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complements in South Italian varieties
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In South Italian varieties of Apulia, Calabria and Sicily a restricted number of 
control/raising verbs, including stay/be, go, come and want embed finite com-
plements, either bare or introduced by a. These are not necessarily languages 
with so-called subjunctive particles; in any event, the latter have a different form. 
Under monoclausal analyses, verbs like stay/be, go etc. are functional heads em-
bedding an inflected predicate. Here we adopt a biclausal analysis under which 
embedding under stay/be, go etc. is a normal clausal embedding. We argue that 
the biclausal analysis is not only feasible, but also advantageous, from a morpho-
syntactic point of view. Focusing on the progressive, we also consider whether 
the bisentential analysis is compatible with semantic interpretation and how it 
fares in a typological perspective.
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1.	 Basic evidence

In a number of varieties of Apulia, Salento, Sicily in South Italy, a restricted number 
of verbs, including go, come, be/stay and more rarely want, embeds finite sentences 
introduced by the preposition a, as in (1). Roughly the same class of verbs in the 
each of these varieties also allows bare finite embeddings like (2).

(1) vaju a mmandʒu � Calascibetta (Sicily)
  I.go to I.eat  

		  ‘I am going to eat’

(2) vɔ mandʒə � Martina Franca (Apulia)
  I.go I.eat  

		  ‘I am going to eat’
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Manzini and Savoia (2005) propose that a/bare finite embeddings have a biclausal 
structure, namely (3)–(4). (3) takes the a subordinator to be the same as the a ‘to’ 
preposition and not just homophonous or syncretic with it. The bare embedding 
structure (4) is simply obtained from (3) by elimination of the PP layer.

(3) . … [PP a [IP DP [I’ mmandʒu

(4) …   [IP DP [I’ mmandʒə

By contrast, building on the cartographic work of Cinque (2006), Cardinaletti and 
Giusti (2001, 2003, 2020), Di Caro and Giusti (2015) argue in favor of a mono-
clausal analysis (cf. also Cruschina 2013; Ledgeway 2016), where go, come, be/stay 
are functional projections of the lexical verb; in turn a is a meaningless functional 
element. The present chapter is devoted to reasserting the biclausal analysis. In 
relation to progressives (embedded under be/stay), we further argue that there 
is no advantage in accounting for variation in terms of a PROG functional head 
(Cinque 2017), and that the range of observed variation can be handled equally 
well in non-cartographic terms.

1.1	 Basic evidence

In this section and in Section 2 we summarize the data present in the corpus 
of Manzini and Savoia (2005), as glossed and translated into English by Manzini 
et al. (2017), with the further addition of data from Conversano (Lorusso 2019). 
There is no major controversy in the literature regarding the core data. Specifically, 
as already highlighted by the historical literature (Rohlfs 1969) data like (1)–(2) are 
a distinct phenomenon with respect from so-called subjunctives of the Balkan type 
(Romanian, Greek, Albanian), i.e. finite control and raising complements. In Salento 
varieties, including (5), the role of the so-called subjunctive particle is played by an 
element of the k- complementizer series, namely ku (Calabrese 1993; Manzini and 
Savoia 2005; Ledgeway 2012, Giusti and Cardinaletti, this volume).1

(5) a. au ku llu iʃu � Carmiano (Salento)
   I.have prt it I.see  

			   ‘I have to see it’
   b. mɛ minthu ku mandʒu
   me I.put prt I.eat

			   ‘I start eating’

1.	 In Calabrian and Sicilian varieties, the embedded finite verb is introduced by mi/mu (Trumper 
and Rizzi 1985; Manzini and Savoia 2005).
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The basic reason why the Balkan subjunctive and the a finite embedding cannot 
be in an implicational relation is that their distribution is different. While they 
co-occur in Salento varieties, there are many Apulian and Sicilian varieties that 
present a finite embeddings but do not have the Balkan-type subjunctive, namely 
they generally form control and raising predicates with infinitives. Conversely, 
while the Balkan subjunctive is especially robust in Calabrian varieties, we have 
scant attestations of a finite embeddings.

These external criteria combine with internal distinctions – thus a finite em-
beddings are restricted to a few main predicates, while all other control and raising 
predicates involve embedded infinitives. Since in (1) above we already exemplified a 
finite complements embedded under go, in (6)–(8) we exemplify come, be/stay, want.

(6) lu veɲɲ(u) a ffattsu � Mesagne (Salento)
  it I.come to I.do  

		  ‘I come to do it’

(7) ʃtɔn a kkɔntanu � Monteparano (Salento)
  they.are to they.tell  

		  ‘They are telling’

(8) ti vɔɟɟu a vveʃu � Brindisi (Salento)
  you I.want to I.see  

		  ‘I want to see you’

As already shown in (2), in many of the same varieties and contexts which attest the 
a finite construction, it is possible to embed a finite complement under go, come, 
be/stay, want without any intervening connective; in (9) we give just one example 
involving be/stay.

(9) lu sta ffattsu � Mesagne (Salento)
  it be I.do  

		  ‘I am doing it’

Apart from Salento varieties with Balkan-style complementation, other (Apulian 
and Sicilian) varieties have a productive use of infinitival complements with con-
trol and raising interpretation. In fact, as we will see in more detail below, many 
varieties have the possibility of a finite embeddings only in certain tenses and in 
certain persons. Therefore, a finite embedding alternates with a infinitival embed-
ding, as in (10).

(10) a. u stek/ste a ffattsə/ffeʃə � Conversano (Apulia)
   it I.am/you.are to I.do/you.do  

			   ‘I am/you are doing it’
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   b. u stɛmə/stɛtə a fɛ
   it we.are/you.are to do.inf

			   ‘We/you are doing it’

In Table 1, we summarize the occurrences of ku finite embeddings, a finite em-
beddings, bare finite embedding a infinitival embeddings in the varieties of 
the Manzini and Savoia (2005) corpus. Table 1 is comparable to Table 1 of Di 
Caro and Giusti (2015: 401), except that it includes one extra column, namely 
bare finite embeddings (V-Vfin).2 Varieties are listed in rough geographical order, 
from Northern Apulia, to Salento and Sicily. We notate only positively attested 
data, in keeping with the fact that generally Manzini and Savoia do not report 
grammaticality judgments. We also use indirect negative evidence, i.e. we assume 
that consistent lack of attestation of, say, infinitival structures in a given group of 
varieties is to be imputed not to an accidental gap but rather to the actual impos-
sibility of the relevant structures.3

2.	 An anonymous reviewer points out that in the Marsala variety discussed by Cardinaletti 
and Giusti (2001) the finite complement is normally introduced by the preposition a, while the 
preposition is absent in the imperative. This behavior is not generalized – for instance Manzini 
and Savoia (2005) report the a as optional even in Example (1a), as in (i).

(i) vaju (a) mmandʒu � Calascibetta (Sicily)
  I.go to I.eat  

		  ‘I am going to eat’

Thus, in the absence of distributional generalizations, we have simply listed a number of varieties 
as alternating between the a pattern and the bare pattern.

3.	 The analysis in Section 3 is firmly placed within current models in generative grammar 
(Chomsky 1995, 2001; Chomsky et al. 2019), as is Manzini and Savoia’s (2005). Because of this, 
one may wonder about the absence of negative data (grammaticality judgments). This is due to 
practical restrictions imposed by the need to collect significant samples of data from several (vol-
unteer) speakers over the timespan of an interview, which is best achieved with classical fieldwork 
methods of elicitation of positive data. Recall that in variation work, it is of the essence to have a 
reasonably accurate picture not just of the more robustly attested patterns but of the entire range 
of variation, down to quantitatively less prominent patterns. Though the work of Manzini and 
Savoia (2005) is not specifically concerned with the phenomenon at hand, the picture of varia-
tion it made available has largely been confirmed by subsequent research, specifically on Sicilian 
varieties, by Di Caro (2019) and by Cardinaletti and Giusti (2020).
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Table 1.  a and bare complements

  ku-Vfin a-Vfin V-Vfin a-Vinf

Conversano   +   +
Putignano   + + +
Martina Franca   + +  
Taranto   + +  
Brindisi   + +  
Mesagne + + +  
Monteparano + + +  
Torre S. Susanna +   +  
Carmiano +   +  
Copertino +   +  
Nociglia +   +  
Umbriatico     + +
Villadoro   + + +
Modica   +   +
Calascibetta   + + +
Camporeale   +   +

2.	 Fine-grained evidence

From the overall shape and distribution of the phenomena considered, it is already 
fairly obvious why biclausal structures of the type supported here, as in (3)–(4), 
could be dismissed in favor of monoclausal structures. To take just one example, 
sentences like (7), (9), (10a) simply translate as progressives of the sort which one 
can easily imagined being conveyed by inflectional means, inviting a treatment of 
the be/stay predicate as an auxiliary (see Cinque 2017 for a crosslinguistic survey 
of progressives). At the same time, arguments for and against the monoclausal or 
biclausal analysis typically revolve around finer evidence, which we therefore need 
to review before proceeding in our discussion.

2.1	 Matrix and embedded verb inflections

An important set of parameters revolves around the inflections found on the matrix 
and embedded verbs. By definition, in the a/bare constructions that we are exam-
ining, the embedded verb is finite. The matrix verb can also be fully inflected, as 
attested with a embedding in (11), but also with bare embedding, as in (12).
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(11) 1s va-ju a mmantʃ-u � Modica (Sicily)
  2s va-i a mmantʃ-i  
  3s va a mımantʃa  
  1p je-mu a mmantʃa-mu  
  2p i-ti a mmantʃa-ti  
  3p va-nu a mmantʃu-nu  
    ‘I am/You are/etc. going to eat’

(12) 1s u və-ju cəm-u � Umbriatico (Calabria)
  2s u və-ji cəm-ı  
  3s u va ccəmæ  
  1p u jə-mu camə:-mu  
  2p u jə-ti camə-ti  
  3p u və-nu cama-nu  
    ‘I am/You are/etc. going to call him’

At the opposite end of the scale, the matrix verb may be completely invariant, as in 
(13), to take just one of many examples.

(13) lu sta ffattsu/ffatʃi/ffatʃi/ffatʃimu/ffatʃiti/ffannu � Mesagne (Salento)
  it be I.do/you.do/he.does/we.do/you.do/they.do  

		  ‘I am/You are/etc. doing it’

Often, the matrix verb displays some inflected forms, but a more limited set would 
be found in other contexts. The forms are reduced in two respects. First, there are 
fewer forms. Second, the forms that remain, though recognizably related to the 
full forms, are morphologically simplified (often monosyllabic etc.). For instance 
progressive be/stay in (14a) presents the form ste in 2/3 person singular, the form 
sta in 1/2P plural and specialized forms only for 1P singular and 3P plural, namely 
stok and ston. Only the latter two forms are shared with be/stay of location in (14b). 
As for the other forms, we may take sta to be the bare stem; ste may be analyzed as 
sensitive to person (2/3P singular) or perhaps just to singular number. In (14a) we 
characterize progressive be/stay in terms of its property of embedding a sentence, 
consistent with the present analysis.

	 (14)	 a.	 sentence selecting be/stay � Putignano (Apulia)
			   stok/ste/ste/sta/sta/ston
			   be-1sg/2sg/3sg/1pl/2pl/3pl
		  b.	 predicate selecting be/stay

     stɔkə/stiə/stiə/stamə/statə/stɔnə dda
   be-1sg/2sg/3sg/1pl/2pl/3pl there

			   ‘I am/you are/etc. there’
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Next, we are interested in whether the matrix and the embedded verb can be in-
flected for tense as well as for person (and number). At one end of the variation 
spectrum we find varieties where both verbs bear past tense (see also Di Caro, this 
volume), as in (15). As for bare embeddings, we have only one example of a bare 
embedded verb agreeing with the matrix verb in past specifications, as in (16).

(15) u ia a ffaʃia � Modica (Sicily)
  it go.pst.1 sg to do pst.1 sg  

		  ‘I was going to do it’

(16) vulia vinia � Torre S. Susanna (Salento)
  want pst.3 sg come pst.3 sg  

		  ‘He wanted to come’

In most varieties the embedded verb carries Tense specifications, exactly as it carries 
the agreement inflection, while the matrix verb does not. In the most extreme case, 
the matrix verb is uninflected, as in (17).

(17) lu sta ffatʃia/ffatʃivi/ffatʃia/ffatʃiumu/ffatʃiuvu/ffatʃiunu
  it be did-1sg/2sg/3sg/1pl/2pl/3pl

		  ‘I was doing it’ etc.� Mesagne (Salento)

Conversely, there is a single example of the matrix verb bearing past specifications 
to the exclusion of the embedded verb namely (18). We return to the peculiarities 
of this example in Section 3.2.

(18) ulia lu fattsu � Carmiano (Salento)
  I.wanted it I.do  

		  ‘I wanted to do it’

The overall situation with both agreement and tense in a/bare finite embedding 
contexts is laid out in Table 2; this can be in part compared with Table 2 of Di Caro 
and Giusti (2015: 402). The first three columns correspond to the distribution of 
number and person agreement (Infl); the last three columns record the distribu-
tion of non-present Tense inflections. The headings of the columns are mostly 
self-explanatory; by V(I)-VI we mean those varieties where the matrix verb is par-
tially inflected (in part of the paradigm and/or with partial inflections). Note that 
we have not differentiated between a and bare finite embeddings.
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Table 2.  Inflected and non-inflected matrix and embedded verbs

  VI VI V(I) VI V VI VPast VPast VPast V V VPast

Conversano +          
Putignano   + +     +
Martina Franca   + +     +
Taranto   + +     +
Brindisi     +      
Mesagne + + +     +
Monteparano   +       +
Torre S. Susanna +   + +   +
Carmiano +       +  
Copertino     +     +
Nociglia     +     +
Umbriatico +          
Villadoro +          
Modica +     +    
Calascibetta +          
Camporeale +          

2.2	 Other parameters

Other parameters of microvariation also play an important role in the theoretical 
discussion. One has to do with the positioning of object clitics. With a embedding, 
they tend to be on the matrix verb, e.g. (6), (8), (10), (15). But there is one example 
in the corpus, in (19), where the clitic group is on the embedded verb.

(19) vɔli a ssi lu mandʒa � Brindisi (Salento)
  He.wants to himself it he.eat  

		  ‘He wants to eat it’

With bare embedding we find many attestations of cliticization on the matrix verb, 
e.g. (9), (12), (13), (17), but also attestations for embedded clitics, e.g. (18). The 
overall situation is summarized in Table 3 for both a embedding and bare embed-
ding. While it is often the case that patterns of variation cross traditional dialecto-
logical boundaries, it must be noted that in Table 3, all varieties that allow the clitic 
to be associated with the embedded verb in bare finite embeddings are character-
ized by the possibility of the ku complementation pattern – which is independently 
known to force short cliticization. Note however that a is present in Example (19). 
We return to cliticization patterns in Section 3.3.
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Table 3.  Position of pronominal clitic

  Cl-V-a-V V-a-Cl-V Cl-V-V V-Cl-V

Conversano +      
Putignano +      
Martina Franca +      
Brindisi + + +  
Mesagne +   + +
Monteparano +   +  
Torre S. Susanna     + +
Carmiano     + +
Copertino     +  
Nociglia       +
Umbriatico     +  
Villadoro     +  
Modica +      
Calascibetta +   +  
Camporeale +      

A final parameter has to do with paradigms alternating between a embedding, bare 
embedding, and infinitival embedding, according to person, as already illustrated in 
(10) and repeated below in (20). In (20), 1PL and 2PL embed an infinitive, while the 
other persons present a finite embedding. Given the discussion of the person splits 
in Cardinaletti and Giusti (2001, 2003, 2020) and Cruschina (2013), it is important 
to stress that there is no necessary correlation between splits in complementation 
pattern and the Romance suppletion pattern whereby 1/2P plural forms of certain 
verbs are formed from a different root than the other persons.4 Thus in (21), a fi-
nite embedding in the singular contrasts with infinitival embedding in the plural. 
Di Caro and Giusti (2015: 412) also acknowledge this fact; Cardinaletti and Giusti 
(2020) specifically criticize the morphomic analysis suggested by Cruschina (2013).

(20) a. u stek/ste a ffattsə/ffeʃə � Conversano (Apulia)
   it I.am/you.are to I.do/you.do  

			   ‘I am/you are doing it’
   b. u stɛmə/stɛtə a fɛ
   it we.are/you.are to do.inf

			   ‘We/you are doing it’

4.	 For instance the standard Italian paradigm of andare ‘go’ in the present indicative is: vad-o, 
va-i, va, and-iamo, anda-te, va-nno; the lexical base va- in 1/2P singular and 3P alternates with 
the lexical base anda- in 1/2P plural.
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(21) a. mı vaju a llavu � Camporeale (Sicily)
   me I.go to I.wash  

			   ‘I am going to wash myself ’
   b. ɛmu/iti/vannu a mmaɲdʒari
   we/you/they.go to eat.inf

			   ‘We/you/they go to eat.’

If the splits between a and bare embedding are brought into the picture the possible 
patterns increase. In particular, in the varieties of Monteparano, Martina Franca, 
Brindisi, Putignano and Taranto a finite embeddings are only attested in 1P sin-
gular and/or 3P (singular or plural). In Table 4 we lay out just a binary parameter 
between absence and presence of person splits. The reason why we do not break 
down person splits is that there doesn’t seem to be an underlying pattern or set of 
connected underlying patterns. Cardinaletti and Giusti (2020: 131) refer to their 
earlier work proposing that “the less marked persons” enter finite embedding. But 
it is far from obvious that Person markedness varies crosslinguistically, as they 
patterns of finite embedding do.

Table 4.  Person split vs. full person paradigms

  Split V-a-Vfin Full V-a-Vfin

Conversano +  
Putignano +  
Martina Franca +  
Taranto +  
Brindisi +  
Mesagne   +
Monteparano    
Villadoro +  
Modica   +
Calascibetta +  
Camporeale +  

In general, the variation observed observed in Tables 1–4 is inconsistent with tradi-
tional ideas about dialectological boundaries: even if certain parametric values tend 
to be stronger in certain groups of varieties than in others, it is generally possible 
to find them attested (more sparsely) elsewhere as well. For further details we refer 
the reader to the original set of data in Manzini and Savoia (2005) or to the almost 
complete presentation of the corpus presented in English in Manzini et al. (2017).
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3.	 Syntactic analysis

We concentrate on four points discussed at length by monoclausal theories 
(Cardinaletti and Giusti 2001, 2003, 2020), namely a introducers (Section 3.1), 
reduced matrix inflections (Section 3.2), clitic climbing (Section 3.3) and finally 
monoeventivity, to which we return in more detail in Section 4 in connection with 
progressives. We do not discuss Person splits, because despite their intrinsic inter-
est, they do not seem to interact much with the theoretical issue of monoclausality 
vs. biclausality, or to be prominent among the arguments put forth by monoclausal 
theorists.

3.1	 The a introducer

Recall that part of our proposal concerning the biclausal status of a finite comple-
ments is that a projects PP. We expect the same to be true of infinitival sentences. 
Thus in (20), the a finite embedding in (20a) will have the structure in (22), parallel 
to (3). The infinitival a embedding will have essentially the same structure as in (23).

(22) . … [PP a [IP DP [I’ ffattsə

(23) . … [PP a [IP DP [I’ fɛ

Given (22)–(23), a is not just etymologically related to dative a ‘to/at’, but rather it 
is the very same element, used for purposes of sentential embedding. More main-
stream theories accept some degree of grammaticalization (in the sense of Roberts 
and Roussou 2003), so that for Rizzi (1997) a and similar prepositional elements are 
categorized as C when embedding sentential complements. In any event, adopting 
the biclausal structure in (22)–(23) allows a relatively straightforward account of the 
a introducer, as identical with the ordinary a Romance subordinator; this remains 
true even if we take Rizzi’s (1997) C categorization.

The monoclausal view lacks a cogent proposal in this respect, especially one 
capable of establishing a connection between the different occurrences of a. In 
fact, Ledgeway (2016) adopts a biclausal structure for a finite embedding though he 
embraces the monoclausal structure for bare finite embedding. Cruschina (2013) 
suggests that a is a linker and as such meaningless; Cardinaletti and Giusti (2001) 
simply refer to a as a connector.

In the historical literature, a possible etymology connects the finite a introducer 
to the Latin coordination ac ‘and’ (Rohlfs 1969: § 761) and therefore suggests that 
structures like (22) are pseudocoordinates (like English I go and eat, i.e. I go to 
eat). If so, alternations such as those in Conversano’s (20), between a+infinitive 
and a+finite verb are a mere matter of homophony between two entirely different 
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a elements (roughly a preposition/subordinator and a coordinator). More to the 
point, there is no independent evidence that in the structures at hand the a is in 
fact a coordinator since the coordinator takes the form of e in all other contexts.

An altogether different question is why Romance infinitives, as well as the finite 
embeddings considered here would be introduced by a preposition or a prepo-
sitional complementizer. Despite the fact that the scope of the question is much 
wider than the constructions covered here, we will briefly sketch an answer based 
on current literature, which calls into question the category C. Specifically, Manzini 
and Savoia (2005, 2011, 2018a, 2018b), Arsenjievic (2009); Kayne (2010) argue that 
finite complementizers of the k- series in Romance (Italian che, French que etc.) 
ought to be treated as wh-operators, taking at face value their lexical coincidence 
with interrogative and relative pronouns. The idea developed by this literature is 
that so-called complementizers turn a propositional content into a relative clause 
headed by a silent N (Arsenjievic, Kayne) or into a free relative (Manzini and 
Savoia). The underlying assumption is that it is impossible to embed propositional 
content except by nominalizing it, essentially as proposed by Rosenbaum (1967).

Manzini and Savoia (2018a, 2018b) further propose that the nominaliza-
tion strategy is itself a response to the fact that propositions lack the φ-features 
content that allows DPs to Agree with v and I, therefore receiving case/Visibility 
in Chomsky’s (2001) terms. This Agree Resistance property, as they call it, can lead 
to various solutions. One of them is the relativization observed in the Romance 
embedding of finite sentence by a wh- pronoun. Another strategy is obliquization, 
corresponding to the Romance embedding of infinitival sentences under preposi-
tions, mainly a and di/de.

This set of proposals raises the immediate question why this strategy should 
normally be restricted to infinitives in Romance, as in (23), and why it would 
be extended to finite verbs in structures like (22). First, the impression one gets 
from standard Romance languages that prepositional introducers are restricted to 
non-finite sentences is incorrect. A case in point is Early Romanian, as illustrated 
by Hill (2013), where the de preposition could also precede finite complements, as 
in (24). As noted by Hill (2013) in Early Romanian de “heads possessives, comple-
ments of origin, ‘by’ phrases, complements of location”, establishing its bona fide P 
categorization (Dobrovie-Sorin et al. 2013 on standard Romanian).

(24) au poruncitŭ de au făcut un sicreiu � Early Romanian (Hill 2013)
  has ordered of they.have made a coffin  

		  ‘He has ordered them to make a coffin’

Sardinian varieties (Jones 1993) provide an interesting example of complement 
sentences which can equally be introduced by a k- complementizer or by a prepo-
sition, namely so-called inflected infinitives, as illustrated in (25).
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(25) l an fattu innantis dɛ/ki ɛnnɛrɛɕɛ � Dorgali (Sardinia)
  it they.have done before of/that you.came  

		  ‘They did it before you came’

What seems to matter in (24)–(25) for the presence of an oblique introducer is the 
absence of independent tenses in the matrix and embedded clause. This is so by 
definition with inflected infinitives. As for (24), the control reading requires the 
matrix and embedded verb to agree in tense according to many theorists (Landau 
2013, 2015). In short, infinitival embeddings like (23) and a finite embeddings like 
(22) share the property of lacking independent tense specifications – in other words, 
either the embedded sentence is tenseless (as normally assumed for infinitives) or 
it agrees in tense with the matrix sentences. Therefore, the distribution of a, and 
in general of prepositional introducers, can be restricted in terms of this property.

Let us then briefly consider bare embeddings. In present terms the simplest 
analysis is that the bare embedding structure is simply obtained from (22) by 
elimination of the PP layer, as illustrated in (26), reproducing (2) and (4) above. 
Evidently, in the absence of an a element to place in the cartographic architecture 
of functional positions, it becomes easier to claim that bare embedding structures 
are monoclausal. Nevertheless, the issue remains that both matrix and embedded 
verbs are inflected, for which the routine assumption would be that they head their 
own clause.

(26) a. vɔ mandʒə � Martina Franca (Apulia)
   I.go I.eat  

			   ‘I am going to eat’
   b. [VP vɔ [IP DP [IP mmandʒə

In short, the evidence we have seen so far is compatible with assigning biclausal 
structures to a and bare finite embeddings, and treating a as the normal prepo-
sitional subordinator seen in front of infinitives in many Romance languages. In 
fact, this analysis of a seems to be less stipulative than alternatives open under a 
monoclausal view of the relevant structures.

3.2	 Inflection patterns

The data summarized in Table 2 show a lack of independence in the tense specifica-
tions of the matrix and embedded sentences; this means that either one of the two 
verbs may lack tense specifications altogether, normally the matrix verb – or else 
if tense specifications are present on both verbs, then the tenses agree. A certain 
amount of asymmetries observed in Table 2 further concern φ-features inflections. 
Thus, inflection may be realized only on one verb, namely on the embedded verb. 
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We exemplify this pattern in its starkest form, i.e. both tense and φ-features realized 
only downstairs, in (27a), reproducing Example (17) above. By contrast, (27b), 
reproducing Example (15), has both matrix and embedded verbs bear agreeing 
φ-features and tense inflections. Both patterns have a simultaneous tense and sub-
ject control reading comparable to that of infinitival embeddings in English or 
other Romance languages.5

(27) a. lu sta ffatʃivi � Mesagne (Salento)
   it be you.did  

			   ‘You were doing it’
   b. u ia a ffaʃia � Modica (Sicily)
   it I.went to I.did  

			   ‘I was going to do it’

Monoclausal accounts by Cardinaletti and Giusti (2001, 2003) and by Ledgeway 
(2016) focus on the pattern in (27a). According to Cardinaletti and Giusti, the single 
finite Agr projection in their monoclausal structure is lower than be/stay, go etc. and 
is therefore picked up by the embedded verb, rather than by the superordinate verb. 
Whatever inflections the latter has, they are “parasitic” on those of the embedded 
verb. According to Ledgeway (2016) only a lexical VP can project Agr. In bare 
embedding structures, which he construes as monoclausal, the higher functional 
verb cannot bear Agr. For cases of overtly inflected superordinate verbs in bare 
embeddings, he would probably have to resort to the same claim as Cardinaletti 
and Giusti that the higher agreement is parasitic on the lower one.

Cardinaletti and Giusti’s (2001) solution, positioning the relevant class of verbs 
above Agr, while made possible by cartographic notation, encodes the facts, rather 
than explaining them. It is not clear why other functional verbs (i.e. auxiliaries) 
are normally inflected, i.e. lower than Agr, as Ledgeway (2016) also points out. 
Ledgeway’s own proposal, if we understand it correctly, does not overcome this 
problem. Suppose be/stay etc. are directly merged under a functional head and not 
in VP; this must surely be true of auxiliaries in general, which are nevertheless fully 
inflected. Nor is the notion of a “parasitic” inflection, necessitated by examples like 
(27b), given a formalization, as far as we are aware.

Let us then consider the biclausal approach, beginning with tense inflections. 
Following Giorgi (2009), who builds on Higginbotham (2009), tense is a relational 

5.	 As pointed out by Ledgeway (2016), the pattern in (27a) requires verbs of obligatory control, 
i.e. be/stay, come, go and excludes want, which is a non-obligatory control verb; the pattern in 
(27b) is possible with all these verbs. This may be due to the fact that with a non-obligatory control 
verb a configuration like (27a) can be read as having disjoint reference between the matrix and 
the embedded subject, blocking the control reading.
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notion anchoring the time of event at the time of the utterance or at the time of 
the matrix event in an embedded sentence – or both. Non-past (i.e. present) is 
a two-place predicate introducing a relation between the event argument of the 
predicate and the utterance time. The content of the non-past relation is that the 
event time surrounds the utterance time. The past relation holds between the event 
time and the utterance time, saying that the event time precedes the utterance time.

The agreement in tense observed in examples like (27b) in turn is essentially the 
same independently known from the study of Romance subjunctives. According 
to Giorgi (2009), the Romance subjunctive does not have an independent rela-
tional content, it only externalizes simultaneity with the matrix event. She suggests 
that the subjunctive enters Agree with the matrix tense and as a consequence is 
interpreted as conveying simultaneity with it. We take the same approach to the 
agreement of the matrix and the embedded verb in (27b).

We identify Agree with the Matching relation between a probe and a goal orig-
inally defined by Chomsky (2000: 122–124) as involving feature identity (“identity 
of the choice of features, not of value”) and Minimality, to which we add compli-
ance with the PIC (Phase Impenetrability Condition).6 Giorgi (2009) assumes that 
in Romance subjunctives, the latter is satisfied in that Agree takes place via the 
embedded C phase head. In (27b), with the structure in (28), Agree/Match simply 
obeys locality in virtue of the absence of an embedded C phasal domain.

	 (28)	 [T(e<U) ia ]           …           [T(e<U) �aʃia]

Match

Next, Giorgi (2009) draws an explicit parallel between the embedded tense inflec-
tion in (28), expressing simultaneity of the embedded and the matrix tense, and 
infinitival embeddings – where the infinitive is again simultaneous to the matrix 
tense, for instance in (29a) which reproduces (21b) above. In Balkan-type sub-
junctives, an impoverished embedded tense inflection is found in complements to 
aspectual and other obligatory control verbs, as in Greek (29b). The embedded verb 
surfaces in the non-past form independently of the tense of the matrix verb. The 
example of Carmiano in (18), otherwise isolated in our corpus, seems to connect 
to this pattern.

6.	 We thank an anonymous reviewer for encouraging an Agree formalization. At the same 
time s/he wonders about interpretable/uninterpretable and valued/unvalued features. For present 
purposes we only need a version of Agree which constructs equivalence sets of nodes, inter-
preted as multiple occurrences of the same content (Manzini and Savoia 2018a and references 
quoted there).
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(29) a. vannu a mmaɲdʒari � Camporeale (Sicily)
   they.go to eat.inf  

			   ‘They go to eat.’
   b. arxizo/arxisa na grafo � Greek (Roussou 2009)
   begin-1sg/began-1sg prt write-1sg  

			   ‘I begin/began to write.’

In the infinitival context in (29a) the embedded T is traditionally taken to be empty; 
we have notated this as a free variable content. The value of the embedded T is set 
by the matrix T in what Giorgi (2009) characterizes again as an instance of Agree. 
We again adopt this suggestion, along the lines of (30).

	 (30)	 [T(e<U) vannu]     …           [T(x) mma�d�ari]

Match

We can now turn to the question of how a lack of inflection on the matrix verb is 
also licenced, as in (27a). Morphologically, so called uninflected forms consist of 
the root of the verb (or one of its roots in the case of suppletive go) followed by an 
inflectional class vowel, e.g. st-a in (27a). Therefore, it is more appropriate to refer 
to them as invariable rather than uninflected. This brings them closer to the em-
bedded forms in (29), which in (30) we have construed as being tenseless. However 
in (27a), the single copy of the tense relation is in the embedded T position, while 
it is the matrix T position which lacks positively specified content. Nevertheless 
the tense relation is interpreted as holding of the matrix predicate. Formally, we 
notate the relation involved in this interpretation as a Match relation once again, 
along the lines of (31).

	 (31)	 [T(x) sta]           …           [T(e<U) �atʃivi]

Match

Next, consider the distribution of φ-feature inflections. At least in null subject 
languages like the ones we are dealing with, it is natural to construe verb inflections 
as D pronouns, capable of satisfying the EPP position of the sentence. We will 
then discuss directly the distribution of these D pronouns, abstracting from the 
question whether empty subjects are also represented. A/bare finite embeddings 
display obligatory control, whereby the subject of the embedded sentence is ob-
ligatorily coreferential with the subject of the matrix sentence. Obligatory control 
into a finite sentence is independently known to be possible, for instance in Balkan 
languages, provided the embedded verb has the same tenselessness properties as 
an infinitive (Landau 2013 and references quoted there); (29b) above is a relevant 
example.
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In (27b), matrix and embedded verb agree in φ-features with one another and 
therefore with their subjects. In this case, it is particularly natural to assume that 
control instantiates a matching relation along the lines of (32). The second member 
of the relation is interpreted as anaphoric to the first member – essentially as the 
second member of the temporal relation in (28). Conversely, (28) is a sort of tense 
control configuration.

	 (32)	 [TP          i[D(φ) a]…            [TP          i�atʃi[D(φ) a]

Match

Obligatory control in Romance generally involves an embedded infinitive; therefore 
φ-features are present only on the matrix verb. In infinitival control we can take 
the embedded D inflection to be a “minimal pronoun” (Landau 2015) without 
independent referential features and hence corresponding to a variable (Manzini 
and Savoia 2007, 2018a). φ-features present on the matrix verb value the variable, 
as indicated in (33).

	 (33)	 [TP          van[D(φ) nu]    …            [TP          mma�d�a[D(x) ri]

Match

This leaves us with Example (27a), where the matrix verb is invariable and the em-
bedded verb is inflected for φ-features. While most examples of finite obligatory 
control in Balkan languages reproduce the agreement configuration in (32), struc-
tures similar to (27a) are also attested, for instance with the Greek necessity modal 
prepei ‘must’ in (34). The latter has an invariable 3rd person singular morphology, 
while the embedded verb is fully inflected for φ-features. The deontic reading of 
(34) nevertheless implies a control configuration with argument roles assigned by 
both the matrix and the embedded verbs.

(34) Prepei na kapniso/kapnizi � Greek
  must-3sg prt smoke-1sg/smoke-3sg  

		  ‘I have/he has (the obligation) to smoke’

It is tempting to see (27a) and (34) as representing the mirror image to classical 
control in (33) or even (32). If so, the matrix D inflection corresponds to a “mini-
mal pronoun” lacking referential features, hence a sort of variable, requiring to be 
valued by the embedded inflection, along the lines of (35).7 This might be described 

7.	 Another possible candidate for the analysis in (35) is the Italo-Romance deontic modals 
studied by Benincà and Poletto (1996), exemplified in (i). Benincà and Poletto treat them as 
functional heads in a monoclausal structure. They make it clear that the meaning is deontic and 
that raising is not a possible analysis. When the embedded verb is an infinitival, as in (i), the only 
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as backward control, except that backward control is normally taken to involve a 
fully inflected matrix verb.8

	 (35)	 [TP          st[D(x) a]          …            [TP          �atʃiv[D(φ) i]

Match

In short, we contend that there are distinct advantages to biclausality when both 
verbs are fully inflected (and eventually connected by a), as in (27b). Specifically, 
we capture the continuity of (27b) with finite obligatory control into Balkan-type 
subjunctive complements – and with the dependent tense interpretation (simulta-
neity) of Romance-type or Balkan-type subjunctives. Though pattern (27a) is more 
problematic, we also indicated possible bisentential counterparts.

3.3	 Clititicization patterns

Cardinaletti and Giusti (2001, 2003, 2020) lay considerable emphasis on the fact 
that in their data, clitic climbing is obligatory in a finite embeddings. Cardinaletti 
and Giusti’s argument is that the positioning of the clitic on the superordinate verb 
is predicted if a monoclausal structure is adopted. By contrast, bi-clausal structures 
may allow clitic climbing, but do not force it, as witnessed by the fact that Italian 
allows both the embedded position of the clitic and clitic climbing in (36).

(36) a. Vado a vederlo � Italian
   I.go to see-him  

			   ‘I go to see him’
   b. Lo vado a vedere
   him I.go to see

			   ‘I go to see him’

Let us then go back to the cliticization data in Table 3. At least in Salento varieties 
embedded and climbed position of clitics alternate, both in a and in bare finite 
embeddings. In this respect they are similar to the standard Italian alternations 
between downstairs cliticization and climbing in (37). Thus a embeddings in the 

possible reading is that of arbitrary control (generic reading). In view of the data in Table 3 it is 
noteworthy that clitic climbing is impossible.

(i) Bisogna farlo � Italian
  Need(s) do.inf-it  

		  ‘One needs/we need to do it’

8.	 Alexiadou et al. (2010) do not include prepei sentences in their discussion of backward control 
in Greek.
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Brindisi variety are compatible with upstairs cliticization and with downstairs clit-
icization, as in (37), cf. (8) and (19) above. It must however be acknowledged that 
the example in (37b) presenting both short cliticization and a embedding is the 
only one of its kind known to us.

(37) a. ti vɔɟɟu a vveʃu � Brindisi (Salento)
   you I.want to I.see  

			   ‘I want to see you’
   b. vɔli a ssi lu mandʒa
   he.wants to himself it he.eats

			   ‘He wants to eat it’

In other Salento varieties bare finite embedding also admit the two possibilities, 
including embedded cliticization, as in (38b) and matrix cliticization, as in (38a), 
cf. (9) above. The fact that short cliticization is found only in Salento varieties raises 
the question whether the pattern may depend on the availability of ku structures. 
If so, monoclausal theorists can claim that even if short cliticization in (38) points 
to a biclausal structure, this is a bare alternant of ku embeddings,9 and does not say 
anything about a embedding.

(38) a. lu sta ffattsu � Mesagne (Salento)
   it be I.do  

			   ‘I am doing it’
   b. vɔɟɟu lu veʃu
   I.want him I.see

			   ‘I want to see him’

Conversely, independently of whether (37)–(38) represent a problem for mono-
clausal theorists, a potential issue arises for the present biclausal analysis in that in 
many varieties, specifically Sicilian ones, clitic climbing is actually obligatory both 
with a finite embeddings, as in (39a) and with bare finite embeddings, as in (39b).

(39) a. u vaju a ccamu � Calascibetta (Sicily)
   him I.go to I.call  

			   ‘I am going to call him’
   b. tı va kʊrkı
   you you.go you.lie

			   ‘You are going to lie down’

9.	 Traditionally, bare alternants to ku sentences are described in terms of ku deletion. How-
ever Ledgeway (2012) makes it clear that there cannot be any process of ku deletion.
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We take it as uncontroversial that clitic climbing is impossible in the presence of 
an intervening non-defective CP phase. This conclusion is essentially an updating 
of Kayne’s (2000) classical work in phasal terms. Thus Italian tensed complements 
do not allow clitic climbing, even when the matrix verb, e.g. want in (40), allows 
clitic climbing with infinitival complements.

(40) �*Lo voglio che tu chiami � Italian
  him I.want that you call  

		  ‘I want you to call him’

Building on Kayne (2000), the clitic alternations in (36) reflect the lack of a phasal 
C head or the presence of a defective C head, allowing climbing without forcing it. 
The alternations in (38) reflect the same state of affairs if we accept that they have 
bisentential structures, along the lines of (41).

(41) a. [IP lu [IP sta … [Cdefective [IP ffattsu
  b. [IP vɔɟɟu … [Cdefective [IP lu [IP veʃu

According to monoclausal theorists, structures like (41) are available in Salento 
varieties as bare alternants of ku embeddings, and therefore do not bear on a em-
beddings at all. There is however one piece of evidence that in Salento varieties 
the alternation in (41) is extended to a embeddings, namely the examples in (37). 
Whatever the status of these examples, we must acknowledge the potential prob-
lem for the bisentential analysis posed by varieties where a/bare finite embeddings 
obligatorily require clitic climbing, as in (39).

The intuition is that there are several degrees of defectivity (of the CP phase) 
in structures of clausal embedding licencing and that different degrees of phasal 
defectivity licence different degrees of sentence cohesion such as the impossibility 
of clitic climbing in (40) vs. its possibility in (41) vs. its obligatoriness in (39). So 
far we have proposed that presence of a C phase head blocks long cliticization and 
forces short cliticization in (40). Presence of a defective C phase head allows both 
long cliticization and short cliticization, as in (41).

We may modify the proposal in (41) so that a defective C head is present in 
short cliticization structures like (41b), where it is allowed by inheritance of fea-
tures from C, however defective, to I. Structures which present clitic climbing may 
then be modelled as presenting a C head, however defective. Whatever features 
I has are the result of matching with matrix I – leading to the association of all 
I-related functional material with the matrix I. For instance, it is known from Kayne 
(2000: 44) that clitic climbing correlates with the impossibility of an embedded 
(clitic) negation.
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(42) a. [IP u [IP vaju … [PP a [IP ccamu
  b. [IP tı [IP va … [IP kʊrkı

In short, the robust evidence of short cliticization from Salento varieties is not 
necessarily relevant to the present discussion while Example (37b) with short clit-
icization under a is isolated. Conversely, clitic climbing with a/bare finite embed-
dings is obligatory in Sicilian and Apulian varieties. Since clitic climbing has been 
used as an argument in favor of (some degree of) clause union at least since Rizzi’s 
(1981) ‘restructuring’, it is straightforwardly handled by monoclausal theorists. In 
present terms we have suggested that the degree of sentence cohesion depends on 
the representation of the C phasal head as present, defective, absent.

4.	 The interpretation of the progressive

A final major property that according to Cardinaletti and Giusti (2001, 2003) favors 
a monoclausal analysis is that a/bare finite embeddings involve not two events but a 
monoeventive interpretation. Indeed be/stay followed by a/bare finite embeddings 
has the same meaning as the English be-ing progressive. Matters are less clear with 
go/come, though as indicated by Cruschina (2013) for Sicilian, and by Tellier (2015) 
for the French infinitival construction, they may easily be construed without any 
implication of physical motion. Just one Sicilian example is provided in (43). As 
for want, we do not know of comparable claims.

(43) … e mi vannu a dunanu na pizza accussì ladia!
  and to-me they.go to they.give a pizza so ugly

		  ‘… and they give me such a bad pizza!’� Sicilian (Cruschina 2013: 279)

Evidently, in order to evaluate the argument from monoeventivity, we need to ad-
dress the interpretation of the syntactic structures proposed in Section 3. In so 
doing, we narrow our focus to progressives because of the considerable semantic 
literature (Portner 2011). Our goal is not to propose our own theory for the inter-
pretation of progressives; nor do we have the ambition of providing a motivation 
for a particular semantic analysis (as, for example, Cruschina this volume). We 
simply want to show that the syntactic structures in Section 3 are semantically in-
terpretable. More specifically, we are interested in showing that existing semantics 
for progressives are in fact bi-eventive; this eliminates the last potential argument in 
favor of monoclausal structures, namely the intuition that a single event is involved.

Before we proceed to the semantic literature on progressives, let us dwell a little 
longer on the Romance a preposition. According to Manzini and Franco (2016) the 
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preposition a ‘to’ instantiates a relation, notated ⊆, whose content is what Belvin 
and den Dikken (1997: 170) call zonal inclusion. In other words, in sentence like 
I gave the book to Peter, to introduces a relation between its object Peter and the 
theme of the verb the book such that Peter includes the book, i.e. possesses it.

In the words of Portner (2011: 1248–49), an important stream of research holds 
that “a progressive sentence describes part of an event, in the same way that a com-
mon noun phrase of the form part of X describes part of the individual referred 
to by X … This approach to the semantics of the progressive can be referred to as 
the partitive analysis”. We refer the reader to Portner’s work for a summary of the 
various accounts proposed in the literature. Despite the “quite unique” nature of 
some of his ideas, as highlighted by Portner, here we illustrate Landman’s (1992) 
treatment of the progressive, labelled by its author as the Part-of Proposal.

The idea is that “Mary is crossing the street is true iff some actual event realizes 
sufficiently much of the type of events of Mary’s crossing the street”. For instance, 
the sentence in (44a) is true “iff some event is realized in w in the past and that 
event stands in the PROG relation to the type of events of Mary building a house” 
(Landman 1992: 13–22), as indicated in (44b), where PROG is the relation between 
events and types (sets) of events mentioned in the part-of proposal.

	 (44)	 a.	 Mary was building a house
		  b.	 ∃e’[t(e’) < now and PROG(e’, λe.∃y [house(y) and Build(e) and 

Agent(e)=Mary and Theme(e)=y])]

The part-of relation involved in Landman’s analysis seems indeed to fit in with the 
present construal of the Romance a preposition. Two points about Landman’s treat-
ment are salient for present purposes. First and foremost, the logical syntax of the 
progressive in (44b) is bi-eventive, rather than mono-eventive, making it well suited 
for the bi-clausal syntax that we are proposing. An operation of lambda-abstraction 
at the C-I interface, which turns the embedded event into an event type (set), is nec-
essary in order to map the syntax in Section 3 to the semantics in (44b). But this is 
the kind of enrichment that can reasonably be expected to take place at the interface.

The second important point concerns the nature of PROG. In Landman’s terms, 
“E, the set of events, is ordered by two relations: a relation of ‘part-of ’ and a re-
lation of ‘stage-of ’ […] a stage of an event is a special sort of part of that event”. 
For instance, “if an event is a complete accomplishment event (Mary’s building of 
a house), the result (the house being built) is part of that event”. Importantly for 
present purposes, this is true in exactly the same sense in which “Hanny’s hand at 
a certain interval is part of Hanny at that (or a larger) interval”. The last passage is 
that “not every part of e at an interval is a stage of e; to be a stage, a part has to be 
big enough and share enough with e so that we can call it a less developed version of 
e”. In practice, coming back to (44), what it means is that “in some world, an event 
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of building a house by Mary goes on, a stage of which goes on in our world at some 
past interval, a stage, which develops into that event” (Landman 1992: 22–28).10

Now, as discussed at the beginning of this section, the a preposition in its 
dative occurrences has a part-whole content, as motivated by Manzini and Franco 
(2016); Franco et al. (2021). In turn in Section 3.1 we concluded that a finite em-
beddings in Sicilian and Apulian dialects, for instance in (45a), involve the a dative 
preposition, as in (45b).

(45) a. stɔk a bbeivə � Taranto (Apulia)
   I.stay to I.drink  

			   ‘I am drinking’
		  b.	 … [VP stɔk(e) [P a(e, e’) [IP DP bbeivə(e’)]]]

In (45) the responsibility for introducing a relation between the event introduced by 
the main verb e and the event property introduced by the embedded sentence falls 
to the a elementary predicate. In this occurrence, the ⊆ part/whole relation holds of 
event pairs, saying that one event is part of, or a stage of, a second event – or rather 
a set of events/an event type. This is part of the semantics required by Landman’s 
PROG. Thus, the ⊆ inclusion/location content is a natural candidate to instantiate 
the relation between events and event properties that a part of the formal semantics 
literature identifies with the progressive. What holds of examples like (45) including 
an overt dative preposition, also holds of bare finite embeddings, if PROG (i.e. part/
whole) is simply not externalized.

In conclusion, semantic accounts of the progressive are in fact surprisingly 
easy to map to biclausal structures of the type proposed in Section 3. Syntactic 
structures of the type proposed here, with two distinct event positions associated 
with the matrix and embedded verb and an inclusion content attributed to a are 
perfect candidates to express a Landman-type semantics. Conversely, to the extent 
that Cardinaletti and Giusti (2001: § 3.7.2) list “single event interpretation” amongst 
the arguments in favor of monoclausality we could legitimately count the semantics 
of progressives as an argument against them.11

10.	 We omit the notion of “continuation branch of an event”, despite it being crucial to Landman; 
we refer the reader directly to his text.

11.	 An anonymous reviewer suggests a different conclusion namely that “there is no one-to-one 
correspondence between … event interpretation and monoclausal/biclausal structure”. This is 
possible – though the argument advanced by the reviewer deserves more careful investigation, 
namely that “Landman’s analysis was carried out for the English progressive construction, whose 
monoclausality has hardly been challenged or disputed”. The matter cannot be dealt with here, 
but we would endorse Kayne’s (2000) conclusion that even have/be – participle structures are 
biclausal.
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5.	 Macrovariation and universals

Focussing on the progressive also allows us to touch on the issue of macrovariation 
and of the universals underlying it. Suppose that our account holds of progressives 
of the form Vfin-(a)-Vfin in Romance. Crosslinguistically, there are many different 
ways of externalizing progressives, while for all we know progressive is an inter-
pretive universal. What are the consequences of our discussion for both issues?

Typological variation in the progressive forms is the core of recent work by 
Cinque (2017), on whose important documentation of the phenomenon we rely. As 
is well known, English, Italian (46a) and Spanish (46b) form the progressives with a 
copula and an embedded gerund. French (46c) has a (complex) preposition which 
however embeds an infinitival sentence. Central and Southern regional varieties of 
colloquial Italian also allow the formation of progressive through the a preposition 
and infinitival embedding as in (46d) – as also shown in the last column of Table 1 
and in examples such as (10b).12 Thus the same meaning can come to be expressed 
by more than one morphosyntactic format.

(46) a. Sta piovendo � Italian
   It.is raining  

			   ‘It is raining’
   b. Juan está estudiando � Spanish
   Juan is studying  

			   ‘Juan is studying’
   c. Il est en train de pleuvoir � French
   it is in course of raining  

			   ‘It is raining’
   d. Sta a studiare � Italian (regional)
   he/she is to study.inf  

			   ‘He/she is studying’

Conversely, one form can come to express more than one meaning. Thus, in Italian 
the progressive reading is compatible with the simple present tense, as in (47a); 
the same is true in French (47b). In a language like Bulgarian in (47c) the simple 
present/imperfective is in fact the sole exponent of the progressive.

	 (47)	 a.	 Piove � Italian
			   it.rains
			   ‘It is raining’

12.	 These construction are recalled here at the prompting of an anonymous reviewer. Their 
structure is already discussed in (23), in reference to Example (10b).
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   b. Il pleut � French
   it rains  

			   ‘It is raining’
   c. V London vali mnogo � Bulgarian
   in London it.rains a lot  

			   ‘In London it’s raining a lot’

Cinque’s (2017) theoretical conclusions are based on the cartographic tenet of the 
‘syntacticization of semantics’ (Cinque and Rizzi 2009). Thus, the Bulgarian present 
(47c) “in contexts compatible with a progressive interpretation actually co-occurs 
with a silent Progressive aspect head”. Italian and French may take the same route as 
Bulgarian, namely of a silent Progressive head (47a–b) – or else realize Progressive 
by a periphrasis with the gerund (Italian (46a)) or by a periphrasis with a (complex) 
PP and the infinitive (French and Italian (46c–d)). Therefore for Cinque all pro-
gressives are characterized by an invariant syntactico-semantic structure including 
the Progressive head. In externalization, this underlyingly universal structure yield 
several possible syncretic or periphrastic morphophonological outputs.

Among the arguments that may be adduced in support of this line of thought 
is the fact that opacity at the PHON (externalization) interface is licenced by what 
many would consider as the standard morphological framework in minimalism, 
namely Distributed Morphology (DM, Halle and Marantz 1993). However, though 
under DM it is possible to have externalizations which are not isomorphic to the 
underlying syntax, ordinary simplicity measures presumably dictate that a more 
transparent mapping (requiring fewer operations) is to be preferred to a more 
opaque one. Everything else being equal, therefore, the more transparent mapping 
afforded by the biclausal analysis for South Italian progressives should be favored 
with respect to the less transparent mapping of the monoclausal analysis (meaning 
linkers, parasitic inflections etc.).

Transparency at PHON is also linked to learnability, given that this is the only 
interface through which evidence is accessible to the child. Cinque (2017: 562) 
explicitly mentions that “if Progressive aspect is a universal category (possibly re-
flecting the way our cognition analyses the world), a child only needs to recognize 
which piece of morphology, if any, represents it, even if this has no obvious corre-
spondence to (parts of) its meaning”. This statement hides a difficulty, namely that 
the cartographic model does not simply require a universal concept of progressive, 
on which we may all agree. It requires much stronger assumptions about the exist-
ence of a Progressive syntactic head and of a template ordering it with respect to 
other functional heads. This is far from a generally accepted postulate – and in fact 
characterized as “unevolvable” by Chomsky et al. (2019).
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Our idea is that the various forms taken by the progressive crosslinguistically 
are largely compatible with that described for South Italian. To begin with, the 
typological literature (Bybee, Perkins and Pagliuca 1994) reports that the progres-
sive often involves a locative embedding. Cinque lists eight groups of languages 
where different locative strategies are employed, involving a locative PP or a locative 
main verb. In order to understand why the basic syntax of these languages can be 
matched to that of South Italian, we need to go back once again to characterization 
that we gave for the a preposition of South Italian.

We indicated that its basic content is that of a dative (possessor/recipient). In 
present terms this means that it established an inclusion/part-whole relation be-
tween its complement and some superordinate argument. As in turns out, in South 
Italian and in many Romance languages a also externalizes locative relations, both 
state and motion. Crucially, the present approach, which we base on Franco et al. 
(2021) does not treat location as primitive. On the contrary, we take the general 
relator meaning of a to be primitive; its locative occurrences are a specialization 
of the part-whole relation. Thus, locative occurrences involve instances where the 
internal argument of ⊆ is a location (i.e. ‘x included by y, y location’) and/or the 
main predicate is directional. In other words, location is a contextual restriction 
of part-whole.

Therefore, when it comes to the encoding of the progressive by periphrases that 
are otherwise interpreted as locative, we predict that these expressions surface to 
the extent that they have a general relator core, connecting to the fundamentally 
partitive semantics of progressives. We do not in any way imply that specifically 
locative relations play any role (unlike, say, Mateu and Amadas 1999; Demirdache 
and Uribe-Etxebarria 2000). In the easiest case, a simple preposition is involved, 
where one can easily hypothesize the removal of the locative restriction, leaving the 
basic inclusion relation. South Italian varieties with a progressives exemplify this 
typology, as do some Germanic languages. As Higginbotham (2009) points out, the 
historical origin of the English Progressive is a prepositional construction involving 
a gerundive object: “[…] the relic of the preposition is still heard, of course, in those 
English speakers who say ‘John is a’crossing (of) the street’[…]” (Higginbotham 
2009: 54). A Germanic language which makes use of an overt preposition is Dutch, 
as in (48).

(48) Ik ben aan het/’t werken. � Dutch (van Gelderen 1993: 180–182)
  I am on the working  

		  ‘I am working’.

Cinque (2017) also lists progressives consisting of a copula and an embedded ger-
und, including English, Italian (46a) and Spanish (46b) among gerunds with a 
locative externalization. Gallego (2010) and Franco (2015) convincingly argue that 
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the gerund is a sort of verbal PP; even etymologically, it corresponds to the oblique 
case (dative/instrumental) of the Latin verbal noun. Therefore Italian (46a) has a 
syntax similar in all relevant respects to that of (22)–(23). The copula embeds a KP, 
where the oblique case K is encoded by the inflection of the gerund.

At the same time, as Cinque (2017) points out in his cross-linguistic survey, sev-
eral languages recruit complex spatial PPs, including locative Axial Parts (Svenonius 
2006). Many Romance varieties of North Italy employ behind, as in (49); note that 
dre ‘behind’ is connected to its complement by the elementary relator a – as happens 
in many complex PPs in Romance (Garzonio and Rossi 2016).

(49) a sun dre a skrever � Modena (Emilia)
  I am behind to write  

		  ‘I am writing’

What Axial Parts do in the economy of complex locative PPs is introduce an axis of 
orientation relating the figure (i.e. the subject of the predication) to the ground (i.e. 
the complement of the locative PP). This is a specialization of the general relation 
introduced in (49) by a. Examples like (49) involve well-known general processes 
whereby many Axial Parts can be plied either to a locative or to a temporal/as-
pectual interpretations. For example, Franco (2015) documents how Italian dietro 
(Latin de retro, Emilian dre) turns up in formations with meaning of after(wards) – 
following a typologically well attested pattern. Other languages resort to a locative 
matrix verb. In fact even the verb that we consistently glossed as be/stay in Romance 
could be said to be locative.

Nevertheless, given that locative relations are not crucial to the present account 
of progressives, we fully expect that languages employ periphrases which involve 
PPs and/or auxiliaries without locative meaning. According to Cinque (2017), these 
include the French progressive (46c) formed by en train de + infinitive. Thus French 
use a dedicated aspectual periphrasis to restrict the partitive relation at the heart 
of the progressive.

Other languages resort to an aspectual matrix verb. For instance, Basque en-
codes the progressive through both ari ‘to be engaged’, which in fact selects a loc-
ative PP. The ari progressive is of particular interest in the context of the present 
discussion in that it involves a biclausal syntactic structure according the theoretical 
analysis by Laka (2006). The PP can be either a nominal complement (50a), or a 
nominalized clause (50b), in both instances yielding a progressive meaning.

(50) a. emakume-a dantza-n ari da � Basque (Laka 2006)
   woman-det dance-loc engaged is  

			   ‘The woman is dancing’
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   b. emakume-a ogi-a ja-te-n ari da
   woman-det bread-det eat-nom-loc engaged is

			   ‘The woman is eating the bread’

Progressive aspect proper, as in (50b), induces a change in case-assignment, as well 
as a change in the choice of matrix verb type. In the non-progressive counterpart of 
(50b), namely (51), the external argument emakumea ‘the woman’ carries ergative 
case (marked by -k); the internal argument ogia ‘(the) bread’ receives absolutive 
case, marked zero. In contrast, (50b) has no ergative-marked argument. Following 
Laka (2006), this is because the verb embedded in the nominalized clause, jan ‘eat’, 
is not involved in assigning either case or thematic role to ‘the woman’. Rather, the 
theta marking of the subject of the progressive construction is due to the ari matrix 
verb, that selects a PP and determines absolutive case assignment to its subject, as 
in all other locative constructions in Basque. According to Laka (2006), therefore, 
(50b) has the structure in (52) where the embedded non-finite (nominalized) verb 
is in a locative phrase selected by the progressive verb and the matrix subject ‘the 
woman’ controls the embedded subject PRO. Thus, the absence of ergative marking 
for the agent of the event implies a biclausal structure.

(51) emakume-a-k ogi-a jaten du � Basque (Laka 2006)
  woman-det-erg bread-det eating has  

		  ‘The woman eats the bread’

(52) [emakumeai [[[[PROi ogia ja- VP] te- NP] n PP] ari VP] da IP]

Cinque (2017) also quotes Laka’s work and takes into accounts its conclusions as 
to the biclausal nature of the construction. Though alternative analyses may be 
preferable he is prepared to entertain the possibility that “the entire ari + PP could 
perhaps be in the specifier of a silent (Progressive) head”. The point we want to 
make here is that even granting Cinque’s conclusions, an abstract Progressive head 
does not make any contribution independent of that already made by the various 
components of syntax and meaning individuated by Laka in her analysis. This is 
essentially the point we would make for South Italian a/bare finite embeddings, or 
in fact for the various locative and non-locative complex PPs briefly reviewed so far.

The question is then whether there are other typologies for which a silent 
Progressive head might make a crucial contribution. It certainly appears to be 
promising that some languages lack a specialized progressive periphrasis like 
Bulgarian; or equivalently may choose to resort to a simple tense anyway to exter-
nalize the progressive, as in Italian, French. Let us say that in Bulgarian or in one of 
the possible grammars of Italian the progressive is not externalized. It is not a matter 
of contention, then, that in the present Italian may externalize just Tense (event 
time = utterance time) and not aspect (progressive, habitual, etc.). The question is 
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whether the disambiguation which this necessitates is performed by the syntax, 
cartography-style, by means of a Progressive head – or whether the PROG operator 
(Section 4) can be enriched at the SEM interface. Neither option is intrinsically 
simpler or more complex in itself – it is a theoretical, not a descriptive choice.

In short, we believe that the syntax we have argued for in detail for the South 
Italian a/bare finite embeddings in Sections 1–4, provides a template for many 
externalizations of progressive involving simple or complex prepositions, locative, 
aspectual or of other type – and/or locative/aspectual/copula-like verbs. For this 
entire family of periphrastic constructions of the progressive the same arguments 
in principle hold as for South Italian. As argued in Sections 1–4, the addition of an 
abstract Progressive head to the structure does not add anything that is not already 
present in the elements overtly realized. In fact, a structure which is easily analyzed 
as bisentential must be constrained into a monoclausal straightjacket with added 
opacity at the PHON interface.

At the same time, we have suggested that in instances of radical ambiguity of a 
given form between the progressive and the non-progressive reading, no syntactic 
representation of the progressive is present. The PROG operator is enriched at 
the SEM interface. We have already commented on the theoretical nature of the 
choice between the solutions. In concluding this section, we should point out that 
under the present account some unitary characterization of the progressive can be 
reconstructed in the SEM component – since a partitive PROG relation between 
event/event types is either externalized by various means or else introduced at SEM. 
However, there is no universal syntactic category corresponding to this Progressive 
content. We have no reason to believe that this is not the correct result. Syntactic 
structures are not necessarily universal but vary in accordance with lexical variation 
(Chomsky 1995). They are not necessarily isomorphic to meaning but they simply 
restrict it (in an optimal way).

6.	 Conclusions

A bisentential analysis has been proposed to the a/bare finite embedding data. 
Such an analysis can account for the a element (Section 3.1) and for the presence of 
double matrix and embedded inflection (Section 3.2) in a simple way. The presence 
of reduced inflections on the matrix verb and clitic climbing (Section 3.3) can be 
explained by reasonably simple parameters. In Section 4 we addressed the question 
whether bi-clausal structures could be matched to an appropriate semantics, by nar-
rowing the scope of our discussion to progressives. A partitive semantics for pro-
gressives can be mapped point by point to our syntax. In discussing the typology of 
progressives in Section 5 we explicitly endorsed the view that the same progressive 
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semantics can be supported by different syntactic constructions – and of course the 
same syntax may be liable to ambiguities subject to pragmatic restrictions. In this 
sense we have rejected the codification of Progressive as a cartographic functional 
head – as we have rejected monoclausal analyses for our data.
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