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Abstract: In this chapter, I describe the renewal of coordinating and subordinating conjunctions
from Latin to Modern Romance, a phenomenon which has attracted a good deal of attention,
and for a long time. I focus on the importance of diversification, and specifically on the
phenomena which have pushed it further (e.g. language contact, borrowing and local
innovations) or prevented it (relatinization, parallel innovations, internal borrowing within the
language family).
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1 Introduction

One important change in Medieval Romance is the shift towards greater syntactic structuring
(e.g. Combettes 2018, 373, on the transition from Latin to French). The renewal of coordinating
(as in 1) and subordinating (as in 2) conjunctions from Latin to Modern Romance, which
amounts to a global paradigm shift in both cases, has attracted a good deal of attention for over
a century, concerning both subordinating (Jeanjaquet 1894; Meillet 1921; Avram 1960; Herman
1963; Dardel 1978) and coordinating conjunctions (Coseriu 1968; Hansen 2021). In this
evolution, there are instances of renewal (e.g. Latin ut — French que in 2) but also of continuity
(Latin et > French ef in 1):

(O1d French)

(1) Ce estoit Chauve la soriz / Et Pelez li raz ses mariz
‘It was Bald the mouse and Mangy the rat, her husband’ (Roman de Renart, 12
century, v. 2109-2110; my translation)

(2)  Tuit oram que per nos degnet preier
‘Let us all pray that she will deign pray forus’ (Cantiléne de Sainte Eulalie, 9" century,
v. 26; my translation)

One element of interest in this evolution is the speed of the paradigm renewal, and the way it
contributes to the diversification of Romance languages. Specific phenomena may have either
pushed it further (e.g. language contact, borrowing and local innovations) or mitigated it
(relatinization, parallel innovations, internal borrowing within the language family). Building
on earlier work (Fagard 2011; Fagard/Pietrandrea/Glikman 2016) and reference grammars, with
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occasional help from modern corpora, I investigate the dynamics of this paradigm shift. We
will see that this diversification process is unequal in various respects.

After laying out theoretical and methodological considerations (Section 2), I present an
overview of the global evolution of conjunctions from Latin to Modern Romance (Section 3).
I then focus on various phenomena which contributed to these paradigm shifts (Section 4), e.g.
semantic and/or grammatical reinforcement as well as grammaticalization, at various stages.

2  Theoretical and methodological considerations: Defining and studying conjunctions
2.1 A grammaticalization approach

After over a century of research on grammaticalization, there is a consensus on the main
hallmarks of the phenomenon. It is a complex process triggered by semantic loss, associated
with morphological and syntactic variation, which go hand in hand with a gain in frequency,
and lead to a phonetic reduction. Among these hallmarks, the most reliable from a usage-based
perspective are the following: loss in morphological variation, in syntactic freedom, referential
loss, gain in frequency, paradigmatization. Other features of grammaticalization include the
fact that it is a unidirectional phenomenon (from lexicon to grammar, with no reverse trend); a
piecemeal process, i.e. it can stop at any point on the way; and a cumulative process, i.e. the
change from less to more grammatical does not entail the disappearance of earlier stages, or of
other grammatical items. As a result, the transformation of a grammatical word class in any
given language is by no means a simple replacement of an old paradigm with a new one. Instead,
each tier of the paradigm, from the core elements to the margins of the category, may receive
new members, which may in turn dislodge older members — or not; or do so only partly.

One apparently systematic outcome of grammaticalization processes is the creation of
grammatical categories which display a prototypical structure, with a small core of highly
grammaticalized elements and a large array of less grammaticalized items (for the prototypical
structure of grammar, see also Haiman 1985, 259; Croft 1990, 248; Kortmann 2012, 15). Core
elements are the most grammaticalized, most frequent and least numerous; the further from the
core an element is, the less frequent it is (in this function) (cf. e.g. Company Company 2002,
203; Lehmann 1995, 95-96). We will see that this prototypical structure emerges for both
paradigms of subordinating and coordinating concjunctions, though in slightly different forms.

2.2 Methodology: Languages, periodization, corpora

For this chapter, I used online corpora to compare frequencies and retrieve examples:

[a—y

Late Latin: PaLaFra Corpus (5%-10" ¢.)
French: BFM (Old French); Frantext (Old to Modern French); CFPP2000 (Spoken
Present-Day French)
Italian: MIDIA (Medieval Italian, see D’ Achille/Grossmann 2017)
Spanish: Corpus del Espaiiol (13th-20th c., Davies 2002)
Portuguese: Corpus do Portugués (13th-20th, Davies/Ferreira 2006)
Romanian: 16"-18™ (Hill/Mardale 2021)
French, Italian, Spanish: Google Books Ngram corpus (Lin et al. 2012)
French, Italian, Spanish, Portuguese, Romanian: web corpora accessed through the
Sketch Engine query system!
o French (frTenTen 10,666,617,369 words)
o Italian (ItTenTen 2,588,873,046 words)
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!'See Kilgarriff et al. (2014).



o Spanish (esTenTen 2,103,770,763 words)
o Portuguese (ptTenTen 2,757,635,105 words)
o Romanian Web as a Corpus (RoWaC, 44,729,032 words)

In order to assess the global evolution of the paradigms, I focus on Classical Latin (before the
1t century AD) and Modern Romance (19'"-21% centuries), but I will occasionally refer to other
periods, namely: Late Latin (after the 2" century AD), Medieval Romance (before the 15
century) and Classical Romance (16"-17" centuries).

2.3 Coordination and subordination

Conjunctions are often compared to adpositions, as they are invariable and belong to a mostly
closed class: for both, there is a closed class of highly grammaticalized, highly frequent
elements, as well as an open class of constructions which are functionally similar. I will talk
here of “main” and “secondary” paradigms of conjunctions.

The opposition between coordination and subordination is not always clear-cut, but can be seen
as opposite poles of a continuum (see e.g. Foley/van Valin 1984; Konig/van der Auwera 1990;
Raible 1992, 14-23; Koch 1995, 15), and there is some overlap between coordinating
conjunctions and subordinating conjunctions. However, it is possible to provide a working
definition which successfully distinguishes, by and large, between the two. One important
difference between coordinating and subordinating conjunctions is that the former link together
constituents which are at the same syntactic level and have similar syntactic functions,” while
the latter signal a relation of subordination, i.e. of syntactic hierarchy, dependence, between
two clauses (or, in some cases, constituents and even single words), viz. a host clause and a
dependent clause (Gougenheim 1969, 327; Moignet 1973, 329). Subordination is thus generally
identified by means of features such as dependency and syntactic embedding (Cristofaro 2003,
15).

There is often some variation across grammars of a given language on which elements should
be included in these two paradigms; however, this is mostly the case for the secondary
paradigms, while there is a consensus on the main elements of the paradigm, e.g. for
coordinating conjunctions English and, or, but and their Romance equivalents — compare for
instance It. e ‘and’ and more adverbial-like elements like pure ‘also’. Besides, the main and
secondary paradigms are not discrete categories. A few elements can be unequivocally said to
pertain to the main paradigm, e.g. for Italian e ‘and’, o ‘or’, ma ‘but’. Similarly, a host of
constructions or sequences clearly pertain to the secondary paradigm, e.g. It. eppure
‘nevertheless, however’, oppure ‘or, otherwise’, pero ‘however’ (see Section 2.3.1). But there
is a range of items for which the decision is more delicate, for instance Fr. puis > pis ‘and, also’
which, in some varieties, could be said to have replaced partially ez ‘and’ (Dostie 2004, 118).

2.3.1 Coordinating conjunctions

Works on coordinating conjunctions generally distinguish between two main types of
coordination: copulative and disjunctive. Alongside these two main types, some authors identify
further types, which are often said to be less prototypical, such as adversative conjunctions.
Other items which may be included in these paradigms are conclusive conjunctions, which some
authors classify as adverbs. These four subtypes of coordinating conjunctions can be illustrated
by English and (copulative), or (disjunctive), but (adversative) and so (conclusive).

From a typological perspective, works on coordination have shown that it may be found at any
and all levels of the grammatical hierarchy (Dik 1968, 201; Serra/Prunyonosa 2002, 2201).

2 Additionnally, there is a constraint on “something like semantic likeness”, which excludes sentences like *Juan
y el cuchillo cortaron el pan “*Juan and the knife cut the bread’ (Etxepare 2012, 507).



While some languages have different conjunctions for different levels, distinguishing namely
between NP, VP and clause, with various possible combinations (Haspelmath 2004, 11), this is
generally not the case in Romance. An interesting counter-example could come from Romansh,
specifically Tuatschin, a Sursilvan Romansh dialect spoken in Tujetsch/Tavetsch. Indeed, in
Tuatschin, there is a contrast between the use of conjunctions to coordinate constituents, in
which case they appear alone, and their use to coordinate clauses, in which case they are
followed by the complementizer #ga, as illustrated in (3) for u... né ‘either... or’:

(Romansh)
(3) Utga té fas urdan ajn tia tgombra né tga té lavas gju.
‘Either you tidy up your room or you do the dishes.” (example and translation: Maurer-
Cecchini 2021, 237).

Another point of variation across languages is the position of the conjunction with regard to the
items it links together, and its nature (clitic or not): from this perspective, Haspelmath (2004,
4) suggests that the main types are [A] [conjunction B], [A conjunction] [B] and [A] [B
conjunction], while the last theoretically possible type, [conjunction A] [B] is not in his sample.
In this respect, conjunctions in Romance languages are overwhelmingly of the first type, as
illustrated in (6) — note that this is not the case for Latin (see Section 3.1).

It has also been shown that there is a close link, in many languages, between coordinating
conjunctions and comitative markers (Stassen 2000), though there is limited evidence of this
phenomenon in Romance. Examples seem to indicate that the use of comitative markers such
as the Cat. preposition amb ‘with’ is possible, as in (4), though the corpus shows that they are
not very frequent:

(Catalan)
(4) El professor amb els ajudants editen el text
‘the professor and the assistants are editing the text’ (Serra/Prunyonosa 2002, 2194)

On the basis of the existing literature on coordinating conjunctions in general, and more
specifically on coordinating conjunctions in Romance, a series of features can be shown to be
characteristic of this word class, and specifically of copulative conjunctions. Their most
important features are the fact that they are typically recursive, and necessarily adjacent to the
second coordinated element (5)—(6) rather than inserted in one of these elements (7)—(8), and
that they link items with identical syntactic status and function (5)—(6), for which permutation
is possible (9). They are semantically opaque (Dardano/Trifone 1995, 428; Pana Dindelegan et
al. 2010, 331; Serra/Prunyonosa 2002, 2205), and cannot be combined (10 vs. 11):

(Occitan)
(5) Elos drolles e las drollas e los joves e los vielhs seran convidats
‘boys and girls and young people and old people, all will be invited’ (lit. ‘and the boys
and the girls...’; example from Vernet 2000, 125, my translation)

(Italian)
(6) Giovanni ha cotto la cena, e ha poi preparato la tavola
(7)  *Giovanni ha cotto la cena, ha e poi preparato la tavola
‘Giovanni cooked supper, and then set the table’ (examples from Orlandini/Poccetti
2014, 268, my translation)

3 One apparent exception is the emergence of a new composed conjunction, and/or, see Section 3.2.



(Catalan)
(8)  *Vindra 0 dimarts dilluns
come.IND.FUT.3SG or Tuesday Monday
‘he / she will come Monday or Tuesday’ (Serra/Prunyonosa 2002, 2206)

(French)
(9) J'ai laissé mon chat et mon chien a la maison = J'ai laissé mon chien et mon chat a
la maison
‘I left my cat and my dog home’

(10) Je veux un chat ou un chien
‘I want a cat or a dog’

(11) (a) *Je veux un chat et ou un chien
*I want a cat and or a dog
(b) *Je veux un chat ou et un chien
*I want a cat or and a dog

Copulative conjunctions are the most frequent subtype. Similar features apply to disjunctive
conjunctions; both paradigms include items with a wide range of uses, both semantically and
syntactically. From a semantic perspective, copulative and disjunctive conjunctions are often
abstract or generic; from a syntactic perspective, they may coordinate various types of
constituents. These features, which result from the fact such items have undergone a
grammaticalization process (Hopper/Traugott, 2003), go hand in hand with their high
frequency.

On the other hand, it is frequently noted in grammars that adversative or conclusive
conjunctions do not display similar features. For instance, they are not recursive (12), and in
their case permutation is not always possible (13); they also tend to have other uses, e.g. as
adverbs or DMs (13b-c):*

(Occitan)
(12) *Puéi los drolles puéi las drollaspuéi  los
then DET.M.PL boy.PL then DET.F.PL girl.PL then DET.M.PL
joves puéi los vielhs seran
young.PL then DET.M.PL old.M.PL be.IND.FUT.3PL
convidats

invited.PST.PTCP.M.PL
(example from Vernet 2000, 125, gloss my own)

(French)
(13) (a) La boulangerie était fermée, donc j’ai dii aller a celle ou le pain au chocolat coiite
5 centimes de plus (Twitter example)
“The bakery was closed, so I had to go to the one where the pain au chocolat [chocolate
croissant] costs 5 cents more’
(b) *Donc j’ai dii aller a I’autre, la boulangerie était fermée

4 Note that the variants are acceptable, but with a different interpretation and syntactic analysis: in (13b) and (13c),
donc is no longer a coordinating conjunction. It is closer to a discourse marker, translatable as ‘so’, ‘actually’ or
‘in the end’. In that case, donc does not link the two clauses, but rather links back to a previous utterance.



#'So I had to go to the other one, the bakery was closed’
(¢) *Donc la boulangerie était fermée, j ai dii aller a I’autre
#So the bakery was closed, I had to go the other one’

The contrast between copulative and disjunctive coordination, on the one hand, and adversative
or conclusive conjunctions, on the other, is also visible in the size of the paradigm. While the
former are clearly closed-class paradigms with a limited number of members and a low degree
of diachronic renewal, the exact opposite is true for the latter. Finally, copulative and
disjunctive conjunctions may both coordinate either constituents or clauses, while adversative
and conclusive conjunctions only coordinate clauses.

These subtypes thus include items which typically do not display all defining features of
coordinating conjunctions: they are much less grammaticalized, much less frequent, and vary
across languages and over time. Indeed, given their lesser degree of grammaticalization, there
is some disagreement between linguists as to how they should be described: adverbs with uses
as conjunctions, or conjunctions in their own right?

Table 1 below sums up these differences across subtypes of coordinating conjunctions.

copulative | disjunctive | adversative | conclusive
abstract / generic + +/- - -
coordinates subjects + +/- - -
coordinates constituents | + + - -
always in first position + + +/ - +/-
adverbial or DM uses +/- +/- + +
coordinates clauses + + + +
recursive + + - -
permutation + + - -

Table 1: Features of coordinating conjunctions, for different subtypes (see a.o. Pand Dindelegan
et al. 2010, 332)

Copulative and disjunctive conjunctions display almost all typical features. Among adversative
conjunctions, which are generally less grammaticalized, some may still be considered “genuine
coordinations”, as is the case for mas in Portuguese (Moéia 2016, 332). Finally, at the other end
of the continuum, so-called conclusive conjunctions represent the least degree of coordination
and are sometimes described as ‘“connectors” (Modia 2016, 332; see also chapter 32 on
connectives), or adverbs with the role of a conjunction (Pand Dindelegan et al. 2010); this might
explain why they are not included in Haspelmath (2004), who lists only the first three types.

2.3.2 Subordinating conjunctions

Despite some structural similarities which have to do with the grammaticalization process,
paradigms of subordinating conjunctions are quite different from those of coordinating
conjunctions: they are much larger, and include many multiword expressions. Grammars
distinguish between complementizers, i.e. subordinating conjunctions introducing clauses
which behave as nominal constituents (14), and circumstantial conjunctions or ‘“adverbial
subordination” markers (Kortmann 2012; respectively complement and adverbial relation in
Cristofaro 2003), i.e. subordinating conjunctions with semantic nuances such as the expression
of time (15), cause (16), condition (17) or concession (18):

(Italian)
(14) Dico che é arrivata ieri. (= Dico questo).



‘I’m saying [that] she arrived yesterday (= I’'m saying this)’.

(Portuguese)
(15) Chegou quando estava a dormir
‘She arrived as I was sleeping’

(Spanish)
(16) Fracaso porque no estaba listo.
‘He failed because he wasn’t ready’

(Romanian)
(17) Daca ploua, atunci plecam
‘If it rains, then we’ll leave’ (Pana Dindelegan et al. 2010, 331, my translation)

(Catalan)
(18) No soc cap escopeta, encara que tinc dos canons
‘I’'m no rifle, though I have two canons’ (Elementary school riddle).

From the perspective of grammaticalization, there is indeed a clear contrast between
complementizers — which are the most grammaticalized subordinating conjunctions, generally
semantically empty or highly polysemous, and closed class (at most three elements) — and all
other types of subordinating conjunctions. All subordinating conjunctions seem to display a
high degree of renewal (as pointed out already in Meillet 1921); however, this rate of renewal
seems lower for complementizers, and it has been contended that is it highest for concessive
conjunctions (Meillet 1921, 172—-173; Herman 1963, 64; Dardel 1983, 246; Soutet 2008, 116-
117); Jensen (1992, 487) thus points out that no Latin concessive conjunction survived in
French.

2.2.3 Conjunctions, grammaticalization and prototypicality

As I explained above, it is expected that the paradigms of conjunctions be of a prototypical
nature, with a few highly grammaticalized elements, and more items as we move towards the
edge of the category, with lower degrees of grammaticalization and entrenchment.

I present below a schematic description of these two paradigms, taking Latin as a starting point,
in order to highlight the important changes that took place in the transition to Medieval and
Modern Romance. We can thus identify a first tier (Tier 1 in Table 2) of conjunctions, which
are highly grammaticalized items, very frequent, highly polysemous, and polyfunctional. The
second tier includes ‘lexical’ conjunctions, i.e. those with incipient morphosyntactic
entrenchment, and a frequency high enough to ensure lexicalization (i.e. they are part of any
native speaker’s lexicon), but not high enough to lead to high degrees of polysemy or
polyfunctionality. The third tier includes complex conjunctions, with little or no lexicalization,
i.e. no morphosyntactic entrenchment and typically low frequency; no or only limited polysemy
and polyfunctionality. The fourth and last tier includes syntactically free constructions which
are only functionally, viz. distributionally, equivalent to conjunctions.

This approach ties in neatly with the results presented in Kortmann (2012) and with “Zipf’s
Law of Abbreviation of Words and the three principles constituting the Law of Diminishing
Returns” (Zipf 1949, 120-131, cf. Kortmann 2012, 127), i.e. the frequency of a lexical items
correlates inversely with its formal complexity, directly with its semantic versatility, its
permutability and its age.

Table 2 below provides a (non-exhaustive) list of subordinating and coordinating conjunctions
in Classical Latin, classed by tier; note, however, that this classification is only tentative. Some



items may be at intermediate stages along this cline in Classical Latin. This could be said for
instance of complex conjunctions with partial lexicalization, viz. univerbation, such as
quandoquidem ‘since’. For such items, one valid criterion when deciding to include them in
Tier 2 or 3 is their degree of semantic opacity: in the case of quandoquidem, for instance, it
seems that its degree of opacity qualifies it for Tier 2.

Tier 1 2 3 4
subordinating quando  ‘when,
conjunctions iven that’ :
’ gost uam ‘since” eo quod, pro eo Lin /ex /... +
‘ postq quod, Pro €0\ nent (eo / illo /
cum ‘as, when, | (mainly temporal | quod ‘because’, ) (L) + ut /
because’, ut ‘that, | or causal), | qua re, quam ob | =7 .
; cum / quod] ‘for
so that’, quod | antequam, rem . ,
s . ] . which reason’,
that priusquam for which | |
L , to the extent
until’, quatenus | reason ,
) . that’, etc.
while’, quia
‘because’
coordinating igitur
conjunctions ‘therefore’, nam
‘ . , | non tantum
for, indeed’, . ]
s sed etiam ‘not
et, -que ‘and’, -ve | autem , .
C o s only... but also’, | neque vero ‘nor
or’, sed ‘but’,| ‘however’, tum . ,
. . , vel... vel | indeed’, nec
nec, neque ‘and | ‘then’, nunc | . . i C,
) s . . . either. .. or’, | autem ‘nor
not, neither now’, enim ‘for, ) ]
. , etenim and
indeed’, vero | . s
) s indeed
however’, modo
‘only’

Table 2: Paradigms of subordinating and coordinating conjunctions in Classical Latin (based
on Kroon 1994, 304; Bafios 2010; Fagard 2011).

Besides these items, Latin also relied on two syntactic configurations. The first is the simple
juxtaposition of clauses, which seems to have been quite frequent. It is illustrated in (19), in
which a strong opposition between the two clauses can be reconstructed, even in the absence of
a conjunction making this relation explicit. It is also visible in set phrases such as huc illuc ‘here
and there’, serius ocius ‘sooner or later’, velim nolim ‘whether I want it or not’:

(19) Vincere
vanquish.INF

Hannibal;
Hannibal,

uti victoria
use.INFvictory.ABL.SG

SCIs,
know.IND.PRS.2SG,

nescis

ignore.IND.PRS.2SG

“You know how to win a battle, Hannibal; [but] you don’t know how to use victory’
(Sausy 2010, 183)

Though juxtaposition is still used in Romance languages, it is generally considered to be a
polyvalent form of coordination which poses little or no semantic constraint on the
interpretation of the sentence (e.g. Moia 2016, 332).

The other important tool for linking clauses in Latin was the use of connecting relatives,
illustrated in (20) (Pompei 2011; see however Bolkestein 1996 for a critical view of this
analysis):



(20) Quod cum diceret
which.thing  as said.SUBJ.IMPF.3SG
‘And as he said that’ (Sausy 2010, 74)

This configuration, despite some attempts at revival in Classical Romance languages (e.g.
Bossuet for French, see Sausy 2010, 74), has not survived in Modern Romance.

3 Paradigms of conjunctions: From Latin to Romance
3.1 From Latin to Romance

Between Latin and Romance, important changes took place in the paradigms of subordinating
conjunctions (cf. Herman 1963; Védninen 2008, 272): the most grammaticalized conjunctions
disappeared (mostly ut ‘that, in order to’ and cum ‘as, given that, though’, in most varieties also
quia ‘since’ and quam ‘that’), replaced by quod ‘that’, later que ‘that’. These were then used
for the creation of analytic sequences in Late Latin, such as eo quod ‘because’, pro eo quod
‘because’, later (from the 6™ century on) also post quod ‘after’, ante quod ‘before’, per quod
‘because’. These constructions later yielded simple conjunctions in Romance, e.g. Old French
por que, Middle French por ce que, Spanish porque, Italian perché ‘because’, etc. (Vadninen
2008, 276). Additionally, the most grammaticalized items, with uses as complementizers, are
also used in Romance as ‘transitivizers’: complex conjunctions thus follow a general [Adverb
+ COMP] pattern in which the complementizer can be seen as turning adverbs into conjunctions.
As noted above (2.2.2), concessive conjunctions seem to have a high rate of renewal, which
might explain why both guamquam ‘though’ and quamvis ‘though’ also disappeared.

The same goes for many coordinating conjunctions, such as autem ‘however’, nam, enim ‘for’,
etc. Existing corpora of Classical and Late Latin seem to show that, in some cases, this evolution
started as early as Late Latin. Thus, the relative frequency of eo quod ‘because’ jumps up from
26 to 304 occurrences per million, while the frequency of autem goes down from 3,800 to 1,900
in the same period (nam 3,250 to 750, enim 1,900 to 1,100, igitur 1,550 to 1,000). Conversely,
the frequency of ut and cum do not display this tendency.

Other features which seem more frequent in Latin are parataxis, i.e. the absence of either type
of conjunction, the (relatively) free placement of conjunctions, which do not always head the
clause, especially in poetry, and the fact that they are not always repeated even when multiple
elements are being linked.

3.2 Modern Romance coordinating conjunctions

On the surface, the paradigm renewal for coordinating conjunctions is only marginal: the most
frequent coordinating conjunction in Latin, ef ‘and’, which seems to be the default copulative
conjunction in Classical Latin, remains the typical coordinating conjunction — and the most
frequent one — in a vast majority of Modern Romance languages, with a few exceptions such
as Rom. §i ‘and’ (from Lat. Sic) and Fr. pis ‘and, also’. The same goes for Latin aut ‘or’, which
is the default disjunctive conjunction in Classical Latin (with a relative frequency of some 9,000
occurrences per million words in our corpus, i.e. roughly one third in comparison to that of er);
and for Latin nec ‘and (not)’, the default copulative coordination in negative contexts. However,
this is only part of the picture, and some items such as Lat. Sed ‘but’ have disappeared from
Modern Romance.

One important caveat in this respect is that e could probably be described as a relatively recent
conjunction in Latin, i.e. the result of the grammaticalization of an adverb et ‘also’ which
coexisted with — and gradually replaced — the original conjunction -que, from Indo-European
*-k"e ‘and’ (“main connective particle”, Mallory/Adams 2006, 62). This clitic illustrates a



typologically rare type of conjunction — the least frequent construction type, according to
Haspelmath (2004, 4). The loss of -que, which seems to start in Late Latin (our corpus data
show that it is roughly three times less frequent than et at that period, i.e. 10,000 vs 28,000
occurrences per million)’ and left no trace in Romance languages (at least in paradigms of
coordinating conjunctions), along with the survival of ez, thus seem to constitute an important
typological shift. This impression is reinforced by the similar loss of the clitic -ve ‘or’, though
this item seems to have been, even more than ez, the result of a relatively recent
grammaticalization: that of the imperative vel ‘or’ (lit. want.IMP.2SG). In any case, as with ez,
the non-clitic aut survived in the vast majority of Romance languages, with few exceptions.
Thus, the two main coordinating conjunctions in Modern Romance languages are the modern
versions of et and aut, in almost all Romance varieties. These are the sources, respectively, of
the main copulative conjunction — Fr. et, Occ./Gal./It. e, Cat. i, Sp. y, Romansh a — and of the
main disjunctive conjunction — Fr./Pt. ou, Occ./Gal./Sp./It. o, Romansh u. There are
phonological variants in some cases, e.g. Sp. e, It. ed. And a few exceptions: French seems to
have partly replaced et with pis ‘then’ (< Fr. puis ‘then’, < Lat. postius ‘later’: esp. Quebec
French, but also e.g. Picard et pi ‘and’, Auger/Wycoff 2015), and similarly outcomes of Lt.
postius may be used as copulative conjunctions elsewhere (e.g. Romansh pi, api ‘and’);
Romanian has renewed the paradigm more radically, replacing the Classical e ‘and’ with §i
‘and’ < Lat. sic ‘thus’, and au ‘or’ with sau ‘or’ (< complementizer sa ‘that’ + au, or sic + aut,
according to Sala 2005, 140) and ori ‘or’ (possibly from *volet < volere, see Cioranescu 2001:
551).

The subtypes for which there has been the most important phenomenon of paradigm renewal
are the least prototypical coordinating conjunctions, i.e. adversative and conclusive ones.

The main adversative conjunctions in Latin (sed, at, autem, tamen, vero, verum, nisi, with
meanings close to ‘but, however’) have disappeared as such (see e.g. Togeby 1980, 151;
Sanchez Lopez 2017, 650), and have been replaced mainly with new conjunctions based on
Latin magis ‘more’ (Fr./Gal. mais, Occ. mai, Sp./Pt. mas, It. ma). Other important sources for
the renewal of this function include Late Latin per hoc ‘for that (reason)’ (Cat. pero, Sp./Gal.
pero, It. pero) and Romance if + negation (Fr./Oc. sinon, Cat. sind, Pt. sendo, Sp. sino, Gal.
senon). This renewal has thus led to the further differentiation of Romanian, which (as noted
by Sanchez Lopez 2017, 651) has a different set of adversative forms: iar ‘and, but’ (ex. 21),
dar ‘but’ (the etymology of iar and dar is not entirely clear; see the details in Zafiu 2009, 605),
insa ‘however’ (< Lat. ipsa), ci ‘but’ (< ce < Lat. quid):

(Romanian)
(21) Vom respecta toate legile, fiindca suntem un partid de ordine, iar nu un partid de
anarhie, un partid de reforme, iar nu de revolutiuni
‘We will respect all the laws, since we are a party of order, and not a party of anarchy,
a party of reform, and not a party of revolution’ (Alexandru Lahovari, Discursuri
parlamentare 1888-1891, 1915)

The subtype of adversative conjunctions, as explained in Section 2.3.1., includes items which
are less grammaticalized, less frequent, and typically do not display all defining features of
coordinating conjunctions. For instance, the combination of copulative conjunctions is
excluded (22). One exception is the use of and/or in Modern European languages, e.g. Pt. e /
ou (23)—(24). This is a rather recent innovation, possibly linked to administrative uses of
language, which seems partially lexicalized (cf. the impossibility of using *or / and), and is

5 This decline may have started earlier; however, the frequency counts provided by Francese (2020) show that et
and -que are still quite close in Classical Latin, with ez in 1% position — thus the most frequent word in Classical
Latin, by that count — and -que not far behind, in 4™ position.
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now attested even in Spoken Corpora (e.g. CFPP 2000 for French, Corpus do Portugués, etc.);
the earliest occurrences in our corpora date from the mid-20" century. On the other hand, it is
possible to combine adversative or conclusive conjunctions with genuine conjunctions..
Similarly, while genuine conjunctions always appear before the coordinated constituent in
Modern Romance, this is not always the case for less prototypical (and less frequent) members
of the paradigm (25),° which may sometimes appear in various syntactic positions within their
host clause, including after the clause (25b) (in which case they could be analyzed as discourse
markers: they are used as an afterthought), or within the clause (26). Conversely, adversative
or conclusive conjunctions afford neither reversibility’ nor recursivity. The following examples
illustrate some of these specificities:

(Portuguese)
(22) (a) Ndo o maior mas o melhor
‘Not the largest but the best” (Corpus do Portugués)
(b) * Ndo o maior mas e/ e mas o melhor
‘Not the largest but and / and but the best’

(23) (a) O maior e o melhor mercado do Brasil
‘The largest and best market in Brazil’ (Corpus do Portugués)
(b) *O maior e ou o melhor ...
“The largest and/or the best...’

(24) publica e ou privada
public.F.sG and or private.F.SG
‘public and/or private’ (Corpus do Portugués)

(Occitan)
(25) (a) eri pas arribat, donc los ai pas pogut veire
‘I wasn’t there yet, so [ missed them (/iz. I could not see them)’
(b) eri pas arribat, los ai pas pogut veire donc
‘I wasn’t there yet, so I missed them’
(Vernet 2000, 125, my translation)

(Catalan)
(26) Nevava fort; els trens, pero, circulaven
‘it was snowing hard, but the trains circulated’ (Serra/Prunyonosa 2002, 2188)

The renewal also concerns correlative constructions. This is the case for (positive) copulative
correlatives, which shift in many cases from Latin fantus... quantus (still visible in It. tanto...
quanto, Rom. atat...cat si) to structures based on Latin quo modo ‘how’: Cat. tant... com, Sp.
Pt. tanto... como, Gal. tanto...como / a, 1t. tanto... come, tanto... che (Sanchez Lopez 2017,
651). French diverges from the other varieties, with a new construction based on bien ‘well’:
aussi bien... que.

In the case of disjunctive correlatives, Romance languages innovated with a variety of new
constructions, based on the subjunctive of the verb ‘to be’ or on other items: Fr. ou bien... ou

¢ Discourse markers, which are functionally close to adversative and conclusive coordination, also typically appear
in sentence-initial position (van Dijk 1979, 449; see also Orlandini/Poccetti 2014, 269; see also chapter 32 on
connectives).

7 Note however that “canonical symmetric coordination is probably the exception rather than the norm in language
use”, as noted by Fabricius-Hansen/Ramm (2008, 10, quoted in Orlandini/Poccetti 2014, 268).
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bien, soit... soit, Occ. ara... ara, quora... quora, un cop... un cop, sia... sia (Vernet 2000, 130),
Cat. 0 bé... 0 be, Gal. ou... ou, ora... ora, quer... quer, sexa... sexa, cando... cando, Pt. seja...
seja, ora... ora, Sp. sea... sea, ora... ora, It. sia... sia, ora... ora, Rom. sau... sau, fie... fie,
ori... ori. Other types of correlative constructions are also found, for instance negative
copulative conjunctions, generally the reflections of Latin nec... nec, e.g. Fr. ni... ni, It. né...
né, etc.; or of Lat. neque, in the case of Rom. nici... nici (note that, from a functional
perspective, negative coordination presents an interesting evolution from Latin to Romance,
see Coseriu 1968; Hansen 2021), or more complex structures (e.g. Occ. entre... e ‘between...
and’).

Paradigm renewal is also linked to the phenomenon of semantic reinforcement: though ef and
aut survived in most Modern Romance varieties, there is some evidence of their semantic
weakening, with the emergence of constructions in which they are either replaced with totally
new linguistic material, e.g. Fr. ainsi que ‘as well as’ (lit. thus COMP; note, however, that it is
only partially equivalent to a full coordinating conjunction), or reinforced, e.g. Fr. ou bien ‘or’
(lit. or well), It. oppure ‘or’ (lit. or also), Genovese oppu ‘or’ (Toso 1997, 241).

A minor element of renewal lies in the uses of the main complementizer (que, che) as a
coordinating conjunction. This use is found for instance in Catalan and Galician:

(Galician)
(27) Perron era apelido, que non apodo
‘Perron was his name, not his nickname’ (Cunqueiro, in Freixeiro Mato 2000, 582)

In most Romance languages, there is thus no complete overhaul of the paradigm of coordinating
conjunctions, but rather a piecemeal process which mostly concerns the least frequent items or
constructions.

3.3  Modern Romance subordinating conjunctions

In the case of subordinating conjunctions, two phenomena are at play in the various stages of
evolution from Latin to Romance: the extreme grammaticalization of a small number of items,
and the appearance of new constructions.

The most highly grammaticalized subordinating conjunctions in Modern Romance are based
on a handful of Latin sources: QUOD, QUO MODO, QUA RE, QUIA, QUANDO, SI, and forms of the
relative. For instance, QUO MODO ‘by which means, in which manner’ is the source of Fr.
comme, Sp. Pt. como, It. come, Rom. cum ‘how’; QUA RE ‘for which reason’ that of Fr./Occ./Cat.
car ‘so, because’, forms of the relative or a weakened form of Latin QUIA (see Wartburg 1922-
2002; Herman 1963, 143; Tekavci¢ 1972, 630), that of Fr./Sp./Pt./Gal./Oc./Cat. que, 1t. che.
Some complex conjunctions already present in Medieval Romance underwent further
grammaticalization, e.g. Middle French par ce que > Classical French parce que > Present Day
French paske [pask(9)] or parce [pars(o)]. Others disappeared, leaving little or no trace.

The paradigms of subordinating conjunctions in Modern Romance are structurally quite close
to that of Latin, with a reduced number of highly grammaticalized items and a large paradigm
of more or less set sequences. One important difference is the emergence of a new
complementizer. This phenomenon seems most acute in French, less in other Romance
varieties, and least in Romanian and Sardinian, as argued in Fagard/Pietrandrea/Glikman
(2016). Thus, French que, “void of semantic content and very versatile” (Jensen 1992, 477),
has taken on the role of ‘conjunction-builder’ (or Translativ, cf. Raible 1992, 165), and is
present in 90% of complex conjunctions, vs 80% for Spanish que, for instance (Kortmann 2012,
134). The higher degree of grammaticalization of French que can also be seen in the fact that
French gue can be used even for conjunctions which ordinarily do not need the presence of a
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complementizer, resulting for instance in the non-standard quand que ‘when’ (lit. ‘when that’).
This phenomenon can also be found in other Romance varieties, e.g. Astigiano come che
‘since’, quand che ‘when’, pérche che ‘because’ (28), (Substandard or Dialectal) It. guando che
‘when’, Romansh parquaj tga ‘because COMP’:

(Astigiano)

(28) pérche ch’  ét Sij nen  évni? Pérche
why  COMP PRO.2SG be.IND.2SG ~ NEG  come.PST.PTCP? because
ch’ a j’ heu nen  podi
COMP  PRO.1SG ADV.CL AUX.IND.ISG NEG can.PST.PTCP

‘why didn’t you come? Because I couldn’t” (Musso 2004, 116)

Other Romance languages allow the construction of complex conjunctions with other
complementizers: QUOMODO, QUARE, QUANDO, e.g. Old Fr. si tost com ‘as soon as’, Occ. tan
com ‘as long as’, Pt. visto como ‘seen as, given that’ (30),® Cat. per ¢co com ‘because’, aixi com,
tan aviat com ‘as soon as’; Old Fr. por ice car ‘because’, Medieval Occ. per so car, per tal car
‘because’ (29) and Cat. per ¢o car ‘because’; Medieval Occ. tan can ‘as long as’ (Jensen 1992,
480):

(Medieval Occitan)
(29) per so car gen m’acolhitz, vos serai francs
“because you are giving me a fine reception, I shall be forthright with you” (G. de
Bornelh 56.46, Jensen 1992, 483, my translation)

(Portuguese)
(30) Nao se admite de forma nenhuma a libertagdo de negros e mulatos visto como eles
poderiam aspirar a concorrer no comércio, nas letras e na politica.
‘The liberation of black and multi-ethnic persons is not admitted in any form, because (lit. seen
how) they could aspire to compete in commerce, literature and politics’ (José do Patrocinio, 4
Campanha Abolicionista, 19" ¢c., Corpus do Portugués)

Finally, another phenomenon distinguishing French que from other Romance complementizers
is the so-called “double mood selection”, i.e. the possibility of using the indicative or the
subjunctive in the subordinate clause. The choice of mood, which is restricted grammatically
in Modern French (*je crois qu il soit ‘I think that he be’), is possible and semantically relevant
in e.g. It. credo/penso/spero che é/(che) sia ‘1 believe/think/hope that they are/(that) they be’,
as well as in other Romance languages (e.g. 31-32):

(Portuguese)
(31) Apos a indisponibilidade manifestada por Fernando Gomes, acho que é a melhor
solucdo.
‘With Fernando Gomes saying he is not available, I think this is the best solution’
(Publico, 20" c., Corpus do Portugués)

(32) Mas eu, no meu ver, acho que seja pouco.

8 In some contexts, as in (30), the construction can be analyzed either as a conjunction or as a free syntactic
sequence, with the literal meaning “seen how”.
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‘But me, as I see it, I think it is (lit. i be) too little’ (Spoken Portuguese, 20" c., Corpus
do Portugués)

In some cases, these highly grammaticalized conjunctions are used as adverbial conjunctions,
e.g. Oc. car, Pt. como, Sp. quando or It. che introducing a causal clause:

(Portuguese)
(33) Como toda a meninada resolveu ir fazer a escolinha, eu fui também, mas nunca tinha
pensado no basquete como profissao
‘Since all the kids decided to go to that school, I also went there, but I’d never thought
I would end up as a professional player’ (Corpus do Portugués, my translation)

Alongside these highly grammaticalized items, paradigms of subordinating conjunctions in
Romance include a host of sequences with a complementizer. Indeed, the most frequent pattern
found in paradigms of Romance subordinating conjunctions is [LEXICAL COMPONENT + COMP],
in which the cOMP form is generally que < quod, in Romanian ca (< quod / quia, cf. Herman
1963, 165ss.), in Sardinian chi (< qui). The lexical component may be, among other things, a
noun, a participle, an adjective, or an adverb. Most elements of the paradigm thus follow the
pattern [ADV COMP] (34), [PTCP COMP], or [P N COMP], as illustrated by the (non-exhaustive) list
in Table 3:

(Spanish)
(34) Lo haré, ya que me obligdis.
‘I will do it, since you force me’ (Fernan Caballero, La gaviota, 1836, Corpus del
Espaiiol)

Other items include variations on these patterns, e.g. [P DET N COMP] (35), [P COMP], as well as
more restricted patterns, e.g. [NP COMP] (36), among others (37):

(Portuguese)
(35) ao passo que o tempo vai aquecendo vou eu também melhorando do achaque do
estomago.
‘as the weather gets warmer, I too find myself recovering from my stomach trouble’
(Padre Antonio Vieira, Cartas, 1626-1692; Corpus do Portugués)

(Italian)

(36) Io posso bene ometterla in questo momento, una volta che intendo mostrarvi, tra
[’altro, come i rimanenti fatti sociali presuppongono quello economico
‘I can omit it now, given that (lit. one time + COMP) I intend to show you, among other
things, how the remaining social factors presuppose the economic one’ (Alfonso
Asturaro, Il materialismo storico e la sociologia generale: prelezione al corso di
sociologia generale dell’anno 1902-1903 nell’Universita di Genova, 1903, Corpus
MIDIA)

(Genovese)
(37) t’accapiscio, scibben che no son convinto
‘I understand you, though I’'m not convinced’ (Toso 1997, 241)
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main adverb + Pt. ja que ‘given that’, Occ. dempuéi que ‘after’, Fr.

patterns COMP avant que ‘before’, Rom. inainte s ‘before’’
participle  + Pt. visto que ‘given that’, It. dato che ‘given that’, Sp.
COMP supuesto que ‘assuming that, given that’, Cat. ates que

‘given that, seen that’, Occ. essent que ‘being that,
given that, since’, Rom. dat fiind ca ‘given that (lit.
given AUX COMP)’

P + N+ COMP Fr. (non-standard) a cause que ‘because’, Pt. (non-
standard) por causa que ‘because’, Occ. per causo que,
a fauta que, ‘because’, Rom. in loc sa ‘instead of’

other P (DET) N Pt. ao passo que ‘as’, Fr. (au fur et) a mesure que ‘as’
patterns COMP

P COMP Pt. desde que ‘since’, Cat. amb que ‘provided’

NP COMP Pt. uma vez que ‘since, given that (lit. a time that)’, It.

una volta che ‘since, given that (lit. a time that)’, Rom.
o data ce ‘since, given that (lit. a time that)’

other Sp. a pesar de que ‘though’ (on pesar ‘sorrow, regret’
from the verb pesar ‘to weigh’, with figurative uses),
Cat. tot i que ‘though’ (/it. “all and comp’), Genovese
scibben (che) ‘though, however’ (lit. ‘so.well
(comp)’), It. siccome ‘since’ (lit. ‘s0.COMP’)

Table 3: Examples of complex subordinating conjunctions in Modern Romance

In some cases, subordinating conjunctions arise without a complementizer, as a result of a
grammaticalization process. These are sometimes specific to some varieties, as in Pt. mal ‘as
soon as’, Occ. doumaci ‘thanks to, because’, si tot ‘even though’, It. qualora (< (nella) quale
ora ‘at which hour’) ‘in case’.

A number of complex conjunctions have undergone a process of grammaticalization, resulting
in various degrees of simplification; others have not. As a result, there are important disparities
across paradigms in terms of formal complexity: as indicated in Section 2.2.3, all paradigms
are composed of a large set of non-grammaticalized items with low frequency, free sequences
and (ever) smaller sets of (ever) more grammaticalized items with (ever) higher frequency.

4 Dynamics of language change — the case of conjunctions
4.1 Innovation and conservation

The similarity across paradigms in terms of their distribution (a few very frequent items, many
items with a low(er) frequency) also holds from a diachronic perspective: the general structure
of the category is stable from Latin to Modern Romance. We find, in all periods, a limited
number of highly grammaticalized items — simple coordinating conjunctions and
complementizers, respectively — and a long list of complex markers of coordination or
subordination. The renewal process of these paradigms has now extended over a period of 2,000
years (Koch 2002, 51), with progressive differentiation (see Section 4.3), loss of part of the
original Latin paradigm, multiple reinforcements and creation of new items as a result of
grammaticalization phenomena.

Among the forces driving this renewal, one important phenomenon is semantic reinforcement
(Fagard 2009): the more grammaticalized items of the paradigm gradually extend to new

9 Note that Rom. sa ‘to’ (highly polysemic) is generally not considered a conjunction in a synchronic
perspective.
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contexts and lose semantic weight; they come to be used in combination with lexical items
which contribute their own meaning to the resulting construction. For subordinating
conjunctions, correlative constructions are one of the early forms of these reinforcements, with
the emergence of Latin sequences such as eo quod, per eo quod, for which Modern Romance
offers parallel sequences such as It. per questo... perché, Sp. por eso... porque ‘for that
(reason)... because’, which are quite frequent in Spoken corpora (Fagard 2011).

4.2  Written vs spoken

This brings us to the fact that one of the causes of this evolution from Latin to Modern Romance
may have been sociolinguistic rather than purely linguistic; one important element in this
evolution is linked to changes in discourse traditions (Koch 1997). As has been pointed out by
many authors (e.g. Meillet 1921; Haiman/Thompson 1988, xii; Chafe 1984; Kortmann 2012,
46), conjunctions appear to be a fixture of written language, as spoken language tends to yield
juxtaposed sentences, which display no formal links, while in high registers and literature one
can observe efforts to make explicit the links between sentences. According to Vdindnen (2008,
268), this could explain the fact that the paradigm of subordinating conjunctions is much more
elaborate in Latin prose than in the common language, as attested e.g. in inscriptions:

(38) Bene labes oze [= hodie],a[ssem] des;
well  bathe.SUB.PRS.2SG  today penny.ACC.SG give.SUB.PRS.2SG
cras gratis
tomorrow free

“today take a bathe and enjoy, pay a penny, tomorrow it’s free” (CIL 8244 (thermal
baths, Mauritania), Vaanianen 2008, 269)

Medieval Romance seems to have retained some proximity to such syntactic behaviors, with

e.g. some freedom of placement of conjuncted members (39) and omission of the conjunction
(40):

(Medieval Italian)
(39) vidi che  povero mi parea lo
see.IND.PST.1SG COMP poor.M.SG PRO.ISG.DAT seem.IND.PST.3SG DET.M.SG

servigio e nudo

serviceeM.SG  and  naked.M.SG

‘I saw that it seemed to be a poor and bare service’ (Dante, Vita nuova, cap. 33, par.
1, Salvi 2016, 87, my gloss, translation Franke 2021)

(Medieval French)
(40) quant il ot feite sa proiere et o il s’an revenoit arriere, si li vient uns moinnes molt
vialz a I’encontre
‘when he had said his prayer, and [when] he was coming back from there, a very old
monk came toward him’ (Chrétien de Troyes, Le roman de la charrete, 12" c., v. 1845,
example from Jensen 1992, 494, my translation)

Medieval Romance languages may have completive and consecutive clauses with no

subordinating conjunction at all (41) or, conversely, with a repeated complementizer (42) (for
Italian, see Salvi 2016, 84):
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(Medieval French)

(41) Co sent Rollant de sun tens
DEM.M.SG feel.IND.PRS.3SG Roland of POSS.M.3SG  time
n’ i ad plus
NEG PRO.ADV have.IND.PRS.3SG more

‘Roland feels he has no time left’ (Chanson de Roland, 11" c., v. 2366, Moignet 1973,
339, gloss and translation mine)

(42) Or dist li contes que, quand messires Gauvain se fu partiz de ses compaignons, qu il
chevaucha mainte jornee
‘Now the tale says that, when lord Gauvain left his companions, [that] he rode for
many a day’
(Queste del Saint Graal, 13™ c., 147,1, example from Moignet 1973, 339, my
translation)

4.3 Gradual differentiation

There are different forces at play in the paradigm renewal. On the one hand, Romance languages
have kept similar paradigms as a result of panromance conservatisms (e.g. Latin quando
‘when’), of the ‘natural’ evolution of this common ancestor, with in some cases similar
innovations (e.g. guo modo > quomodo > Fr. comme, It. come, Sp./Pt. como, Rom. cum ‘how’,
with comparative, then temporal and causal meanings), but also as a result of later waves of
relatinization (see e.g. Dworkin 2010, 175-176), as well as borrowings among Romance
languages, with well-known influence of first Occitan, later French, Italian and Spanish on other
Romance varieties, at various periods, sometimes also through the prism of Medieval Latin (see
e.g. Hope 1971). On the other hand, there has also been wide-spread differentiation as a result
of isolated evolution, of isolated conservatism, and of language contact and borrowing from
non-Romance languages, e.g. Romansh dbar ‘but’ from German aber ‘but’ (Maurer-Cecchini
2021, 8, 237) or Classical Romanian i ‘and’ from Slavonic i ‘and’, in translations from Slavic.
The panromance loss of some conjunctions, among which the most grammaticalized items (u¢,
cum for subordinating conjunctions; -que, -ve for coordinating conjunctions), has favored
differentiation. Thus, the correlative conjunction cum... tum disappeared everywhere
(Orlandini/Poccetti 2014, 272) and led to different replacements (see Section 3.2).

One important example of differentiation is linked to the common loss of Latin ut and cum (on
account of ‘phonetic weakness’ and polysemy, according to Tekav¢i¢ 1972, 635; for cum,
because of the collision with preposition cum ‘with’, but also with quod and quomodo,
according to Togeby 1980, 134): whereas they have been replaced with quod then quid then
que (from the relative pronoun, Herman 1963, 143) in most Romance varieties, in the
“conservative South-East” (Togeby 1980, 134) quod remained as cu (Southern Italian dialects,
Sardinian, alongside quod > ca) or ca (Romanian, alongside si > sa). This subsystem with two
conjunctions may be linked to the Greek adstratum (Rm. cd + IND, sa + SUB) or substratum
(Terra d’Otranto ca + IND, cu + SUB, Rohlfs 1949-1954, §788; Togeby 1980, 134). Romanian
stands aside for its isolated conservatisms and innovations, such as the loss of Latin si ‘if’
(which became a complementizer in Romanian, sa ‘that’) and et ‘and’, replaced respectively
with daca and si.

That Romance varieties have different sources — and different degrees of grammaticalization —
for their main complementizer has had a widespread impact, given that this complementizer
typically appears in all complex subordinating and even some coordinating conjunctions
(compare for instance Catalan tant... com ‘as well as’ with French aussi bien... que ‘as well
as’).
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5 Conclusion

From Latin to Modern Romance, there have been important changes in the paradigms of
coordinating and subordinating conjunctions, with the loss of many items in the original Latin
paradigms, and a steady flow of new items and constructions, some of which have contributed
to the differentiation of Romance varieties.

The renewal is important in both paradigms, and overall rather uniform across Romance
languages, with several pan-Romance features. However, Romanian and French (in some
varieties) stand apart, using a new form as their main copulative conjunction, i.e. neither the
original enclitic -que ‘and’, which left no trace in Romance, nor the more recent et ‘also, and’,
which has had a continuation in all Romance languages. Other pan-Romance features of
conjunctions include losses (e.g. of Latin ut ‘that’) and conservatisms (e.g. of Latin nec ‘and
not’), while separate innovations and grammaticalization phenomena account for the growing
differentiation across languages. French and Romanian also stand out — in different ways — in
the absence of double mood selection (for French), and the presence of two complementizers
(for Romanian).

Among these changes, some stand out for their typological relevance. One is the loss of clitic
coordinating conjunctions, which were present in Latin and are typologically rare. Another is
the fact that Romance languages not only have large paradigms of coordinating and
subordinating conjunctions, but have gradually expanded their original paradigms by adding
layers of lexical items on top of the original conjunctions, and now “overwhelmingly use
phrasal expressions” (Kortmann 2012, 130). These two features are illustrative of the global
trend toward analycity that characterizes the evolution from Latin to Romance.
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