Not so nano.
Reducing the order of modifiers to Lexical Items
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Nanosyntax (Starke 2009, 2014) has been successful in modelling the patterns of co-occurrence
of roots and suffixal Lexical Items (LIs) as a function of the syntactic constituents with which
such LlIs are stored in the lexicon of each language. Such syntactic constituents can be seen as
the ‘lexicalisation potential’ of each LI in terms of syntactic-semantic features. By this,
Nanosyntax achieves in this domain the desideratum of the Borer-Chomsky conjecture (Borer
1984): to reduce crosslinguistic variation to the featural composition of the language-specific
LIs. As a relatively recent development (Starke 2018), Nanosyntax integrated cases in which
the lexicalisation of a given syntactic-semantic feature does not involve either a suffixal or root
LI, but a modifier/auxiliary XP (a Complex Left Branch, CLB). Standard cases are the merge
of a (non-suffixal) determiner, an adjective, an auxiliary verb, or an adverb. Integrating a CLB
with the main functional sequence (fseq) to satisfy a given feature {f} is a two-step operation:
first, the CLB is derived in an ‘auxiliary workspace’, second, the CLB is merged with the main
fseq, with the former linearly preceding the latter. Among other open issues, this poses the
question of how to derive orders in which the CLB instead follows the constituent it combines
with (e.g., N-Adj, as It. giardino inglese ‘English garden’). In this presentation, we explore
how to model such “reversed” orders in terms of what is standardly known within Nanosyntax
as Lexicalisation Driven Movements. The core of the proposal is the idea that the XP resulting
from merging a CLB with the main fseq is itself in need of a lexicalisation. This departure from
current models follows from a more general requirement: all labelled nodes must be matched
by a LI. This straightforwardly covers all configurations in which the label is provided by an
atomic {f}, as well as structures where the projected label is instead provided by a CLB.
Lexicalising an XP of the latter type requires a special kind of LI, which we model in term of
idioms with no externalisation form (Starke 2011). Such LIs encode the surface orders between
the CLB and the rest of the functional sequence. We then explore the limits of this system by
looking at how it fairs in deriving the ‘Universal 20’ orders between Demonstratives, Numerals,
Adjectives and Nouns (Greenberg 1967, Cinque 2005).
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