ON THE RELATION OF [GENDER] AGREEMENT : EVIDENCE FROM FRIULIAN
ABSTRACT

Pollock (1989) initiated a paradigm of research within thedirles and Parameters framework
where Agreement (Agr) as a functional projection has playeincreasingly significant role. The
legitimacy of this programme has been called into goredty Chomsky's (1995) Minimalist
Program. Chomsky rejects Agr on conceptual grounds, smtha system only those functional
projections with clear semantic content such as Tense aratidlegre retained. Agree is analysed
in terms of feature movement and a concept of matching thedt isclear. In Chomsky (1998,
2000) Agree is further defined as a relation that holdsd®tva goal and a probe within a minimal
domain that leads to feature deletion under matching.

This paper focuses on the nature of agreement specifi¢gefoder, number] features and gives
empirical support to Chomsky’s rejection of Agr(O). Exploit@igpque’s (1999) adverb hierarchy,
the paper shows that the presence of a functional projectmtedieto object agreement cannot be
empirically justified. It is proposed that the agreementimzlaestablished between a past participle
and its direct object, and in general all instances afeagent specified for [gender] features,
exploit the relation of c-command, suggesting that the lstiedeed active within the narrow
syntax, contra Chomsky (2000). Finally, we suggest that notsti#inces of agreement are to be
subsumed under the same mechanism: it seems plausilkdgmdltht agreement specified for
[gender] and agreement specified for [person] are instastiateugh different configurational

structures.

INTRODUCTION

‘Agreement’ is a concept widely used in various syntacimeworks that differ rather
substantially from one another. In each of them, the tegneaément’ refers to the same general
phenomenon, i.e. a ‘systematic co-variation of linguistic #rfollard and Sag, 1994:60), but in
each framework ‘agreement’ has been formally expressdiffément ways.

Derivation-based and constraint-based theories of languaggnpte/o very interesting terms of
comparison with respect to the way the agreement procemsnslated. In a constraint-based
theory such as Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar or LExioetional Grammar, agreement
is seen as the result of a co-ordination of information oheyifrom two different sources about one
linguistic object. The two elements that enter into aneageat relation both provide partial
information about a single item, and the instantiation cdement is a simple reflection of the
compatibility of the information of the two sources. If wketdhe example of subject-verb
agreement, the subject carries some syntactic feapeesisation such as person and number. The

verb is itself specified for the same features, and aggatebetween the two is a confirmation that



the two partial sets of information are compatible. Agrest in these theories is, therefaa,
indication of a conditioni.e. the fact that the features carried by the dgieeing items do not
clash. There is no explanation as to the nature or defdlg operation involved in the feature
matching process.

Derivation-based theories, on the other hand, look at agreeas grocessi.e. an operation
that either copies or moves bundles of features from one ltigywésn to another. The operation is
subject to directionality: the nominal item is inherently #pet for some features which are then
moved or copied onto the target item. The agreement contiatlethe nominal, sets the value of
the agreement terms and the direction of the operation,sasplactification logically precedes the
one of the target element.

In recent developments of the derivation-based theoriesasuehinciples and Parameters,
Government and Binding first and later Minimalism, agreerhastplayed an increasingly
significant role. In the former, it has been formally cagd as a relation holding between two items
occupying specific position in the structure, the head and f&peafi a particular projection. This
has then been identified as a functional projection, the Paindkir, later labelled by Chomsky
(1991) as AgrS, for subject agreement, to distinguish it frémwar agreement node, AgrO,
responsible for object agreement. Thus agreement is not onlgseerelation between two
linguistic objectsp andf3, but it is also a syntactic position into which elemeniera order to
enter a configurational relation with their target. Thetexise of Agreement functional projections
is further extended to the DP, to the participial clausgedEmann and Siloni, 1997; Belletti, 2000;
2003), and to the CP (Shlonsky, 1994 his expansion of the agreement functional projections
seems to suggest, in an indirect way, that all instsof agreement should be subsumed under the
same process.

Agreement functional projections are called into question by GkgsiMinimalist Program.
Chomsky rejects all agreement functional projections obdles that they lack semantic content.
The term ‘agreement’ is replaced by a concept of ‘featheeking’ and ‘feature deletion under
matching’, which can be achieved configurationally or byueindf the items involved being in the
same ‘domain’.

Investigating the dynamics of PtPPL agreement in Friulfas,gaper provides empirical support
for the elimination of an AgrO projection responsible for object@ment, and aims to make a
contribution to the understanding of agreement in general o8ekpresents the data relevant to the
discussion, section 2 introduces the theoretical assumptions undéhlg analysis. These are
tested against the interaction of the PtPPL and the place&iadverbials following Cinque's

! Shlonsky (1989) even suggests that Agr itself khba split into its different feature components.



(1999) adverbial hierarchy in section 3. Section 4 puts foraaranalysis, compared to the
conclusions reached by Guasti and Rizzi (2002) and by Friedmar@radzinsky (2000) in

section 5: here it is proposed that while agreement spbéifiggender] involves a feature copying
process that targets ‘suitably specified’ elements withjpeaied domain, agreement specified for
[person] may involve a functional projection.

SECTION 1-THE DATA
1.1—-FRIULIAN AND STANDARD ITALIAN COMPARED

The data presented in this article is from Friulian, a Rm@danguage spoken in North-eastern
Italy. Friulian is an umbrella term used to refer tawndifferent varieties; the one investigated here
is a central-southern variety spoken in the areas betiRReemnova and Aquileia. Together with
the Ladin dialects of the Dolomites in South Tyrol (ltaly) #mel Romansch dialects of Grisons
(Switzerland), Friulian is one of the Rhaeto-Romance langualies belongs to the Rhaeto-
Romance family (cf. Haiman and Beninca, 1992; Vanelli, 1997).

Friulian (Fr), like Standard Italian (SI), shows alteroatbetween two auxiliariessseréeto be’
(E) andavere‘to have’ (A) in the formation of the perfect tensessato prossima@omposed of the
tensed form of the auxiliary and the past participle of thie mexrl?. In SI movement of the
nominal element determines whether the past participle (P#iPees or not with its nominal
argument generated post-verbally. In rather simplistngeno agreement is triggered between the
PtPPL and the DP in post-verbal position with the A auyiliathereas agreement obtains when the

E auxiliary is selected, as exemplified in (1):

(1) a. Giovanniha viet ur bella cas Sl
Giovanni have.PRES.3SG see.PtPPL.M.SG a.F.SG tihg&SG house.F.SG
‘Giovanni has seen a beautiful house’

b. Mara e andat a casa Sl
Maria bePRES.3SG go.PtPPL.F.SG to home.F.SG
‘Maria has gone home’

Fr is of interest because as well as displaying agredmeéneen the PtPPL and a DP generated

2 There has been extensive work in both traditiamal generative grammar on auxiliary selection imRoce
Languages, and the choice of auxiliary has bedwdirio past participle agreement (cf., among ottiguezio, 1986;
Centineo, 1996; Cocchi, 1994). In the present papdi only address the past participle agreen@rnomenon, and
not the question of auxiliary selection in Fr. Rorintroductory account on the latter, the reasleefierred to Beninca
and Vanelli (1984).



post-verbally when the E auxiliary is selected, it alscsdmewith the A auxiliary

(2) a. Marie e a mangiadis i caramelis Fr
Marie SCL have.PRES.3SG eat.PtPPL.F.PL the.F.RieesF.PL
‘Mary has eaten the sweets’

b. Toni el a compras i carciofs Fr
Toni SCL have.PRES.3SG buy.PtPPL.M.PL the.M.Pticlaoke.M.PL
‘Tony has bought the artichokes’

This construction displaying agreement was allowed in oldéogseof Italian, but has now
disappeared from Sl and is generally considered arch&drateed restricted to very high stylistic
contexts. In order for agreement to be licit with theukikary, the direct object (DO) needs to

undergo cliticisation, as shown in (3)a and b. This, as exgheaiso applies to Fr:

(3) a. Maria ha mangiat la torta S
Maria have.PRES.3SG eat.PtPPL.M.SG the.F.SG .E&@
‘Mary has eaten the cake’

b. Maria | ha mangiad;  /*mangiat; t, SI
Mary it.tF.SG  have.PRES.3SG eat.PtPPL.F.SG *M.SG

‘Mary has eaten it’

c. Marie e a mangiade le torte Fr
Marie SCL have.PRES.3SG eat.PtPPL.F.SG the.F.SBe.E.SG
‘Mary has eaten the cake’

d. Marie lg a mangiad&mangiat t Fr
Mary ittF.SG  have.PRES.3SG eat.PtPPL.F.SG /*M.St

‘Mary has eaten it’

Given the contexts in which PtPPL agreement obtains iin&ktandard analyses (Burzio, 1986;

Kayne, 1989; among others) have invoked movement of the post-verlmaitDPthe VP layer as a

3 Like many other dialects spoken in Northern-Itélydisplays a set of subject clitics, which carcour with a
lexical subject, a pronoun or a null pronoun intérclauses. These are indicated in the gloss&Gis. No further
information will be given in the present work abthtm. The reader is referred to Poletto (2000afoexhaustive
account of their nature and position in Northeatidin Dialects.
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necessary conditinlt is evident from the examples in (2) that the movemenysisatannot
satisfactorily account for the Fr data, since agreemdnggered without any apparent movement
of the DP.

1.2—SOME REFLECTIONS ON AGREEMENT FEATURES
Let us now take a closer look at the type of agreemenniratted between the PtPPL and its DP
object. Unlike subject-verb agreement which is specifiefipinrson, number] features, verb-object
agreement is specified for [gender, number], and asisisreminiscent of adjectival agreement.
Moreover, as far as verbs are concerned, marking of [geiedéufes is only restricted to the past
participle, and is completely disallowed with any other vermf cf. (4) a and b, and (5) a and b,
with examples of hypothetical forms of the present and impdrfdicative agreeing in [gender,

number] features with their DO.

(4) a. Toniel scrif /*scrif-e une letare Fr
Tony SCLwrite.PRES.3SG/*PRES.3SG.F.SG a.F.SCetterlF.SG
‘Tony writes a letter’

b. Marie e mangjave /*mangjave-as pes di polés Fr
Mary SCL eat.IMPERF.3SG /*.IMPERF.3SG.M.PL  chiesPL of  chicken
‘Mary used to eat chicken breasts’

(5) a. Antonio scrive /*scrive-a una lettera Sl
Tony writePRES.3SG/*.PRES.3SG.F.SG a.F.SG [ete6
‘Tony writes a letter’

b. Maria mangiava /*mangiava-i petti di pollo Sl
Mary eat.IMPERF.3SG /*.IMPEF.3SG.M.PL chest.M.PL of chicken
‘Mary used to eat chicken breasts’

This is reflected in the feature specification oftive agreement functional projections, AgrS
and AgrO: [person, number] for the former, [gender, numberhfoldtter. If, as it seems to have
been tacitly assumed, all instances of agreement dre accounted for in the same manner, it

would be desirable to maintain uniformity across Agr functiongjiegtions. The question that

* This is a simplification, given that relativisedminals do not trigger PtPPL agreement in S itespi having moved
out of the VP. | will not address this issue hénd, it may have to do with the Wh-features carbgdhe moved
nominal.



needs to be addressed is whether the different featureicgiaif is a simple idiosyncrasy or
whether it reflects a deeper difference between AgrSAam@.

Furthermore, the evidence put forward in (4) and (5) sugdestshe interpretation of PtPPL
agreement should be treated as a phenomenon strictly timkieel past participle itself rather than
to the function of direct objects in general, thus shiftirgfttus from AgrO to the characteristics
of PtPPL. This has indeed already been noticed by Siloni aeddfian (1997) and Belletti (2003),
who distinguish between the object Case/agreement projecgidd &nd the one in which PtPPL
agreement obtains, AgrPstPrtP. Another question that wktaeesk is irrespective of the label we
choose for the Agr functional projection (AgrO or AgrPstPri)ether it is actually necessary to

invoke a functional projection to provide an explanation for thanistion of PtPPL agreement.

1.3—PTPPLAGREEMENT. A SEMANTIC OR SYNTATCIC PHENOMENOR

In the literature a variety of semantic accounts have pexgosed for the agreement instantiated
between a PtPPL and a post-verbal nominal (cf., among othersn€o, 1996). These are based on
a verb classification exploited by Vendler (1967), which distifgggésamong ‘activity’run, push a
cart), ‘state’ think, desir¢, ‘accomplishment’run a marathon, build a housand ‘achievement’
(reach the top, find a wallgverbs.

According to a semantic analysis, the instantiation of P#fPeement is dependent on the DO
‘measuring out’ the event described by the verb. The followkagnples clearly show that this is
not the case for Fr: although the DO is indefinite (i.ereabare NP) and should not, therefore, be

able to measure out the event of eating and cooking, PtPBé&ragnt obtains all the same:

(6)a. E ai mangiadis cussutis dute le di
SCL have.PRES.1SG eat.PtPPL.F.PL courgette.F.PLall thoay

‘| have eaten courgettes all day long’

b. E ai cues carciofs dute ledi
SCL have- PRES.1SG cook-PtPPL.M.PL  artichoke-M.PL all dthe

‘I have cooked artichokes all day long’

Given that semantic interpretation does not seem to play arble instantiation of agreement

in Fr, a syntactic, rather than a semantic account, wigursued here.

® Here we will briefly put forward some argumentsiagt such an analysis: for an exhaustive acctimteader is
referred to Paoli (1997:29-49), in which a detailegbstigation of an aspectual analysis of PtPRe@gent on the
lines of Centineo (1996), implemented by Krifka&®2pand Tenny (1994), highlights several problerhemvapplied to
Fr.



SECTION 2 - THEORETICAL CLAIMS

In order to answer the two questions formulated in the prevemi®s, we adopt Cinque’s
(1999) adverbial hierarchy and investigate the interactidttfPL agreement with the position of
the PtPPL with respect to the adverbs that occupy the aredetmaits its movement. For
argumentation purposes we followeluctio ad absurdurtine of reasoning, assuming that AgrO
does, indeed, exist. We then investigate the empirical consssgief this theoretical assumption
and its effects on word order and agreement trigger.

The formulation of AgrO was empirically justified by PtP&freement: it was assumed that the
PtPPL and its DO raised to it in order to establish adSfead] relation resulting in agreement
between the two. The PtPPL has been claimed, for indepersdesons (cf. Belletti (1990:13);
Pollock (1989:413); Zanuttini, 1987 to lack a functional projection containing independent
[tense] features. The perfective morpheta¢écomparable to the Englised morpheme) is
analysed as an expression of aspectuality. Following Bake985) ‘Mirror Principle’, Belletti
(1990) assumes two functional projections dominating the PtPPE, Agrrying [gender, number]
features, and AspP, containing the perfective morpheme. Agrihai@s AspP which, in turn,

selects the VP as its complement, as (7) shows:

(7) _ha®
//'A\—gr’\

Agr AspP
\
[gender, number] Asp’
/\
Asp VP\
+ v

In the general approach to inflectional morphology developed by Ba885, 1988),
morphologically complex words are derived from more basic elenfetts, suffixes, stems) by
means of a syntactic process of incorporation, a variant oEMpha affecting heads. By looking
at the order the morphemes appear in the PtPPL, both in $rafudlowing Baker we can interpret
this to be the reverse of the order in which the functiongégtions appear, with respect to each
other, in a syntactic tree. Given, for example, the PiRFB)b, mangiata'eaten’, we have a verb
stemmangi; the morpheme that forms the PtPRit;, and the [feminine, singular] morphema,
The PtPPL needs to raise into two functional projections ierdodcheck its aspectual and

agreement features. Crucially, the aspectual functionggion needs to be higher than the

® Giorgi and Pianesi (1991:194) claim that the PtRieks a T1 of temporal reference - associated thighauxiliary -,
but has a T2 expressing anteriority.



agreement one, which will be simply labelled ‘AgrO’.
Given these assumptions, and in view of the data in (@&¢eins plausible to make the following

hypotheses:

(8) a. the lack of PtPPL agreement withimsitu direct object in Sl is due to the PtPPL

failing to raise into AgrO;

b. in Fr the PtPPL consistently raises to AgrO;

C. according to the structure in (7), the PtPPL is highEr than in Sl in sentences of
the type of (1) and (2);

d in Sl the PtPPL occupies a higher position in sentencegw®DO has undergone

cliticisation, given that agreement is triggered.

We now test these hypotheses against Fr and Sl data and guhvatios.

SECTION 3—-TESTS WITH ADVERBIALS
3.1—-CINQUE’'S SYSTEM AND VERB MOVEMENT
The testing ground for the hypotheses in (8) is provided by Cis@uai/erbial hierarchy (1994,
1999). He suggests that UG does not allow variation among languéahesspect to the type of
functional projections and the hierarchical ordering they adrhé.rigid order of the above
mentioned adverbials is interpreted as a clear indicatianhég occupy fixed Specifier positions,
allowing him to propose a hierarchy of adverbials (and consequehtiyjctional projections) that
holds across languages. Adverbs are therefore taken to trecttienanifestation of the Specifiers
of different functional projections, which in some languages afsy manifest themselves via overt
material in the corresponding head positions. The value of tiesgvations lies in the assumption,
following Pollock (1989), that several syntactic phenomena coath@ath word order can be
interpreted in a very revealing way if taken to beflecéon of verb movement procesées
3.2—-TESTS
For the purpose of this investigation, the more revealing seardtgiven by observing the
adverbs that occupy those projections that delimit PtPPL mene These, as specified in Cinque
(1999), aranica a negative marker expressing presuppositianialready’, piu ‘any more’,
semprealways’ andcompletament&eompletely’. The tests also include some lower adveKas li
tutto ‘everything’ andoene‘well’, since they mark the obligatory position to which ##PL
obligatorily moves in Sl, and accordingly they occupy the Sigegbsition of heads containing the

aspectual features expressed by-thenorpheme of the PtPPL.

’ This is by no means a universally accepted bellefpare Williams (1994) and latridou (1990) fatiierent view.
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(9) gives the relative order of these adverbials, taken €omue (1999:8): '>' means linear

precedence and reflects hierarchical structure:
(9) mica > gia > piu > sempre > completamente > tuttere

The Fr counterparts of these adverbials are, in the same midgul, za, plui, simpri,
completaminti, duandben Their relative order is tested in the examples @):(their
grammaticality was judged on the basis of these sergdigieg uttered neutrally, i.e. with no

intonation breaks or particular stress on any words. All thenples are from Fr.

(10)a. Mi an spiegat __dut ben

I.DAT have.PRES.3PL explain.PtPPL everything well
"They explained everything well to me'

a. *Mi an spiegat _ben  dut
I.DAT have.PRES.3PL explain.PtPPL well everything

Dut must precedelsen

(10)b. E an rifat completaminti dut
SCL have.PRES.3PL redo.PtPPL completely evargthi

"They have done again completely everything'

b. *E an rifat _dut completaminti
SCL have.PRES.3PL redo.PtPPL everything completely

Completamintmust preceddut

(10)c. Marie e je simpri completaminti sense bés

Mary SCL be.PRES.3SG always completely without money
‘Mary is always completely pennyless’

*Marie e je completaminti simpri sense bés

Mary SCL be.PRES.3SG completely always  without money
sSmpri necesarily precedemmpletaminti

(10)d. Marie no je plui  simpri cioche a misdi
Mary not be.PRES.3SG anymore always  drunk.F.SG atidday
'Mary is not anymore always drunk at midday'



d. *Marie no je simpri  plui cioche a misdi
Mary not be.PRES.3SG always anymore drunk.F.SG anidday

Simprimust precedplui.

(10)e. No mangiave _za plui cjarn a Pasche
not eat.IMPERF.3SG already anymore meat at  Easter

'She/He did not eat meat anymore already at Easter’

*No mangiave plui  za cjarn a Pasche

not eat.IMPERF.3SG already anymore meat at Easter

Plui necessarily precedea

(10)f. No an mingul za clamat
not have.PRES.3PL NegPol already  call.PtPPL

‘They haven't already phoned'

f. *No an za mingul clamat
not have.PRES.3PL already  NegPol call.PtPPL

Mingul must precedea Given the transitivity of sequentiality, this is thepestive order of these

adverbials, which is exactly the same the one found in SI.
(11) mingul > za& > plui > simpri > completaminti > dut > ben

Recall that these adverbs occupy Specifier positions of pimjsovhose heads, i.e. the
positions between them, are available to verb movement.f(@2) Cinque (1999:45), shows with

‘+’ and ‘' respectively where the PtPPL can and cannot appeal:

(12) + mica + gia + piu + sempre + completamente + tubtene £

Fr patterns with Sl: the PtPPL cannot appear dfteandben as shown in (13), but must

necessarily appear befatat

8 The PtPPL can appear aftmneandtutto only when an intonational break is present beéme after the relevant
adverbial, which indicates extraposition of theextiials. The same observation holds true for Fr.
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(13)a. E vin risistemat dut ben
SCL have.PRES.1PL re-arrange.PtPPL everything I wel
'We have re-arranged everything well'

b. *E vin dut risistemat ben
SCL have.PRES.1PL everything re-arrange.PtPPL | wel

c. *E vin dut ben risistemat
SCL have.PRES.1PL everything well re-arrangéRtP

d. E vin completaminti  risistemat dut
SCL have.PRES.1PL completely re-arrange.PtPPL erything

‘We have re-arranged completely everything'

e. E vin risistemat completaminti  dut
SCL have.PRES.1PL re-arrange.PtPPL completely eryghing

Summarising, thee are the positions where the PtPPL caraandt appear in Fr:
(24) + mingul + za + plui + completaminti + dut — ben —

Just as in Sl, in Fr the PtPPL has to raise to the toethe left ofdut, after having passed
through the head to the rightloénand that in betweedut andben All other movements are
optional. This position, i.e. the head of the Specifier hostingdirerbcompletamente
‘completely’, is identified by Cinque as the obligatory moventkat the active PtPPL must
undergo in order to check its ‘perfect’ features (1999:102). Tiheamet functional projections

involved in PtPPL movement, taken from Cinque (1999:106), are shown in (15):

(15) . [al ways Asp perfect (?{jUSt Asp retrospective [SOOﬂASp terminative

[Sti” ASFl:ontinua’(ive- o [Compl etely ASD SgCompIetive(l)

[tUttO ASD PICompletive [We” VOiCEg

3.3— AN INTERPRETATION
Belletti (1990) was formulated at a time when functionajgmtions had just started to be

recognised as the bolts in the clause’s scaffolding, aimdpitesence was still relatively limited.

® The question mark next to the Asp perfect indisaat it is unclear whether the projection shdédelated to Asp
Perfect or Asp Imperfect. This does not affectdbeclusions put forward here since that projecisamigher than the
one crucially involved in obligatory past parti@plaising.
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Cinque (1999) has created an explosion of functional projectiongvandwithin the same
category ‘Aspect’ he recognises a humber of thesrfect retrospectiveterminative continuative
completivgust to mention a few. A univocal identification of BdilstAspP with Cinque’s Asp
sgcompletive (yCANNOL be easily obtained. Crucially, though, Cinque’s f&ghpletive (jS the only
position into which the PtPPL has to raise in order to ciiegerfective features: were an
agreement functional projection present, following Bakigtiisor Principle it would be higher than
this aspectual projection. Let us now merge the two stestur

Under current theory, the function of the Agreement projectior, AgrO or AgrP, as Belletti
calls it, is to check the PtPPL’s agreement featutegdsition (cf. (7)) must be higher than
Cinque’s ASpsycompleiiveqy @Nd in order for PtPPL agreement to be triggered, theLRtRBLt raise
into it. On the other hand, (13) shows that the only obligatory mewuethat the PtPPL undergoes
is INt0 ASPsycompretiveqy FUTthermore, (16) makes it clear that the PtPPL neeghisetany higher

when it shows agreement with a direct object either in 81 Br, both in cases of cliticisation in S
(cf. (16) a), and the DO remainimysituin Fr (cf. (16) b):

(16) a. Le abbiamo completamente mangiate ; Gl
They.ACC.F.PL have.PRES.1PL completely eBPRtF.PL
‘We have completely eaten them’

b. E vin completaminti mangiadis  lis cussutis Fr
SCL have.PRES.1PL completely eat.PtPPL.FfRe.F.PL courgette.F.PL
‘We have completely eaten the courgettes'

c. Li vin completaminti  mangiadis it Fr
They.ACC.F.PL have.PRES.1PL completely eat.PiPPL
'‘We have completely eaten them'

In all the above examples, the PtPPL remains in the ¢fethe functional projection hosting
completamentand does not raise into a higher projection, irrespecfiwhether or not agreement
morphology shows on it.

Let us now turn to the hypotheses made in (8). What the dét8)iclearly show is that the
position occupied by the PtPPL does not change, irrespective tierliecarries agreement
morphology or not: hypotheses ¢ and d are thus not correct. Consequentliebgpa and b are
also not supported by the data. Recall that these had l@snan the assumption that an AgrO
projection existed: since they do not hold it must be concludethinainderlying assumption does

not hold either. Empirically, the existence of a functionajgution responsible for the instantiation

12



of PtPPL agreement is not justified. If the instantiatibR®PL agreement is not dependent on the
PtPPL raising into an Agr functional projection, thereareimber of ways in which the agreement

could be accounted for. These possibilities are investigatiée inext section.

SECTION 4 —TOWARDS AN ACCOUNT OF PTPPL AGREEMENT
The evidence put forward in the previous section could be intedpire different ways. From a

theoretical point of view, we are left with the followinkgeanatives:

a7 a. In Fr there is pro realised in [Spec, AgrO] that is co-indexed and agnéthsthe
post-verbal DP which remains situ, while in Sl there is only a default agreement in
the same construction;
b. The participial clause in Fr can be analysed as a slaafie;
C. The agreement between the PtPPL and its DO is indsthiiated locally, and

must be captured through the relation between the two.

Let us consider these in turn. The first one is a possikiliigh at the present feels more like a
stipulation and cannot be tested. | will not consider it rard,will leave the issue open.

The analysis of the participial clause as a small cleusat has been suggested for Latin (one
possible modern version of the analysis proposed in 1982 by VintenBtPPL is seen as an
adjectival element that modifies the nominal it refersathich is the internal argumenttwdibere
i.e. its DO. The same structure cannot be applied to Fe bexe we find structures that could be
analysed as small clauses, but they are different in &mermeaning from the examples shown in
(2). In these constructions, reported in (18), we havefaqigrarallel with the Latin well-known
examplehabeo litteras scripta8 am in possess of written letters’, in whibabere‘to have’
retains its function and meaning as a main verb, and thprB¢2des the PtPPL, which acts purely

as an adjective:

(18) E ai li sigaretis fumadis
SCL have-PRES.1SGthe.FPL cigarette.FPL smdRPIPFPL
‘| possess cigarettes (already) smoked’

This sentence is clearly different in meaning from (19jereve ‘to have’ is an auxiliary:

(19) E ai fumadis li sigaretis
SCL have-PRES.1SG smoke.PtPPL.FPL  the.FPL cigafétL
‘I have smoked the cigarettes’

13



If we take syntactic structure to correspond to semanticrnrdtion, we are led to conclude that
sentences with different meaning will have different stresturhus the participial constructions
like (19) in Fr cannot be analysed as small clauses.

Finally, the third alternative seems to be in direct ¢oinflith Chomsky (2000), where ‘Agree’
and ‘Move’ are logically dependent on one another. The Fradaigest that agreement is
instantiated locally between the PtPPL and its DO arsdbiased on a relation between these two
elements without any need for movement. The difference betwesTdFSI can be captured by
invoking a different feature specification for the PtPPhis would be supported by the diachronic
change undergone by the PtPPL from Latin to Modern Romandéiricent, 1982), which would
appear not to have reached the same stage in Fr asnt®ias

On the basis of the morphological evidence displayed by tHLRtPFr and on the diachronic
evolution of the PtPPL, we claim that the PtPPL in Frieaian inherent D feature. The term
‘inherent feature’ is not used here in its strictly canalniceaning, and it expresses the ability of the
element that is specified for it to attract the morphokalgiealisation (i.e. the value) that this feature
expresses from a ‘near’ nominal source. Assuming that tHeLRtPFr has retained some of the
adjectival properties that its ancestral form had inn,.@nd given that the DP DO agrees with the
PtPPL without undergoing any apparent movement, there must bal pilocess that triggers
agreement which is crucially dependent on the nature é¢tttPleL. This could be achieved by
making the theoretical claim that by virtue of having aniiehefeature D the PtPPL is able to
attract a bundle of features, for which it has a strong sffimhe result of this operation would be
that its feature specification is set to the value of élaguire it attracts.

The agreement process can then be broken down into three diffengmonents. First of all, we
assume agreement to be a directional process, followingthation-based theories. The nominal
element, the DP internal argument, carries an inherent bunflatafes, F1 with morphological
content, and by virtue of the logical priority of its featspecification with respect to the target
element it is able to ‘set’ the value for F1 to its owncefmation. This value is then matched by the
target element. Secondly, the target element must ha@eengpatible’ feature specification, i.e.
what has just been referred to as a ‘strong affinity’ ferfdatures carried by the agreement source.
Thirdly, the domain within which the agreement processstakace must be defined precisely to
avoid over-generation. For this purpose, we make use of the nottecoaimand.

The PtPPL is base-generated in V and carries an inHereatture in Fr, but not in SI. This
property of the D feature in the PtPPL attracts a coplgeoirtherent features carried by the closest
element it c-commands. The necessity for the requiremerthéhabminal source of agreement be
c-commanded by the PtPPL stems from the fact thattBPleRLPhever agrees with its external

argument. The c-commanding restriction accounts for all inssasfdetPPL agreement in
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unaccusative, ergative and passive constructions, whel@gibal subject is base-generated post-
verbally, as well as in transitive constructions. In Sl{lenother hand, the PtPPL does not carry an
inherent D feature. Nevertheless, since the PtPPL hagde#iaad as a hybrid element, it carries
both verbal and nominal features. The lack of the inherent Dréemt reflected by the fact that the
PtPPL in Sl does not agree with its DP DO when this le¢terins in its post-verbal position. The
fact that it nevertheless has nominal features, allotesahter an agreement relation with its DP
DO through a [Spec, Head] configuration, i.e. when the DO undenmovement. This accounts
for all instances of PtPPL in SI, i.e. cliticisatiomagcusative, ergative and passive constructions.
This [Spec, Head] configuration obtains in the Asp functional ptioje, which comes to check a
set of features: aspectuality apdeatures’.

The following is the algorithm that formally expresses the m®oé PtPPL agreement:

(20) Copy the features] from x to y if and only if:
either
i. x is inherently specified fokp] and y has a strong D feature, and
il. X is the closest node c-commanded by v,
or
iii. x and y have a ‘compatible’ features specificatiand

iv. x and y are in a [Spec, Head] configuration.

The first set of conditions accounts for PtPPL agreementamdrthe second for all other
Romance languages. It is crucial to underline that ‘compatéséures here is taken to mean that
the value of the two features does not clash. Thus twoeelsmwill have compatible features if
both carry positive values for that feature (in this speaiitance, both the DO and the PtPPL are
specified for [+N] features). On the other hand, if oneiea@ negative value and the other a
positive one, they will not be compatible, which is theedas verbs. This predicts that if in a
language the PtPPL is specified for verbal features belgtwill be no agreement possible, which
is indeed what happens in Rumanian, Spanish and Portuguese.

The same process could be extended to DP internal agréérserthat a consistent analysis of
agreement specified for [gender, number] features caotevad.

On a more theoretical note, in the above algorithm, a negessadition for the instantiation of

agreement between two elements x and y is that y me@hoand x. The notion of c-command,

19| assume AspP to be a syncretic category, follgv@iorgi and Pianesi (1997).

1t would be necessary to invoke Grimshaw’s (19®dtjon of ‘extended projection’, involving D and itomplement
NP.
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which can really be identified in this case with the notbgovernment, was indeed considered
redundant and imperfect in Chomsky (2000) and eliminated from shensyThe data supports the
necessity to use this relation in order to capture theeaget relation between the PtPPL and its
DP DO. Crucially, government is a necessary condition bua safficient one, which perfectly
respects the well-grounded argument that agreement andhgwmrare two separate phenomena,

and as such must be kept separate (cf. Lehmann, 1988; andtCk9¥8& among others).

SECTION 5—ONE TYPE OF AGREEMENT ?

The evidence from Fr has clearly shown that, empiricAly©O cannot be justified. Can this
claim be extended to AgrS, i.e. to subject-verb agreenuoi,

Guasti and Rizzi (2002), investigating the production of negativersezd and (un)inflectedb
in English acquisition, convincingly argue for the need to taairboth Tense and Agreement as
separate functional projections. A parallel conclusion is rebbé-riedmann and Grodzinsky
(2000) in their investigation of the production of tense and agretin agrammatic aphasic
patients: they find that their patients show deficit to tdngeheir production of agreement remains
intact, clearly pointing to the fact that a split withinléation is obviously what they have in their
mental structure.

The evidence brought forward by these two studies providesateticdence bearing on core
issues of syntactic theory, more specifically on whethereagent functional projections are
empirically justified. We propose that the different featyecdication between AgrS and AgrO is
not just result of language idiosyncrasy, but it reflects aefedistinction between two types of
agreement. This idea finds some support from the differernibhafghe morphological realisation
of [person] and [gender] features. Rigau (1991) suggestshthatésence of [person] agreement
features is directly linked to Nominative Case assignmendtCardinaletti and Roberts (2003)
propose to differentiate the functions performed by the AgrSgirofeinto two different Agr
projections, one for Nominative Case assignment and one that réleeerb with morphological
features. Agreement specified for [person] features daeed seem to involve an agreement
functional projection, revealing its different nature. Agreemseetified for[gender] features, on
the other hand, obtains through a process of feature copying esdakrequire the existence of an
Agr functional projection. Thus, ‘agreement’ is not a uniformnameenon and cannot be subsumed

under the same mechanism.

CONCLUSIONS
This article has put forward some problematic data, wheeeagnt between a PtPPL and its

DO occurs with no apparent movement. Through an investigdtite interaction of some
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adverbials, the positions occupied by the PtPPL and the agrerragphology appearing on it, we
have reached the conclusion that PtPPL agreement is not dependbe PtPPL raising into an
Agr functional projection. As a result, this agreementdesen analysed as a relation instantiated
locally between the PtPPL and its internal argument, andalyrexpressed in terms of a feature
matching process that targets suitably specified elements.

On a theoretical basis, we are still left with the goesbf what it means to have an agreement
projection, of its semantic content and of its justifiabillyhether our argument is on the right
track and agreement specified for [person] featuresastiml fact different in nature from
agreement specified for [gender] features, with the fommegrbe justifying the presence of a
functional projection, or whether all types of agreement,paetive of their feature specification,
should be subsumed under the same process, is really an opehassigeds further investigation,

especially cross-linguistically.
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