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Among the (weakly) inflecting-fusional Romance languages, some have gone a 
long way towards generalizing an isolating word structure, making uninflectedness 
the rule rather than the exception, at least in some areas of grammar. The most 
widely known case is French nominal morphology, but a large subset of the Italo-
Romance varieties – both north and south of Tuscany, whose dialects provided the 
basis for the standard language – parallels French in having reduced distinctions in 
inflection in general, in such a way that agreement has come to be signalled much 
less systematically than it used to be in Latin and still is in standard Italian. 
In the present paper, elaborating on previous work (see e.g. Loporcaro 2000a-b; 
Loporcaro & Paciaroni 2021), I show in which ways uninflectedness makes its way 
into these Romance varieties and in which ways it comes to variously interact with 
agreement. The main focus will be on verb agreement with the direct object, whose 
vehicle is a participle. In this area of grammar, most Romance languages display 
four-cell paradigms which may show syncretisms (along patterns classified in 
Loporcaro 2011) or uninflectability, usually as a product of regular sound change 
(the case mentioned above). Spencer (2020: 143) stretches this notion a little bit, 
to cover also cases in which just one feature among those otherwise expressed 
cumulatively in the inflection of words from a given part of speech (its “inflectional 
signature”), fails to be expressed. Another way in which the notion can be extended 
is to cover asymmetrical marking of distinct features in multiple exponence: in 
Italo-Romance dialects, thus, one can observe uninflecting roots vs. inflecting end-
ings in one and the same participle. I will explore the consequences for agreement. 
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