fine-grained dialect variation has been scrutinized only for the Italo-Romance sub-family.
Whetber or not the generalizations arrived at ox this (restricted) empirical basis can stand a systematic
scrutiny of dialect evidence from the whole of Romance will remain an jssue for further research. The
data discussed here stem from several published sources as well as— whenever unreferenced — from my

" own field notes. A substantial bulk of paradigras over which the generalizations presented in §15.3 have

been drawn was gained by inspecting the data provided in Manzini and Saveia’s (20051 353—627)
comprehensive study of Ttalo-Romance morpho-syntactic variation. .

]
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(10) a. 3 cells, 3 forms: Sicilian, Calabrian, and Salentino [dialects without
metaphony], southern Corsican, Gallurese, Sassarese, Lurese (Logu-
dorese), Sennorese (Logudorese);

b. 3 cells, 2 forms: ¢
c. 3 cells, 1 form: ?

Only one etymological set of inflections is relevant for our discussion:® all
PtPs inflect, in all historical stages of the Romance languages, like first class
adjectives, which means that the original situation was one in which three sets
of forms were available, for three genders, as in bonus, bona, bonum. These
three forms have to be multiplied by two numbers, singular and plural, and -
for the PRom stage (on which ¢f. Zamboni 2600: 110-115) — also by three cases,

pace Lehmann (1982: 216 n. 24), who denies that PRom marked object -

agreement (in case, as well as in gender and number) on transitive verbs,
The most widespread system, already seen in (2), shows the familiar
reduction to four cells, that prevails across Romance: in fact, the list in {9a)
includes all of the major languages except French. Before turning to this more
widespread kind of four-cell system’ (in sections 15.2.3-15.2.6), we will start
our inspection of cross-Romance variation from the richer systems in (8).

15.2.1 Five-cell systems without syncretism

The systems in (8a) (5 cells, 5 inflected forms), occur in Surselvan (12) and in
many dialects of central Italy, exemplified with Maceratese in (11):

(11) Past participle inflection in Maceratese (Paciaroni and Loporcaro 2010)

a. N M F ' b. v ™ ]
56 | pijjé-t-o | pijid-t-u|pijji-t-a [5t-0 [$t-u [5ta
PL piija-t-i |pijjé-t-e| - St-i | St-e
‘takeny’ (all PtPs) ~ ‘this’ '
c N M E
56 [lo(l-u [la
PL i |le )
“the’

S By this I mean contextual inflection (Booij 1996), which is the locus of object agreement in gender
and number,
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(12) Weak past participle inflection in Surselvan (Tekavei 1973-74: 8090,

444)
a. N M F

5G !lava-u lava-u-s |Java-d-a

PL lava-i lava-d-a-s

‘washed’ (1™ macroclass)

b. N M F
$G Lparti—u parti-u-s | parti-d-a
PL arti parti-d-a-s
‘left’ (2°? macroclass)
C M F
sa |1l la
PL |il-s la-s
‘the’

In both kinds of systems, the fifth cell is associated with a third gender, the
neuter,” though with crucial differences, both morphological and morpho-
syntactic. As for morphology proper, the main difference is that the paradigm
with five distinct forms is found in all classes of PtPs in Maceratese, whereas it
is restricted to only weak PtPs in Surselvan. Furthermore, the paradigms from
other word classes added for comparison in {1b—) and (12¢) show that only
in Maceratese five cell-paradigms are available in determiners, with the same
inflections -¢ (8) vs. -1 (M) occurring in PtPs, whereas Surselvan has a richer
inflection {with the @ ending as a marker of the third gender, as opposed to
masculine -s) in just (predicative) adjectives and PtPs (except when used
attributively). This brings us to the morpho-syntactic differences between the
Surselvan and the Maceratese types of systems, which on the one hand
concern the gender system in general, and on the other hand are specifically
relevant to object agreement.’

In central Italian dialects, the neuter is a lexical gender, as there is a class of
nouns which select neuter agreement (13a), contrasting with masculine (13b):

7 In central Ttalian systems like Maceratese in (8), the neuter includes mass nouns which do not
inflect for number, so that no plural agreeing forms ocour cither,
¥ I will neglect some farther differences here: for instance, Maceratese has 2 fourth gender (alter-

_ nating/ambigeneric, 1s argued in Paciaroni, Nol, and Loporcaro 2008), which is, however, not

relevant in the context of assessing the inflectional paradigm of PtPs as it is 2 controller gender {cf,
Corbett 1991 151) and consequently has no agreement morphernes of its own. The same applies to
several other five- or four-cell systerns discussed in what follows (cf. Tables 15.1-15.3 and {24)).

+
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(13) a lo pa m=g ppjatut-o/*-u
DEEN.SG bread(n) 1c156=be.35G pleaserpre-n/*-M.5G
b. lu presuttu  m=¢ ppjacut-u /*-o
DEEM.5G ham(m) 1o156=be3sc please:pre-m.s6/%-N
‘T have liked the bread/ham’ (Maceratese)

In addition, neuter also expresses agreement with non-lexical controllers (14)
as well as lack of agreement, occurring in clauses where a lexical controller is
potentially there, but the syntactic configuration in which it occurs does not
license agreement {15): '

{14) 2 3 a lu mar-e m=g . ssempre

t BO.NF t0 DEEM.SG sea(M)-SG 101sG=be3sc always
pjacut-o /*-u
pleaserPTe-N/*-M.5G (Maceratese)

‘T have always liked going to the sea’

(15) peppe a §Sord-o / *$$ord-u lu
Joseph(m)  have3se  untie.pTP-N / untie.PTP-M.5G  DEEM.SG
kappj-u )
slip.knot(m)-sa : {Maceratese)
Joseph has untied the skip knot’

In Surselvan too, the neuter may signal lack of agreement:

(16) La malsognia  ha caschunau  biar-a-s
PERESG illness(r) have3ss causerTeN much-s-rL
unfrenda-s '
victim(r)-pL (Vieli and Décurtins 1962: 782)
“The illness caused many victins’ ' :

Neuter agreement also occurs with non-lexical controllers (17a-b), as well
as with proper nouns whose gender assignment may pose difficulties (like
placenames (18)) and in other contexts which are reported to select neuter
agreement cross-linguistically, like so-called ‘pancake-agreement’ construc-
tions ((19), cf. Corbett 1991: 216; 2006: 150, 223):

- (17) a. Tgei el succedin? {(Wunderli 1993: 144)

What be.3sc happen:err.n?
‘What happened?

" (19) a. Caschiel ei bien
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b. Tut quei ,ck el prignlus  sto vegnir

all  that which be3se dangerous must3se come.rnE

evitau {Surselvan)

avoid pTR.N

‘Anything dangerous must be avoided’

(18) a. Cuera ei. simpatic (Wunderli 1993: 148)
Chur  besse nicex T
‘Chur is nice’

b. Falera ‘ei vegl
Falera bessec oldn
‘Falera is old’
{Haiman and Beninca 1992: 217)
cheese(m) besse  goodw
‘Cheese is good’
b. Cigaretta-s ei nuscheive]
cigarette(F)-rL, be.sse  harmfuln
‘(Smoking) cigarettes is harmful’

On the other hand, Surselvan nouns are divided into two genders, mascu-’
line vs. feminine, while ‘the neutral gender [...]isa target gender form which
cannot normally bave a prototypical noun phrase headed by a noun or
pronoun as its controller’ (Corbett 1991: 159).. As seen in the quotation, a
special term is sometimes used for this kind of gender, viz. neutral. Alterna-
tively, this gender is termed here non-lexical neuter, to bring out the similarity
with systems like (11), since in both systems the neuter retains some of its
original syntactic functions.’

The non-lexical’ nature of Surselvan neuter has a straightforward dia-
chronic explanation. While in central Italy some Latin neuter nouns remained
in the neuter gender, which besides attracted other mass nouns (previously
masculine, like ‘bread’ in (132)),"? in Surselvan the neuter got depleted, as the
Latin neuter nouns became masculine just like in Italian or French (e.g. temps
< TEMPUS, aur < AURUM; Stimm 1976: 42):'!

® 1 canmot advocate at length for the terminological choice preferred here, due to limitations of
space. I use defiult to label 2 function, that of occurring in’syntactic contexts where agreement is
triggered by & non-lexical controller (17) or is not Yicensed at all (16). This terminology departs from
Corbett’s, who calls neutral the forms occurring ‘just for agreement with problematic controllers’
{Corbett 2006: 97), whereas defaultis reserved for forms of one lexdeal gender ‘drafted in for this extra
duty’ {Corbett 2006: 96).

1 Actually, for this specific lexeme this js true of Classical Latin, though alongside panis,-is (m) also
pang-is (W) is attested (Plautus, Cure, 367).

- ™ Tnwhat follows, I use the convention, current in Romance studies, of giving Latin forms in small

caps whenever they are mentioned as etvma for the Romance outcomes. :
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{20) a. 1 temps el cumpleniu-s
DEEM.$¢  time(m) bessé come.to.its.end-m.sG
“Tirpe is up’

b. Igl aur ei grev-s
pEEM.5G  gold(M) besse heavy-m.se
‘Gold is heavy’

15.2.2 Syncretism in five-cell paradigms

Let us now turn to types (8b—c), that is, to paradigms with five cells where two
(or three) of those are occupied by syncretic forms. Compare (21)—(22), from
the same two geographical domains considered so far. (In fact, (22) displays
three distinct paradigms from the same system considered above, Surselvan.)

(21) PtP inflection in the dialect of Matelica (province of Macerata, cf.
Paciaroni and Loporcaro 2010)
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a N M E b.n M F C. N M F
sG pijja-t-u piija-t-a §t-o | §t-u [§t-a I-o|lu |l-a
PL piiid-t-i | pijja-t-e $t-i | St-e i {l-e
‘taken’ (all PtPs) ‘this’ ‘the’
(22) Strong PtP inflection in Surselvan (Tekaviié 19735—74: §0-90, 444)

a N M b2 b~ M -F C. N M F

sc | fatg | fatg-s | fatg-a !miers mors | mors-a ars |ars-a
PL . |fatg-a-s mors-a-s H ars-a-s

‘done’ bit’ (aviert, aviarts ‘opened’) ‘burnt’

The dialect of Matelica (21) has three (lexical) genders, like Maceratese, as
seen from the determiner paradigms in (21b—), but in the PtP (and the
adjective) there is no masculine vs. neuter distinction. The fact that there
are only four forms available, however, does not make the Matelica paradigm
identical to the common Romance one (found e.g. in Italian, Spanish,
Catalan, etc., see (2) above): the crucial difference is that pijjdsu in Matelicese
is syncretic for masculine and neuter, since the two genders are distinguished
elsewhere in the system {21b—c). Surselvan too has five-cell paradigms with
four forms (22a-b):'* contrary to central Ttalian, here loss of distinction in
strong PtPs first affects number in the masculine (22a-b), whereas the (mas-
culine vs. neuter) gender contrast is affected in a following step (22¢), where
the paradigm shrinks to three forms only.

" Five forms, as we saw above in {12), are found only in weak PtPs,

Note that if one sticks to the definitions in (5) and (7) above, only (21a)
would be z case of syncretism, whereas {22a-b) would not, since loss of
distinction here affects a two-valued feature. However, (22a-b) do not qualify
as neutralization either since, as shown in (12) above, the number contrast in
the context [masculine] is syntactically relevant for other PtPs. Uninflected-
ness is not an option either, given that masculine fatg-s has an ending -5,
contrasting with -@/-a/~as in the remaining cells of the paradigm. This set of
data, thus, would be left unclassified under (5) and (7).*?

Note further that in (22¢) occurrence of the same form ars over three
cells of the paradigm would be at the same time a syncretism (because of
the loss of the masculine vs. neuter distinction) while not being syncretic
for number, since the latter feature is two-valued. This is evidence enough
that loss of distinctions in the PtP paradigm, here and across Romance, is
better captured over the entire paradigm than in terms of each individual
feature. This option is adopted in Baerman et al’s (2005: 104) analysis of
polarity effects, as exemplified by the gender/number syncretism in the
Somali definite article (Saced 1999: 112), where loss of distinction involves
two (two-valued) features:

(23) M F

§G

PL

Twill generalize this view; labelling syncretic not only pijjdfu in (21a) but also
fatgs and mors in (22a-b), where syncretism only concerns the feature num-
ber. The same approach will be applied to gender syncretism in the examples
to be discussed below {sections 15.2.4ff.), occurring in systems with just two
(target) genders.

If one considers the two sources discussed in the Hterature (cf. Baerman
et al. 2005: 4), viz. blind phonological change vs. morpho-syntactic readjust-
ment, it emerges that the syncretists exemplified in (21)-(22) arose as the
product of (different rounds of) sound change: Eastern Romance loss of final
-5 (which blurred the masculine vs. neuter distinction in the singular, as
zoNus and BoNuM merged into bonu), and northern Romance deletion of
non-low vowels in the final syllable, whereby e.g. M.56 ARSUS and M.PL ARSOS
both yielded ars (2zc).

This happens to be the case in the overwhelming majority of the examples of
syncretisms involving PtPs we are going to discuss, across Romance, which
makes a substantial difference with respect to changes that took place in finite

' The same applies to most of the data discussed in what follows,
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verb inflection (TAM and person marking}, where autonomously morphological
change played a major role, as has been shown by Martin Maiden in several
influential papers (beginning with Maiden 1992; cf. more recently Maiden 2003).

Sound change was responsible also for the further reduction in the set of
distinct inflections found in another type of five-cell system (8d), met with in
Italo-Romance dialects spoken in the upper part of the central-southern area.
These are exemplified with Neapolitan in Table 15.1:**

TaBrLE 15.1. Past participle inflection in Neapolitan

a N M F b.N M F ¢ N M F d. N M F
G rutta | rotts fatts lavite o o a
[+RF]
PL e |e[+RF]
‘broken’ ‘done’ ‘washed’ definite article

Like the dialects of central ltaly exemplified with Maceratese above, Nea-
politan has a three-(target-)gender system (cf. fn. 8) including neuter (to
which mass nouns and abstracts are assigned, and whose agreeing forms are
used also in default contexts). The neuter vs. masculine contrast is formally
signalléd in the definite article, Table 15.1 (d) and some other determiners, as
well as in pronominal po clitics:

(24) 2. a kaso a veka
DEERSG  house(F) DO.3RSG  seelsg

b. o kana s} veks
pEEM.s6  dog(m) DO.3M.SG  $€e.1SG

. 0 Ppana e} bbeka

DEEN bread(n) pos3N ~  seease

4 [+RF] stands for ‘causes Raddoppiamento Fonosintattico on the initial consonmant of the

following word’ RF is subject to some syntactic (adjacency) conditions (cf. Fanciullo 1986), which
are fulfilled in the contexts exemplified in Table 151 (c~d). =
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d.ka si $Semo o bbeka
that be.2ss stupid DO.3N 5€€.15G
‘I see the house/the dog/the bread/that you're stupid’

While the masculine and neuter forms of the article share the same phonetic
shape, they contrast phonologically in that the neuter (as seen in the
example Table 15.1 (c)) brings about RF: by the way, RF also discriminates
between the otherwise homophonous masculine and feminine plural articles
in Table 15.1 (d), thus guaranteeing that the gender/number system has a
five-cell paradigm.’

Within this three-gender and two-number system, PtPs (like adjectives)
never contrast more than two distinct forms, because of sound change:
merger of final vowels to schwa has destroyed all inherited inflectional
distinctions originally conveyed by canonical affixal morphology. The result
is uninflectedness in all weak participles (Table 15.1 (¢)) and in strong PtPs
without metaphonic root-vowel alternation (Table 15.1 (b}). In the comple-
mentary subset of strong PtPs with metaphonic alternation (Table 15.1 (2)),
two forms still convey a binary distinction [+feminine], with syncretism of
number as well as of (masculine vs. neuter) gender.

A slightly less reduced five-cell system is found in some dialects spoken
further north of Naples:

TABLE 15.2. Gender distinction in Agnonese

N M F Agnonese
5G ls mojle ‘Tu igTe la yallojpe (province of Ise;nia, Molise)
PL 19 miyre l2 yallojne (RSUZH-FC 2007)*

‘the honey’  ‘the wall(s)’ ‘the hen(s)’

* The data come from the 2007 fieldwork campaign of the Romanisches Seminar of the University of Zurich
(henceforth RSUZH-FC).

15 lFive distinct forms occur also for the demonstrative stu ‘this), whereas in po clitics RF has been:
extended 1o the m.p1 form, thus resulting in convergent gender marking. Cf. Merlo (1917: 105-112), De

Blasi and Imperatore (2000 47-49) on RF 2sa device conveying the masculine vs. newter as well as the

masculine vs, feminine plural contrasts in Neapolitan, Note that even if one were to assume for
Neapolitan peuter the analysis Corbett (z000: 124-126) proposes for Asturian neuter in terms of
(secondary) number, we would still get a five-cell paradigm, though defined by a different combina-
tion of features.
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As shown in Table 15.2, the dialect of Agnone (province of Isernia) has a
neuter gender which, unlike in Neapolitan, contrasts with masculine through
the segmental shape of the article rather than RE'® Also contrary to Neapoli-
tan, in this area the merger of final vowels was not complete. Since - > [€]
remained distinct, a £.sG form contrasts with the others even in weak PtPs
(Table 15.3 (b)). This contrast in final vowels cumulates with metaphonic
alternation in the stressed root vowel, of the kind already seen for Neapolitan
in Table 15.1 (a), thus vielding the three distinct inflectional forms available for
strong PtPs, exemplified in Table 15.3 (a):

TaBLE 15.3. Past participle inflection in Agnonese

a N M E b.N M F e« N M F d N M F
SG vivats | vévete partints | partiute lo {rut la o 1o | la
PL vévats il o

‘drunk’ {metaph] “left’ [weak] definite object clitic
article -

To sum up, syncretism in five-cell systems seems to result in one of the
patterns schematically listed in Table 15.4 (a—d):

TABLE 15.4. Syncretism in five-cell systems

a N M F bN M F coNMEFE dN M F *NM.F *fN M F

SGi A |B bBC A |B BBLA A

PL C|D D c B B

There are a number of logically conceivable alternative options (only two of
which are given in Table 15.4 {e—f}): however, to the best of my knowledge,
these do not seem to occur in any Romance variety.

16 'The dialect also has a fourth (controller) gender, along the lines illustrated in n. § above.
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15.2.3 Four-cell systems with syncretism

Since we have already exemplified in (2) the four-cell/four-forms system
occurring in all the standard Romance languages but French, we can start
our review right away from four-cell systems with loss of distinctions. Syn-
cretism between two cells occurs in several northern Italian dialects, exem-
plified with an Emilian variety, Grizzanese, in Table 15.5.

TaBLE 15.5. Past participle inflection in Grizzanese (Loporcaro 1991: 73—74)

a M E b. M F ¢ M CF 4 M F

5G fart | farta lava berl | beila . e la
PL farti bez beili i al
‘done’ [strong] ‘washed’ [weak] ‘beautiful’ definite article/subject clitic

In this dialect, all strong PtPs have three forms (Table 15.5 (a)), whereas
weak PtPs (exemplified in (b) with first macroclass) became uninflected
through apocope. As a consequence, object agreement is observed with strong
PtPs only, not with weak ones. That the pattern in Table 15.5 (a) is indeed
syncretic is shown by the fact that number in masculine is distinguished in
other word classes: see one irregular adjective in (c¢) and definite articles/
subject clitics in (d) of Table 15.5. )

The same syncretism of m.s6 and pr, whereas the r.s¢ and rL remain
distinct from each other and from the masculine, occurs in another dialect
of southern Emilia, that of Piandelagotti; see Table 15.6.

TaBLE 15.6. Past participle inflection in Piandelagottese (RSUZH-FC z007)

a. M F b. M F . M £ d M F
SG | ipkmin&4: | igkmin&dzda vista | vista efaliu la. $tp | Sta
PL inkminéazde i elle feo | Stjo
‘begun’ {weak] ‘seen’ [strong] def. art./subj. clitic “this’
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Here, contrary to Grizzanese, it is weak, rather than strong, PtPs which
show a richer inflectional paradigm (a), with three distinct forms, whereas in
strong PtPs (b) the paradigm reduces to a binary contrast r.sG (vista) vs. the
rest (vista).

The syntactic relevance of (the two values of) both the gender and the
number features for all the inflectional classes involved is demonstrated by the
four distinct forms occurring (Table 15.6 (¢—d)) in pronominal clitics, articles
and other determiners (variation within one and same cell is determined
phonologically).””

As to the diachronic changes that brought about the two kinds of syncret-
isms in Table 15.6, in (b) we are facing a familiar case of blind phonological
change: all non-low vowels merged to [2] (as shown in Table 15.7 (b}) so that
only the rse ending, whose exponent was the low vowel, could escape the

merger.'®

TagLE 15.7. Causes of the syncretisms

a. Latin b. merger of non-low Vs ¢. apocope
FSG -ATA -4xda -4xda
EPL -ATE -41do
M.PL -ATI > -4xds > =
M.5G -ATU

In weak PtPs (Table 15.6 (a)), this regular sound change cumulated with
apocope, which in Table 15.7 (¢) is ordered after final vowel merger, but might
just as well have applied before, since it was not a phonologically regular
change. This is shown by the fact that the same suffix -aTe did undergo
apocope in other word classes (as a derivative suffix in nouns, like VERITATE >
vritd “‘truth’). The fact that what was phonologically the same string did not
undergo the change in r.pr weak PtPs means that apocope in those paradigms

7 The forms of the definite article and subject clitic in Piandelagottese are selected according to the
following initial consonant in the M.s6 (cf. Malagoli 191013} and to syllabic structure in the rpL (cf.
Loporcarc 1698 for a similar condition in nearby Grizzanese).

1 Inclusion in a box in Table 15.7 (b—<) signals application of the refevant change.
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was sensitive to the morpho-syntactic feature value [masculine]. In this way,

selective application of apocope permitted the preservation of inflectional

distinctions, whereas in other systems, such as Table 15.5, apocope destroyed

distinctions. :

Another syncretic pattern with three forms for four cells conflates mascu-

line and feminine in the plural. This is observed in those dialects from
Calabria, Sicily, and Salento which display metaphonic alternation in the
root vowel. Consider the schemes in Table 15.8, from the Northern Calabrian
dialect of Castrovillari (Province of Cosenza). ~

TaBLE 15.8. Past participle inflection in Castrovillarese (Pace 1994: 95-97)

a M i3 b. M F C. M F

SG lavaty | lavata fatty | fatta kutu Iota

PL Javat : fattr Lutr kotr
“washed’ ‘done’ , ‘picked’

In weak PtPs (Table 15.8 (a)) as well as strong PtPs with a non-mid stressed
vowel (Table 15.8 (b)), one finds convergent gender marking, with loss of
distinction in the plural brought about by sound change: the original feminine
ending -ewas raised to -1 and thus merged with the masculine, which resulted in
convergent gender marking in (a—b). However, in Table 15.8 (c) the masculine vs.
ferninine contrast in the plural was rescued by metaphony, which applied prior
to final unstressed mid vowel raising and caused stressed mid vowels to raise
before a final high vowel (occurring in the masculine inflections).

15.2.4 Three-cell S)}stems with convergent gender marking

Final vowel raising applied as a regular sound change throughout the extreme
South (i.e. in central-southern Calabrian, Sicilian, and northern Salentino), as
well as in southern Corsican and Sassarese-Gallurese in northern Sardinia. In
all of the dialects of those areas which do not display metaphony ~ exempli-
fied in Table 15.9 with the central Calabrian dialect of Catanzaro — final
mid-vowel raising brought about not just syncretism in PtPs but complete
neutralization of gender marking in the plural, in all word classes. This is
illustrated for Catanzarese comparing the inflection of PtPs (a—b), adjectives
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(c), and articles (d} {all determiners inflect the same way) as well as object
clitics and pronouns (d-e) of Table 15.9:

TaBLE 15.9. Past participle inflection in Catanzarese (Caligiuri 1995-96: 14-79)

a, M F b. M 13 c. M F d M F e M F
8G |apertu |aperta hattu |hatta bonu |bsna uil a idzu |idza
PL aperti hatti bani i idzi
‘opened’ ‘done’ ‘good’ (adf) def art, 3p pron,
/ Do <lit

Tnterestingly, what at first sight appears to be the same development in Table
15.8 {a—b) and Table 15.9 — and indeed is the same change, in phonological terms
(i.e. -e> -i, affecting the feminine plural endings, among other endings) —turns
out to be two different morphological changes, but only upon consideration of
the whole morphological system of the two (kinds of) varieties at issue.

Note further that, while the system in Table 15.9 provides a prima facie case
of neutralization, Table 15.8 (a—b) would not satisfy either of the definitions
of neutralization vs. (canonical) syncretism, introduced in (s) and (7) above.
It cannot be neutralization on a par with what can be observed in Table 15.9
because of clause (sif): as shown in Table 15.8 (c), other syntactic objects
within the same word class (i.e. PtPs of a different inflectional class} do
distinguish different gender values in the given context. But Table 15.8 (a-b)
cannot be canonical syncretism either because of clause (7i), since the loss of
distinction involves not just somebut all the values of the feature gender. This
provides further evidence in support of the idea that, as argued in section
15.2.2 above, syncretism in Romance object agreement is best handled by
computing it over the whole paradigm, rather than over specific features..

Diachronically, the neutralization seen in Table 15.9, resulting in convergent
gender marking, may arise through sound change, as was the case in that
Calabrian dialect. The same situation occurs also throughout southern Ca-
labrian, in most of Sicilian, as well as in southern Corsican and the dialects of
northern Sardinia, exemplified with Gallurese in (25):

(25) Dialect of Calangianus (Gallurese; cf. Loporcaro 2006: 335)
a kift-i  kaPadd-i l=a kkomparat-i me vratedd-u
this-p1 horse(m)-rL po=have.3sc buy:pre-pL my brother(m)-se
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b. kis“;t‘-i alde-i l=a kkomparat-i me vratedd-u
this-p. cow(r)-pL Do=have3sc buy:pTe-PL my brother(m)-s¢
“(These horses/cows) my brother bought thern’

The same neutralization of gender has occurred for purely morphological
(rather than phonological) reasons in the northern Logudorese dialects which
are in contact with Gallurese (and Sassarese). This is exemplified in (26) with
data from the dialect of Luras (province of Sassari):_ '

(26) Dialect of Luras (Logudorese; cf. Loporcaro 2006: 334)

a. s-as kidd-oz l-az=app-o yomparad-aza
this-pr  horse(m)-pL  Do-pL=have-1sc  buyrPTP-rFL
b. s-al vikk-aza l-az=app-o yompardt-aza

this-pr cow(r)-pL  Do-pL=have-15¢ buy:PTP-PL

The Northern Logudorese variety of Luras (like the one of Sennori, cf.
Table 15.10 {b—)) modified an inflectional paradigm of the Logudorese type
(Table 15.10 (d)), with parallel gender marking, because of coptact with the

TABLE 15.10. Past participle inflection in the dialects of northern Sardinia

a M 13 b. M F & M i3 < d M 3
$G | -a -ujo-a - change dueto -u | o-a
FL -i -as -5 contact with 25 | -as

Gallurese, Lurese ~  Sennorese Gallurese (Luras) (commeon)
Sassarese (NLog) " (NLog) or Logudorese
Sassarese {Sénnori)

convergent gender marking paradigm of Gallurese/Sassarese (Table 15.10 (a)):

In Luras, the ending -as formerly marking .pL agreement was extended to
mark agreement in plural as such, while the reverse happened in Sennori,
where the originally M.pL agreement morph -os was generalized: the result was
neutralization in both cases. '

As for three-cell paradigms, my sample does not contain any systems
displaying syncretism in PtP inflection between any of the three cells that
remain distinct after neutralization of the gender contrast in the plural.
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15.2.5 Four-celf paradigms again

Let us now revert to four-cell paradigms. We have seen that they may show
either syncretism of gender in the context of plural number (the southern
Italo-Romance examples in Table 15.8) or syncretism of number in the context
of masculine gender, exemplified with the Emilian dialects in the Tables 15.5
and Tables 15.6. The two syncretisms may combine (as we saw for strong PtPs
in Piandelagotti, Table 15.6 (b)), or they may co-occur in the same variety, in
different inflectional classes. This happens in the north-western Lombard
dialect of Casale Corte Cerro (province of Verbania):

TABLE 15.11. Past participle inflection in the dialect of Casale Corte Cerro (Verbania;
‘Weber Wetzel 2002: 127)

a. M F b. M F [ M F
56 lev4 Jevaz rispundy | rispundie drum{ | drumfa
ol revey :
Tevidzj nspundyfzi | rispundi: drumizj
Tevaz .
‘washed’ [15t conj.] ‘answered’ [and conj.] ‘slept’ {3rd conj.]

While 2nd conjugation PtPs (Table 15.11 (b)) have four distinct forms, 3rd
conjugation PtPs (Table 15.11 (c)) have syncretic forms for M.sG and p1, and 15t
conjugation PtPs (Table 15.11 (a)) have variation in the m.pL form, which can
be either lgvé, distinct from those occurring in the other cells, or levds,
identical to the rpL. (Thus gender in the plural is variably syncretic.)

There is still another syncretism pattern in four-cell paradigms with three
forms, although it occurs much more seldom than the two reviewed up to
now., This is exemnplified by 1st conjugation PtPs { Table 15.12 () in Padovano,

where there is one syncretic form for M.56 and r.se. (All other conjugations

have four distinct forms, as seen in Table 15.12 (e—d).)

The first comjugation paradigm has a complex history, as fourteenth-
century Padovano (Table 15.12 (b)) still had the much more common mir-
ror-image system (cf. Salvioni 1905: 289—291; Ineichen 1957: 77, 80, 82, 113).
Then the paradigm (as the whole dialect) was upset by Venetian influence,
which eventually resulted in (a) in Table 15.12.

Tweo different syncretic paradigms — which we have already seen separately —

co-occur also in the western Emilian dialect of Groppallo (province of Pia- .

cenza), where first conjugation PtPs {Table 15.13 (a)) have three distinct forms:
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TABLE 15.12. Past participle inflection in Padovano -(Maschi and Penello 2004: 22;
Tomasin 2004: 112113}

a M F b. M 3 c M F d M F
5G . )
kantd | < |2/l mﬁ;‘;’ s/ | partio| partia
PL . S
| kantsi|kantse] | -a/-e t‘“:zésut‘i’ t‘z‘;/ partfi| partfe
‘sung’ [1st conj.] 14th “shut up’[2nd conj.] “Teft’ [3rd conj.]

century

TABLE 15.13. Past participle inflection in the dialect of Groppallo {Zommer 1989: 57,
197-199, 295) '

a M F b M F o M F d M F

56 | ka6 | katd sety(d)| sttyda|  [kapi(d) kapida fat | fata

PL kits
‘sung’ [1st conj.] “heard’[2nd conj.] ‘understood’ [3rd conj.]  ‘dome’ [strong]

-~

TasLe 15.14. Article/demonstrative/adjective inflection in Groppallo (Zirner 1989:
153-158)

a M F b, M F < M F 4 M F
sG ufjp afjora Yl | kula tévad| tévda mégar | migra
Lol ife gfor [ K | kel ‘

‘the son(s) / daughter(s)’ ‘that’ Jukewarm’ ‘shm’
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That syncretism, rather than neutralization, is at play here is shown by the
four distinct forms in the paradigm of the article and the demonstrative
(Table 15.14 {a-b)). PtPs of the remaining inflectional classes (Table 1513
(b~d}) have a2 more reduced paradigm (the same found in adjectives, Table
15.14 {c—d)), which brings us to the final step in this overview of occwrring
syncretism patterns, viz. the discussion of four-cell paradigms in which only
two distinct forms are available. :

\

15.2.6 Four celfs, two forms

Here too, the observed syncretic patterns are constrained. The Apulian variety
of Altamura in Table 1515 exemplifies the pattern generally found in Italian
dialects of the lower part of the centre-south area, which differ from Neapoli-
tan (seen above in Table 15.1) in that they lack’a neuter gender:

TABLE 15.15. Past participle inflection in Altamurano

a M F bh. M F ¢« M F d M F e M F
$G |rviza | motte fatts lavéts u ik kossy | kesso
PL 1 - kissa

‘broken’ ‘done’ ‘washed” - ‘the’ . ‘this’

Except for the missing neuter, PtP inflection is as in Neapolitan:' there are
two forms in strong PtPs with metaphonic root-vowel alternation (Table 15.15
(a)), whereas all remaining PtPs (Table 15.15 (b—)) are uninflected. The
syntactic relevance of number is shown by the paradigms of the article and
other determniners in Table 15.15 (d—e).

¥ Contrary to Neapolitan, in Altamurano masculine phural-agreement is restricted to masculine
animates {ia), whereas masculine inanimates display alternating agreement ({ib), <f. Loporcaro
1997: 343): (Both animates and inanimates would require masculine agreement in the singular.)

(i) arx WaNUno S=awonna rvtte/rotta [~a keip
perrr  boy(Manm)\eL  REFL=havespL Dreak.rTP\m/PTP\R  DER-RSG  head(r)
b.1 Jkatale S=awonno ot vt

DEEPL  DOX{M.INANTM) kEFI.:haV.e._’,PL break pre\F/broken preim
Occurrence of the feminine form in (ia) signals agreement with the initial dicect object Ia keip the
head’, not with ¢ waanoene ‘the boys, which requires masculine agreement.
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There is still another widely documented pattern of syncretism in northern
Italian dialects, which bas already been exemplified above with strong PtP
inflection in the southern Emilian dialect of Piandelagotti (Table 15.6 (b)) and
is further illustrated in Table 15.16 with Milanese:

TABLE 15.16. Past participle inflection in Milanese (Beretta 1980: 62, 132-145, 159;
Nicoli 1983: 287, 320) i

a. M F b M F . M F d M F- e M F f M F

$G | sta: |stada| |- frit | frita prim | prima bel | bela e | la kel | kela

PL bei i ki

‘been’ [weak] ‘fried’ [strong] “first’ ‘beautiful’ ‘the’ ‘that’

As shown in Table 1516 (a-b) strong and weak PtPs inflect the same way:
there is only one dedicated form for r.se, all the rest is syncretic. The system
has four cells, but never four different agreement forms: the overall structure
of the paradigm results as one compares the different syncretisms that occur
in PtPs and adjectives (Table 15.16 (a—)), on the one hand, and articles and
other determiners (Table 15.16 (e~f)) on the other.”® '

Further reduction in a four-cell paradigm yields uninflectedness. Across
Romance, this happens more often in weak PtPs, as we saw with several Italo-
Romance examples up to now. Among the standard languages, French is a
case in point:

. R B -
TaBLE 15.17. Past participle inflection in French
a M 3 b. M F . M F d M b3
5G fte pei | piz | - Ie la bo bel
PL le(z) bo(z) | bel(z)
‘sung’ [weak] ‘taken’ [strong] def, art./DO clitic ‘beautiful’

*® Diachronically, sound change is partly responsible for the phenomena ilustrated in Table 15.16. But
also morpho-syntactic readjustment plays a role: in the plural of the determiners, what were originally the
masculing forms were generalized; moreover, apocope in the PtP did not apply regulardy, as shown by
comparison with deverbel nouns such as rrangada ‘an act of eating( )}, pl. mangi-d, distinet from rmungd:
‘eaten.r.pL) partide ‘gane(e); pl. parti:d, distinct from part?: lefurpr’ (Beretta 1980: 69).



350 MICHELE LOPORCARO

Two forms are available just for a few subdlasses of strong PtPs (cf. Kilani-
Schoch and Dressler 2005: 145-146), exemplified in Table 15.17 (b) and (4b)
above. Here, in principle, one might wonder whether the inflectional para-
digm itself still has to be analysed as a four-cell one, due to the uncertain
status of inflectional number marking, which is overtly preserved only in
liaison contexts. Under many analyses (including Kilani-Schoch and Dress-
ler’s 2005), liaison consonants are regarded as epenthetic. Anyway, for an
adjective like beau (Table 15.17 (d)) one still has to specify that [z] may
occur after some instances of [bo] (plural) but not after some other (singu-
lar}), which implies positing distinct cells for singular vs. plural. Within
nominal morphology, plural is also signalled overtly in articles and pronomi-
nal clitics (Table 15.17 (c)), although with gender syncretism. As for PtPs, in
contemporary spoken French plural [z] is never realized, as PtPs never occur
in iaison contexts. Therefore, there is no evidence at all for four forms: strong
PtPs in French (and in all Ofl dialects),>* are an instance of a four-cell, two-
form paradigm, just like strong PtPs in Altamurane and many southern Italo-
Romance varieties. _ ‘

In this dialect group, one also comes across a further pattern, which is
encountered in the dialects of eastern Abruzzo exemplified with the variety of
Lanciano in Table 15.18:

TaBLE 15.18. Past participle inflection in Lancianese (Giammarco 1973: 164-165;
R. D’Alessandro, p.c.)

a M F b. M F I M F d M F
5G jita arrsvato messy Iu la
PL arravéts misss Ii Is

‘goné’ [3rd conj.] ‘arrived’ [1st conj.] ‘put’ {strong) ‘the’

Here too, final vowels have merged, so that non-metaphonic PtPs became
uninflected {Table 15.18 (a)). And here t00, as in Neapolitan, Agnonese, or
Altamurano, two forms are still distinguished if a metaphonic alternation has
arisen (Table 15.18 (b—)). The difference with respect to the rest of southern
Italy comes from the fact that metaphony in this area was induced by final -1,
not by final -v. In terms of PtP inflection, this means that a metaphonic form

! Cf. e.g. the discussion of Ligeofs, with data from Remacle (1956: 148), in Loporcaro (zo10).
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occurs in the m.pL only, whereas the non-metaphonic form occurs else-
where.” In this case we have to do with syncretism, not neutralization, as
shown by the four forms of the definite article (Table 15.18 (d)).

Finally, there is still one type of syncretism that we have not seen so far. This
is found, today, in the western Veneto dialects spoken arcund Verona (TFable
15.19 (a)), and was found in Verona itself in the fourteenth century:

TABLE 15.19. PtP inflection in Veronese {Bondardo 19723: 73-74; Zamboni 1974: 48;
Maschi and Penello 2004: 24; Bertoletti 2005; 65—76)

o M F b. M F c M F
5G mapi mapd - mapéa manado manada
PL mapé mané mané/mand mang
‘eaten’ {rural} ‘eaten’ {urban, 13th century) ‘eaten’ {urban, 15th—215t century)

In this paradigm, that occurs only in one inflectional class (1st conjugation) —
as in Padovano, above — gender is syncretic in both numbers, due to a
combination of apocope (in the singular) and vowel coalescence (in the plural).
Not only is this paradigm seldom met with. It also is instable. In urban
Veronese, it had not yet arisen by the thirteenth century (the dialect had at
that time the much more common pattern in Table 15.19 (b)), and by the early
fifteenth century (Table 15.19 (c}), apocope — which arguably had never led to

restructuring underlyingly (cf: Bertoletti 2005: 72-73) — had been suppressed in

the singular, which led to the restoration of the equally familiar pattern in Table.
15.19 (c), with syncretisma only in the plural, that is found in Veronese until
today.

15.3 Generalizations

Let us now see which generalizéﬁons emerge from the overview in section 15.2.
Even without quantification, it is fair to say that sorne patterns occur over and

%2 The exceptionality of this pattern is, again, the product of a diachronic accident: only in eastern
Abruzzio, in fact, the two sound changes that caused the emergence of this system co-occur,
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again, whereas others either do not occur at all or seem to be rare. Within
four-cell paradigms, single syncretism between two cells could in principle
result in any one of the patterns in Table 15.20, double syncretism could
generate the patterns in Table 15.21, and syncretism of three cells any one of
the patterns in Table 15.22:

TABLE 15.20. Symcretism in four-cell systems (three distinct forms)

a M F b M F . M ¥ d M F e M F f M F
3G | A | B A B A AlB A B A|B
.| C ¢ ] B| C | [C| c|a B|C

many many Padovano ? 7 2

a. M F b. M F c. M B
G | A | B A A | B i
L | B B A
many rural Veronese ? o ‘

TaBLE 15.22. Syncretism in four-cell systems (two distinct forms, with merger of three
cells)

a M F b. M F ¢ M F d M F
sG | A B A A A
PL B B B
many Lancianese ? ?
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Yet not all of these logically conceivable options are attested. Polarity

effects (as in Tables 15.20 (e~f) and 1s.21 (¢)) never occur, which squares
with the cross-linguistic rarity of this type of syncretism (cf. Baerman et al.
2005: 103—111).7 Of the rernaining patterns, Table 15.20 (a~b), 15.21 (a), and
15.22 (a) occur in very many varieties, whereas I have not found any occur-
rence of Table 15.20 {d), 15.21 {c), and 15.22 (¢—d). In between there are some
types of inflectional paradigms which do occur, but only seldom: Table 15.20
(c) only in Padovana, 15.21 (b) only in rural Veronese, 15.22 (b) only in eastern
Abruzzese (i.e. one instance each out of 205 paradigms in the sample).
. The following generalizations seem to emerge. First, if there is only one
form distinct from the one occurring in the context of default agreement, this
will be associated with r.sa. Second, syncretism is most likely to affect either
(a) the expression of gender in the plural rather than in the singular (Table
15.20 (a)); or (b) the expression of number in both genders (Table 15.21 (a)); or
(¢) if one gender value is affected, then the expression of number in the
masculine (Table 15.20 (b)), whereas the mirror-image in Table 15.20 {d), with
number syncretism just in the feminine gender, does not seem to occur.

Combining the two preferred syncretisms {syncretic gender in plural and
syncretic number in the masculine), one further gets the equally well-
documented pattern in Table 15.22 (a), with one single form for m.s6 and
M/EPL, contrasting with a dedicated form for rse only. Here too, other
conceivable options are either rare or non-attested: among my 145 sample
varieties there are no instances of 2 binary contrast with one dedicated form
for just the R.PL or just the M.sG, contrasting with an elsewhere form. To
synthetically express these generalizations, the four cells from the bidimen-
stonal matrixes given in the Tables 15.20 — 15.22 can be ordered along the
vertical dimension, as shown in Table 15.23:2* (For each column, only one
representative Romance variety is mentioned, among those that have been
discussed so far.)

2 (Old Venetian could be an instance of the kind of system. exemplified in Table 15.20 (e}, as sound
change affected both m.56 -0 (< -aTU} and £.PL -ae{< -ATE) merging them to -4 This would have led
to the following system (Stussi 1995: 128}

(1) M F
G kanta | kantada
PL kantdi | kantd

However, texts always show variation (-ao/-& and -ae/-), so the system never was categorically as
depicted in Table 1520 (&) and the four cells remained distinct all along. ‘

 This display is possible only if we leave out the three marginal patterns whick represent
exceptions to the above generalizations.
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TABLE 15.23. Generalization about syncretism patterns in two-gender systems

French Milanese French Grizzanese | Castrovill Italian
(weak) (strong) (strong) {metaph.)
ESG L,
EPL 13
M.PL _ L
M.SG I
default

The idea underlying this display is the same behind Pirrelli’s (2000: 64} and
Pirrelli and Battista’s (2000: 355) representation of base allomorphy in Italian
verbal inflection: if a Romance variety has inflection in (a certain inflectional
class of) PtPs, then the first inflection (I,) contrasting with the one occurring as
a default {1, ) is likely to be associated with r.s (possibly also syncretically with
F.PL, but only if [;extends to m.p1). If the system has three distinct inflections,
the next one (I;) will be associated with r.p1, and finally the last one is going to
be 2 dedicated inflection for m.pL.”® The same can be repeated for five-cell
paradigms (Table 15.24), in varieties which have a neuter gender (either lexical

" TaBLE15.24. Generalization about syncretism patterns in systems with neuter gender

Neapolitan | Agnonese | Neapolitan | Surselvan | Matelicese | Surselvan | Maceratese
(weak) (weak) | (metaph.) {ars}) (fatgs)
FSG T '
EPL T
M.PL Iy
MSG I
N3G I,
default

25 A difference between the schemes in Tables 1523 and 15.2¢ and the distribution of the base
allomorphs over verb paradigms, is that in the latter case partition classes can be derived from richer *
ones through the union of some other classes, whereas in the case of PtP inflections there are exceptions.
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or non-lexical), which provides the inflection occurring on the PtP in default
context.

15.4 Some parallels

Independent evidence from morphology (section 15.4.1} and the morphol-
ogy-syntax interface {section 15.4.2) supports the hierarchy that emerges in
Tables 15.25 and 15.24.

15.4.1 Morphological

Barbato (2010) has reconstructed the intricate changes that were responsible
for the reshaping of the possessive paradigm throughout Romance. In medi-
eval varieties of southern Italo-Romuance, the following change took place:

TABLE 15.25. Morphomic change in 2s6/3s6 possessives in Old Sicilian (Barbato 2010)

a. M F B M F .« M F d M F

5G ME-U | *MI-A TU-U  TU-A | > YTO | TU-A | > to-u | th-a
PL MBI ME-E TUI  TUE TO-I  TO-E to-i
‘my/mine’ ‘your(s)’ Old Sicilian

In Table 15.25 (a), regular sound change has raised a stressef mid vowel
occurring before a low one (MEA > Mra). This introduces base allomorphy in
the 156 as opposed to the paradigms of Tuu(s) and suu(s), in which sound
change had no reason to apply. Yet, in a preliterary stage of several varieties
{(inclading old Sicilian and old Neapolitan), the paradigms of second and
third person possessives were reshaped from Table 15.25 (b) to {c). This
change was not motivated phonetically nor mospho-syntactically, since it
applied in three cells of the paradigm which form no natural class in terms
of feature values. It also did not dispose of base allomorphy, but on the
contrary extended the same allomorphy pattern which had arisen indepen-
dently in the 15t person. This is why Barbato dubs it, following Maiden and
with Aroncff’s terminology, a morphomic change.

As a result, as in the most widespread case of syncretism in PtP inflection,
base allomorphy designs here a partition which opposes, throughout the
possessive paradigm, the r.s6 form to the remaining ones.
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15.4.2 Morpho-syntactic

Consider finally the gradual loss of PtP agreement with po clitics in Catalan.
Here, agreement is described today as only optional (cf. Wheeler 1988: 194},
whereby its loss/retention with different clitics results in an implicational
scale: “

TaBLE 15.26. Gradual loss of PtP agreement with po clitics in Catalan

a. ‘thetrobad-a | + — |Thetrobat |ESG

les hetrobad-es + - |leshetrobat |EPL

c.  elshetrobat-s + — |elshetrobat |M.PL

d. [Thewobat I'he trobat | M.SG

In the most conservative option (Table 15.26 (1)), agreement is realized
throughout, whatever the object clitic: only when the po is a M.sG clitic, this is
indistinguishable from non-agreement, as in most Romance varieties. The
next step (if) consists in loss of agreement with the M.PL, then (i), with the F.
prL clitic. The final step is the loss of agreement with the Esc clitic too:
speakers who choose the (iv) option have eliminated agreement altogether,
so that their grammar is, in this respect, like that of Spanish. But while contact
with Castilian can be invoked, here, as a concomitant driving force leading to
the loss of agreement in Catalan, the steps through which this loss proceeds in
Table 15.26 are not shaped by contact.”

This is confirmed by the fact that selective loss along similar lines occurs in
totally different Romance varieties, such as Toulousan regional French (Séguy
1951: 54), or Badiotto:

(27) Colfosco-Badia (Manzini and Savoia 2005, II: 594-—595):
a al l=a od-ud-a
SUBJ.M.SG DO.3F.SG=have.3s§ see-PTP-F.SG
{(r.sG: categorical PtP agreement) ‘

26 Nor are they the product of other extra-morphelogical factors, like sound change, since the

morphological roots of the rule are intact: speakers displaying the agreement pattern in Table 15.26 -

(iii}, for instance, by no way cancel their plural inflections on adjectives or nouns, nor on PtPs used
attributively, or occurring in the passive construction or in participial clauses. Variation and change,
here, do not concer PtPs as such but only object agreement in the compound perfective verb tenses.
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b. al laz=a - od-0/od-0d-es
suBl.M.5¢  DO.srpL=have.3sG  see-pTP[M.5G]/see-PTP-EPL
(r.pL: Ooptional PtP agreement)
c al i=a od-1
SUBJ.M.SG DOQ.3m.pr=have.3sc see-PTP[M.SG]
(m.pL: no PtP agreement)
“He has seen her/them(s/m)’

‘For the Catalan facts in Table 15.26, local economy explanations have been
invoked, based on the observation that in the £.sG the prevocalic form of the
po clitic Ia preceding the perfective awxdliary is homophonous to the m.s6
one, as seen above in (1b—<c) (Cortés 1993: 205 na3). Thus, if agreement is
omitted here, the gender~number information is lost, which does not happen
in the plural, where the masculine vs. feminine clitics have phonologically
distinct forms. But this cannot explain why agreement disappears first with
M.PL, rather than rpL clitics, and not the other way round, nor why this is so
in Badiotto and Toulousan as well. The answer must come from the mor-
phology, in the sense that the internal structure of the paradigm seems to be
relevant here. Interestingly, the scale in Table 15.26 very much resembles that
we came up with in Table 15.23 after comparing the patterns of syncretism
encountered for participial gender/number inflection across Romance.

15.5 Conclusion

To sum up, in spite of the wild dialect variation, syncretism in the marking of -
Romance object agreement seems to be amenable to some generalizations, the

crucial one being that a (dedicated) form for r.sG is the most syficretism-

resistant, which results from convergence of the tendencies for gender syncre-
tism in the plural and number syncretism in the masculine. These tendencies
emerged generally from blind phonological change. Yet, they seem to have
acquired the status of valid synchronic generalizations, as shown by the fact
that (the output-of) changes from different domains (section 15.4) seem to
obey the same hierarchy. This hierarchy, in turn, becomes visible under a view
according to which syncretism operates over the entire paradigm, rather than
single features. An alternative approach, treating loss of distinction in number
and gender separately would encounter problems in drawing the divide
between syncretism and neutralization and in classifying properly most of
the data discussed here, -



