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Preface

During the last two decades, especially with the rise of the Minimalist Pro-
gram, agreement restriction phenomena have received increasing attention
in research. Our idea has been to collect the different views in one place, a
volume on Agreement Restrictions. We contacted the major experts of the
field (in our opinion) and asked them whether they would be interested in
writing a paper for such avolume. Now, a couple of years later, we are proud
to present you with ten papers of cutting edge research on the topic. We hope
that you will enjoy the articles as much as we have.

There are quite a few people to whom we want to express our sincere
gratitude for their help and support. Many thanks to the people who helped
us reviewing the papers in the present volume: Karlos Arregi, Theresa Biber-
auer, Anders Holmberg, Luis Lopez, Andrew Nevins, Hamid Ouali, Gillian
Ramchand, Marc Richards, Maria Luisa Rivero, Isabelle Roy, Florian Scha-
fer and Halldor Armann Sigurdsson. We would also like to thank Artemis
Alexiadou, Terje Lohndal, Thomas McFadden, and Anna-Lena Wiklund for
their valuable comments on our introductory chapter.

Finally, we would like to thank the series editors, T. Alan Hall and espe-
cially Artemis Alexiadou for their interest in the project, and Ursula Klein-
henz at Mouton de Gruyter for her never ending patience.

Last, but not least, our families and friends deserve to be thanked for
their understanding and support and the countless ways in which they
brighten up our lives outside linguistics.
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On agreement restrictions

Roberta D’Alessandro, Susann Fischer and
Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson

Over the years, many different phonological, morphological and syntactic
phenomena have been grouped under the label ‘agreement restrictions’.
Latin grammarians for instance, such as Marcus Terentius Varro in his De
lingua latina (ca. 47-49 b.C.), listed environments where the verb could
only show a 3rd person agreement ending. These cases, and all cases of de-
fective verbal agreement, can certainly be subsumed under the wide defini-
tion of ‘agreement restrictions’. However, in this volume our main focus
lies on cases in which agreement between the verb and one of its arguments
obtains only when the argument shows certain characteristics, such as when
it is 3rd person, or when no other element of a specific kind is present.
Moreover, we refer to all combinations of agreement markers which are
banned from appearing together. The agreement restriction that we address
in this volume concerns the interaction between syntactic elements and/or
the features that characterise these elements. It needs to be said, in addition,
that while the common view has been so far that agreement (or AGREE) is
part of narrow syntax, see, however, Bobaljik (2007), Chandra (2007), and
Hornstein (to appear) for another view. We do not enter into this discus-
sion, and consider Agree as a narrow-syntactic phenomenon.

In general, observations on agreement and agreement restrictions have
played an important role in the development and design of generative syn-
tactic theories. Specifically, they have influenced the way in which feature
checking, locality, long distance agreement, case, and subjects are envi-
sioned, and shaped the theories of syntax-morphology and syntax-
semantics interfaces. That is why during these last years, agreement restric-
tions phenomena have received increasing attention in research. However,
most of the relevant work that has been produced on agreement relations
during the last decade is scattered in journals, conference proceedings,
working papers and dissertation chapters, which are often quite difficult to
obtain. The present collection of papers intends to fill the gap by offering a
compendium of cutting edge research on the topic. In particular, it aims at
contributing to the ongoing debate on agreement restrictions within a gen-
erative framework by presenting ten articles by the major experts of the
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field collected in one volume. The articles give an extensive overview of
the results that have been achieved so far but also underline the shortcom-
ings in the theory, and can therefore help indicate the path for future re-
search.

It needs to be said that there is no consensus on the ‘name’ for agreement
restriction phenomena. Agreement restrictions, or constraints, are in fact la-
beled in a number of different ways (*me/lui constraint, the I-11 Constraint,
the Person-Case Constraint, the Person Restriction on Nominative Objects,
and lately the Person-Role Constraint). They have also received a number
of different explanations: in terms of structural positions, markedness,
alignment requirements, interaction of more general constraints, and so on.

The papers that appear in this volume can be grouped into three main
sets: The Person-case constraint (PCC) set, which includes those papers
which address the restriction on the co-occurrence of agreement markers
and case markers, the Person/number-restriction set which addresses the
restriction on agreement features of a lexical item agreeing with a case-
assigning head, and the Anti-agreement or Lack of agreement set that treats
the same restrictions with the surface result of no agreement or anti-agree-
ment. These three groups are obviously not unrelated. In fact, for some
authors (such as e.g. Boeckx 2000 and Anagnostopoulou 2003) restrictions
like that of person on nominative objects in Icelandic quirky dative con-
structions descend from the same constraint on structural configurations as
does the lack of agreement in Basque, (Arregi & Nevins, this volume) and
the anti-agreement in Berber (Ouali, this volume).

Since there is no consensus on whether these apparently different kinds
of restrictions are indeed one and the same, we treat them separately in this
introduction. We hence provide a short overview of the three constraints
and give short summaries of the contributions, to provide the reader with as
clear a picture as possible of what this volume is about.

In the first group belongs the article by Bonet, who gave the name to
the Person-Case-Constraint, as well as the novel insightful paper by Anag-
nostopoulou on the PCC in Germanic. A modified version of this constraint
is also found in Spanish and addressed by both Rivero and Lépez.

The second set includes the papers by Sigurdsson and Holmberg, who dis-
cuss the person restriction on nominative objects in Icelandic, and Richards,
who addresses the problem of quirky expletives in Germanic languages.
Boeckx also addresses the PCC but detaches methodologically from the
rest of the group, since he aims at reducing this phenomenon to conditions
on local domains rather than situations of intervention and multiple agree-
ment.
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The third set of papers groups those articles that address situations in
which the clash of syntactic and morphological rules results in lack of agree-
ment (Arregi and Nevins), arbitrary gaps (Wiltschko) or anti-agreement
(Ouali).

In what follows, we provide a short introduction to the basic facts con-
cerning the core phenomena addressed in this volume: the person-case con-
straint, the person/number restriction and the anti-agreement effects. We
believe that the discussion of these effects can serve as a starting point for
those who wish to follow the argumentation in the book but have no previ-
ous background on the topic.

1. The Person Case Constraint

Since Meyer-Libke (1899), who documented the fact for Romance, it has
been well known that languages show restrictions on specific combinations
of morphological features. Such constraints have since been described for
many languages, most extensively for the Germanic and Romance lan-
guages. Below, we see two Catalan examples from Bonet’s (1991) disserta-
tion. The examples illustrate that the combination of weak elements of a
specific kind (a direct and an indirect object) is subject to restrictions on the
person of the direct object.!

e i a recomanat a senyora B.

1) *™M li h [ B
ACC.1SG DAT.3SG has recommended the Mrs. B.
‘Mrs. Bofill has recommended me to him/her.’

(27) In acombination of a weak direct object and an indirect object [clitic,
agreement marker, weak pronoun], the direct object has to be 3rd per-
son. (Bonet 1991: 182)

(2) %Te m’ha venut el mercader més important.
Acc.2"® DAT.1sG’ha sold the merchant most important
a. “The most important merchant has sold you to me.’
b. ‘The most important merchant has sold me to you.’

(2) Inacombination of a weak direct object and an indirect object [clitic,
agreement marker, weak pronoun], if there is a third person it has to
be the direct object. (Bonet 1991: 182, Bonet 1994: 41)

The PCC thus results in the impossibility of certain clitic combinations, such
as 1st person clitic combinations which are possible in the singular but not
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in the plural. Some authors maintain that the restrictions on the combina-
tion of clitics or weak elements or agreement markers are determined by
structural constraints on agreement or on feature combinations. According
to others, the PCC is seen in some cases as the result of multiple agreement
with the case-assigning head, which constitutes a bridge between the sets
(for an analysis of the person restriction in impersonal si constructions in
Italian in these terms, see D’Alessandro 2007).

Up to present, it has been uncontroversial that in many languages clitics
and agreement markers are subject to the PCC. However, with respect to
Germanic weak pronouns, different opinions have been discussed in the lit-
erature. Whereas Bonet (1991) sees the PCC as operative in English and
Swiss German, Haspelmath (2004) and Cardinaletti (1999) claim that the
PCC is not operative in Dutch and Standard German. Anagnostopoulou in
her present article investigates constraints on weak-pronoun combinations
in Germanic, with a special focus on German. The primary goal of her arti-
cle is to demonstrate that Germanic weak pronouns are actually subject to
the Person Case Constraint. She provides a set of data that clearly shows
that clusters of weak pronouns in German and in Dutch are subject to the
PCC, more precisely to the weak version of the PCC as proposed by Bonet
(1991). In German, the PCC is additionally connected to another constraint
on weak pronouns, which was observed by Wackernagel (1892) and is
known as Wackernagel’s law. The data presented in Anagnostopoulou’s
paper show that the PCC in Modern German only applies when the weak
pronouns appear in the Wackernagel position (the second position in a
clause) preceding the subject. After discussing the data, Anagnostopoulou
shows how the analysis of the PCC outlined in Anagostopoulou (2005) can
be extended to German.

Bonet focuses in her contribution on the repair strategies that can be
used in Catalan in order to avoid the PCC. The observed strategies involve
replacing the third person dative clitic, li (singular) and (e)lzi (plural) with
the clitic hi, a clitic which is described in “traditional” Catalan grammars as
a locative clitic. Bonet convincingly argues that the clitic hi /i/ is the morph
corresponding to dative case, i.e. the indirect object. Bonet’s conclusion is
that the indirect object is sensitive to animacy (contra Ormazébal and Ro-
mero 2007). The Catalan repair strategy thus challenges the common view
that the PCC can be formulated considering only the features of the direct
object.

Lépez’s paper addresses the person restriction phenomenon in Spanish
in contrast to Icelandic. The central claim is that the person restriction
emerges when the external argument, T, and the internal argument are
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bound together in what he calls a complex dependency. A complex de-
pendency arises when two elements, which are in a Match relation of un-
valued features, enter Agree with a third element, which values their unval-
ued features together. Starting from the assumption that external arguments
need to be licensed by finiteness, Lopez argues that a person restriction
arises in Spanish and Icelandic whenever the two following conditions are
met: the external argument is licensed by finiteness, and these is a complex
dependency relation between T, the external argument and the internal ar-
gument. Spanish oblique subjects are then shown not to undergo a person
restriction precisely because one of these two conditions, namely licensing
of the external argument by finiteness, fails to apply.

Rivero, in her contribution, develops a morphological account of person
restrictions that arise in Spanish unaccusative constructions with “quirky”
subjects and objects. She discusses different clitic combinations and mainly
offers three new ideas. Her first proposal concerns the fact that se does not
trigger any person restriction. For this empirical fact she proposes that se is
unspecified for person, following Adger and Harbour (2005) and Anag-
nostopoulou (2003, this volume). Her second proposal concerns 1p/1p clitic
combinations that are grammatical in the singular but not in the plural. The
plural combinations are deviant because these clitics have too rich a con-
tent, which poses problems when they appear in adjacent positions in the
clitic cluster because of markedness. Markedness leads in fact to ungram-
maticality. The third proposal pertains to experiencers / involuntary causer
clitics. She proposes that these clitics must be marked in the syntax with a
mental state feature.

2. The person restriction on nominative objects

Unlike many languages where nominative arguments are unrestricted
agreement controllers, Icelandic exhibits a Person Restriction on nomina-
tive objects first discussed by Sigurdsson (1990-91, 1992, 1996). The Per-
son Restriction bans the agreement of a verb with a first or second person
nominative object, as shown in examples (3) and (4), whereas agreement
with third person objects is not affected, as shown in (5).

(3) a. *Ykkur likagi ég. (verb: 1/3sG object:1sG)
you.PL.DAT liked.1/3sG |.NOM
b. *bér likugum Vid. (verb: 1pL object:1PL)

YOU.SG.DAT liked.1PL  we.NOM
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(4) a *Okkur likagir  pa. (verb:2sG object:2sG)
us.DAT liked.2SG YOUu.SG.NOM
b. *Mér  likuduo  pid. (verb:2PL object: 2pL)
me.DAT liked.2PL you.PL.NOM
(5) a. Okkur likagi hann. (verb:3sG object:3sG)
us.DAT liked.3sG he.NOM
b. Mér likugu  pau. (verb:3PL object:3pL)

me.DAT liked.3PL they.NOM

As Sigurosson (1996) points out, not all speakers of Icelandic disallow first
and second person pronouns from surfacing as nominative objects. Instead,
for these speakers, the morpho-phonological realisation of agreement is not
possible in case the nominative object is first or second person. Based on
these observations, Sigurosson and Holmberg (this volume) formulate the
Person Restriction as follows:

(6) In DAT-NOM constructions, only 3rd person NOM may control agree-
ment.

The Person Restriction is also found in passives of ditransitives, illustrated
in (7).

(7) a BO syndir  peim mig.
You.SG.NOM showed them.DAT me.ACC
b. *beim var syndur ég.
them.DAT was.1/3sG shown.MASC.SG |.NOM
c. *beim var synt ég.
them.DAT was.1/3SG shown.NEUT.SG |.NOM
d. Eg var syndur peim.

I.NOM was.1/35G shown.MASC.SG them.DAT

Apart from the above mono-clausal constructions, the Person Restriction
regulates the agreement of the verb with a nominative element of an infini-
tival clause (in the so-called dativus/nominativus cum infinitivo (D/Ncl)
constructions), see e.g. Sigurdsson (1989, 1996), and Hrafnbjargarson (2001,
2004). The example in (8) illustrates a Dcl-construction. The grammaticality
judgments of these differ from those of the mono-clausal constructions as
all speakers accept the occurence of first and second person nominative in
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the former. The di-clausal constructions share the ban on visible agreement
with the mono-clausal constructions; if the verb shows agreement, it only
shows agreement in number with third person plural.

(8) a. Pér potti ég [/ vid koma of seint.
YOU.DAT thought.3sG I.NOM we.NOM come too late

b. Okkur potti pu ! pio koma of seint.
Us.DAT thought.3SG you.SG.NOM Yyou.pl.NOM come too late

c. Mér  pétti / péttu pau koma of seint.
me.DAT thought.3sG thought.3PL they.NOM come too late

The issue on whether person agreement is local is still under much debate.
According to Hrafnbjargarson (2004), person agreement is local, i.e. it re-
quires a spec-head relation (see also Koopman 2006) as verbs only show
person agreement with nominative elements which are positioned in the ca-
nonical subject position. Sigurdsson and Holmberg (this volume), on the
other hand, argue for the opposite.

In the light of the agreement pattern shown in the examples in (8), i.e.
that verbs may show agreement in number with third person plural but not
with first and second person, Hrafnbjargarson (2001, 2004) interprets the
Person Restriction in Icelandic in terms of interacting constraints on agree-
ment dependencies. This is based on the assumption that verbs cannot show
partial agreement in Icelandic. The controlled verb shows agreement in
number if and only if it has the same value for the feature [person] as its
controller, which in the relevant case happens to be a third person nomina-
tive object or a third person nominative subject of an infinitival clause.

Under the above view, the Person Restriction is not directly related to the
Person Case Constraint, the scope of which it was later brought under (see
e.g. Boeckx 2000, Anagnostopoulou 2003), neither does it arise from inter-
vention effects or constraints on multiple agreement with the nominative-
assigning head (see D’Alessandro 2007): While the Person Case Constraint
requires that the direct object is third person, the Person Restriction states
that verbs may only show agreement with third person. In other words, the
Person Case Constraint restricts the occurence and structural position of in-
terpretable features (person on object), whereas the Person Restriction re-
stricts the checking of uninterpretable features (person/number on verb).

One of the papers in the present volume retains the idea that the Person
Restriction and the Person Case Constraint are unrelated. In their contribu-
tion, Sigurosson and Holmberg discuss intervention facts and show that we
can distinguish between three varieties of Icelandic as regards the strength
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of the Person Restriction and to which extent the verb shows number agree-
ment with a third person nominative object. Their conclusion is that the ab-
sence of number agreement is in fact caused by the intervention of a dative
argument, and that it, furthermore, is caused by ordinary dative intervention
rather than being related to some special property of the Icelandic dative. In
the most restrictive variety, number agreement is possible because the da-
tive moves out of the intervening position, but whenever the dative is pre-
vented from moving, number agreement is excluded.

Richards continues along the lines of Boeckx (2000) and Anagnostopou-
lou (2003) in pursuing the unification of the Icelandic Person Restriction
and the Person Case Constraint. In essence, Richards agues that the partial
agreement effects with nominative objects in Icelandic are the same phe-
nomeneon as definiteness effects in English existential constructions and
Russian Genitive of Negation; they all reduce to Case Filter violations un-
der incomplete matching. Richards gives a thorough explanation of the
long-observed, but previously poorly understood, similarities in behaviour
between quirky subjects and expletives introducing the term minimal unit
of activeness — a cased default -set, dubbed ‘quirky expletive’, which
serves to reactivate an inherently case-marked, syntactically-inert DP for
Agree with a higher probe.

In a slightly different direction, Boeckx aims at making the Person Re-
striction (which he also unifies with the Person Case Constraint) less con-
struction specific, connecting it to a wider range of conditions that apply
within local domains (projections, phases, or chains) such as the Anti-
locality ban on vacuous movement (cf. Chomsky 1973 where this was first
discussed), Grohmann’s (2003) condition on Domain Exclusivity, and
Kayne’s (1984) Binary Branching Requirement, and so on. He argues that
the Person Case Constraint is not about restricted situations of interference
involving quirky datives, or situations where both goals find themselves in
the c-command path of the probe. Rather, Boeckx argues, the Person Case
Constraint should be seen as a reflex of a more general ban on symmetric
structures, imposed at the interfaces, i.e. a condition that regulates the out-
put of multiple agree situations.

3. Anti-agreement and lack of agreement
In languages that present anti-agreement, the canonical subject-verb marker

is replaced by another marker or is dropped in contexts of subject wh-
extraction. Anti-agreement hence belongs to the set of restrictions targeting
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the agreement between the verb and one of its arguments. Berber is one of
the languages most often cited as prototypically showing anti-agreement
effects. In Berber, the subject agreement inflectional morphology that is
found in a declarative matrix clause is suppressed when the subject is A-bar
moved (Ouhalla 1993).

Anti-agreement constitutes a problem for all those approaches which
consider morphology and syntax as unrelated units. In this volume, Ouali
offers a novel analysis of anti-agreement effects in Tamazight Berber and
in Berber. According to this author, anti-agreement effects are the by-
product of the application of one of the logical possibilities that characterise
Chomsky’s (2004) feature inheritance. Specifically, Ouali argues that there
are three logically possible options for feature inheritance: the first one, that
he calls DONATE, which states that C must transfer all its ¢-features to T;
the second, KEEP, states that C does not transfer the ¢-features to T and
the third, named SHARE, states that C transfers the ¢-features to T but also
keeps a copy.

These possibilities are organised ‘hierarchically’, meaning that they take
place one after the other. If DONATE fails, then KEEP is applied as a re-
pair strategy. If KEEP fails, then SHARE takes place. Ouali shows that each
of these three options is in fact attested in Berber. The case of DONATE is
that of simple declarative sentences in Berber, when C does not bear a wh-
feature. When C does bear a wh-feature, DONATE causes a crash of the
derivation, and therefore KEEP is at work to repair the derivation. This re-
sults in Anti-Agreement effects. Finally, in long distance extraction clauses,
SHARE applies as last resort. The different nature of C in these different
contexts is nothing more than the instantiation of these logical possibilities
at work in Tamazight Berber and in Berber in general.

Ouali’s paper offers a sensible contribution to the ongoing debate on
feature inheritance (see e.g. Chomsky 2007, to appear; Richards 2007).

As stated above, anti-agreement effects constitute straightforward evi-
dence for the interaction of the morphological and syntactic component of
language. However, anti-agreement is not the only phenomenon that in-
volves the interaction of these two components. Arregi & Nevins (this vol-
ume) examine agreement in the Biskaian variety of Zamudio, spoken in the
Basque Country, which exhibits the clitic combination and restriction on
agreement endings in this variety. The main claim of their paper is that
these clitic combinations and agreement restrictions cannot be analysed as
purely syntactic or purely morphological, but they rather need to be ad-
dressed by considering both hierarchical structure and linear order, as well
as morpho-phonological sensitivity and deletion of featural combinations.
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Arregi & Nevins argue that the morphemes targeting the auxiliary, usu-
ally considered to be agreement morphemes, are in fact pronominal clitics,
which double arguments, and this explains their invariability with respect to
tense. Agreement restrictions in Basque may thus be reanalysed in terms of
the PCC. This is however not intended as a constraint on morpho-syntactic
feature combination, but as a result of the fact that a head can only host one
auxiliary, and therefore a combination of two clitics (like ergative and da-
tive) targeting the same head is never possible. Syntactic and post-syntactic
rules, which apply prior to Vocabulaty Insertion, determine the order of the
clitics with respect to T. Finally, Arregi & Nevins examine a case of true
Agree involving the auxiliary and the absolutive argument. This Agree op-
eration may be subject to defective intervention in the context of dative ar-
guments, leading to lack of agreement.

Gaps in the transitive agreement paradigm are instead the topic of
Wiltschko’s paper (this volume). In Halkomelem and other dialects of Salish,
these gaps were traditionally analysed as reminiscent of inverse systems,
and hence as determined by a person hierarchy. Wiltshko shows however
that these gaps are simply the result of morphemes competing for the same
position, and that therefore a person hierarchy is not a primitive part of the
grammar of Halkomelem. She hence shows that apparent person-hierarchy
effects can be derived without reference to a person hierarchy, but can be a
by-product of syntax. This idea provides a new and different approach and
constitutes an interesting alternative to the idea of a functionally-based hi-
erarchy directly encoded in the grammar.

4. Closing words

In this short overview we have only touched upon the many facets of and
problems concerning agreement restrictions. We hope that it has proven to
be helpful for the readers who were not familiar with the phenomena. We
also hope that it constitutes an advantage for a volume that presents a state-
of-the-art picture of the ongoing discussion, rendering this discussion clearer
for those who are familiar with it but at the same time introducing it to those
who had never taken part in it before.

We have selected the contributions of this volume for their uniformity
as regards the theoretical background used, namely Chomsky’s Minimalist
Program, and because of the combination of empirical data and theoretical
insights which have developed during the last few years. All of the contribu-
tors have been active in the debate. We find it challenging and inspiring to
gather their different views in one book.
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A volume on agreement restrictions, as the present one, will obviously
have a preponderance of Romance and Germanic data, since these language
families have played the most prominent role in the discussion of agree-
ment restrictions. Nonetheless, the volume provides both novel theoretical
discussions and excellent empirical overviews of agreement restriction
phenomena that take place also in other languages, such as Basque, Berber,
and Salish.

Note

1. The example in (2) has two different readings given in (2a) and (2b), both of
which are accepted by most speakers of Catalan. The example is, however,
marked % as some speakers only accept the reading given in (2a).
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Notes on the Person Case Constraint in Germanic
(with special reference to German)

Elena Anagnostopoulou

1. Goals

This is a preliminary investigation of person restrictions in clusters of weak
pronouns in Germanic, with special focus on German. My primary goal is
to determine whether Germanic weak pronouns are subject to the Person
Case Constraint (PCC), a constraint prohibiting certain combinations of
clitics and agreement markers. | argue that clusters of weak pronouns in
German (and perhaps also Dutch) are indeed subject to a version of the
PCC, namely the weak PCC (Bonet 1991; Anagnostopoulou 2005; Nevins
2007). In German, the PCC arises when pronouns occur in a special position
in the clause, the, so called, Wackernagel Position, and they precede sub-
jects. I explore how the analysis of the PCC developed in Anagnostopoulou
(2003, 2005) can be extended to German, highlighting — and attempting to
resolve — certain challenges that arise concerning the relationship between
the laws governing pronominal serialization and the emergence of the PCC.

2. Background

The me lui or Person Case Constraint (PCC) prohibits 1% and 2™ person
direct object clitics and agreement markers from co-occurring with indirect
object clitics/agreement markers. The PCC comes in two versions. The
strong version (based on Bonet 1991: 182) is formulated in (1) and exem-
plified in (2) with data from Greek:

(D) The Strong Version of the PCC

In a combination of a weak direct object and an indirect object
[clitic, agreement marker, weak pronoun], the direct object has to
be 3" person. (Bonet 1991: 182)
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(2) a Tha mu to stilune
Fut CL(GEN,1ST, sSG) cL(Acc, 3RD,SG, NEUT) send-3PL
“They will send it to me’

b. Tha su ton stilune
Fut CL(GEN, 2ND, SG) CL(ACC, 3RD, SG, MASC) send-3PL
“They will send him to you’

c. *Tha su me sistisune
Fut CL (GEN, 2ND, SG) CL(ACC, 1ST, SG) introduce-3PL
“They will introduce me to you’

d. *Tha tu se stilune
Fut CL(GEN, 3RD, SG, MASC) CL(ACC, 2ND, SG) send-3PL
‘They will send you to him’

Examples (2a) and (2b) which contain a genitive 1% and 2" person indirect
object clitic and an accusative 3" person direct object clitic are well-formed.
On the other hand, examples (2b) and (2c) in which a genitive co-occurs
with a 1% and 2™ person accusative are ill-formed. Observe that (2c), which
contains a cluster of a 2" and a 1% person clitic, is as strongly ungrammati-
cal as (2d) in which a 3™ person genitive co-occurs with a 2" person accu-
sative. French is similar to Greek in showing an absolute prohibition
against 1% and 2" person weak direct objects in the presence of higher
weak indirect objects of any person.
The weak version of the PCC is formulated in (3).

(3) The Weak Version of the PCC

In a combination of a weak direct object and an indirect object
[clitic, agreement marker, weak pronoun], if there is a third person it
has to be the direct object. (Bonet 1991: 182)

The weak version intends to capture the fact that in some languages combi-
nations of 1 and 2™ indirect object and direct object clitics are acceptable.
This is exemplified in (4a) and (4b) with examples from Catalan (see Bonet
1994: 41):

4) a Te m’ ha venut el mercader més important
you-DO me-10 has sold the merchant most important
“The most important merchant has sold you to me’
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b. Vi Ci mandera
2-PL-10 1PL-DO send-FUT-3SG
*S/he will send us to you (PL)’

Similar facts obtain in Spanish, Italian and Old Occitan (Nicol 2005):*

(5) Te me presentas Spanish
DO-2sG 10-1sG presented-2SG
‘You presented yourself to me’

6) Mi ti presentano Italian
DO-1sG 10-2sG introduce-3pPL
‘They introduce me to you’

(7) qu’ie us mi don ses bauzia. Old Occitan
that I 2pPL-10 1sG-DO give without deceit
‘I surrender myself to you without deceit’.  (Jensen 1986: 105-106)

In these languages, combinations of 1% and 2™ person direct object and 3"
person indirect object clitics are not tolerated (Bonet 1991: 178, 183):

(8 a *A en Josep, me li va recomanar
To the Josep, 1%-DO 3™-10 recommended-3sG
la Mireia Catalan
the Mireia

‘She (Mireia) recommended me to him (Josep)’

b. *Me le recomendaron Spanish
1°-DO 3"-10 recommended-3pL
‘They recommended me to him/her’

c. *Mi gli ha presentata Giovanni Italian
1°DO 3"™-10 has presented-FEM Giovanni
‘Giovanni introduced me-fem to him’

Thus, clitic? languages split into two types:

(i) Greek and French have the strong PCC. 1% and 2™ person direct object
clitics are absolutely impossible.

(i) Italian, Spanish and Catalan have the weak PCC. Combinations of 1°*
and 2™ person clitics are allowed to surface. What is not permitted is a
1% 2" direct object in the presence of a 3 person indirect object.
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In Anagnostopoulou (2003, 2005), | argued that the strong and the weak
PCC both arise in configurations in which the two objects enter Agree with
a single Probe. However, they should be seen as separate constraints, as they
reflect different checking conditions. The strong PCC arises under cyclic
Agree while the weak PCC under multiple Agree.

More specifically, | argued that datives have person features which
permit them to enter Agree with functional heads. Datives are “defective”
in the sense that their number feature is inaccessible for checking (i.e. in
Chomsky’s terminology “it does not match T or v”), but they do check per-
son. 1% 2" and reflexive pronouns are [+person] pronouns (Bonet 1991;
1995; Taraldsen 1995; Ritter 1995; Kayne 2000), while the person specifi-
cation of 3" person pronouns depends on the type of Case they have. Accu-
sative-nominative/direct object 3" person pronouns lack person features al-
together, they are ‘determiner pronouns’ (Benveniste 1966; Postal 1966;
Silverstein 1986; Bonet 1991; Johns 1993; Taraldsen 1995; Ritter 1995;
Kayne 2000, among many others). On the other hand, 3™ person dative/in-
direct object arguments are understood as animate /affected, they encode
point of view, properties encoded through person features. In order to ex-
press the intuition that dative arguments are specified for person even when
they are 3™ person, | proposed, following Adger and Harbour (2007), that
3" person indirect objects have a negative person specification, they are
[-person]. On the other hand, 3™ person direct object pronouns are neither
[+person] nor [-person], they simply lack person (see Anagnostopoulou
2003 and 2005 for extensive discussion of the above assumptions; cf.
Nevins 2007 for a broader claim according to which all 3 person argu-
ments, and not just datives, have negative person feature specifications). To
summarise the different feature specifications of pronouns (for present pur-
poses, it is sufficient to assume that accusatives check number and datives
have inaccessible number without becoming more precise on how exactly
number features are represented; see Harbour 2003 for a recent discussion
and references):

1,2 ACC = +person, number 1,2DAT = +person (inaccessible number)
3ACC  =number, (no person) 3DAT =-—person (inaccessible number)
In constructions where the strong PCC arises ¢-features are not checked as
a bundle. Agree takes place between a single probe and two goals and pro-

ceeds cyclically as follows. The dative argument moves first to a functional
head F, which I take to be transitive v (v-TR), entering person Agree with F.
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The accusative, which moves/agrees second, may only Agree with F in
number:

(9) Base: FP
/\
F{P,N} XP P = person features
T N = number features
DP1 X’
/\
X .. ZP
A
DP2
Step I: Step II:
Person Agree with high argument Number Agree with low argument
FP FP
/\ /\
DP1 F’ DP1 FP
/\ /\
F{ON} XP DP2 F’
/\
e X’ F{0,0} XP
/\
X ZP e X’
A /\
DP2 X .. ZP
N
e

If the accusative is of an appropriate type (3" person) the derivation con-
verges. If, however, the accusative is inappropriate (1%, 2"person, i.e.
+person) the derivation crashes. On the assumption that 3™ person direct
object pronouns lack a person feature, they are the only ones that can match
number on F, once person on F has been checked.

As discussed in detail in Anagnostopoulou (2003), the most straightfor-
ward way of explaining the inappropriateness of 1% and 2" person in con-
texts where only the N feature of F is available for checking is to propose
that [+person] accusative arguments entering Move/Agree must check per-
son along with number. In other words, accusative arguments must check
the complete set of their ¢-features. In turn, the requirement for complete
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checking can be linked to structural Case. If, as suggested by Chomsky
(2000, 2001), structural Case checking results from complete ¢-checking,
then accusative pronouns entering Move / Agree are not allowed to have ¢-
features that remain unchecked because their Case also remains unchecked.

Turning to the weak PCC, | proposed that in e.g. Catalan, Italian, person
on F is allowed to enter Multiple Agree with the two objects, i.e. [person]
can be checked simultaneously against both objects. The proposal that per-
son can enter multiple Agree explains why 1% and 2™ person clitics are al-
lowed to co-occur in clitic clusters. The person feature of the direct object
can be checked against F along with its number feature even when the
higher indirect object enters Agree with the person feature of F.? There are
three cases to consider in languages with the weak PCC, which are sche-
matically represented in (10):

(10) a V1%/2"10>1%/2" DO
b. V1%/2" 3710 >3"“DO
c. *3910>1%/2" DO

As already mentioned, 1% and 2" person are allowed to co-occur in the
well-formed sequences in (10a) since both objects are allowed to check
[+person] against F due to the Multiple Agree parameter. Sequences as in
(10b), i.e. combinations of 1%, 2" and 3™ person indirect objects with 3"
person direct objects, receive the same analysis as comparable clusters in
languages with the strong version of the PCC. The indirect object checks
the person feature of v and the direct object the number feature of v. These
combinations instantiate cyclic ¢-feature checking and do not invoke mul-
tiple Agree. Finally, in order to account for the ungrammaticality of (10c), |
proposed that two pronouns are allowed to enter into multiple Agree with T
or v-TR only when they do not have conflicting feature specifications:

(11) A Condition on Multiple Agree
Multiple Agree can take place only under non-conflicting feature
specifications of the agreeing elements

In (10c) the indirect object is 3" person, hence specified as [-person]. On
the other hand, the direct object is specified as [+person]. Since the feature
specifications of the two objects are contradictory, sequences as in (10c)
are ruled out by (11) (see Anagnostopoulou 2005 for more details). Ob-
serve that the ban against conflicting feature specifications of DPs in con-
texts of Multiple Agree is quite natural if checking is linked to valuation.
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Two DPs that check and value the ¢-features of T or v cannot have con-
flicting feature specifications as this will lead to contradictory values for
the features of T and v. Following Bejar (2003) | assume that in the lan-
guages under discussion the probe is not fully specified (as 1% and 2" per-
son), but only specified as [+/-person]. Languages fully specified for person
show finer grained hierarchical effects (see Bejar 2003 for discussion).

3. Do weak pronouns show the PCC?

While it is uncontroversial that clitics and agreement markers are subject to
the PCC, it is unclear whether the constraint applies to combinations of
weak pronouns in languages lacking clitics.

The PCC has been claimed to be operative in English (Bonet 1991,
Haspelmath 2004) and in Swiss German (Bonet 1991), as the data in (12)
and (13) show:

(12) a. They showed me it English
b. *They showed her me

(13) a. D’ Maria zeigt mir en Swiss German
The Maria shows to me him
‘Mary shows him to me’

b. *D* Maria zeigt em mich
The Maria shows to him me
‘Mary shows me to him’

Unlike clitics and agreement markers, though, PCC effects on weak pro-
nouns seem to be less robust crosslinguistically. For example, German and
Dutch have been claimed in the literature to not have the PCC, on the basis
of well-formed examples like (14) and (15) below (Cardinaletti 1999: 65,
Haspelmath 2004):

(14) weil er mich ihm  gestern nicht vorgestellt hat German
because he me to-him yesterday not introduced hat

(15) Ze stelden me ‘m [ ?'m me voor Dutch
they introduced me to him / to him me PRT

In what follows, | argue that German does show the PCC, but only in a par-
ticular syntactic configuration.
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3.1. Placement and serialization of weak pronouns in German

German has different types of pronoun classes. According to Miller
(2001a), the hierarchy of pronouns is as follows:*

(16) Personal Pronoun Scale:

F)ronstrong > F)rOﬂunstressed > Pronweak > Pronreduced > I:)rOﬂcIitic
IHN [+stress]  ihn [+anim]  ihn[-anim] es (s)

Pronouns falling under the categories unstressed, weak, reduced undergo
obligatory movement to the Wackernagel position.® This is a left-peripheral
position following C in German (Lenerz 1977, 1992; Thiersch 1978; Haftka
1981; Hoberg 1997; Haider and Rosengren 1998; Miller 2001a):

(17) a. daB ihr der Fritz gestern t ein Buch
that her-DAT the Fritz-NOM yesterday t a book-Acc
geschenkt hat
given has

b. *daR der Fritz gestern ihr ein Buch  geschenkt hat
that the Fritz yesterday her-DAT abook-Acc given has
‘that Fritz has given a book to her yesterday’

(18) a. dal sie der Fritz gestern  der Maria t
that she-Acc the Fritz-NoM yesterday the Maria-DAT t
geschenkt hat
given has

b. *dalR der Fritz gestern  der Maria sie
that the Fritz-NOM yesterday the Maria-DAT she-AccC
geschenkt hat
given has
‘that Frtiz has given Mary it(Fem) yesterday’
(19) a. daB es der Fritz gestern  der Maria t

that it-AcC the Fritz-NOM yesterday the Maria-DAT t
geschenkt hat
given has
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b. *dal der Fritz gestern  der Maria es
that the Fritz-NOM yesterday the Maria-DAT it-AcC
geschenkt hat
given has
‘that Frtiz has given Mary it yesterday’

According to Muller, strong pronouns are not allowed in the Wackernagel
position:®

(20) a. *dalR IHR der Fritz gestern t ein Buch
that her-DAT the Fritz-NOM yesterday t a book-Acc
geschenkt hat
given has

b. daB der Fritz gestern IHR ein Buch geschenkt hat
that the Fritz yesterday her-DAT a book-Acc given has
‘that Fritz has given a book to her yesterday’

The three classes of weak pronouns (unstressed/weak/reduced) obligatorily
precede adverbs of all types. They must also precede all non-pronominal
arguments, except for subjects. Subjects are allowed to occur before Wack-
ernagel pronouns (they can also occur after pronouns, see (17)—(19) above):

(21) a. dal der Fritz es gestern  der Maria t
that the Fritz-NOM it-ACC yesterday the Maria-DAT t
geschenkt hat
given has

b. *dalk der Maria es der Fritz gestern t
that the Mary-DAT it-AcC the Fritz-NOM yesterday t
geschenkt hat
given has

Miiller attributes the SUBJ>pronoun, pronoun>SUBJ alternation to the fact
that subjects may optionally raise from the vP-internal subject position to
Spec,TP. On the assumption that Spec, TP precedes Wackernagel clitics,
SUBJ>pronoun orders arise when the subject moves to T while pronoun
>SUBJ orders obtain when the subject remains in its base position.

What is the position targeted by Wackernagel movement? An obvious
analysis would be to postulate a functional head W situated between the vP
and the TP which hosts weak pronouns. Miller, alternatively, proposes that
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Wackernagel movement is identical to scrambling. Both operations target
(layered) specifiers of vP. The reason why weak pronouns must precede all
other clause-internal material has to do with the trigger of Wackernagel
movement, as opposed to the trigger of scrambling. Muller suggests that
Wackernagel movement is not feature-driven and targets the left-edge of vP.
By contrast, scrambling is either triggered by formal features (Grewendorf
and Sabel 1999; Sauerland 1999) or by conditions governing the relative
order of elements ([+def] precedes [-def], [+animate] precedes [-animate];
Buring 2001); scrambled elements do not have to appear in a left-edge po-
sition.

Turning now to the serialization of Wackernagel pronouns, they occur
in a fixed order (Lenerz 1977, 1992; Haftka 1981; Muller 2001b). Subject
pronouns obligatorily precede object pronouns:

(21) a. dal sie es wahrscheinlich gelesen hat
that she it probably read has

b. *daR es sie wahrscheinlich gelesen hat
that it she probably read has

Direct object pronouns precede indirect object pronouns:

(22) a. dal es ihm der Fritz gegeben hat
that it  him the Fritz-NOM given  has

b. *daB ihm es der Fritz gegeben hat
that him it the Fritz-NomMm given  has

The same rigid DO>10 order is maintained when the subject precedes the
cluster:

(23) a. dal der Fritz es ihm gegeben hat
that the Fritz-Nom it  him given  has

b. *dall der Fritz ihm es gegeben hat
that the Fritz-NoM him it given  has

When all three pronouns co-occur their order is strictly SUBJ>DO>10:

(24) a. dal sie es ihm wahrscheinlich zum  Geburtstag
that she it him probably for the birthday
schenken wird
give will
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*dall sieihmes...
*dall essieihm...
*dall esihmsie...
*dall ihmessie...
*dall ihmsiees...

D o0 T

Note, however, that there are certain cases where the strict DO>10 pro-
nominal order is relaxed. As pointed out by Sternefeld and Featherston
(2002), the allegedly ungrammatical order mir-es is extremely common (49
hits in a corpus search). Here are some of the examples they cite:

(25) a. Versprochen hat sie mir es jedenfalls
Promised has she me it inany case

b. Lieber Herr Krenz, bitte nehmen Sie mir es nicht Ubel
Dear Mr. Krenz,  please take you me it not amiss

The second most common order is dir es:

(26) Wenn du mir helfen kénntest, wollte ich dir es wohl sagen
if you me help could, would ! vyou it certainly say

Moreover, in Southern dialects of German, such as Swabian and Franko-
nian, the order of pronouns is free, as pointed out to me by Susann Fischer,
p.c. See section 3.4. below for an interesting correlation between the (un-)
availability of the PCC and the free vs. strict serialization in German.

3.2. Wackernagel pronouns, the PCC and the position of Subjects in
German

Contrary to what has been claimed in the literature, I have found that Ger-
man (several dialects of German as well as standard German) has the PCC.
Most of my German informants’ do not tolerate combinations of 2™ person
direct objects (DOs) and 3" person indirect objects (10s) when the subject
follows the weak pronominal cluster, as in (27). These speakers characterize
the combination of 1% person DOs and 3™ person 10s in examples like (28)
as deviant:®
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27) *weil dich ihm irgendwer vorgestellt hat
because you-AcC him-DAT someone-NOM introduced has
‘because someone has introduced you to him’

(28) ??weil mich ihr irgendwer vorgestellt hat
because me-ACC her-DAT someone introduced has
‘because someone has introduced me to her’

It is crucial that the subject follows the pronominal cluster. When the sub-
ject precedes, the PCC effect vanishes:

(29) weil sie dich ihm vorgestellt hat
because she-NOM you-Acc him-DAT introduced has

(30) weil die Maria mich ihr vorgestellt hat
because the Mary-NOM me-AcC het-DAT introduced has

Note that the subject precedes the pronominal cluster in the well-formed
example (14) above, which Cardinaletti (1999) takes to be evidence that
German lacks the PCC. Cardinaletti is right that examples like (14) (and
(29)-(30)) do not show the PCC. However, the constraint does apply when
the subject follows the pronominal cluster.

There seems to be a correlation between the emergence of PCC effects
and word order restrictions on weak pronouns. The speakers that judge (27)
and (28) as unacceptable require DOs to be placed before 10s when these
occur in the Wackernagel position. They judge the DO-10 order in (31) as
grammatical and the 10-DO order in (32) as ungrammatical:

(31) weil ihn ihr irgendwer vorgestellt hat
because him-AcC her-DAT someone introduced has
‘because someone has introduced him to her’

(32) ?*weil ihr ihn irgendwer vorgestellt hat
because her-DAT him-AcCc someone introduced has
‘because someone has introduced him to her’

On the other hand, the few speakers that accept (27) and (28) also accept
the two serializations in (31) and (32).°

Finally, it should be noted that German has the weak rather than the
strong PCC. Combinations of 1% and 2" person weak pronouns are gener-
ally® tolerated:
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(33) a. weil dich mir irgendwer vorgestellt hat
because you-AcC me-DAT someone introduced has
‘because someone has introduced you to me’

b. weil mich dir irgendwer vorgestellt hat
because me-ACC you-DAT someone introduced has
‘because someone has introduced me to you’

3.3. PCC effects in other Germanic languages

Apart from German, PCC effects seem to also arise in Dutch and Swedish.
Starting from Dutch, the order of weak pronouns/clitics in this language is
less strict than in German for all speakers. The DO-IO serialization is pre-
ferred, but 10-DO orders are not ungrammatical. As in German, PCC effects
do arise, but for some speakers only under certain orders. More specifically,
one of my informants** finds combinations of 1% and 2™ person DO and 3"
person 10 pronouns ungrammatical regardless of their order:

(34) a. *datJan ’r/’m me voorstelde

10 DO
her/him me

b. *datJan me rI’'m voorstelde
DO 10

‘that Jan introduced me to her/him’

(35) a. *datJan ’r/’m je voorstelde
10 DO

b. *datJan je r’m  voorstelde
DO 10

‘that Jan introduced you to her/him’

For other informants the combination 1% DO 3™ 10 in (34) is grammatical
under the DO>10 serialization (34b) and ungrammatical under the 10>DO
serialization (34a). There is further disagreement on the status of the sen-
tences in (35). For some both (35a) and (35b) are ill-formed; for others
(35a) is ill-formed and (35b) well-formed.

The correlation between the order of weak pronouns and the presence/
absence of the PCC for some speakers of Dutch is reminiscent of the situa-
tion in Swiss German. As discussed in Bonet (1991) and Anagnostopoulou
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(2003), the word order among weak pronouns is free in Swiss German when
the dative is 1 or 2" person and the accusative 3" person, as illustrated in
(36):

(36) a. D’ Maria zeigt en mir Acc3 > Datl
The Maria shows him to-me
b. D’ Maria zeigt mir en Datl > Acc3

The Maria shows tome him
‘Mary shows him to me’

When the accusative is specified for person, however, it has to precede the
dative, as in (37a). When the accusative follows the dative as in (37b) un-
grammaticality arises:

(37) a. D* Maria zeigt mi em Accl > Dat3
The Mary shows me  to-him
b. *D’ Maria zeigt em mich *Dat3 > Accl

The Maria shows to him me
‘Mary shows me to him’

Another language showing a correlation between ordering and the PCC is
Swedish. As pointed out by Hellan and Platzack (1999: 131), when the order
is 1%/3" as in (38a), the only possible interpretation is 10>DO. When the
order of pronouns is 3"/1%, however, as in (38b), the interpretation 10>DO
is for a group of speakers possible along with the alternative DO>10 inter-
pretation:

(38) a. Han visade mig henne inte
He showed pronoun-1 pronoun-3 not
‘He did not present her to me’

b. Han visade henne mig inte
He showed pronoun-3 pronoun-1 not
‘He did not present her to me / He did not present me to her’

The correlation between pronominal order and the PCC will be important
later on.
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3.4. Some generalizations

My investigation of PCC effects on weak pronouns, as opposed to clitics
and agreement markers, has led to a number of generalizations which are
summarized below:

(i) A striking difference between clitic languages and weak pronoun
languages concerns the stability and robustness of PCC judgments. Speakers
of clitic languages do not hesitate to characterize grammatical the combina-
tions that do not yield a PCC effect and ungrammatical the ones that lead to
a PCC violation. On the other hand, for all speakers of German and Dutch
it was extremely hard to judge the sentences in question.

(ii) A further striking difference concerns idiolectal variation. Clitic lan-
guages do not show speaker variation on PCC effects yielded by 3™ person
10s and 1%/2" DOs (Bonet 1991). In weak pronoun languages, on the other
hand, speakers vary tremendously on how they judge sentences with such
combinations.

(iii) A third observation has to do with the type of PCC constraint at-
tested in (dialects of) German and Dutch. Both languages seem to have the
weak PCC, i.e. combinations of 1% and 2" person 10s and DOs are accept-
able for most speakers (with idiolectal variation concerning the precise
combinations that are accepted).

(iv) There is an interaction between the availability of different word
orders in languages with weak pronouns and the emergence of PCC effects.
As was shown above, PCC effects arise only when the order of pronouns is
I0-DO in Swiss German and in some varieties of Dutch. We also saw that
certain person combinations impose particular interpretations in Swedish:
1>3 is interpreted as 10>DO obligatorily. Even in German, where the order
of pronouns is strictly DO-10 for most speakers, | have found that speakers
attempt to resort to the alternative 10-DO serialization in order to rescue
combinations that would otherwise yield a PCC effect. Furthermore, when
the 10 and DO are both 1% and 2™ person in German, serialization of pro-
nouns in the Wackernagel position becomes freer: speakers tend to accept
the 10-DO serialization along with the DO-10 one. As is well known, clitic
languages have a strict serialization of clitics. This seems to correlate with
the robustness of PCC effects.

In what follows, I will mainly concentrate on an analysis of German, the
language | have investigated in more detail.
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4. Analysis and challenges

A number of non-trivial questions arise when it comes to extending the
analysis of the PCC outlined in section 2 to German.

4.1. The PCC and the position of subjects

The first issue concerns subjects. It is not clear why the position of the sub-
ject relative to Wackernagel pronouns matters. Recall that the PCC arises
when dative and accusative pronouns enter Agree against a single probe.
For German, let us call this head W (Wackernagel). If Miller is right that
Spec, TP precedes W, and that SUBJ>pronoun orders arise when the subject
moves to T while pronoun>SUBJ orders obtain when the subject remains in
its base position, then we do not expect an interaction between the relative
order of subjects and pronouns and the emergence (or lack thereof) of the
PCC. Dative and accusative pronouns are expected to enter multiple Agree
with W, regardless of whether the subject moves to Spec, TP or it remains
vP-internal. | can see two ways in which this problem can be resolved:

(i) One possibility is that pronouns reside in a position where Agree
takes place only when they precede subjects, i.e. pronouns target what we
have called W only when they occur before the subject. This would mean
that unstressed/weak/reduced pronouns in German do not always move to
the same position (contra Miller 2001a,b), i.e. there is a position before
subjects where Agree takes place and another position following subjects
where Agree does not take place.

(ii) An alternative would be to build on an idea suggested by Cardinaletti
(1999: 65), namely that the PCC arises only when both pronouns belong to
the same class. Suppose that only elements belonging to the same class (i.e.
both are ‘weak’) enter cyclic/ multiple Agree against the same goal; the
PCC can be obviated when one of the two pronouns is strong. A similar
strategy is found in clitic languages. As extensively discussed by Bonet
(1991, 1994), Anagnostopoulou (2003) and others, the PCC does not arise
when either (i) the dative argument is spelled out as a strong pronoun (as
shown in (39) for French) or (ii) the accusative argument is spelled out as a
strong pronoun (as shown in (40) for Greek):

(39) a. Paul me présentera a lui
Paul Cl-Acc will-introduce to him
‘Paul will introduce me to him’
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b. *Paul me lui présentera
Paul Cl-Acc CI-DAT will-introduce
‘Paul will introduce me to him’

(40) a Tu sistisan emena
CIl-GEN-3sG introduced-3PL me-ACC
‘They introduced me to him’

b. *Tu me sistisan
CI-GEN-3sG CIl-Acc-1sG introduced-3PL
‘They introduced me to him’

The fact that the PCC arises only when both pronouns precede the subject
would, under these assumptions, be explained as follows. When the DO
and 10 pronouns precede subjects they have to be parsed as weak, hence
entering Multiple Agree which leads to the PCC. On the other hand, when
the two pronouns follow the subject one of them can be parsed as strong,
escaping the PCC.

For present purposes, both options sketched here would do. The issue
awaits further research.

4.2. Order of movements and the landing position of 10 and DO: Evidence
from Swiss German and Dutch

According to the analysis sketched in section 2, the PCC arises when the
(dative) 10 moves/agrees first and the (accusative) DO moves/agrees sec-
ond. On the assumption that movement of two elements to the same head
respects Shortest (Richards 1997), this derivation is expected to take place
when the 10 is merged higher than the DO and they both move resulting in
an order which preserves the base order of elements (i.e. IO>DO) due to
tucking in.

In Anagnostopoulou (2003: 295-297), | argued that Swiss German pro-
vides evidence in favor of this analysis. Consider again the Swiss German
facts mentioned in section 3.4. When the accusative is 3" person, the word
order among the weak pronouns is free, as illustrated in (36), repeated from
above:

(36) a. D’ Maria zeigt en mir Acc3 > Dat
The Maria shows him to-me
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b. D’ Maria zeigt mir en Dat > Acc3
The Maria shows to-me him
‘Mary shows him to me’

When the accusative is specified for person, however, it has to precede the
dative, as in (37a), repeated from above. When it follows the dative, as in
(37b), ungrammaticality arises:

(37) a. D’ Maria zeigt mi em Accl > Dat
The Mary  shows me to-him
b. *D’ Maria zeigt em mich *Dat > Accl

The Maria shows to-him me
‘Mary shows me to him’

The optionality in the word order of pronouns in (36) indicates that in
Swiss German, either the accusative or the dative are allowed to move/
Agree to first. In (36a) the accusative pronoun moves first and checks all ¢-
features against the goal, taken to be transitive v, VTR, in Anagnostopoulou
(2003). The dative moves to v-TR next, and there are no ¢-features left for
checking, as illustrated in (41). (Presumably, the dative only checks definite-
ness and / or phonological features.'?) By contrast, the dative raises first in
(36b), checking person, and the accusative checks the remaining number, as
schematized in (42):

@1) (= 36a)

vP
ACC v{0,0}

/\
DAT v
A
v-TR

vP

(42) (= 36b)

TN

DAT v{O,N}

ACC v{0,0}

/\
v-TR
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Since the accusative is 3" (i.e. no) person, the result is grammatical.

Consider now (37) where the accusative is specified for person. When the
accusative moves to v-TR first, as in (37a), it checks all of its ¢-features, as
schematized (43). On the other hand, when the dative raises first, as in (37b)/
(44), it checks person on v-TR. Further movement of the 1% person accusa-
tive pronoun to v-TR leads to ill-formedness, because the pronoun ({P,N})
cannot be checked against v-TR{0,N}:

43) vP (=37a)

N

ACC{PN}  v{0,0}

DAT A
(44) * vP (=37h)

ACC{PN}  v{O,N}

v

In sum, the Swiss German facts demonstrate that word order determines the
occurrence of a person restriction, a fact strongly supporting a syntactic ap-
proach towards the PCC. As mentioned in section 3.2, the same correlation
between the order of weak pronouns and the presence/absence of the PCC
obtains in Dutch for some speakers. They find the combination 1% DO 3"
10 in (34), repeated here as (45), grammatical under the DO>IO serializa-
tion (45b) and ungrammatical under the 10>DO serialization (45a):

(45) a. datJan ’r/’'m me voorstelde
10 DO
her/ him me

‘that Jan introduced me to her/him’

b. *datJan me rI’'m voorstelde
DO 10
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The “tucking in” analysis of the surface order of weak pronouns in Swiss
German and Dutch explains the fact that the PCC arises in the DAT>ACC
order and not in the ACC>DAT order.

4.3. German?

It is evident that the varieties of German discussed in this paper are prob-
lematic for the analysis of the PCC outlined so far. Since the order of pro-
nouns is DO>10 obligatorily*® we would expect the PCC not to arise, just
as in Swiss German, contrary to facts. In order to accommodate the PCC
facts, it is necessary to make two assumptions:

(i) The underlying order of objects is IO>DO, i.e. the indirect object is
merged higher than the direct object.

(i) When the weak pronouns move to the Wackernagel position the da-
tive argument moves first and the accusative second.'

Assumptions (i) and (ii) are directly contradicting the analysis of Ger-
man double object constructions argued for in Muller (1995, 2001b), which
was adopted in den Dikken (1995) and Anagnostopoulou (2003: 130-137).
According to Muller, the underlying order of objects in German is DO>10,
an order which is reflected by the DO>10 order of Wackernagel pronouns.
Assuming that order preservation results from tucking in, this would mean
that the weak DO pronoun moves first to W followed by movement of the
10. Since the account of PCC facts crucially relies on the opposite assump-
tions ((i) and (ii) above), Muller’s analysis cannot be maintained. The un-
derlying order of the DO and 10 in German is an extremely controversial
issue; it is therefore necessary to summarize first the main arguments for
the DO>10 analysis, turning next to the counterarguments against it.

The unmarked linearization of arguments in German can be derived
from the hierarchy (46) (see, e.g. Lenerz 1977; Webelhuth 1989, 1992; Frey
and Tappe 1991; Muller 1995 and many others):

(46)  Subject>10>DO>0BLIQUES>V

While this description reflects more or less “the standard view” on German
ditransitives, the precise analysis of the DAT >ACC construction in (47) be-
low is controversial:

(47) Sie hat dem Mann das Buch geschenkt
She-NOM has the man-DAT the book-Acc given
‘She has given the man the book’
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There is considerable debate about the question whether the DAT>ACC
construction represents a base or a derived order. On the standard view
(Lenerz 1977 and many others), the DAT >ACC construction is base-gener-
ated as such. However, this assumption encounters problems which come in
form of the distribution of anaphoric dependencies between objects. Grewen-
dorf (1984, 1988) points out that dative indirect objects cannot bind accusa-
tive anaphors in the IO>DO order (48a), while accusative themes may an-
tecede dative anaphors to their right, as shown by (49a). The same effect
shows up with reciprocals (48b) and (49b):

(48) a. dall der Arzt dem Patienten; sichj,+
that the doctor-NoM the patient-DAT refl-Acc
im Spiegel zeigte
in-the mirror showed
‘that the doctor showed himself to the patient in the mirror’

b. *daR man den Gasten; einander; vorgestellt hat
that one-NOM the guests-DAT each other-Acc introduced has
‘that someone has introduced the guests each other’

(49) a. daB der Arzt den Patienten; sich;
that the doctor-Nom the patient-Acc refl-DAT
im Spiegel zeigte
in-the mirror showed
‘that the doctor showed the patient to himself in the mirror’

b. daB man die Gaste; einander; vorgestellt hat
that one-NOM the guests-ACC each other-DAT introduced has
‘that someone has introduced the guests to each other’

Miller (1995: 159-160) argues that the data in (48), which attest to the in-
ability of datives to bind anaphors to their right, militate against the widely
held assumption that datives originate above accusatives (see e.g. Webelhuth
1989; Moltmann 1990 and Santorini 1990). Muller therefore suggests that
the underlying order is ACC>DAT, and that in the DAT>ACC construction
the goal undergoes movement to an A’-position to the left of the theme. On
this view, binding in (49) proceeds straightforwardly. Moreover, the goals
in (48) occupy A’- positions, and binding is therefore precluded.

Miller (2001b) furthermore argues that Wackernagel pronouns furnish
independent evidence in support of the ACC>DAT hypothesis. The fact
that movement of pronouns to the Wackernagel position results in a rigid



36 Elena Anagnostopoulou

NOM>ACC>DAT order is argued to result from parallel movement which
reflects the base order of arguments.

However, there are many objections to this account discussed in Lechner
(2001) and Sternefeld and Featherston (2002).

The first issue concerns reflexive binding. While Grewendorf and
Muiller claim that (49a), where the accusative DO binds the dative sich is well-
formed, Lechner (2001) and Sternefeld and Featherston (2002) judge such
examples as ungrammatical. These authors, furthermore, point out that
when the dative is a pronoun, the dative can bind the accusative, and not
vice versa:*®

(50) weil ich ihm sich im Spiegel gezeigt habe
because | him-DAT himself-Acc inthe mirror shown have
‘because | showed him himself in the mirror’

(51) a. Fritz zeigte ihr; sich; im Spiegel
Fritz showed her-DAT herself-AcC in the mirror
‘Fritz showed her herself in the mirror’

b. ?*Fritz zeigte sig; sich; im Spiegel
Fritz showed her-Acc herself-DAT in-the mirror

Hence it is not correct that accusatives bind dative reflexives in German.

Proceeding to reciprocals, the contrast between (48b) and (49b) reported
above is correct. Accusatives may indeed antecede dative reciprocals and
not vice versa. However, Sternefeld and Featherston (2002) argue that this
fact should not be attributed to binding theory. What seems to be the case is
that there is a strong preference for reciprocals to be dative instead of accu-
sative in German. Many speakers judge as unacceptable even examples
where accusative reciprocals are bound by subjects:

(52) a. *weil die Leute dem Hans einander vorgestellt haben
because the people the Hans-DAT each other introduced have

b. ??weil sie ihm einander vorgestellt haben
because they him-DAT each other introduced have

c. *weil sie  mir einander  vorgestellt haben
because they me-DAT each other introduced have
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Sternefeld and Featherston (2002) conduct an experiment which shows that
einander as an 10 is clearly preferred over being a DO even in cases of sub-
ject coreference illustrated in (52). They argue that the observed asymmetry
in reciprocal DOCs is not the result of grammatical constraints but reflects a
general tendency to interpret einander as a dative DP. Hence the reciprocal
facts do not support the DO>10 base order either.

Having presented arguments that neither reflexive nor reciprocal bind-
ing supports the view that the underlying order of arguments is DO>10, we
now turn to evidence from scope discussed in Lechner (1996, 1998, 2001)
which argues for the opposite IO>DO base order. German is a scope rigid
language in which quantifier scope is unambiguous in base orders; scope
ambiguity depends on movement of quantificational elements. We can thus
test whether the 10>DO/DO>10 orders are base-generated or derived by
looking at whether they show scope ambiguity or not. What we find is that
the 10>DO order is the base order (no scope ambiguity) while the DO>10
order is derived (ambiguous scope):

(53) a. weil sie [genau einem Freund] [jeden Gast]
because she exactly one  friend-DAT every guest-ACC
vorgestellt hat
introduced has >V, *V>3

b. weil sie [genau einen Gast] [ jedem Freund]
because she exactly one guest-AcCc every friend-DAT
vorgestellt hat
introduced has >V, V>3

The contrast between (53a) and (53b) can be explained by assuming that
(53b) derives from (53a) by movement of the accusative over the dative
and scope ambiguity derives from optional reconstruction of the fronted
quantifier. Scope then provides evidence that the base order of arguments is
the unmarked 10>DO order.

Turning, finally, to the argument from Wackernagel pronouns (i.e. the
claim that the DO>10 order of pronouns is a result of order preserving
movement reflecting the base order of arguments), again this is problematic
for various reasons. First, we saw that other orders are possible, e.g. exam-
ples (25), (26), (50) and (51) above. More importantly, the order DO>10
obtains even when the 10 is clearly merged above the DO, as acknowl-
edged by Muller (2001b, fn. 28). This holds e.g. for coherent infinitive con-
structions:
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(54) a. weil s ihms keiner t3 [t, zu lesen]
because it-ACC him-DAT no-one to read
empfohlen hat
recommended has
‘because no-one recommended him to read it’

b. ?*weil ihm s keiner t3 [t zu lesen]
because him-DAT it-ACC no-one to read
empfohlen hat
recommended has

Here the dative argument is generated as an indirect object in the higher
clause while the accusative is the object of the infinitival. The dative is
clearly higher than the accusative, and still the relative order of the two in
the Wackernagel position is ACC>DAT. These facts, therefore, strongly
undermine the claim that the relative order of pronouns in the Wackernagel
position mirrors their base order.

On the basis of the discussion so far, I conclude that the base order of
objects is I0>DO, in accordance with assumption (i) in the beginning of
this section needed to account for the PCC. The other necessary assumption
is (ii), namely that the dative moves before the accusative. But if the dative
moves before the accusative, then why is it that the order of pronouns is
DO>I0 rather than the 10>DO serialization expected by the tucking in
analysis? Even though | do not have a definitive answer to this question, |
would like to compare here German Wackernagel pronouns to clitics also
showing ACC>DAT orders suggesting some possible analyses for the
ACC>DAT serialization.

If the linear order of clitics was determined by their syntax, DAT>ACC
sequences would result from a derivation in which the dative moves before
the accusative. The reverse ACC>DAT serialization from a derivation in
which the accusative moves before the dative. Accordingly, the PCC would
arise only in languages showing the DAT>ACC order. As discussed in
Anagnostopoulou (2003), this picture is often but not always supported by
the data. The order of clitics is DAT>ACC in Serbocroatian, Greek, Roma-
nian, Albanian, Polish, Slovak, Russian, Czech (Vos and Veselovska 1999:
938), Standard Italian, Valencian, (Bonet 1991: 72), and many of these lan-
guages are reported to show the PCC. However, the surface order of clitics
does not always reflect their syntax. Bonet (1991) argues that arrangement
of forms within the clitic cluster is often determined by morphology. In
many Romance languages, specific clitics occupy a specific position within
the clitic cluster, regardless of their syntactic function. For example, the
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linear order of clitics is always 2" person followed by 1% in Catalan, inde-
pendently of grammatical function. In Standard Catalan and Barceloni,
clitics are arranged by person, not by their syntactic role. 1, 2" and reflex-
ive / impersonal clitics form a natural class, while neuter, 3" person dative
and accusative clitics, locatives, partitives form another natural class with
respect to their position within the clitic group. As a result of organization
according to person in Catalan, 1% or 2" dative clitics precede 3™ person
accusative clitics, as in (55a). Ungrammatical combinations involving a 1%
or 2™ accusative and a 3" person dative show the reverse accusative>dative
order, as illustrated by (55b) (Bonet 1991: 177):

(55) a. W I varecomanar la Mireia
Cl-DAT,1 CIl-Acc,3 recommended-3 the Mireia
‘Mireia recommended him to me’

b. *Me li varecomanar la Mireia
Cl-Aacc,1 CI-DAT,3 recommended-3 the Mireia
‘Mireia recommended me to him’

The serialization of weak pronouns corresponding to the illformed (55b)
has been seen above to be grammatical in Swiss German. Unlike Swiss
German, though, where the ACC>DAT and the DAT>ACC orders result
from syntactic movement and tucking in the DAT>ACC and ACC>DAT
sequences in (55) reflect organization of clitics according to [person] in
Catalan.

As pointed out by Perlmutter (1971), French is another language where
the order of clitics is determined by person rather than syntactic function. In
(56) a 1% person dative clitic precedes the 3™ person accusative clitic (Kayne
1975: 83):

(56) Jean me le donnera
Jean CI-DAT,1sG Cl-Acc,3sG will give-3sG
*Jean will give it to me’

Combinations of two 3™ person clitics yield orders in which the accusative
precedes the dative, as in German:

(57) Paul la lui présentera
Paul Cl-Acc,3sG CI-DAT,3PL will introduce-3sG
‘Paul will introduce her to him’
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Since French has the PCC it is unexpected that the order of the two 3™ per-
son clitics is ACC>DAT, just as is in German.

To resolve the problem, | suggested (Anagnostopoulou 2003: 338f., fn.
90) that the ACC>DAT order in French is either not derived by the syntax
(but rather by the morphology), or, if it is derived by the syntax, it represents
a case in which multiple movement does not result in tucking in. In the latter
alternative, the dative clitic moves first, and the accusative, which moves
second, targets a position above the dative. Exactly the same two alter-
natives can be extended to German. As in French, serialization of Wacker-
nagel pronouns is either determined by another module (e.g. morphology,
information structure), or, if it derives from syntax, it does not involve
tucking in. Note that there is strong evidence against an analysis of
ACC>DAT orders in terms of syntactic movement obeying Shortest and
tucking in for French, as in German. Cliticization of the dative embedded
subject and the accusative embedded object to the matrix verb in causative
constructions also results in an ACC>DAT order (Kayne 1975: 279):

(58) Elle le lui fera manger
She it-AcC him-DAT have eat
‘She will have him eat it’

Since cliticization of the two arguments in causatives takes place from an
underlying position in which the subject is higher than the direct object, the
direct object>subject sequence cannot involve a derivation that preserves
the base order among arguments. Recall that very similar facts have been
observed to hold in German where the accusative embedded object pre-
cedes the matrix indirect object when the two occur in the Wackernagel po-
sition in coherent infinitive constructions (data in (54) above).

I conclude that German Wackernagel pronouns share many similarities
with French clitics. What remains to be answered is why the order of argu-
ments is ACC>DAT even though the dative undergoes movement before
the accusative.

One option to account for ACC>DAT orders would be to suggest that
they do not result from syntax but from a templating arrangement of fea-
tures dictated either by the morphology or from semantic or information
structure requirements similar to those regulating scrambling.

Alternatively, ACC>DAT orders are the output of a syntactic derivation
not displaying tucking in. Lack of tucking could be accounted for as fol-
lows:
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(i) One option would be to follow McGinnis (1998: 115) who proposes
that specifiers checking features of the same type tuck in while specifiers
checking features of different types do not tuck in. Extending this to Ger-
man, one could propose that accusatives do not tuck in below datives be-
cause the two pronouns check different features (for instance, the dative
checks person while the accusative number). Such an approach would face
some problems, however: (i) It is implausible to claim that weak pronouns
or clitics do not check features of the same type, i.e. that movement leading
to person checking and movement resulting in number checking represent
two different types of processes. (ii) Moreover, in weak PCC languages like
German datives and accusatives enter multiple person Agree, i.e. they
clearly check the same type of feature. (iii) In many languages weak pro-
nouns and clitics do tuck in.

(ii) A, perhaps more promising, alternative would be to follow Anag-
nostopoulou (2003) who suggests that the base order among arguments is
preserved only if all arguments uniformly undergo the same type of move-
ment process (XP-movement or head movement). When a construction
combines phrasal and head movement to the same functional head, the
phrase moves to a specifier and the head moves to the head, resulting in a
configuration in which the phrase precedes the head, regardless of the order
of the movements. Extending this analysis to ACC>DAT orders in German
it could be suggested that datives move as heads and accusatives as XPs in
the constructions under discussion. Consider in this light the Swedish facts
in (38), repeated below:

(38) a. Han visade mig henne inte
He showed pronoun-1 pronoun-3 not
‘He did not present her to me’

b. Han visade henne mig inte
He showed pronoun-3 pronoun-1 not
‘He did not present her to me / He did not present me to her’

Recall that according to the description of Hellan and Platzack (1999), when
the order of pronouns is 1%/3", as in (38a), the only possible interpretation
is 10>DO. When the order of pronouns is 3"/1%, as in (38b), the interpreta-
tion 10>DO is for a group of speakers possible along with the alternative
DO>I0 interpretation. (Note that not all Swedish speakers accept DO>10
orders of pronouns to begin with, as pointed out to me by Gunnar Hrafn
Hrafnbjargarson, and as discussed in detail in Anagnostopoulou 2003; for
reasons having to do with order preservation; it would lead us too far afield
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to address this here.) An alternative way of stating the facts is this: In
Swedish the PCC arises only under the DO>I0 and not under the I0>DO
serialization. While both the DO>I0 and the 10>DO orders are, in principle,
possible, the DO>10 order is banned when the DO is 1% person. Crucially,
in (38a) the only possible interpretation is 10>DO, i.e. the 1% person pro-
noun cannot be interpreted as the DO. On the other hand, the I0O>DO order
does not display the PCC. In (38b) the 10>DO interpretation is possible,
even though the DO is 1% person. Swedish then is reverse of Swiss German.
While in Swiss German the PCC is obviated in the DO>10 order, in Swed-
ish the PCC arises in the DO>10 serialization and is obviated when the 10
precedes the DO. This suggests that the Swedish DO>10 order reflects a
derivation in which the 10 moves first followed by the DO while in 10>DO
sequences the DO moves first followed by movement of the 10; both deri-
vations do not invoke tucking in. Turning back to the dialects of German
described in this paper, if they work essentially like Swedish (except that
they lack the 10>DO derivation), then lack of tucking in is the correct
analysis of DO>IO Wackernagel pronouns showing the PCC, possibly be-
cause the 10 moves like a head and the DO as an XP.

5. Conclusions

In this paper, | identified an environment where the PCC obtains in German
and | compared German to other Germanic languages showing this con-
straint. In order to account for the PCC with Wackernagel pronouns, I
argued that the underlying order of objects is I0>DO and that the DO>10
serialization of pronouns reflects a derivation in which the 10 moves first
and the DO second in apparent violation of Shortest (Richards 1997). To ac-
count for lack of tucking in, I suggested that Wackernagel pronouns undergo
different styles of movement: 10s move as heads and DOs as XPs. Whether
or not this analysis is tenable awaits future research.
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Notes

1.

10.

11.

12.

See Seuren (1976) for Italian and Spanish, and Wanner (1987) for Italian. See
also Monachesi (1996) for Italian.

Bonet (1994) claims that only clitic languages show the weak version of the
PCC. Agreement languages always have the strong version of the PCC.

The ban against 1% and 2" person direct object pronouns is absolute in lan-
guages showing the strong version of the PCC because these languages do not
have the option of multiple Agree.

Cardinaletti (1999) only distinguishes between strong, weak and clitic pro-
nouns in German. Cardinaletti’s weak pronouns subsume Miller’s unstressed,
weak and reduced pronouns. Her description of weak pronoun movement
does not make explicit reference to the Wackernagel position. Nevertheless,
she points out that weak pronouns move to the left of adverbs, converging
(partially) with Mdller’s description (she only considers cases where moved
pronouns follow subjects; see below).

Clitics behave differently than other pronoun classes with respect to both place-
ment and serialization and will not be discussed here (see Gartner & Steinbach
2003a,b, among others, for discussion of clitics in German and references).
According to Susann Fischer (personal communication), stressed pronouns are
allowed in the Wackernagel position. The informants she has consulted find
(20a) grammatical. | am concentrating here on unstressed, weak and reduced
pronouns, which must undergo Wackernagel movement; the syntactic behavior
of stressed pronouns (i.e. whether or not they undergo optional Wackernagel
movement) is not immediately relevant for present purposes.

My German informants were: Uli Sauerland, Kleanthes Grohmann, Susi Wurm-
brand, Winfried Lechner, Florian Schaefer and Gereon Mueller. Susann Fischer
(personal communication) along with Kirsten Gengel and Eva Forster (per-
sonal communication to Susann Fischer) share these judgments. The German
informants consulted are native speakers of several dialects of German (e.g.
Austrian, Franconian, Swabian) as well as of Standard German.

For all my informants the PCC effect is stronger with 2™ person than with 1%
person pronouns for reasons | do not understand.

This correlation could be taken to mean that the PCC arises only when true
Wackernagel movement is involved. For speakers that accept both serializa-
tions pronouns undergo the same type of movement as scrambling, an opera-
tion that does not lead to ¢-feature checking.

One of my informants finds (33b) deviant; for all others the example is well-
formed.

My Dutch informants were: Angeliek van Hout, Jan-Wouter Zwart, Marcel
den Dikken, Hans van de Koot, Hans Broekhuis and Henk van Riemsdjik.
According to this analysis, person checking of datives is optional, unlike per-
son checking of accusatives, which is obligatory. This seems to correlate with
the quirky vs. structural Case of datives and accusatives, respectively.
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13.

14.

15.

Elena Anagnostopoulou

With the qualifications discussed in section 3.1. (Sternefeld and Featherston
2002).

Recall how the weak PCC effect is then derived: When both pronouns are
[+person], multiple Agree takes place resulting in a grammatical combination
of two 1% and 2™ person pronouns. When the dative is 3" person ([-person])
and the accusative is 1%/2" person ([+person]) the condition on Multiple
Agree (11) is violated, resulting in ungrammaticality. When the dative is 1°'/2"
([+person]) or 3™ ([-person]) and the accusative is 3" person (lacks person
specification entirely), the dative checks person and the accusative number, a
Cyclic Agree process (the one that always takes place in strong PCC lan-
guages).

Note that in examples (50) and (51a) the dative pronoun precedes the accusa-
tive, one more exception to the claim that the DO pronoun always precedes
the 10 in German.
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Agreement and clitic restrictions in Basque

Karlos Arregi and Andrew Nevins

1. Introduction

The ¢-features of ergative, absolutive, and dative arguments interact in var-
ious ways in the clitic and agreement system of the Basque finite auxiliary.
In this paper, we discuss the syntax and morphology of agreement realiza-
tion in a detailed study of the Bizkaian variety of Zamudio. Our main objec-
tive is to argue that the proper treatment of Basque verbal morphology must
take into account both syntactic and postsyntactic principles and operations.
That is, neither a strictly syntactic nor a strictly morphological account does
justice to the clitic combination and agreement restriction effects. Rather,
as certain processes refer to hierarchical structure and doubly-filled projec-
tions, and others refer to locality constraints on agreement at a distance, yet
others refer to linear edge properties of morphophonological sensitivity and
deletion of featural combinations, the division of labor for building and re-
alizing the agreement morphology must be distributed, as delineated in the
framework of Distributed Morphology (Halle and Marantz 1993, 1994, and
much subsequent work).

Crucial to the discussion will be the claim that, contrary to the dominant
viewpoint in the literature, the morphemes attached to the auxiliary that are
often identified as agreement are actually clitics that double the ergative, ab-
solutive, and dative arguments. Such a view is supported by the reanalysis
it enables for the Person Case Constraint (PCC) in Basque, as well as pro-
viding a principled account for the distribution of plural enclisis. Impor-
tantly, however, we argue that the auxiliary does manifest a single instance
of syntactic Agree, with the absolutive argument. We show that this Agree
operation may be subject to defective intervention in the context of dative
arguments, leading to lack of agreement. The resulting model illustrates a
dissociation in the effects of dative arguments on absolutive encoding, with
distinct mechanisms for competition in clitic positions and locality-based
agreement intervention.

Previous work on Basque verbal morphology addressing these issues in
the generative framework typically does not concentrate on any local varie-
ties of the language (though see Rezac 2006). However, we believe that sig-
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nificant progress can be made in understanding the division of labor be-
tween syntactic and postsyntactic operations by looking at specific dialects
thoroughly. Except when otherwise noted, all the data reported here are
from Zamudio, and most of it has been taken from Gaminde (2000), a de-
tailed descriptive grammar of this variety.*

This paper is organized as follows. Sections 2 and 3 lay out some back-
ground on the theoretical model, and on basic clause structure in Basque,
respectively. Section 4 introduces our basic claim about the clitic system of
Basque and the constraints on clitic placement, offering a new account of
the Person Case Constraint in Basque, while Section 5 is devoted to the
morphophonological realization of clitics. In Section 6, we turn to bona fide
agreement between T and the absolutive argument, and demonstrate the ef-
fects of dative intervention on this Agree relation. The paper ends with a
general summary in section 7.

2. Background: Division of labor within the grammar

The general model of grammatical computation assumed here is one in
which syntactic operations put together phrases and heads, and in which
agreement involves copying of abstract morphosyntactic features with no
phonological content. We assume the model of Chomsky (2000), in which
the Agree operation establishes a syntactic relation between a functional
category (a Probe) and a category within its c-command domain (the Goal).
Importantly, the Agree relation respects syntactic locality, and no Probe-Goal
relation may be established with a DP if a higher DP intervenes between
the Probe and the Goal.

After syntactic operations are complete, phonological content is inserted
for morphosyntactic features at PF, terminal by terminal. In this paper, we
employ several syntactic and postsyntactic operations. Implicit throughout
is the assumption that the former always precede the latter. This follows
from the Distributed Morphology model that we adopt, in which postsyn-
tactic operations apply in a module called Morphological Structure (MS).

In turn, MS itself contains several modules that follow a fixed deriva-
tional order. All the postsyntactic rules proposed here belong to one of these
modules. They operate on the abstract terminal nodes of syntax, enacting
either feature deletion (Impoverishment), Fusion of two terminals into one
position of exponence, and/or reversal of the linear order of terminals (Meta-
thesis). After all these operations apply, Vocabulary Insertion assigns pho-
nological exponents to the terminal nodes, and readjustment rules modify
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these phonological exponents in specific ways. We will discuss each of these
operations as they become relevant throughout the paper.

The basic currency of agreement relations and Impoverishment opera-
tions are abstract morphosyntactic features. We provide the inventory of
features that are relevant for this paper below.

(1) Person (Halle 1997)
a. [+Author, +Participant] = first person
b. [-Author, +Participant] = second person
c. [-Author, —Participant] = third person
d. [+Author, —Participant] = logically impossible

(2) Case (Calabrese 2008)
a. [+Motion, —Peripheral] = ergative
b. [+Motion, +Peripheral] = dative
c. [-Motion, —Peripheral] = absolutive

Vocabulary Insertion is a process of inserting a vocabulary item (i.e. an ex-
ponent) that realizes phonologically a set of syntactic features present at a
particular syntactic terminal node. The Subset Principle governs the selec-
tion of an exponent to realize a particular set of features at a node, as stated
in (3) (adapted from Halle (1997)).

(3) A phonological exponent realizes a feature bundle in a terminal node
if the item matches all or a subset of the grammatical features speci-
fied in the syntactic node. Insertion does not take place if the vocabu-
lary item contains features not present in the syntactic node. Where
several vocabulary items meet the conditions for insertion, the item
matching the greatest number of features specified in the syntactic
node must be chosen.

In what follows, we adhere to the following division of labor between
agreement mechanisms themselves and the principles that govern their reali-
zation. We assume that agreement intervention that is hierarchical in nature
is syntactic. However, agreement restrictions that are demonstrably not hi-
erarchical are postsyntactic. For example, the g-/z- constraint in Bizkaian
Basque (Arregi and Nevins 2007) bans first plural and second person on
the same auxiliary, regardless of which argument those features are on.
Rather, the appropriate domain of the restriction is stated within the mor-
phological word. Moreover, syntax-morphology linear mismatches such as
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Ergative Displacement, to be discussed in section 5.3, are due to constraints
on the linearization of a particular morpheme and hence, are by their very
nature postsyntactic. Thus, a key component of the overall analysis we adopt
is that the g-sensitive restrictions operating throughout the auxiliary complex
are parceled out into domains that may be hierarchical, morphological, or
morphophonological, each operating with their own principles.

3. Basque clause structure

Finite sentences in Basque typically contain an analytical verbal complex,
with a participle inflected for aspect,” and an auxiliary containing tense,
agreement, clitics, and other inflectional affixes.’ The external argument of
a transitive verb is ergative, and the object absolutive. On the other hand,
unaccusative sentences always contain an absolutive argument, and no er-
gative argument:*®

(4) Su-k ni-@ pafio giau-@ ekar-gd d -0 -Su.
2s-E 1s-E than more-A bring-PRF PRE -PRS.3S -ERG.2S
“You have brought more than me.” (353)

(5) Bakotx-a bere etze-an bixi d -a.
each-A.s 3s.G house-IN.S live PRE -PRS.3S
‘Each person lives in their house.” (360)

We assume the basic clause structure depicted in Figure 1, where HP is a
projection for clitics that we introduce in Section 4. Ergative case is an in-
herent case assigned by transitive v to its specifier (Woolford 2006; Holguin
2007).°

We also assume that dative case is inherent, and assigned by Appl° to its
specifier.” Absolutive case is the default case in Basque, and does not re-
quire case assignment of any sort. Basque is not a split ergative language
along tense or aspectual lines.

The verbal forms in finite sentences are derived from the structure in
Figure 1 as follows (Laka 1990). The participle is formed by movement of
V to v, and of the V-v complex to Asp. This accounts for the appearance of
an aspectual suffix on the main verb (e.g. ekar-@ in (4) and ego-n in (6) be-
low). The auxiliary is the result of several syntactic operations of agree-
ment and cliticization (and postsyntactic operations discussed in 4.1). The
root of the auxiliary, which we claim is in fact the realization of T, agrees
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TP
/\
HP T
/\
AspP H
/\
vP Asp
/\
EA T
VP %
/\
ApplP \%
/\
10 T
DO Appl

Figure 1. Basic syntax of Basque sentences
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with the absolutive argument. This is in fact a controversial claim, and
much of the present paper is dedicated to establishing it (see especially Sec-
tion 6). In addition, there are morphemes in the auxiliary cross-referencing
absolutive, ergative and dative arguments in the clause. Although these are
commonly referred to as agreement morphemes (see, among others, Ortiz de
Urbina 1989; Laka 1993a; Fernandez and Albizu 2000; Rezac 2003), we
claim that they are in fact pronominal clitics, as explained in detail in Sec-
tions 4-5.% (4) contains an example of an ergative clitic; absolutive and da-

tive clitics are illustrated in the following:®

(6) Lau aste-an ego-n n -as geixorik.
four week-IN be-PRF ABS.1S -PRS.1s sick
‘I’ve been sick for four weeks.” (367)

(7) Bat-an bat-eri emo-ngo d -0 -tze -t
one-G one-D Qive-FUT PRE -PRS.DEF -DAT.3S -ERG.1S

‘I’ll give it to someone or other.” (361)

(8) Ondo etor-@ d -a -tzu.
well come-PRF PRE -PRS.DEF -DAT.2S
‘You’ve deserved it.” (413)
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The present analysis does not take into account two suffixes, -s and -n, that
typically appear at the end of the auxiliary. These suffixes are traditionally
described as realizing plural absolutive and past tense features, respectively.
However, their distribution is much more complex than suggested by these
claims.*

It should be clear from what we have said above that in Basque the
mechanisms of case assignment and absolutive agreement are independent.
Ergative and dative cases are inherent, and absolutive reflects the absence
of any case assighment (indeed, it is available in nonfinite and nontensed
environments such as fragment answers and left-dislocated arguments).
Agreement occurs between T and the absolutive argument when it can,
though as we discuss in Section 6.3, this Agree relation may be blocked and
fail to be established, with detrimental effects on verbal agreement but with
no change in the case of the absolutive argument.

A crucial claim made in this paper is that the root of the auxiliary is in
fact the realization of a T head specified for tense and agreement. Previous
work has often analyzed it as the realization of a lower functional head. For
instance, Fernandez and Albizu (2000) and Rezac (2003) claim that it is the
realization of v. The main reason why we have not adopted this view is that
it cannot account for some basic facts about the syntax-morphology map-
ping in Basque verbs. As discussed above, the participle (main verb) and
the auxiliary form separate words in the syntax. Although they often appear
adjacent, they clearly surface in separate parts of the structure in some con-
texts, such as matrix negative sentences (Laka 1990):

(99 Es s -eu -n ifio-k urte-tan ifio-ra.
not PRE PST.3S-N anybody-E leave-IMP anywhere-AL
‘Nobody went anywhere.” (359)

Under the assumption that the root of the tensed auxiliary is v, this head
would have to undergo head movement to T (we omit here H and its pro-
jection):

(10)  [vp [aspp [vp [ve ... V] 1] Asp] v-T]

However, this movement would skip the intervening Asp head, since the
latter is part of the participle, not the auxiliary. This is a violation of the
Head Movement Constraint (Travis 1984). Under the analysis defended
here, this issue does not arise; movement of v to T does not occur, and the
auxiliary root is the realization of T.
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4. Clitic placement and the Person Case Constraint
All finite auxiliaries conform to the following template:
(11) ABS clitic — tense/absolutive agreement — DAT clitic — ERG clitic*

In our analysis, this template has no theoretical status, but is the result of
the interaction of various syntactic and postsyntactic operations discussed
throughout this paper. The basic syntax that underlies the positioning of
morphemes in the auxiliary is shown in Figure 1. In this structure, the ab-
stract head H (for host) is never realized overtly; its function is to attract
certain clitics.

4.1. The syntax of pronominal clitics

Basque pronominal clitics can have ergative, dative, or absolutive case.
These clitics are generated in argument position, and must be licensed by
moving to certain functional heads that are only available in finite clauses.
Specifically, dative and absolutive clitics must move to H, and ergative
clitics must move to T.

Consider, for instance, the following transitive sentence:

(12) su-k gure ba-n -0 -su
2s-E want if -ABS.1S-PRS.1S-ERG.2S
‘if you want me’ (419)

In this sentence, the auxiliary contains the first singular absolutive proclitic
n- and the second singular ergative enclitic -su. These also illustrate the ob-
ligatoriness of cliticization in Basque finite clauses. Being a pro-drop lan-
guage for ergative, absolutive and dative arguments, Basque allows both
arguments in this example to be null. However, the clitics must be present
on the auxiliary, irrespective of the presence or absence of an overt argu-
ment.

We account for cliticization in Basque by adopting a form of the so-
called big DP analysis, following Torrego (1992) and Uriagereka (1995).
The clitic heads a DP whose complement is the DP argument (which can be
null):

(13) [op DP D¢|]



56 Karlos Arregi and Andrew Nevins

D¢ in this structure is the clitic, which must move to H (for absolutive/da-
tive clitics) or T (for ergative clitics). With the exception of third person
absolutive (see sections 4.2 and 5), all arguments in Basque are generated
as big DPs. This structure accounts for obligatory clitic doubling in this lan-
guage.*

Returning to the clause structure of transitive verbs Basque, the auxiliary
in (12) is derived by moving the absolutive clitic to H and the ergative to T:*

(14) [t [He [vo [DP DP tere] [op DP tags]...Jve H-ABS]up T-ERG]1p
\ L ¢ )

We assume that cliticization is a particular kind of head movement with
certain properties. As illustrated in (14), it typically skips intervening heads
(Kayne 1991). Furthermore, each clitic can adjoin only to a particular host:
absolutive and dative clitics can only adjoin to H, and ergative clitics can
only adjoin to T. An important consequence of this is that there are no inter-
vention effects in clitic movement: the absolutive clitic in (14) skips the c-
commanding ergative clitic on its way to H (since the specifier of vP is not
a potential landing site), and the ergative clitic skips the absolutive clitic in
H on its way to T (since H is not a potential landing site for ergative clitics).
The resulting structure is the input to Morphological Structure, which
modifies it by merging the complex T and H heads, resulting in a single
morphological word (Marantz 1988; Embick and Noyer 2001):

(15) [+ HABS] [+ TERG] — [r [« H ABS] [+ T ERG]]

Another important fact about the morphology of finite auxiliaries in Basque
is that the head H is systematically ignored by postsyntactic rules. We im-
plement this by positing a postsyntactic Fusion operation that conflates the
terminal node H with its sister. When applied to the structure in (15), this
results in the Fusion of terminal H with the absolutive clitic into a single
node:

(16) [r[«H ABS] [+ T ERG]] — [+ ABS [+ T ERG]]

As we will see throughout this paper, the sister of H is not always an abso-
lutive clitic. In some cases, it is a dative clitic, and in others, T (due to the
lack of dative/absolutive clitics in the sentence). As a notational convention,
we label the node resulting from Fusion with the label of the node that is
fused with H. This reflects the fact that vocabulary insertion into the fused
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node is not affected in any way by features that may be in H. The derivation
of an intransitive sentence is similar, the main difference being that there is
no ergative clitic adjoined to T. The analysis thus correctly derives the fact
represented in (11) that absolutive clitics precede, and ergative clitics follow,
the T head. We turn to the syntax of dative clitics, and some of its conse-
guences for the morphology of finite auxiliaries.

4.2. Dative clitics and the PCC

The PCC is a condition on the combination of clitics and agreement mor-
phemes that holds in many languages (see Perlmutter (1971), Bonet (1991),
and much subsequent work). In Basque, it is instantiated by banning first
and second person absolutive clitics in the presence of a dative clitic (Azkue
1923; Laka 1993a; Albizu 1997; Ormazabal and Romero 2007; Rezac 2006).
This can be seen in the contrast between (7) (repeated here as (17)) and (18).

(17) Bat-an bat-eri emo-ngo d -0 -tze -t
one-G oOne-D (Qive-FUT PRE -PRS.DEF -DAT.3S -ERG.1S
‘I’ll give it to someone or other.” (361)

(18) *Eur-ek su-ri ni-@ sal-du n -0 -tzu -e.
3s-E 2S-D 1S-A sell-PRF ABS.1S -PRS.DEF -DAT.2S -ERG.3P
‘They have sold me to you.’

Both auxiliaries contain a dative clitic. However, (17), with a (null) third
person absolutive argument is grammatical, while (18), with a first person
absolutive argument, is not.*

This follows in our analysis from the basic structure proposed in Figure 1
(page 5) combined with the following hypotheses:

(19) Basque has no third person absolutive clitics.
(20) H in Basque can only host one clitic.

Wiltschko (2008) makes a claim similar to (19) for Salish, in which some
third person arguments would be expected to compete for positions but are
lexically zero. In Basque, both absolutive and dative clitics must move to
H, but the latter can only host one clitic. Thus, a sentence with both an ab-
solutive and a dative clitic will crash (18). Given (19), this situation does
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not arise if the absolutive argument is third person, since the absolutive ar-
gument remains in vP. The addition of a dative clitic does not result in un-
grammaticality (17): the dative clitic moves to H. In essence, our claim is
that (17) is grammatical because it has the same clitic syntax as a transitive
sentence lacking an absolutive argument. The latter type of sentence can be
illustrated with a verb like jo ‘hit’, which has the exceptional case assign-
ment pattern ergative-dative:*

(21) bonete-agas jo-te @ -0 -sku -n  a-@
hat-C.S hit-IMP PRE -PST.DEF -DAT.1P -REL that-A
‘that person who used to hit us with a hat” (285)

It is important to emphasize that the PCC, i.e. the fact that a dative clitic is
only allowed when an absolutive clitic is third person, has nothing to do
with the morphosyntactic features of third person. In fact, ergative and da-
tive third person arguments do require clitic doubling. The PCC results
from the fact that internal argument clitics compete for occupying the clitic
position in H. There is only one position, and when there are two clitics, H
simply cannot host both of them, so there is no well-formed syntactic deri-
vation in this configuration. The only circumstance in which a dative clitic
can surface, then, is when there is no absolutive clitic — either because the
verb is exceptional in not selecting an absolutive argument, or in a sentence
where there is no absolutive clitic because third person absolutive argu-
ments simply have no clitic forms.

5. Clitic realization in the morphophonology

In the previous section, we have argued, contrary to some existing literature,
that the apparent set of agreement prefixes and suffixes on the auxiliary root
in Basque are in fact not the reflex of agreement at all, but instead clitics
that double an argument. No such proposal would be complete without actu-
ally providing an account of the mapping from the abstract syntactic features
of the clitic D° elements to their phonological form. In this section we pro-
vide a complete account of the realization of argumental clitics for ergative,
dative, and absolutive.
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Table 1. Basque clitics

Absolutive Ergative Dative
First singular n- -t/-a -t/-st
First plural - -u -ku/-sku
Second singular S- -su -tzu
Second plural S-...-€ -su-e -tzu-e
Third singular — -@l-o0 -ko/-tze
Third plural — -@-el-0-e -ko-e/-tze-e

5.1. Clitics and morpheme order in the auxiliary

In the previous section we showed how certain syntactic and postsyntactic
operations derive the basic template of finite auxiliaries:

(22) ABS clitic — tense/absolutive agreement — DAT clitic — ERG clitic

The absolutive clitic precedes T as a result of cliticization to H. Cliticization
of the ergative clitic results in right-adjunction to T, which accounts for its
enclitic position (see (14)—(16)). Recall, furthermore, that dative clitics also
move to H. After Merger and Fusion in the morphological component, the
structure of a finite auxiliary with both a dative and an ergative clitic is the
following:

(23) [t [ HDAT] [+ T ERG]] — [+ DAT [+ T ERG]]

In this structure, the dative clitic precedes T. However, as shown in the
template in (22), dative clitics are enclitic to T. We propose that this is due
to a Metathesis rule that applies prior to Vocabulary Insertion. As a result of
this Metathesis, the dative clitic and T are inverted, accounting for the at-
tested order of morphemes within the auxiliary (for different cases of meta-
thetic-type rules and accounts in the framework of Distributed Morphology,
see Marantz (1988); Embick and Noyer (2001); Noyer (2001); Harris and
Halle (2005) and section 5.3 below). All theories that identify the root as T
and subscribe to some version of the mirror principle will have to account
for why the dative clitic is syntactically lower than T but linearly to the
right. That the dative is lower than T has been shown by the fact that it
competes for H, yielding a ban on participant absolutive clitics, and by the
intervention effects for T-absolutive agreement, which we discuss in 6.3.
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5.2. The realization of clitics

Basque has a system of proclitics and enclitics for the various person-num-
ber features of the argument they correspond to. The forms of these clitics
appear in Table 1. The vocabulary entries that realize in these clitics are the
following:*®

(24) Vocabulary entries for second person clitics

a. [tzu/ < [+Periph, +Part, —Auth]/ T _ Dat
b. /sul < [+Part,-Auth]/ T _ Erg
Cc. /sl < [+Part,-Auth]/_ T Abs

(25) Vocabulary entries for first plural clitics

a. /sku/ < [+Periph, +Part, +Auth, -Sing] / [t +Have] _ Dat
b. /ku/ < [+Periph, +Part, +Auth, -Sing]/ T _ Dat
c. Jul < [+Part, +Auth, -Sing]/ T _ Erg
d. /gl < [+Part, +Auth,-Sing]/_ T Abs

(26) Vocabulary entries for first singular clitics

a. /st/ < [+Periph, +Part, +Auth, +Sing] / [+ +Have] _ Dat
b. /a/ < [+Part, +Auth, +Sing]/tze __s Erg
c. [t/ & [+Part, +Auth, +Sing] /T __ Erg/Dat
d. /n/ < [+Part, +Auth, +Sing]/_ T Abs

(27) Vocabulary entries for third person clitics

a. [tzel « [+Periph, —Part, —Auth] / [t +Have] _ Dat
b. /ko/ < [+Periph, —Part, —Auth] / T _ Dat
c. /ol < [-Part,-Auth]/tze ___ Erg
d. @ e [-Part,-Auth]/ T __ Erg

As discussed in the previous Section, the syntactic and postsyntactic rules,
which apply prior to Vocabulary Insertion, determine that absolutive clitics
precede T, and dative and ergative clitics follow T. Since clitics can be
identified as proclitic or enclitic in this way after linearization, it is not nec-
essary to specify case features in the vocabulary entries (with the exception
of dative clitics, discussed below). The lack of case specification, especially
in the proclitics, will provide a natural account for the phenomenon of Er-
gative Displacement below.
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Consider, for instance, the second person clitics (24). Proclitic s- (24c)
is inserted in a terminal that precedes T, that is, it realizes an absolutive
morpheme. On the other hand, -tzu (24a) and -su (24b) are specified as fol-
lowing T, so that they spell out dative and ergative clitics, respectively.
What distinguishes the latter two is the case feature [+Peripheral] on -tzu,
which makes it dative. The vocabulary entries for first and third person in
(25)—(27) are organized in a similar way."

Another important feature of the clitic paradigm in Table 1 is the exis-
tence of two separate forms for all first and third person dative clitics. As
reflected in the relevant vocabulary entries in (25)—(27), this allomorphy is
dependent on the presence of the feature [+Have] in T. As shown in section
6.2 below, this feature is dependent on the presence of an ergative clitic in
the auxiliary, and is crucial in accounting for several allomorphy phenomena
in Basque finite verbs. In the particular case of dative clitics, it explains why
-sku (first plural), -st (first singular) and -tze (third) are used in the context of
an ergative clitic, while -ku, -t and -ko are used in the absence of an ergative
clitic.”®

All second and third plural dative and ergative clitics also contain the
exponent -e. For instance, the second plural dative clitic is -tzu-e (as op-
posed to singular -tzu), and the third plural ergative clitic is -@-e/-0-e (as
opposed to singular -@/-0). We account for this fact by positing the follow-
ing vocabulary entry:

(28) Vocabulary entry for plural clitic
/-el < [-Singular]

Basque is not unique in having a clitic dedicated to realizing number fea-
tures; Noyer (2001) provides an extensive analysis of the Nunggubuyu non-
singular clitic wa. In Basque, the discontinuous appearance of the clitic -e
along with other clitics is the result of Fission. We propose that vocabulary
insertion into clitics in Basque is subject to clitic Fission (Noyer 1992; Halle
1997). After insertion of the entry whose feature specification matches the
most features in the morpheme (in accordance with the Subset Principle),
Fission splits off the remaining (i.e. unrealized) features into a separate
terminal of exponence. Vocabulary Insertion then proceeds onto this mor-
pheme as usual. In particular, Fission accounts for the fact that all second
and third plural clitics contain the additional enclitic -e, as discussed above.
For instance, in the second plural ergative enclitic -su-e, -su matches the
features [+Participant, —Author], and -e matches [-Singular]:
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(29) Clitic Fission in second plural ergative

[+Participant, —Author, =Singular] (24b)5 su [-Singular] (28)5 su-e

Note that the plural enclitic -e never appears with first plural clitics. This
is due to the fact that the more specific exponents in (25) already match
[-Singular]:

(30) No clitic Fission in first plural ergative

[+Participant, +Author, —Singular] _®°

One aspect of the entry in (28) is that it is not contextually restricted to
clitics that precede or follow T, which entails that it can also be used to re-
alize the [-Singular] feature of absolutive clitics. This is indeed the case,
although perhaps not as transparently. Consider, for instance, the second
plural absolutive auxiliary form s-ara-e (cf. singular s-ara). As with the
second plural ergative clitic, the absolutive clitic in this auxiliary is realized
with two exponents: s- (24c) matches the features [+Participant, —Author],
and -e matches [-Singular]. Note, however, that -e appears after T, even
though all other exponents for absolutive clitics precede T, as predicted by
the structure in (15). This is due to the fact that the exponent in (28) is
specified as an enclitic.

We now turn to the realization of third person absolutive. As shown in
4.2 above, our hypothesis that Basque has no third person absolutive clitics
(19) explains the apparent PCC effects in this language. In terms of Vocabu-
lary Insertion, this hypothesis is the basis for the lack of exponents for third
person absolutive in (27). The entries in (27) can only be inserted in a clitic
that follows T, and can thus never spell out an absolutive clitic, which is
always linearly placed to the left of T. What we find preceding the root
when there is no available proclitic is a special epenthetic prefix, which can
be d-, s- or @-. This phenomenon is intimately tied to the phenomenon of
Ergative Displacement discussed in 5.3 below, in that both seem to satisfy a
requirement that T be noninitial within the finite auxiliary.

The proposal is thus that third person absolutives do not require a clitic
and thus no clitic is generated. The main clue that this is on the right track
is the fact that the presence of a third plural absolutive argument does not
trigger the insertion of the plural enclitic -e. If a third person absolutive
clitic were present in the auxiliary, we would also expect clitic Fission and
the insertion of plural enclitic -e in the context of a third person absolutive
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argument. As can be seen in the paradigm in Table 1 (p. 59), this is not the
case. The proposal that there are no third person proclitics is additionally
supported by the analysis it affords for PCC effects in Basque (4.2 above),
and from the phenomenon of Ergative Displacement, to which we now turn.

5.3. Ergative Displacement

Crucial to the claim that there are no third person proclitics in Basque is a
discussion of the resulting morphophonological effect on the auxiliary root.
There is a requirement in Basque that T (i.e. the root of the auxiliary) not be
word-initial, essentially a second position constraint. When there is a first or
second person absolutive argument, this requirement is satisfied by an ab-
solutive proclitic. However, since there is no such clitic when absolutive is
third person, Basque resorts to two different strategies to satisfy the require-
ment: (i) an epenthetic prefix (d-, s- or @-, as discussed below) is inserted,
or (ii) if there is an ergative clitic present, the features of the ergative clitic
are borrowed in the past tense. We examine these two operations briefly
here, and refer the reader to a formal account developed in Arregi and
Nevins (2008).

In examples such as (31), the clitic s- in initial position corresponds to
the features of the ergative argument, but it is in the place that the absolu-
tive clitics normally show up, and it takes the same form that absolutive
clitics normally have (thus compare (31), where the second singular erga-
tive is proclitic s-, with (4), where it is enclitic -su). Following Laka
(1993a), we call this phenomenon Ergative Displacement (ED).

(31) pro.2s.E i-ten s -endu -n au-@.
pro.2s.E do-PRF ERG.2S -PST.3S -N this-A
“You used to do this.” (387)

The observation that third person absolutive is somehow defective in
Basque and the relation of this defectivity to ED is due to Azkue (1923).
This insight is crucial in understanding several aspects of Basque verbal
morphology, and has been adopted in one way or another by virtually all
previous formal accounts of verbal inflection in Basque since Bossong
(1984) and Laka (1993a) (see, among others, Gémez and Sainz 1995; Albizu
and Eguren 2000; Fernandez and Albizu 2000; Rezac 2003; Béjar and Rezac
2004; and Rezac 2006)."
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When there is no proclitic (because the absolutive is third person), we
propose that, prior to Vocabulary Insertion, an operation of Metathesis trans-
fers the ergative clitic to word-initial position in the past tense, in order to
satisfy the second position condition on T.%

(32) Ergative Metathesis

#TERG - #ERGT
Condition: T is [+Past]

We view the implementation of this movement not as the result of actual
syntactic movement (i.e. no dominance relations actually change in a tree),
but rather as the operation of a postsyntactic Metathesis rule (Marantz
1988; Embick and Noyer 2001; Noyer 2001; Harris and Halle 2005).

The derivation of the ED example (31) proceeds as follows. In the syn-
tax, T agrees with the third singular object, and the ergative clitic moves to
T. After Merger and Fusion in the morphological component, the finite
auxiliary has the structure in (33). Crucially, as no clitic is adjoined to the
left of T, due to the fact that the absolutive argument is third person, this
structure must undergo Metathesis:

(33) [r Testas ERGzs] — [r ERGzs Tpstiss] — [ s- endu]

Following linearization and this Metathesis operation, these terminal nodes
are assigned exponents through the process of Vocabulary Insertion. The
relevant exponents are -su (24b) and s- (24c).?* The reader will notice that
the vocabulary items s- and -su differ only in terms of their linear position,
not their case features. In non-ED contexts, the absolutive proclitic pre-
cedes T, and the ergative clitic follows it, so s- is the realization of second
person absolutive and -su realizes second person ergative in these contexts.
However, the lack of case features in the vocabulary entries predicts that
this correlation between the case of the clitic and its realization might be
disturbed if some rule alters the linear order of clitics in a relevant way.
This is precisely what happens when Metathesis (32) applies. Since the er-
gative clitic precedes T due to Metathesis, the entry for enclitic -su (24b)
cannot be used, and the proclitic s- (24c¢) is inserted instead. The end result
is that the ergative clitic’s morphosyntactic features are realized in the same
position and with the same form as an absolutive clitic in non-ED contexts.

As formulated, the Metathesis rule (32) predicts that ED applies to erga-
tive clitics regardless of their feature specification. However, due to an obser-
vation made independently by Bossong (1984) and Ortiz de Urbina (1989),
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it is a standard claim in the literature that ED does not apply when the erga-
tive clitic is third person (see all references on ED cited above). These
authors observed that in ED contexts, a third plural ergative argument is not
referenced by a proclitic, but rather by an enclitic, which is unexpected if
wholesale conversion of ergative to absolutive were taking place in ED.
This is illustrated in the following Zamudio example, where enclitic plural -e
crossreferences a (null) third plural ergative argument (see section 5.2):

(34) baye [cp almuda-n igual ollosko-a forme-ta
but [cp pillow-IN.s perhaps chicken-A.s materialize-IMP
s -a -la Jesate @ -eur -e -n.
PRE PST.3S -COMP] say-IMP PRE -PST.3S -ERG.P -N

‘but they say that perhaps a chicken used to materialize on the pillow’
(403)

Their conclusion is that the auxiliary in (34) does not contain a proclitic;
rather, the ergative is realized as an enclitic as usual, and there is no ED.
However, under our analysis of clitics in section 5.2, this conclusion is
not warranted. Consider the derivation of the auxiliary in (34) under the as-
sumption that ED in fact does apply. The output of the syntax and Merger
and Fusion of H and T is an auxiliary with an ergative clitic adjoined to a
past tense T with third singular features (due to agreement with the absolu-
tive argument). Metathesis applies to this structure yielding the following:

(35) [T TPST.3S ERGsp] — [T ERGsp Tps'r,3s] — [T @- eu -8]22

Since none of the vocabulary entries for proclitics (24)—(26) match the third
person specification of the ergative clitic node, the auxiliary is simply left
with no exponent for the proclitic position. On the other hand, the vocabu-
lary entry for enclitic -e (28) does match [-Singular] in the ergative clitic’s
set of morphosyntactic features. The net result is that the ergative clitic is
realized with only enclitic -e. The proclisis of the ergative occurs, but yields
no phonological exponent as a prefix. However, ordinary plural enclisis still
occurs.

Finally, Ergative Metathesis cannot always be used to satisfy the require-
ment that T not be word-initial within the finite auxiliary. As noted above,
this requirement can also be satisfied by inserting a prefix, which can be d-,
s- or @-. These are inserted whenever Ergative Metathesis does not apply
(i.e. T is present tense or there is no ergative clitic), or when Metathesis in-
verts a third person ergative clitic for which there is no enclitic form, as
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discussed above. We view this epenthetic insertion of a prefix as a last re-
sort postsyntactic rule that applies prior to VVocabulary Insertion in order to
satisfy the noninitiality requirement on T. Specifically, the rule inserts a
terminal node to the left of T, which is realized at VVocabulary Insertion by
one of the prefixes mentioned above. The distribution of these prefixes is
somewhat complex, and can be summarized as follows (see Arregi and
Nevins (2008) for details): d- is inserted in the present, s- appears in past
auxiliaries when the ergative clitic is absent or agreement in T is third per-
son plural, and @- is used elsewhere in the past tense.

Note that the noninitiality requirement on T is morphological in nature,
not phonological. As a consequence, the two rules discussed above (Meta-
thesis and insertion of a prefix) manipulate terminal nodes in the structure
of the auxiliary, and apply prior to Vocabulary Insertion. This is seen most
clearly in the fact that the requirement can be satisfied by the prefix @-.

To conclude, contexts with a third person absolutive argument lead to a
variety of morphological operations to satisfy the noninitiality requirement
of the auxiliary root T, which can be well-characterized as proxies for the
failure of these arguments to generate an associated clitic.

6. Agreement by T with the absolutive

Having argued that a majority of the pieces of the Basque auxiliary com-
plex that have been traditionally analyzed as agreement markers are in fact
clitics, we turn to what we argue is a true instantiation of bona fide agree-
ment by T, as modeled with the Agree operation. This Agree operation es-
tablishes a relation of feature valuation between the ¢-features on T and
those of the absolutive argument. In this Section, we discuss the basic
Agree operation between T and the absolutive (6.1), the morphophonologi-
cal realization of the g-features that T acquires (6.2), and the voiding of an
Agree relation by a dative intervener (6.3).
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Figure 2. Movement of ergative clitic and agreement of T with absolutive clitic

6.1. Agree between T and the absolutive

As mentioned above, we identify the root of the finite auxiliary as the reali-
zation of the head T. In order to understand how agreement affects the reali-
zation of the root, we first discuss sentences with a first or second person
absolutive argument, and then sentences with a third person absolutive argu-
ment. In both cases, Agree occurs, though the syntactic position of the Goal
differs slightly.

A sample derivation with a second person singular absolutive argument
and a first person singular ergative argument is shown in Figure 2. After the
absolutive clitic moves to H, T is merged and triggers two operations: (i) it
attracts the ergative clitic, and (ii) it agrees with the absolutive clitic in H.?®
In an intransitive sentence, the derivation is the same, except for the fact
that there is no ergative argument, so there is no clitic movement to T.

Due to the fact that third person absolutive arguments do not generate a
clitic that moves to H (see Sections 4.2, 5), the derivation of agreement with
T and the absolutive is slightly different. T in this case establishes an Agree
relation with the absolutive argument itself, in situ in VP.* This is shown in
Figure 3.



68 Karlos Arregi and Andrew Nevins

TP
HP T
/\ N
T ERG
VP H 3s/p
DP/%
PN
tee DP
DP3S/P.A \Y
|

Figure 3. Agreement of T with third person absolutive argument

Importantly, in these cases, while the ergative clitic has moved to T, the er-
gative argument still intervenes between T and the VP-internal absolutive
argument. We thus assume that clitic-doubling of an argument A renders
the original argument A invisible for Agree operations (see Anagnostopoulou
(2003: 206-215) and references cited there). This locality must be evaluated
representationally, for instance at the phase-level derivational step reached
with the merge of matrix C, by which point the agreement relation between
T and the absolutive in VP crosses the trace of the ergative clitic in the
specifier of vP.

The derivation of an Agree relation between T and the absolutive argu-
ment thus depends indirectly on whether the absolutive has triggered clitic
doubling or not. If it does, then T agrees with the absolutive clitic in H. If it
does not, then T agrees with the absolutive argument itself, within VVP. The
configurations we have just described are simple cases of Agree with the
closest D element in the asymmetric c-command domain of a probing head.
Moreover, this Agree operation is one in which the Goal is not inherently
case-marked, and hence visible for agreement. Although in this type of con-
figuration, there is no intervening D element, we will see below that this is
not always the case, namely when a dative argument intervenes, which re-
sults in lack of agreement.

As we will see in the next subsection, the realization of successful
Agree valuation of T’s ¢-features is subject to a good deal of allomorphy,
often tense-dependent—which is what one might expect of agreement (as
opposed to clitics).
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6.2. The realization of agreementon T

The person/number features acquired by T via agreement with the absolu-
tive argument are crucial in understanding its realization by vocabulary en-
tries. In addition, T shows a variety of allomorphs depending on the pres-
ence or absence of an ergative clitic. This apparent have/be alternation,
indirectly conditioned by the argument structure of the verb, will figure in
our discussion as well. As can be seen in Tables 2—4 (pages 71-72), the
form of T is highly dependent on the features of the absolutive argument, as
well as the feature [+Past].”

Furthermore, these Tables also show that the realization of T is also de-
pendent on the presence or absence of an ergative clitic (and, to a limited ex-
tent, on its feature content). We implement this latter fact with the following
rule, which applies prior to Vocabulary Insertion:

(36) Insert the feature [+Have] in T in the context of an ergative clitic.
Insert [-Have] otherwise.

For ease of exposition, we refer to T specified as [+Have] as transitive T,
and to T specified as [-Have] as intransitive T.

The fact that the form of the root depends on the presence/absence of an
ergative clitic might lead to the hypothesis this is the same phenomenon as
the have/be alternation in many Romance and Germanic languages. How-
ever, Arregi (2004) presents thorough argumentation that the alternation in
Basque is based on the presence/absence of an ergative clitic on the auxilia-
ry, and not on the ergative DP argument (i.e. transitive/intransitive syntax).
That this is the case can be best detected when ergative cliticization and er-
gative arguments part ways.

One demonstration that [+Have] allomorphy depends on the presence of
an ergative clitic comes from allocutive auxiliary forms in Zamudio. In
many dialects of Basque, a distinction is made between second singular
formal and colloquial forms. Due to the marginal status of this opposition
in Zamudio, we have only reported formal forms (glossing them as second
singular). However, Gaminde (2000) has collected some colloquial forms,
including allocutive ones. Allocutive finite forms in Basque are unique in
that they contain a second person clitic that agrees with the addressee when
the latter is someone who would be addressed using colloquial forms (Oy-
harcabal 1993). Importantly, this clitic does not crossreference any DP in
the clause, hence the name allocutive. Of interest for the present discussion
is the particular form that allocutive clitics have. In an intransitive auxiliary
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with only an absolutive clitic, the allocutive clitic is realized as an enclitic.
(38) is the allocutive counterpart of (37):%°

(37) Lau aste-an ego-n n -as geixorik.
four week-IN be-PRF ABS.1S-PRS.1s sick
‘I’ve been sick for four weeks.” (367)

(38) Lau aste-an ego-n n -0 -k geixorik.
four week-IN be-PRF ABS.1S -PRS.1S -ALL.2S.COLL.M sick
‘I’ve been sick for four weeks.’

Both sentences in (38) have the same syntax and meaning: they are syntac-
tically intransitive, in the sense that they contain a single absolutive argu-
ment. The only difference is that (38) is used whenever addressing a male
friend, and (37) is more formal. The allocutive auxiliary in (38) contains the
additional allocutive enclitic -k, which does not crossreference any DP in
the sentence.?” Furthermore, this allocutive clitic has the same form and oc-
cupies the same position as an ergative clitic.

Crucially for the discussion of the distribution of [tHave] is the fact that
T (the root) takes a different form in both examples in (38). While in both,
T agrees with the first singular absolutive argument, T in the nonallocutive
auxiliary (37) is intransitive as, as expected, but T in the allocutive auxiliary
(38) is transitive o (see below for the relevant vocabulary entries). Even
though the sentence lacks transitive syntax and an ergative argument, the
syntactically unmotivated presence of a clitic with the form and position of
an ergative clitic triggers the insertion of transitive T. Thus, (38) shows that
ergative cliticization, and not an ergative argument, triggers the presence of
transitive T.

Thus, the transitivity alternation in the realization of T in Basque is de-
termined by the presence of an ergative enclitic in the auxiliary that does
not necessarily signal the presence of an ergative argument, and is thus is a
postsyntactic determination of allomorphy. We turn to an exhaustive listing
of the interaction between tense, [tHave], and agreement with the absolu-
tive in determining the allomorphs of T. The vocabulary entries for intran-
sitive T are the following (see Table 2):
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Absolutive Present Past
First singular as entz
First plural ara intz
Second singular ara intz
Second plural ara intz
Third singular a a
Third plural ire ire
Table 3. Present transitive T
Absolutive
Ergative l1sing. 1plural 2sing. 2plural 3sing. 3 plural
1 sing. X X aitu aitu 0 0
1 plural X X ara ara 0 0
2 sing. 0 0 X X 0 0
2 plural 0 0 X X 0 0
3 sing. eu aitu aitu aitu eu eitu
3 plural eu aitu aitu aitu eu eitu
(39) Vocabulary entries for first singular intransitive T
a. /entz/ « [-Have, +Past, +Part, +Author, +Singular] Past
b. /as/ — [-Have, —Past, +Part, +Author, +Singular] Present
(40) Vocabulary entries for first plural/second person intransitive T
a. lintz/ — [-Have, +Past, +Participant] Past
b. /ara/ < [-Have, —Past, +Participant] Present

(41) Vocabulary entry for third plural intransitive T

lire/ «— [-Have,—Participant, —Author, —Singular]

(42) Default vocabulary entry for intransitive T
lal « [-Have]

These vocabulary entries account for the forms of T in Table 2 in a straight-
forward way. The following are the entries relevant to transitive T (see Ta-

bles 3-4):%
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Table 4. Past transitive T

Absolutive
Ergative 1 sing. 1 plural 2 sing. 2 plural 3 sing. 3 plural
1 sing. X X endu endu endu endu
1 plural X X endu endu endu endu
2 sing. endu endu X X endu endu
2 plural endu endu X X endu endu
3 sing. endu endu endu endu eu eitu
3 plural endu endu endu endu eu eitu

(43) Vocabulary entry for participant transitive T in the present
faitu/ < [+Have, —Past, +Participant]

(44) Vocabulary entries for third person transitive T

a. /eitu/ « [+Have, —Participant, —Author, —Singular] 3.PL
b. /eu/ « [+Have, —Author] 3.5G

(45) Default vocabulary entries for transitive T2

a. /endu/ < [+Have, +Past] / [+Participant] ____
b. /o/ < [+Have]

The entries in (44) assign the correct exponents to T in the third person (eu,
eitu), except in the environment of a participant ergative clitic. In the latter
context, T is realized as the default o/endu (in the present and the past, re-
spectively; see (45)), due to the following Impoverishment rule, which de-
letes person features in T:

(46) Third Impoverishment
[+Have, —Part, —Author] — [+Have, —Part] / __ [-Peripheral, +Part]

This rule applies after (36) and prior to Vocabulary Insertion. The following
example illustrates this rule:

(47) Beskari-e i-n d -o -t.
lunch-A.s make-PRF PRE -PRS.3S -ERG.1S
‘I’ve made lunch.” (388)

In the syntax, the first singular ergative clitic moves to T, and the latter
agrees with the third singular absolutive argument. The presence of this er-
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gative clitic triggers the application of (36), so that T is specified for
[+Have], as well as present tense and the ¢-features of the absolutive:

(48) [+Have, —Past, —Participant, —Author, +Singular]

Since the presence of the first singular ergative clitic provides the context
for the deletion rule (46), the auxiliary ends up with the following feature
specification:

(49) [+Have, —Past, —Participant, +Singular]

As T in this case lacks the specification for [-Author], eu (44b) cannot be
inserted, and it is realized with the default o (45b).

In the present, second person is realized as aitu (43). In the past, there
are no particular entries applying to second person, so T is realized as the
default endu (45a). The same is true for first person singular in the past.
However, in the present tense, the auxiliary shows a syncretism between
first singular and third singular agreement. This is arguably due to a marked-
ness-based Impoverishment rule, like one found in German (Muller 2005).
In Basque, first person singular is impoverished in the present ((50), which
applies before (46)), so that its postsyntactic feature composition is identical
to that of third singular.

(50) First Singular Impoverishment

[+Have, —Past, +Participant, +Author, +Singular] —
[+Have, —Past, —Participant, —Author, +Singular]

Due to this rule, first person singular is realized as eu or o, just like the
third person singular. Finally, first person plural is realized as default endu
in the past. In the present, the realization of first plural is affected by the
following Impoverishment rule, which applies before (46):

(51) First Plural Impoverishment

[+Have, —Past, +Part, +Auth, -Sing] —
[+Have, —Past, —Part, —Auth, —Sing] / __ [-Peripheral, +Part]

This rule impoverishes first person plural to third person in the present in
the context of a participant ergative clitic. As a consequence, T is realized
as o0 (45b) in this context (due to the further application of (46)). Otherwise,
first person plural is realized as aitu (43) in the present tense.
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6.3. Dative intervention and default agreement

In Section 6.1 we discussed the derivation of Agree between T and the ab-
solutive for intransitive and transitive clauses. However, the combination of
absolutive and dative arguments in a Basque sentence gives rise to a sepa-
rate phenomenon within the finite auxiliary. One of the central claims that
we have made in this paper is that the root of the auxiliary is T, which must
agree with the absolutive argument. As discussed in Subsection 6.1, this
agreement operation satisfies standard locality conditions: T agrees with an
absolutive DP x in its c-command domain as long as there is no intervening
DP y between T and x. Clauses with both absolutive and dative arguments
illustrate one such case where an intervener blocks agreement by T and the
absolutive argument.

Due to the clitic competition resulting in restricted absolutive-dative ar-
gument combinations, as discussed in 4.2, the only type of clauses with a
dative argument that are eligible for Agree are those with a third person ab-
solutive argument (which, as we have seen in 6.1, normally triggers agree-
ment). In these sentences, the dative cliticizes to H, and the absolutive re-
mains in VP (since there are no third person absolutive clitics). As shown in
Figure 4, agreement with the absolutive DP is blocked by the dative clitic
in H. Thus, the analysis predicts that T must take a default form whenever
the auxiliary contains a dative clitic. This prediction is borne out. The dis-
tribution of the different forms of T in the context of dative clitics can be
summarized as follows:*

(52) Forms of T in the context of a dative clitic

a. Intransitive T: a (42)
b. Present transitive T: o (45b)
c. Past transitive T: o (45b) or eun (53a)

Cases (52a)—(52b) are straightforward: if there were no intervention by da-
tive clitics, we would expect T to agree with the absolutive argument; how-
ever, T has a default form in both cases. Case (52c¢) also confirms the pre-
diction, but is somewhat more complicated, and merits some discussion.
The realization of T in this case is summarized in Table 5. The relevant vo-
cabulary entries are (53a), which is new, and (45a) and (45b), repeated here
as (53hb)—-(53c).
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Figure 4. Dative intervention

Table 5. Past transitive T in the context of a dative clitic

Dative

Ergative 1 sing. 1 plural 2 sing. 2 plural 3 sing. 3 plural

1 sing. X X eun eun eun eun
1 plural X X eun eun eun eun
2 sing. 0 endu X X eun eun
2 plural 0 endu X X eun eun
3 sing. 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 plural 0 0 0 0 0 0

(53) Default vocabulary entries

a. leun/ < [+Have, +Past] / [+Participant] ___ [+Peripheral]
b. /endu/ < [+Have, +Past] / [+Participant] _
c. /ol < [+Have]

All these entries are potential candidates to realize default past transitive T
in case (52c), since none of them are specified for any agreement feature.
Of relevance here is the fact that past transitive auxiliaries undergo Ergative
Metathesis (section 5.3), which places ergative clitics before T in the ab-
sence of an absolutive proclitic. Due to the PCC (section 4.2), past transi-
tive forms with a dative clitic are only possible if the absolutive argument is
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third person. These forms additionally undergo Ergative Metathesis. A meta-
thesized participant ergative clitic triggers the insertion of eun (53a) in T
(see Table 5).%

In cases where the metathesized ergative clitic is third person (or when
Metathesis fails to apply; see note 31), both eun (53a) and endu (53b) are
blocked, since they can only be inserted in the context of a participant pro-
clitic. The result is that, as shown in Table 5, o (53c) is inserted wherever
eun is not. Finally, endu (53b) is limited to transitive auxiliaries with no da-
tive clitic, as can be seen in Tables 4-5.

To conclude, the realization of T in the context of a dative argument and
the absence of the otherwise expected number distinctions provides a strong
argument for the claim that the root is in fact a head (T) that agrees with the
absolutive argument. As expected, intervention by the dative argument
blocks this agreement relation, and T takes a default form.

6.4. Clitic competition and agreement intervention

We have discussed two syntactic effects that dative clitics may have on the
realization of absolutive arguments. The first concerned the fact that as da-
tives and absolutives are in the same syntactic domain, their clitics compete
for HP (Section 4.2). Thus, when there is a dative clitic, the absolutive clitic
cannot be hosted. This yields the apparent Person Case Constraint on clitics
in Basque. There is a wide range of repair strategies that various dialects of
Basque use in order to circumvent the Person Case Constraint, but the ulti-
mate fact is that a combination of both absolutive and dative clitics in
Basque simply cannot surface. Thus, dative competition results in an abso-
lute ban on absolutive clitics in the presence of datives.

When it comes to the higher head T whose attempt at Agree with a third
person absolutive argument is blocked by the intervening dative, the result
of this failure to agree is not absolute ungrammaticality, but rather simply a
failure to record the agreement features of the absolutive argument on T
(Subsection 6.3). Thus, as in Icelandic (see, among others, Holmberg and
Hréarsdottir 2004), blocking of T’s agreement path yields default agree-
ment (i.e. no syntactic agreement, and Vocabulary Insertion of the else-
where item). Thus, for the purposes of dative intervention, the blocking of
an Agree relation between T and the absolutive argument does not result in
absolute ungrammaticality, but simply failure to copy the features of the
absolutive and hence a default vocabulary item for T.
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7. Summary

The Basque auxiliary shows a nhumber of agreement and clitic restrictions.
We have proposed that some of these are due to syntactic operations and
some are due to postsyntactic operations.

The relevant syntactic operations that occur in Basque are cliticization
of ergative, dative, and (nonthird) absolutive arguments, and an Agree
operation between T and the absolutive argument. When cliticization yields
two internal argument clitics, one source of agreement restrictions is the
competition for occupying H. When the dative clitic intervenes between T
and the absolutive argument, another source of agreement restrictions is the
intervention condition on Agree. These two agreement restrictions find a
number of crosslinguistic parallels and can be understood in terms of well-
motivated limitations on the syntactic computation.

Thus, while third person absolutive arguments in Basque behave differ-
ently from both third person ergative and from other absolutive arguments
(i.e., allowing dative-absolutive combinations, and inducing Ergative Dis-
placement), we have not attributed this to anything specific about the mor-
phosyntactic features of third person. It is simply due to the lack of a clitic
realization of this argument, which has consequences only because of the
nature of the clitic-hosting head, and because of the noninitiality require-
ment of the Basque auxiliary root.

A number of postsyntactic operations occur in the Basque auxiliary,
which fall into two basic categories. One set of operations are Impoverish-
ment rules, which are rules of postsyntactic feature-deletion that are largely
motivated by considerations of morphological markedness. A second set of
operations are Metathesis rules, which are responsible for the mismatch be-
tween the hierarchical and surface position of the dative clitic, and which
play a crucial role in understanding the rule of Ergative Metathesis. Both
sets of operations find numerous crosslinguistic parallels: Impoverishment
rules yield syncretism in the realization of agreement in a wide range of
languages, and Metathesis rules occur to satisfy second position require-
ments in a number of domains. Importantly, neither of these operations are
responsible for agreement restrictions per se; they are operations that yield
a number of syntax-morphology mismatches and which operate over the
currency of p-features, but they do not refer to hierarchical structure in the
way that the syntactic operations above do. The resulting picture is one in
which the seeming complexity of Basque auxiliary morphology results
from the interaction of a number of independent principles operating in dis-
tinct subdomains of the grammar.
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Notes

10.

Example sentences from Gaminde (2000) are cited by giving the page number
in parenthesis. In cases where that work does not have relevant examples, we
have consulted de Yrizar (1992, 1: 585-625), which contains a detailed inven-
tory of finite auxiliary paradigms in this dialect. All forms are given here in
their underlying forms after Vocabulary Insertion (Sections 5.2 and 6); they are
further modified by readjustment and phonological rules discussed in Arregi
and Nevins (2006). The data are transcribed using the orthographic conven-
tions in Gaminde (2000). The reader not familiar with Basque spelling rules
should take into account the following: fi is a palatal nasal [n], (t)x is a voice-
less alveopalatal fricative/affricate [(t)f], tz is a voiceless alveolar affricate [ts],
andy is a palatal obstruent with different realizations.

The participle can also be inflected for future, as in (7).

A reduced number of verbs can also appear in simple tenses; see Gaminde
(2000).

We use the following abbreviations: Abs/A (absolutive), ABS (absolutive clitic),
AL allative, ALL (allocutive clitic), ¢ (comitative), coLL (colloquial), Dat/D
(dative), DAT (dative clitic), DEF (default agreement), Erg/E (ergative), ERG
(ergative clitic), G (genitive), FUT (future), IMP (imperfective), IN (inessive), M
(masculine), N (-n suffix), NF (nonfinite inflection), NOoM (nominative), Pl/P
(plural), PRe (epenthetic prefix), PRF (perfective), PRS (present), PST (past),
REL (relativizing suffix), Sg/s (singular).

In the examples below, some auxiliaries contain the prefix d, glossed as PRE.
On the status of this morpheme, see section 5.3.

Unergatives assign ergative to their argument, but Laka (1993b) shows that
these are really transitives, as proposed by Hale and Keyser (1993).

We assume that the indirect object is the specifier of a low applicative head
whose complement is the direct object. See Larson (1988), Marantz (1993),
Pesetsky (1995), and Pylkké&nen (2002) for relevant discussion.

The form of these morphemes resembles that of (nonclitic) pronouns. This jus-
tifies in part the adoption of the clitic analysis, and has been taken as evidence
for the claim that these morphemes are historically derived from pronouns
(Gomez and Sainz (1995) and references cited there).

These examples also show that DPs cross-referenced in the auxiliary can be
pro-dropped.

There is a morphological distinction between colloquial and formal in the sec-
ond singular. We have omitted inclusion of this aspect of Basque morphology,
since our main source on Zamudio contains very few colloquial auxiliary
forms, reflecting the loss of the formal/colloquial contrast in favor of formal
forms. The present paper only discusses indicative auxiliary paradigms, since
the nonindicative auxiliary forms and finite forms of main verbs are greatly
leveled in Zamudio (Gaminde 2000).
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There is a well-defined class of exceptions to this template. In certain environ-
ments, the absolutive clitic position is occupied by certain special prefixes or
by an ergative clitic. The morphological operations responsible for these cases
are discussed in 5.3.

Cliticization is impossible in nonfinite clauses. This is due to the fact that the
latter do not have the relevant heads that host clitics (H and T). Thus, argu-
ments are generated as big DPs only in finite clauses.

We omit the Asp projection from Figure 1 in all diagrams below for ease of
exposition. The auxiliary in this example also contains absolutive agreement
(see Section 6).

Gaminde (2000: 372) has some forms that apparently violate the PCC. Spe-
cifically, these are present tense intransitive forms with a dative clitic and a
first singular absolutive clitic. However, the paradigm is greatly leveled, and
is limited to the aforementioned forms (e.g. there are no past tense forms nor
ones containing a first plural absolutive clitic). Secondly, as has been noted
for many other Basque dialects, they are limited to intransitive low dative sen-
tences, and are not allowed in sentences that have the structure in Figure 1,
where both the dative and absolutive are internal arguments generated under
VP, such as unaccusative psych verb sentences and ditransitive sentences (see
Rezac (2006) for discussion). Since the syntax of dative and absolutive argu-
ments is crucial in our explanation of PCC effects in Basque, and it is not clear
to us what the syntax of these apparent PCC violating sentences should be, we
leave this as a matter in need of further research. We thank Ifiaki Gaminde for
clarifying the data for us.

Note that the auxiliary in (21) undergoes ED (section 5.3), since it is in a past
tense ditransitive sentence. This is not completely transparent, since the erga-
tive clitic that undergoes ED is third person, and thus is not realized by any
vocabulary entry.

In some forms, a first plural clitic is missing in the context of a second person
clitic. This is due to the g-/z- constraint, discussed in Arregi and Nevins
(2007).

As in the second person, the realization of dative and ergative clitics is differ-
ent in the first and third persons, with one exception. In the first singular, en-
clitic -t is the default exponent for both dative and ergative clitics.

Other alternations present in Table 1 not discussed in the text are the following.
First, the exponent of third person ergative can be -@ or -0. As shown in the
entries in (27¢)—(27d), -o is a very specific allomorph of third ergative inserted
in the context of the third singular dative clitic exponent tze, and -@ is the de-
fault third ergative exponent. Second, a (26b) is a very specific allomorph of
first singular ergative inserted when preceded by aforementioned -tze and fol-
lowed by the so-called plural suffix -s (see discussion below (8)). Otherwise,
the default realization of first singular ergative is -t (26c).

For other accounts of ED, see Ortiz de Urbina (1989), Heath (1976), and
Hualde (2002).
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30.

Karlos Arregi and Andrew Nevins

In many dialects of Basque, there are particular exceptions to this Metathesis
rule. In Zamudio, Metathesis does not apply in the context of a first singular
dative clitic. We assume that this is due to dialect-particular conditions on the
application of Metathesis.

Past tense T in the example contains third singular absolutive agreement,
which is realized as endu (see section 6.2). This auxiliary also contains the
suffix -n, not dealt with in this paper (see discussion below (8)).

T in this auxiliary is realized as eu (section 6.2), which is further modified to
eur by readjustment rules (Arregi and Nevins 2006).

Following Anagnostopoulou (2003), we assume that the ergative clitic ad-
joined to T is in the minimal domain of T, and thus does not block the Agree
relation between T and the absolutive clitic.

Thus, either vP is a weak phase in Basque, or it is a strong phase and consistent
with the definition of the Phase Impenetrability Condition in Chomsky (2001)
in which a strong phase remains accessible until the next phase head up, which
isC,notT.

As in all dialects of Basque, reflexive auxiliary forms (first with first, second
with second) are not possible in Zamudio Basque. This is reflected in Tables
3-4 and all other Tables in this paper by the symbol X in the relevant cells.
On the underlined forms in Table 3, see note 28.

Unfortunately, Gaminde (2000) does not have any relevant sentence containing
allocutive forms, which reflects the fact that these forms are not in much use
any more. Gaminde lists the allocutive form n-o-k in (38) on page 382.
Oyhargabal (1993) provides several arguments that the presence of an allocu-
tive clitic in the auxiliary does not signal the presence of an additional argu-
ment in the sentence. For instance, this alleged argument cannot bind ana-
phors. Oyharcabal interprets these arguments as showing that the clitic cross-
references a pro in a high A’-position.

The underlined forms of T in table 3 are in fact intransitive. This is due to the
g-/z- constraint (Arregi and Nevins 2007), which bans certain combinations of
first plural with second person clitics. In this particular case, it triggers the de-
letion of a first plural ergative clitic in the context of a second person absolu-
tive clitic. As predicted by the analysis of the have/be alternation in Arregi
(2004) outlined above, this triggers the insertion of the feature [-Have] in the
auxiliary. Despite being derived from a transitive syntax, the auxiliary is, in
the sense defined above, morphologically intransitive.

(45a) is a default entry in the sense that it does not realize person and number
features of T. However, it has a very specific context that limits its insertion to
forms with a participant proclitic. See section 6.3 below.

In some of these forms, the specific allomorph of default T that is used is dif-
ferent from what is described below due to the g-/z- constraint (see note 28).
Specifically, in the context of a second person dative and a first plural ergative
clitic, the latter is deleted. This triggers the insertion of [-Have] in T, which is
realized as the default intransitive form a (42).
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31. There is an apparent exception: transitive past T in the context of a first singu-
lar dative clitic is o, rather than eun (see Table 5). However, this is due to the
fact that, as discussed in note 20, Ergative Metathesis is blocked in precisely
this context in Zamudio, so that the participant ergative clitic is in its original
enclitic position. Since the vocabulary entry for eun only applies in the con-
text of a participant proclitic, it cannot be inserted in this case, and default o is
used instead.
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The Person-Case Constraint and patterns of
exclusivity

Cedric Boeckx

1.

The empirical roots of modern linguistic theory can be easily traced back to
the fabulous works of the late 1960s. (For a discussion of the conceptual
roots of modern linguistic theory, see Boeckx 2006a.) Rosenbaum, Ross,
Kayne, and Perlmutter gave us descriptions and generalizations that to this
day remain the focus of research in syntax. Perlmutter in particular uncov-
ered the three conditions on syntactic forms in (1) that still await a deep ex-
planation (see Perlmutter 1971). Old chestnuts indeed often have hard
shells.

(1) a. The that-trace filter
b. The Extended Projection Principle
c. The Person-Case Constraint

The present paper will focus on the Person-Case Constraint (henceforth,
PCC). After a brief description of what the constraint amounts to, and a
brief discussion of how modern scholars have suggested we ought to under-
stand it, I will argue for some empirical refinements, and will conclude the
paper by relating the PCC to other conditions of grammar that also demand
‘exclusivity” (in a sense to be made clear below). The latter step will make
it possible for me to address the why-question: Why should natural lan-
guage syntax show signs of the PCC?

In some ways, the organization of the present paper will follow the
course of theorizing in generative grammar. The latter can be fairly accu-
rately characterized in three steps: a first stage of discovery, during which
core phenomena such as islands and the PCC were identified [the Standard
Theory]; a second stage of generalization, during which the phenomena
previously uncovered were organized, classified, and in some cases deduced
using a principles-and-parameters vocabulary [the Government-Binding
era], and a third stage, which seeks to determine how much of the results
achieved so far can be genuinely explained, i.e., be made to follow from
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more primitive computational principles that can make sense of the archi-
tecture of the language faculty [the minimalist program].

2.
The PCC can be formulated in its simplest form as in (2).!

(2) Person-Case Constraint (PCC)

If Dative agreement/clitic, then Accusative agreement/clitic = 3"
person.

The constraint in (2) covers cases like the multiple agreement constraint in
Basque (3), and the clitic cluster constraint in French (4).

(3) a. Azpisapoek etsaiari misilak saldu d-@-izki-o-te
traitors-ERG enemy-DAT missiles-ABS sell  ABS3-DAT3-ERG3
“The traitors sold the missiles to the enemy’

b. *Azpisapoek etsaiari ni saldu na-i-o-te
traitors-ERG enemy-DAT me-ABS sell ABS1-DAT3-ERG3
“The traitors sold me to the enemy.’

(4) a. Jeanlelui présentera
Jean it him will-present
*Jean will introduce it to him.’

b. *Jean me lui présentera
Jean me him will-present
*‘Jean will introduce me to him.’

As is well-known, in languages that display verbal agreement with all argu-
ments (subject, direct object, indirect object), such as Basque, direct object
agreement is restricted to 3 person if indirect object agreement obtains.
Similarly, in languages like French, direct object clitics must be 3" person
if an indirect object clitic is present in the clitic cluster.

The constraint at issue relates the phi-feature values of PF-dependent di-
rect object markings (clitic, agreement suffix) to the presence of marking of
the same type (clitic, agreement marker) associated with a typically dative
indirect object.
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As Bonet’s 1991 comprehensive investigation makes clear, there are good
reasons to believe that, once various factors are controlled for, the PCC is a
universal constraint on clitic clusters/multiple agreement realizations.?

The scope of the PCC was expanded by Boeckx 2000 (see also Anag-
nostopoulou 2003), who brought under its fold the now well-known con-
straint on nominative objects in Icelandic, originally discussed by Sigurds-
son (1996).

The syntax of nominative objects in Icelandic has been the subject of in-
tensive research within the minimalist program in recent years (see Boeckx
2003Db for review and a comprehensive list of references; see also Siguros-
son and Holmberg, this volume).

The key facts are as follows.

First, Nominative objects are found only in the context of Quirky subject
constructions. Contrast (5) and (6).

(5) Henni voru gefnar bakurnar
She.DAT were.PL given.PL books.Nom.PL
‘She was given the books.’

(6) Vio kusum *hdn/hana
We.NOM elected she.NOM/she.ACC
“‘We elected her.’

Second, Quirky subjects, unlike nominative subjects, do not trigger mor-
phological agreement on the finite verb. This is illustrated in (7).

(7)  Stelpunum var hjalpad
The girls.DAT.PL.FEM was.3sG helped.sG
“The girls were helped.’

Third, 1% and 2™ person nominative objects are excluded from mono-clausal
contexts in which quirky subjects are found.
Compare (5) and (8).

(8) *Henni  leiddumst vid
She.DAT bored.1PL we.NOM
‘They were bored with us.’

Boeckx 2000 took the latter fact to mean that nominative objects can only
trigger number agreement (compatible with 3™ person, but not with 1% and
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2" person elements), and that pronominal nominative objects require verbal
agreement for (case-)licensing. Hence the unacceptability of (8).

As Boeckx 2000 argues, a slight modification of (2) such as (9) accom-
modates the restriction on Icelandic nominative objects agreement.

(9) Person-Case Constraint (revised)

In the presence of dative (/Quirky) agreement on a verb, the direct
object can only agree with that verb in number, not person.

What is crucial at this point is that for (9) to apply to Icelandic, Quirky sub-
jects must agree. Boeckx argues that Quirky subjects indeed do agree, albeit
covertly, and that this agreement is responsible for movement of quirky
subjects to SpecTP.

Pursuing this line of thought, and building on the works of Béjar (2003),
Béjar and Rezac (2003), Anagnostopoulou (2003), and Boeckx (2003a),
Rezac (2007) argues that PCC effects reduce to the following four condi-
tions:

(i) PCC arises when two (or more) DPs, y1 and y2, relate to the same ¢-
probe / Case-licenser .

(if) The closer DP y1 has “quirky” Case which has the following properties:
it is inherent (theta-related) Case that is nevertheless visible to a ¢-
probe and consequently available to A-movement; it values a ¢-probe’s
person feature to 3 regardless of the ¢-features of the DP it contains,
but does not value its number feature. The farther DP, y2, needs struc-
tural Case.

(iii) y1, valuing the person probe of t to 3, prevents it from reaching the
farther DP, y2; thus there can be no person Agree with y2. As a conse-
quence of the t- y1 relation, y1 may displace “out of the way” by cliti-
cization or A-movement, which permits a t- y2 relation for t’s remain-
ing number feature.

(iv) Case is assigned under ¢-Agree. DPs with marked person features,
1%/2™ person, need person Agree for Case licensing; for 3" person DPs
number Agree suffices. This follows if 3 person DPs have just num-
ber and Case must license each feature of a DP.

In many ways, Rezac’s characterization is a summary of research on the
PCC up to now. It certainly seems to me to capture the core PCC cases, and
I will adopt it as my working hypothesis. But, as we will see in the next
section, Rezac’s four conditions are not unproblematic, empirically.
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3.

The first problematic aspect of Rezac’s characterization concerns the nature
of the element whose presence forces the structurally case marked direct
object to be confined to 3" person status. Call this element the ‘interfering’
element.

Jeong 2005 has discussed PCC effects that cast doubt on the claim that
the interfering element must be quirky (inherently case marked).

Jeong’s study focuses on asymmetries that emerge in the context of
multiple Case assignment in Korean. Jeong shows that the two objects in a
multiple accusative case construction cannot be [+animate] (10).

(20) *?John-i Swuni-lul  yetongsayng-ul ttayly-ess-ta
John-NOM Swuni-AccC sister-Acc hit-PST-DECL
‘John hit Swuni’s sister.’

Multiple accusative assignment is available if both objects are [-animate]
(11) or vary in animacy (12).

(1) John-i catongcha-lul mun-ul  pusy-ess-ta
John-NOM car-Acc door-Acc break-PST-DECL
‘John broke the car’s door.’

(22) John-i Swuni-lul  meri-lul cal-ass-ta
John-NOM Swuni-AcC hair-ACC cut-PST-DECL
‘John cut Swuni’s hair.’

Similarly, in situations of multiple nominative assignment, the possessor
NP can’t be 1% or 2™ person if the possessed NP is [+animate] (13).

(13) *Nay-ka yetongsayng-i yeyppu-ta
I-NOM  sister-NOM pretty-DECL
‘My sister is pretty.’

No such constraint obtains if the possessed NP is [-animate] (14).
(14)  Nay-ka meri-ka kilta

I-NOM hair-NoM long
‘My hair is long.’
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As Jeong shows, these constraints also disappear if the possessor is marked
with genitive (by hypothesis, inherent) case, or with a topic-marker. Jeong’s
generalization is given in (15).

(15) a. The nominative possessor NP cannot be [+person] if the nomina-
tive possessee NP has checked [+animate].

b. The accusative possessor NP cannot be [+animate] if the accusa-
tive possessee object NP is [+animate].

Jeong points out that (15) (in particular, (15b)) bears a striking resemblance
with the PCC.

The similarity between (15b) and the PCC is further enhanced by data
from leista (dialects of) Spanish discussed by Ormazabal and Romero
(2007).

(16) Te lo/*le di
YOU.DAT it.ACC/he.ACC gave.lSG
‘I gave it/*him to you’

Leista Spanish is more restrictive than French in forcing the accusative
clitic to be [-person; —animate] in the presence of a dative clitic. Based on
this, Ormazabal and Romero revise the PCC as in (17).2

(17) PCC-revised (Ormazabal and Romero, 2007)
If Dat agreement/clitic, Accusative agreement/clitic = [-animate].

If Jeong is correct in relating the animacy condition imposed on multiple
structural case constructions in Korean to the PCC, the interfering element
in Rezac’s PCC schema need not be quirky, since in Korean the interfering
element bears structural case. (If the intervener bears inherent case, the
constraint goes away.)

Equally problematic is Rezac’s claim that “PCC arises when two (or
more) DPs, y1 and y2, relate to the same ¢-probe / Case-licenser t.” Behind
this claim is the idea (going back to Boeckx 2000 and explored in great de-
tail in Anagnostopoulou 2003; see also Béjar and Rezac 2003, Boeckx
2003a) that PCC effects arise in the context of ‘checking competition.’
Specifically, Anagnostopoulou reduces PCC effects to the nature of multi-
ple Agree operations by a single Probe. Schematically: in contexts where a
Probe P enters into a checking relation at a distance (Agree) with more than
one Goal (G1, G2), where G1 c-commands G2, G1 interferes in the manner
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discussed by Rezac 2007. (Anagnostopoulou’s idea is that the first Agree
operation between P and G1 does something to the Person feature of the
Probe; specifically, it irrevocably values the Person feature. As a result, the
Probe is rendered unable to Agree with G2 that have a Person feature, since
this feature would contradict the Person feature already established on the
Probe by the first Agree operation.)

Notice that this analysis accounts for why agreement with G2 cannot in-
volve person values (the Basque facts above), it leaves unexplained why G2
must be 3" person (the French/Icelandic facts above), unless we claim, as
Rezac does, that 1%/2™ person pronouns require full (person +number) agree-
ment for (structural case) licensing.

The account also fails to explain why G1 does not block number feature

checking. (For an attempt to address this question, see Boeckx 2003a.)
But despite its shortcomings, an Anagnostopoulou-style account elegantly
reduces PCC effects to an intervention effect of the standard relativized
minimality sort. This should be good news to the minimalists, who see rela-
tivized minimality effects as a prime example of optimal design and effi-
cient computation at work in natural languages.

Unfortunately, evidence against this position comes from Icelandic, one
of the languages that Anagnostopoulou relied on to motivate her analysis.

The evidence boils down to a crucial case, first discussed (to my knowl-
edge) in Boeckx 2003b. The evidence will become straightforward once |
introduce a few more properties of Icelandic syntax.

The original case for Icelandic nominative object syntax falling under
the purview of the PCC crucially depended on the quirky subject interfering
with the relation between finite T and the nominative object (Boeckx 2000
and subsequent works). Finite T was the probe for which both the quirky
subject and the nominative object competed. There is, however, evidence
against analyzing nominative objects as being licensed by finite T.

First, note that nominative objects can be licensed in the absence of
(number) agreement with finite T. Agreement with the finite verb is optional
if the (ECM) nominative object is in an embedded non-finite clause.

(18) Mér fannst/fundust  [peir vera skemmtilegir]
I.DAT seemed.3SG/3PL they.NOM be interesting
‘I thought they were interesting.’

Agreement is impossible if the embedded clause also contains a dative sub-
ject.
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(19) Mér fannst/*fundust [henni leidast peir]
I.DAT seemed.3sSG/3PL she.DAT bore they.NOM
‘I thought she was bored with them.’

Interestingly, a non-nominative (ECM) object can be 1% or 2™ person if
agreement does not obtain with the finite verb (20), unless in those cases
where the embedded clause also contains a dative subject.

(20) Peim hefur/*h6fum/*hafa alltaf  fundist [vid vinna vel]
They.DAT have.3sG/1PL/3PL  always found we.NoM work well
‘They have always thought that we worked well.’

(21) *Joni virtist [Bjarna hafa likad ég/vidlpid]
John.DAT seemed Bjarni.DAT have liked l.NOM/we.NOM/you.NOM
‘It seems to John that Bjarni likes me/us/you.’

The very last example clearly indicates that whatever PCC effects obtain in
Icelandic, they must be dissociated from agreement with finite T.* Boeckx
2003b concluded from this that nominative objects are elements licensed by
vo, not (finite) T° (see Alexiadou 2002 for a similar proposal; see also Si-
gurdsson 2006, and Taraldsen 1995). | argued that the number restriction
on agreement with nominative objects is shown to follow from restrictions
on VP-level agreement (i.e., object agreement) in general. Let me briefly
sketch the argument here.

That v° may enter into ¢-feature checking is now standardly assumed for
object agreement languages. It is also reasonable to assume that \° is the
locus of past participle agreement in Icelandic. Consider (22).

(22) Vio viroumst  hafa verid kosnar
We.NOM seemed.1PL have been elected.NOM.PL
‘We seemed to have been elected.’

Interestingly, agreement on the participle in Icelandic (as in all other lan-
guages | am familiar with) is limited to number, gender, and Case. Cru-
cially, participles show no sign of person agreement. This is highly relevant
in the present context, as person agreement is impossible with nominative
objects. This would follow from the licensing role of v° for nominative
Case on objects. It would have nothing to do with whether Quirky subjects
agree with finite T° or not. This is not to say that it has nothing to do with
the presence of Quirky subjects. Recall that objects will surface with nomi-
native case in Icelandic only in the presence of quirky subjects.
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At a general level, we are here facing a situation in which the availability
of a given structural Case (Nominative) is tied to the presence of thematic
information (thematic/Quirky Case). The situation is strongly reminiscent
of Burzio’s Generalization (Burzio 1986). The latter expresses the idea that
(structural) accusative Case is available only in the presence of an element
bearing the external theta-role assignment. Chomsky 1995 captures the cor-
relation by position that both external theta-role assignment and (structural)
accusative Case are properties of one and the same head: v°. Recast in
Chomsky’s terms, Burzio’s expresses the idea that theta-role assignment by
v° determines the latter’s Case-licensing property.

In a similar vein, | would like to propose that a verbal head v° is endowed
with the option of nominative Case licensing only if it assigns a theta-role
realized as Quirky Case to an NP in its specifier. Several studies have now
appeared (Svenonius 2002; Eythdérsson 2000; Jonsson 2003) that indicate
that the thematic nature of elements bearing Quirky Case is not as random as
one might have thought. Most Quirky NPs are experiencers, Goals, or bene-
ficiaries; crucially, non-agents (see already Maling, Yip, and Jackendoff
1987). For the sake of concreteness, | will assume that Quirky-Case-marked
elements are introduced as specifiers of v[non-agentive] (on flavors of v°,
including non-agentive v°, see Pylkkdnen 2002; Folli and Harley 2005;
among others). By hypothesis, v°, especially v° [non-agentive], lacks person
phi-features.

The number-restriction on nominative objects (the PCC effect found in
Icelandic) would then follow not from an intervention effect on Probing (by
T9), but from the fact that the Probe that unambiguously licenses nomina-
tive objects, with no intervening element along the checking path, is of a
special kind, a kind that licenses inherently case marked experiencer (non-
agentive) elements.’ The interfering effect by the dative element would then
be established upon First Merge (of the dative element), not under Agree
(i.e., not because the dative element intervenes between the Probe and the
nominative Goal).

Notice that my analysis of the Icelandic facts only requires a minimal
departure from Rezac’s characterization of the PCC. It is still true that the
agreement restriction that obtains in Icelandic is due to the fact that the
relevant element (nominative object) relates to a Probe that is in a checking
relation with a quirky element. The only difference is that the quirky ele-
ment does not intervene in a standard minimality way (it is not on the c-
command path that connects v° and the nominative object). (It does inter-
fere with the checking relation between v° and the nominative object in a
specific sense: if Merge takes precedence over Move/long-distance Agree,
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as Chomsky 1995 speculated, v° is forced to enter into a (theta) checking
relation with the quirky argument first.)

From the discussion in this section, | conclude that PCC effects do not
reduce to a minimality effect on multiple phi-agree, nor do they require the
presence of a quirky element. The following appear to be necessary condi-
tions for PCC effects to arise:®

(i) Two DPs relate to a given head.

(i) The lower DP is structurally case-marked, which means that it must
enter into a Probe matching its phi-features to be case-licensed (avoid a
case-filter violation; on structural case as dependent on agreement, see
Chomsky 2001, 2004).

The next question is, of course, why a situation that meets these two condi-
tions should yield a PCC effect.

4.

An answer to this why-question necessitates a more abstract perspective on
the PCC. Very generally speaking, the PCC says that in situation of multi-
ple (checking) relations against a given head (the Probe), the higher Goal
takes precedence, with morpho-syntactic consequences of the PCC-sort for
the lower Goal.

From a different angle, one can see the PCC as a reflex of forced asym-
metric checking in situations of potential symmetry (multiple Probe-Goal
relations). Viewed in this light, the PCC, which seemingly regulates agree-
ment relations only, is no different from:

(i) The recurring superiority effect imposed in multiple wh fronting cir-
cumstances (although all wh-phrases are required to move [symmetry],
they cannot do so in any order [asymmetry]) (see Boeckx 2003a)

(i) The ban on movement internal to a projection (an element can enter into
only one checking relation with a given head), a ban known as Anti-
locality or ban on vacuous movement (see Boeckx 2008a)

(iii) Grohmann’s 2003 Condition on Domain Exclusivity, which prohibits
an element from having multiple occurrences inside domains such as
vP, IP, and CP

(iv) McGinnis’s 2004 Lethal Ambiguity condition, which bans the estab-
lishment of an anaphoric [i.e., identity/symmetry] relation between two
specifiers of the same head (see also Richards’s 2002 distinctness con-
dition on labels inside phases)
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(v) Boeckx’s 2003c Principle of Unambiguous Chains, which prevents
chains from containing more than one “head’, or strong occurrence (see
also Richards 1997, 2001; and Rizzi 2006)

(vi) Kayne’s 1984 Binary Branching requirement, necessary to yield unam-
biguous, asymmetric paths

All these conditions, including the PCC, are conditions applying inside
very local domains (projections, phases, or chains, which Boeckx 2008b
argues reduce to one and the same object, a phrase), forcing distinctness, or
asymmetry. In this respect, these conditions are on a par with Nunes’s
(2004) copy-deletion condition on chains (eliminating all but one copy in-
side a chain at PF), Moro’s (2000) need to move one of the two members of
small clauses to prevent situations of symmetric labeling, and Citko’s (2005)
need to move to destroy multi-dominance structures.

In all these cases one finds syntax being able to establish multiple rela-
tions (via copying, multiple agree, parallel merge, co-projection, etc.),
forming points of symmetry that must then be broken (typically, for pur-
poses of linearization, but, | suspect, due to more general interface needs
concerning information flow; see Boeckx 2008b for elaboration).

5.

What | have done in this chapter is in some sense debunk the specificity of
the PCC, a small step in the direction of the principles-and-parameters era-
dication of construction-specific rules.

I have first argued that contrary to the growing consensus regarding the
nature of the PCC, well summarized in Rezac (2007), the PCC is not about
restricted to situations of interference involving quirky datives, or situations
where both goals find themselves in the c-command path of the probe.

I then proceeded to argue that the PCC is but a reflex of a more general
ban on symmetric structures imposed at the interfaces, a condition regulating
the output of multiple agree situations. If correct, this paper takes a small
step towards the unification of syntactic principles, as mandated by the
minimalist program for linguistic theory.



98 Cedric Boeckx

Acknowledgements

My thanks to the editors of the present volume for their interest in this
piece, and to two anonymous reviewers for useful comments.

Notes

1.

I will set aside various manifestations of the PCC, such as the Weak vs. Strong
PCC effects (Bonet 1991; Anagnostopoulou 2005). If Anagnostopoulou is
correct in her characterization of such variation, the existence of various PCC
effects do not affect the main line of my argument here.
I have in mind here the fact that second-position clitic languages like Serbo-
Croatian tend to lack PCC effects, presumably due to the distinct nature of
clitic clustering in second-position clitic languages (on which, see Boskovi¢
2001, Stjepanovi¢ 1999).
An abstractly similar asymmetry is found in the realm of ditransitives in Japa-
nese in the context of honorification agreement. For discussion, see Boeckx
(2006b), Boeckx and Niinuma (2004).
The expert reader may be surprised at finding a PCC effect in a non-finite
context, given the absence of PCC effects in non-finite contexts in Basque dis-
cussed in Ormazabal 2000. Contrast (ia) and (ib).
(i) a. *Zuk ni etsaiari saldu na-i-o-zu

YOU-ERG me-ABS enemy-DAT Sell  1ABS-3DAT-2ERG

“You sold me to the enemy.’

b. Gaizki iruditzen zait zuk ni etsaiari saltzea
wrong seem AUX YOU-ERG me-ABS enemy-DAT Sell-NOMIN.
“Your selling me to the enemy seems wrong to me.’

However, | think that the difference between Icelandic and Basque results
from the fact that in Basque (ib), we are dealing with a gerund-clause, where
arguments are case-licensed upon first-merge, as in nominals more generally
(possibly via (null) Pred/P-heads). Accordingly, the two internal arguments of
the predicate do not relate case-wise to the same head, hence the absence of
PCC effects.

Perhaps one could speculate that the heads that license inherent case are re-
stricted to number phi-features because of a certain connection between inher-
ent case-number and structural case-person. (To the extend they partake in
agreement, inherently case marked arguments can participate in number agree-
ment/concord, in Icelandic and elsewhere, but never enter into person-agree-
ment relations.) For discussion of the case-agreement relations, see Boeckx
2007.

The conditions in (i)-(ii) appear better equipped to deal with the PCC cases
discussed in Adger and Harbour, 2007, and Richards 2005.



The PPC and patterns of exclusivity 99

References

Adger, David and Daniel Harbour
2007 The syntax and syncretisms of the Person Case Constraint. Syntax

10: 2-37.
Alexiadou, Artemis
2002 On nominative Case features and split agreement. Ms., University of
Stuttgart.

Anagnostopoulou, Elena
2003 The syntax of ditransitives: evidence from clitics. Berlin/New York:
Mouton de Gruyter.
2005 Strong and weak person restrictions: a feature checking analysis. In
Clitic and affix combinations, L. Heggie and F. Ordonez (ed.), 199-
235. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
Béjar, Susana
2003 Phi-syntax. A theory of agreement. Ph.D. diss., University of Toronto.
Béjar, Susana and Milan Rezac
2003 Person licensing and the derivation of PCC effects. In Proceedings
of LSRL 32, 49-62. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
Boeckx, Cedric
2000 Quirky agreement. Studia Linguistica 54: 354-380.
2003a  Symmetries and asymmetries in multiple checking. In Multiple Wh-
fronting, C. Boeckx and K.K. Grohmann (ed.), 17-26. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins.
2003b Intricacies of Icelandic agreement. Ms., Harvard University. [Appears
in C. Boeckx, 2008, Aspects of the syntax of agreement. London:
Routledge.]
2003c Islands and chains. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
2006a Linguistic minimalism: Origins, methods, concepts, and aims. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.
2006b Honorification as agreement. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory
24: 385-398.
2007 Case and agreement. Ms., Harvard University.
2008a Understanding minimalist syntax: lessons from locality in long-dis-
tance dependencies. Oxford: Blackwell.
2008b Bare syntax. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Boeckx, Cedric and Fumikazu Niinuma
2004 Agreement constraints in Japanese. Natural Language and Linguistic
Theory 22: 453-480.
Bonet, Eulalia
1991 Morphology after syntax: pronominal clitic in Romance. PhD. diss.,
MIT.



100 Cedric Boeckx

Boskovi¢, Zeljko
2001 On the nature of the syntax-phonology interface: cliticization and
related phenomena. London: Elsevier.
Burzio, Luigi
1986 Italian syntax. Dordrecht: Reidel.
Chomsky, Noam

1995 Categories and transformations. In The minimalist program, N.
Chomsky (ed.), 219-394. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
2001 Derivation by phase. In Ken Hale: a life in language, M. Kenstowicz

(ed.), 1-50. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.
2004 Beyond explanatory adequacy. In Structures and beyond, A. Belletti
(ed.), 104-131. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Citko, Barbara
2005 On the nature of merge: external merge, internal merge, and parallel
merge. Linguistic Inquiry 36: 475-496.
Eythorsson, Thorhallur
2000 Dative vs. Nominative: changes in quirky subjects in Icelandic. Leeds
Working Papers in Linguistics 8: 1-28.
Folli, Raffaella and Heidi Harley
2005 Flavors of v. In Aspectual inquiries, P. Kempchinsky and R. Slabakova
(eds.), 95-120. Dordrecht: Springer.
Grohmann, Kleanthes K.
2003 Prolific domains. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
Jeong, Youngmi
2005 Asymmetries in multiple case checking. Proceedings of WCCFL 23,
413-421. Somerville, Mass.: Cascadilla Press.
Jonsson, Johannes G.

2003 Not so quirky: on subject case in Icelandic. In New perspectives on
case theory, E. Brandner and H. Zinsmeister (ed.), 127-163. Stanford,
CA: CSLI.
Kayne, Richard S.
1984 Connectedness and binary branching. Dordrecht: Foris.

McGinnis, Martha
2004 Lethal ambiguity. Linguistic Inquiry 35: 47-95.
Moro, Andrea
2000 Dynamic antisymmetry. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Nunes, Jairo
2004 Linearization of chains and sideward movement. Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press.
Ormazabal, Javier
2000 A conspiracy theory of Case and agreement. In Step by step, R. Martin,
D. Michaels and J. Uriagereka (ed.), 235-260. Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press.



The PPC and patterns of exclusivity 101

Ormazabal, Javier and Juan Romero
2007 The Object Agreement Constraint. Natural Language and Linguistic
Theory 25(2): 315-347.
Perlmutter, David
1971 Deep and surface constraints in syntax. New York: Holt, Rinehart
and Winston.
Pylkkénen, Liina
2002 Introducing arguments. PhD. diss., MIT.
Rezac, Milan
2007 Escaping the Person Case Constraint: Reference-set computation in
the phi-system. Linguistic Variation Yearbook 6: 97-138.
Richards, Norvin
1997 What moves where when in which language? PhD. diss., MIT.
2001 Movement in language. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
2002 A distinctness condition on linearization. Ms., MIT.
2005 Person-Case effects in Tagalog and the nature of long-distance ex-
traction. Ms., MIT.
Rizzi, Luigi
2006 On the form of chains. In Wh-movement: Moving on, L. Cheng and
N. Corver (ed.), 97-133. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Sigurdsson, Halldor Armann

1996 Icelandic finite verb agreement. Working Papers in Scandinavian
Syntax 57: 1-46.
2006 The nominative puzzle and the low nominative hypothesis. Linguistic

Inquiry 37: 289-308.
Stjepanovi¢, Sandra
1999 What do scrambling, second position cliticization, and multiple wh-
fronting have in common? PhD. diss., University of Connecticut.
Svenonius, Peter
2002 Icelandic Case and the structure of events. Journal of Comparative
Germanic Linguistics 5: 197-225.
Taraldsen, Knut Tarald
1995 On agreement and nominative objects in Icelandic. In Studies in Com-
parative Germanic Syntax, H. Haider, S. Olsen, and S. Vikner (ed.),
307-327. Dordrecht: Kluwer.
Yip, Moira, Joan Maling and Ray Jackendoff
1987 Case in tiers. Language 63: 217-250.






The Person-Case constraint and repair strategies

Eulalia Bonet

1. The Person-Case constraint
Sentences like (1), from Catalan, are ungrammatical.!

irector, me i a recomana a ireia

1 *Al direct I h t la M
to-the director, 1SG 3SG.DAT has recommended the Mireia
‘As for the director, Mireia has recommended me to him’

Crucial to the ungrammaticality of (1) is the fact that it contains two clitics,
which correspond to the direct object, Direct Object (me), and the indirect
object, Indirect Object (li), and where the Direct Object clitic is first person
and the Indirect Object clitic is third person. If the roles were reversed (first
person corresponding to the Indirect Object and third person corresponding
to the Direct Object), no conflict would arise, as illustrated in (2).

(2) EI director, me I’ ha recomanat la Mireia
the director, 1sG 3sG.AcC has recommended the Mireia
‘As for the director, Mireia has recommended him to me’

If (1) did not contain a left dislocated element (al director) no resumptive
clitic pronoun with the function of Indirect Object would be required and
the sentence would also be grammatical.

(3) La Mireia m” ha recomanat al director
the Mireia 1SG has recommended to-the director
‘Mireia has recommended me to the director’

The ungrammaticality of (1), noticed for Spanish and French by Perlmutter
(1971), is attributed in Bonet (1991) to the *Me-Ilui/l-1l1 Constraint, later
called the Person-Case constraint (PCC). This constraint, claimed there to
be universal, is present in languages that have pronominal clitics, like the
Romance languages, languages with weakened pronouns, like English, and
languages that have a rich agreement system, like Southern Tiwa. The con-



104 Eulalia Bonet

straint, thus, affects complexes of ¢-features related to the argumental
structure of the verb. The most common context for the Person-Case Con-
straint is ditransitive clauses, even though other constructions that can trig-
ger it are causative constructions, and constructions with datives of inalien-
able possession, for instance.

In (1) the effects of the Person-Case Constraint are shown with a first
person clitic corresponding to the Direct Object, but ungrammaticality
would also arise with a second person clitic (singular or plural). Combina-
tions of two third person clitics do not usually lead to ungrammaticality,
even though they often trigger changes not relevant here. The judgements
on combinations of first and second person clitics, illustrated in (4), seem to
vary a lot. In some languages, these combinations are ungrammatical, while
in others, like Catalan, they are grammatical for some speakers, and plainly
ungrammatical for others. An additional set of speakers of Catalan accept
them in only one of the possible readings, but the judgements as to which
one is preferrable seem to vary from speaker to speaker.??

4 () Te m’ ha recomanat la Mireia
2SG 1sG has recommended the Mireia

a. ‘Mireia has recommended me to you’
b.  “Mireia has recommended you to me’

This difference in behavior led Bonet (1991) to posit a strong version of the
constraint, for speakers who do not accept sentences like (4), and a weak
version of it, for speakers who do accept such combinations. These two
versions were stated as follows ((5) corresponds to Bonet 1991: 182, (11)).

(5) *Me lui/ I-11 Constraint

a. STRONG VERSION: the direct object has to be third person
b. WEAKVERSION: if there is a third person it has to be the direct
object

In recent years much work has been devoted to the constraint, mostly in its
strong version. Here | will also assume it only in the strong version (for an
account of the differences between the strong and the weak version of the
Person-Case Constraint, see Ormazabal and Romero 2007; Nevins 2007).
Most of the proposed accounts of the Person-Case Constraint that have
been made are syntactic (see, among the more recent ones, Anagnostopou-
lou 2003; Ormazébal and Romero 2002, 2007; Adger and Harbour 2007),
even though morphological approaches also exist (see, for instance, Miller



The PCC and repair strategies 105

and Sag 1997 or Boeckx 2000).* Another line of research has related the
Person-Case Constraint to other constructions, like Icelandic quirky sub-
jects (see, for instance, Taraldsen 1995; Sigurdsson 1996; Boeckx 2000; or
Hrafnbjargarson 2001).

The goal of this paper is neither to take a stand on the morphological or
syntactic nature of the Person-Case Constraint (which partially depends on
the framework assumed) nor to concentrate on environments sensitive to
the constraint, but to focus on the repair strategy that Catalan uses in ditran-
sitives to avoid it and to see how well it can be accounted for in three recent
syntactic proposals that have been made on the nature of the Person-Case
Constraint. The rest of the paper is organized as follows: in section 2, the
Catalan strategy to overcome the effects of the Person-Case Constraint in
ditransitives is described, and it is suggested that the resulting clitic is re-
lated to the Indirect Object; it is not a locative clitic, as it could seem at first
sight, given the shape the clitic has. It is also argued that this clitic is devoid
of all features except case. Section 3 contains a summary of three different
recent accounts, namely Ormazabal and Romero (2007), Anagnostopoulou
(2003), and Adger and Harbour (2007); the Catalan strategy is contrasted
with each one of these syntactic accounts, and it is shown that it poses seri-
ous problems especially for the proposal by Adger and Harbour (2007). Fi-
nally, section 4 includes some concluding remarks.

2. Change of clitic as a repair strategy in Catalan

Many languages overcome the effects of the Person-Case Constraint by
avoiding one of the clitics or agreement elements that enter the constraint.
For instance, Spanish uses a strong pronoun instead of one of the clitics
(the one corresponding to the Indirect Object), as is illustrated in (6). (6a)
does not present any problems because only one pronoun is present (the In-
direct Object being a full Determiner Phrase); (6b) violates the Person-Case
constraint and is therefore ungrammatical; finally, (6¢) has a strong pro-
noun preceded by a preposition, a él, which avoids the presence of a con-
flicting Indirect Object clitic.

(6) a Me recomendé a Pedro
1sG recommended to Pedro
‘S/he recommended me to Pedro’

b. *Me le recomendd
1sG 3SG.DAT recommended
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c. Me recomendd a él
1sG recommended to him
‘S/he recommended me to him’

The strategy used by Catalan in ditransitives is very different: two clitics
are kept, but one of them, the one corresponding to the Indirect Object
changes its shape; instead of the third person clitic li /li/ the clitic hi /i/
shows up.® (7a) illustrates the change of clitic; (7b) is ungrammatical be-
cause it contains a third person dative pronoun, the expected one, and thus
causes a violation of the Person-Case Constraint.

(M a Al president, m* hi ha recomanat en Miquel
to-the president, 1sG hi has recommended the Miquel
‘As for the president, Miquel has recommended me to him’

b. *Al  president, me i ha recomanat en Miquel
to-the president, 1SG 3sG.DAT has recommended the Miquel
‘As for the president, Miguel has recommended me to him’

As far as | know, in the recent literature on the Person-Case Constraint this
repair strategy is only taken into consideration in Anagnostopoulou (2003),
discussed in section 3.2, and Nevins (2007). Both of them interpret the
clitic hi as a locative, a non-agreeing clitic that avoids the effects of the
constraint. The clitic hi is in fact used as a locative clitic in Catalan, as (8)
illustrates.

(8) A Matadepera, avui no hi seré, pero hi aniré dema
to Matadepera, today not hi will-be, but hi will-go tomorrow
‘As for Matadepera, | will not be there today, but I will go there
tomorrow’

But is the hi used in (7a) really a locative clitic, like the ones that appear in
(8)? Rigau (1978), (1982) has argued that the clitic hi is also an inanimate
dative.° When an animate Indirect Object is represented by a clitic, the clitic
is li, as shown in (9b) (Rigau 1982, (3a)); but when, in the same construc-
tion, the Indirect Object is inanimate it can be represented by the clitic hi,
as shown in (10b) (Rigau 1982, (5a)).

(9) a En Joan dona cops a la Maria
the Joan gave blows to the Maria
*Joan struck Maria’
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b. En Joan li dona cops
the Joan 3sG.DAT gave blows
*Joan struck her’

(10) a. En Joan donacops a la porta
the Joan gave blows to the door
*Joan struck the door’

b. En Joan hi dona cops
the Joan hi gave blows
*Joan struck it’

Even though li can also be used for inanimate datives, hi cannot be used
with animates, as shown in (11).

(11) a. En Joan li dona cops (a la porta)
the Joan 3sG.DAT gave blows (to the door)
*Joan struck it’

b. *En Joan hi dona cops (a la Maria)
the Joan hi gave blows (to the Maria)
*Joan struck her’

The difference between (10b) and (11a) is that (10b) has an interpretation
of goal plus location, while (11a) is interpreted more like an affected goal.
The hi present in Person-Case Constraint environments, as in (7a), does not
have at all the interpretation of a location; it is interpreted only as a goal.

It is not always the case that hi with inanimates is used with a locative
interpretation, as illustrated by (12b) and (13b); again (12b) and (13b) differ
from (12a) and (13a) only in terms of animacy of the Indirect Object and
the use of the clitic ((12) corresponds to Rigau 1978, (7); examples very
similar to the ones in (12) and (13) can be found in Rigau 1982).

(12) a. A la meva filla, li dedico molt de temps
to the my daughter, 3sG.DAT devote lot of time
‘As for my daughter, I devote lots of time to her’

b. A aixo, hi dedico molt de temps
to this, hi devote lot of time
‘As for this, | devote lots of time to it’
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(13) a. Als  empresaris, el Govern els concedeix
to-the businessmen, the Government 3PL.DAT give
molta importancia
lot importance
‘As for the businessmen, the goverment gives them a lot of
importance’

b. A les critiques, el Govern hi concedeix molta
to the criticisms, the Government hi gives lot
importancia
importance
‘As for the criticism, the Government gives them a lot of
importance’

Rigau (1978), (1982) also argues that inanimate Indirect Objects like the
one in (10b) have a very different behavior from real locatives in other re-
spects. For instance, when donar cops ‘give blows’ is replaced by the verb
colpejar ‘to strike’, the Indirect Object becomes a Direct Object, and this
happens regardless of the animacy of the Indirect Object, as shown in (14)
and (15); notice that (14b) and (15b) are identical.

(14) a. En Joan colpeja la Maria
the Joan strikes the Maria
‘Joan strikes Maria’

b. En Joan la colpeja
the Joan 3FEM.SG.ACC strikes
‘Joan strikes her’

(15) a. En Joan colpeja la porta
the Joan strikes the door
‘Joan strikes the table’

b. En Joan la colpeja
the Joan 3FEM.SG.ACC strikes
‘Joan strikes it’

Real locatives can never become a Direct Oject when a light verb plus a
noun is replaced by a verb. (16) shows that the locative argument a Roma
‘to Rome’ is replaced by the clitic hi ((16a) corresponds to Rigau 1982,
(7a)). In (17) (Rigau 1982, (7b,c)), with the verb viatjar, the locative a Ro-
ma stays a locative and is replaced by hi, not by an accusative clitic.
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(16)

tad

En Joan fa unviatge a Roma
the Joan makes a journey to Rome
‘Joan makes a journey to Rome’

b. En Joan hi fa un viatge
the Joan hi makes a journey
‘Joan makes a journey there’

(17)

tad

En Joan viatja a Roma
the Joan travels to Rome
‘Joan travels to Rome’

b. En Joan hi viatja
the Joan hi travels
‘Joan travels there’

Finally, Rigau (1978), (1982) shows that in wh- questions inanimate da-
tives receive a different pronoun than real locatives (inanimate datives re-
ceive a qué ‘to what’, while real locatives receive on ‘where’).’

An additional difference between the clitic li and the clitic hi is that li is in-
flected for number (not gender), while hi has no inflection at all. The nor-
mative form of the plural of li is els (identical to a third person accusative
masculine plural clitic), while its colloquial form in most dialects is (e)lzi.

(18) a. Li donaré wun cop (a la noia)
3sG.DAT will-give a blow (to the.FEM.SG girl.FEM.SG)
‘I will strike her (the girl)’

b. Els/elzi donaré un cop (a les noies)
3PL.DAT will-give a blow (to the.FEM.PL girl.FEM.PL)
‘I will strike them (the girls)’

(19) a. Hidonaré uncop (a la taula)
hi will-give a blow (to the.FEM.SG table.FEM.SG)
‘I will strike it (the table)’

b. Hidonaré wun cop (a les taules)
hi will-give a blow (to the.FEM.PL table.FEM.PL)
‘I will strike them (the tables)’

Linguists like Viaplana (1980), and Mascar6 (1986) (also Bonet 1991, using
a different set of features) have interpreted the colloquial form (e)lzi of the
the third person plural dative clitic as expressing dative case through the
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morph /i/, the same morph that appears in the singular li; the morph /1/ ex-
presses third person both in the dative and the accusative.

(20) Dative clitics li and (e)lzi

a. /I/: third person
b. /z/: plural
c. /il: dative

Under this view, the clitic hi that appears in (19) and other sentences, which
has been argued to be an inanimate dative, is the /i/f morph corresponding to
dative case in (20c). Hi /i/ expresses case, but not gender, number or person.

3. Three recent syntactic approaches to the Person-Case constraint
and their compatibility with the hi strategy

In this section | review three recent accounts of the Person-Case Constraint
and contrast them with the strategy to the Person-Case Constraint that has
been presented in section 2. These three accounts are Ormazabal and Ro-
mero (2007), Anagnostopoulou (2003), and Adger and Harbour (2007). It
will be shown that two of them could accomodate it, while the third one
runs into very serious problems.

3.1. Ormazabal and Romero (2007)

The aim of Ormazabal and Romero (2007) is to arrive at more adequate
generalizations concerning the Person-Case constraint, rather than to give a
detailed technical account of their findings. They do argue in favor of a
syntactic approach, as opposed to a morphological account, based on several
observations.

Even though most approaches to the Person-Case Constraint make cru-
cial reference to person (with first person and second person being banned
in object position), Ormazabal and Romero (2007) give evidence that what
is relevant to the constraint is rather the feature [animate]. The feature
[animate] is inherently present in first and second person, and only third
person can make a distinction between [+animate] and [-animate].? The
evidence that Ormazabal and Romero (2007) give comes mostly from leista
dialects of Spanish, which are spoken in different areas of Spain. Contrary
to Standard Spanish, in which the accusative clitic is lo/la/los/las for both
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animates and inanimates, in some leista dialects lo/la/los/la is reserved for
inanimates, while animates have the clitic le/les (homophonous with the
third person dative clitic). The examples in (21) correspond to Ormazabal
and Romero (2007), (15).

(21) a. Lo Vi
SSG.ACC[_animate] SaW.lSG
‘| saw it’
b. Le Vi

SSG .ACC[+animate] SaW.lSG
‘I saw him/her’

In ditransitive contexts with a third person accusative clitic and a first or
second person dative clitic, leista dialects show a clear contrast between
inanimate and animate objects, as shown in (22), which corresponds to
Ormazébal and Romero (2007), (16).

(22) a. Te lo di
2SG.DAT 3SG.ACC gave
‘| gave it to you’

b. *Te le di
2SG.DAT 3SG.ACC gave
‘I gave him/her to you’

If the Person-Case Constraint were about person, the contrast between (22a)
and (22b) would be a mystery, since in both cases the accusative clitic is
third person. If one assumes that animacy and not person is relevant, the
ungrammaticality of (22b) can readily be attributed to the constraint.

As mentioned earlier, Ormazabal and Romero (2007) do not provide a
fully-fledged analysis of the Person-Case Constraint but they propose that
the Person-Case Constraint should actually be split into one generalization,
the Object Animacy Generalization, reproduced in (23), and a constraint
called the Object Agreement Constraint, reproduced in (24).°

(23) Object Animacy Generalization: Object relations, in contrast to sub-
ject and applied object relations, are sensitive to animacy.

(24) Object Agreement Constraint (OAC): If the verbal complex encodes
object agreement, no other argument can be licensed through verbal
agreement.
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In order to account for the ungrammaticality of (1), with a typical Person-
Case Constraint violation, an additional claim is made: Direct Object agree-
ment takes place only if the Direct Object is animate; if it is inanimate it
does not agree (and this is fine)."® Given the generalization in (23), animacy
is irrelevant for the Indirect Object; for that argument (the applied object),
agreement always has to take place. In sentences like (2), in which the Di-
rect Object is third person (not specified for animacy), there is no Direct
Object agreement and therefore the Indirect Object can agree freely; this
situation appears schematized in (25a). Examples like (1) are ruled out
because, since there must be agreement with the Direct Object (it is
[+animate]), the Indirect Object cannot agree and the derivation crashes, as
the bomb indicates in (25b).

(25) a. PCC/ OAC satisfied: object applied object
(DO) (10)
[-animate]
\ agreement
b. PCC/OAC violated: object applied object
(DO) (10)
[+animate] A
agreement agreement

Notice that the situation schematized in (25b) is applicable also to sentences
like (22b), *Te le di ‘I gave him to you’, from leista dialects, in which there
is a Person-Case Constraint/ Object Agreement Constraint violation in spite
of the fact that the accusative clitic is third person: the presence of the
[+animate] feature in the Direct Object, which causes the presence of the le
clitic, forces agreement with the Direct Object and therefore blocks the also
necessary agreement with the Indirect Object, and the derivation crashes.

Ormazéabal and Romero (2007) prefer not to include animacy in the con-
straint itself, and include it in a separate generalization, (23), because “from
a theoretical perspective it is hard to see why animate agreement should
behave so differently from inanimate agreement” (Ormazabal and Romero
2007: 335); they leave this issue unresolved. The Object Animacy Generali-
zation in (23) comes from the observation that in several languages there is
only agreement with animates (like in KiRimi or Mohawk) and that in many
other languages there are specific relations between the verb and animate
internal arguments.
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The empirical evidence for excluding applied objects (the Indirect Ob-
ject) from the generalization in (23) comes from Spanish data, and they use
these data to argue against analyses of the Person-Case Constraint based on
competition, such as Anagnostopoulou (2003), to be discussed in section
3.2. As shown in (26) (Ormazébal and Romero 2007, (54)), the clitic le is
also used for inanimate applied objects in Spanish.

(26) Le pongo la pata a la mesa
3SG.DAT put  the leg to the table
‘| assemble the leg to the table’

In (forced) contexts in which the Direct Object is replaced with a first or
second person clitic, the sentence becomes ungrammatical ((27) corresponds
to Ormazabal and Romero 2007, (55)).

(27) CONTEXT: [I’'m fed up; if you mention that the table is missing a
leg once again and do nothing to fix it...

a. ..te pongo a ti (depata)en la mesa
...2ACC put-1sG.suBJ A you (asleg) in the table
‘I assemble you as a leg in the table’

b. *...te le pongo ati (depata) a la mesa
...2ACC 3DAT put-1SG.SUBJ A you (asleg) to the table
‘I assemble you as a leg in the table’

The crucial difference between (27a) and (27b) is that in (27a) en la mesa is
a locative and therefore the sentence has only one clitic (one agreement
element), te, while, according to them, in (27b) a la mesa is an Indirect Ob-
ject, which is doubled by an (inanimate) clitic le (similarly to what is found
in (26)) and which cooccurs with a second person Direct Object clitic. Their
explanation for the ungrammaticality of (27b) is that the agreement of the
Direct Object with the verb (necessary because it is animate) prevents agree-
ment with the Indirect Object, regardless of its animacy feature, and that
causes the derivation to crash. However, it is very dubious that the ungram-
maticality of (27b) is due to the constraint (in whatever version). As illus-
trated in (26), colloquial Spanish has clitic doubling with the Indirect Object.
This is illustrated again in (28) with the verb recomendar ‘to recommend’.

(28) Le recomendaron el salmon a Pedro
3sG.DAT recommended the salmon to Pedro
‘They recommended the salmon to Pedro’
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When the Direct Object is a first or second person clitic a Person-Case
Constraint / Object Agreement Constraint conflict arises (see (29a)); one of
the most common repair strategies in those cases is to omit the doubled
clitic, as in (29b); with only one clitic, no conflict arises.

(29) a. *Te le recomendaron a Pedro
2SG 3sG.DAT recommended to Pedro
“They recommended you to Pedro’

b. Te recomendaron a Pedro
25G recommended to Pedro
“They recommended you to Pedro’

However, this omission strategy does not render the sentence in (27b) better,
as shown in (30). The presence or absence of the strong pronoun a ti (com-
pare (30a) with (30b)) does not make any difference.™

(30) a. *Te pongo a ti a la mesa
2SG put to you to the table
‘| assemble you to the table’

b. *Te pongo a la mesa
2SG put to the table
‘| assemble you to the table’

If the ungrammaticality of (27b) were due to the Object Agreement Con-
straint, one would expect the sentences in (30) to be grammatical because
only one clitic is present and this clitic should be able to agree with the
verb, no other agreement being needed in the verbal complex. The un-
grammaticality of the sentences in (30) has to be found elsewhere. Notice
that the sentences in (30) become much more acceptable if the phrase (de
pata) which appears in parentheses in the two examples in (27), and which
was omitted on purpose in (30), is present, as shown in (31a); they are fully
acceptable if the phrase a la mesa is replaced with de mesa, as shown in
(31b).*

(31) a. ?Te pongo a ti depata a la mesa
2SG put to you of leg to the table
‘| assemble you as a leg to the table’

b. Te pongo a ti de pata de mesa
2sG put to you of leg of table
‘| assemble you as a leg of a table’
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If the ungrammaticality of the sentence in (27b) lies beyond the Person-
Case Constraint, and if the interpretation given to the Catalan strategy dis-
cussed in section 2 is also correct, then it means that the Object Animacy
Generalization in (23) has to be modified: applied objects (Indirect Objects)
are sensitive to animacy. In Catalan, the use of the inanimate dative hi for
the Indirect Object avoids a Person-Case Constraint conflict. This strategy
is not completely different from the one used in leista dialects to avoid the
effects of the Person-Case Constraint, which was illustrated in (22b), and is
repeated below as (32b); in these varieties, and precisely in these contexts,
the otherwise inanimate clitic lo can be used to refer to animates, as would
be the case in (32a), a slightly modified version of (22a) with respect to the
translation.

(32) a. Te lo di
2SG.DAT 3SG.ACC gave
‘I gave it/ him to you’

b. *Te le di
2SG.DAT 3SG.ACC gave
‘I gave him/her to you’

The main difference between the leista repair strategy and the Catalan re-
pair strategy is that the former targets the animacy of the Direct Object,
while the latter targets the animacy of the Indirect Object.

With respect to the Object Agreement Constraint (OAC), recall that, ac-
cording to it, “if the verbal complex encodes object agreement, no other ar-
gument can be licensed through verbal agreement” (see (24)). Given the
Catalan strategy, one would have to conclude that hi does not show any
agreement, because only a first or second person Direct Object will be able
to encode agreement, being animate. However, if, as Ormazabal and Romero
(2007) assume, case is a by-product of agreement, it might be difficult to
account for the presence of hi, if it encodes, as claimed, dative case.

3.2. Anagnostopoulou (2003)

Anagnostopoulou (2003), in a study about ditransitive constructions, pro-
poses an analysis of the Person-Case Constraint based on competition in
which feature checking takes place with one and the same head. She as-
sumes, as is often done, that first and second person have a [person] feature
([1], [2]), while third person does not have one (but see below). Indirect
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Obiject clitics are defective in the sense that their number feature is not ac-
cessible for checking; Anagnostopoulou (2003) argues that evidence for
this claim comes from past participle agreement, which is possible with an
accusative, but impossible with a dative. Direct Object clitics can check both
number and person.”® Agreement of the Indirect Object and the Direct Ob-
ject takes place with one and the same functional head, v-TR, a head with
[person] and [number] ({P,N}). The Indirect Object moves first, because it
is closer to v-TR, and checks the person feature ({0,N}). The Direct Object
agrees afterwards and it can do so only with the number feature ({0,0}).
Therefore, movement applies in a counter-cyclic fashion. If the Direct Ob-
ject is third person, no problem arises because there is no [person] feature
to check (she assumes that a third person Direct Object is a determiner pro-
noun); if the Direct Object is first or second person (or a reflexive) it is not
able to check its person features and the derivation crashes. In transitive
clauses the Direct Object is able to check both person and number. This ac-
counts for the fact that Direct Object agreement with a first or second person
is possible only when there is no Indirect Object.

(33), which corresponds to Anagnostopoulou (2003, (380)), illustrates the
relevant part of the derivation of a ditransitive clause with non-conflicting
clitics™

(33) v1P
/\
I0{P} v1P
A /\
DO{N} v1P
A P
I:P-checking Subj v’
N
v-TR{00} v2P
TN
t|:o \)

i /\
VAPPL VP

/\
I1:N-checking \ too

Having said that third person does not have a person feature, it could seem
strange that a third person Indirect Object can value the person feature of
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the functional head (blocking it for the Direct Object). The reason for the
asymmetry in behavior between a third person Direct Object and a third
person Indirect Object is related to the idea that, even when they are third
person, datives have the person-related feature [participant], given that usu-
ally an Indirect Object is animate. That means that, while a third person Di-
rect Object does not have any person-related feature, a third person Indirect
Object does have one, [participant].

Anagnostopoulou (2003) acknowledges the relevance of the leista dia-
lects of Spanish discussed in an early version of Ormazabal and Romero
(2007) (Ormazabal and Romero 2002), which was also discussed in section
3.1. To accomodate the facts from leista dialects and other languages that
behave in a similar way she suggests that in these languages (not in others)
v-TR has an active animacy feature or, rather, an active animacy/gender
feature; an animate Direct Object clitic will have to check it, as well as the
Indirect Object clitic. Movement of the Indirect Object clitic first will pre-
vent the Direct Object from checking its animacy/gender feature and the
derivation will crash.

Anagnostopoulou (2003), however, rejects the possibility that animacy is
relevant in Person-Case Constraint environments for languages like Greek.
According to her, Greek is sensitive to animacy/gender, as shown by the
following facts. In Greek ditransitives, sentences with just a Direct Object
clitic are acceptable only if that clitic is neuter, as is shown in (34) (Anag-
nostopoulou 2003, (289b)). When the Direct Object clitic is masculine or
feminine, the sentences are very marginal (see (35a)), unless an Indirect
Object clitic (which receives Genitive case) is also present, as shown in
(35b) ((35a) and (35b) correspond to Anagnostopoulou 2003, (287b) and
(287d), respectively).

(34) ?0 Gianis to edhose tis Marias
the Gianis.NOM CL.ACC.NEUT gave the Maria.GEN
‘John gave it to Mary’

(35) a. *?Tin sistisa tu adhelfu mu
CL.ACC.FEM introduced the brother-GEN my
‘I introduced her to my brother’
b. Tu tin sistisa
CL.GEN.MASC CL.ACC.FEM introduced
‘I introduced her to him’

However, the presence of a masculine or feminine Direct Object clitic does
not trigger a Person Case Constraint violation, as would have been the case
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in leista dialects of Spanish with an animate Direct Object (recall the ex-
amples in (32)). The example in (35a), grammatical, illustrates this fact. In
(36) another example is given, with a second person Indirect Object clitic
((36) corresponds to Anagnostopoulou 2003, (342b)).

(36) Tha su ton stilune
Fut CL.2SG.GEN CL.ACC.MASC send
“They will send him to you’

Therefore, for languages like Greek, and contrary to leista dialects of Span-
ish, she keeps the account sketched in (33), in which only the feature [per-
son] (together with [participant] for the Indirect Object clitic) are relevant.

Nevertheless, as Anagnostopoulou herself acknowledges when discuss-
ing (35a), in chapter 4 of her book, the relevant feature to account for the
ungrammaticality of (35a) could be either gender or animacy (she says that
it is difficult to find examples that could tease the two options apart). The-
refore, since gender could also be the relevant feature in this case, one can
keep a uniform Person-Case Constraint that makes reference to the feature
[animate] instead of person. As for Standard Spanish, Direct Object clitics
in Greek would not be marked for animacy, while Direct Objects in leista
dialects of Spanish would be sensitive to this feature.

Anagnostopoulou (2003) does discuss the change from li to hi that Cata-
lan uses to overcome the effects of the Person-Case Constraint, discussed in
section 2. However she interprets the clitic as a locative; and as a locative it
does not check person features.That leaves the accusative clitic free to check
both number and person, thus skipping the effects of the Person-Case Con-
straint. She does not mention, though, what structure clauses with this loca-
tive clitic would have. Nevertheless, the conclusion reached in section 2,
according to which hi is an inanimate dative, more concretly a clitic with
dative case and no other feature (neither person nor number), can easily be
accomodated to Anagnostopoulou’s (2003) account of the Person-Case
Constraint. One has to assume that the Indirect Object, which has no person
or number features, does not check [person]; this leaves the Direct Object
free to agree both in number and person. There is no need to assume that
the clitic is really a locative clitic.
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3.3. Adger and Harbour (2007)

Adger and Harbour (2007) base their analysis of the Person-Case Constraint
mostly on Kiowa, a Kiowa-Tanoan language from Oklahoma that encodes
agreement with the subject, the Direct Object and the Indirect Object on a
verbal prefix; but in their analysis they also consider Indoeuropean lan-
guages. Like Ormazébal and Romero (2007), they acknowledge the rele-
vance of animacy, but they encode it in an indirect way, through the feature
[participant], a feature that is also crucial, as we have seen, in Anag-
nostopoulou (2003). This feature is present in first and second person ([par-
ticipant: 1] for first person exclusive, [participant: 12] for first person inclu-
sive, [participant: 2] for second person). The feature [participant], without
further specifications, is also present in Romance third person reflexive
clitics (which are also targets for the Person-Case Constraint), and in third
person Indirect Objects; a third person Direct Object is not specified for the
feature." These specifications appear in (37).

(37) First person exclusive: [participant: 1]
First person inclusive: [participant: 12]
Second person: [participant: 2]
Romance 3rd person reflexive: [participant:]
3rd person 10: [participant:]

3rd person DO:  —--—---

The presence of [participant] entails semantic animacy, but its absence does
not entail anything (an argument could be semantically animate but not
bear any specific feature related to it). Support for the indirect relation be-
tween the feature [participant] and animacy comes from the fact that in
Kiowa in certain cases an animate Direct Object can coexist with an Indirect
Object without triggering any Person-Case Constraint effects; Adger and
Harbour (2007) argue that in these cases the relevant feature encoding se-
mantic animacy is [empathy], not [participant] ([empathy] being a feature
present in only certain nominals that comprise adult Kiowas, sometimes
children and sometimes horses).

Adger and Harbour (2007) claim that the Indirect Object always bears
the feature [participant:], as (37) above shows. Their evidence comes from
Kiowa, where indirect objects are always interpreted as semantically ani-
mate and also from Indoeuropean languages. They cite work by Fillmore
and Pesetsky (Fillmore 1968; Pesetsky 1995) and they mention the fact that,
in English double object constructions are not really acceptable with an in-
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animate Indirect Object. In sentences like (38) the Indirect Object has to be
interpreted as personified ((38) corresponds to Adger and Harbour 2007,

(62)).
(38) ?We sent the conference the abstract

Adger and Harbour (2007), similarly to Anagnostopoulou (2003), claim
that the Person-Case Constraint arises from a conflict in feature checking.
But, contrary to her approach, where checking for the Indirect Object and
the Direct Object is done with the same functional head, here checking is
done with different functional heads, namely Appl (a head which is present
in ditransitives and other constructions not relevant here) and v. Their ac-
count relies crucially on two claims: (a) the Appl head is defective and only
carries the feature [number:] (other functional heads being able to bear all
o-features); (b) the Appl head requires its Specifier, the Indirect Object, to
bear the feature [participant:] (because, as mentioned earlier, they assume
that Indirect Objects have to be animate. (39) schematically illustrates these
claims plus the structure they assume for ditransitives and the relevant
agreement relations (in what follows | abstract away from more technical
issues).

(39) AspP
/\
vP Asp
TN [¢]
subject v’
/\
ApplP Y
T [¢]
[part:] Appl’ A
10 N
VP Appl
G [num]
DQ \Y A
........ AGREE
.................. AG R EE

Since, as shown in (39), the Direct Object and the Appl head have an agree-
ment relation, and the Appl head, being defective, only bears the feature
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[num:], it follows that the Direct Object cannot have the feature [partici-
pant:] (it cannot be checked and the derivation will crash), which means that
the Direct Object always has to be third person; first and second person,
which unavoidably have the feature [participant:], always trigger a Person-
Case Constraint violation.”® Indirect Objects, which also bear the feature
[participant], will not have any checking problems because the functional
head they agree with, v, has all ¢-features.

The effects of the Person-Case Constraint are stated in (40) (Adger and
Harbour 2007, (76)).

(40) Appl cannot enter into an Agree relation with a [participant:] argu-
ment in its complement domain.

In transitive clauses, the Appl head is absent, and the Direct Object agrees
with the v head, which is not defective; in those cases the Direct Object can
be first or second person.

The account in Adger and Harbour (2007) faces serious problems once
we consider the data presented in section 2. A first problem is that the idea
that an Indirect Object always bears the feature [participant:] is contra-
dicted by the data presented from Catalan; as has been shown in section 2,
this language (at least) can have inanimate datives, as argued for in Rigau
(1978), (1982) (the hi clitic). This problem is easily solved if one assumes
that an Indirect Object need not bear the feature [participant:], at least uni-
versally. A second, much more serious problem, is related to the claims
concerning the Direct Object in this approach: since in this account the Di-
rect Object cannot bear the feature [participant:] in a ditransitive, a first or
second person Direct Object will never be licensed in this type of construc-
tion (it does not conform to (40)). This means that Adger and Harbour
(2007) cannot account for the repair strategy used in Catalan to overcome
the effects of the Person-Case Constraint. Recall that in Catalan, in these
environments, the third person dative clitic is replaced by hi, as was illus-
trated in (7), repeated here as (41).

41) a Al president, m> hi ha recomanat en Miquel
to-the president, 1sG hi has recommended the Miquel
‘As for the president, Miquel has recommended me to him’

b. *Al  president, me li ha recomanat en Miquel
to-the president, 1SG.ACC 3SG.DAT has recommended the Miquel
‘As for the president, Miquel has recommended me to him’
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What (41) illustrates is that, precisely, in Catalan a first or second person
Direct Object is kept and what changes is the Indirect Object, which sur-
faces only with dative case (therefore, without any morph related to the fea-
ture [person:]). The only way out for Adger and Harbour (2007) would be to
assume, similarly to Anagnostopoulou (2003), that in sentences like (41a)
the clitic that surfaces is a locative; the structure of the sentence would be
the one corresponding to a transitive verb (a structure without an Appl head)
plus a locative argument. This is, however, not a desirable move, given the
arguments given in section 2 against hi being a locative in the relevant con-
structions.

4. Concluding remarks

One of the goals of this paper was to decribe and analyze the strategy that
Catalan uses in ditransitives to avoid the effects of the Person-Case Con-
straint. The strategy involves replacing the third person dative clitic, li (sin-
gular) and (e)lzi (plural), with the clitic hi, a clitic that is homophonous
with the locative clitic.

With arguments from Rigau (1978), (1982), it has been shown that the
clitic hi is also an inanimate dative, an inanimate Indirect Object. This is
the clitic used in Person-Case Constraint environments. It has further been
claimed that hi /i/ is actually the morph corresponding to dative case, a
morph which is also present in the third person dative singular li /I+i/ and in
the third person dative plural (e)lzi /I+z+i/. The conclusion has been that in
Person-Case Constraint environments the clitic that surfaces lacks person
and number features; it only has case.

For Anagnostopoulou (2003) (discussed in section 3.2), and Adger and
Harbour (2007) (discussed in section 3.3.), Indirect Objects are always ani-
mate, a property that both papers encode in the feature [participant]. As for
Ormazébal and Romero (2007) (discussed in section 3.1), they admit that
Indirect Objects can be inanimate, but they also claim that animacy is only
relevant for Direct Objects (see the Object Animacy Generalization in
(23)). What this paper has shown is that Indirect Objects are also sensitive
to animacy*’

An additional conclusion that can be drawn from the present paper is
that the Person-Case constraint cannot be formulated focusing only on the
features of the Direct Object. The problem that was pointed out in section
3.3 for Adger and Harbour (2007) was precisely that they relate the con-
traint to the checking relation between the Direct Object and a defective
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Appl head which only has number features. This defectiveness forces the
presence of a Direct Object without the feature [participant:], which means
that it has to be third person. The Catalan hi strategy, however, constitutes a
counterexample to this hypothesis, because in this case the Direct Object
can be first or second person, which inherently have the feature [partici-
pant:]; what changes is the Indirect Object clitic, which becomes an impov-
erished clitic, without person and number, and therefore without any feature
related to animacy.

The Person-Case Constraint, then, arises from a conflict between ani-
macy-related ¢-features of the verbal complex. One obvious strategy to
avoid the problem is to supress at least one of the conflicting clitics or
agreement markers, which implies a supression not only of the correspond-
ing exponent but also of all the morphosyntactic features associated to it.
This strategy was illustrated in (6¢) for Standard Spanish; in Kiowa an al-
ternative construction is chosen, with postpositional phrases, which does
not trigger verbal agreement (see Adger and Harbour 2007). Other strate-
gies involve the modification of the featural composition of one of the posi-
tions involved. In leista dialects of Spanish an animate Direct Object is re-
alized as an inanimate clitic (this strategy was illustrated in (32a)). In
Catalan an animate Indirect Object is realized as an inanimate clitic, a clitic
devoid of all features except case®

A complete explanation of the Person-Case Constraint not only has to
integrate the strategies used to skip the conflicting feature combination.
Other questions have to be addressed and answered. As we saw in section
1, there is variation in the judgements concerning combinations of a first
person with a second person, while combinations with a third person trigger
much sharper distinctions in judgements. What is the origin of this varia-
tion? In trying to find an answer to this question one should perform a more
careful empirical study of the judgements. Another question that should be
addressed is the proven lack of universality of the constraint (see Haspel-
math 2004 for an overview). Here too one should study to which degree the
relevant languages are insensitive to the constraint. For instance, Bonet
(1991) and Anagnostopoulou (2003) mention Swiss German, which at first
sight seems to be insensitive to the constraint. The fact is, though, that it is
not completely insensitive to it: when the accusative is third person, the or-
der between accusative and dative clitics is free, while in Person-Case Con-
straint environments the order is fixed, and the accusative has to precede
the dative. Anagnostopoulou (2003) accounts for the Swiss German facts
(lack of Person-Case Constraint effects in accusative > dative environments)
by claiming that in this case the accusative moves first and checks person
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and number features; the dative moves afterwards and presumably checks
only “definiteness and / or phonological features” (Anagnostopoulou 2003:
296). This movement also gives the fixed order accusative > dative. The idea
is then that the order dative > accusative gives rise to Person-Case Con-
straint effects, while the order accusative > dative does not. However, data
from Majorcan Catalan pose a serious problem to this hypothesis. In this
variety, the accusative clitic precedes the dative clitic, as is shown in (42).

(42) La me recomanen
3SG.FEM.ACC 1SG recommend
“They recommend her to me’

Following Anagnostopoulou (2003) the order between the two clitics in
(42), accusative > dative, would be obtained by checking first the features
of the accusative clitic. The problem with this account is that it predicts that
Majorcan Catalan should be insensitive to the Person-Case Constraint: as in
Swiss German, the order accusative > dative would imply checking all ¢-
features corresponding to the accusative, especially person and number, and
therefore no conflict should arise. However, the fact is that sentences like
(43a), with a first person Direct Object and a third person Indirect Object,
are ungrammatical in Majorcan Catalan (as in all other dialects of Catalan);
in these cases this variety resorts to the hi strategy described in section 2, as
shown in (43b).

43) a. *Me li recomanen
1sG 3sG.DAT recommend
“They recommend me to him/her’

b. M’ hi recomanen
1sG hi recommend
“They recommend me to him/her’

If questions like the ones presented here are answered, without having to
resort to crucial stipulations, we might be able to understand the exact na-
ture of the constraint.
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Notes

1. For reasons of clarity, in the glosses of the examples | specify the gender, per-
son and number of the items only when this information is directly relevant to
the discussion.

2. It might be the case that speakers that accept the grammaticality of sentences
like (4) but only in one of the readings have trouble getting a second reading,
independently of which one they computed first. A more detailed study should
be made to reach more solid conclusions. See Ormazabal and Romero (2007)
for judgements on similar sentences in Spanish.

3. Conflicting judgements are also obtained with Direct Object reflexive clitics.
It seems that in most languages they are subject to the Person-Case Constraint.
In Catalan the facts are not so clear (see Bonet 1991 for some discussion of
this issue).

4. For a morphological approach to person restrictions se also Rivero (2008, this
volume).

5. Hi can also replace a first or second person clitic for those speakers with the
strong version of the Person-Case Constraint; that is, for those speakers who do
not accept a combination of a first person and a second person. For speakers
with the weak version of the constraint this replacement is also acceptable.

6. The clitic hi, as other clitics, has different uses. For a brief description, see
Hualde (1992).

7. One property that real locatives and other uses of hi share is that they can never
be subject to clitic doubling, not even in Person-Case Constraint environments;
constructions with li can always surface with clitic doubling. Clitic doubling
with a third person dative clitic is illustrated for Spanish in (28).

8. Even though for convenience | assume the feature [animate] to be binary, it
might very well be the case that it is a monovalent feature.

9. Two anonymous reviewers wonder why Ormazabal and Romero (2007) use
the terms object relations and applied object relations (see (23)), instead of
simply referring to Direct Object and Indirect Object, respectively. The reason
is that, even though they often concentrate on ditransitive constructions in
Spanish, they also discuss some other constructions and other language fami-
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

lies, and the terms they use cover all cases. In the present paper, limited to
ditransitive constructions, the terms are equivalent.

Later in the paper Ormazabal and Romero (2007) argue that third person Direct
Obiject clitics are clitic determiners, as opposed to first and second person Di-
rect Object clitics and all Indirect Object clitics, which are agreement markers.
The sentences in (30) are grammatical under the interpretation ‘I set you at the
table’.

Carme Picallo (personal communication) suggests that in sentences like (31a,b)
the sequences a ti de pata a la mesa or a ti de pata de mesa can be analyzed as
a small clause in which de pata is a predicative element and a ti is the subject.
The evidence based on past participle agreement might not be decisive, given
some facts concerning Catalan: in most dialects where this phenomenon is
found agreement is indeed possible only with accusatives, not with datives.
But with accusatives it is only possible with third person clitics; never with
first or second person. Following the line of reasoning in the main text, one
would have to conclude that Direct Object clitics cannot always check num-
ber.

In the structure in (33) VAPPL is a light applicative head present in all double
object constructions (Romance ditransitives with clitics being considered
double object constructions).

The feature [participant] with the additional 1, 2 values is actually a shorthand
for a complex of features, which include [+participant], [+author] and
[xhearer]. Third person (non-reflexive) with [participant] has actually the
value [—participant].

The leista dialects of Spanish discussed by Ormazébal and Romero (2002),
(2007), which appear illustrated in (21) and (22), do not pose a problem for
this approach: a le clitic has the feature [participant:], and therefore behaves
like first and second person clitics with respect to the Person-Case Constraint;
a lo clitic does not have this feature, and therefore behaves like third person
clitics or third person agreement in other languages.

Taking into account the discussion on the interpretation of sentences with hi
and sentences with li (see the paragraph after (11)), maybe, rather than ani-
macy, the relevant feature should be related to affectedness; a door is an in-
animate object, but it can be affected.

Rezac (2006) studies the theoretical implications of several strategies used to
avoid the Person-Case Constraint. His conclusion is that trans-derivational
comparison is essential in accounting for them. Resorting to paraphrases is
impossible given that many of them are unavailable in any other context. As
we saw for Catalan, the clitic hi can be related to animate goals only in Per-
son-Case Constraint environments; in any other context this is impossible (see
the ungrammatical example in (11b)). In Standard Spanish non-subject strong
pronouns have to be doubled by a clitic, except in Person-Case Constraint en-
vironments, where the clitic has to be absent.
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The [person] restriction: why? and, most specially,
why not?

Luis Lopez

1. Introduction

Since it was brought to the attention of generative linguists by Bonet (1994)
and Sigurdsson (1996), the [person] restriction has given rise to a consider-
able literature on the subject. | exemplify it in (1), an Icelandic example:

(1) a. Henni leiddust strékanir.
She.DAT bored.3".pL boys.the.NOM
*She found the boys boring.’

b. Henni *leiddumst /*?leiddust/*? leiddist vid
she.DAT bored.1%pL/.3%pL  /.3%sc  we.NOM
(Sigurosson 1996: 25, 28)

The sentences in (1) involve an external argument in dative case and an in-
ternal argument in nominative. Agreement between T and the internal ar-
gument is fully grammatical only in the third person. In the second and first
persons it is not grammatical.

Spanish also has oblique external arguments accompanied by nominative
internal arguments (as discussed in Masullo 1992, Fernandez-Soriano 1999).
However, they do not give rise to any agreement restrictions;

2 A ellale aburrimos nosotros.
DAT she CL.DAT.3".sG bore.1%.PL we.NOM
‘We bore her.’

The Spanish case is interesting in another respect: it illustrates that one can-
not describe the presence/absence of agreement restrictions as an arbitrary
property “of a language” or “a construction”, because we find the [person]
restriction in impersonal SE constructions (as first noticed by Taraldsen
1995) and in experiencer verbs with inherent SE morphology (Rivero 2004,
this volume):
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(3) a Se multaron /*multamos /*multasteis unos linguistas en el
SE fined.3".pL/.1%PL /.2"pL some linguists in the
mercado.
market place
‘Some linguists were fined in the marketplace.’

b. Se le antoja un helado.
SE CL.DAT.3" crave.3"™.sG an ice-cream
‘She/he is craving an ice-cream.’

c. *Se le antojo yo
SE cL.DAT.3" crave.1%sG I.NOM

The insightful analyses developed to account for (1) by Anagnostopoulou
(2003), Sigurosson (2002) and Taraldsen (1995) have not attempted to ac-
count for the absence of these restrictions in (2).

The specific parameter that my analysis builds upon is whether the ex-
ternal argument (oblique subject or SE) is licensed by finiteness or not
(which can be formalized using traditional Case theory or some descendant).
The evidence presented by Thrainsson (1979) and many others to the effect
that the oblique argument in (1) is a full-fledged subject clearly argues that
finiteness licenses it. Likewise, | present evidence that Spanish SE is also
licensed by finiteness. Additionally, agreement between the internal argu-
ment and T shows that these two are also linked in a syntactic dependency.
Thus, I argue that the agreement restrictions show up when T, the external
argument (the quirky subject in Icelandic or SE in Spanish) and the internal
argument are all bound up in one complex dependency.

I present empirical evidence showing that the Spanish oblique subjects
are not linked to finiteness in any way — they are, as a matter of fact, fully
licensed by the dative clitic. Consequently, there is no complex dependency
linking T and the external and internal arguments; instead, there is a simple
dependency linking the internal argument and T, which gives rise to the
normal agreement pattern exemplified in (2).

Thus, the [person] restriction (or its absence) turns out to be not an un-
predictable peculiarity of the grammars of some languages but consequence
of the interaction of principles of universal validity with specific, definable
properties of functional elements.

This chapter is organized as follows. In section 2 | show examples of
this restriction in Icelandic and Spanish and present the descriptive gener-
alization that needs to be accounted for. Section 3 introduces complex de-
pendencies as well as the principle of Full Sharing, which is a crucial com-
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ponent of syntactic dependencies. Section 4 explains how the [person] re-
striction is a consequence of a complex dependency linking T, the oblique
subject and the object. Section 5 shows how absence of a complex depend-
ency entails absence of the [person] restriction. Section 6 summarizes the
conclusions.

2. The [Person] restriction

Obligue subjects in Icelandic have received a lot of attention in the genera-
tive literature because of its implications for our theory of Case and A-
dependencies (Thrainsson 1979; Zaenen et al 1985; Sigurdsson 1989, 1996,
2002, 2004; Taraldsen 1995; Jonsson 1996; Boeckx 2000; among others).
They appear in three types of constructions: (i) experiencer subjects, (ii)
passives of objects that bear a lexical dative case and (iii) raising to object
constructions. In this chapter I discuss only experiencer subjects for space
constraints.

As indicated in the introduction, the nominative object can agree in
number with T but only in the third person. This is surprising: if the experi-
encer is an external argument and a DP, a dependency between T and the
internal argument should be blocked. If the experiencer turned out to be not
a DP but (say) a PP, then it should never block agreement. Instead, whether
the experiencer blocks agreement between T and the object depends on the
morphology of the latter.

(1) a. Henni leiddust strékanir.
she.DAT bored.3".pL boys.the.NOM
*She found the boys boring.’

b. Henni *leiddumst /*?leiddust/*? leiddist vid
she.DAT bored.1%pPL/.3%PL / .3%sGc we.NOM
(Sigurosson 1996: 25, 28)

According to numerous tests, the oblique subject is truly a subject (see Thréa-
insson 1979 and Sigurdsson 1989 in particular). One of the tests employed
involves the finite/non-finite feature of T: the quirky subject is only avail-
able if T is finite. The quirky subject becomes PRO in a control context:

(4) Han vonast til ad PRO leidast ekki bokin.
she.NOM hopes for to bore not book.the.NOM
*She hopes not to find the book boring.’
(Sigurosson 1989: 204 ff.)
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The quirky subject is disallowed in non-finite clauses (unless the clause is
of the raising type). The following examples were provided by Hrafnbjar-
garson p.c.:

(5) a. *Aog félki lika hestar er ekkert ad skammast
to people.DAT like horses.NOM is nothing to shame
sin  fyrir.
REFL for

‘For people to like horses is nothing to be ashamed of.’

b. A0 lika hestar er ekkert ad skammast sin  fyrir.
to like horses.NOM is nothing to shame REFL for
“To like horses is nothing to be ashamed of.’

| take examples (4) and (5) to imply that the quirky subject is in a depend-
ency with T which results in satisfaction of an Abstract Case feature
(Sigurdsson 1989, Jonsson 1995, etc). As for the nominative object, we can
see in these examples that there must be a strategy in the grammar that al-
lows the object to be fully licensed in nominative case without the help of a
finite head. However, | take it that when T and the object agree (as in (1))
there must be a syntactic dependency between them and genuine abstract
Case assignment by T. If so, we must conclude that in (1) both the oblique
experiencer and the nominative object form a dependency with T.

The Spanish construction that involves what is called indefinite SE in
English and pasiva refleja in Spanish has also received some attention from
traditional grammarians as well as generative linguists (Burzio 1986; Cinque
1988; Raposo and Uriagereka 1996; Mendikoetxea 1999; among others). As
far as I know, it seems that it was Taraldsen (1995) who brought to lin-
guists’ attention the fact that indefinite SE only works in the third person, as
shown in (6). If instead of the invariable clitic SE we have an agreeing
clitic, the result is still ungrammatical, as shown in (7):

(6) a. Se multaron unos linglistas en el mercado ayer.
SE fined.3™.pL some linguists in the market yesterday
‘Some linguists were fined in the market yesterday.’

b. *Se multamos unos linguistas en el mercado ayer
SE fined.1".pL some linguists in the market yesterday
(Intended meaning: Some of us linguists were fined in the market
yesterday)
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c. *Se multasteis unos linglistas en el mercado ayer.
SE fined.2".pL some linguists in the market yesterday
(Intended meaning: Some of you linguists were fined in the
market yesterday)

(7) a. *Nos multamos unos linglistas en el mercado ayer.
cL.1*.pL fined.1*.PL some linguists in the market yesterday
(Intended meaning: Some of us linguists were fined in the mar-
ket yesterday)

b. *Os multasteis unos linglistas en el mercado ayer.
cL.2"pL fined.2".pL some linguists in the market yesterday
(Intended meaning: Some of you linguists were fined in the mar-
ket yesterday)

It is important to note that neither SE nor the DP is incompatible with first
and second person plural inflection on the verb. A plural DP can trigger
first and second person agreement:

(8) Unos lingiistas multamos  /multasteis/multarona  un policia
some linguists fined.1%pl /.2™pl /3%pl  ACCa policeman
*‘Some (of us / of you) linguists fined a policeman.’

The following two examples show that SE is compatible with first and sec-
ond person plural if there is no agreement (the so-called impersonal SE):

(99 a Se nos multd (a unos linglistas) en el mercado ayer.
SE cL.1%pL fined.3"sG
*Some of us linguists were fined in the market yesterday.’

b. Se os multo (a unos lingtistas) en el mercado ayer.
SE cL.2"pL fined.3".sG
‘Some of you linguists were fined in the market yesterday.’

I conclude that it is the combination of SE+agreement what causes the un-
grammaticality of (6b,c).

Interestingly, SE, like the Icelandic quirky subject is licensed by a finite T
(as known since Zubizarreta 1982, see Cinque 1988 for detailed discussion).
The following examples are in Spanish:*
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(10) a. Seria  bueno paratodos que el gobierno trabajara
be.coND good for everyone that the government work.3".sG
mas.
more
‘It would be good for everyone if the government worked harder.’

b. Seria  bueno para todos que se trabajara mas.
be.coND good for everyone that SE work.3™.sG more
‘It would be good for everyone if people worked harder.’

c. Trabajarmas seria bueno para todos.
work.INFmore be.coND good for all
‘Working harder would be good for everyone.’

d. *Trabajarse mas seria bueno para todos.
work.INF.SE more be.COND good for all
(Intended meaning: ‘For people to work harder would be good for
everyone.’)

(10a) shows an ordinary use of the verb trabajar ‘work’ and (10b) shows
an example with indefinite SE in a finite clause. (10c) shows that trabajar
can be found in non-finite clauses while (10d) shows that the indefinite SE
is unavailable in non-finite subject clauses. SE is available in raising non-
finite clauses:*

(11) Parece no haberse trabajado lo suficiente.
seem.3".sG not have.INF.SE work.pTC it enough
‘It seems that people have not worked hard enough.’

It is a well-known property of raising clauses that a constituent merged as
an argument of the infinitive can be licensed by the matrix finite T or v. So,
in (11) I claim that SE is licensed by the finite T of the matrix clause

Let me summarize the empirical puzzle to account for. Agreement be-
tween T and the object is normally ungrammatical if a DP intervenes, an
effect that can be attributed to minimality. However, this dependency is per-
missible provided that the intervenor is in oblique case and the object is
third person. Why should the morphology of the object affect the possibility
that another constituent raises a minimality effect?
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INTERVENTION: \T OB (exs: passive, unaccusative)
I
Agree
*T DP OB
I
Agree
VT K OBpy K =quirky subj or SE,

licensed by T.

[

Agree

*T K OBi1sy2nd

[

Agree

3. Complex Dependencies

The starting point of my analysis is the existence of complex dependencies in
ChL. Consider the Icelandic examples (12) through (14) and the Romanian
(15). In these examples the constituents in bold agree at least in case mor-
phology. Assuming the vocabulary for syntactic dependencies in Chomsky
(2000, 2001), | take it that the same case assigner probes the two of them:

(12) a. Hann  telur sig vera [t sterkan]
He.NOM believes himself.Acc be strong.ACC

b. Hann tel-st vera [t sterkur]
he.NOM believes.REFL be strong.NOM
‘He believes himself to be strong’ (or ‘he is believed to be strong.”)
(McGinnis 1998: 184)

(13) a. Han var koéllug Kidda.
she.NoM was called Kidda.NoM
*She was called Kidda.’ (Zaenen et al 1985: 472)

b. Han er goo stelpa.
she.NOM is nice girl.NOM
‘She is a a nice girl.’
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c. Vid téldum hana  vera gdda stelpu
we.NOM believed her.Acc be nice girl.AcC
‘We believed her to be a nice girl.’ (Sigurosson 2004: 11)

(14) Strékarnir  komust allir i skéla.
boys.the.NOM got all.PL.NOM to school
“The boys all managed t to get to school.’ (Sigurosson 1991: 331)

(15) Mi-au dat ele surorile mele
me.DAT-have.3.PL given EXPL.3.PL.NOM sisters my.3.PL.NOM
cadoul.
present-the
‘My sisters gave me the present.’ (Remus Gergel (p.c.))

In (12), an adjective or participle agrees in number, gender and case with a
noun. The case morphology ultimately depends on which case-assigning
head eventually governs the noun. In (13), agreement in case morphology is
between two nominals.?® Interestingly, note that (13b) and (13c) show that
the case of the predicate nominal co-varies with that of its argument. In (14),
the floating quantifier and the raised DP share gender, number and case
morphology. Finally, in (15) the subject clitic agrees in number, person,
gender and case with the subject.

Examples (12)-(15) exemplify the following general schema: two con-
stituents share an unvalued Case feature (and maybe other features) which
is later valued by a Case assigner. This is represented in example (16),
where the letter [u] represents lack of valuation of a feature, [v] represents a
valued feature and the sub-indexed numbers indicate “co-valuation”:

(16) T Xuic] Y

Agree

Let’s see how.
Under any version of feature valuation, a principle like Full Sharing is
always assumed:

(17) Full Sharing

Take a,b to be features of the same type. If a,b are involved in an
Agree (p,g) dependency, feature sharing is mandatory.
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Full Sharing entails that e.g. if [a] is a valued feature and [b] is unvalued,
feature valuation of [b] must take place. Probes do not resort to default fea-
tures as a free option. Default features surface only when there is nothing
available to agree with.

For Agree(p,g) to take place | assume that the features involved are (i) in
a c-command configuration and (ii) very close — locality is understood strict-
ly: a probe can only see as far as the spec (the “edge”) of its complement.
This strict locality is what drives the complex dependency framework of the
following pages, in contrast to the relative permissiveness of Chomsky
(1995, 2000), from which approaches such as Anagnostopoulou (2003) are
derived.

So far, | have only considered the possibility that [a] is valued and [b]
unvalued. Imagine now a second scenario for [a] and [b]. Imagine [a] and
[b] are both unvalued:

(18) [ua] ... [ub]

Agree

Since neither [a] nor [b] is valued, valuation is impossible. However, Full
Sharing will not allow them to acquire different values: since [a] and [b] are
in an Agree dependency, they are bound. I refer to a dependency formed by
bound unvalued features as an Open Dependency. | represent open depend-
encies by means of co-indexation of unvalued features. | refer to unvalued
shared features as co-valued features:

(19) [usa] ... [usb]

]

Agree

Assume now that [a] is finally probed by a head that does have a valued
version of [f]. As a consequence, a values its own [uf]:

(20) Hyf - [vaal ... [usb]

L L

Agree Agree
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[a] is now valued. But notice that the dependency with [b] persists and Full
Sharing forces [a] and [b] to have the same value. It follows that [b] will
also take up the same value as [a] and H:

(1) Hyg ... [va] ... [Vb]

LI

Thus, when a probe reaches an open dependency, full sharing will affect all
three members of the dependency. I refer to this as a Complex Dependency:

(22) Complex Dependency

If a probe P engages a constituent a involved in an open dependency
D, the goal of P is D.

(23) Hu ... [vad] ... [vib]
\—IAgree
Agree

We can understand Agree (p,g) generally as an operation that co-values two
sets of features. If one of the two sets is already valued, this value is simply
copied on the other set and the [u] symbol is removed. Otherwise, a require-
ment that the two features co-vary together is forced. As a consequence, a
higher probe reaches not a simple constituent but a dependency.

In all the examples above (participles/adjectives, floating quantifiers,
subject clitics), two constituents co-value a Case feature, giving rise to an
open dependency between them:

(24) Xucy Yuc) > Xuic] Yuic)

Agree

When a higher probe with a Case feature reaches this dependency, their un-
valued Case features are valued at once.
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This analysis entails two assumptions. The first one is that unvalued Case
can be a probe. In Chomsky’s (2000, 2001) system unvalued features are
divided in two categories: those that can’t probe and whose only function is
to render a DP active (Case) and those that probe (all the others). I find this
distinction arbitrary and I do not maintain it here.

The second assumption is that maximal categories can probe — this is
how. e.g., two nominals can agree in case morphology. This is a very natu-
ral assumption within Bare Phrase Structure (Chomsky 1995). If a maximal
projection is nothing but its head, it should follow that they both have the
same features. If a feature of the head can probe, then the same feature on
the maximal projection should be just as capable of doing so:

(25) XP

RS

Y P(uf) probe X’
Yiun

To see how complex dependencies work, take the floating quantifier exam-
ple above, repeated here for the reader’s convenience:

(14) Strékarnir  komust allir i skola.
boys.the.NOM got all.PL.NOM to school
‘The boys all managed to get to school.’ (Sigurosson 1991: 331)

A moved DP and the stranded quantifier agree in -features and their case
morphology co-varies as well. | take it that the DP strakarnir is initially
merged as a complement of the floating quantifier (Sportiche 1988). The
floating quantifier probes the DP and they co-value their respective Case
features:

(26) [Qp aIIir[u1c] [DP Stl‘ékarnir[mc]]]

Agree

The DP moves out of the QP and ends up being probed by T. Since the DP
and the floating quantifier have co-valued their Case feature, [nominative]
Case gets to be assigned to the two of them:
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(27) T[nom] DF)[nom] |:Q[nom]

Agree

4. Proposal for Person Restriction

The hypothesis | would like to put forward is the following:

(M (1) and (3) involve a Complex Dependency.
(i) The Person-number restriction derives directly from (i).

My analysis is based on the assumptions listed here as (i) through (v).

() Structure of SE/quirky SU:
[ke K [or D NP]]

I assume that the quirky subject is made up of a DP and an extra layer of
functional structure, which | refer to as K (following the usage in Bayer et
al. (2001)). The reason why | posit this extra layer is because the ¢-features
of the DP are not accessible to probes. K triggers no agreement, which sug-
gests it has no ¢-features. In a way, K is comparable to P, which is also a
barrier to probes. However, K must need Abstract Case, given the facts pre-
sented above concerning its inability to show up in non-finite clauses.

(i) 3" person=no person; singular=no number

| also assume that what is traditionally referred to as 3 person should actu-
ally be considered simply no person (as in Noyer 1997, Sigurdsson 2000).
Likewise, | take singular to be no number. Under the assumption that both
3" person and singular are absence of any [person] or [number] features we
can understand why “3™ person singular” is homophonous with default
forms — forms adopted by probes when they find no goal in their c-com-
mand domain.

(iii)  Structure of vP:
[ KV [ve V OB]]

Thus, | take K (quirky subject or SE) to be the external argument. Addition-
ally, | take v to have no Case feature to assign.
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(iv) Minimal Compliance
“For any dependency D that obeys constraint C, any elements that
are relevant for determining whether D obeys C can be ignored for
the rest of the derivation for purposes of determining whether any
other dependency D’ obeys C.” (Richards 1998: 601)

(V) [uperson]

PN

[unumber] [uperson]

I assume the structure in (v) for the f-features of the probe, as in Rigau
(1991), Taraldsen (1995) and Anagnostopoulou (2003). It has the conse-
quence that [uperson] probes first and only after [uperson] has valued its
features and has deleted can [unumber] probe.

Assumptions (iv)+(v) together imply a crucial consequence: since the
[person] dependency goes first, it needs to obey Full Sharing. The [number]
dependency can disobey Full Sharing thanks to Minimal Compliance.

Thus, the [person] restriction is derived as follows:

(i)  The unvalued Case of K probes and finds the object. Their Case fea-
tures are covalued:

[vp Kuici VvV [ve OBpuic V1]

Agree

(ii)  The (K,OB) dependency is probed by [u¢] of T:
Tgrom— Kpaep  OBruacivg)

Agree

(iii)  As mentioned, [uperson] of T probes first. Full Sharing ensures that
T, K and the object have the same [person] value. Since K has no
[person], the object cannot have [person] either. That is, the object
must be 3"-person. If the object is [1%] or [2"], the dependency ends
up with non-matching features and the derivation crashes.
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(iv) Let’s assume that the [person] probe has been successful. [unumber]
probes second. Minimal Compliance permits a violation of Full Shar-
ing because the latter principle is satisfied by the [person] depend-
ency. So [unumber] can Agree with K or the object. Since agreeing
with K forces default (which is last resort), [unumber] agrees with
OB[pIuraI]-

Let’s look at the Spanish SE case more closely. Recall that the SE construc-
tion could agree (in the third person) with the internal argument or not:

(28) a. Se multaron unos linguistas en el mercado ayer.
SE fined.3".pL some linguists in the market yesterday
‘Some linguists were fined in the market yesterday.’

b. Se mult6 (a unos linglistas) en el mercado ayer.
SE fined.3".sc Acc
‘Some linguists were fined in the market yesterday.’

In the (28a) example, unos linguistas agrees with the verb. In (28b), the in-
ternal argument does not agree and is introduced by the particle A, an accu-
sative case marker.

The contrast between (28a) and (28b) can be traced to a minimal differ-
ence in the properties of their respective v. In (28a), v does not assign accu-
sative Case. As a consequence, SE and the object form a complex depend-
ency that is probed by T:

(29) T[u¢][nom] SEpiq Vv OBy 1C][ve]

Agree

Tiamom;  SEfnom) v OBinomjive]

|

Agree

In (28b), accusative Case assignment by v leads to immediate deletion of the
uninterpretable features involved. SE, like a regular external argument, finds
no Case feature in v that could value its own Case feature. There is no de-
pendency between SE and the object. When T probes SE, they form a simple
dependency. SE ends up with nominative Case and T with default ¢-features:
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(30) T[default][nom] SE[nom] V[vq)][acc] OB[acc][vq)]

Agree Agree

This analysis leads to a direct prediction. The light verb that introduces an
agent external argument exhibits a fairly predictable behavior, captured in
Burzio’s generalization (Burzio 1986): if v does not assign an external 6-
role it does not assign accusative Case either. This entails that the agreeing
SE must be an expletive but also, somewhat surprisingly, that the non-
agreeing SE is a fully-fledged argument, bearing a 6-role (or alternatively,
that the non-agreeing SE construction licenses a pro as external argument).
The difference is hard to see intuitively but it can be detected if we place
the two constructions in an obligatory control context. As we can see in ex-
ample (31), the non-agreeing SE is able to control a PRO in the adjunct
clause. Correspondingly, the ungrammaticality of (32) is due to the absence
of a proper controller for PRO:

(31) Se azoto a unos prisioneros antes de encerrarlos
SE flogged.3™.sG Acc some prisoners  before of lock-up.INF
de nuevo.
of new

‘Some prisoners were flogged before they were locked up again.’

(32) *Se azotaron unos prisioneros antes de encerrarlos
SE flogged.3™.pL some prisoners  before of lock-up.INF
de nuevo.
of new

5. Spanish quirky subjects

As the reader may recall, the evidence indicates that Icelandic quirky sub-
jects and Spanish SE are licensed by finiteness. In this section | show that
Spanish quirky subjects are not licensed by finiteness. Since the dative ex-
periencer is not involved with T, the theme can do so directly without form-
ing a complex dependency. It follows that there is no person restriction.
There are two pieces of evidence that Spanish dative experiencers are not
licensed by finiteness. The first is that the dative experiencer is perfectly
comfortable in non-finite clauses that do not license a nominative argument
or a SE (pace Fernandez-Soriano 1999: 119). The examples in (33) show
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evidence of this. (33a) shows that a Spanish quirky subject can be found in
non-finite subject clauses. (33b) shows that it does not become PRO in a
control context. (33c) shows that the nominative object does become PRO.
The nominative object behaves like any other nominative argument while
the experiencer behaves like any other non-nominative argument:

(33) a. Gustarle a Maria es imposible.
please.INF-DAT.3"SG DAT Maria is impossible
‘It is impossible to please Maria.’

b. Juan quiere gustarle a Maria.
Juan want.3™sG please.INF-DAT.3™.sG DAT Maria
‘Juan wants for Mary to like him.’

c. *Juan quiere gustar los libros.
Juan want.3".sG like.INF the books
(Intended meaning: Juan wants to like books)

The second piece of evidence involves control into adjuncts. Chomsky
(1995) argues that nominals that establish a dependency with T can control
into adjuncts. This suggestion is based on the following contrast:

(34) There arrived three men (last night) without identifying themselves.

(35) *Il est entré trois hommes sans  s” annoncer. (French)
it is come.PTC three men without SE identify
(Chomsky 1995: 274)

Adapting Chomsky’s analysis somewhat, the internal argument in (34) is in
a dependency with T, as is evident by the agreement patterns. The internal
argument in the French example is not in a dependency with T and cannot
control into the adjunct clause. Whatever the ultimate reason for this gener-
alization, | assume that it is correct.

The Icelandic quirky subject is able to control into an adjunct clause,
which confirms our earlier conclusion that it is licensed by T:

(36) Mér likudu beekurnar an pess ad buastvid pvi.
I.DAT liked books.the without to expect it
‘I liked the books without expecting to.’
(Toribio 1993: 155; Ura 2000: 128)

It is not possible to construct a similar example in Spanish. In (37), we see
that the subject of the verb usually translated as ‘love’, a regular nominative-
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accusative verb, can control into an adjunct clause while the dative subject
of ‘like” cannot. (37c) shows that it is possible to construct a sentence with
a meaning parallel to that of (37b) as long as the adjunct clause is finite
without a controlled PRO:*

(37) a. Mariaama a unhombre casado sin avergonzarse
Maria love.3".sG AcC a man  married without shame.INF
de nada.
of nothing
‘Maria loves a married man without feeling any shame.’

b. *A  Maria le gusta un hombre casado sin

DAT Maria DAT.3".sG like.3.sc a man  married without
avergonzarse de nada.

shame.INF  of nothing

(Intended meaning: ‘Maria likes a married man without feeling any
shame.”).

c. A Mariale gusta un hombre casado
DAT Maria DAT.3".sG like.3.sca man  married
sin que le dé ninguna vergienza.
without that DAT.3".sG give.3".sG no shame
‘Maria likes a married man without feeling any shame.’

| take the contrast between (36) and (37) to show that the Icelandic quirky
subject forms a dependency with T while the Spanish one does not.

Thus, the dative experiencer is not structurally licensed by T in Spanish.
What kind of structural Case does the experiencer get then? The key datum
— well-known to Spanish linguists but so far not fully integrated into the
analyses — is the fact that the presence of the dative clitic le is obligatory to
license a dative experiencer:

(38) a. A Maria le gustan los libros.
DAT Maria DAT.3".sG like.3".PL the books
‘Maria likes books.’

b. *A Maria gustan  los libros.
DAT Maria like.3".pL the books

I propose that le is the Case assigner for the dative Subject.
Largely following Demonte (1995) (who builds on Marantz 1993), | as-
sume that the clitic is a verbal morpheme. | further suggest that it is attached
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to v before v merges with VP (in Demonte’s article le heads its own func-
tional head). We get a structure like the following:®

(39) vP
/\
a Maria v’
/\
V(EXP) VP

Ie/\v/\

los libros gustan

With this configuration, the derivation proceeds like this. The experiencer v
(unlike Icelandic) never has any Case, so it does not probe (Belletti and
Rizzi 1988). The clitic is embedded within v, so it cannot probe the VP
domain either. But the experiencer argument a Maria can probe. So it does,
and finds the clitic. An Agree dependency is established that values the un-
valued Case feature of the experiencer as dative.

(40) vP

a Marfa v’
V(EXP) VP
N

le v
Agree los libros  gustan

Assume that the internal argument raises to Spec,v, propelled by its unval-
ued Case feature (following the theory of locality and dependencies argued
for in Lopez 2007). The possibility of object raising — and the creation of
VOS orders — is well documented: Ordéfiez 1997 and Zubizarreta 1998 pro-
vide alternative analyses for regular transitive VOS while Torrego 2002
explores the same phenomenon with experiencer verbs):
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(41)

/\
los libros
/\
a Maria
/\

v
N /\
le v

t(1A) gustan
The internal argument in Spec,v can be probed by T:

(42) TP
/\
/\
los libros
Agree a Maria
/\

\Y
| e/\ /\

t(1A) gustan

s

As a result of the Agree dependency established between T and the internal
argument, the former copies the -features of the latter. There is no [person]
restriction because the object and T form a simple dependency.

The analysis presented in (42) suggests an interesting property of Span-
ish experiencer predicates that contrasts with Icelandic. In the latter language
there is a clear asymmetry between the two arguments to the extent that
only one of them — the experiencer — is a true subject in Spec,T. In Spanish
experiencers, both arguments surface in Spec,v, where their respective Case
features are valued. One would expect that if further DP-movement were to
take place, either argument could be affected because they are both in the
minimal domain of the same head and thus, essentially, symmetric. In the
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following, | show that indeed there is A-movement to Spec,T in Spanish
experiencers and that either argument can raise.

In Spanish quirky constructions either the dative or the nominative argu-
ment can appear in pre-verbal position without any noticeable difference in
meaning:

(43) a. A Mariale gustan los libros.
DAT Maria DAT.3".sG like.3™.PL the books

b. Los libros le gustan a Maria.
‘Maria likes books.’

Given this datum, one could ask two questions: (i) Which one is the subject
and (ii) What is this preverbal position?

As for question (i), it seems that both arguments are equally “subjectly”.
For instance, a quirky subject can raise subject-to-subject:

(44) A  Maria parecen gustarle los bombones.
DAT Maria seem.3".pL like.inf-DAT.3".sG the chocolates
‘Maria seems to like chocolates.’

Before we jump to conclusions, we need to make sure that (44) instantiates
subject raising and not topicalization/dislocation. (45) instantiates the latter
type of movement:

(45) A Maria parece que le gustan  los bombones.
DAT Maria seem.3".pL that DAT.3".sG like.3".PL the chocolates
‘Maria seems to like chocolates.’

The difference between (44) and (45) can be tested easily by using interven-
tion. As is well known, experiencer arguments intervene in raising to subject
(see for instance Torrego 2002 for discussion of the Romance facts). The
difference between (44) and (45) is clear and shows that (44) indeed exem-
plifies raising to subject:

(46) a.*A Mariame parecen  gustarle los bombones.
DAT Maria DAT.1%sG seem.3"pL like-DAT.3".sG the chocolates
b. A Maria me parece que le gustan

DAT Maria DAT.1%SG seem.3" pL that DAT.3".sG like.3".pL
los bombones.

the chocolates

‘Maria seems to me to like chocolates.’
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One interesting feature of these constructions that is never mentioned is that
the nominative object can also undergo raising. The intervention test proves
to be revealing again:

(47) a. Los bombones le gustan a Maria.
the chocolates DAT.3".sG like.3".PL DAT Maria
‘Maria likes chocolates.’

b. Los bombones parecen  gustarle a Maria.
the chocolates seem.3™.pL like.INF-DAT.3".5G DAT Maria
‘Maria seems to like the chocolates.’

c. *Los bombones me parecen  gustarle
the chocolates DAT.1%.5G seem.3".pL like.INF-DAT.3".SG
a Maria.
DAT Maria

d. Los bombones me parece que le gustan
the chocolates DAT.1%.sG seem.3".pL that DAT.3".sG like.3".pL
a Maria.
DAT Maria.

‘It seems to me that Maria likes the chocolates.’

So, both arguments of the experiencer predicate can raise to Spec,T in a
raising construction. This is markedly different from Icelandic, where only
the experiencer is subject to raising (Sigurdsson p.c.). The conclusion is that
whereas the Icelandic experiencer is privileged over the object in a manner
clearly redolent of subjecthood, in Spanish both arguments are equally “sub-
jectly”.

The following reinforces this conclusion. Pre-verbal subjects in Spanish
cannot be bare NPs. Some sort of determiner or modification is required
(see Contreras 1974 for the classic analysis and Casielles 2004 for a recent
approach and references therein):

(48) a.*Hombres no saben bailar.
men not know.3".pL dance.INF

b. Los hombres no saben bailar.
the men not know.3".PL dance.INF
‘Men do not know how to dance.’

This is another property shared by quirky subjects (as noticed by Fernandez-
Soriano 1999: 109):
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(49) a.*A nifios  necesitados les gustan  los regalos.
DAT children needy DAT.3".pL like.3™pL the gifts

b. A los nifios necesitados les gustan  los regalos.
DAT the children needy DAT.3".pL like.3™pL the gifts
‘Needy children like gifts.’

Again, this feature does not tease apart the experiencer argument from the
nominative object. The nominative object in pre-verbal position cannot be a
bare NP either:

(50) a. *Regalos les gustan a los nifios  necesitados.
gifts  DAT.3™pL like.3™.PL DAT the children needy

b. Los regalos les gustan a los nifios  necesitados
the gifts DAT.3™pPL like.3™.PL DAT the children needy
‘Needy children like gifts.’

All-focus sentences (thetic judgments) can work as a good test to find out
what the “true subject” of the sentence is. In Spanish, transitive all-focus
sentences impose the orders SVO or AdjunctVSO. When an object is pre-
posed, it is always dislocated with a topic or contrastive focus reading and
as a result it remains outside focus projection — you have a categorical prop-
osition. Consider (51). The answer to the question ‘what happened?’ is an
all-focus sentence. Sentence (51a), with the object in situ, is felicitous in
this sort of context while (51b), with a dislocated object, is not. Instead,
(51b) would be appropriate in a context in which el ascensor were outside
the scope of focus, as a discourse-anaphoric constituent. Thus (51) shows
that a clitic-doubled fronted object cannot be part of a thetic proposition:

(51) [Context: What happened last night?]
a. Pues que los mecanicos estuvieron arreglando el ascensor.

well that the repair-men were fixing the elevator
‘The repairmen fixed the elevator.’

b. #Pues que el ascensor, lo estuvieron arreglando
well that the elevator Acc.3".sG were fixing

los mecanicos.
the repair-men

Since the subject is the only argument that can show up to the left of the
verb in all-focus sentences, | try out the Experiencerpar V Themeyom and
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the Themenom V EXperiencerpar orders to see whether focus can project all
the way up in out of the blue sentences that trigger the all-focus interpreta-
tions. The hypothesis is that whichever argument can appear in pre-verbal
position is the “subject”, sitting in Spec,T. The result is surprising: focus
can project in either case, with no detectable difference in information
structure:

(52) [Context: What’s going on?]

a. Quea Juanle interesa Maria.
that DAT Juan DAT.3".sG interest.3".sc Maria

b. Que Mariale interesa a Juan.
that Maria DAT.3".sG interest.3".sG DAT Juan
‘Juan is interested in Maria.’

So, according to three different tests, the two arguments of the psych predi-
cate behave alike, both of them being equally “subjectly”.

As for the position they go to, if we assume a simple clause structure it
must be Spec,T. However, the properties of Spec,T in Spanish must be
quite different from those of English Spec,T: the availability of VSO and
VOS in Spanish suggests that this position is not connected with Case as-
signment or EPP. However, Spec,T is not a topicalized, A’-position (contra
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) and Barbosa (2000), among others)
because movement to Spec,T is of the A-type, sensitive to minimality ef-
fects created by clitics, as shown above. It seems that an adequate study of
syntactic dependencies will have to consider forms of A-movement that are
not Case/EPP triggered. | leave this for future research.

As pointed out at the beginning of this article, there is one class of expe-
riencer predicates that does show the [person] restriction. This is exempli-
fied in (3b,c), repeated here for the reader’s convenience:

(3 b. Se le antoja un helado.
SE cL.DAT.3" crave.3.sG an icecream
‘She/he is craving an ice-cream.’

c. *Se le antojo yo
SE cL.DAT.3" crave.1*sG |.NOM

These experiencer predicates all have one feature in common: they include
the clitic se (see Rivero 2004, this volume). We already know that this clitic
gives rise to the [person] restriction in impersonal SE constructions while
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regular experiencer predicates do not give rise to any restrictions in this lan-
guage. Thus, it is very natural to attribute the ungrammaticality of (3c) to the
presence of SE and not the experiencer predicate. In the following, | suggest
an analysis exactly parallel to the one presented in section 3.

SE is the external argument of a light verb which selects for the experi-
encer v. The experiencer v has an external argument and selects for a lexical
verb. The complement of this lexical verb has [uCase] and raises to Spec,v:

(53) T[rSEV[rOBI[ IO V(exp) [ve V t(OB)]]1]

Since both SE and the object have [uCase] they co-value it, forming an
open dependency. This open dependency is probed by T. Since SE has no
[person] the object must also be without a person feature (3"). SE has no
number feature, but Minimal Compliance allows T to agree with the object.

6. Conclusion

Icelandic quirky subjects and Spanish SE get a nominative Case in a depen-
dency with T. This explains why they are unavailable in non-finite clauses
and can control into adjuncts. The opposite properties of Spanish quirky
subjects are explained because they are fully licensed by the clitic and never
enter a dependency with T.

The [person] constraint in Icelandic and Spanish SE is analyzed as a con-
sequence of a complex dependency between T, K and the internal argument.
The lack of visible g-features on K forces the internal argument to be with-
out [person]. It should also be without [number] but Minimal Compliance
allows for a violation of Full Sharing such that T agrees with the internal
argument only.

In Spanish, the quirky subject is fully licensed by the clitic. As a result,
there is no dependency linking T or the internal argument to the quirky sub-
ject. There is no complex dependency, but a simple dependency linking the
internal argument and T, which exhibits normal agreement patterns.
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Notes

1. The distinction between a nominative-assigner finite T and a non-nominative-
assigner non-finite T is too simplistic to deal successfully with the whole range
of Spanish phenomena (see Mensching 1995). As an anonymous reviewer
points out, SE and nominative case are possible in adjunct non-finite clauses
in Spanish:

(i) Al trabajarse tanto  en este banco,...
to.the work.INF.SE so much in this bank
‘Since people work so hard in this bank,...’

(i) Al trabajar tanto el director,...
to.the work.INF so much the director
‘Since the director works so hard, ...’

Nevertheless, we should not lose sight of the important datum: those contexts
that allow for nominative case also allow for SE and vice-versa, which leads
to the conclusion that nominative case and SE are licensed by the same
mechanism (a T with the right property).

2. Provided that, as Cinque (1988) shows, the subordinate predicate is transitive
or unergative.

3. Notice that agreement between a predicate nominal and its argument cannot
be accounted for in terms of g-incompleteness (Chomsky 2000, 2001).

4. Montrul (1998) argues that the quirky subject does control into adjuncts. She
provides the following example:

(i) Sin PRO; saber por qué, a Juan; le gusta Maria.
Without know.INF for what DAT Juan CL.DAT like.3".sc Maria
‘Without knowing why, Juan likes Mary.’ (Montrul 1998: 32)

PRO and the dative experiencer can indeed be coreferent. The issue is whether
there is true control. First, in (i) PRO can also have an arbitrary reference.
This is clearer in the following example:

(ii) Sin PRO saber por qué, la tormenta estallo.
without know.INF for what the storm  exploded
‘Without knowing why, the storm began’

Second, PRO can also be coreferent with a higher Subject:
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(i) Carlos; dice que, sin PRO; saber por qué, a Juan le
Carlos says that without know.INF for what DAT Juan CL.DAT
gusta Maria.
like.3".sG Maria
‘Carlos says that without knowing why, Juan likes Mary.’
This behavior contrasts with true control, as in purpose clauses:
(iii) Carlos; dice que, para PRO+, impresionar a  los periodistas,
Carlos says that in.order.to impress Acc the journalists
Juan se puso una corbata nueva
Juan SE putona tie new
‘Carlos says that, in order to inpress the journalists, Juan put on a new tie.’
In (iii) control is obligatory and cannot come from the matrix clause. | con-
clude that (i) does not instantiate true control
5. The experiencer could actually be KP. Since | do not have any evidence one
way or another, | avoid making an additional claim.
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On C-to-T ¢-feature transfer: The nature of
Agreement and Anti-Agreement in Berber

Hamid Ouali

1. Introduction

In recent developments of Minimalism, Chomsky (2000, 2001 and 2004)
argues that agreement results from a Probe-Goal relation established be-
tween a head X and an argument YP. Chomsky proposes that Subject-verb
agreement is obtained upon establishing an Agree relation between T and
the subject (in Spec-vP). T however is not merged bearing ¢-features but
inherits these o-features from C. In light of this hypothesis, this paper
ex°amines the nature of feature inheritance or Feature Transfer and its im-
plications for the nature of agreement and the so-called Anti-Agreement
Effect (AAE) (Ouhalla 1993, 2005b) in Berber.

Chomsky (2000, 2001, 2004) eliminates Spec-Head as a syntactic rela-
tion and proposes an analysis for how agreement is obtained since Spec-
Head agreement is also eliminated. Alternatively, Chomsky argues that
agreement is obtained as a result of an Agree operation that takes place
upon establishing a Probe-Goal relation between a probing head and a tar-
get goal which is in the Probe’s c-command domain. Subject-verb agree-
ment, for example, is obtained as a result of a relation established between
T, which bears uninterpretable and unvalued ¢-features, and the subject,
which bears among its features an uninterpretable unvalued Case feature, in
Spec-vP. Bearing an uninterpretable and unvalued feature is a pre-condition
for a Head or Phrase to be an active Goal or an active Probe respectively.
Chomsky (2004) hypothesizes that T inherits its ¢-features from C and
writes:

T functions in the Case-agreement system only if it is selected by C, in
which case, it is also complete. Further, in just this case T has the semantic
properties of true Tense. These cannot be added by the ¢-features, which
are uninterpretable; they must therefore be added by C. Hence T enters into
feature-checking only in the C-T configuration... (Chomsky 2004: 13)

Chomsky (2005b: 9) also writes:
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In the lexicon, T lacks these features. T manifests them if and only if it is
selected by C (default agreement aside); if not, it is a raising (or ECM) in-
finitival, lacking o-features and tense. So it makes sense to assume that
Agree- and Tense-features are inherited from C, the phase head.

In nonfinite clauses, the assumption is that T is not selected by C, and the
argument that T does not have g-features is reasonable since C, from which
it inherits these features, was never merged. However, the assumption that
in finite clauses, when C is merged, T inherits the ¢-features from it is logi-
cally incomplete, and should in fact allow three logical possibilities: 1) C
transfers the -features to T, 2) C does not transfer the -features to T and 3)
C transfers the ¢-features to T but also keeps a copy. In this paper and
building on Quali (2006), I will show that all these theoretically viable op-
tions are empirically attested. Option (1), which | call DONATE, and which
is sketched in (i) below, is the case of simple declarative clauses:

i. C T Subject Decalaratives
L ponaTE— Ly AGREE—

Option (2), which | call KEEP, is the case of local subject extraction namely
subject wh-clauses, clefts and subject relative clauses, which yield the so-
called Anti-Agreement Effect (AAE) (Ouhalla 1993, 2005). This is sche-
matized below (the representation shows the subject in situ prior to extrac-
tion; the position that is relevant for Agree to be established):

i. C T Subject AAE
%————KEEP——}QJ

AGREE

Option (3), which I label SHARE, is the case of object local extraction, and
subject or object long distance extraction. Local object extraction is sche-
matized below (here also the subject and object are in situ):

iii. C T Subject  Object
L siare— L AcreE—]
| AGREE

I will argue that the application of DONATE, KEEP and SHARE is ordered
with DONATE applying first and if that yields a derivation crash, KEEP
then applies and if that in turns yields a crash SHARE applies. | will show
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that the ordering of application of these three mechanisms is empirically
motivated given Berber facts, and theoretically desirable given principles of
economy.

The paper is organized as follows: section 2 presents an analysis of sub-
ject-verb agreement in English and Berber, section 3 proposes an analysis
of Anti-Agreement, section 4 discusses object extraction and long distance
extraction, section 5 presents a note on wh-questions in English, and sec-
tion 6 discusses the different cases of Feature Transfer and their order of
application.

2. Subject-verb Agreement: Analysis

Chomsky (2001, 2004) argues that T inherits its @-features from C; i.e.
upon merging C, it transfers its [-interpretable] ¢-features to T, and only
then T, now having [-interpretable] o-features, probes the subject. As a
result of an Agree operation defined in (1), these ¢-features are valued and
deleted as illustrated in (2) and (3).

(1) Agree
The probe P agrees with the closest matching goal in D.
a. Matching is feature identity
b. D is the sister of P. [D=c-command Domain of P]
C. Locality reduces to closest c-command (Chomsky 2000: 122)

(2)  John drinks coffee

3) CP
/\C’
/\
C TP

/\
John T
@-Feat

re transfer T /\

oo - Features}
ense. () eatures
Agé —Jehn/\

\//\

drinks

N
drinks Coffee
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Given this analysis, the questions that beg to be answered are:

1. Why does T inherit the C’s ¢-features, or in other words why does C
transfer its features to T?

2. Does C always transfer its ¢-features to T? Can it for example not trans-
fer these features at all or transfer them but keep a copy?

Let us consider question 1. The only possible motivation and reason for
why C transfers its ¢-features to T is minimal search; the subject is closer
to T than to C in terms of c-command path. One could argue that “close-
ness” in terms of c-command is more computationally efficient than the
opposite. In principle, C could retain its ¢-features hence remain an active
probe and enter into an agreement relation with the subject. In this case it
would have to probe the subject over T violating “locality conditions” (see
Chomsky 2004 among others).!

Lets us now take up question 2 which is: does C transfer its ¢-features to
T without keeping a copy of these features?

The answer to this question, considering the example from English rep-
resented in (3), is yes for the following reason:

These @-features are [—interpretable] and presumably make any head that
bears them ‘active’. If C transfers them to T and retains a copy, now both C
and T are active and would act as Probes. Minimal search would enable T,
now bearing [-interpretable] @-features to probe the subject. After the Agree
operation takes place the -features on T are valued as well as the case
feature on the DP subject. C, now bearing a copy of the [-interpretable] ¢-
features will not be able to find an active goal because the case on the sub-
ject DP has been valued and hence it is inactive and invisible to C. There-
fore, if C retains a copy of g-features, the derivation is doomed to crash.
This leads us to conclude that, in declarative finite clauses such as (2),
when C is merged it transfers its ¢-feature to T without keeping a copy, let
us call this: DONATE.

(4) DONATE
Transfer -features from C to T without keeping a copy.

We just showed that C cannot keep a copy of the g-features in English de-
clarative sentences, but now the big puzzle is how do we ever get wh-ques-
tions in English? Consider the following sentence in (5) represented in (6).

(5)  Who drinks coffee?



On C-to-T ¢-feature transfer 163

(6) CP
PN
Who cC’
{wh-f F } v
Whn-Teature
N
Tl
PN
{TT} vP
ense
N
who v’
drinks VP
Coffee

With the assumption that the wh-word has a [~interpretable] wh-feature
whereas C has a [+interpretable] wh-feature, let us see what happens if we
apply DONATE.? C transfers its ¢-features to T without keeping a copy.
Now T is active by virtue of bearing [-interpretable] ¢-features whereas C
is not. T probes and Agrees with the wh-subject, and as a result of this
agreement the @-features on T are valued as well as the case feature on the
wh-subject. The [-interpretable] wh-feature on the wh-word is not valued
however, and will not be able to be valued because the head that is needed
for this to happen, namely C, is now inactive because it transferred its
[-interpretable] -features to T. The derivation is doomed to crash. Let us
leave this as an open problem for now and I will return to it in section 5.

Let us now ask another question and that is: can C keep the ¢-features
and not transfer them at all? I will show that this is exactly the case that we
find in the subject extraction facts in Berber.

3. Subject extraction and Anti-Agreement Effects

Verbs in Tamazight Berber (TB) are always inflected for subject agree-
ment. The agreement element can co-occur with the subject as illustrated in
(7). TB is also a pro-drop language as illustrated in (8).

(7) ytsha wrba thamen
3sG.eat.PERF boy honey
“The boy ate honey’
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(8) pro ytsha thamen
pro 3sG.ate.PERF honey
‘He ate honey’

There are three contexts which show lack of subject-verb agreement in
Tamazight and in Berber in general as pointed out by researchers such as
Ouhalla (1993, 2005b). These are: subject-wh clauses, subject-relative
clauses, and cleft-constructions. The obligatory lack of agreement between
the verb and the subject, triggered by extraction of the subject is called, as
previously mentioned, AAE (Ouhalla (1993, 2005), Richards (2001) and
Ouali and Pires (to appear)). If we look at the two examples in (9) and (10),
we see that the subject-verb agreement is overtly marked on the verb.

(9) th-efla thamttut araw VSO
3SG.FEM-see.PERF woman boys
“The woman saw the boys’

(10) thamttut th{la araw SVO
woman 3SG.FEM.see.PERF boys
“The woman saw the boys’

This subject-verb agreement is suppressed in the subject extraction environ-
ment. (11) is an example of a subject wh-extraction which shows AAE on
the verb; and as illustrated by (12), full subject-verb agreement is impossi-
ble.?

(11) mani thamttut ag  flan araw
which woman COMP see.PERF.Part boys
‘Which woman saw the boys’

(12) *mani thamttut ag  thfla araw
which woman COMP 3SG.FEM.see.PERF boys
‘which woman saw the boys?’

The same pattern is observed in subject relative clauses as in (13) and (14),
and clefts in (15) and (16) where subject verb agreement is again impossi-
ble.

(13) thamttut ag {lan araw
woman COMP See.PERF.PART boys
“The woman who saw the boys...’
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(14) *thamttut ag  thfla araw
woman COMP 3SG.FEM-see.PERF boys
‘the woman who saw the boys...’

(15) thamtutt-a ag {lan araw
woman-this COMP see.PERF.PART boys
‘It was this woman that saw the boys’

(16) *thamtutt-a ag  thfla araw
woman-this COMP 3SG.FEM-see.PERF boys

One of the main questions that | will address is: how can one account for
these facts under a derivational approach and given the Probe-Goal Relation
and the Agree operation adopted here and also given the hypothesis that T
inherits the ¢-features from C?* Note that Agree holds between T which is
specified for a full set of unvalued o-features and the subject which is
specified for valued ¢-features and an unvalued case feature; and according
to Chomsky’s analysis the case feature of the DP gets valued and deleted as
a “reflex” or a result of full agreement in g-features between the probe T
and the goal DP. If full agreement is a pre-requisite for case valuation and
deletion, how can one derive the Berber subject extraction facts where T
presumably is not specified for a full set of ¢-features?

Take for example the wh-sentence from Tamazight Berber repeated in
(17).

(17) mani thamttut ag {lan araw
which woman COMP see.PERF.PART boys
‘Which woman that saw the boys’

Given Chomsky’s proposal that C transmits its ¢-features to T, which |
called DONATE in (4), let us examine the representation of this sentence in
(18).
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(18) CP
mani thamttut-a C’
PN
ag TP
T’
N
T AspP
N
Agree Asp’
PN
flan vP
PN
mani-thamttut-a v’
PN
fan VP
PN
V7
PN
fan  araw

If DONATE applies, the following will take place:

(&) T will probe the wh-subject and agree with it; agree meaning the [—inter-
pretable] ¢-features on T are valued and the case feature on the subject
is also valued.

(b) C, now bearing only [+interpretable] wh-feature, will not be active and
the subject, which is still active by virtue of bearing an uninterpretable
wh-feature will not get this feature checked. Recall that this is exactly
the same puzzle | pointed out regarding English Wh-questions to
which we will return in section 5.

Notice that the Numeration is how exhausted and there is no hope for the
wh-subject to get its wh-feature valued and the ultimate result would be
‘crash’.® | assume then that there is a second option and that is: C does not
transmit its o-features to T, in for example wh-clauses, for the reasons
mentioned in (a) and (b) above. Descriptively, AAE seems to be a repair
strategy that results from enabling C to probe the wh-word and Agree with
it. How does that take place at the feature level? When C is merged it does
not transmit its [-interpretable] ¢-features to T, and therefore remains active.



On C-to-T ¢-feature transfer 167

T bears [+interpretable] tense features and since it does not receive the [-in-
terpretable] o-features it will remain inactive. The wh-subject bears valued
[+interpretable] -features, unvalued [—interpretable] Case, and [—interpret-
able] wh-feature. Principles of minimal search will force C to search for the
closest goal, which is the active subject. As a result of Agree the @-features
on C are valued and the wh-feature on the subject is also valued. The ques-
tion arises if the @-features on T are “suppressed” how does the Case feature
on the DP get valued and deleted?® There is a good reason here to assume
that this happens as a result of Agree with the gp-complete C. Since accord-
ing to Chomsky 2000 and 2004, case valuation is a reflex of a Match relation
and Agree between the gp-complete T and the DP, there is absolutely nothing
that would prevent the same to happen when a gp-complete C probes a sub-
ject DP. Let us call this second option that I just laid out KEEP:

(19) KEEP
No o-features transfer from Cto T.

As a result of KEEP we expect not to have “T-agreement”, i.e. no agree-
ment between T and the subject, hence the so-called AAE is deduced.

As first noted in Ouhalla (1993) and discussed in Ouali & Pires (to ap-
pear), The AAE disappears in Berber when the subject is long-distance
extracted; i.e. when it is extracted from an embedded clause to the front of
a matrix clause. If we look at (20), we see that the subject is in post-verbal
position and the verb is inflected for full agreement.

(20) ydda ali
leave.IMP.35G.MASC ali
‘Ali left’

On the other hand, in (21), a cleft construction where the subject is in pre-
verbal position, we see that the verb shows AAE.

(21) Ali ag dan
Ali COMP leave.IMP.PART
‘It was Ali that left’

In (22) the subject is extracted from the embedded clause all the way to the
front of the matrix clause and as we can see only full subject-verb agreement
is allowed on the embedded verb.
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(22) Ali ay thenna Miriam__ yedda /*dan
Ali COMP say.PERF.3SG.FEM Miriam__ leave.PERF.3SG.MASC/*.PART
‘It was Ali that Miriam said left’

The same question that was raised before is again raised here about how an
agreement theory could reconcile these facts. The next section proposes an
analysis.

4. Evading Agreement Suppression Effects

As noted in the previous section, when the subject is Long-distance-extract-
ed, full subject-verb agreement must occur as illustrated in (22) and the wh-
question in (23).

(23) ma ag inna ali thefla (*{1an) araw
who cOMP 3.sG.said ali 3SG.FEM.saw (*saw.PART) boys
‘Who did Ali say saw the boys’

Let us examine the derivation of the sentence above CP phase by CP phase.

(24) ma ag innaali [cpma C [T [thefla [vPma thefla araw
¢-Feature TranW AGREE

Who comp said ali  who 3s:Fsaw  who 3s-~saw boys

By virtue of DONATE repeated in (25) (first option available), the embed-
ded C, which does not bear a wh-feature, transfers it @-featuresto Tand T
then agrees with the wh-subject.

(25) DONATE
Transfer p-features from C to T without keeping a copy.

Up to this point the [-interpretable] wh-feature on the subject has not been
valued yet. Does the derivation crash? The answer is no because the Numer-
ation has not been exhausted yet which therefore means that there still is
hope for the wh-subject. At the embedded CP level we get “T-agreement”
hence full subject-verb agreement and now the wh-subject moves the inter-
mediate Spec-CP. Let us then examine what happens at the matrix CP level.
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(26) [CPma [Cag [T [inna [vP ali irra [cp ma thefla [VP ma thefla-araw
¢-Feature Transfer I—AGREEJ

Who comMP  said ali 3s:aid [cp whe 3S.F.saw [VP whe 3sF-saw boys

The first available option is that DONATE by which the matrix C, which
bears a [+interpretable] wh-feature, transfers its -features to T as repre-
sented in (26). Remember that at this point we have not valued the wh-
feature of the wh-word yet. When C transfers its ¢-features to T it will not
remain active and consequently it will not act as a probe and Agree with the
subject. The Numeration has been exhausted, and there remains no hope for
the subject yielding a fatal crash. Now there is no other solution but to try
KEEP repeated in (27).

(27) KEEP
NO -feature Transfer from Cto T.

Given KEEP the matrix C retains its g-features, and therefore is active.
Minimal search forces C to search for the closest goal which is the matrix
subject. Even though C bears a wh-feature, this feature, as we established
before, is valued and [+interpretable], which means Agree with matrix sub-
ject would go through; C gets its @-features valued and the matrix subject
gets its case feature valued. Now C is inactivated and will not probe the
active embedded wh-subject which is in the intermediate Spec-CP. Here
again the Numeration is exhausted, no hope remains for the subject, and the
derivation faces a fatal crash.

(28) [CP mal[C ag [T [inna [vP ali irra [cp ma thefla [VP ma theflaaraw

NO (-Feature Trazsfer bl AGREE

Only at this stage and as a last resort do we invoke a third option, namely
SHARE, which | formulate as follows:

(29) SHARE
Transfer -features from C to T and keep a copy.

Since this is a last resort option, the derivation up to the embedded CP
(lower CP phase) proceeds as explained in (24) appealing to DONATE,
because the Numeration at the point of the intermediate CP is not exhausted
and there is still hope for the subject. As we reach the matrix CP, and as we
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just saw we exhaust both DONATE and KEEP, and our last hope is
SHARE. Let us examine how SHARE operates.

(30) [CP mal[C ag [T [inna [vP ali irra [cr ma thefla [VP ma thefla araw
q)-Fea}ru_:_e Co;)y I—AGREEJ
ransrer AGREE

The matrix C, which bears a [+interpretable] wh-feature, transfers its [-inter-
pretable] o-features to T and keeps a copy of these features. As a result,
both C and T are now active probes. Minimal search enables T to find the
closest active DP, namely the matrix subject. Agree takes place, now both
matrix T and matrix subject are inactive and “T-agreement” is obtained. C,
still active, probes the closest active DP, which is the embedded wh-subject
in intermediate Spec-CP.” Again, Agree takes place, the ¢-features on C are
valued as well as the wh-feature on the wh-subject. Now the derivation
converges.®
Let us now recapitulate the analysis that | have proposed so far:

(31) a. If C does not bear a wh-feature, or any left-periphery feature, C
transmits its - features to T by virtue of DONATE. This is the
case in simple declarative sentences as in (32), represented in (33).

b. If C bears a wh-feature or a similar feature, appealing to DONATE
and transferring the g-features to T causes a fatal crash. As a repair
strategy KEEP is invoked and C does not transfer its ¢-features to
T. This is the case in “local’ wh-clauses, clefts and subject-relative
clauses, hence AAE as in (34) represented in (35).

c. Inlong distance extraction clauses, the embedded C does not bear
a wh-feature or a similar feature, and transmits its @-features to T,
hence the evasion of AAE as shown in (36) and represented in
(37). Matrix C however can make use of neither DONATE nor
KEEP, for the reasons explained in detail above. As a last resort
we appeal to SHARE and this is the case in (36) and (37).

(32) iswa ali aman
3sG.drink.PERF Ali water
‘Ali drank water’

(33) [C [T [AspP iswa [vP ali iswa [VPiswa aman ]]]]1]
AGREE |

¢-feature Transfer
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(34) ma ag swan aman
who COMP drink.PERF.PART(AAE) water
“Who drank water?’ NO g-feature Transfer

(35) [cp ma aUT [AspP swan [vP ma swar [VP swanr aman]]]]]

NO g-feature
Transfer

| |’
AGREE

(36) ma ay  thenna Fatima iswa aman
who COMP 3s.F.say.PERF Fatima 3s.M.drink.PERF water
‘Who did Fatima say drank water?’

(37) [cr ma ay [tp[aspp thenna [y Fatima [cp ma C [T [asp iswa [vp mradswa aman]]]]]

l AGREE | l AGREE |
@-feature

Transfer

This analysis makes a prediction that an “agreeing” C i.e. a C that does not
transmit its @-features to T, should be different from a non-agreeing C i.e. a
C that transmits its @-features to T. This is exactly what we observe in Tama-
zight Berber and in Berber in general. In local extraction contexts such as
(38) Comp is obligatory otherwise the sentence becomes ungrammatical as
in (39):

(38) ma ag swan aman
who coMP drink.PERF.PART water
‘Who drank water?’

(39) *ma swan aman
who drink.PERF.PART water
‘Who drank water?’

In long-distance extraction, on the other hand, Comp is disallowed in the
embedded clause as illustrated by (40) and (41). This, | argue, is strong
empirical evidence for C agreement or lack thereof. In other words, my
proposal shows how C agreement is disallowed when T agreement (subject
verb agreement) is allowed and how C agreement is allowed where T
agreement is disallowed.
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(40) ma ay thenna Fatima iswa aman
who COMP 3S.F.say.PERF Fatima 3s.M.drink.PERF water
‘Who did Fatima say drank water?’

(41) *ma ay thenna Fatima ay iswa aman
who COMP 3s.F.say.PERF Fatima COMP 3S.M.drink.PERF water
‘Who did Fatima say drank water?’

An even stronger prediction is that in long distance extraction contexts and
given my proposal that matrix C transfers its @-features to T and keeps a
copy (SHARE), we expect to see both “T-agreement” and “C-agreement”
when this happens in the matrix domain. This prediction is born out as we
see in (40) repeated in (42):

(42) ma ay thenna Fatima iswa aman
who COMP 3s.F.say.PERF Fatima 3s.M.drink.PERF water
‘Who did Fatima say drank water?’

If we drop “T-agreement” we get an ungrammatical sentence as we see in
(43).

(43) *ma ag nan Fatima iswa aman
who COMP say.PERF.PART Fatima 3s.M.drink.PERF water
‘Who did Fatima say drank water?’

Also, if we drop “C-agreement” we get, again, an ungrammatical sentence
as in (44):

(44) *ma thenna Fatima iswa aman
who 3s.F.say.PERF Fatima 3s.M.drink.PERF water
‘Who did Fatima say drank water?’

Similarly, we expect to see both T-Agreement and C-Agreement in Object
extraction contexts in Berber, since T will agree with the subject and C will
agree with, for example, a wh-object. In other words we expect SHARE to
be the only convergent option and to observe both subject-verb agreement
and an obligatory Comp. These predictions are borne out as shown in (45),
(46), and (47).

(45) mani lekthab *(ay)  thegra therbat
which book  *(comp) 3s.F.read.PERF girl
‘Which book did the girl read?’
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(46) lekthab-a *(ay)  thegra therbat
book-this *(comp) 3s.F.read.PERF girl
‘It was this book that the girl read’

(47) lekthab *(ay) thegra therbat ur-ighuda
book-this *(compP) 3s.F.read.PERF girl NEG-1s.M.good
‘The book that the girl read is not good’

The example in (45) is an object wh-question, (46) is an object cleft-con-
struction and (47) is an object relative clause. As shown in all these cases,
Comp or C-Agreement is obligatory as expected if we consider the deriva-
tion of (45) represented in (48) below.

(48) CP

mani lekthab C’
‘which book”

ay TP
COMP
T
SHARE N
T  AspP
N
Asp’
Agree PN
theqra VP
read "\
therbat v’

girl

As shown in (48), we have a case of SHARE. Before we detail the analysis
let us ask the question of what happens if we apply DONATE and KEEP?
If DONATE applies C will transfer its ¢-features to T, and C will cease to
be active. T will probe the subject and T-Agreement will be achieved, yet
the [-valued] [-interpretable] wh-feature on the object will not be valued
and deleted and the derivation will ultimately crash. If, on the other hand
KEEP applies, C will not transfer its ¢-features to T, which means it will
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remain active and probe the closest active DP. The subject in Spec-vP is the
closest goal to C, and since C is gp-complete it will agree with the subject
and value its case; the @-features on C should conversely get valued and
deleted. The same problem arises again here and that is the wh-feature on
the wh-object will fail to get valued and deleted and the derivation will yet
again crash. With SHARE, the derivation proceeds as follows: C transfers
its g-features to T and keeps a copy. C and T are both active; T probes the
closest goal i.e. the subject, and as a result T-Agreement is obtained as
marked by the subject-verb agreement, and C probes the closest active DP
which is now the wh-object, since the subject has been inactivated by T. C-
Agreement is then obtained as marked by the obligatory Comp. This is
additional compelling evidence for the different ¢-Transfer options that |
have discussed so far namely: DONATE, KEEP, and SHARE.

5. A Note on English Wh-Questions

Now we return to the big question we left un-answered regarding how we
ever get Wh-questions, such as (49) represented in (50), in English.

(49)  Who drinks coffee?
(50) CP

Who C

PN
TP

{Wh—featge} /\
T 7
/\

o . tT , vP
ense, p-reatures /\
who v’

PN
drinks VP

Coffee

Notice that DONATE (Transfer) is not going to help us here. If C transfers
its o-features to T, it will cease to be active hence it will not probe and
value the wh-feature on the wh-subject. KEEP (No Transfer) however,
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seems to be a viable option. C retains its ¢-features, remains active and
enters into a Probe-Goal Match relation with the subject. C is ¢p-complete
and therefore should be able to value the case feature on the DP. It should
also be able to value the wh-feature on the subject. Although it looks like
what we get in English subject wh-questions is “C-agreement”, it may be
morphologically similar to “T-agreement”, the reason why we do not ob-
serve the same effects we see in Tamazight Berber.

6. DONATE, KEEP and SHARE and their order of application

We will now shift gears to a larger question regarding the order of applica-
tion of DOANTE, KEEP and SHARE. | pointed out at the beginning of this
article that these operations are ordered in terms of principles of economy,
computation efficiency and minimal search. They should not be thought of
as constraints ranked in an Optimality Theory fashion. An alternative ap-
proach would be not to complicate the rule system by, what seems like,
“stipulating” the ordering and to let some of the empirical burden fall on
the bare-output conditions, namely feature interpretability at the interfaces.
The application of these operations would be “free” and only derivations
that meet bare-output conditions will ultimately converge. Berber facts
however provide strong evidence for order of application of DONATE,
SHARE and KEEP. This evidence comes mainly from the Anti-Agreement
cases such as (17) repeated in (51).

(51) mani thamttut ag {lan araw
which woman COMP see.PERF-PART boys
‘Which woman saw the boys?’

If we consider the derivation of the sentence above we notice that both
KEEP and SHARE should be convergent. Before | elaborate on this point
recall that DONATE was not a viable option because if C does not keep ¢-
features it will eventually not value the wh-feature of the subject and the
derivation will crash. What happens if KEEP applies? As | discussed in
detail in the previous sections, C will have o-features and will therefore be
active, it will probe the closest active goal namely the wh-subject. C, by
virtue of being g-complete, will be able to value the case feature of the
latter, and since it is also specified for a wh-feature it will value the wh-
feature on the subject. Alternatively, if SHARE applies both C and T will
have g-features, hence both will be active. T will probe the subject, being
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g-complete, it will value the subject’s case feature and will get its own -
features valued and deleted; as a result T-Agreement should obtain. The
wh-feature on the subject is however still unvalued and the subject there-
fore should still remain active and visible to the still active C. C should
probe the subject, the g-features on C should get valued and deleted and so
should the wh-feature on the subject and as a result C-Agreement should
obtain. As we can see both KEEP and SHARE are convergent options, but
only KEEP is empirically attested as shown by (52) vs. (53).

(52) mani thamttut ag  {lan araw
which woman COMP see.PERF.PART boys
‘Which woman saw the boys?’

(53) *mani thamttut ag  th{la araw
which woman COMP 3S.F.see.PERF boys
‘Which woman saw the boys?’

As we can see, (53), where both C-Agreement and T-Agreement are marked,
is ungrammatical, whereas, (52) where only C-Agreement is marked, is
grammatical. This may confirm that the ordering of DONATE, KEEP and
SHARE follows naturally from principles of economy. In declarative sen-
tences, C does not have any left-periphery feature and neither does the sub-
ject. KEEP seems to be, naturally, the first option given that T is closer to
the subject than C. In wh-questions and other subject extraction cases, C
possesses a left-periphery/”discourse” feature and so does the subject. It
seems “natural” that applying KEEP, an operation, that requires only one
Probe-Goal relation to value and delete all the uninterpretable features of
both the subject and C would be preferred over an operation, namely
SHARE, that requires two probe goal relations, hence two Agree opera-
tions, between two different probes i.e. C and T and the same goal namely
the subject. Also, it seems natural that SHARE only applies when T and C
probe two different goals as is the case in Long-distance extraction and in
object wh/cleft/relative clauses. | therefore conclude that the ordering in
(54) is both theoretically and empirically motivated:

(54) DONATE > KEEP > SHARE
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7. Conclusion

Given Chomsky’s (2001, 2004, 2005b) proposal that T inherits its ¢-features
from C, | argued that the hypothesis that C is first merged from the lexicon
bearing -features allows three logical possibilities namely: a) C transfers
its p-features to T (DONATE), b) C does not transfer its @-features to T
(KEEP), and c) C transfers its @-features to T and keeps a copy (SHARE). |
argue that all these options are possible, and that they might be “ordered”
naturally under principles of efficient computation i.e. economy and “Mini-
mal Search”, with (a) DONATE being the most “economical”, and (c)
SHARE being the last resort and least “economical”. It remains to be seen if
this analysis can be extended to the vP domain, given Chomsky’s hypothesis
within DbP (Chomsky 2001) that V is to v what T is to C. It will be inter-
esting to see if DONATE, KEEP, and SHARE, which are hypothetically
attested between C and T are also attested between v and V. It will also be
interesting to see how this relates to unaccusatives, accusatives and double
object constructions. Besides these two open questions, there are other
questions that are worth pursuing. For example, why do certain features
participate in “Transfer” whereas others do not? As detailed in this paper,
o-features are transferred from C to T, but the WH-feature, or any other
left-periphery feature for that matter, is not. Also, are there differences in
“Transfer” for different languages? In this paper | suggested that DONATE
is “used” to derive declaratives in English whereas KEEP is invoked to
derive Wh-questions; how does the analysis explain the subject-object
asymmetry in English? If DONATE, KEEP and SHARE are Universal, is
ordering, provided it is needed, parameterized? All these are potentially
interesting questions that need to be addressed if one considers extensions
of the ¢-Feature Transfer model. Also, one could ask the question why
doesn’t C transfer both o-fetaures and the wh-feature to T in wh-questions
for example, and have T probe the subject and value both its Case and Wh-
feature, since T now, under this analysis, bears a wh-feature? Maybe be this
is the case, and maybe AAE is a morphological reflex of this. In fact this
might explain why we get the same subject-verb agreement in declaratives
and subject wh-questions in English. | will leave this alternative open for
future research.
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Notes

1. See Hiraiwa (2001) for a different view according to which both C and T can
enter in an Agree relation simultaneously (Multiple Agree).

2. Notice that this assumption is very crucial and seems to be unavoidable. If we
reverse the situation and assume that C bears a [-interpretable] wh-feature
whereas the wh-word bears a [+interpretable] wh-feature, the feature on C
will not get valued. Why? Because T, having received ¢-features from C will
probe the wh-subject and Agree with it. After this takes place the wh-subject
becomes inactive because the only feature that made it active was the unvalued
case. C will not get its wh-feature checked and the derivation will crash.

3. 1 will use the word participle (Part) to gloss the impoverished form of agree-
ment marking AAE, following Ouhalla (2005b).

4. See Richards (2001) and Ouhalla (2005b) for alternative analyses. Richard
relies on Spec-Head relation to account for agreement and anti-agreement, a
relation that is not compatible with the Probe-Goal approach adopted in this
paper. Ouhalla (2005b) presents an analysis which shows that Anti-Agreement
is a result of merging a featurely impoverished participle that in return requires
merging a T specified for the feature [Class]. The requirement to check this
feature forces DP movement through Spec-TP, hence the correlation between
subject extraction and AAE. Ouhalla’s approach does not assume Chomsky’s
hypothesis that T inherits its ¢-features from C. | will therefore not review his
work here.

5. “hope” in the same sense used in Boskovic. (2001).

6. By suppressed | mean T never received the ¢-features from C, forcing default
agreement morphology to appear on the verb (AAE).

7. For the sake of discussion | am abstracting away from the “possible” move-
ment of the Wh-subject to Spec of matrix vP. One could assume that this
movement takes place and adopt Richards (1997) tucking-in mechanism in
Spec-vP and the same results should hold.

8. Note that Agree applies upon establishing a c-command Probe-Goal Match
relation and it applies independently of Move. Move or internal merge is moti-
vated by other independent mechanisms. For Chomsky, it is the EPP and for
Epstein and Seely (2006) it is case. At this point | have nothing to contribute to
this. The intermediate movement of the wh-word to the intermediate Spec-CP
in sentences such as (36) represented in (37), is not forced by feature-checking,
but rather by other mechanisms e.g. locality, as proposed by Boskovic (2002),
or also as the result of the need for elements to move to the edge of the phase
in order to check features in a higher projection later. The jury is still out on
which of these different approaches is on the right track, although approaches
that try to do away with stipulative mechanisms such as the EPP seem to be
favorable on Minimalist grounds.
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Quirky Expletives
Marc D. Richards

1. Overview

This paper offers a minimalist reinvestigation into the PCC-like effect that
obtains in Icelandic dative-nominative constructions, where first- and sec-
ond-person nominative objects are banned in the domain of quirky subjects
(see Sigurosson 1990, 1996, Boeckx 2000, Anagnostopoulou 2003, 2005,
Rezac 2004 and many others). Both the nature of the dative intervention
effect induced by the quirky subject and the source of the obligatory third-
person agreement on the finite verb are reconsidered from the perspective
of current minimalist Case theory. | argue that Icelandic PCC and partial
agreement effects with nominative objects are, essentially, the same phe-
nomenon as definiteness effects in (English) existential constructions and in
the genitive of negation in Russian, in that they all reduce to Case Filter
violations under incomplete matching (i.e. partial Agree with a defective ¢-
probe). The long-observed but previously poorly understood commonalities
in behaviour between quirky subjects and expletives are explained and
formalized via the notion of a minimal unit of activeness — a cased default
phi-set, which | dub a quirky expletive and which serves to reactivate an in-
herently case-marked, syntactically-inert DP for Agree with a higher probe.

I proceed as follows. Section 2 puts forward a strong hypothesis about fea-
ture visibility that provides a firm conceptual basis for Case features under
the Strong Minimalist Thesis (SMT). This hypothesis, which renders defec-
tive (inactive) intervention untenable, implies that dative interveners must
be syntactically active, leading to a new analysis of the source of third-
person agreement in the Icelandic construction (section 3). The Icelandic
PCC effect and its ‘pure Expl’ counterpart, which | argue to be the classical
definiteness restriction on existential constructions in languages like Eng-
lish, are then given a unified analysis in section 4 in terms of Agree with a
partially deactivated (defectivized) probe. Finally, in section 5, the Russian
genitive of negation is likewise shown to fall into line with Icelandic PCC
as a Case effect arising from partial Agree with a defective probe. In short,
the notions of partial Agree and defective probes render it possible for a
purely uninterpretable feature (Case) to yield interpretive effects in the
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form of (person-sensitive) definiteness effects — an interesting outcome that
simply follows from a full exploitation of the Probe-Goal system.

2. Background: Case, Agree, and Defective Intervention

As is well known, the role played by (abstract/structural) Case in the Probe-
Goal-Agree system of feature checking (Chomsky MI* et seq.) is distinctly
marginal: Case is a purely uninterpretable feature (that is, it lacks an inter-
pretable counterpart) that serves only to activate goals for Agree, rendering
interpretable ¢-sets visible to probes. As such, Case implements the Activity
Condition on Agree. As conceived in MI/DbP/BEA, Agree establishes a
feature-valuing relation between heads, such that uninterpretable features of
a probe seek a matching set of interpretable (lexically valued) features on a
goal. This Agree operation, which replaces the spec-head configurations of
earlier versions of checking theory and thus the need for movement to feed
agreement, is subject to numerous conditions on its application; the com-
posite definition in (1) pulls together these various conditions from MI and
DbP.

(1) Definition: Agree(P[robe],G[oal]) if

a. Pc-commands G

b. Pand G are active (DbP:(3a))

c. P matches G for feature F (where Match = nondistinctness)

d. G isinterpretable (= valued) for F (DbP:6)
... with the result that...

e. Pvalues and deletes uF on G (if P is g-complete, i.e. full Match);
G values and deletes uF on P

Of central importance to the current paper are the conditions in (1b) and
(1e). As will become relevant in section 3, (1e) is the condition that com-
plete match between the features of probe and goal is required for valuation
to obtain. This ‘maximization principle’ (DbP: 15, 45) implies that a defec-
tive (incomplete) probe cannot value a goal unless that goal is similarly de-
fective. Condition (1b) is the Activity Condition (AC), the requirement that
probe and goal be active (visible) for Agree. Probes are active by virtue of
being, by definition, unvalued features; goals, on the other hand, are sets of
interpretable features (cf. (1d)) and must therefore be rendered active/visible
for Agree by means of designated activation features (Case features, for the
@-system).
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In this way, the AC captures, directly, the idea that Case and ¢-
agreement are two sides of the same coin (cf. Schiitze 1997:126, Martin
1999: 16, Boeckx 2003, Rezac 2004: ch. V, and many others) — the one can-
not be valued without valuation of the other. This yields so-called Inverse
Case Filter (ICF) effects (cf. Boskovi¢ 2002, Rezac 2004), i.e. derivations
that crash due to the requirements of the probe going fatally unsatisfied (un-
valued) when the goal has already been Case-valued (and is thus deactivated
(‘“frozen’) for further Agree, under AC). As illustrated in (2), such ICF-
violating configurations arise where the would-be goal has already been
valued by a closer probe (P;), as in (2a—c), or where that would-be goal is
inacti;/e for independent reasons (e.g. it has inherent or lexical case, as in
(2d)).

(2) “‘Inverse Case Filter’ (ICF) = *P(y ... (\Pw) ... VG

. * It seems [t was told Mary [that Bill is a liar]]

b. *Alot of people seem [t are intelligent]

c. *There seem [that a lot of people are intelligent]

d. *There seems to a strange man [that it is raining outside]

o8]

As (2c—d) show, these effects occur irrespective of movement, obtaining
equally with “pure’ (long-distance) Agree, and so cannot be reduced to the
(independent) EPP requirement on T.

Equally, AC also yields the effects of the Case Filter ‘proper’, i.e. the
requirement that an argumental DP must be assigned Case (or, in present
terms, have its Case valued) — cf. Boskovi¢ (1997: 140ff.). These Case Filter
(CF) effects arise where the requirements of the goal go fatally unsatisfied
(unvalued) when the probe has already been fully valued and is thus inac-
tive for further Agree. This is illustrated in (3), where a single probe (T) at-
tempts to value two distinct goals; these sentences thus crash due to an un-
valued Case feature.

(3) ‘CaseFilter’ (CF) =P ... VG ... *G)
a. *John is afraid Mary
b. *Itarrived a man
c. *It seems John to be happy
d. *Itwas told John that Mary left

The AC in (1b) thus yields both ICF and CF effects with a single device —
the Case/activation feature. Therefore, despite the marginalization of Case
features to mere activating diacritics on interpretable ¢-sets in the current,
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AC-based Agree system, these features, and indeed the AC itself, seem em-
pirically well motivated, and perhaps indispensable (contra numerous recent
attempts to eliminate Case features and/or AC; see, e.g., Nevins 2004, Rezac
2004%). Nevertheless, from the minimalist perspective (i.e. SMT), it is still
necessary to ask why Case features (and thus the effects in (2)—(3)) should
exist at all.

In addressing this long-standing question from the fresh perspective of
Probe-Goal Agree, Chomsky (DbP: 4 (2c), BEA: 14 (10ii)) offers the fol-
lowing rationale: Case is necessary for identifying and determining goals,
without which probes could not be valued. In order for this rationale to go
through, however, it would have to be true that goal DPs are completely in-
visible to the syntax (i.e. to probes) in the absence of unvalued Case fea-
tures. That is, Case features conform to SMT by the above rationale only if
we assume (4), which elevates AC to the status of an interface condition
(see Richards 2004, 2006):

(4) Feature visibility (syntax) / ‘Strong Activity Condition’
Only unvalued features are visible to the syntax (Probe-Goal etc.)

Clearly, though, (4) is not what Chomsky assumes. Interpretable and un-
interpretable formal features alike have always played a role in syntactic
computation under standard minimalist assumptions. In this connection,
perhaps the greatest challenge to (4) in the current theory is Chomsky’s
(MI) mechanism of defective intervention (DI), an independent innovation
which allows inactive elements to intervene for Agree. As defined in (5),
DI severely undermines our SMT-conforming rationale for Case in (4) by
weakening the activating role of Case — deactivated (Case-valued) ¢-sets
remain syntactically visible. That is, DI provides for intervention by inactive
DPs, so that valued features intervene without themselves being a potential
goal for Agree (i.e. without themselves being able to value the probe in
question).

5) Defective intervention
(MI: 123 (42), 129; DbP; Chomsky 2005; Rezac 2004; Hiraiwa 2005)

In structure o > >y, where > is c-command and { and y both match
probe a, inactive  blocks matching (and thus Agree) between a and

Y-

The conceptual problem raised by (5)/Dl is that, by compromising (4), it
deprives us of a necessary role for Case. Under DI, Case is a departure
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from SMT, since goals (interpretable ¢-sets) are visible to probes irrespec-
tive of whether they have unvalued Case or not. The question thus arises as
to why the system would have Case/activeness at all. That is, why bother to
render DPs active if active and inactive DPs alike are visible to probes
anyway?

Perhaps, then, DI is better motivated from the empirical angle. Chomsky
offers just three empirical arguments for DI. Firstly, it yields superraising
and (certain) MLC effects (cf. MI: 128f. (47)): in (6a), Agree(T, John) is
blocked by the inactive intervener it; similarly, in (6b), Agree(C, what) is
blocked by the inactive intervener who. Secondly, DI provides an empirical
argument for the claim that T (unlike C and v*) is not a phase head (see
BEA: 21f., Chomsky 2005: 18), since if it were, then the copy of what in
outer spec-v in (7) should defectively intervene for Agree(T, John). Only if
C is the phase, and thus operations on the C-T probe cycles ‘simultaneous’
at this higher phase level, can the relevant DI effect be obviated. Finally, DI
yields the lack of long-distance nominative agreement across in-situ quirky
subjects in Icelandic (cf. MI: 130f. (51)), as illustrated in (8), where (hnumber-)
agreement between matrix T and the embedded nominative DP is blocked
by the inactive intervener in (8b) but not in (8a), where the intervener is
displaced out of the way.

(6) a. *John T seems [cp that it is likely [taer tionn tO Win]]
b. * What C do [p you wonder [cp Who [1p tuno fixed tunad]]

(7)  [cp What did [rp JOhN T [vp twnat [vp tionn [ve read tunad]11]

(8) a Mér pottu T ter [peer vera duglegar]
Me-DAT thought-3rPL  they-NOM to-be industrious
b. Pao finnst/*finnast T [einhverjum stldent
Expl find-3sG/*3PL  some-DAT student-DAT
télvurnar ljétar]
the-computers-NOM ugly-NOM
(Holmberg & Hroarsdottir 2003:1000(13))

The empirical validity of the original DI proposal, then, hinges on just these
three cases. In order to maintain (4) and thus the simplest explanation of (2)/
(3) (i.e. the explanation in terms of (1b)/AC), we have to eliminate DI, which
means that we need to find plausible alternative explanations of (6)—(8).

As far as the MLC effects in (6) are concerned, these can arguably be
reduced to Chomsky’s (MI/DbP) Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC)
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once we recognize passive/unaccusative (defective) v as a (‘strong’) phase
(see Legate 2003, Richards 2004 on the status of vgs as a phase):

€)] a. *John T seems [cp that it is [vp ... [ap likely [taer tionn to win]]]]
b. *What C do [e you [,» wonder [cp WhO [1p twho [ve fixed tunadd 1111

Two (or more) phase heads now intervene between the relevant probe and
goal, so that Agree is blocked by phase boundaries rather than by inactive
interveners. Essentially, then, the intervention effect in (6)/(9) is one of ab-
solute rather than relativized minimality.

The lack of the supposed intervention effect in (7) falls away if we simply
abandon the DI hypothesis, i.e. the assumption that inactive nominals inter-
vene, replacing it instead with (4), i.e. the assumption that only active (un-
valued) elements should be visible to probes and thus act as interveners. The
absence of intervention by what in (7) then becomes trivial, as noninterven-
tion is precisely what we expect if there is no such thing as DI: the copy of
what in spec-v is simply inactive (having received accusative Case via
Agree(v, who)) and is thus invisible to any further ¢-probing from above. By
renouncing DI, then, the AC/(1b) can simply do the job that it was designed
to do, in line with (4).* The system thus attained would seem conceptually
simpler than one that invokes DI, since now either a feature is visible (i.e.
active) as a potential goal or it is not; any further distinctions (such as ‘visi-
ble for Match but not for Agree/Value’, e.g. it in (6a), and ‘visible for
Match and Move but not for Agree/Value’, e.g. the quirky subject in (8a))°
are departures from this arguably optimal state of affairs and can now be
eliminated.

This leaves the Icelandic anti-agreement effects in (8), in which inherent
dative subjects intervene for Agree with nominative objects, still unac-
counted for. Indeed, these would seem to present the strongest case for DI
in the literature, as discussed and elaborated in the DI-based analyses of
Holmberg & Hroarsdéttir (2003), Rezac (2004), Sigurdsson & Holmberg
(this volume) and others. In the following section, | propose an alternative,
DI-less analysis of the basic Icelandic paradigm which strengthens the case
for Case not only by eliminating DI, but also by reducing a further property
of the Icelandic paradigm — the PCC-like agreement restriction against
first- and second-person nominative objects — to a Case Filter effect akin to
that in (3). That is, the Icelandic ‘PCC’ emerges as the result of a terminally
unvalued Case feature (along much the same lines as the analysis of Anag-
nostopoulou (2003)). This analysis will then be shown in sections 4-5 to
extend straightforwardly to cover a range of seemingly disparate phenom-
ena outside of Icelandic and PCC effects.
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3. Partial Agree: Expl as the source of 3rd person

The patterns of verbal agreement in a subset of Icelandic quirky-subject
(QS) constructions, namely those in which QS appears with a nominative
object, have received much attention in the literature since they were first
described and analysed by Sigurdsson in the early nineties (see, especially,
Sigurdsson 1996, Taraldsen 1995, and Boeckx 2000). The paradigm is illus-
trated in (10)—(12), showing the three types of syntactic environment in
which DAT-NOM structures occur: those where QS is the dative-expe-
riencer argument of unaccusatives (the ‘psych verbs’ of Belletti & Rizzi
1988), as in (10), and of raising predicates, as in (11), and those where QS
is the passivized dative subject of ditransitives, as in (12). In such environ-
ments, where a dative subject occurs with a nominative object (or embed-
ded nominative subject) such that both are licensed by matrix T (hence
nominative on the second argument), three agreement restrictions famously
occur (cf. Sigurosson 1990, 1996, 2001; Taraldsen 1995; Boeckx 2000;
Anagnostopoulou 2003; Rezac 2004; Sigurosson & Holmberg, this volume;
and many others). These are given in (13).

(10) a. Henni leiddust strakarnir  /peir
Her-DAT bored-3pPL the-boys-NoM/they-NoM

b. *Henni  leiddumst vid
Her-DAT bored-1PL we-NOM

c. *Henni  leiddust vid
Her-DAT bored-3PL we-NOM

d. *Henni  leiddist vid
Her-DAT bored-3sG we-NOM

(11) a. Mér héfou  fundist paer vinna  vel
Me-DAT had-3pL found they-NoM to-work well
b. *Mér héfoum fundist vid vinna  vel
Me-DAT had-1prL found we-NOM to-work well

(12) a. Henni voru syndir peir

Her-DAT were-3PL shown they-NOM

b. *Henni  vorum  syndir vid
Her-DAT were-1PL shown we-NOM
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(13) Agreement restrictions in Icelandic DAT-NOM configurations

a. The nominative object can only be third person.
b. Agreement with the nominative object is partial (number only).
c. T’s[uPerson] is always valued to {3}.°

Thus, in addition to the syntactic restrictions (13a—b) on nominative objects
in the domain of QS, there is an additional restriction (13c) on the morpho-
logical agreement that may be realized on T: only third-person agreement is
possible, irrespective of the person value of the dative QS (e.g. first-person
mér in (11)).

Boeckx (2000) equates (13a) with the Person-Case-Constraint (PCC; cf.
Bonet 1991, 1994), as illustrated by the familiar French example in (14a). The
PCC would seem to be a robust fact about UG, appearing (with minor mo-
difications) in Romance (Boeckx 2000), Basque, Greek (Anagnostopoulou
2003), Breton and Finnish (Rezac 2004), amongst many other languages;
even English exhibits such effects, as in (14b-c), insofar as the pronouns
are realized weak.

(14) a. Jeanle/*me lui a recommandé (French)
Jean it / me him has recommended
b. He showed them it/*you/*me
c. *He showed you me

Following Anagnostopoulou 2003, Rezac 2004, | take the PCC to be a co-
licensing constraint that arises where two arguments (goals) relate to the
same functional head/probe (T in the case of the Icelandic DAT-NOM con-
struction), such that where a single head/probe relates to two DPs, the sec-
ond DP cannot be first- or second-person. That is, the PCC obtains in the
multiple Agree configuration in (15).”

(15) PCC: single probe, multiple goals
[P GDAT GNOM/ACC] -> *NOM/ACC-]_/Z

Recent minimalist analyses of these phenomena, including MI, Anagnosto-
poulou (2003), Rezac (2004), attribute the Icelandic PCC effect to QS-
induced partial Agree (with or without DI — see below). The relevant deri-
vations all proceed along much the same lines: T first relates to the higher
argument (dative QS), as a result of which T’s person probe [uPerson] is
‘knocked out’, defaulting to third person; T’s remaining probe [uNumber]
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then continues probing, agreeing with the nominative DP, hence (13b) (i.e.
Agree with the nominative DP is only for number — if at all: see Sigurdsson
& Holmberg (this volume) for a compelling survey and analysis of dialectal
variation in the availability of number agreement across Icelandic. The pre-
sent paper has nothing to say about the number-intervention effect induced
by QS in varieties B and C of Sigurdosson & Holmberg’s typology).

For Chomsky and Rezac, QS is a defective intervener that blocks full
Agree between T and the nominative object (it is inactive by virtue of its
inherent dative case). In support of this analysis, Chomsky (MI: 149, note
90) observes that the same agreement restriction obtains in certain expletive
(Expl) constructions in English, namely “list readings”:

(16) Q: Who’s still here?
A: There is/*am only me
There remains/*remain only me
There is/are only us

Here again, only number agreement is possible with the associate, and per-
son agreement is always third-person. Expl, then, appears to trigger the same
partial-Agree effect as a ‘defective intervener’: it knocks out T’s person
probe, yielding default third-person agreement and allowing only number
agreement with the associate.

This analysis, and the connection it draws with expletives, is certainly
an insightful one; however, there are a number of stipulations that render it
less than fully transparent. Firstly, (13c) lacks a principled explanation: it
remains unclear where the third-person agreement on T actually comes from.
Why should the T-QS (and Expl-T) relation always result in third-person
agreement, even when QS is first- or second-person? The authors claim that
QS, as a defective intervener, cannot value T itself (it is visible only for
Match, not Agree). Instead, it triggers the ‘absorption’ of T’s person probe,
and it is this ‘Absorb’ relation between T and the (displaced) QS that is
claimed to yield a default valuation of T’s person to {3}. Not only does this
Absorb operation seem ad hoc and somewhat ill-defined (it is something
more than Match but less than Agree), but it must further be stipulated only
to result in the suppression of T’s person feature (i.e., number remains un-
affected). It would be preferable to derive this result, if possible.?

Secondly, the analyses fall short of deriving (13a), i.e. the PCC-like re-
striction to third-person nominative objects. To yield this result, the assump-
tion is made that third-person is ‘absence’ of person. It follows that only
‘personless’ (i.e. third-person) DPs are able to match T’s remaining probe
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[uNumber] and thus be Case-valued (by (1e)): first-/second-person DPs fail
to fully match T’s probe, and so Case on such DPs remains unvalued due to
failed Agree. The PCC effect/(13a) thus reduces to CF. Whilst this reduc-
tion of Icelandic PCC to CF is surely along the right lines (the analysis pro-
posed below makes the same claim), the notion that third-person is lack of
person (on all DPs) seems too strong a claim — see Nevins (2007) for recent
criticism, and below for a refinement of this claim.

Finally, there is the question of why QS and Expl should pattern to-
gether in this way. QS and Expl do not constitute anything like a natural
class on the assumptions of the MI system. Chomsky (MI) characterizes
Expl as a minimal, defective probe ([uPerson]) that merges directly into
spec-TP and probes T for a value; QS, on the other hand, merges as a ¢-
complete argument within T’s domain and relates to T as a defective inter-
vener, not as a probe.

To address these potential weaknesses, we might wish to explore an alter-
native approach with the following properties: (i) third-person on T is not a
default probe-value resulting from DI, but rather the result of transparent,
canonical Agree with a default goal; (ii) third-person is only the absence of
person where this value is independently predictable (and thus properly sub-
ject to underspecification) — namely on indefinites, which are always (inter-
preted as) third-person (i.e., there are no semantically first- or second-person
indefinites, thus a third-person specification on indefinite DPs would seem
genuinely redundant); (iii) Expl merges low, in the same position as QS (i.e.
spec-v), and thus relates to T in the same way that QS does — as T’s goal.

Starting with point (iii), there are in fact independent reasons for assum-
ing a low merge-site for TP-Expl in the Probe-Goal system of MI/DbP/
BEA. It is already clear that Expl must be able to raise to spec-T in at least
some cases, namely in raising constructions such as There seem [(there) to
have been caught several fish] (though see Boskovi¢ (2002) for a dissenting
view). For this reason, Chomsky MI: 125 proposes that Expl is a simple
head with a defective and uninterpretable ¢-set, perhaps simply [uPerson],
as noted above (see also BEA:12), thus rendering it active for probing and
raising from embedded TP in the complement of raising predicates, such as
in the present example. However, as discussed in Richards (2004), Richards
& Biberauer (2005), this view of Expl as probe raises a number of technical
issues that Chomsky leaves unresolved. Most pressingly, we might ask how
Expl’s [uPerson] is valued from the spec-T position. Any Agree operation
initiated by Expl in this position is countercyclic (Expl is not the root node;
it does not project), and should fail due to the lack of an active and/or inter-
pretable goal (see Richards 2004 for details). Further, under the assumptions
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of OP, only phase heads may act as probes, and Expl is not assumed to be a
phase head.

The simplest solution to these problems is to treat Expl as T’s (defective)
goal rather than as a (defective) probe. That is, Expl is a defective interpret-
able ¢-set merged low in spec-v (where it can be probed and valued by T
like any other EPP-satisfying category) and rendered active by a Case feature
like any other nominal relating to T. Expl then raises to T on the back of a
proper Agree operation. Thus Expl is not a probe [uPerson] but rather a goal
[iPerson]case, the minimal goal necessary for agreeing with T. As such, we
may assume that its person specification is the default, unmarked value, i.e.
third-person (cf. it). Expl, then, can be characterized as in (17).

(17) Expl = [3Person]case

The agreement restriction (anti-person-agreement) in (16) now follows
without the problem of the previous analyses mentioned above. T’s person
is no longer ‘absorbed’ or forced to default to third-person via Agree with
[uPerson]; rather, its specification as third-person is the result of full, canoni-
cal Agree with (17), i.e. with the interpretable [3person] on Expl.

With (17) in place, we can now return to the Icelandic QS/PCC effects,
since (17) also provides the key to answering the question of where T’s “de-
fault” third-person comes from in (10)—(12). Let us take as our starting
point Chomsky’s conjecture that quirky case is inherent case plus structural
Case, as in (18).

(18) Chomsky’s claim (Ml: 127; DbP: 43, note 8):
Quirky case is “inherent case with an additional structural Case feature”

Given a system that embraces DI, (18) makes very little sense, for the same
reason that Case features in general are deprived of a rationale under DI
(see previous section). In other words, why would a structural Case feature
be added to an inherently Case-marked DP if the latter remains visible to the
syntax anyway (i.e. for Match/DI-driven movement, as in (8a))? The addi-
tional Case feature (and thus the very existence of quirky subjects) is thus
unmotivated under DI, contributing no extra effect at the interface (in viola-
tion of Full Interpretation and interface economy, cf. Reinhart 1995, Fox
2000, DbP: 34).

However, if we maintain the strong activeness hypothesis in (4) and thus
reject DI, then the addition of structural Case to an inherently Case-marked
DP makes full sense. Given (4), inherently Case-marked DPs are expected
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to be completely syntactically inert (inactive, invisible) by dint of lacking
an unvalued Case feature; this is attested by (19a). The inertness of English
inherent case (the PP-experiencer) thus contrasts with the visibility (for
Match/Move) of the equivalent Icelandic QS in (19Db).

(19) a. *Her seems (to) ther [JOhN to like horses]
b. Henni virdist theni [JONI lika hestarnir] (Icelandic)

Since QS may be the only DP available to satisfy (value) T’s morphological
requirements ([ug]/EPP), as in (20), it follows that inactive dative experi-
encers/QS have to be rendered T-active in order to ensure Full Interpretation
can be met.

(20) a. Mér leid vel (Icelandic)
Me-DAT felt-3sG well

b. Stelpunum  var hjalpad
The-girls-DAT was-3sG helped

It follows, then, that structural Case must be added to inherent case in order
to reactivate an inherently-case-marked DP for probing by finite T (and thus
raising for T’s EPP), resulting in QS. This may seem an obvious conclusion,
but it is one that only follows from the premises (i.e. the inactiveness of in-
herent DPs, and the need to satisfy T’s morphological requirements) if there
is no such thing as DI.

Summarizing, QS may indeed be sensibly viewed as inherent case with
an added structural Case feature, in line with Chomsky’s conjecture in (18).
The added structural Case feature is sanctioned at the interface, in confor-
mance with Full Interpretation, in that it makes a computational difference:
it allows an otherwise unavailable Agree relation to obtain between QS and
T. This result follows only if we abandon DI and think of the T-QS relation
as one of canonical Agree, so that QS needs reactivating. Since DPs are
rendered active by Case/activation features, the reactivation of QS must in-
volve the addition of a structural Case feature.

However, a problem arises at this point. Case features have no inde-
pendent status under current minimalist assumptions: Case is not a probing
feature (it does not drive operations or participate in Agree independently
of g-checking, cf. (2)-(3)). Rather, Case is simply the reflex of an uninter-
pretable ¢-set (cf. Kawashima & Kitahara 2004: 209) on probes, and an ac-
tivating diacritic on goals (interpretable ¢-sets). This Case-agreement rela-
tion is captured via AC/(1b): there is a maximum of one Case feature per ¢-
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set (hence the ICF effects in (2)), and there can be no Case-checking with-
out ¢-checking (hence the CF effects in (3)). In short, Case features cannot
be added in isolation; rather, they come part-and-parcel with ¢-sets. There-
fore, in order to reactivate the inherently case-marked QS with a structural
Case feature (cf. (18)), the latter cannot simply be attached to QS’s exist-
ing, previously deactivated ¢-set. Rather, it must be attached to its own ¢-
set. Minimally, this dummy ¢-substrate will be a defective and default ¢-
set: [3Person].

We thus derive a minimal unit of activation for goals — a Cased, default
(i.e. third-person) ¢-substrate:

(21) Minimal unit of goal-activeness/goalhood: [3Person]case

Reactivation of QS, then, proceeds via the addition of (21). We may thus
characterize QS as in (22), a refinement of Chomsky’s claim in (18).

(22) QS =inherent case + [3Person]case

We can now make an interesting observation. As is readily apparent by in-
spection of (17), the Case feature added in (22) is formally identical to an
expletive, the minimal possible goal. We thus arrive at (23).

(23) QS =inherent case + Expl

Our minimalist chain of reasoning, then, has deduced that QS contains a
‘hidden’ expletive: QS is an inherently case-marked DP rendered active by
an expletive ‘shell’. Let us call this QS-reactivating Expl a quirky expletive.
The quirky expletive is the ‘quirk’ that makes QS quirky, providing an im-
mediate and transparent explanation for the previously obscure commonali-
ties in the behaviour of Expl and QS (cf. (13b) and (16)) — they behave so
similarly simply because they are both identical, i.e. ‘Expl’, for the purposes
of T and the T-initiated Agree relation into which they enter. The partial
agreement restriction induced by this relation is now similarly transparent.
There is no need to stipulate that QS has an invisible (‘defective’) ¢-set (i.e.
that it lacks number); rather, it is simply its activating shell (the quirky ex-
pletive) that does, which follows from AC (unlike DI) if the above argu-
mentation is along the right lines. The ‘default’ third-person agreement in
(210)—(12) now reduces to the same partial Agree effect that obtains with
Expl in (16): T’s person is not forced to default to third-person via Match/
Absorb with a defectively intervening QS; rather, its specification as third-
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person is the result of full, transparent Agree with interpretable [3person]
on QS’s quirky expletive. Third-person agreement, then, results from the
added reactivating Case-feature. If correct, then this third-person agreement
can be taken to provide direct, overt evidence (in the form of partial agree-
ment effects) that QS is indeed as characterized in (18), i.e. inherent +
structural Case.

In sum, by rejecting DI and maintaining the strong AC in (4), we arrive
at a logical basis for (18) and a principled explanation of (13b-c), one
which enables a unified account of the partial-agreement restriction that ob-
tains both in Icelandic DAT-NOM constructions (10)—(12) and English ex-
pletive list constructions (16).

Having dealt with (13b-c), we can now turn to (13a), i.e. the PCC-like
ban on first- and second-person nominative objects. In the next section, I
show how Icelandic PCC now reduces to a ‘Case effect’ (cf. (3)) in much
the same way as in Anagnostopoulou (2003, 2005), and that the present
analysis is further supported by a pervasive phenomenon that falls into line
as the pure-Expl equivalent of Icelandic PCC, namely the definiteness re-
striction on existential expletive constructions.

4. Partial-Agree-induced Case Filter violations
4.1. Icelandic PCC effects

Consider (24), which represents the derivation of (10a).
(24) TP

/\

T vP

{Pers=3, Num=PI} _— ~__

QS'DAT{3}Case v’
T /\
v VP
/\
V DP‘NOM{3PI}Case
)

The closest accessible active goal to the T-probe in (24) is the quirky exple-
tive on QS in spec-v, which values T’s person as {3} via a transparent, le-
gitimate Agree operation (see previous section). T’s ¢-set thus becomes
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{Pers=3, Num=g} at this stage. The PCC effect now follows simply from
nondistinctness (“Match is non-distinctness rather than identity”, BEA: 13),
rather than from the purported ‘personlessness’ of third-person (cf. previ-
ous section). An object with a lexical value of first- or second-person is dis-
tinct from the T-probe’s third-person, and therefore fails to be matched by
T. As a consequence, the object DP fails to enter Agree with T, by (1e), and
Case on the object goes unvalued, yielding crash as a CF effect, like (3),
albeit one which is induced by partial Agree (i.e. incomplete Match by a
partially deactivated probe).

4.2. Definiteness effects as the ‘pure-Expl’ counterpart of Icelandic PCC

The above analysis of Icelandic PCC as a CF effect can be distinguished
from similar analyses (such as Anagnostopoulou 2003) by virtue of the
quirky expletive. The postulation of this reactivating shell on QS makes the
unique prediction that there should be a ‘pure-Expl’ counterpart of (24), i.e.
an equivalent structure involving Expl/(17) rather than QS/(23). We have
already seen in (16) the pure-Expl equivalent of the Icelandic agreement
restriction (13b), i.e. the restriction to number-agreement with the associate
DP in expletive list constructions. | would like to propose that the pure-Expl
equivalent of (13a), i.e. the restriction to third-person direct objects (QS
PCC effects), is simply the familiar, common-or-garden definiteness re-
striction on associate DPs in existential and presentational expletive-asso-
ciate constructions in languages like English, illustrated in (25).

(25) a. Therearrived a/ *the man

b. There arose a/ *the problem

c. There appeared a / *the face at the window
d. There was heard an / *the almighty explosion
e. There seems to be a/ *the man in the garden

The definiteness restriction in (25) can thus be given a formal syntactic ex-
planation along the same lines as (24). That is, it too reduces to a Case Fil-
ter effect, with Case going unvalued under partial Agree between a reduced
(defectivized) probe and a definite object. The relevant structure is given in
(26b).
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(26) a There arose a/*the problem
b. TP
/\
T vP

{Pers=3, Num=Sg} _— —__

Expl-nom{3}case  V’

T Vdef VP
/\
\Y DPNOM{(*3)Sg}Case

I

Recall from section 3 our claim that a person specification is redundant on
indefinites, since these are invariably interpreted as third-person. First- and
second-person indefinites appear not to exist, which is perhaps unsurprising
given the discourse function of first- and second-person in identifying sali-
ent participants (speaker, addressee, etc.). Thus, it seems reasonable to as-
sume that person is a lexically specified property only on definite DPs,
where it is not independently predictable (indeed, only personal pronouns
may realize these values). That is, | would like to suggest that we modify
the claim that third person is the absence of person (as insightfully criti-
cized in Nevins 2007) to the weaker claim in (27).

(27) Third-person is indeed absence of Person (cf. Kayne 2000; Sigurdsson
2001; Anagnostopoulou 2003, 2005), but only on (nonspecific) indefi-
nites (contra these authors).

Syntactically, (27) may simply translate to the difference between the cate-
gories N and D, with person a property of the latter but not former category.
If nonspecific indefinites, bare nouns and bare plurals are NPs rather than
DPs (i.e. lack a D-layer; cf. Chomsky 1995: 337), then they will lack a person
value. The definiteness effect in (26a) now follows in the same way as the
PCC-effect in (24), i.e. as a CF effect, if we make one further assumption:

(28) English differs from Icelandic in that valued probes are individually
deactivated and so do not count for matching in subsequent Agree op-
erations.’
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If (28) holds, then the remaining [uNumber] probe on T continues to probe
separately from person after the latter is valued to {3} by Agree(T, Expl).
It follows that only indefinite DPs will be a full match for the surviving
[uNumber] probe, since definites, unlike indefinites, have a person value
which will fail to be matched by [uNumber] alone. The defectivized T-probe
thus fails to value Case on a definite (Person-bearing) goal, by (1e). We thus
reduce the definiteness effect in (25) to another instance of a CF violation, as
in (3); specifically, it is a partial-Agree-induced CF violation, as in (24)."°
Icelandic PCC/(24), on this approach, can thus be viewed as a person-
sensitive ‘definiteness’ effect.™

The quirky expletive analysis thus unifies definiteness and Icelandic
PCC effects in a novel way, throwing considerable light on the previously
obscure commonalities in behaviour between Expl and Icelandic QS. Both
constructions involve an anti-Person agreement restriction (cf. (13b), (16));
both constructions exhibit an interpretive restriction (the ban on definite as-
sociates in English and the ban on first-/second-person nominative objects
in Icelandic); and, perhaps most notably (though this seems to have been
overlooked in the literature), both constructions share an identical distribu-
tion: the environments of definiteness effects with English existentials are
identical to those of Icelandic PCC effects with quirky subjects, namely un-
accusative, passive and raising configurations (cf. (10)—(12), (25)). These
shared properties all stem from the identical underlying syntactic configura-
tion — both Icelandic PCC and English expletive-associate constructions in-
volve a single probe (T) entering multiple Agree with two goals (cf. (15)).

In the final section, | attempt to subsume a further apparently unrelated
phenomenon under the banner of CF effects arising from Agree with a par-
tially inactive probe, namely the Russian genitive of negation (GN). Like
(24)/(26), GN involves an unexpected case form on internal arguments
(genitive, cf. the nominative of (24)) associated with an unexpected seman-
tic restriction on their interpretation (indefiniteness/nonreferentiality, as in
(26)). Defective probes and partial Agree again provide the key to the ana-
lysis.

5. Russian Genitive of Negation

Russian famously exhibits genitive case alternations on underlying internal
arguments in the presence of sentential negation (see, e.g., Babby 1980;
Pesetsky 1982; Franks 1995; Abels 2002; Harves 2001, 2002, 2004, 2005;
and many others). The genitive of negation (GN) thus picks out the direct
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object of transitives (yielding a genitive-accusative alternation) and the sub-
ject of passives and unaccusatives (yielding a genitive-nominative alterna-
tion), as in (29)—(31), but fails to obtain on true external arguments (i.e. the
subject of transitives and unergatives) or on lexically/inherently case-marked
objects, cf. (32)—(34). In this way, GN has the somewhat anomalous prop-
erty of being a structural case that is preserved in raising-to-subject environ-
ments, sharing the distribution of absolutive case in ergative systems in ap-
parent violation of Burzio’s Generalization.

(29) Mal’¢ik ne citaet knigi /knigu
boy not reads book-GEN/book-Acc
“The boy isn’t reading a book / the book.’

(30) a. Otveta ne prislo
answer-GEN not came-3Ns*2
“There was no answer.’

b. Otvet ne prisel
answer-NOM not came-3MS
‘The answer didn’t come.’

(31) a. Ne bylo poluceno gazet
not was-3NS received-3NS newspapers-GEN
‘No newspapers were received.’ (Brown 1999: 47)
b. Gazeta ne byla polucena

newspaper-NOM not was-Fs received-Fs
“The newspaper wasn’t received.’

(32) *Mal’cika ne cital/citalo  knigu
boy-GEN not read / read-3NS book-Acc

(33) *Ni odnogo mal’cika ne rabotalo
not one-GEN boy-GEN not worked-3NS

‘Not a single boy was working.’ (Neidle 1988: 75)
(34) Jane zvonil moej sestre /*moej sestry

I not called [my sister]-DAT/ [my sister]-GEN

‘I didn’t call my sister.’ (Brown 1999: 3)

Further, as indicated in the glosses for (29)-(31), GN correlates with an in-
definite, nonreferential and/or existential reading of the GN-marked argu-
ment, signalling a denial of its existence. This contrasts with the respective
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nominative/accusative alternants, which are associated with definite, refer-
ential and/or presuppositional semantics, signalling an existential presup-
position of the argument (or its “individuation” in terms of Timberlake
1975, 1986; see also Pereltsvaig 1999, Harves 2001, Richards 2001 for dis-
cussion).

Interestingly, although this construction would seem unrelated to those
investigated in the previous sections, there are in fact striking parallels be-
tween them all. Like Icelandic PCC, GN is an unexpected Case form on in-
ternal arguments, and like existential expletive-associate constructions, it is
associated with an unexpected interpretive restriction (indefinite-
ness/nonreferentiality). This suggests that a novel unification might be at-
tainable.

The interpretive restriction on GN-marked objects is traditionally captured
by the claim that these arguments are interpreted within the scope of nega-
tion (cf. Babby 1980 and many others), as corroborated by the scopal rela-
tions among quantified objects: GN-marking correlates with narrow scope
(=...V) in (35a), and accusative-marking with wide scope (V...=) in (35b).

(35) a. Onne resil vsex zadac
He not solved [all problems]-GEN.PL
‘He didn’t solve all the problems.’
[= At least one problem remained unsolved]

b. On ne resil  vse zadaci
He not solved [all problems]-Acc.pL
‘He solved none of the problems.’
[= No problem was solved] (Neidle 1988: 39-40)

Generative analyses have formalized this “high’ interpretation of accusatives
in various ways. Thus Franks 1995 postulates quantifier raising of accusa-
tive-marked objects at LF, whilst Brown (1999) and Harves (2001) suggest
that the syntactic licensing of accusative DPs occurs in a higher functional
domain than their genitive counterparts (for Brown, accusative-licensing
takes place outside the domain of ‘negative closure’, roughly equated with
VP, whilst Harves assumes a high scopal projection, RefP, in which accu-
satives are checked).

One potential problem of such approaches, however, is that they all re-
quire a Case-sensitive syntax: Case is matched to particular positions,
yielding particular interpretations. This sits uneasily with the current mini-
malist conception of Case as an unvalued, uninterpretable, and syntactically
undifferentiated feature in the Probe-Goal-Agree system of MI/DbP. On



200 Marc D. Richards

such a view, the narrow syntax cannot be sensitive to the accusative-genitive
distinction (since no such distinction exists within the syntax), thus denying
us Case-differentiated landing sites and Case-sensitive QR, and Case cannot
have direct interpretive effects (such as the direct association of structural
accusative with an inherent existential presupposition; see Pereltsvaig (1999)
for a similar approach). Rather, under current assumptions, we are forced to
treat interpretive differences as the effect, rather than the cause, of syntactic
operations (Move and Agree). Thus, for example, the similar interpretive
restriction on scrambled (shifted) objects in Germanic can be viewed as the
interpretive effect of optional movement (or rather, of the optional EPP-
features that drive this movement) — see Richards (2004) for discussion and
references. However, unlike Germanic Object Shift/Scrambling, we cannot
attribute the referential/presuppositional semantics of GN to the interpretive
effect of optional movement, since accusatives may remain in situ (see also
Harves 2001 for a similar point). Compare German (36) with Russian (37).

(36) a. Er hat oft ein/?das Buch gelesen (German)
He has oftena / the book read
‘He often read a (hon-specific) / the book.’

b. Er hat ein/ das Buch oft gelesen
‘He often read a (particular) / the book.’

(37) a. On ne cital knigen) / kniguacc) (Russian)
‘He didn’t read any books / the book.’

b. On kniguacc) /?knigeny ne cital
‘He didn’t read the book / any books.’

Since the specific/definite interpretation of accusative objects is not a func-
tion of movement/scrambling in Russian (unlike German), the Russian defi-
niteness(-like) effect with GN objects must therefore have a different source
— if not Move, then it must be Agree. This would be as expected under cur-
rent assumptions since interpretation of GN correlates with structural Case,
which is a property of Agree and not Move.

Agree, then, would seem to be the natural place to look for an explana-
tion of Case-sensitive semantic effects. As we saw with the English defini-
teness effects in expletive-associate constructions (section 4.2), such inter-
pretive effects may indeed arise under (partial) Agree. Let us then attempt
an analysis of GN in terms of partial Agree, with a view to unifying the GN
case alternation itself (the valuing of genitive under negation) with the
definiteness restriction that characterizes this alternation."®
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5.1. Associating structural genitive with semantic effects: Defective heads
and partial Agree

The key question at the heart of the GN problem is why the object’s Case is
valued to genitive in Russian (29)—(31) instead of to the expected accusative
or nominative. One possible approach that has been pursued in the literature
is to postulate a NegP projection in negative clauses. This NegP, headed by
ne (‘not’), is located somewhere between TP and vP; in current minimalist
terms, ne is then assumed to be a probe that values genitive (cf. Harves
2001, 2002; Richardson 2005).

Amongst the problems faced by such an account are the following.
Firstly, what happens to the Neg probe when the object is valued to accusa-
tive by transitive v, or to nominative by T? Similarly, what happens to v’s
unvalued ¢-probe in those cases where Neg values the object to genitive?
In both cases, a probe would remain unvalued, inducing crash at LF to such
an extent that no negative clause could converge. Further, if Neg alone is
sufficient to value genitive, then it is no longer possible to restrict GN to
internal arguments (except by stipulation). Assuming a VP-internal merge-
site for external arguments, the subject in (32)—(33) falls inside Neg’s c-
command domain and should therefore be probed by Neg and valued to gen-
itive. Such an approach might also lead us to expect GN to obtain equally
with constituent negation, as in (38), which is famously not the case.

(38) a. Ne on / *ego zvonil Ivana [...,a Anna]
Not he-NOM / he-GEN called Ivan [..., but Anna-NOM]
‘It wasn’t he who called lvan, but Anna (did).’

b. On citaet ne knigu [ *knigi [...,a gazetu]
He reads not book-Acc/ book-GEN [..., butnewspaper-Acc]
‘He’s not reading a/the book but a/the newspaper.’

For these and other reasons, Neidle (1988), Franks (1995), Brown (1999),
Abels (2002) and others assume that it must be the entire [Neg + V/v] com-
plex that is responsible for genitive licensing. In effect, Neg must affect the
case-assignment property of v (rather than having its own, independent case-
assigning property) in such a way that v values genitive instead of accusa-
tive. In terms of the Probe-Goal system, in which Case is valued as part of
¢-Agree, a different Case form implies a different probe. That is, Neg must
affect v’s case property indirectly, by affecting its probe/e-set. Following
Rezac (2004), let us assume that a partially deactivated (and thus defectiv-
ized) probe values a different case from its full (p-complete) counterpart.
Specifically, we make the following proposal.
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(39) Defective v values genitive in Russian.

In other words, we propose that genitive is a defective(ly assigned) Case in
Russian. This yields the following Case-valuation profile for the Russian
functional system:

(40) a. Temp - nominative
b. Veomp > accusative
C.  Vief > genitive

This would seem to be all that we need to say. Since both types of v (defec-
tive and ¢-complete) may appear under sentential negation, Neg must be
able to select for either a defective or a ¢-complete v as its complement
(clearly, this is true of all languages, not just Russian). Then, due to (39)/
(40c), selection of the former (vqe) Yyields a genitive object; due to (40b),
selection of the latter (Veomp) Yields an accusative object.**

A perennial problem for existing GN analyses (including Richards 2001;
Lavine & Freidin 2002; Harves 2002, 2004) is their inability to exclude illicit
accusative alternants with unaccusatives, as in (41).

(41) *Sasu (ne) prisel [ prislo (Brown 1999: 82)
Sasha-Acc (not) came-3Ms/came-3NS
‘Sasha didn’t come.’

Although the present analysis, based on (39), would seem to imply that GN
is parasitic on structural accusative (i.e. the availability of a nondefective
counterpart to vger as an optional alternant), this is only true at the level of
the grammar; the parasiticity of Vger ON Veomp IS not forced for all types of
predicate. Therefore, we can solve the problem represented by (41) by sim-
ply assuming a lexical restriction such that inherently unaccusative predi-
cates (i.e. those that do not have a transitive counterpart) are obligatorily
(lexically) veer, with no possibility of the nondefective, o-complete veon, alter-
nant (and hence no possibility of accusative). In other words, the selection
of an optional vgr alternant by negation (what we might call ‘selectional de-
fectivization’) is not involved when GN obtains with these (as in, e.g., (30a)).

Independent support for (39) is provided by Russian ‘adversity imper-
sonals’, in which accusative case, like GN in (30a) and (31a), is preserved
in passive/unaccusative environments (see especially Lavine & Freidin
2002; examples in (42) are from Harves 2004):
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(42) a. Rabocego ubilo oskolkom  plity
worker-Acc killed-3Ns shard-INSTR concrete-GEN
‘A worker was Killed by a piece of concrete.’

b. Masu tosnilo
Masha-AcC nauseated-3NS
‘Masha felt nauseous.’

c. Nogu naterlo sapogom
foot-AcC rubbed-3NS boot-INSTR
‘A boot irritated his/her foot.’

Lavine & Freidin (2002) assign these constructions a Tger — Veomp Clause
structure. That is, v Agrees with the internal argument and values it accusa-
tive, as in standard transitives, whilst T gets default valuation (3NS). This
accounts for the anti-Burzio property of this construction: it is the lower,
rather than higher, head that values Case in these constructions.”® We can
now characterize the GN structures in (30)—(31), i.e. those involving geni-
tive-nominative alternations, as the negation-defectivized counterpart of this
Veomp. That is, we have the structure Tger — Vaer, With GN valued by vger (see
Harves 2005 for a very similar proposal).*®

(43) a. Gen-Acc alternations, cf. (29)
Tcomp — Vet
b. Gen-Nom alternations, cf. (30)—(31)"
Taef — Vaet

In this way, we attain a minimal and transparent account of the source of
genitive across the full range of Russian GN alternations.

We have yet to account for the interpretive restriction on GN arguments,
however. It is telling, in this connection, that defective v, as things stand,
should not in fact be able to value Case (genitive or otherwise) on the internal
argument. This is because of condition (1e), which restricts Case-valuation
to full (complete) Match between probe and goal. | would like to suggest
that these two issues — the valuing of (genitive) Case by vger in (43) and the
concomitant interpretive restrictions (definiteness effects) — are, in fact, caus-
ally linked, precisely because of (1e). That is, (43) instantiates the same syn-
tactic scenario as the English expletive-associate configurations in section
4.2 (albeit with valuation by v instead of T), inducing the same CF effect.
The following subsection elaborates.
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5.2. A unified account of Russian GN: How Case can yield interpretive
effects

The definiteness (/specificity/referentiality) restriction on Russian GN falls
into place as another Case Filter effect, as follows. Since the negation-defec-
tivized v head lacks [uPerson] (i.e. it is vgr), it can only partially Agree with
the direct object, for number only (cf. agreement restriction (13b) in Ice-
landic). Therefore, only those DPs that lack a lexical person specification
(i.e. nonspecific DPs; see section 4.2) can be fully matched and thus Case-
valued (deactivated) by the defective GN probe; definite and/or specific
(person-bearing) objects require a ¢-complete probe for convergence, i.e.
Teomp OF Veomp, Yielding nominative (cf. (30)—(31)) and accusative (cf. (29)),
respectively. The relevant stage of the derivation is given in (44).

(44) VP

(DPsubj) v’
/\

Neg—vdef VP

{Num=Sg} _— T—__

ne-V DP-cen {(*3)Sg} case

!

The unexpected case form and interpretive restriction on the internal argu-
ment thus fall together once again as two sides of a single coin.'®

To summarize, this section has attempted to develop a minimal(ist) the-
ory of the core properties of the Russian genitive of negation construction,
namely: (i) genitive-accusative alternations with negated transitive predi-
cates; (ii) genitive-nominative alternations with negated unaccusative predi-
cates; and (iii) the semantic (definiteness) restriction associated with the
genitive alternants in (i) and (ii)."® These are the three core properties which
a complete theory of Russian GN must account for; ideally, the minimal
theory of these properties will be a unified one that reduces them all to a
single mechanism. That ideal is simply and transparently achieved by the
mechanism of partial Agree, i.e. the only kind of Agree that is possible with
defective (or defectivized) heads, in accordance with (1e). Just as we saw in
section 4.2, the assumption that defective heads can only value (fully match)
a defective argument (i.e. one that lacks a person specification, namely in-
definites) implies that defective heads will have the effect of forcing par-
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ticular semantic/interpretive restrictions on their goals (indefiniteness, non-
referentiality, or related notions). Thus, by invoking the twin mechanisms
of defective heads and partial Agree, we obtain the interesting result that
Case can yield interpretive effects at the interface (albeit indirectly) despite
its status as a purely uninterpretable feature.

6. Conclusion

This paper has argued for the indispensability of abstract, structural Case
by identifying a new class of Case Filter violations, extending beyond (3)
the range of configurations in which the only reason for nonconvergence is
a Case feature going fatally unvalued. To this class belong: the ban on first-
and second-person nominative objects in the domain of Icelandic quirky
subjects, as equated by Boeckx (2000) and others with the Person-Case
Constraint; English definiteness effects in existential expletive construc-
tions; and the Russian genitive of negation. The novel unification of this
seemingly disparate set of phenomena accounts for the numerous properties
that these constructions share: in particular, all three involve an unexpected
Case form on the internal argument and/or an unexpected interpretive re-
striction on that argument, be it the PCC restriction or the definiteness/ref-
erentiality restriction. Central to this unification is the notion of valuation
by defective or defectivized (partially deactivated) probes — where this fails,
a Case crash is induced. In this way, the agreement restrictions associated
with partial probes go hand-in-hand with interpretive restrictions on the
goals targeted by these defective probes. In the case of Icelandic PCC, the
relevant probe (T) is rendered defective by a quirky expletive, which | have
argued to be a reactivating shell on inherent dative DPs. In the case of the
existential definiteness restriction, the relevant probe (T) is rendered defec-
tive by a pure (bare, non-quirky) expletive. In the case of Russian GN, the
probe is selected (by negation) as defective, an option that is arguably made
available to Russian on account of its default T-agreement strategy.

In sum, the notion of defectiveness renders it possible for a purely unin-
terpretable feature (Case) to affect interpretation in the form of (person-
sensitive) definiteness effects (with attendant restrictions on agreement).
Case is thus nonredundant, with pervasive syntactic, morphological and
semantic effects that come to the fore in a system without defective inter-
vention.
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Notes

1. For convenience, key minimalist texts by Chomsky are abbreviated as follows:
MP = Chomsky 1995, Ml = Chomsky 2000, DbP = Chomsky 2001, BEA =
Chomsky 2004, OP = Chomsky 2005.

2. In the original formulation of ICF, it was Case features on the functional head
(probe) that were at stake (rather than an unvalued ¢-set, as in the above refor-
mulation); hence the name. Clearly, under the assumptions of Probe-Goal
Agree (where Case is not a probing feature), it is no longer Case per se that is
directly at stake, though the facts in (2) of course remain. To yield (2), all that
matters is that something forces the probe to enter an Agree relation — where
formerly this could be Case itself, now it is simply the unvalued ¢-set; the
empirical effect is the same.

3. Eliminating Case would make two false predictions: firstly, DPs would remain
permanently active, which is amply belied by ICF effects (i.e. (2)); secondly,
there would be no cases where the only reason for nonconvergence is unvalued
Case (i.e. these approaches renounce Case as a source of crashing), yet this is
belied by CF effects as in (3) (and also, if correct, by the analysis of PCC and
other effects in sections 3-5 below). While these authors propose alternative
explanations for ICF/(2)-type effects (Rezac invokes ‘Case shells’; Nevins
appeals to PIC and/or a ‘Single Case’ PF-constraint), CF/(3)-type effects re-
main unaccounted for in these works.

4. Of course, if we abandon DI, then we lose the empirical argument for T’s non-
phasal status provided by (7). There are, however, stronger, conceptual argu-
ments that T cannot be a phase head; these stem from the logic of Chomsky’s
(OP) feature-inheritance mechanism — see Chomsky (2007), Richards (2007)
for details.

5. See Richards 2004: Chapter Four (section 4.3.2.1) for fuller discussion of the
subdistinctions characterizing inactive DPs in Chomsky’s MI system.

6. Note that the “morphological’ PCC effect in (13c) is logically distinct from the
‘syntactic’ PCC restriction in (13a). We could imagine a purely morphological
PCC in which it is just (the expression of) clashing first-/second-person agree-
ment in the morphology that is barred, so that default third-person morphol-
ogy shows up with first- and second-person nominative objects, with the latter
fully licensed in the syntax. As (10d) attests, however, default (third-person
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singular) agreement cannot rescue the first-/second-person object in Icelandic,
suggesting that the restriction underlying the PCC is not only on the (PF-
realized) agreement, but also on the formal, syntactic licensing of the object
itself. (There is, in fact, dialectal variation as to the availability of default third-
person singular agreement across the structures in (10)—(12) and its rescuing
effect on first-/second-person objects, and default morphology is generally
more accessible in the biclausal (raising) structures of the kind in (11) than in
the simplex (passive, ditransitive) structures of (10) and (12) — see Sigurdsson
1996, Sigurosson & Holmberg 2008 [this volume] for details.)

To be sure, there are numerous differences between (Romance-style) PCC and
the third-person constraint on Icelandic nominative objects in (13a). For one,
the latter is not restricted to ditransitive environments, as (10)—(11) illustrate;
for another, there are varieties of Romance PCC in which sequences of first-
and second-person arguments of the form DAT;-ACC, are admitted (see
Anagnostopoulou 2005 and Nevins 2007 for recent overviews and analyses of
the typology of ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ PCC effects). Nevertheless, the crucial
property for our purposes is that in (15), which is common to the Icelandic
and Romance paradigms.

These stipulations are also present, albeit in a different form, in Anagnostopou-
lou’s (2003) analysis, which states that QS is ‘number-defective’ in the sense
that its number, but not person, feature is invisible to the T probe, and that QS
therefore cannot value first- or second-person (which, following Taraldsen
1995, requires number to be present).

This presumably parametric difference between Icelandic and English in
terms of the visibility of valued probes remains underived as yet. It would of
course be desirable to relate it to an independent difference between the two
languages, such as the obligatory EPP property of English T or the differing
expletive inventories of the two languages (Icelandic has CP-Expl rather than
TP-Expl; cf. Bowers 2002, Richards & Biberauer 2005). | leave this issue for
future research.

This is essentially the same account as Anagnostopoulou (2003) gives for the
Icelandic PCC effects, albeit with the differences already noted regarding the
source of T’s third-person value.

Luis L6pez (p.c.) and an anonymous reviewer ask how the first- and second-
person associates are possible in (16), given that we are now ruling out all but
indefinite (third-person) associates in such “‘quirky’ structures (cf. (26b)). The
point is well taken; clearly, the agreement restriction in (16) must be of a dif-
ferent kind from those discussed in this section. However, this is tangential to
the validity of the present proposal: My claim is simply that the English equiv-
alent of the Icelandic PCC/quirky-subject restrictions is actually definiteness
effects (rather than the lack of person agreement in ‘list constructions’ of the
(16) kind). How number agreement alone is able to value the objective forms
us, me, etc. in (16) is thus a separate (albeit very valid) question. Possibly, the
objective case form on the associate in the list construction is not assigned/
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

valued by T but by v; if so, then (16) does not instantiate the one-to-many en-
vironment in (15), hence the absence of Case Filter (definiteness) effects and
agreement restrictions that obtain when both Expl and the associate are valued
by the same head (T), as in (24)/(26). See Lopez (2004) for extensive discus-
sion of related issues.

3NS = third-person neuter singular. Similarly, MS = masculine singular, FS =
feminine singular, etc.

Such a unification has proved elusive in previous analyses (e.g. Brown 1999;
Pereltsvaig 1999; Harves 2001, 2002; Richards 2001; Lavine & Freidin 2002),
where the syntax and semantics of GN have had to be analysed separately,
with at best an indirect or stipulated relation between the two. See also note
18.

Note that (39) is not tied to negation in any direct way. Therefore, the alterna-
tions in question should equally arise in affirmative clauses, with T exhibiting
the same selectional freedom as Neg. This might yield the Russian partitive
genitive, which freely alternates with accusative (in felicitous contexts). See
Franks (1995), Richards (2001) for discussion of the partitive genitive, which
I leave here for further investigation.

I assume that the possibility of low deactivation of the lone argument is made
possible in Russian (as opposed to Burzio-conforming languages like English)
by the independent availability of default values (3NS) for T in this language.
This default strategy rescues the ICF violation that would otherwise be in-
curred by T’s unvalued ¢-probe (and which accounts for Burzio’s Generaliza-
tion in languages lacking such a strategy — see Richards 2004 for further dis-
cussion).

Lavine & Freidin claim that Tger — Vger Structures are excluded on the grounds
that no case-valuing head is present for licensing the argument. However, the
postulation of (39) (and, more generally, Rezac’s (2004) idea that partial
probes can value Case, cf. above) disarms this objection. It should be noted in
this connection that Harves (2002, 2004, 2005) also proposes a Tgef — Vger Struc-
ture (i.e. (43b)) for unaccusative impersonals like (30), (31) and (42). However,
it is unclear how she would extend this insight to the GN arguments of transi-
tive verbs, as in (29).

We might, in fact, dispense with (43b) and attribute the same structure (Tcomp —
Vger) t0 both the genitive-accusative and genitive-nominative alternations, since
the ‘defective’ nature of Ty in (43b), carried over from Lavine & Freidin 2002,
is questionable. Lavine & Freidin, along with Harves 2004, take default agree-
ment to be lack of agreement and thus to indicate defectiveness of the func-
tional head in question. However, this is by no means a necessary conclusion:
default values could simply be supplied to a nondefective (i.e. g-complete)
head in the absence of an agreeing goal, yielding the same morphological
forms on the surface. Indeed, since a defective head should, by definition, lack
¢-probes for person, number and/or gender, default values for any of these are
actually unexpected and incompatible with the notion of defectiveness as stan-
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dardly understood. For present purposes, we can set this aside, interpreting the
‘def” in Tger in (43b) as “default’ rather than *defective’ per se, though Tcomp IS
arguably more accurate. (Default agreement in (30)/(31)/(43Db) is then triggered
by the lack of an active goal for T whenever Agree(vqer, DP), and thus GN, ob-
tains, bleeding Agree(T, DP) by AC (see section 2 and also note 15 above).)

A reviewer asks how the analysis is able to account for the fact, mentioned
above, that GN-objects are always interpreted in the scope of negation (cf.
(35)), since indefinites are scopally ambiguous. The existential interpretation
of genitive objects follows from their status as defective (Person-less) goals in
accordance with (27): it is non-specific indefinites that lack a person specifica-
tion. Those indefinites which receive a wide-scope reading, i.e. specific in-
definites, are thus those with a person specification (cf. (27)), which can only
be valued by nondefective v, yielding accusative. Those indefinites which are
interpreted within the scope of negation, i.e. non-specific indefinites, are those
that lack a person specification, and which are therefore valued by defective v,
yielding genitive. Scope effects thus fall into line with the other interpretive
effects on defective goals (definiteness, PCC): namely, as Case Filter effects.
As pointed out by a reviewer, there are additional semantic restrictions condi-
tioning the acceptability of GN, such as perfectivity of the predicate (GN is
preferred with imperfective verbs, whereas perfectives prefer accusative ob-
jects), telicity, genericity, etc. However, as insightfully discussed by Perelts-
vaig (1999), such semantic factors are just tendencies (perfectives may take
GN objects in certain contexts, and imperfectives may freely take accusative
objects), and so should not be built into any syntactic ‘rule’ of formal GN-
licensing. In terms of the current proposal, the valuation of genitive by vyt
(i.e. (39)) is what renders GN possible at all in the Russian grammar; the miti-
gating factors of aspect, telicity, genericity and the like are then best viewed
as interface (semantic) conditions on the felicity of applying GN (i.e. selecting
Vgef OVET Veomp) IN any given derivation (depending on the predicate chosen
and/or the intended meaning — Pereltsvaig suggests affectedness vs. effected-
ness of the object is crucial in perfective contexts), rather than as determinants
of formal convergence.
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Oblique subjects and person restrictions in Spanish:
A morphological approach

Maria Luisa Rivero

1. Introduction®

In Spanish (Spa), most unaccusative constructions with psych verbs and da-
tive subjects are unrestricted in person, but some disallow 1/2 nominative
objects (Rivero 2004b, also Rivero and Geber 2003 on Romanian): (1) vs. (2).

(1) a AAna e apetecen ellos.
ANn.DAT 3SG.DAT Yyearn.3PL they.NOM
*Ann yearns for them. They appeal to Ann.’

b. AAna e apetecemos nosotros.
ANNn.DAT 3SG.DAT yearn.1PL  we.NOM
*Ann yearns for us. We appeal to Ann.’

(2) a AAna se e antojan  ellos.
ANnn.DAT 3REF 3SG.DAT fancy.3PL they.NOM
*Ann fancies them.’

b. *AAna nos le antojamos nosotros.
Ann.DAT 1PL.REF 3SG.DAT fancy.1lPL we.NOM
“*Ann fancies us.’

The unaccusative prohibition in (2b) dubbed ‘Quirky Person Restriction’
(QPR) from now on brings to mind referential hierarchies whereby 1, 2 out-
rank 3, and the (logical) object cannot outrank the (logical) subject (Nichols
2001; Bianchi 2005; Anagnostopoulou 2005; a.0.). It also combines charac-
teristics of two person conflicts that have attracted considerable attention.
On the one hand, QPRs resemble the Icelandic limitation to 3 nominatives
in agreement with V in the presence of dative subjects (Sigurosson 1991
and later): (3). On the other hand, QPRs recall ditransitive Person-Case
Constraint (PCC) effects (Bonet 1991, 1994): French (4a) vs. (4b). That is,
Spa unaccusative patterns with the morphology of ditransitives are fine
with a dative and a 3 accusative reflexive, (2a), not with a 1 reflexive, (2b).
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In addition, Spa unaccusatives with just one clitic are fine, similar to French
ditransitives of type (4b).

(3) *égveit [ad honum likum vid]. Icelandic
I know [that he.DAT like.1PL we.NOM]
“*| know that he likes us.’

(4) a *Paul me lui présentera. French
Paul 1sG.AcC 3sG.DAT will.introduce
“*Paul will introduce me to him.’

b. Paul me présentera  a lui.
Paul 1sG.Acc will.introduce to him
‘Paul will introduce me to him.’

Bonet (1991, 1994) accounts for PCC effects of type (4a) in postsyntactic
morphology. Recent minimalist views, however, locate person restrictions
in syntax (Adger and Harbour 2005; Anagnostopoulou 2003, 2005; Bianchi
2005; Bejar and Rezac 2003; Chomsky 2001; Hiraiwa 2005; Nichols 2001;
Ormazabal and Romero 2007; Sigurdsson 2002, 2004; Sigurdsson and Holm-
berg 2006; Stepanov 2003; Taraldsen 1995; a. 0.), and also dispense with
person hierarchies. Unlike PCC and Icelandic phenomena, however, Spa
QPRs await precise analyses. In this paper, | adopt Distributed Morphology
(DM) (Bonet 1991, 1995; Halle and Marantz 1993, 1994; Harley and Noyer
1999; Marantz 1997; a. 0.), and I argue that QPRs are best captured in post-
syntactic morphology via features in adjacent clitics. My proposals on QPRs,
then, share the spirit of Bonet’s PCC. They also resemble recent syntactic
views on restrictions, in so far as they omit hierarchies.

One noteworthy aspect of QPRs | explore here is that they lack repairs,
unlike other person conflicts in the literature. Icelandic Vs in default form
escape person restrictions. By contrast, | show in 83 that Spa infinitive Vs
lack person/number, and finite /s need not agree with nominatives in person/
number, but QPRs exist in both contexts. In my view, this supports that
QPRs are unlike Icelandic restrictions, and are due to clitic conflicts in the
morphological cluster, not syntactic clashes between nominatives, datives,
and phi-features in I/T. Using a strong pronoun for a clitic avoids PCC viola-
tions, as in (4b). By contrast, dative clitics are obligatory in QPR construc-
tions, which | attribute to their features, so may double strong pronouns,
but cannot be substituted by them. Impoverishing clitics can eliminate con-
flicts, as when 3 datives turn into se next to accusatives in Spa ditransitives:
*Le lo dié =Se lo did. ‘(He/she) gave it to him’. However, QPR datives
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cannot be deleted or impoverished in view of their features (see 8§4). Without
repairs, there are no licit versions for (2b) in Spa. The only way to avoid a
QPR violation is via Gapping in PF. By targetting Vs and adjacent clitics,
Gapping prevents Vocabulary Insertion, and eliminates conflicts. This also
supports that QPRs reside in postsyntactic morphology.

A new aspect of QPRs addressed in this paper is number. In the Castilian
variety, combinations of 1/2 plural clitics such as (5a) are extremely deviant.
By contrast, combinations of 1/2 singulars of type (5b) are well formed like
in other varieties (Gutiérrez-Bravo 2005 on Mexican Spa). Those with sin-
gular and plural clitics of type (5c) are also well formed.

(5) a *Anosotros 0s nos antojasteis vosotros.
We.DAT  2PL.ACC 1PL.DAT took a fancy to you.PL.NOM
“*We fancied you (Plural).’

b. Ami te me antojaste ta.
1SG.DAT 2SG.ACC 1SG.DAT fancied you.SG.NOM
‘| fancied you (Singular).’

c. Anosotros te nos antojaste tu.
We.DAT  2SG.ACC 1PL.DAT fancied you.SG.NOM
‘We fancied you (Singular).’

The contrasts in (5) could suggest that the two versions of the PCC in (6)
and (7) are both at work in Spa. Recall that (6) imposes a 3P requirement
on direct objects in French ditransitives such as (4a), and (7) allows combi-
nations of 1/2 clitics in Spa ditransitives such as (8).

(6) Strong PCC: “In a combination of a weak direct object and an indirect
object [clitic, agreement marker or weak pronoun], the direct object
has to be third person.’ (Bonet 1991: 182)

(7) Weak PCC: ‘In a combination of a weak direct object and an indirect
object [clitic, agreement marker or weak pronoun], if there is a third
person it has to be the direct object.’ (Bonet 1991: 182)

(8) Te me presentaron.
2sG 1sG introduced.3PL
‘They introduced me to you.” or ‘They introduced you to me.’

If the two versions of the PCC applied to QPR sentences in Spa, the strong
one would accommodate those with one clitic, (1), and rule out deviant 1/2
plural combinations in varieties with (familiar) 2 plural pronouns, such as
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Castilian Spa. The weak version would suit 1/2 singular combinations, and
1/2 singulars and plurals. In this paper, | relate the phenomena in (5) to
markedness, not the PCC. Castilian Spa 2PL/1PL combinations are deviant
in QPR constructions such as (5a) (and, we see later, PCC ditransitives),
because such clitics have a rich feature content and count as marked. With-
out repairs, then, markedness can be a source of deviance (and see Arregi
and Nevins, this volume, for markedness-driven repairs in Basque).

With this background in mind, the paper is organized as follows. In §2,
I divorce QPRs from semantic/syntactic roles for nominative and dative
phrases and relate them to morphological marking. That is, | establish two
main patterns with restrictions that differ in syntax and semantics, but share
morphology: (1) psych constructions, and (2) inchoatives. Since the idea
that person restrictions belong in syntax is now prevalent, in my search for a
morphological solution for QPRs, | first bring to light in 83 characteristics
of Spa that pose problems when syntactic proposals based on Icelandic and
PCC restrictions are applied to them. In 84, | propose three morphological
conditions on person behind QPRs, solving difficulties identified in §3.
First, | assume that Spa se is unspecified for person, so does not enter into
QPR (or PCC) conflicts with adjacent clitics, which accounts for the con-
trast between (2a) vs. (2b). Second, Castilian Spa 2PL/1PL combinations are
deviant in QPR (and PCC) constructions, because such clitics have too rich
a feature content, which poses problems when adjacent in the cluster. The
third proposal for the unaccusative conflict in (2b) reminiscent of both Ice-
landic and PCC restrictions is that experiencers/involuntary human causer
clitics must be marked in syntax with the feature [m] for mental state. In
morphology such a feature comes into conflict with a [+Participant] feature
elsewhere in the cluster, making sequences such as nos le illicit.

2. Two syntactic families of constructions with QPRs

The first step in my argument that QPRs are morphological consists in dis-
tinguishing between two main classes of constructions with such restrictions.
The first is based on a dative experiencer and a psych V similar to Italian
piacere, and the second on a V in an inchoative frame and a dative partici-
pant with a less traditional role, without counterpart in Italian. On the one
hand, | show that psych constructions that share argument structure and
syntactic properties divide into two classes with respect to morphology
(presence/absence of a reflexive clitic) and QPRs. On the other hand, I show
that inchoatives with datives differ from psych constructions in interpreta-
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tion, argument structure, and arguably syntactic structure. In spite of such
differences, inchoatives share morphology and QPRs with the subset of
psych constructions with reflexives. In sum, all constructions with QPRs
have identical morphological marking, but may differ in syntax and seman-
tics.

2.1. Psych constructions

As noted in 81, the psych constructions in (1) do not display person restric-
tions, while those in (2) do. Vs with the properties of (2) include ocurrirse
‘imagine’ and olvidarse ‘forget’ (Rivero 2004b). Sentences with complex
predicates that consist of a VV and a complement mimic the contrast between
those with simple Vs in (1)-(2), as in (9a-b) vs. (10a-b).

(99 a AAna e cayeron en gracia ellos.
Ann.DAT 3SG.DAT fall.3PL in grace they.NOM
Lit. They fell in grace to Ann. ‘They appealed to Ann.’

b. AAna e caimos en gracia nosotros.
ANnn.DAT 3sG.DAT fall.1PL in grace we.NOM
‘We appealed to Ann.’

(10) a. AAna se e pasaron por la cabeza ellos.
Ann.DAT 3REF 3SG.DAT pass.3PL by the head they.NOM
‘Ann thought of them. They went through Ann’s mind.’

b.*A Ana  nos le pasamos por la cabeza nosotros.
Ann.DAT 1PL.REF 3SG.DAT came.1PL by the head we.NOM
“*Ann thought of us. We went through Ann’s mind.’

In my view, the above constructions have similar semantics and syntax. (a)
Their Vs belong to the class Belletti and Rizzi (1988) and Landau (2003)
dub “II". Namely, they are unaccusative, with a dative experiencer and a
nominative theme. (b) Their experiencer must be encoded in a clitic, which
may double a dative phrase, and has ‘quirky subject’” properties seen below.
(c) If present, the dative phrase may share phi-features with the clitic, but
Unagreement (Hurtado 1985) is possible (see §3.3). (d) Their nominative is
a Subject Matter/ Target of Emotion (Pesetsky 1995), with ‘quirky object’
properties seen below. (e) If overt, such a nominative often shares phi-
features with V, but Unagreement is possible (see §3.3). (f) Unmarked
word order is with preverbal dative and postverbal nominative in both.



220 Marifa Luisa Rivero

Masullo (1992, 1993), Cuervo (1999), and Fernandez Soriano (1999a-b)
list properties of Spa ‘quirky’ subjects and objects, which also apply to our
datives and nominatives. To illustrate, datives front along similar lines with
raising Vs: (11a) is the complement without restrictions, and (11b) one sub-
ject to QPRs. Datives antecede nominatives in quantifier-binding relations
in both: (12a-b). Nominatives as ‘quirky objects’ usually agree with finite
Vs (but see §3.3): (11-12). They can be bare NPs, an’object symptom’ in
Spa, (13a-h), and cannot bind into the dative (not illustrated).

(11) a. AAna  parecen gustar+le las flores.
ANnn.DAT seem.3PL like+3DAT the flowers.NOM
‘Ann seems to like the flowers.’

b. AAna parecen olvidar+se+le las flores.
ANn.DAT seem.3PL forget+3REF+3DAT the flowers.NOM
‘Ann seems to forget the flowers.’

(12) a. Acada nifio le gustaron sus juguetes.
Each child.DAT 3DAT liked.3PL his toys.NOM
‘Each child; liked his; toys.’

b. A cada nifio se le olvidaron sus juguetes.
Each child.DAT 3REF 3DAT forgot.3PL his toys.NOM
‘Each child; forgot his; toys.’

(13) a. AAna e apetecen tonterias.
ANnn.DAT 3DAT like.3PL stupid.things
‘Ann yearns for stupid things.’

b. AAna se e antojan tonterias.
Ann.DAT 3REF 3DAT fancy.3PL stupid.things
‘Ann fancies stupid things.’

In sum, psych constructions with and without restrictions share similar ar-
gument structure, subjects, and objects. The most noticeable difference is a
(not always obligatory) ‘inherent’ reflexive in those with QPRs: a lexical
property. When predicates can appear without reflexive, constructions are
free of QPRs, as with venir (se) a la memoria Lit. come (Refl) to the mem-
ory ‘come to mind’. That is, those with a reflexive display QPRs, (14b),
and those without do not: (15b).
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(14) a. AAna se le vinieron ellos a la memoria.
Ann.DAT 3REF 3SG.DAT came.3PL they.NOM to the memory
*Ann remembered them.’

b. *A Ana nos le vinimos nosotrosa la memoria.
A.DAT 1PL.REFL 3SG.DAT came.lPL we.NOM to the memory
“*Ann remembered us.’

AAna le vinieron ellos a la memoria.
Ann.DAT 3SG.DAT came.3PL they.Nom to the memory
‘Ann remembered them.’

b. AAna le vinimos nosotros a la memoria.
A.DAT 3SG.DAT came.1lPL we.NOM to the memory
‘Ann remembered us.’

(15)

tad

2.2. Inchoative constructions with datives

A less familiar unaccusative construction with (so far unnoticed) QPRs is
related to inchoatives, as in (16). It contains (a) a V that participates in the
causative alternation in a (reflexive) inchoative frame, (b) a nominative
theme that can undergo a change of state and agrees with V (but see 83.3),
and (c) a dative clitic as ‘involuntary agent/human causer’, or ‘affected par-
ticipant’, which can but need not double a dative phrase.

(16) AAna se e guemaron los boguerones.
Ann.DAT 3REF 3SG.DAT burned.3pL the smelts.NOM
*Ann burned the smelts (accidentally).’

Absent in Italian, (16) has Slavic and Balkan counterparts (Kallulli 1999,
2006; Rivero 2003, 20044a; Rivero and Sheppard 2003; a. 0.), and South Asian
equivalents (Verma and Mohanan 1991; Bhaskararao and Subbarao 2004;
a.0.). As (17) illustrates, Spa inchoatives with datives display the same
QPRs as the psych constructions with reflexives in §2.1.

(17) a. Pordesgracia, aAna se le guemaron las nifias
Unfortunately, Ann.DAT 3REF 3SG.DAT burned.3pL the girls
al bafiar+las.
at.the bathe.INF+3PL.ACC
‘Unfortunately, Ann (accidentally) burned the girls when bathing
them.’
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b. AAna se le quemaron ellas.

ANn.DAT 3REF 3SG.DAT burned.3rPL they.NOM
‘Ann burned them accidentally.’

c.*A Ana  nos le guemamos nosotros.
ANN.DAT 1PL.REF 3SG.DAT burned.1PL we.NOM
“*Ann burned us accidentally.’

d. *A nosotros 0s nos quemasteis vosotros.
1PL.DAT  2PL.REF 1PL.DAT burned.2PL yOu.PL.NOM
“*We burned you accidentally.’

e. *A vosotros os nos guemamos nosotros.
2PL.DAT  2PL.DAT 1PL.REF burned.1PL we.NOM
“You (Plural) burned us accidentally.’

The paradigm in (17) illustrates that inchoative containing combinations of
1 nominatives/reflexives with 3 datives are deviant — (17¢) —, and so are
combinations of 1/2 plurals: (17d—e). This brings to mind both the Icelandic
restriction on nominatives and the strong PCC restriction on French ditran-
sitives. However, inchoatives with 1/2 singulars are well formed, (18), remi-
niscent this time of weak PCC effects in Spa, not French.

(18) Ami sélo te me guemaste td.
1SG.DAT only 2SG.REF 1SG.DAT burned.2SG you.NOM
‘I only burned you (accidentally).’

Unaccusatives that do not participate in the causative alternation, so lack a
reflexive, do not display QPRs when combined with datives. To illustrate,
with florecer ‘bloom’ used to refer to a good teacher, the nominative can be
in any person, (19). This is like psych Vs with datives and no reflexive.

(19) A ese maestro le florecemos incluso nosotros.
That teacher.DAT 3SG.DAT flourish.1PL even  we.NOM
‘We even flourish with that teacher.’

Different views exist on the above inchoatives (Cuervo 2003; Kallulli 2006;
Rivero 2003, 2004a). However, there is agreement that they are unlike psych
constructions. Since they do not exist in Italian, they cannot be identical to
piacere constructions. A contrast between the two is the role of datives (ex-
periencer vs. human causer/ affected participant) and nominatives (Subject
Matter with psych Vs, not inchoatives). A second difference rests on reflex-
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ive clitics. With psych Vs, such clitics are a lexical property. By contrast,
with action Vs in inchoative frames, reflexive clitics are taken to signal the
suppression of volitional agents. Last, Cuervo (2003) argues that in both
constructions datives are Applicative Phrases with ‘quirky subject proper-
ties’, but the two nevertheless differ in syntactic structure.

To sum up, presence/absence of a reflexive clitic determines QPRs in
psych constructions that share syntax and semantics. Reflexive clitics also
determine QPRs in inchoative constructions with dative clitics that differ in
syntax and semantics. This supports that QPRs result from illicit combina-
tions of two adjacent morphological markers/clitics, regardless of interpre-
tation, syntactic derivation, or grammatical function.

3. QPRs in the light of syntactic approaches to person restrictions

Section 3 highlights characteristics of QPRs that pose problems when syn-
tactic proposals on person restrictions now in the literature are applied to
them.

Bonet assigns the PCC to morphology, but most minimalist proposals
with the exception of Boeckx (2000) place person restrictions in syntax
(Adger and Harbour 2005; Anagnostopoulou 2003, 2005; Bianchi 2005;
Bejar and Rezac 2003; Chomsky 2001; Hiraiwa 2005; Ormazabal and
Romero 2007; Nichols 2001; Sigurdsson 2002, 2004; Stepanov 2003;
Taraldsen 1995; a. 0.). Syntactic accounts, then, are very prevalent, so it
seems important to first ask if they can be successfully applied to QPRs. In
the following section, | briefly recall in an oversimplified form three analy-
ses that locate person restrictions in syntax with different philosophies, and
argue that they encounter problems if extended to QPRs.

3.1. Some current syntactic views on person restrictions

In a line of work dating back to (Sigurdsson 1991), Sigurdsson (2002,
2004) proposes an account of the Icelandic restriction based on the Minimal
Link Condition. He assumes the clause structure in (20), where DAT raises
to the edge of NumP and silently agrees with Person, as shown by 3=non-
person on V. Since Person cannot access NOM because DAT intervenes
between the two, 1/2 patterns are deviant, as in (3): *(ég veit ad) honum
likum vid. “*(1 know that) he likes us’. By contrast, German Ihm geféllst du
‘He likes you’ with 2 on NOM is grammatical because in this language
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DAT raises to Person, and both Person and Number can access NOM (and
see most recently Sigurdsson and Holmberg 2006).

(20)  [perp Person [nume Number ... [ DAT ...NOM]]]

Taking a different intervention approach, Stepanov (2003) assumes the
clause structure in (21) for Icelandic: Person is conflated with Tense, and
Number with Aspect. DAT checks person with the Tense/Person projec-
tion, and NOM checks number with the Number/Aspect projection, so is
restricted to nonperson = 3. In German, Aspect is inoperative — not an in-
tervener-, so NOM is always licensed by Tense/Person, resulting in the ab-
sence of restrictions comparable to those of Icelandic.

(21) [{Person/Tense}...[{Number/Aspect}...[.p DAT ... NOM]]]

A third view (Anagnostopoulou 2003, 2005) based on a general ban on
Multiple Agree unifies restrictions in Icelandic with strong PCC effects in
languages like French. The proposal for Icelandic is that in (22), DAT estab-
lishes a first Agree relation with T, which licenses person. Given the ban on
Multiple Agree, when NOM establishes a second relation with T, person is
no longer available, so NOM is restricted to nonperson= 3.

(22) [TP T(ense) [Person, Number] -+ [vP DAT ... NOM]]

For Anagnostopoulou, languages with strong PCC effects resemble Ice-
landic because they also ban multiple Agree, but in VP. That is, in the
ditransitive VP in (23), DAT enters into a checking relation with transitive v
first, denuding it of person. When ACC establishes a second relation with v,
the ban on Multiple Agree restricts it to nonperson =3 (also Bejar and Rezac
2003, a.0.).

(23) [w v DAT ... ACC]

Weak PCC languages differ from strong PCC languages in allowing Multi-
ple Agree in VP. On this view, in languages like Spa, 1/2 combinations
such as Te me presentaron ‘They introduced me to you’ are grammatical,
because both DAT te and ACC me can check person simultaneously against
v in (23). However, combinations of 1/2 ACC with 3 DAT such as *Te le
presentaron ‘They introduced you to him’ are excluded because Multiple
Agree imposes compatibility. The process is possible only if the two pro-
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nouns do not have conflicting feature specifications. Since 2 te is [+Person]
and 3 DAT le is [-Person], they are incompatible for Multiple Agree, lead-
ing to deviance. In sum, Icelandic restrictions result from a ban against
Multiple Agree in constructions without external argument, when two ar-
guments check features against T in (22). In strong PCC languages, restric-
tions result from a ban in VP in constructions with an external argument,
when datives and accusatives check features against transitive v in (23). In
weak PCC languages, restrictions arise when Multiple Agree applies in VP
in (23), and the features simultaneously checked by dative and accusative
against transitive v are not compatible.

The above analyses face problems if applied to QPRs. A first difficulty
discussed in 83.2 is due to QPRs in adjunct infinitive/gerund clauses with
Vs without person/number. A second difficulty in §3.3 is due to QPRs in
finite clauses with Unagreement — nominatives and finite Vs that do not
match in person and/or number. In §4, | propose morphological conditions
on person that apply postsyntactically and avoid such difficulties.

3.2. Nonfinite clauses

The first problem if QPRs are syntactic is that they are found in subject/
adjunct infinitives and gerunds whose Vs lack person and number. This is
illustrated in (24)—(25) with infinitive psych Vs. Gerunds and nonfinite in-
choatives with datives behave similarly (and see Rivero and Geber (2003)
for parallel facts in Romanian).

(24) a. Al gustar+le ellos aAna, protestamos.
At.the like.INF+3SG.DAT they.NOM Ann.DAT complained.1PL
‘Given that Ann liked them, we complained.’

b. Al gustar+le nosotros a Ana,  protestaron.
At.the like.INF+3SG.DAT we.NOM Ann.DAT, complained.3PL
‘Given that Ann liked us, they complained.’

c. Al gustar+os nosotros a vosotros, protestaron.
At.the like.INF+2PL.DAT we.NOM YOU.DAT, complained.3pPL
‘Given that you.PI liked us, they complained.’

(25) a. Al antojar+se+le ellos aAna, protestamos.
At.the fancy.INF+3R+3DAT they.NOM Ann.DAT, comp.1PL
* Given that Ann fancied them, we complained.’
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b. *Al antojar+nos+le nosotros a Ana,  protestaron.
At.the fancy.INF+1REF+3DAT we.NOM Ann.DAT, comp.3PL
“*Given that Ann fancied us, they complained.’

c. *Al antojar+0s+nos vOsotros a nosotros, protestaron.
At.the fancy.INF+2REF+1DAT YOU.NOM We.DAT, comp.3PL
“*Given that we fancied you.PI, they complained.’

The adjuncts in (25b—c) share with their well formed counterparts in (24)
(a) nominative themes, (b) dative experiencer clitics with doubling phrases,
and (c), crucially, numberless/personless nonfinite Vs. In addition, the of-
fending sentences all contain a reflexive clitic.

Such adjuncts pose problems if QPRs reside in syntax, as | show next
beginning with analyses inspired by Icelandic. QPRs exist in nonfinite ad-
juncts with personless/numberless Vs in contrast with Icelandic nominative
restrictions. QPRs, then, cannot be due to blocking effects between number,
person in/around finite T (or alternative heads) and nominative arguments,
the core idea behind proposals for Icelandic. Regarding intervention, we
could adopt Stepanov’s approach, considering Spa reflexive clitics aspec-
tual markers (Nishida 1994; Zagona 1996; Sanz 1999, 2000; De Miguel and
Fernandez Lagunilla 2000; among others; D’Alessandro 2004 on Italian).
As aspectual markers, reflexive clitics could head Aspect in (21), and inter-
rupt the needed syntactic relation between some abstract Person and the
nominative. The problem for this idea is Unagreement in §3.3; psych and
inchoatives with datives and nominatives that differ in overt person/number
from finite Vs are well formed in Spa. Given such a disconnection between
nominatives and overt person in T, QPRs are not due to intervention effects
between a higher (abstract) Person as probe and a structurally lower nomi-
native as goal. The alternative view in (22) with person conflicts in Ice-
landic due to a ban on Multiple Agree between nominatives, datives, and
person in T is inapplicable to nonfinite adjunct clauses with QPRs since
their T lacks phi-features (and see fn 3 for problems with Bianchi (2005)).
In sum, nonfinite adjuncts indicate that QPRs do not involve conflicts
around phi-features in 1/T, a conclusion extended to finite clauses in §3.3.

If QPRs do not arise from phi-features in TP, they could be signs of
illicit syntactic relations in VP, like PCC restrictions. On this view, the
ditransitive proposal of Anagnostopoulou in (23) could serve for psych and
inchoative unaccusatives. QPRs would then result from Multiple Agree ap-
plying to dative and reflexive clitics, when they check incompatible features
against little v in VP.
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The proposal just sketched has a morphological flavor, and runs into
problems in both QPR unaccusatives and PCC ditransitives. A general
problem made clear in §3.3 is that Multiple Agree based on person/number
does not seem to apply in Spa. Another problem is that if Multiple Agree is
at work, two syntactic classes of unaccusatives need to be distinguished,
which does not add to our understanding of restrictions. Anagnostopoulou
assumes that unaccusatives have an intransitive little v that does not check
case, and lacks phi-features; this seems suitable for psych Vs without re-
strictions such as gustar ‘like’. However, if QPRs signal Multiple Agree,
psych Vs such as antojarse “fancy’ and inchoatives must activate the transi-
tive v of (23), so as to check person against the dative and the reflexive
clitics simultaneously. Vs that participate in QPR constructions look hybrid,
without standard external argument like in Icelandic, and the clitic morphol-
ogy of ditransitive Vs with external arguments in Romance.

If Multiple Agree is assumed, unaccusative and ditransitive construc-
tions both pose problems for (in)compatibility. The first problem comes from
combinations with clitic se, which seems compatible with any other clitic.
French is mentioned to conclude that Romance se patterns with person
forms (Bonet 1991; Kayne 1975, 2000; a. 0.). On this view, French (4a) par-
tially repeated as (26a) and the ditransitive with the reflexive in (26b) both
violate the PCC because se in (b) is formally equivalent to me in (a).

(26) a. *Paul me lui présentera.
“*Paul will introduce me to him.’

b. *Elle se  lui est donnée entierement.
She REFL 3SG.DAT is given completely
**She has completely given herself to him’.

Anagnostopoulou (2005) tells us that se resembles person forms, is thus
compatible with 1/2 clitics, and can combine with them in Multiple Agree
contexts in weak PCC languages. The problem is that Spa se combines with
the complete paradigm of dative clitics both in PCC ditransitives, (27), and
in QPR unaccusatives, (28), which leads to a contradiction.

(27) a. Ella se nos entregd en cuerpoy alma.
She 3REFL 1PL.DAT gave in body and soul
‘She gave herself to us in body and soul.’

b. Ella se le entregd en cuerpoy alma.
She 3REFL 3sG.DAT gave in body and soul
*She gave herself to him in body and soul.’
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(28) a. (A nosotros) se nos antoja Pedro.
(We.DAT)  3.REFL 1PL.DAT fancy.3sG Peter.NOM
‘We fancy Pedro.’

b. (Ati) se te antoja Pedro.
(You.DAT) 3.REFL 2SG.DAT fancy.3sG Peter.NOM
“You fancy Pedro.’

c. (AJuan) se le antoja Pedro.
(John.DAT) 3.REFL 3SG.DAT fancy.3sG Peter.NOM
‘He fancies Pedro.’

Let us see the contradiction. For Anagnostopoulou, dative clitics such as le
in (27b) are [-person]. Then, if se resembles 1/2 and is [+person], it should
not be compatible with le. However, if se is [-person] and compatible with
le, it should be incompatible with [+person] nos in (27a). In passing, | noted
(Rivero 2004b) that Spa differs from French, so reflexive combinations of
type (27a-b) are a problem for the PCC in (Bonet 1991, 1994). Recall that
the strong PCC restricts accusatives to 3, so if Spa se is [+person], it should
be illicit in (27a). The weak PCC requires that if 3 is present, it should be
on the direct object. Thus, if se is equivalent to 1/2 and thus [+person], it
should also be illicit in (27b), where dative le is 3 (Bonet 1995). Unaccusa-
tives of type (28) differ from ditransitives, with a se usually called ‘inherent’
not ‘reflexive’, but the two se’s behave alike. In 84, | argue that Spa se can
be adjacent to any clitic in the morphological cluster because it is unspeci-
fied for person. However, with se unspecified, Multiple Agree will not apply
to any sequence with this clitic. This suggests that such a marked process is
not needed in Spa, and adds to the challenges of Unagreement in §3.3.

The second problem for compatibility under Multiple Agree comes from
combinations of 2pL and 1pL clitics, which should not be incompatible.
Such sequences are the worst in QPR unaccusatives of type (29a). Ditransi-
tives with them such as (29b) sound equally bad to my ear, but | have not
seen them mentioned, since examples in the literature are limited to singular
clitics.

(29) a. *Avosotros 0s nos antojamos nosotros.
We 2pL 1pL fancied  you.familiar.pL
“*You fancied us.’

b. *Ellos os nos presentaron.
They 2pPL 1PL introduced.3PL
“*They introduced you to us.” or “*They introduced us to you.’
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The clitics in (29a-b) are [+Person], so should be compatible under Multiple
Agree. In 84, | argue that (29a-b) are deviant due to markedness. The intui-
tion is that os and nos differ from se in having the richest combination of
features in the clitic paradigm, and clash when adjacent.

Let us summarize 83.2 on adjuncts with a nonfinite T. Adopting an Ice-
landic perspective, | concluded that QPRs are not due to a syntactic conflict
involving phi-features in T(P), and differ from the nominative prohibition
in this language. Adopting a Multiple Agree perspective for weak PCC ef-
fects, | noticed two problems. One is that such a process does not seem to
operate in the Spa TP or VP, which becomes clear in 83.3. The second prob-
lem is that combinations of se, nos, and o0s in QPR unaccusatives and PCC
ditransitives pose problems for (in)compatibility requirements in Multiple
Agree.

3.3. The scope of Unagreement in Spanish

This section mentions difficulties due to Unagreement if QPRs are syntactic.
Unagreement is a label first coined by Hurtado (1985) for mainly person
mismatches between 3Pl nominative subjects and any type of finite V with
1/2 Pl inflection, as in (30) (Jaeggli 1986; Taraldsen 1995 Torrego 1998). 2

(30) a. Los espafioles hablamos varios idiomas.
The Spaniards speak.1PL several languages
‘We Spaniards speak several languages.’

b. Ayer llegamos los espafioles.
Yesterday arrived.1PL the Spaniards
‘Yesterday we Spaniards arrived.’

c. Los espafioles fuimos  criticados duramente.
The Spaniards were.1PL criticized strongly
‘We Spaniards were strongly criticized.’

d. AAna e gustamos los espafioles.
Ann.DAT 3SG.DAT like.1rpL the Spaniards
*Ann likes us Spaniards.’

Person Unagreement distinguishes Spa from major Romance null and non-
null subjects languages, but the scope of the phenomenon is larger than (30)
suggests. As (31) illustrates, Unagreement can involve number with collec-
tive Ns and quantifiers, which has attracted no attention in the theoretical
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literature, but is noted in descriptive works. Note that nominative Unagree-
ment seems like the mirror image of so-called Antiagreement in Berber,
where Vs without phi-features occur with 1/2 subjects (Ouali, this volume
and references therein).

(31) a. La gente mayor no hablamos muchos idiomas.
The people older NEG speak.1PL many languages
‘We, older people, do not speak many languages

b. Ninguno hablamos varios idiomas.
No one.sG speak.1pL several languages
‘No one of us speak(s) several languages.’

c. AAna no le gustamos ninguno.
ANN.DAT NEG 3DAT like.1PL no one.sG
‘Ann does not like any of us.’

Unagreement in person/number is interesting for the recurring debate on
whether nominatives are licensed by phi features or tense (Chomsky 1981,
2000; George and Kornfilt 1981, a. 0. vs. latridou 1993; Chomsky 1995,
2001, 2004, a. 0.). | take Unagreement in (30) and (31) to indicate that per-
son and number on finite T are interpretable, and in no need of valuing in
Spa. This supports that case licensing should be divorced from phi features,
with valuation dependent on a complete tense domain (pace Alboiu 2006;
Pesetsky and Torrego 2001, 2004a,b; a. 0.). Once | incorporate the polite
system to Unagreement, I return to this aspect.

Nominative Unagreement has complex properties in need of future study.
In passing, | mention two adding to the idea that QPRs are morphological.
First, Unagreement is possible under long distance Wh-extraction, as in (32)
(contra Richards 2005).

(32) Insisten envera los que Maria cree que trabajamos.
Insist.3PL in see CM those that Mary thinks that work.1pL
‘They insist on seeing those of us who Mary thinks work.’

Richards (2005) reports the opposite judgment on a slightly garbled example.
However, speakers | consulted find (32) ordinary, fitting my own intuition.
Richards relates Unagreement and multiple Agree, proposing that DPs ex-
tracted long distance enter a multiple relation that restricts them to nonper-
son 3. That is, movement across clausal boundaries such as relativization in
(32) involves a first Agree relation with the embedded clause, which makes
person on the Probe inaccessible to further checking as in (Anagnostopoulou
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2003). This is followed by a second Agree with the moving XP — the rela-
tive —, triggering a nonperson=3 restriction. My idea is that in (32), the
embedded 1PL inflection contains an interpretable person feature, and the
moving relative does not check person against it. Thus, Unagreement fails to
participate in multiple Agree chains (even if there is multiple Agree in Spa).

A second aspect of Unagreement supporting markedness views in mor-
phology in this paper is when 1/2 inflectional markers and clitics function
as bound variables, (33), not as deictics or indexicals.

(33) Cada candidato al puesto incluido td tuvimos una pregunta
Each candidate to.the position including you had.1PLa  question

que comprendimos.
that understood.1pL

‘Each candidate to the position including you, we all/each had a
guestion we understood.’

The embedded 1PI inflection in (33) has a bound variable use (Rullman
2004; Kratzer 2006, a. 0.), and stands for a salient plurality over individuals
or pluralities that does not exclude the hearer.®> Semantics is beyond the
scope of this paper, but (33) indicates that plurals contain an inclusive fea-
ture, are rich in content, and can thus count as marked. This adds indirect
support to the view in 84 that markedness is a problem when 1/2 plural
clitics combine.

The Spa polite system is not viewed as Unagreement, but | see it as the
mirror image of the nominative type above. To this effect, consider (34),
where a semantically 2 polite pronoun cooccurs with a 3 V.

(34) Ustedes hablan.
you.Polite.PL speak.3PL
‘You (Polite plural) speak.’

The polite system illustrated in (34) establishes a second contrast with Ro-
mance. In French, for instance, polite forms are 2PL and appear with 2PL
Vs: Vous parlez. If the polite system indicates Unagreement, as | propose,
we can hypothesize that Spa person features are always interpretable, in no
need of valuing, and their position in the clause may vary. When such fea-
tures reside in T, they give rise to nominative Unagreement, and when they
reside in D=N, there is polite Unagreement as in (34).

To unify polite and nominative Unagreement divorces nominative li-
censing from phi-features in finite clauses. If Unagreement indicates that
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there is no Agree relation based on person/number between finite inflection
and nominatives, Tense must be the fundamental licensing item for them.
The received view is that Icelandic restrictions involve a syntactic conflict
between nominatives, datives, and phi-features in finite T. If Unagreement
disconnects nominatives from phi-features in this type of T, then syntactic
analyses for Icelandic cannot be extended to QPRs in finite clauses. We saw
in 83.2. that such analyses are unsuitable for QPRs in nonfinite adjuncts,
which can be unified with finite clauses because they count as complete
tense domains with nominatives licensed by T (in the absence of phi-fea-
tures) (and see Rigau 1995; Mensching 2000 a.o., on overt infinitive sub-
jects). In sum, in Spa nominatives in finite clauses need not share person/
number with T, and they can also appear in clauses whose T lacks person/
number. An Agree relation with Tense, not phi features, then, systematically
licenses nominatives. QPRs are found in both finite clauses with Unagree-
ment and in nonfinite clauses, so they are always independent from person
inT.

Now let us examine Unagreement in nonnominatives and their impact
on QPRs. Unagreement can involve accusative and dative clitics and their
doubles, with properties already noted for nominatives. Unagreement with
doubling plural DPs, quantifiers, or singular collectives is illustrated for di-
rect object clitics in (35a), indirect object clitics in (35b), and experiencer
clitics in (35¢).

(35) a. No nos criticaron a {los espafioles / ninguno/
NEG 1PL.ACC criticized.3PL CM {the Spaniards / no one /
ambos/la gente mayor}.
both /the people older}
“They did not criticize {us Spaniards/any of us / both of us/us the
older people}.’

b. No nos dieron libros a {los espafioles/ninguno, etc.}.
NEG 1PL.DAT gave.3PL books to {the Spaniards/no one, etc.}
“They did not give books to {us Spaniards/any of us, etc.}.’

c. A{ninguno/los espafioles, etc.} nos gusta el café.
None.sG  /the Spaniards etc. 1PL.DAT like.3SG the coffee
‘{None of us/us Spaniards, etc.} like(s) coffee.’

Unagreement with an experiencer clitic and long distance Wh-extraction is
in (36a). Unagreement with a 1PL accusative in a bound variable use in the
most deeply embedded clause is in (36b).
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(36) a. Insisten enver a quienes Maria cree que se nos
Insist.3PL in see CM who.3PL Mary thinks that 3.REFL 1PL.DAT
olvido Juan.
forgot.3sG John.NOM
‘They insist on seeing those of us who Mary thinks forgot John.’

b. A cada candidato al puesto incluido ta nos dieron
To each candidate to.the position including you we.DAT gave

una pregunta que nos irrito.

a question that we.Acc irritated.

‘They gave to each of us candidates to the position including you,
a question that irritated us.’

Unagreements can combine, as with nominatives and datives and a psych V
in (37). Here, dative and nominative quantifiers are singular, inflection is
familiar (Castilian) 2pL, and the clitic experiencer is 1PL.

(37) Aninguno  nos gustais ninguno.
None.SG.DAT 1PL.DAT like.2PL no one.SG.NOM
‘None of us likes any of you.’

Unagreements have no effect on QPRs. That is, unaccusative constructions
without reflexives of type (38) are free of restrictions, and those with re-
flexives of type (39) are restricted in the ways discussed above. Nominative
Unagreement is in (38b) and (39b), and nominative and dative Unagree-
ments combined are in (38¢) and (39c¢).

(38) a. AAna no le gusta  ninguno.
Ann.DAT NEG 3DAT like.3sG no one
‘Ana does not like any(one).’

b. AAna no le  gustamos ninguno.
Ann.DAT NEG 3DAT like.1PL no one
‘Ana does not like any of us.’

c. Al grupo no 0s gustamos ninguno.
The group.DAT NEG 2PL.DAT like.1PL no one
“Your group does not like any of us.’

(39) a. AAna no se le antoja  ninguno.
Ann.DAT NEG 3.REFL 3DAT fancy.3sG no one
‘Ana does not fancy any(one).’
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b.*AAna no nos le antojamos ninguno.
ANN.DAT NEG 1PL.REF 3DAT fancy.1PL no one
“* Ann does not fancy any of us.’

c. *Al grupo no 0s nos antojamos ninguno.
The group.DAT NEG 2PL.DAT 1PL.REF fancy.lPL no one
“*Your group does not fancy any of us.’

Before concluding, | take a last look at the hypothesis that Spa has Multiple
Agree in VP, in view of Unagreement. Regarding nominatives, | already
stated that an Agree relation with Tense, not phi features, licenses them.
Regarding accusatives, | know of no independence evidence to support that
transitive v establishes an Agree relation with them based on person. Un-
agreement between datives and accusatives and doubles indirectly suggests
the opposite, namely that person (or number) plays no particular role in the
syntactic relations entertained by those categories. Thus, it is plausible that
accusatives are licensed via an Agree relation with a T-type category in little
v, as in (Pesetsky and Torrego 2004b). On this view, Multiple Agree based
on person does not operate in TP or VP in Spa.

In conclusion, finite clauses with Vs with person/number that do not
agree with nominatives in person/number make syntactic proposals for re-
strictions in Icelandic inapplicable to QPRs in Spa. Nonnominative Unagree-
ment is another challenge for Multiple Agree based on person/number in
Spa.

4. QPRs and Morphological constraints on person

In this section | adopt Distributed Morphology (DM), and propose postsyn-
tactic morphological principles on person to capture QPRs.

In DM, syntax generates structures by combining morphosyntactic fea-
tures. In the case of pronominal clitics, fully specified syntactic feature ma-
trices are mapped onto morphological structures in morphology, and pho-
nological expression of syntactic terminals is provided trough vocabulary
insertion in the mapping to PF. | adopt such a view for the three phenomena
that posed problems in §83. One is that all sequences with se are grammatical
in both QPR unaccusatives and PCC ditransitives. Another is that Castilian
Spa sequences of 2pPL and 1PL clitics are ungrammatical in unaccusatives
and ditransitives. The third issue is that sequences with 3 dative clitics and
1/2 reflexives are ungrammatical in QPR unaccusatives (but fine in PCC
ditransitives in some variants, as we shall see).
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We saw in §3.3 that se does not participate in person restrictions in un-
accusatives and ditransitives. To recap, in the psych and inchoative con-
structions in 82, se combines with dative clitics for experiencers, human
involuntary causers, or affected participants in any person, as in (40) (non-
finite adjuncts are similar).

me
te

le/les {antojo/ olvidd/ perdidé/quemd} Pedro.

nos

0s

3REF DAT {fancied/forgot/lost/burned.3sG} Peter.NOM
‘I/you.sG/he/she/they/we/you.pL{fancied/lost/forgot/burned} Peter.’

(40)

Se

o0 o

Likewise, with ditransitive Vs, se combines with goal indirect objects in
any person, as in (41) (nonfinite adjuncts are similar).

(41) me
te

le/les entregd en cuerpoy alma.

nos

0s

Peter.NOM 3REF DAT gave.3sG in body and soul

‘Peter gave himself to me/you/him/them/us/you.pL in body and soul.’

Pedro se

®oo0 o

Spa se, then, does not enter into person conflicts, so | propose that it does
not clash with adjacent clitics in the morphological cluster due to its poor
feature content. That Spa se is unspecified is not a new idea (see Garcia
1975, a.0.), but I stress its lack of person specification, which establishes
the relevant contrast with earlier views on the PCC that pair it with 1 and 2.
For concreteness, | implement this hypothesis by adopting the system in
(Nevins 2007) (also Halle 1997; Silverstein 1986 and references), where
[+Auth,+Part] identifies first person, [-Auth,+Part] identifies second person,
and [-Auth, —Part] identifies third person. I call se a ‘zero’ person, in so far
as it differs from 1, 2, and 3 because it lacks the two mentioned features.*
This proposal accounts in a unified way for the absence of QPR effects
with experiencer/involuntary causers in (40), and PCC effects with goals in
ditransitives: (41). We see next that this hypothesis can also distinguish be-
tween licit se le ditransitive sequences in leista varieties, and illicit QPR
combinations such as * me/nos le etc. in all variants.
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Continuing with plural persons, recall that in varieties with familiar 2PL
vosotros/os, combinations of 2PL and 1PL are (extremely) deviant in both
QPR unaccusatives and PCC ditransitives. By contrast 2sG/1sG combina-
tions are well formed in all varieties, as far as | can tell. The contrast is now
illustrated in (42) and (43).

(42) a. *Os nos {antojamos, olvidamos, perdimos, quemamos}.
2.PL we.Acc {fancied.1pL, forgot.1pL, lost.1PL, burned.1PL}
“*You.PL {fancied, forgot, lost, burned} us.’

b. *Os nos {antojasteis, etc.}.
2.PL we.DAT {fancied.2pL, etc.}
“*We fancied you.PL, etc.’

c. Te me antojé, etc.
“You fancied me.’

d. Te me antojaste, etc.
‘| fancied you.’

(43) a. *Os nos {entregamos/entregasteis} en cuerpoy alma.
You.PL we gave.lPL/2PL in body and soul
‘Welyou gave ourselves/yourselves to you.pL/us in body and soul.’

b. Te me entregué/entregaste en cuerpo y  alma.
You/l you/me gave.2SG/1SG in body and soul
“You/l gave yourself/myself to me/you in body and soul.’

In 81, | mentioned that (42a), (42b) and (43a) could (surprisingly) suggest
that the strong PCC is at work in Spa, while (42c), (42d), and (43b) obey the
(expected) weak PCC. In my view, such contrasts are not due to the PCC,
but to markedness. The syntactic function of clitics plays no role in (42)-
(43) since ‘true’ reflexives in ditransitives and ‘inherent’/’inchoative’ reflex-
ives in unaccusatives are equally deviant. Os and nos are syncretic forms
for accusative and dative, but this cannot be the problem in (42a), (42b) and
(43a) because syncretic singular forms cooccur in (42c), (42d) and (43b).
We know since at least (Perlmutter 1971) that person organizes the Spanish
clitic template, with 2 preceding 1, which precedes 3. As a consequence, te
as first item in the cluster stands for an accusative reflexive in (42c), and a
dative experiencer in (42d). Mutatis mutandis, te stands for a dative goal in
ditransitive Te me entregué ‘I gave myself to you’, and an accusative re-
flexive in Te me entregaste “You gave yourself to me’. If case/syntactic
function plays no role when mapping clitics into the morphological template,
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alignment cannot be the problem in (42a—b) and (43a). Last, such combina-
tions are not deviant due to phonology; a similar (archaic) sequence with
subject vos ‘you’ and object nos ‘us’ is used in high ecclesiastical speech:
Vos nos bendecis. “You are blessing us’.

1pL/2PL clitics, however, have the most complex feature content in the
paradigm. My idea is that they cannot combine due to markedness, which is
thus a source of deviance in the absence of repairs. In this paper, it suffices
that 1 and 2 carry the marked feature [+Participant], and that Plurals contain
a marked number feature. Since Plural persons have an additional inclusive
feature mentioned for bound variable uses in §3.3, there could be possibilities
I do not explore. In sum, 1PL and 2PL are the most complex clitics in the Spa
paradigm, and markedness prevents them from combining in a clitic cluster
defined by person, with case and syntactic function irrelevant.

The last restriction | examine is reminiscent of Icelandic and Romance
at the same time, and prevents 1/2 accusatives with 3 datives in QPR
unaccusatives such as (44) repeating (2b),.

(44) *A Ana  nos le antojamos nosotros.
Ann.DAT 1PL.REFL 3SG.DAT fancy.1PL we.NOM
“*Ann fancies us.’

I propose a general prohibition against combining le/les as experiencer/in-
voluntary agent clitics with 1/(2) in psych and inchoative constructions of
type (44). However, | do no think there is a strict restriction against com-
bining le/les per se with 1/2, as | show by examining leista Spanish. The
contrast proves significant for the idea that a successful account of QPRs
must take into consideration features in le-clitics inherited from syntax. In
particular, | argue next that [m] for mental state in {experiencer/involuntary
agent} clitics is important for person restrictions.

To develop my argument, | begin with standard Spa (45), relevant be-
cause it combines accusative la as Theme with dative so-called aspectual
se (see Nishida 1994; Zagona 1996; Sanz 1999, 2000; a. 0).

(45) A Caperucita el lobo se la comié viva.
CM Little.Red.Riding.Hood the wolf 3REF.DAT 3sG.ACC ate  alive
‘As to Little Red Riding Hood, the wolf gobbled her up alive.’

Leista Spa is a variant that uses the forms le/les homophonous with dative
clitics for accusative 3 human/animate (preferably masculine) Themes. In
this variant, standard (46a), which combines the aspectual dative se of (45)
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with accusative lo for a Theme, has a well-formed alternative in (46b),
which combines the aspectual dative with le for a Theme.

(46) a. A Juan,el lobo se lo comi6 vivo. Standard Spa
CM John, the wolf 3REF lo ate.up alive
b. A Juan,el lobo se le comid vivo. Leista Spa

CM John, the wolf 3REF le ate.up alive
‘As to John, the wolf gobbled him up while he was alive.’

In psych and inchoative constructions, nos le combinations are deviant, as
we saw in (44). Thus, it seems intriguing that in leista Spa the apparently
similar combination in (47) is well formed. This describes a cannibalistic
intention or, more likely, a wish to demolish John, and the difference with
deviant (44) is that its le stands for an object not a ‘subject’. Thus, the QPR
prohibition affecting (44) is sensitive to the character of le as experiencer,
which justifies that le in this sentence is marked [+m] for mental state,
while le in (47) is not.

(47) AlJduan, (nosotros)nos le comeremos vivo. Leista Spa
John.Acc, we 1REF le will.eat.up alive
‘As to John, we are going to eat him alive.’

I just concluded that leista variants make a difference between le as ‘quirky
subject’ in psych constructions and le as ‘object’ in ditransitives with exter-
nal arguments. The difference between ‘subject’ le and ‘object’ le receives
further support from the behavior of olvidar ‘forget’ in such variants.
Olvidar participates in several frames, including the one with dative expe-
riencer and nominative theme in (48), or another one with nominative ex-
periencer, dative aspectual reflexive, and accusative theme in (49a-b). With
this V, then, experiencers can be dative or nominative.

(48) Al nifio se le  olvidaron los profesores.
The child.DAT 3REFL 3DAT forgot.3pPL the teachers.NOM
‘The child forgot the teachers.’

(49) a. Ana se olvidd a las nifias.
Ann.NOM 3REFL.DAT forgot.3sG the girls
‘Ann forgot/left the girls behind.’

b. Ana se las olvidd (aellas).
Ann.NOM 3REFL.DAT 3PL.FEM.ACC forgot.3sG
‘Ann forgot them/left them behind.’
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In standard Spa, (48) is unambiguous: le as dative stands for the experiencer
with the indicated reading. In leista Spa, however, (48) has two readings be-
cause the frames in (48) and (49b) can have identical morphology, since le
can stand for an experiencer/quirky subject, as in the standard, or a theme/
accusative object, in contrast with the standard. When le stands for a stan-
dard ‘subject’, the meaning of (48) is as shown. When le stands for the
nonstandard theme/accusative object, the nominative is an experiencer and
se is an aspectual reflexive. In the last case, the reading is ‘The teachers
forgot the child’ similar to standard Al nifio se lo olvidaron los profesores
with lo as Theme. The two readings of (48) have contrasting truth condi-
tions, so when confronted with such patterns, leista informants (including
the present writer) can switch from one to the other in endless confusion: Is
it the child who forgot the teachers, or is it the teachers who forgot the
child?

However, in contrast with (48) as far as | could ascertain, psych combi-
nations of le with 1 (or 2) such as (50) have only one interpretation in leista
variants: with the nominative (not the dative) as experiencer. That is, dative
le in (50) cannot be interpreted as an experiencer/‘quirky subject’ because
such a reading would imply a QPR violation: namely, an experiencer clitic
cannot combine with a 1/2 theme, as (44) clearly shows.

(50) AJuannos le olvidamos nosotros. Leista Spa
John 1REF le forgot.1PL we.NOM
Only possible reading: “We forgot John.’
Impossible/ungrammatical reading: **John forgot us.’

That (50) is limited to one reading with le as ‘object” supports that leista Spa
discriminates between ‘subject’ le and “object’ le. If le in (50) is interpreted
as an object functioning as theme as in “We forgot him’, no QPR (or PCC)
violation arises. In conclusion, Spa has a general ban against combining 3
clitics that stand for experiencers/involuntary causers/affected participants
with 1/2 accusative clitics that stand for themes. However, in certain varie-
ties it is possible to combine 1/2 with 3 datives that are not experiencers.
This shows that syntactic features encoded in clitics in the morphological
cluster are involved in QPRs.

How can we account for the above contrasts? Dative clitics must be pre-
sent, or are obligatory, in both psych constructions and inchoatives. Thus, |
propose that they function as the only obligatory formal sign of experienc-
ers/involuntary human causers. As such, they must be the elements in the
syntactic construction that are assigned a mental state feature embodying
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theta-role relations in the sense of Reinhart (2002). Dative clitics in QPR
constructions, then, must be marked in syntax with the feature [+m] for
mental state. When mapped to morphology, such clitics must carry and pre-
serve the [m] feature, whose content is unrecoverable. By contrast, based
on (47), I concluded that patient/theme clitics are not marked with a similar
[m] feature, even in those leista varieties where they can be homophonous
with experiencer clitics. There is also a difference between homophonous
clitic experiencers and clitic goals in ditransitives, which is that the first
cannot be modified through morphological operations, while the second
may. | attribute such a difference to the [+m] feature in experiencer/in-
voluntary agents, which, as stated, is a content that is not recoverable if
manipulated in morphology.

To account for the ban on 3 datives and 1/2 accusatives in QPR con-
structions, | propose as a first step the preliminary morphological constraint
in (51) for le marked with [+m] in the clitic cluster®.

(51) Le marked [+m] is ungrammatical in the presence of a [+Participant]
feature elsewhere in the clitic cluster.

Given (51), we expect no person restrictions in constructions with only a
dative clitic of the relevant type, such as the psych kind without reflexive
(gustar), or the unaccusative kind with a dative and a V that does not par-
ticipate in the inchoative alternation in §2 (florecer). Second, there are no
problems in constructions that combine le with se, which is unspecified for
person, so lacks a [Participant] feature. Third, constructions with reflexives
that are inherently 1 or 2 should be deviant because they carry an offending
[+Participant] feature elsewhere in the cluster.

In QPR constructions, however, other dative clitics besides le can be
marked [+m]. For instance, we saw that combinations of 1/2 clitics such as
Te me antojaste ‘I fancied you’ are fine; this is a case where the [+m] clitic
carries a [+Participant] feature, and there is another [+Participant] feature
elsewhere in the cluster. This suggests that (51) hides a more general condi-
tion that requires that the [Participant] feature in [+m] clitics have a value
compatible with another [Participant] feature in the cluster, as in (52).

(52) The value of [Participant] in [+m] clitics must be compatible with a
value for [Participant] elsewhere in the clitic cluster.

Due to markedness, combinations of 2pL and 1PL clitics are generally ex-
cluded in all constructions including ditransitives, so irrespective of their
[+m] and [Participant] features, they are impossible in QPR constructions.
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I just proposed that se is unspecified for person, and nos and os cannot
combine due to markedness. Given such proposals, a reviewer suggests that
QPRs could be unified with the (remnants of the) PCC if (52) did not men-
tion [m], but made reference instead to some morphological feature present
in both experiencer and goal clitics (perhaps [dative]) and absent in themes.
On this view, the [m] feature contained in experiencer/involuntary agent
clitics would come into play for repair mechanisms, distinguishing between
experiencers from goals (but see fn. 6). As | show next, dative experiencer
clitics cannot be manipulated or undergo repairs in morphology, which is
not the case for dative goal clitics, so the two differ.

As way of conclusion, | examine the role of the [m] feature in disallow-
ing repairs for QPRs, which distinguishes them from other person restric-
tions in the literature. When Icelandic Vs are in default form, there are no
person restrictions. In (53a) adapted from Sigurdsson (1996: 30), the nomi-
native cannot be 1 since it agrees with the (matrix) V. In (53b), by contrast,
the nominative can be 1 because V shows no agreement, i.e. default 3sG.

(53) a. *Pbeim héfum  alltaf fundist vid vinna vel.
They.DAT have.1PL always found we.NOM work well
b. Peim hefur alltaf  fundist vid vinna vel.

They.DAT have.3sG always found we.NOM work well
‘They have always found we work well.’

In Spa, there is no situation for QPRs equivalent to (53b). In 83.2, we saw
that infinitives and gerunds without person/number do not agree with nomi-
natives in phi-features, but display QPRs. In §3.3, we saw that nominatives
in finite clauses need not agree with V in person/number, but there are
QPRs. Since QPRs do not reside in T, they cannot be affected by manipu-
lations of T.

QPRs reside in clitic clusters, so repair mechanisms for such items seem
more relevant. A strategy to avoid PCC violations in ditransitives is to use
a strong pronoun instead of a clitic (Bonet 1994). In QPR constructions, how-
ever, clitics never allow substitution by strong pronouns, and are obligatory
except for a lexical exception (i.e. we saw that some psych Vs can appear
with/without reflexive for unclear reasons). Dative clitics in QPR patterns
may double strong pronouns, but they can never be substituted by them. |
attribute obligatoriness to [+m]: if the dative clitic were absent, [+m] would
be unrecoverable.

Impoverishment is a familiar repair strategy, and can affect dative clitics.
In Catalan, for instance, dative clitic li as goal is empoverished and turns
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into hi, which is a way to avoid a PCC violation (Bonet this volume). The
‘Spurious se rule’ of Spa is well known (Perlmutter 1971; Bonet 1991, 1994;
Nevins 2007; a. 0.). In ditransitives, it changes 3 dative goals next to accu-
satives into se, thus turning deviant *Le lo dio into well formed Se lo dio.
‘(He/she) gave it to him’. This procedure looks particularly relevant for
QPRs, since dative experiencer le(s) runs into difficulties when it combines
with 1/2 clitics in cases like (2b) now repeated in (54a). However, there is
no version of the Se-rule for dative le(s) in QPR constructions. If, for the
sake of the argument, offending le in (54a) is disguised as se and mapped
into the initial position in the cluster, the result is nonsensical (54b), which
only a linguist could construct.

(54) a. (*A Ana) nos le antojamos (nosotros).
Ann.DAT 1PL.REFL 3SG.DAT fancy.1lPL we.NOM
“*Ann fancies us.’

b. *Se nos antojamos.
‘*She/he fancies us.’

If quirky le(s) is marked [+m] in QPR unaccusatives, such a feature should
prevent it from being impoverished, or otherwise manipulated in postsyn-
tactic morphology, because, to repeat, the content of such a feature is unre-
coverable.

In the absence of any syntactic or morphological repair, Gapping is the
only way to circumvent QPRs. Gapping is a process targeting finite Vs as
in (55a), or nonfinite Vs (not illustrated), and must affect clitics that ac-
company the verb, as in (55b).

(55) a. Yo hablé con Mariay ti hablaste con Juan.
I spoke with Mary and you speke with John

b. Juanse comid todala tartay yomeeemi todoel helado.
John 3rRerate  all the cake and | 2Rerate all theice-cream
‘John ate up the whole cake and | ate up all the ice-cream.’

When Gapping applies to a V with offending clitics in a QPR construction,
the result is always grammatical (and the content is recoverable). Thus, dif-
ferences between constructions free of restrictions and those with QPRs
disappear under Gapping, as they are all well formed. This is illustrated in
(56a) with a construction without restrictions, and in (56b) with Gapping of
a portion with QPRs. Infinitives and gerunds (not illustrated) behave along
parallel lines.
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(56) a. AAna e gustaron sus compafieros y a Pedro
Ann.DAT 3.DAT liked.3PL her pals and Peter.DAT
fe-gustames nosotros.
3-BDAT-CLLHKED-1PE We.NOM
*Ann liked her pals and Peter (liked) us.’

b. AAna se le antojaron sus comparieros
Ann.DAT 3.REFL 3.DAT.CL fancied.3PL her pals
y aPedro nesleantojames nosotros.

and Peter.DAT 1PLREFE3DAT-fancied-tPE we.NOM
*Ann fancied her pals and Peter (fancied) us.’

In DM, phonological content for morphosyntactic features is provided post-
syntactically in PF. On this view, we can reinterpret the traditional idea that
Gapping is a “deletion’ process as the situation where the syntactic feature
matrices of V and clitics do not undergo Vocabulary Insertion in the map-
ping to morphology, making such features invisible for person restrictions.
That Gapping eliminates violations, then, suggests that QPRs do not result
from illicit syntactic derivations. Restrictions are due to morphological con-
flicts that fail to materialize if the clitics are not spelled out by Vocabulary
Insertion, that is, ‘late’ in the morphological component.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, | developed a morphological account of person restrictions in
Spa unaccusative constructions with ‘quirky’ subjects and objects, based on
three ideas. (1) In the general case, se is unspecified for person, so QPR-
like unaccusatives and PCC-like ditransitives are well formed along parallel
lines, when they contain combinations with this clitic. (2) In the general case,
1pPL and 2pL clitics cannot combine due to markedness, so both QPR unac-
cusatives and PCC ditransitives that contain such combinations are deviant
along parallel lines. (3) Dative clitics for experiencers/involuntary causers
are special in so far as they carry a [+m] feature. This feature prevents them
from being manipulated in morphology, and can trigger a clash with a [Par-
ticipant] feature elsewhere in the clitic cluster. The clash disappears under
Gapping, which prevents Vocabulary Insertion of V and clitics in PF.
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Notes

1. Research for this paper was partially subsidized by the Social and Humanities
Research Council of Canada under Research Grants 410-2003-0167 and 410-
2006-0150. Preliminary versions were presented at the Montreal-Ottawa-
Toronto (MOT) Phonology Meeting, Ottawa, February 2004, the 14 Collo-
quium in Generative Grammar, Porto, Portugal, April 2004, The Role of Mor-
phology in Argument Expression and Interpretation Workshop, Vienna, Austria,
June 2005, and graduate seminars at the Instituto Ortega y Gasset, Madrid,
Spain, March 2006, and the University of Ottawa, Fall 2006. | thank the stu-
dents in the seminars most particularly, the audiences of the conferences, two
anonymous reviewers, and the editors of this volume for many useful com-
ments.

2. Hurtado (1985) suggests that nominative phrases are dislocated adjuncts, and a
null pronoun with person sits in argument position. Torrego (1998) suggests a
similar analysis for Unagreement in objects. However, Unagreemet involves
quantifiers that cannot be dislocated or appear in a syntactic A-bar position.
Den Dikken (2001) treats some instances of quirky agreement in English with
phrases in apposition to empty pronouns with person/number, as in We the
people. Another option is with empty pronouns in partitive structures such as
None of us. However, these options do not provide plausible sources for some
complex examples of Unagreement such as (33) later in the paper.

3. Bianchi (2005) develops a relativized minimality approach for PCC and inverse
systems. PCC effects result from intervention when direct and indirect object
as deictic pronouns are licensed by person categories in the Finiteness left pe-
riphery of the clause anchored in discourse. | see two problems for this ap-
proach. One is that it does not contemplate that pronouns can also be used as
bound variables. The other is that infinitive and gerund adjuncts are syntactic
islands, so their pronominal categories should be barred from accessing person
projections in the main clause, which makes it impossible to differentiate be-
tween adjuncts with QPRs and those without.

4. An anonymous reviewer suggests that se is unspecified for number, so can oc-
cur with both Sg. and pL NPs, but is incompatible with 1: *Yo se amo “*I love
myself’. In my view, deviance in this type of sequence could indicate incom-
patibility between [+Participant] in finite T, and se as zero person. By contrast,
in La gente nos amamos ‘We people (sG) love (1pPL) ourselves’ and La gente
se ama ‘People (SG) love (3sG) themselves’, [-Participant] in T is compatible
with se, regardless of number in NP. On this view, [-Participant] in T is equiva-
lent to an unspecified or absent feature.

5. A common assumption in the syntactic literature is that datives are structurally
higher than accusatives. In Spa, te me sequences such as (43b) and (42c-d) are
ambiguous between a DAT-ACC interpretation and an ACC-DAT interpretation.
Given such ambiguity, morphological metathesis rules as in (Harris and Halle
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2005) could be at work in 1/2 syntactic combinations, when mapping them
into a clitic cluster.

6. A second case where [m] plays a role in restrictions is in (Rivero 2005) for
Bulgarian, under a different terminology. In (Rivero 2004b), | showed that con-
structions comparable to those with QPRs in Spa do not have restrictions in
Bulgarian. I attributed the difference to the invariable/unspecified se standing
for all persons in Slavic. In (Rivero 2005), | noted restrictions on nominatives
in another family of constructions in Bulgarian known as ‘feel like” (Rivero
2003, 2004a), as in (i).

(i) a. Nalvan mu se zeluvaxa devojki. Bulgarian
Ivan.DAT 3SG.DAT REF Kissed.3pPL girls.NOM
‘Ivan felt like kissing girls.’
b. *Na Ivan mu se zeluvaxme nie.
Ivan.DAT 3SG.DAT REF kissed.1PL we.NOM
“*lvan felt like kissing us.’

As (i.a) illustrates, ‘feel like’ constructions combine dative experiencers and
nominative themes with reflexive and dative clitics; both dative and nominative
phrases may be absent, but the two clitics are obligatory. ‘Feel like’ construc-
tions are well formed with a 3 nominative, (i.a), not with a 1 (or 2) nominative,
(i.b). The reflexive in ‘feel like’ constructions is also se but | proposed (Rivero
2005) that it is related to the experiencer through what I then dubbed *Control’
(se is the signal of the external argument of V bound by the dative). Using the
ideas of this paper, the idea is that in Bulgarian se inherits [+m] in ‘feel like’
constructions, not in ordinary psych constructions. The restriction in (i.b) could
then be that T marked [+Participant] is incompatible with se marked [+m] (or vice
versa).
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Icelandic Dative Intervention:
Person and Number are separate probes

Halldor Armann Sigurdsson and Anders Holmberg

Icelandic DAT-NOM constructions generally observe the Person Restriction,
allowing only 3™ person NOM to control agreement. This can be illustrated
with English glosses:

(1) a. /him.DAT have.3pPL always liked they.NOM/
= “He has always liked them.’
b. */him.DAT have.1PL always liked we.NOM/

In addition, however, there is variation within the 3" person, one variety
(Icelandic C) allowing only the default 3sG form of the verb (i.e., generally
disallowing agreement), another variety (Icelandic B) generally disallowing
3 person agreement with NOM across an overtly intervening DAT, and a
third variety (Icelandic A), allowing many but not all instances of 3" person
agreement across DAT. Thus, we find the pattern in (2a) in Icelandic A but
the pattern in (2b) in Icelandic B and C:

(2) a. /there have.3PL/?has.3sG only A
one linguist.DAT liked these ideas.NOM/
b. /there *have.3PL/has.3sG only B/C

one linguist.DAT liked these ideas.NOM/

However, when the dative raises outside of the probing domain of the finite
verb, three patterns can be discerned: Preferable 3PL agreement in Icelandic
A, optional agreement in Icelandic B and agreement blocking (default 3sG)
in Icelandic C:

(3) a. /him.DAT have.3PL/?has.3sG always liked they.NOM/ A
b. /him.DAT have.3PL/has.3sG always liked they.NOM/ B
c. /him.DAT??have.3PL/has.3sG always liked they.Nom/ C

We develop a unified analysis of the Person Restriction, blocking 1% and 2™
person agreement in cases like (1b), and the 3" person agreement variation
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in (2) and (3) (and elsewhere in the language). The analysis is based on the
hypothesis that interpretable (but unvalued) Person and Number are sepa-
rate probes (‘heads’) in the clausal structure.

1. Introduction

There are two histories behind this article. First, as has been widely dis-
cussed in the generative literature on agreement, since Sigurdsson (1991,
1996) and Taraldsen (1995, 1996), Icelandic DAT-NOM constructions show
an unusual PERSON RESTRICTION, allowing only 3™ person NOM to control
agreement.! Second, however, even for 3rd person agreement, DATIVE IN-
TERVENTION may arise, such that DAT blocks the verb from agreeing with
NOM if it intervenes between the two. This intervention effect was first re-
ported by Holmberg and Hréarsdoéttir (2003, 2004), henceforth H&H, and
has since been discussed by many (e.g., Hiraiwa 2005, Nomura 2005,
Chomsky 2005). H&H discussed a variety of Icelandic where the facts in (4)
hold true:

(4) a. Henni virgast myndirnar vera ljétar.
her.DAT seem.3PL paintings.the.NOM be ugly
‘It seems to her that the paintings are ugly.’

b. Pad virdist/*virdast einhverri konu
EXPL seems.3SG/3PL some woman.DAT
myndirnar vera ljotar.
paintings.the.NOM be ugly

c. Hvada konu finnst/??finnast
what woman.DAT finds.3SG/3PL
myndirnar vera ljétar?
paintings.the.NoM be ugly
‘Which woman finds the paintings ugly?’

The DAT argument of a seem-type verb usually raises out of the probing (c-
commanding) domain of the verb, as in (4a), in which case T may agree
with the lower NOM argument.? However, if DAT remains in a low position,
as in (4b), it blocks agreement between the verb and Nowm, apparently a
case of defective intervention. If DAT wh-moves, as in (4c), agreement is
still blocked. H&H drew the conclusion that the wh-DAT must move di-
rectly to SpecCP, since if it moved via SpecTP, as in (4a), it would thereby
have moved out of the probing domain of the verb, thus not intervening for
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agreement between T and NOM, contrary to fact. Chomsky (2005) took this
to provide evidence for his theory of parallel movement, whereby the da-
tive argument in (4c) moves to SpecTP and SpecCP by two parallel move-
ments, creating two disjoint chains, an A and an A-bar chain.

However, soon after the publication of H&H, it became clear that the in-
tuitions reported there are not shared by all native speakers. Since Sigurds-
son’s description (1991) and analysis (1996) of the Person Restriction was
to a large extent based on an informant survey, we found it appropriate to
make a similar survey on the H&H intervention effect.® This survey revealed
that there are basically three varieties of Icelandic with respect to the H&H
intervention effect, one that does not generally have it (Icelandic A), one
that has it, as described in H&H (Icelandic B), and one that disallows agree-
ment in DAT-NOM constructions, regardless of overt intervention (Icelandic
C).* In the first variety (A), number agreement (in the third person) is
stronger than in the H&H variety (B), in the sense that it may apply across
a dative argument, as in (4b), or across a wh-trace, as in (4c). In the third
variety (C), number agreement is, trivially, still weaker than it is in the H&H
variety. There are reasons to believe that the strongest number agreement
variety is the oldest one and that the no agreement variety is the most recent
one, that is, there seems to be an ongoing change from A to B to C:°

IcelandicA > Icelandic B (H&H) > Icelandic C
Agreement Intervention No agreement

In contrast to Dative Intervention, the Person Restriction holds across all
three varieties. However, we will show that both phenomena can be ac-
counted for if Person and Number are separate probes. Given that assump-
tion, the Person Restriction can be explained as another effect of interven-
tion by the Dative argument. This will also account for certain other
puzzling facts regarding Icelandic agreement, including ‘half agreement’,
that is, when the verb agrees with the number but not unambiguously with
the person of the (1% or 2™ person) object.

2. The Person Restriction: the central facts

DAT-NOM constructions where NOM is the sole, unrestricted agreement con-
troller are cross-linguistically common, found in German, Russian, Romance
varieties,® South-Asian languages, Hungarian, etc. This is illustrated for the
Simplex DAT-NOM Construction in German in (5):
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(5) a. Ihm wirden wir gefallen haben. 1P AGR
him.DAT would.1/3PL we.NOM liked have
‘He would have liked us.’
b. Ihm wiirdet ihr gefallen haben. °k2p AGR
him.DAT would.2PL  you.NOM.PL liked  have
c. Ihm wirden sie gefallen haben. °k3p AGR

him.DAT would.1/3pL they.NOM liked  have
In contrast, Icelandic is known to observe the Person Restriction in (6):’

(6) In DAT-NOM constructions, only 3™ person NOM may control
agreement

Let us begin by describing the facts for Icelandic A, the strongest agreement
variety. As illustrated in (7)—(8), it observes the Person Restriction in both
active and passive constructions:

(7) a. *Honum likum vid. *1P AGR
him.DAT likelPL we.NOM
b. *Honum likio  pid. *2P AGR
him.DAT like.2PL you.NOM.PL
c. Honum lika  peir. °k3p AGR

him.DAT like.3PL they.NOM
‘He likes them.’

(8) a. *Henni  vorum  syndir vid. *1P AGR
her.DAT were.1PL shown we.NOM
b. *Henni  vorud  syndir pid *2P AGR
her.DAT were.2PL shown you.NOM.PL
c. Henni voru syndir peir. °k3p AGR

her.DAT were.3PL shown they.NOM
“They were shown to her.’

In addition to this Simplex DAT-NOM Construction, Icelandic has a Complex
ECM DAT-NoM Construction, with the raising verbs in (9):

(9) finnast ‘think, feel, find, consider’ synast ‘seem (to see/look)’
virdast ‘seem’ pykja ‘find, seem, think (that)’
heyrast ‘(seem to) hear’, ‘sound as if’ reynast ‘prove (to be ...)’
skiljast “(get to) understand’
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As in the simplex construction, 1%/2" person agreement is generally ex-
cluded in the complex ECM-like construction, whereas third person agree-
ment is generally grammatical in Icelandic A, as illustrated in (10):

(10) a. *Honum mundum virdast vid vera hefir. *1P AGR
him.DAT would.1PL seem we.NOM be  competent

b. *Honum mundud virdast pio vera hefir. *2P AGR
him.DAT would.2PL seem you.NOM be  competent

c. Honum mundu  virdast peir vera hafir. °*3p AGR
him.DAT would.3rPL seem they.NOM be  competent
‘They would seem competent to him.’

However, if the finite verb does not agree with the nominative downstairs
subject, instead showing up in the default 3sG (here mundi), all persons are
allowed in the nominative argument:

(11) a. Honum mundi virdast vid vera hefir. °k3sG verb — 1PL NOM
him would seem we be competent

b. Honum mundi virdast pid vera hefir. °k35G verb — 2PL NOM
¢. Honum mundi virdast peir vera hfir. °k35G verb — 3PL NOM

In this case, the verb evidently does not probe NOM, presumably probing the
whole infinitival complement instead. We assume that NOM has undergone
Short Raising out of the infinitival TP in cases like (10c) (see section 4 be-
low; see also Schiitze 2003: 297, fn. 2).

In the simple, monoclausal construction, on the other hand, probing
NOM is the only option, hence we expect default or non-agreeing 3sG to be
degraded. This is borne out for Icelandic A (glosses: him would have liked
we/you/they):

(12) a. *Honum mundi hafa likad vid. *3SG verb — 1PL NOM
b. *Honum mundi hafa likad pid. *3SG verb — 2PL NOM
c. ?Honum mundi hafa likad peir. ?3SG verb — 3PL NOM

In the examples in (7)—(12) there is no overt DAT intervention, i.e., the rele-
vant order of elements is DAT-verb-NoOM (and not X-verb-DAT-NOM). In
such structures, Icelandic B differs only minimally from Icelandic A, such
that the default 3sG in (12c) is just as acceptable as the 3pPL agreement in
(7c). In Icelandic C, on the other hand, default 3sG is preferable in examples
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like (12¢) (and not sharply unacceptable in (12a,b)). This is accounted for if
DAT in Icelandic C intervenes between the verb and NOM at the derivational
stage where number agreement takes place. See the analysis in (24) vs. (24)’
below.

3. High Intervention

In (7)-(12) above, DAT has raised out of the c-commanding or probing do-
main of the finite verb, that is, there is no overt DAT-intervention between
the finite verb and NOM:

(13) DAT would BAT like/seem/... NOM ...

As we just mentioned, Icelandic A and Icelandic B differ only minimally in
structures like (13). However, if DAT remains in the verb’s probing domain,
variation arises between Icelandic A and Icelandic B/C, but, importantly,
this pertains only to clauses where the NOM argument is in the 3™ person,
that is:

(14) a. *X would.AGR DAT like/seem/... NOM.3P ... Icelandic A
1 |
b. *X would.AGR DAT like/seem/... NOM.3P ... Icelandic B/C
1 |

X = an adverbial or the expletive pad ‘there, it’

The fact that Icelandic A allows agreement across the dative is illustrated
for the simplex construction in (15a) and for the complex one in (15b):®

Icelandic A:

(15) a. pad likudu einum malfraedingi pessar hugmyndir.
EXPL liked.3PL one  linguist.DAT these ideas.NOM

b. bad pottu einum malfreedingi pessi rok
EXPL thought.3PL/3sG one  linguist.DAT these arguments.NOM
sterk.
strong

In Icelandic B, on the other hand, agreement is blocked by intervention, and
in Icelandic C agreement is generally unacceptable in DAT-NOM construc-
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tions. This is illustrated for the simplex construction in (16a) and for the
complex one in (16b):

Icelandic B/C:

(16) a. pad likadi/*likuou einum malfraedingi pessar hugmyndir.
EXPL liked.3SG/3PL one  linguist.DAT these ideas.NOM
b. bad potti/*pottu einum malfredingi pessi rok
EXPL thought.3sG/3PL one  linguist.DAT these arguments.NOM
sterk.
strong

For 1% and 2" person NOM, on the other hand, (full morphological) agree-
ment is generally unacceptable, in all three varieties, regardless of the posi-
tion of the dative.® This is sketched in (17) and exemplified (for the 2" per-
son plural) in (18):

Icelandic A, B & C:

(17) a. *DAT would.1/2AGR BAF like/seem/... NOM ...
b.*X  would.1/2AGR DAT like/seem/... NOM ...

X = an adverbial or the expletive pad ‘there, it’

(18) a. *Einhverjum hafio  alltaf likad/virst  pid...
some.DAT.SG/PL have.2pPL always liked/seemed you.NOM.PL

b. *pad hafid einhverjum alltaf likadlvirst ~ pid...
EXPL have.2PL some.DAT.SG/PL always liked/seemed you.NOM.PL

In descriptive terms, then, we are dealing with three phenomena:

(19) a. The PERSON RESTRICTION in Icelandic A, B and C, blocking 1%
and 2" person NoM from controlling agreement in both the sim-
plex and the complex DAT-NOM constructions, regardless of the
position of DAT.

b. Overt DATIVE INTERVENTION in Icelandic B, blocking 3™ person
NoM from controlling number agreement across DAT in both the
simplex and the complex DAT-NOM constructions.

c. General agreement blocking in DAT-NOM constructions in Ice-
landic C.

However, we will argue that both the Person Restriction and the general
agreement blocking in Icelandic C are actually due to (covert or overt) inter-
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vention, and that all three phenomena or patterns in (19) thus can and should
get a unified account. Such an account can be developed if Person and
Number are separate probes.

4. Split Person/Number probing

The Person Restriction suggests that Person probing and Number probing
are distinct phenomena. Adopting the approach pursued by Sigurdsson
(20044, 20064,b), we assume the order of elements in (20), where not only
T and C-type features like Fin(iteness) and Top(ic), but also Pn (=Person)
and Nr (=Number) are clausal heads, the basic assumption being that any
clausal head is a single feature (cf. Sigurosson 2000, and, e.g., Cardinaletti
2003):*

(20) [cp... Top...Fin...[tp... Pn ... Nr... T ... v ... DAT ... NOM]]"

Another important factor is that DAT moves out of vP, thus complying with
the generalization (Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 2001) that the subject
always has to raise from a “full verb phrase’, containing both a subject and
an object (parallel facts hold for Icelandic nominative subjects):

(21) a. Pad mundi alltaf  einhverjum stddent hafa
EXPL would always some student.DAT have
[ virst  [proéfin oréttlat]].

[ __ seemed [exams.the.NOM unfair]]

b.*Pad mundi alltaf hafa [einhverjum stadent
EXPL would always have [some student.DAT
virst  [profin oréttlat]].
seemed [exams.the.NOM unfair]]

As is well known, Icelandic also has a higher subject position (‘SpeclP’),
preceding all sentence adverbs, that is, one has to distinguish between the
Low Subject Raising in (21a) and regular High Subject Raising."

Given that Pn and Nr attract T to two different positions, and given this
Low Subject Raising out of vP, we can account for the observed agreement
variation. Reconsider Icelandic A, with no intervention effect:
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Icelandic A:

(22) bpad potti/pottu einum malfreedingi pessi rok
EXPL thought.3sG/3PL one  linguist.DAT these arguments.NOM
sterk.
strong

The derivation of (22) is as follows, where, however, we do not show op-
tional Short Raising of NOM out of the infinitival TP, yielding optional
agreement in the third person (for simplicity also, we show the structure as
if everything was merged at once and do not show V-raising to T; ‘TP’ in-
dicates the infinitival TP, not the matrix TP):

(23) ... (EXPL) Pn Nr T [»pDATV [tpNOM ...
(24) ... (EXPL) Pn DAT Nr T [,pBAT V [1pNOM ... (Low Subject Raising)
(25) ... (EXPL) Pn DAT TINr ¥ [,pBAF V [1pNOM ... (T raising to Nr)™

(26) ... (ExPL) T/INr/Pn DAT FNe T [,pBAT V [1pNOM ... (T/Nr-raising to Pn)

As indicated by the initial dots, we do not show V2 raising of the finite verb
(to “‘C”), nor do we show potential topicalization of DAT to the high left edge
(‘SpecCP”), as these processes do not generally affect agreement.*

N and Pn probing is activated by T-raising, that is, T cannot probe for DP
number/person unless it has joined Nr and Pn. Also, we assume, Nr and Pn
probing must take place immediately after T-raising to Nr and T/Nr-raising
to Pn, respectively. Notice, in passing, that this roll-up type of T-movement
yields the order of tense, number and person markers in morphology (e.g.,
leer-d-u-m = learn-PAST-PL-1P ‘(we) learned’, cf. Sigurdsson 2006a: 228f.).

Number agreement with NOM is established in (25), T having joined Nr,
and DAT having raised ‘out of the way’. If NOM undergoes optional Short
Raising out of TP, number agreement is obligatory, but if it does not raise,
T/Nr probes the infinitival TP as a whole, in which case only the default
singular is available, cf. the optional number agreement in (22), and in
(10c)/(11c) above. Person agreement is established in (26), but since DAT
intervenes, the verb cannot reach NOM, instead probing DAT, which yields
default 3sG (cf. Boeckx 2000, but see section 7 for a slight reformulation).
Hence the Person Restriction (‘true’ person excluded). High Subject Raising
to the low left edge (‘SpeclIP’), as in (27), generally has no effects upon
agreement, taking place too late for that:*

(27) ... DAT T/Nr/Pn AT TNk F [,pBAT V [1pNOM ... (High Subject Raising)
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Now, consider Icelandic C ((28) = (16b) above):

(28) bPpad potti/*pottu einum malfraedingi pessi rok
EXPL thought.3sG/3PL one  linguist.DAT these arguments.NOM
sterk.
strong

Suppose that the derivation in Icelandic C differs from the derivation in
Icelandic A in only one, minimal respect, T-raising to Nr taking place prior
to Low Subject Raising out of vP. If so, the derivation of (28) is as sketched
below:

(23) (ExPL) Pn Nr T [pDATV [{pNOM...

(24)’ (ExpL) Pn TINr F [,pDAT V [1pNOM ... (T raising to Nr)
(25)" (ExPL) Pn DAT T/INr F [,pBAF V [1pNOM ... (Low Subject Raising)
(26) (expL) T/Nr/Pn DAT FNe F [,pBAT V [1pNOM ... (T/Nr-raising to Pn)

As in Icelandic A, number probing takes place immediately after T-raising
to Nr, here in (24)’, but since this happens prior to Low Subject Raising in
Icelandic C, DAT will inevitably induce an intervention effect, blocking plu-
ral agreement. As in Icelandic A (and generally), person cannot be probed
until after T/Nr-raising to Pn, hence the same Person Restriction as in Ice-
landic A (‘true’ 1% and 2™ person agreement excluded). Thus, DAT always
intervenes in Icelandic C (overtly or covertly), regardless of where it is
situated in surface structure.

Icelandic B is a kind of a hybrid between Icelandic A and C. When DAT
remains low the result is the same as in Icelandic C, agreement being
blocked. However, when DAT undergoes High Subject Raising to the edge
(“SpeclIP’), as in (27), Icelandic B behaves either as Icelandic A or as Ice-
landic C. This is illustrated in (29) for the simplex DAT-NOM construction:

Agr —Agr

(29) a. ad henni likudu/?likadi  peir. Icelandic A ok  ?
b. ad henni likudu/likadi  peir. Icelandic B ok ok

c. ad henni  ??likudu/likadi peir. IcelandicC ?? ok

that her.DAT liked.3PL/3SG  they.NOM

The default 3sG alternative likadi in (29b) can be analyzed as a regular C-
grammar derivation (as above). On the other hand, we do not have any ob-
vious account of the agreeing alternative likudu. Reconsider (27) (the rele-
vant structure for (29)):
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(27) ... DAT T/Nr/Pn BAT FNF F [pBAT V [1pNOM ... (High Subject Raising)

The position taken by DAT in (29)/(27) is the canonical (post-C) subject po-
sition (‘Spec,IP’), alternatively filled by an expletive or a stylistically fronted
element (see Holmberg 2000; Sigurdsson 2004a: 230ff.), that is, the raising
of the dative subject is arguably EPP-driven (see below).' It is suprising
that this raising removes the intervention effect of the dative with respect to
only number and not also with respect to person:

Icelandic B:

(30) a. *Honum likum vid.
him.DAT like.1PL we.NOM
b. *Honum likio  pid.
him.DAT like.2PL yOu.NOM.PL
c. Honum lika/likar  peir.
him.DAT like.3PL/3sG they.NOM
‘He likes them.’

As for German, on the other hand, one could account for the unrestricted
agreement in examples of this sort (see (5) above) if both person and number
agreement is established in a structure like (27). Alternatively, and perhaps
more plausibly, German NOM has scrambled into a higher position than DAT
at the derivational stage when full person and number agreement takes place
(DAT being raised to the edge later on in the derivation):

(31) a. Pn T/INr F ...NOM... DAT .... NoM  Number agreement
b. T/Nr/Pn TNr T ... NOM... DAT .... NOM  Person agreement

In contrast, the fact that High Subject Raising of DAT removes or circum-
vents the intervention effect with respect to only number in Icelandic B does
not get any satisfactory account under the present approach. However, we
have at least been able to identify the problem. To our knowledge, it has not
been noticed previously.

Since Icelandic B seems to be historically intermediate between Ice-
landic A and C one could hypothesize that it is an amalgam of the two,
most commonly applying Icelandic C grammar but resorting to Icelandic A
grammar in the case of High Subject Raising. If so, this would be a case of
so-called Grammar Competition, advocated by Kroch (1989) and others as
an account of the seemingly chaotic progress of grammar change. We leave
the issue at that, noticing however that if this is the case, then the interven-
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tion effect of Icelandic B is an epiphenomenon, arising not because of the
properties of “grammar B” but because Icelandic B resorts to two different
grammars, neither of which has exactly the B-type intervention effect.

Not all overt arguments induce intervention in Icelandic, as illustrated
by Reverse Predicate Agreement, RPA (see Sigurdsson 1996, 2004b), in
clauses with demonstrative petta ‘this’ and pad ‘it, that’ as a subject:*’

(32) a. Pbadlbetta erum (bara) vid.
it/this are.1rL (only) we.NOM
‘It/This is (only) us.’

b. badlbetta erud  (bara) pid.
it/this are.2rPL (only) you.NOM.PL
‘It/This is (only) you.’

(33) a. Liklega héfum  pad pa (bara) verid vid.
probably have.lpL it then (only) been we.NOM
‘Probably, it has then (only) been us.’

b. Vorué petta pad ekki (bara) pio?
were.2PL this then not (only) you.NOM.PL
‘Wasn’t this (only) you, then?’

Evidently, pad and petta are devoid of ¢-features, like expletive pad ‘there,
it” (these elements being interpreted as default 3sG.NEUT in morphology).
Unlike the expletive, however, demonstrative pad and petta are genuine
subjects, as for instance suggested by the fact that they invert with the finite
verb in V2 and V1 contexts. RPA is strictly confined to clauses with de-
monstrative petta ‘this” and pad ‘it, that’ as a subject:

(34) a. Petta hofum/?*hefur liklega bara verid vid. RPA
this have.1pPL/3sG probably only been we.NOM
“This has probably only been us.’

b. Pessir menn hafa/*hofum Subject Agreement
these men.NOM have.3PL/1PL
liklega bara verid vid.
probably only been we.NOM

To be a visible intervener with respect to person and number probing an ele-
ment has to have active ¢-features itself, suggesting Relativized Minimality
with respect to individual features.
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In the following sections we will discuss some further complications that
arise and also some further evidence in favor of the approach taken here.
Before doing so, however, we need to briefly address some of the general
issues that arise under the present analysis. Let us take another look at the
Icelandic A derivation:

(23) ... (ExpPL) Pn Nr T [sDAT V [pNOM ...

(24) ... (ExpPL) Pn DAT Nr T [,pBAF V [tpNOM ... (Low Subject Raising)
(25) ... (ExPL) Pn DAT TINr F [,pBAF V [rpNOM ... (T raising to Nr)

(26) ... (EXPL) T/Nr/Pn DAT FN¢ F [,pBAF V [1pNOM ... (T/Nr-raising to Pn)
(27) ...DAT  TINr/Pn pAT FNe F [,pBAT V [tpNOM ... (High Subject Raising)

The derivation is compatible with the approach to movement taken in
Sigurdsson (2004a, 2006a), where there are no specifiers, Move instead
tucking in to the right of a probe. On this approach both expletive insertion
and (alternative) High Subject Raising into the low left edge (‘SpeclP’), as
in (27), is driven by a silent EPP feature of the CP domain (identified as
‘Fin(ite)’ or ‘Speech Location’ in Sigurdsson 2004a; 228ff.), whereas sub-
ject topicalization to the high left edge (‘SpecCP’) is driven by Top (or
speaker/hearer features, not shown in (20) above, but see below). On the
other hand, Low Subject Raising out of vP, as in (24), remains unexplained,
as in other approaches.*

An important aspect of the analysis is that Pn and Nr are interpretable
features or heads in the clausal structure, that is, they are not a split ‘AgrS’
in disguise. Consider this for Pn. Many languages, including Amharic,
Donno So, Navajo, Kannada, Tamil, Hindi, Kurdish, Persian and Punjabi,
show person shift in regular subordinated clauses (much as seen in direct
speech in languages like English, but without the quotation force):

(35) /he; said to me, [that I, wrote to you,]/
‘He said to me that he wrote to me.’

This person shift is accounted for if any clause contains silent speaker/
hearer features in its CP domain, the logophoric agent and the logophoric
patient in the terminology of Sigurdsson (2004a), Aa and Ap for short.™
These features may be thought of as either the actual or the represented (or
intended) speaker vs hearer. Most commonly, the lambda values are kept
constant, as identical with the actual, overall speaker/hearer, but if they are
shifted from the actual to the represented speaker/hearer (the arguments of
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the matrix clause in cases like (35)), the reference of the person values
changes accordingly. This is sketched in (36), where i and k are the indexes
of the actual speaker and hearer and where j and | are the indexes of the
logophoric features in the subordinate CP domain, inherited from the matrix
arguments:

(36) [cp.. {AnYi-- {Ar}k.. [ip.- hej. me. [cp.. {Aa}i.. {Aph.. [ip.- 1. yoOUI ..

Evidently, person values are not given in the numeration but computed in
syntax.

A predication like write (x, y) or write (6, 6,), can of course be expressed
as in (37):

(37) writer writes (to) writee

However, this is not how language typically works. Rather, any argument
must match a Pn head as being either +Pn or —Pn, +Pn arguments in turn
entering into a further matching relation, <, with the lambda features of
the CP domain, with this second (and higher) matching yielding the actual
person values of a pronoun:

(38) 6 < +-Pn

(39) a. +Pn «— +Aa,—Ap = 1P by computation
b. +Pn & —Aa, +Ap = 2P by computation
c. +Pn & —Ap —-Ap = 3P by computation
d. —Pn: = 3P by default

Generally, it seems to hold that event features, like event participants, 0, and
event time, Et, are matched against grammatical features like Pn and T,
which in turn are matched against contextual or speech event features of the
CP domain, like Top, Fin, the logophoric features, Aa/Ap, and the speech
time, St.

We cannot go any further into these complex issues here, and must in-
stead refer the reader to previous work by Sigurdsson (2004a, 2006a, 2006b,
etc.) as well as to recent work by a number of other researchers (e.g., Bianchi
2003; Schlenker 2003; Di Domenico 2004; Speas 2004; Tenny 2006). What
matters for our purposes is that Pn and Nr are interpretable (but unvalued)
features or heads in the clausal structure, present and active regardless of
morphological verb agreement, hence just as real in Chinese as in Italian or
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Icelandic. Uninterpretable verbal person/number agreement, on the other
hand, is a distinct, secondary phenomenon, a PF reflection or interpretation
of the underlying syntactic relations (see further below).

We now proceed, illustrating how our split person/number probing ap-
proach accounts for some further recalcitrant facts.

5. Low Intervention

In the cases we have been looking at so far, the intervening element is in a
relatively high position, in a main clause, like the underlined datives in (40):

(40) a. bPess vegna mundi/*mundum henni  liklega virdast vid
that for  would.3sG/1PL  her.DAT probably seem we.NOM
vera hefir.

be competent
‘Therefore, we would probably seem competent to her.’

b. Pess vegna mundi/%mundu henni  liklega virdast peir
that for  would.3sG/3PL her.DAT probably seem they.NOM
vera hefir.

be competent
‘Therefore, they would probably seem competent to her.’

However, intervention may also be ‘low’, induced by a dative in the subject
position of the infinitive, as in (41) (from Sigurdsson 2000: 99):

(41) a. Okkur virtist/*virtust henni  hafa leidst peir.
us.DAT seemed.3sG/3PL her.DAT have found-boring they.NOM

b. Okkur syndist/*syndust honum hafa hentad pennarnir  vel.
us.DAT appeared.3sG/3PL him.DAT have suited pensthe.NoM well

In DAT-NOM passives, the participle agrees in case, number and gender with
NOM:

(42) a. Henni voru syndir hestarnir.
her.DAT were.3PL shown.MASC.PL.NOM horses.the.MASC.PL.NOM
b. Henni voru syndar beekurnar.

her.DAT were.3PL shown.FEM.PL.NOM books.the.FEM.PL.NOM
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Having raised, the dative does not induce an intervention effect between the
participle and the NOM object. Simultaneously, however, it can be an inter-
vener for a finite matrix verb:

(43) Mér virtist/%virtust henni  hafa verid syndir
me.DAT seemed.3SG/3PL her.DAT have been shown
hestarnir.
horses.the.MASC.PL.NOM

As indicated by the percent sign some speakers find verb agreement possible
in (43) or at least clearly better than in (41), that is, the number agreement
of the participle enhances finite verb agreement, it seems. We do not have
any account of this curious fact, and thus we only analyze the variety where
verb agreement is unacceptable in (43) as well as in (41).

As far as we have been able to determine, there is no dialectal variation
with regard to the low intervention in (41). This is what we predict, since
the dative argument cannot, in this case, raise out of the probing domain of
the matrix Nr. The relevant structure is sketched in (44):

(44) [cp... Pn Nr T [wDAT V [tp DAT ... NOM ...

The higher DAT subsequently raises across Nr, as we have seen, but the
lower one is locked within the vP phase.?

An alternative account of the variation between Icelandic A and Ice-
landic B/C would ascribe the difference to a property of dative case, such
that dative case is transparent to agreement in Icelandic A, but blocks agree-
ment in Icelandic B/C. However, the fact that both Icelandic A and Ice-
landic B/C observe an intervention effect in (41) suggests that the present
approach is more to the point, and so does the fact that all three varieties
respect the Person Restriction (if we are right that it is just a subcase of Da-
tive Intervention). We will see more evidence of that in the next section.

6. Wh-movement and agreement
In the approach pursued by H&H, not only the overt DAT in (45) (which

has undergone Low Subject Raising) but also the wh-copy in structures like
(46) induces an intervention effect.?
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(45) Liklega mundi/*mundum henni pa henni virdast
probably would.3sG/1PL  her.DAT then BAT seem
[vio vera hefir].
we.NOM be  competent

(46) Hverjum  mundi/*mundum pad wH virdast
whom.DAT would.3sG/1pL  then BAF seem
[vio vera hefir]?
we.NOM be  competent

In (46), however, NOM can undergo ‘Long Raising’, a scrambling-like
movement, across the wh-copy. In this case, intervention is circumvented,
as the embedded nominative subject moves to a position higher than the
(copy of) the otherwise intervening dative argument:?

(47) Hverjum *mundi/mundum vid pad WH virdast
whom.DAT would.3sG/1PL we.NOM then BAF seem
[vie vera hefir]?
NoM be  competent
‘Who would we then seem competent to?’

Notice that agreement is obligatory if the nominative scrambles, otherwise
it is excluded.”®

These facts confirm that the Person Restriction is indeed caused by inter-
vention: When neither a dative argument nor a clause boundary intervenes
between T/Nr/Pn and the nominative argument, then person as well as
number agreement has to apply. Also, this further confirms that agreement
restrictions in Icelandic DAT-NOM constructions are structural, hence not a
consequence of some special inherent property of the Icelandic dative (in
contrast to the prevailing view since at least Boeckx 2000, shared by, e.g.,
Sigurdsson 2006a, 2006b).**

The scrambling of the embedded nominative subject is possible only if
the dative has wh-moved. This is illustrated by the echo-questions in (48),
where the underlined wh-DAT remains in situ:

(48) a. P& mundi/*mundum hverjum virdast [vid vera hafir]?
then would.3sG/3PL  who.DAT seem  we.NOM be competent

b.*ba mundi/mundum vid hverjum virdast [wié vera hefir]?
then would.3sG/3PL we.NOM who.DAT seem NoM be competent
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Thus, an overt wh-phrase blocks scrambling, wheras a wh-copy does not.”®
Now, reconsider the type of examples in Icelandic B that lead H&H to
conclude that wh-elements move directly to SpecCP:

Icelandic B:

(49) Hvada knapa mundi/*mundu pa finnast pessir
what  jockey.DAT would.3sG/3pPL then find.INF these
hestar vera fljotir?

horses.NOM be fast

In the framework of H&H the failure of plural agreement here meant that
the DAT whP must move directly to SpecCP, since, if it moved through the
low left edge (their SpecTP), it would, at that point, not intervene between
T and the NOM argument.?®

In Icelandic A, however, plural agreement is perfectly fine in this con-
struction:

(50) Hvada knapa mundi/mundu pa finnast pessir
what  jockey.DAT would.3sG/3pPL then find.INF these
hestar vera fljétir?
horses.NOM be  fast

In the present framework this follows if DAT undergoes Low Subject Raising,
to the left of Nr, prior to wh-movement. If so, the DAT argument (here a whP)
doesn’t intervene between Nr and the NOM argument, which means that we
get number agreement in Icelandic A. But in Icelandic B, where number
agreement happens before DAT-raising to the left of Nr, DAT still intervenes.

That is to say, we cannot maintain Chomsky’s (2005) disjunction of A
and A-bar chains. In particular in the case of Icelandic A, we have to as-
sume that DAT, whether it is a whP or not, first undergoes movement to the
left of Nr, and then undergoes wh-movement to SpecCP.

7. ‘Half-agreement’ and invisible double Person agreement
Reconsider Icelandic A:

(22) Ppad pottilpottu einum malfraedingi pessi rok sterk.
EXPL thought.3sG/3PL one  linguist.DAT these arguments.NOM strong
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(23) ... (EXPL) Pn Nr T [wDAT V [tpNOM ...
(24) ... (EXPL) Pn DAT Nr T [,pBAT V [tpNOM ... (Low Subject Raising)
(25) ... (EXPL) Pn DAT TINr F [,pBAF V [1pNOM ... (T raising to Nr)*®

(26) ... (ExPL) TINr/Pn DAT TNk F [,pBAT V [tpNOM ... (T/Nr-raising to Pn)

If NoM undergoes Short Raising out of its minimal TP, number agreement is
obligatory, otherwise excluded, hence the optionality in (22). In the simplex
DAT-NOM construction, however, NOM is not ‘protected’ by any local TP
boundary and hence we would expect number agreement in the 3™ person
to be obligatory. However, the common or average judgements of our A
informants are the following:

(51) a. Henni likudu/?likadi ekki pessar hugmyndir.
her.DAT liked.3PL/3SG not these ideas.NOM
‘She did not like these ideas.’

b. pad likudu/(?)likadi bara einum malfredingi pessar
EXPL liked.3PL/3sG only one  linguist.DAT these
hugmyndir.
ideas.NOM
‘Only one linguist liked these ideas.’

The default 3sG in examples like (51) is a ‘half-agreement’ of sorts, violating
or disobeying only number agreement, but not person agreement.

Now, notice that it should be possible to establish number agreement in
(25), regardless of person, that is, the present analysis would seem to
wrongly predict that 3pL agreement with 1PL and 2PL NOM should be pos-
sible. Such ‘half-agreement’ is indeed slightly better than full agreement
(also involving person), but it is nonetheless quite awkward and clearly
worse than default 3sG:

(52) Henni ?mundi/?*mundu/*mundud hafa leidst pio.
her.DAT would.3sG/3PL/2PL have found-boring you.NOM.PL
*She would have found you boring.’

This half-agreement problem is ‘solved’ in Sigurdsson (2006a, 2006b), but
our informant survey provides evidence that it should not, as it were, be
solved, namely: In case a verb form in the 2PL is homophonous with the
3pL form, plural agreement becomes better than elsewhere (that is, better
than for other inflectional paradigms, where there is no such 2-3pPL syncre-
tism). Most of our informants had the following judgements:*’
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(53) a. Henni virtist/virtust pio eitthvad einkennilegir.
her.DAT seemed.3sG/2-3PL you.NOM.PL somewhat strange
“You seemed somewhat strange to her.’

b. Henni virtist/?*virtust/*virtumst vig eitthvad einkennilegir.
her.DAT seemed.3SG/2-3PL/IPL  we.NOM somewhat strange

(54) a. Henni potti/??po6ttu/*pottud pio eitthvad einkennilegir.
her.DAT thought.3SG/3PL/2PL yOu.NOM.PL somewhat strange
‘She found you somewhat strange.’

b. Henni  potti/??pottu/*pottum vio eitthvad  einkennilegir.
her.DAT thought.3sG/3PL/2PL we.NOM somewhat strange

As expected, the default 3sG is possible in all cases in (53)—(54), whereas
the plural forms in (53b) and (54) are impossible or degraded. Very inter-
estingly, however, the plural form virtust in (53a) is acceptable to most of
our informants, and the reason is presumably that it can be interpreted as
agreeing with the 2r.PL NoOM, without unambiguously agreeing with it in
person. That is, speakers can “both eat their cake and have it too” (Sigurds-
son 1996: 35). This is not possible for pykja in (54), but 3pPL is nonetheless
slightly better than fully, unambiguously person agreeing forms.

The same effect is seen in the singular for so-called ‘medio-passive’
verbs, formed with an -st suffix, since these verbs never show any person
distinction in the singular.”® Thus, many speakers find examples like (55a)
either fully grammatical or fairly acceptable. In contrast, speakers who ac-
cept (55a) generally find (55b), with unambiguous person morphology
(1pL), impossible (see Sigurdsson (1996: 33):

(55) a. Henni leiddist ég/pa.
her.DAT found-boring.1-2—-3sG 1/you.NOM.SG
‘She found me/you boring.’

b. *Henni  leiddumst Vid.
her.DAT found-boring.1PL we.NOM

The facts in (55) are well-known since Sigurdsson (1991, 1996). In contrast,
it is new knowledge that morphological syncretism can lead to grammatical-
ity in the plural as well, as in (53a) above. This new knowledge is important,
because it shows that what matters here is not the defaultness of 3sG but
absence of person agreement as such, as distinct from number agreement.
Thus, this is one further piece of evidence that person and number agree-
ment are separate phenomena.
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Agreement that does not involve or show unambiguous person agree-
ment, then, is evidently acceptable to many speakers. Similarly, many 1%
and 2" person NOM objects gain in acceptability in infinitival constructions.
Thus, while most speakers find (56) impossible, some speakers find (57)
quite acceptable:*

(56) a. *Henni  hofdum leidst vid.
her.DAT had.1pPL found-boring we.NOM
b. *Henni  hofdud leidst pio.
her.DAT had.2pPL found-boring you.NOM.PL
(57) ?Han vonadist audvitad til ad leidast vidlpialpeir
she hoped of-course for to find-boring.INF we/you/they.NOM
ekki mikid.
not much

*She of course hoped not to find us/you/them very boring.’

Schitze (2003:299) suggests that the ‘repairing effect’ of morphological
syncretism is accounted for if the finite verb must agree in person and
number 1) with the subject, AND 2) with NoMm, if there is any — but this
would exclude the plural agreement in (53a) and make wrong predictions for
reverse predicate agreement, intervention and agreement feeding of NOM-
scrambling (as in (47) above). Inspired by Schitze’s proposal, however, we
suggest that T/Nr/Pn in the structure in (26), repeated below, probes for
person (but crucially not number) in both DAT and NOM, in case this does
not lead to a morphological clash:

(26) (ExPL) T/Nr/Pn DAT FNe F [pBAF V [tpNOM

Recall that Nr and Pn probing must take place immediately after T-raising
to Nr and T/Nr-raising to Pn, respectively. Hence, Nr probing cannot take
place after T/Nr raising to Pn, whereas Pn probing has to take place pre-
cisely then.

Person probing of DAT always yields third person (cf. Sigurdsson 1996;
Boeckx 2000), and NoMm is ruled in as long as person probing of NOM neither
leads to a ‘non-third’ person form (which would be incompatible with person
probing of DAT) nor to a form that contradicts the person of NOM. In (53a)
and (55a), then, T/Nr probes NowMm, yielding plural in (53a) and singular in
(55a); subsequently, T/Nr/Pn probes both DAT and Nom for (only) person,
and since this yields a form that is compatible with the person requirements
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of both DAT and NoM, the derivation converges. Otherwise, it crashes, as in
(55b) and in, e.g., the *half-agreement’ version of (53b) (with virtust.2-3prL,
but 1PL NOM). Once again, then, it is evident that Pn and Nr probing are
distinct phenomena, Pn probing applying later in the derivation than Nr
probing.*

The relevant descriptive generalization, call it the SYNCRETISM GENER-
ALIZATION, is stated in (58):

(58) For most speakers, no Person Restriction arises in DAT-NOM construc-
tions if, for morphological (paradigmatic) reasons, the ‘would be’ first
or second person agreeing form is homophonous with the third person
form (in the same number).

The Person Restriction is just a special case of Dative Intervention (DAT inter-
vening between T/Nr/Pn and NOM), so it is evident from this that interven-
tion is affected by purely morphological, non-syntactic factors. This is not
surprising if much of ‘syntax’ in the traditional sense is actually morpho-
syntax or ‘PF-syntax’, operating in a ‘syntactic fashion’ with abstract features
and feature matching but crucially taking place after transfer to PF (includ-
ing morphology), hence out of sight for the semantic interface (Sigurdsson
2006a, 2006¢; Sigurdsson and Maling 2006). If so, it is no wonder that
agreement morphology is generally semantically vacuous or uninterpretable
(Chomsky 1995 and subsequent work).

8. Conclusion

In this paper we have shown that there are three varieties of Icelandic which
differ with respect to number agreement with a postverbal NOM object in
the presence of a DAT subject. All varieties are, however, subject to the Per-
son Restriction prohibiting person agreement with the same NOM object.

Absence of number agreement is caused by intervention of the DAT ar-
gument, as argued by H&H, among others. A new claim made here is that
the Person Restriction is also caused by ordinary DAT intervention, instead
of being due to some special property of the Icelandic dative (pace Boeckx
2000; Sigurdsson 2006a, 2006b). This follows if:

(@) Person (Pn) and number (Nr) are separate probes

(b) Number agreement in the variety that permits it (Icelandic A) is possi-
ble since the DAT argument moves out of the intervening position be-
tween Nr and the NOM object before Nr probes
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(c) In no variety does DAT move high enough/early enough to avoid inter-
vening between Pn and the NOM object

The theory is supported by the observation that when DAT movement is
prevented, number agreement is excluded even in Icelandic A, and by the
observation that when the NOM object is able to raise above the dative,
number and person agreement is possible. The separation of Pn and Nr is
also supported by the possibility of half-agreement, under certain restricted
circumstances, that is when the verb agrees with a 1% or 2™ person NOM ob-
ject in number without unambiguously agreeing (or “‘disagreeing’) with it in
person.
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Notes

1. Schutze (1997, 2003), Boeckx (2000), Hrafnbjargarson (2001), Anagnostopou-
lou (2003), d’Alessandro (2004), Hiraiwa (2005), Nomura (2005), among many.

2. The relevant situation arises before the verb raises to C (see below). Verb rais-
ing to C does not generally affect any of the processes discussed here.

3. Our knowledge of the variation, then, is mainly based on two surveys, a 1990
survey on agreement in the simplex DAT-NOM construction (9 informants), re-
ported in Sigurdsson 1991 and 1996, and a 2005 survey on agreement in the
ECM DAT-NOM construction (9 informants, 4 of which also participated 1990,
including Sigurdsson). Many thanks to our informants: Eirikur Rognvaldsson,
Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson, Hoskuldur Thrainsson, J6hanna Barddal,
Johannes Gisli Jonsson, Jén Fridjonsson, Theddoéra Torfadéttir and Thorhallur
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10.

11.

12.

Eythdrsson. In addition, Gunnar Hrafn, Johanna, Theddéra, Thérhallur, and
Thorbjorg Hréarsdéttir, kindly filled in for us the 1990 survey on the simplex
construction.

However, ‘Icelandic A’, ‘Icelandic B’ and ‘Icelandic C’ are to a certain extent
idealizations, since we mostly take only the clearest extremes into account.
There is considerable variation ‘in between’ these extremes, to which we can-
not do any justice here, although we mention some of it.

We cannot make a claim to this effect on the basis of our limited informant
survey. However, our oldest informants are Icelandic A speakers, whereas the
youngest ones are speakers of Icelandic C.

But on an Icelandic-like variety of Spanish, see Rivero 2004.

Since Boeckx 2000, this restriction has commonly been assumed to be closely
related to the Person Case Constraint in, e.g., Romance and Slavic languages
(Anagnostopoulou 2003; D’ Alessandro 2004, etc.). In our view, the two phe-
nomena are unrelated, but, for reasons of space, we cannot discuss the issue
here.

bottu in (15b) is a past tense form of pykja, one of the verbs listed in (9)
above. We assume that NOM in (15b) has undergone Short Raising out of the
infinitival TP (see section 4).

As a matter of fact, though, one (and only one) of our A-informants preferred
person agreement in the complex construction, as opposed to the simplex con-
struction. We have not developed any analysis of this interesting, but, to our
knowledge, exceptional grammar.

Apart from the case labels, we assume that the features in (20) are universal
(but their linearization in individual languages, other than Icelandic, is unim-
portant for the purposes of this article). The Fin feature is identified as ‘Speech
Location” in Sigurdsson (2004a: 228ff.) The general approach to clausal archi-
tecture assumed here is discussed in considerable detail in Sigurdsson (2004a,
2004b and 2006a) (Sigurdsson 2006b assumes a more complex structure, dis-
tinguishing between subject vs object Pn and Nr, but we abstract away from
that here).

Assuming that Pn and Nr are merely distinct features located on a single head
in some sort of a feature geometry is less attractive (in fact impossible in our
view). It would call for a number of non-innocent assumptions: 1) That such
complex heads are for some reasons parts of grammar in the first place — call-
ing for a theory of how they come into being and of why they are differently
complex in different languages; 2) that the individual features nonetheless act
as independent probes; 3) that they should be able to c-command out of the
complex head; 4) that they probe in a certain order; 5) that their ‘probing re-
sults’ are differenly affected by movement of arguments around the putative
complex head.

In addition, the subject may be topicalized into a still higher position
(“SpecCP”). Since we adopt a tucking in approach to movement (see below),
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19.

20.
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22.
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we do not assume any specifier positions, instead using the notions high left
edge (‘SpecCP’) and the low left edge (‘SpeclP’), the former targeted by topi-
calization and the latter by High Subject Raising. We do not have any term for
the position targeted by Low Subject Raising (but in a Spec approach the term
would have been ‘SpecNr’).

We do not have an account of why T-raising to Nr takes place after Low Sub-
ject Raising of DAT (perhaps, it takes place for morphological purposes only).
Either, we have to allow local phase-internal repairing processes of this kind
or the derivation is more complex than we assume here. Possibly, DAT probes
T, raising it across Nr, but we will not pursue the issue here.

However, one of our informants shows vague agreement-sensitivity to DAT-
raising to the high left edge.

Since it takes place later than T-raising to Nr and T/Nr-raising to Pn (recall
that Nr and Pn probing must take place immediately after T-raising to Nr and
T/Nr-raising to Pn).

As has been widely discussed, the Icelandic expletive pad ‘there, it is confined
to clause initial position in both main and subordinate clauses (see Sigurdsson
2004a and the numerous references cited there). On the assumption that pad
(negatively) matches the speech event features discussed below under distant
Agree, it can be analyzed as staying in *Spec,IP’ even in main clauses (blocking
the finite verb and other elements from moving into the CP domain).

These facts seem to apply to Icelandic in general (i.e., we did not find any dif-
ferences here between Icelandic A, B and C). Often (but not necessarily), ex-
amples of this sort contain a focalizing element like bara ‘only, just’.

In Sigurdsson (20064a,b) it was assumed that (subject-) Pn attracted DAT (the
dative tucking in to the right of Pn), but that analysis is not available in the
present approach (where intervention does not boil down to special inherent
properties of quirky DAT). Another possiblity is that DAT is attracted by some
little v or a cAUSE/VvOICE head (in the spirit of Svenonius 2005), merged right
below Pn, but we will not pursue the issue here.

Lambda in line with ‘theta’ and “phi’; capital lambda in order to avoid confu-
sion with lambda calculus.

The (good) question of why this fact is a fact is irrelevant for our present pur-
poses. It could be made to follow from PIC or from the property that makes
the left edge of ECM infinitives a ‘freezing’ position, but we do not wish to
pursue the issue here.

However, H&H only discussed structures of this sort with third person nomi-
natives. As in many other respects, wh-copies are evidently ‘stronger’ in some
sense than A-copies, thus inducing an intervention effect like overt arguments
but unlike A-copies. We don’t know why this is the case, nor does anyone
else, as far as we know.

See H&H, who suggested that this was a Stylistic Fronting type of movement
(in the sence of Holmberg 2000), while noting that it has a number of properties
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23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

which are unlike Stylistic Fronting. A clear difference is, for instance, that the
fronted nominative has to be emphatic.

We have not done any informant survey on the interaction of agreement and
wh-movement, so the present description is based solely on Sigurdsson’s Ice-
landic A intuitions. They are partly different from the Icelandic B judgements
in H&H, where agreement in structures like (47) was reported to be only op-
tional (with third person nominatives; H&H did not consider first and second
person nominatives). The main reason why we did not include wh-movement
structures in our informant survey is that it is extremely difficult to retain stable
and reliable intutions in these structures. Thus, we opted for narrowing down
our study here to the one grammar we have constant and unlimited access to.
It follows that we have no information on agreement in Icelandic C in the
constructions under discussion.

An alternative account of the Person Restriction would be that person agree-
ment, for some reason, requires a spec-head relation (cf. Hrafnbjargarson 2001,
Koopman 2006). However, (47), and, in particular, the Reverse Predicate Agree-
ment in (32) and (33), show that this is not the case.

Another question, discussed by H&H, albeit only inconclusively so, is why
regular NP-movement does not ‘open the gates’ for NomM-scrambling, as op-
posed to wh-movement. We will not discuss this here.

Direct wh-movement to SpecCP was argued for already by Rdégnvaldsson and
Thrainsson 1990, albeit on different grounds.

The 2prL form virtust in (53a) was fully acceptable to five of our nine infor-
mants and was given a question mark by further two informants (including
Sigurdsson). Two B/C-informants found it quite unacceptable (two question
marks and a star).

Thus, it is probably not a coincidence that so many DAT-NOM verbs are -st
verbs (see, e.g., the lists of quirky subject constructions in Jénsson 1998, 2005).
For these verbs, a morphological person agreement clash between DAT and the
NOM can never arise in the singular.

The question mark in (57) reflects Sigurdsson’s intuitions. It might be due to
minor problems with control into some quirky PRO infinitives. — Lika ‘like’
would be impossible in the infinitive in (57) with 1 and 2™ person NOM, as it
only allows non-human (or, rather, ‘non-personal’) NOM, see Maling and
Jonsson (1995) (in contrast to Dative Intervention, this ‘Human Factor’ is
probably related to the Romance and Slavic type of Person Case Constraint,
an issue that we shall however not discuss here).

Notice that this account suggests that Nr probing of NomM from T/Nr across
DAT should be possible in structures like (24)’ above in Icelandic B and C, as
long as this does not lead to a morphological mismatch (i.e., in case DAT and
NOM are in the same number, either both singular or both plural). Our data are
not extensive enough to allow any firm conclusions here, but they indicate,
albeit vaguely, that this might be correct for at least some Icelandic B speakers.
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The same is suggested by some of the judgements in H&H, e.g., the contrast
between their (13b) and (14b) (see also the contrast between their (15b) and
(16b)).
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Person-hierarchy effects without a person-hierarchy

Martina Wiltschko

1. Introduction

It is a pervasive property of natural languages that they display agreement
between predicates and their arguments, henceforth predicate-argument
agreement. Descriptively, predicate-argument agreement holds if certain
features of an independent argument DP are marked on the predicate. While
predicate-argument agreement is generally an obligatory and productive
morphological process, many languages display restrictions to the effect
that certain agreement markers are banned in certain environments. Here |
will discuss two such agreement restrictions found in Halkomelem Salish.
Both restrictions appear to be sensitive to the grammatical person of the ar-
gument.

i) Intransitive subjects do not trigger 3 person agreement. This suggests
that Halkomelem displays split ergativity which is sensitive to person;

i) 3" person subject agreement cannot co-occur with 2" person object
agreement. This suggests that Halkomelem has transitive gaps that are
sensitive to person.

Both types of agreement restrictions are found in many languages of the
world and have been argued to be the result of the so called person-hier-
archy (Silverstein 1976; Dixon 1994). According to a person-hierarchy ap-
proach, agreement restrictions of the type introduced above arise because
certain persons are higher ranked than others and higher ranked persons
naturally align with higher ranked arguments. This type of analysis is espe-
cially prominent in functional typological approaches (including Optimality
Theory).

The status of the person-hierarchy is however not clear in a formal
framework such as the principles and parameters framework (Chomsky
1981) and its minimalist incarnations (Chomsky 1995 and subsequent work).
However successful the person-hierarchy is at a descriptive level, it is not
clear where and how it operates in the grammar. Researchers within this
framework generally agree that the person-hierarchy is not a primitive of
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the grammar (Newmeyer 1998) and consequently they attempt to derive
person-hierarchy effects from independently established principles of the
grammar (Jelinek 1993; Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 2002; Jelinek and
Carnie 2003).

The main objective of this paper is to show that the apparent person-
hierarchy effects of Halkomelem Salish (discussed in detail in section 2) are
not the result of the person-hierarchy. | show that the relevant restrictions
should not even be described in terms of the person-hierarchy since the sen-
sitivity to person is only apparent (section 3). Consequently, any approach
that seeks to analyze the Halkomelem agreement restrictions in terms of a
person-hierarchy will not achieve descriptive adequacy. This holds for ap-
proaches which take the person-hierarchy to be a primitive of the grammar
(as in OT-approaches such as Aissen 1999a,b) but also for approaches which
seek to directly build the person-hierarchy into the functional hierarchy (as
in Jelinek & Carnie 2003). Instead | show that the apparent person-hierarchy
effects are the result of the morpho-syntax of agreement morphology and
the existence of certain (partly arbitrary) paradigmatic gaps. This holds for
both types of restrictions. | discuss apparent split ergativity in section 4 and
transitive gaps in section 5. In section 6 | conclude.

2. The facts: two apparent person-hierarchy effects in Halkomelem
Salish

Halkomelem is a Central Coast Salish language spoken on the West coast
of British Columbia (Canada).! Like most languages of the North West
coast, Halkomelem is a head-marking language: full DP-arguments are op-
tional and we find a rich agreement system which marks the person and
number of a given argument directly on the predicate. In this section I will
introduce the Halkomelem agreement system (2.1) and the two types of
agreement restrictions that appear to be due to a person-hierarchy: person
sensitive split ergativity (2.2) and person sensitive transitive gaps (2.3).

2.1. Agreement in Halkomelem

Predicate-argument agreement in Halkomelem is a complex system. As il-
lustrated in (1), the (verbal) predicate bears two morphemes that indicate
the person and number of the two arguments involved: the object marker -ox
and the subject marker -es. The corresponding full DP-arguments are op-
tional.
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(1)  kw’éts-1-6x-es (te  swiyege) (te-e’elthe)
see-trans-1SG.0-3s DET man DET-1SG.INDEP
‘The man saw me.’

If we restrict ourselves to matrix, transitive clauses without an auxiliary, the
predicate-argument agreement pattern of Halkomelem can be described as
follows. There are two full paradigms: one for object and one for subject
agreement (table 1). Object agreement always appears closer to the verb and
thus precedes subject agreement (table 2).

Table 1. Predicate-argument agreement paradigms (to be revised)

object agreement subject agreement
1 sc (o) tsel
PL oXw tset
2 sG ome chexw
PL ole chap
3 %) es

Table 2. Predicate-argument agreement template (to be revised)

V-transitive object agreement subject agreement

Everything else being equal, we might expect that we can now predict the
form of all clauses. That is, once we know the inventory of predicate-argu-
ment agreement (i.e. the paradigms) and the linear order holding between
two co-occurring agreement endings we should be able to generate the
predicate-argument agreement patterns of all clauses. As it turns out, this is
not the case. Rather, there are a number of restrictions on predicate-argu-
ment agreement which complicate matters.

2.2. Agreement restriction #1: 3" agreement is restricted to transitive
subjects

Subject-predicate agreement is sensitive to the transitivity of the predicate.
As illustrated below, only transitive but not intransitive subjects trigger the
occurrence of the 3" person agreement ending (-es). This transitive split is
however sensitive to person features: only 3" but not 1% or 2" person sub-
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ject agreement differs depending on the transitivity of the clause as shown
in the examples (2) and (3).

(2) TRANSITIVE VERB INTRANSITIVE VERB
may-t-*(es) izmex-(*es)
help-TRANS-3S walk.CONT-3s
He/she helps him.’ ‘He/she is/was walking.’

(Galloway 1980: 126)

(3) TRANSITIVE VERB INTRANSITIVE VERB

a. may-t-tsel izmex-tsel
help-TRANS-1SG.S walk.CONT-1SG.S
‘I help him.” ‘I’m walking.’

b. may-t-chexw izmex-chexw
help-TRANS-2SG.S walk.CONT -2SG.S
“You help him.’ “You are walking.’

C. may-t-tset izmex-tset
help-TRANS-1PL.S walk.CONT-1PL.S
‘We help him.’ ‘We are walking.’

d. may-t-chap izmex-chap
help-TRANS-2PL.S walk.CONT-2PL.S
“You folks help him.’ “You folks are walking.’

(Galloway 1980: 126)

Accordingly, we need to revise the predicate-argument agreement paradigms
to reflect the sensitivity to the transitivity of the predicate:

Table 3. Predicate-argument agreement is sensitive to transitivity

object agreement  transitive subject agr. intransitive subject agr.
1 sG (o) tsel
PL OXW tset
2 SG ome chexw
PL ole chap

3 sG ] es (%)
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2.3. Agreement restriction #2: 3 subject and 2" object cannot co-occur

Another restriction on predicate-argument agreement manifests itself in a
different way. Observe in (4) that not all logically possible person combina-
tions in transitive clauses are possible. In particular, transitive clauses with
3" subjects and 2" objects (both singular and plural) are ill-formed (4n),
while all other combinations are well-formed.

4 a

may-th-Ox-tsel
help-TRANS-15G.0-1SG.S
‘I help myself.
may-th-Ox-tset
help-TRANS-1SG.0-1PL.S
‘We help myself.’
may-th-6me-tsel
help-TRANS-25G.0-1SG.S
‘I help you.’

. may-th-6me-tset

help-TRANS-2SG.0-1PL.S
‘We help you.’
may-t-tsel
help-TRANS-1SG.S

‘I help him.”

may-t-tset
help-TRANS-1PL.S

‘We help him.’

. may-th-6x-chexw

help-TRANS-15G.0-2SG.S
“You help me.’

. may-th-6x-chap

help-TRANS-1SG.0-2PL.S
“You guys help me.’
may-th-6me-chexw
help-TRANS-25G.0-2SG.S
“You help yourself.’
may-th-6me-chap
help-TRANS-2SG.0-2PL.S
“You guys help you.’

may-t-oxw-tsel
help-TRANS-1PL.0-1SG.S
‘I help us.’
may-t-6xw-tset
help-TRANS-1PL.0-1PL.S
‘We help us.’
may-t-6le-tsel
help-TRANS-2PL.0-1SG.S
‘I help you guys.’
may-t-6le-tset
help-TRANS-2PL.0-1PL.S
‘We help you guys.’

may-t-6xw-chexw
help-TRANS-1PL.0-2SG.S
‘You help us.’
may-t-6xw-chap
help-TRANS-1PL.0-2PL.S
“You guys help us.’
may-t-6le-chexw
help-TRANS-2PL.0-2SG.S
“You help you guys.’
may-t-6le-chap
help-TRANS-2PL.0-2PL.S
“You guys help yourselves.’

[1>1]°

[1>2]

[1>3]

[2>1]

[2>2]
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K. may-t-chexw [2>3]
help-TRANS-2SG.S
“You help him.’
I. may-t-chap
help-TRANS-2PL.S
“You folks help him.’

m. may-th-6x-es may-t-0xw-es [3>1]
help-TRANS-1SG.0BJ-3S help-TRANS-1PL.OBJ-3S
‘He helps me.’ ‘He helps us.’
n. *may-th-6me-s *may-t-6le-s *[3>2]
help-TRANS-2SG.S-3S help-TRANS-2PL.S-3S
‘He/she helps you.’ ‘He/she helps you folks.’
0. may-t-es [3>3]
help-TRANS-3S
‘He helps him.’ (Galloway 1993: 177f.)

To make up for this gap in the transitive paradigm (henceforth *[3>2])
speakers of Halkomelem can instead use a passive form as illustrated in (5).

(5) a. may-th-0:m (te  swiyeqe)
help-TRANS-2SG.PASS DET man
“You were helped (by the man).’

b. may-t-olém (te  swiyeqe)
help-TRANS-2PL. PASS DET man

“You folks were helped (by the man).’

3. Agreement restrictions and the person-hierarchy
We have seen two types of agreement restrictions found in Halkomelem:

i) 3" person subject agreement is restricted to transitive clauses; and
i) sentences with 3 person subject and 2™ person objects are ruled out.

The question we are faced with then is how these restrictions are to be ana-
lyzed and whether or not they can receive a unified analysis. Since both type
of agreement restrictions have in common that they involve a certain sensi-
tivity to person, previous analyses have treated them as the effects of the
person-hierarchy (Jelinek and Demers 1983; Gerdts 1988a; Aissen 1999a,b).
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3.1. How the person-hierarchy accounts for the agreement restrictions

For reasons of space | will only discuss in detail person-hierarchy approaches
which take the person-hierarchy to be a primitive of the grammar. All prob-
lems | identify for these approaches carry over to analyses that seek to derive
the person-hierarchy because — as | will show — person-hierarchy accounts
already fail at the descriptive level.

According to any person-hierarchy account & la Silverstein (1976), natu-
ral languages make use of a (semantically grounded) hierarchy of potential
(nominal) agents in transitive sentences. The core insight of all person-
hierarchy analyses is that the higher the nominal on the hierarchy, the more
likely it is to serve as the agent of the event. If the argument is more likely to
be an AGENT the better suited it is to function as the subject of the clause.
In other words, in the unmarked case, a nominal which is higher on the per-
son-hierarchy in (6) is mapped onto the grammatical function which is
higher on an independently motivated argument-hierarchy as in (7): subjects
are structurally higher than objects, for example.

(6) Local (172" > 3" Pron > Proper N > Human N > Anim N > Inanim N
(Silverstein 1976)

(7) Subj(ect) > Obj(ect) > Obl(ique)

While the insight of the person-hierarchy account remains constant across
different person-hierarchy effects, there are nevertheless further assumptions
we need in order to derive the agreement restrictions under consideration.

Let us start with the question as to how person-based split ergativity is
derived. There are two ways in which the person-hierarchy plays a role here:
first, it defines the types of nominals which pattern in an ergative way as
summarized in (8).

(8) Local (172" > 3" Pron > Proper N > Human N > Anim N > Inanim N
NOM/ACC — ERG/ABS

Moreover, the ergative pattern itself can be viewed as the result of alignment
constraints between nominal types and arguments which regulate the mor-
phological marking of 3" person arguments. In particular, if the argument
realization is well-aligned such that the lower ranked 3™ person is realized
as the lower ranked object, then the 3 person argument is unmarked. If, on
the other hand, the argument realization is ill-aligned such that the lower
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ranked 3" person is realized as the higher ranked subject, then the 3™ per-
son argument is morphologically marked:

9 a 12 >3 b. 3 < 1/2
subj > obj subj > obj
well-aligned: 3" unmarked ill-aligned: 3" marked

This derives only part of the ergative pattern, however. The alignment con-
straints are mute regarding the morphological marking of intransitive sub-
jects. To account for the fact that intransitive subjects pattern with transitive
objects (i.e., that they are unmarked), person-hierarchy accounts typically as-
sume that an intransitive subject does not need to be contrasted with another
argument and therefore it does not need to be morphologically marked.
Next, we turn to the person-hierarchy account for transitive gaps. Here the
person-hierarchy regulates which combinations are ill-formed (and not which
argument-realizations are marked). In particular, according to a person-hier-
archy account gaps can arise if the argument realization is ill-aligned. For
example, when a clause contains both a 2" and a 3™ person argument, the
higher ranked person (2") is realized as the higher ranked argument (the
subject). The inverse alignment where the 3" person functions as the subject
and the 3 person functions as the object is ill-aligned and thus ruled out.

(10) a. 2 >3 b. 3 < 2
subj > obj subj > obj
well-aligned: OK ill-aligned: *

3.2. Problems with a person-hierarchy account

I now turn to problems a person-hierarchy account faces in light of the spe-
cific agreement restrictions of Halkomelem introduced in section 2. There
are three general problems | identify:

i)  Split ergativity and transitive gaps should not receive a unified analysis.

ii) Halkomelem does not really display an ergative pattern.

iii) Transitive gaps are ruled out on the basis of agreement combinations,
not person combinations
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3.2.1. Against a unified analysis for split ergativity and transitive gaps

According to the account based on the person-hierarchy outlined above
there is a common source for both split ergativity and transitive gaps: both
phenomena are sensitive to person and thus they have been argued to be the
result of the workings of the person-hierarchy. On closer inspection how-
ever, we observe that there are a number of non-trivial differences between
these agreement restrictions which cast doubt on the empirical validity of a
unified analysis.

First, we observe that in Halkomelem the relevant rankings needed to
derive the right results differ across the two types of agreement restrictions.
While for split ergativity, 1 and 2" person pattern together in accordance
with the original Silverstein hierarchy, for transitive gaps 2™ person differs
from 1% person. A well-behaved language would rule out both [3>2] sen-
tences and [3>1] sentences. Note that the closely related language Lummi
(on which the Jelinek & Demers 1993 analysis is based) displays exactly
this pattern:

(11) a. *xd-t-oge-os b. *Xd-t-oyos-2s
know-1sG.0-3s know-2sG.0-3s
‘He knows me.’ ‘He knows you.’

(Jelinek and Demers 1983: 1, ex.cl)

The existing analyses acknowledge that the Halkomelem transitive gaps do
not quite accord with the Silverstein hierarchy. Consequently such analyses
assume either a different (language-specific) ranking of the person-hierarchy
such that 1¥ person is simply not ranked (Jelinek and Demers 1983); alter-
natively they assume various language specific rankings of individual
alignment constraints (such that *[3>2] is ranked above *[3>1] as in Aissen
1999a,b). While this might be possible, it results in a non-unified analysis
for the two types of agreement restrictions: not only do we have to assume
a language-specific person-hierarchy for Halkomelem (with 1% person un-
ranked), we also have to assume that this language-specific ranking is rela-
tivized to the two different agreement restrictions.

Another problem for a unified account has to do with the fact that the
effects of the two types of agreement restrictions differ in non-trivial ways.
For split ergativity, the person-hierarchy regulates whether or not a given
alignment requires morphological marking. In contrast, for transitive gaps
the person-hierarchy regulates which alignments are ruled out and which
ones are ruled in.
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Finally, the two phenomena differ in whether the person-hierarchy ef-
fects are absolute or relative to other arguments in the clause. The morpho-
logical marking of 3™ person transitive subjects is independent of other argu-
ments in the clause. That is, even if the object argument is also 3™ person —
in which case the alignment is not really ill-aligned — 3 person subjects
must be marked:

(12) kw’ats-et-*(es) (13) 3 =3
see-TRANS-3S Subj > Obj

‘S/he saw him/her.’

In contrast, transitive gaps are determined relative to the other person. That
is, a 3" person subject is only ruled out in the presence of a 2™ person object
but not in the presence of a 1 or 3" person object.

These differences between split ergativity and transitive gaps (summa-
rized in table 4) cast serious doubt on the empirical adequacy of any ap-
proach which seeks to account for these agreement restrictions in a unified
fashion.

Table 4. Differences between the two person-based agreement-restrictions in

Halkomelem
split ergativity transitive gaps
Relevant Person-hierarchy 1/2>3 2>3
Has effect on grammaticality? no yes
Has effect on morphological marking? yes no
Effect is relative to other arguments? no yes

Even if a unified account is untenable, it might still be the case that either
one of the two agreement restrictions is best explained by means of a person-
hierarchy. In the remainder of this section | show that neither split ergativity
nor transitive gaps should be viewed as the result of a person-hierarchy.

3.2.2. Halkomelem is not really ergative

Most descriptions of Halkomelem treat the pattern of 3™ person agreement
as essentially ergative (Gerdts 1988b): transitive subjects are associated with
a dedicated overt agreement marker (-es) while intransitive subjects have in
common with transitive objects that they are unmarked (or rather marked
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with a zero morpheme). This means that — like in other ergative systems —
intransitive subjects pattern with transitive objects (see Table 5).

Table 5. 3" person agreement is ergative

object intransitive subject transitive subject
3 %) es

On closer inspection, it turns out that (in certain environments) Halkomelem
has an overt 3" person object marker, which sets it apart from the 3 person
intransitive marker which is always & (Wiltschko 2003). This suggests that
object agreement, but not intransitive subject agreement has allomorphic
variants. This allomorphy is morphologically conditioned and depends on
the choice of the transitive suffix. That is, Halkomelem has three fully pro-
ductive transitivizing suffixes: -(e)t/-(e)th which indicates full control of the
agent over the event, -1 which indicates limited or no control of the agent
over the event, and -st/-sth which indicates a causative construal:

(14) a. kw’ats-eth-ome-tsel b. kw’ats-et-0lé-tsel
see-TRANS-2SG.0-1SG.S see-TRANS-2PL.0-1SG.S
‘I look at you.’ ‘I look at you folks.’

(15) a. kw’éts-1-oOmeé-tsel b. kw’éts-1-0lé-tsel
see-TRANS-2SG.0-1SG.S see-TRANS-2PL.0-1SG.S
‘I see you.’ ‘I see you folks.’

(16) a. imex-sth-ome-tsel b. imex-st-0le-tsel
walk-CAUS-25G.0-1SG.S walk-CAUS-2PL.0.-1SG.S
‘I make you walk.’ ‘I make you folks walk.’

In the context of the transitivizers -1 and -st a 3" person object is marked with
the suffix -exw. Only the transitivizer -t occurs with & object agreement.

(17) a. kw’ats-et--tsel b. kw’éts-l-exw-tsel
see-TRANS-30-1SG.S see-TRANS-30-1SG.S
‘I look at him.’ ‘I see him.’

c. imex-st-exw-tsel
walk-CAUS-30-1SG.S
‘I make him walk.’
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If we accept this analysis of -exw as an allomorph of 3™ person object
marking®, then Halkomelem no longer fits the description of an ergative
language: intransitive subjects do not pattern with transitive objects. Rather,
we are dealing with a pattern where all three arguments are distinctly
marked, at least in the context of two transitivizers (see table 6).

Table 6. 3" person agreement is not ergative

Obiject intransitive subject transitive subject
3 Dlexw %) es

This pattern of 3" person agreement in Halkomelem casts doubt on the va-
lidity of the analysis in terms of a person-hierarchy. Recall the essence of
the person-hierarchy account of (split) ergativity: 3" person arguments only
need to be marked if they are found in an ill-aligned configuration. If how-
ever a 3" person argument is realized as an object it is well-aligned and
thus should not require marking (the relevant alignments are repeated be-
low for convenience).

(18) a 1/2 > 3 b. 3 < %
Subj > Obj Subj > Obj
well-aligned: 3" unmarked ill-aligned: 3 marked

According to this analysis then, it is quite unexpected that 3™ person ob-
jects are marked as well. What remains to be accounted for, however, is
why there is a person-based split that is sensitive to the transitivity of the
predicate (see section 4). Table 7 shows the revised paradigm of Halkome-
lem agreement. We observe that only 3™ person (but not 1% or 2" person)
agreement varies with the transitivity of the predicate: transitive subjects
are marked with —es while intransitive subjects appear unmarked.

Table 7. Predicate-argument agreement is sensitive to transitivity

object agreement transitive subject agr. intransitive subject agr.
1 sG (o) tsel
PL OXW tset
2 SG ome chexw
PL ole chap

3 dlexw es ]
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3.2.3. Transitive gaps are agreement restrictions not person restrictions

We now turn to the second apparent person-hierarchy effect: the *[3<2] con-
straint. | show that this constraint cannot be properly understood as a per-
son-based constraint either. Instead, | argue that it is a constraint on a par-
ticular combination of agreement endings (see Brown, Koch and Wiltschko
2004, 2007; Wiltschko and Burton 2004). The central evidence stems from
the fact that in context where the 3 person subject agreement is absent, a
[3<2] sentence is well-formed.

In the context of subject A’-movement (both wh-questions and relative
clauses), 3" person transitive agreement is lost as illustrated in (19) (Gerdts
1988a; Kroeber 1999). In such context 3/2 clauses are well-formed (20):

(19) a. tewat kw’e xwmékwath-et te  Martina
who COMP Kiss-TRANS DET Martina
‘Who kissed Martina?’

b. John te swiyege kw’éts-l-exw te Mali
John DET man see-TRANS-30 DET Mary
‘John is the man who saw Mary.’

(20) a. tewat kw’e le  Ihéts’-I-ome
who COMP AUX cut-TRANS-2SG.O
‘Who cut you?’ (Galloway 1993: 453)

b. li-chexw théthel-met te  xwmékwathe-th-ome
AUX-25G.S admire-TRANS DET KiSs-TRANS-25G.0
‘Are you admiring the one who is kissing you?’

This provides us with evidence that it is not the person combination that is
ruled out, but instead the combination of 3™ person subject- and 2™ person
object agreement. A striking minimal pair is given in (21). In the canonical
VSO order, a 3<2 sentence is ungrammatical while in the marked SVO order,
arguably derived via subject A’-movement, a 3<2 sentence is well-formed.

(21) a. *kw’éts-l-6me-s te  swiyege
See-TRANS-2SG.0-3S DET man
‘The man saw you.’
b. te swiyege kw’éts-I-omeé
DET man see-TRANS-2SG.0
‘The man saw you.’
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In all these cases, the difference between the ill-formed and the well-
formed sentences does not lie in the person combination but in the mor-
pheme combination: [3<2] sentences are only ruled out if each of the ar-
guments is associated with an agreement marker on the predicate.

The second environment where we find well-formed [3<2] sentences is
passive. Passive sentences in Halkomelem are impersonal constructions
(Kroeber 1999) where the underlying object remains in object position and
the subject position is occupied by en empty 3™ person (possibly expletive)
element (Wiltschko 2001).* Evidence that they are indeed impersonal con-
structions stems from the fact that agreement with the underlying object in
passives is still object agreement (Galloway 1993, Gerdts 1989). Further-
more, in subjunctive environments we find an overt 3" person subject agree-
ment co-occurring with a 1% or 2™ person passive object agreement:

(22) éwe i-s xwemékwath-eth-al-em
NEG  AUX-3sS  KiSs-TRANS-1SG.0-PASS
‘Nobody kissed me.’/”l wasn’t’ kissed.’

Given this analysis, it follows that in case of passive sentences with a 2™
person underlying object, we are in fact dealing with a 3" person subject co-
occurring with a 2™ person object. Note that in this environment, where we
find a 3" person subject which does not trigger 3™ person transitive agree-
ment, [3<2] sentences are perfectly well-formed:

(23) éwe li-s xwemékwath-eth-om
NEG AUX-3SS Kiss-TRANS-2SG.0.PASS
‘Nobody kissed you.’/”You weren’t kissed.’ (Wiltschko 2001: 6)

Finally, there is one more environment where the ban on [3<2] sentences is
lifted and again it is a context where the two agreement morphemes do not
co-occur. In this case it is the object agreement that is missing rather than
the subject agreement (see Wiltschko and Burton 2004). To see this, we need
to look at the independent (emphatic) pronouns of Halkomelem (table 8).

Table 8. Halkomelem independent pronouns (Galloway 1980: 27)

SG PL
1 ta’altha/ta’a’altha talhlimelh
2 taléwe talhwélep/talhléwep

3 tatl’o/thatl’o tutl’6:lem/thutl’6:lem/yutl’6:lem
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In many respects these independent pronouns behave like full DPs
(Wiltschko 2002). One property consistent with their behavior as full DPs,
is the fact that (at least in certain environments) these pronouns do not trig-
ger 1% or 2" person agreement (cf. Hukari 1980, Kroeber 1999):

(24) a. ta-a’altha q’6g’ey (*-tsel)
DET-1SG.INDEP sick 1sG.S
‘I’'m sick.’
b. ta-léwe mimel (*-chexw)
DET-2SG.INDEP small 2SG.S
“You are small.’ (Wiltschko 2003: 43d)

In (24) we observe that the 1% and 2" person independent pronoun does not
co-occur with 1% or 2" subject agreement. In this context, sentences with
3" person subjects and 2" person objects are well-formed:

(25) a. tI’6 te-léwe kw’éts-l-exw-es
3  DET-2SG.INDEP see-TRANS-30-3S
‘You are the one he has seen.’
b. te-léwe i-lh kw’éts-l-exw-es
DET-2SG.INDEP AUX-PAST see-TRANS-30-3S
‘It’s you that he has seen.’

I conclude that the apparent person restriction of transitive gaps is indeed
an agreement restriction, which cannot be straightforwardly accounted for
as the result of the person-hierarchy.

3.3. Summary

In this section we have established three main points.

i) The two person sensitive agreement restrictions of Halkomelem (ap-
parent split ergativity and transitive gaps) should not receive a unified
analysis

ii) Halkomelem agreement does not really display ergative properties, and
thus the person-hierarchy based account which seeks to derive person-
based split ergativity cannot be maintained

iii) The transitive gaps are not due to a specific (ill-aligned) combination of
persons, but is instead a restriction on agreement
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If however, the observed agreement restrictions are not due to the workings
of a person-hierarchy (or however such a hierarchy is derived) the question
remains as to how else we can account for these restrictions. In particular,
we need to find an answer to two questions:

i) What brings about the person-based sensitivity to transitivity such
that only 3™ person agreement varies with the transitivity of the pre-
dicate?

ii)  What rules out the combination of 3 person subject and 2" person
object agreement?

In what follows, | argue that both agreement restrictions come about as the
result of the syntactic distribution of Halkomelem agreement morphology
in combination with the existence of certain (arbitrary) paradigmatic gaps.

4. The person-based transitivity split
4.1. A morpho-syntactic account

Why is 3" person agreement but not 1% and 2™ person sensitive to the tran-
sitivity of the predicate? | propose that this follows from the fact that 3"
person subject agreement occupies a different syntactic position than 1% or
2" person subject agreement (Davis 2000; Jelinek and Carnie 2003). In
particular, | propose that 1% and 2" person subject agreement is associated
with C while 3" person transitive subject agreement is associated with v:°

(26) [c C-1/2[; INFL [, v-3 [VII]

This means that subject agreement must be split into two paradigms: C-agree-
ment and v-agreement, where v-agreement is only overt if v is transitive.

Table 9. C-agreement and v-agreement

C-agr v-agr
1 sG tsel —
PL tset —
2 SG chexw —
PL chap —

3 — es/Jd
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This analysis allows us to understand why 3™ person and only 3™ person is
sensitive to transitivity: information about transitivity is encoded in v. There-
fore, only agreement in v, but not agreement in C is expected to be sensitive
to transitivity. And further, given that agreement in v is restricted to 3" per-
son it follows that only 3™ person agreement is sensitive to transitivity.

In the remainder of this section | provide evidence for each of these
claims. In section 4.1 | show that 1% and 2" agreement are associated with
C; in section 4.2., | show evidence that 3" person agreement is associated
with v; and finally in section 4.3. | show cross-Salish evidence that the dis-
tribution of agreement across the different positions is indeed associated
with (partly) arbitrary gaps.

4.2. Evidence for C-agreement

Evidence that 1% and 2™ person agreement associates with C stems from the
following considerations: i) it appears in a position high up in the clause; ii)
it is sensitive to clause-typing, a property typically associated with C (Cheng
1991); and iii) it is in complementary distribution with complementizers. |
discuss each of these properties in turn.

The agreement markers | analyze as instantiating C-agreement are
called subject clitics in the Salishan tradition. | argue that their “clitic-like”
behavior stems from the fact that they are associated with a position high in
the clausal structure (Davis 2000). | argue that these forms are attached to
whatever element occupies C. Specifically, if there is an auxiliary, C-agree-
ment will appear on the auxiliary (27a) and cannot appear on the verb (27b);
in the absence of an auxiliary, C-agreement appears on the verb (27c).

27) a. li-tsel may-t b. may-t-tsel
AUX-1SG.S help-TRANS help-TRANS-1SG.S
‘I helped him.’ ‘I help him.’
c.*li  may-t-tsel
AUX help-TRANS-1SG.S
‘I helped him.’

This pattern is readily explained under the assumption that so called subject
clitics occupy C. They attach to auxiliaries as a result of 1-to-C movement
(28a), and if there is no auxiliary, the verb itself can move up to C via |
(28b).
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(28) a. [c AUX-12 [ Aux LV
b. [c V-1/2 L v [ M1

Evidence that the distribution of these subject clitics is not governed by
phonological considerations, i.e., that we are not dealing with a 2" position
effect stems from the fact that in the absence of an overt auxiliary, the verb
may but need not move to C.° In this case the so called subject clitic appears
in clause-initial position without being cliticized to any preceding host.

(29) a. tsel may-t b. tset may-t
1SG.S help-TRANS 1PL.S help-TRANS
‘I helped him.’ ‘We helped him.’
c. chexw may-t d. chap may-t
2SG.S help-TRANS 2PL.S help-TRANS
“You helped him.’ “Youp helped him.’

(Galloway 1980: 126)

The pattern discussed thus far suggests that subject clitics are located in a
position higher than V; but this position could in principle be either | or C
(see Davis 2000 for the claim that the relevant position is I). I will now
show evidence that they are indeed located in C, rather than I.

Subject clitics are sensitive to information encoded in C, namely clause-
typing. In particular, subject clitics are restricted to matrix indicative clauses.
The other clause-types (subjunctive and nominalized), are incompatible with
subject clitics. While subjunctive clauses require special subjunctive agree-
ment (30), nominalized clauses require possessive agreement (31):

(30) a. we-lam-el b. we-lam-exw
COMP-g0-1SG.SS COMP-Q0-2SG.SS
‘If I go’ ‘If you go’
c. we-lam-et d. we-lam-elep
COMP-g0-1PL.SS COMP-gO0-2PL.SS
‘If we go’ ‘If you guys go’ (Galloway 1993: 184)
(31) a. skw’ay [kw’-el-s kw’ éts-1-exw

impossible [COMP-1SG.POSS-NOM see-TRANS-30
‘| can’t see it.’

b. skw’ay [kw’-a-s kw’ éts-1-exw
impossible [COMP-2SG.POSS-NOM see-TRANS-30
‘You can’t see it.
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c. skw’ay [kw’-es kw’ éts-1-exw-tset
impossible [COMP-NOM see-TRANS-30-1PL.POSS
‘We can’t seeit.’

d. skw’ay [kw’-a-s kw’ éts-1-exw-elep
impossible [COMP-2POSS-NOM see-TRANS-30-2PL.POSS
“Youp can’t see it.” (Galloway 1993: 181)

Assuming that subject clitics instantiate C-agreement, sensitivity to clause-
typing is precisely what we expect. Finally, the above data also show that C-
agreement is in complementary distribution with complementizers, another
piece of evidence that we are indeed dealing with agreement in C.

4.3. Evidence for v-agreement

The distribution of 3™ person transitive subject agreement is significantly
different from the distribution of 1% or 2" person subject agreement. | argue
that the difference in distribution reflects a syntactic difference (see Davis
2000): while 1% and 2" person agreement are associated with C, 3 person
agreement is associated with v. Evidence stems from the fact that 3™ person
transitive agreement is suffixed to the verb, even in the presence of an aux-
iliary:

(32) a. g’0:y-t-es te Strang te qwa:l
kill-TRANS-3S DET Strang DET mosquito
*Strang killed the mosquito.’

b. i q6:y-t-es te Strang te qwa:l
AUX Kill-TRANS-3S DET Strang DET mosquito
‘Strang killed the mosquito.’

c. *li-s q’6:y-t te Strang te qgwa:l
AUX-3s Kkill-TRANS DET Strang DET mosquito
*Strang killed the mosquito.’

This contrasts with 1% and 2™ person agreement which cannot remain at-
tached to the verb in the presence of an auxiliary. This difference in distri-
bution follows from the assumption that 3" person agreement is associated
with v. Consequently, the verb does not have to move past | to associate
with the agreement and thus the presence of an auxiliary has no effect on
the position of 3" person agreement.
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B3 [ C [ AUX [ v-3 [VI]]]

The second property that sets apart 3" person agreement in v from 1% and
2" person agreement in C is that the former is not sensitive to clause-typing
unlike the latter. In particular, 3 person transitive agreement appears in all
types of clauses: matrix indicative, subjunctive and nominalized clauses.

(34) a. (li) may-t-es
(AUX) help-TRANS-3s
‘S/he helped him/her.’

b. skw’ay [kw’-s-es kw’éts-lexw-es
impossible [COMP-NOM-3P0OSS see-TRANS-3S
‘S/he can’t see it.’

c. we li-s kw’ets-lexw-es
COMP AUX-3SS see-TRANS-3SS
‘If s/he goes...’

The data in (34) establish that the appearance of 3" person agreement is in-
dependent of the clause type. And moreover they show that 3" person tran-
sitive agreement can co-occur with other types of 3™ person agreement, both
of which are located higher up in the tree (i.e., INFL or C). That is, in em-
bedded nominalized clauses, 3" person subject agreement is expressed twice
if the verb is transitive: once as possessive agreement on the complemen-
tizer (kw’-s-es) and once on the verb (34b). Similarly, in a subjunctive tran-
sitive clause 3™ person agreement occurs twice: once in the form of sub-
junctive agreement on the auxiliary (li-s) and once in the form of transitive
agreement on the verb (34c). Furthermore, these examples show that 3" per-
son agreement is not in complementary distribution with complementizers
(unlike 1% and 2™ person subject clitics). This much establishes that transi-
tive agreement has a distribution different from C-agreement (as well as sub-
junctive and possessive agreement) and that it occurs in a position lower
than C-agreement.

We can now understand the fact that 3™ person agreement is sensitive to
transitivity: information about transitivity is encoded in v. Agreement is
generally sensitive to information encoded in the head it associates with.
We have seen that C-agreement is sensitive to clause-typing. Furthermore,
subject/verb agreement in English is associated with | (which is instantiated
as T(ENSE) in English), and consequently it is sensitive to tense. For ex-
ample, in (35) we observe that 3 person singular agreement is restricted to
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present and present perfect tense, but does not appear in past and past perfect
tense which is always -(e)d independent of the person of the subject.

(35) a. The boy has played soccer. b. The boy plays soccer
(36) a. The boy had played soccer. b. The boys played soccer

For completeness, note that 3 person subject agreement in Halkomelem is
not sensitive to tense, as expected:’

(37) a. g’6:y-t-es te Strang te qwa:l

kill-TRANS-3S DET Strang DET mosquito
‘Strang killed the mosquito.’/’Strang is Killing the mosquito.”®

b. i-lh q’oy:t-es te Strang te qwal
AUX-PAST Kill-TRANS-3s DET Strang DET mosquito
*Strang killed the mosquito.’

c. g’oyt-es-cha te Strang te qwa:l
Kill-TRANS-3S-FUT DET Strang DET mosquito
*Strang will kill the mosquito.’

Finally, if 3" person subject agreement is associated with v we predict that
agreement is thematically conditioned. That is, while subject verb agreement
in English is associated with T and thus agrees with the grammatical subject
in SpecTP, subject verb agreement in v is predicted to agree with the the-
matic subject. This prediction is borne out. 3 person transitive subject
agreement is restricted to active sentences, but cannot occur in passive sen-
tences (unlike English subject-verb agreement):

(38) may-t-em te  Konrad
help-TRANS-PASS DET Konrad
*‘Somebody helped Konrad.’/’Konrad was helped.’

I thus conclude that 3™ person subject agreement is associated with v which
accounts for the sensitivity to transitivity.

4.4, Cross-Salish evidence

According to the proposed analysis, different agreement types are associated
with different syntactic positions (see Davis 2000): C and v, respectively.
This is however not the only difference between the two types of agree-
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ment: v agreement is restricted to 3 person while C agreement is restricted
to 1% and 2" person. This is repeated below for convenience:

39) [c C-l1/2 [ INFL [ v-3 [VIIII

The present analysis has nothing to say about this pattern: the absence of 3™
person agreement in C and the absence of 1% and 2™ person agreement in v
is purely accidental. In contrast, analyses which take this distribution to re-
flect the workings of the person-hierarchy would expect precisely this dis-
tribution. For example, Jelinek & Carnie 2003 suggest that a distribution of
this type is semantically conditioned and follows from a particular mapping
principle according to which presuppositional material is mapped to a posi-
tion higher in the clause than non-presuppositional material (Diesing 1992).
Accordingly, 1% and 2" person as inherently presuppositional nominals are
mapped to a position higher in the tree; in contrast 3 person is not inher-
ently presuppositional and is therefore mapped to a position lower in the
tree. This appears to be an advantage of an analysis based on the person-
hierarchy.

I will now show evidence that the present analysis is nevertheless on the
right track. In particular, we will see evidence that paradigmatic gaps are
indeed accidental and not semantically conditioned. In particular, v agree-
ment is not restricted to 3™ person across all Salish languages. In Shuswap
v-agreement is restricted to transitive subjects but it has v-agreement across
all persons. As a consequence, the system looks different: while intransitive
subject agreement is marked with subject clitics ((40); C-agreement) transi-
tive subject agreement is marked with so called subject suffixes ((41); v-
agreement).

(40) a. clt-kt b. cut-k c. cut-@
intend-1pPL.S intend-2sG.s intend-3.s
‘We intend.’ ‘You intend.’ *S/he intends.’
(Kuipers 1974: 44)
(41) a. pic’-n-x b. Ix-nt-és
squeeze-TRANS-2SG.S squeal.on-TRANS-3S
“You squeeze him/her/it.’ ‘She/he squeals on him/her.’

(Kuipers 1974: 48)

Note that this type of system is completely unexpected under a person-hier-
archy account: here 1 and 2™ person agreement is not necessarily mapped
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onto a position high in the clause. The Shuswap system is consistent with
the account developed here according to which paradigmatic gaps are acci-
dental.

The Halkomelem system has developed out of the Proto-Salish system
(as reconstructed by Davis 2000) in the following way. Proto-Salish had two
full agreement paradigms (except that 3™ person C-agreement was always
zero) as summarized in table 10 (based on Davis 2000).

Table 10. From Proto-Salish to Halkomelem

indicative clitic [=C-agreement] subject suffix [=v-agreement]

1 sG *=kan *-an
PL *=kat *-at

2 SG *=kaxw *-axw
PL *=kap *-ap

3 * *-as

The Halkomelem system may have developed on the basis of the transparent
morphological relation between v- and C-agreement (indicated by the bold
part of C-agreement). Suppose that v-agreement was reanalyzed as being
part of C-agreement. The only cell where this reanalysis cannot take place
is 3" person because there is no 3" person C-agreement. By reanalyzing the
v-agreement paradigm as part of the C-agreement paradigm, we arrive at
the highly defective v-agreement system of Halkomelem and consequently
at the apparent ergative system, which is split along 172" vs. 3" person.
For completeness, note that 1% and 2™ person object agreement always oc-
curs low in the tree (as evidenced by the fact that it always suffixes to the
verb).

(42) a. (liy may-th-6x-es b. (li) may-t-6xw-es
(AUX) help-TRANS-1SG.0-3S (AUX) help-TRANS-1PL.0-3S
‘He helps me.’ ‘He helps us.’
c. (li) may-th-6me-tsel d. (li) may-t-Gle-tsel
(AUX) help-TRANS-2SG.0-1SG.S (AUX) help-TRANS-25G.0-1SG.S
‘I help you.’ ‘I help youy.’
e. may-t-es

help-TRANS-3S
‘He helps him.’ (Galloway 1980: 126)
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If the high position of 1% and 2™ person subject clitics were indeed a conse-
quence of the person-hierarchy and its mapping onto syntactic structure, it
would be unclear as to why 1% and 2" person objects do not have to be
mapped to a higher position as well. | thus conclude that an analysis which
is not based on the person-hierarchy is empirically more adequate and that
we are indeed dealing with accidental gaps that are associated with each of
the paradigms discussed in this section.

5. Person-based transitive gaps

I now turn to the second question we were left with at the end of section 3:
What rules out the combination of 3™ person subject and 2™ person object
agreement?

5.1. Arbitrary gaps with syntactic restrictions

We have seen that a person-hierarchy account does not adequately account
for the facts. In this section, | argue that this gap is best analyzed as being
partly restricted by the morpho-syntax of agreement but partly arbitrary (i.e.,
unpredictable; see Brown, Koch and Wiltschko 2007 for a detailed discus-
sion). The systematic aspect of the attested gap concerns the type of agree-
ment involved: object agreement and subject suffixes (but not subject
clitics). | propose that this restriction on the transitive gap is syntactically
conditioned: a gap can only arise when two agreement endings are associ-
ated with the same syntactic head, which in this case is v (see Branigan &
Bobaljik 2004 for a similar constraint).

(43) [c C [ INFL [, v-obj-subj [VI]]]

While the configuration illustrated in (43), where object and subject agree-
ment are associate with the same syntactic head (v), is necessary for a tran-
sitive gap to arise, it does not constitute a sufficient condition. That is, in
Halkomelem there are two agreement combinations of the type illustrated in
(43) that are ill-formed (*20BJ.SG-3S; *20BJ.PL-3S) while all other combi-
nations are well-formed.

In the remainder of this section | will show evidence for this proposal.
In section 5.2, | present evidence for the claim that object agreement (along
with subject suffixes) is associated with v. In section 5.3, | present evidence
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for the claim that gaps are restricted to combinations of the sorts illustrated
in (43). And finally in section 5.4, | present cross-Salish evidence that the
gaps are indeed arbitrary and not restricted by the person-hierarchy.

5.2. Evidence for object agreement in v

Recall that we have seen evidence to the effect that 3" person subject suf-
fixes are associated with v (see section 4.3). Given that object agreement
linearly precedes subject agreement (44), it follows that object agreement
must be attached before subject agreement.

(44) a. may-th-6x-es b. may-t-6xw-es
help-TRANS-1SG.0BJ-3S help-TRANS-1PL.0BJ-3S
‘He helps me.’ ‘He helps us.’

Thus, object agreement must be associated either with v or with a position
lower than v. | argue that object agreement is best analyzed as occupying v
on the basis of its interaction with the argument it agrees with. Recall that
subject agreement is tied to a particular theta-role: transitive AG(ENT).
This follows from the assumption that subject agreement is associated with
the very same head that introduces this thematic role, namely v:

(45) [V AG v-obj-subj [V]I]]

In contrast, object agreement is not tied to a particular thematic role, in-
stead it agrees with a grammatical role, namely the direct object. This can
be seen by comparing a simple transitive construction with an applicative
construction. In the transitive clause in (46a), it is the THEME, which trig-
gers object agreement whereas in the applicative construction in (46b) the
BENEFACTIVE argument is realized as the direct object and triggers ob-
ject agreement (the original direct object must be realized as an oblique; see
Gerdts 1988b; Galloway 1993):

(46) a. yéqw-th-ox-chexw b. yéqw-elhts-th-0x-chexw
burn-TRANS-15G.0-25G.S burn-APPL-TRANS-15G.0-25G.S
“You burn me.’ “You burn it for me.’

(Galloway 1993: 255f.)

| assume that the TH(EME) argument is introduced as a sister to V while
the BEN(EFACTIVE) argument is introduced by a semi-lexical head v
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(Pylkkanen 2002). Given that object agreement is not tied to a specific the-
matic role, | conclude that it must be associated with a head that is higher
than BEN or TH, which leaves us with v, the head that introduces AG.

(47) a. [ AG v-obj-subj [BEN v-elnts [V TH]I]]
b. [, AG v-obj-subj [V THIIT]

Further evidence that object agreement is indeed associated with the v which
introduces the AGENT argument stems from the fact that it regulates allo-
morphic variation in the realization of this v-head. In particular, the form of
the transitive suffix -t, which | assume to instantiate v, depends on the fol-
lowing object agreement: it is realized as -th if followed by the singular 1%
and 2™ object agreement -ox (“me”) and -ome (“you.sg.”) while it is real-
ized as -t elsewhere (Galloway 1993):

(48) a. may-th-ox-tsel b. may-t-6le-tsel
help-TRANS-15G.0-1SG.S help-TRANS-2SG.0-1SG.S
‘I help myself. ‘I help you.’

If we assume that such morphologically conditioned allomorphy is re-
stricted to morphemes associated with the same syntactic head it follows
that object agreement occupies v along with subject suffixes and transitive
markers.

5.3. Evidence that the gaps are restricted to subject suffixes

I now show that the transitive gaps of Halkomelem as well as the ones found
in the rest of the family are restricted to subject suffixes associated with v.
No other subject agreement morphology triggers a gap. There are two cases
to consider: subjunctive agreement and possessive agreement (briefly intro-
duced in section 4.2) but here | will restrict the discussion to subjunctive
agreement simply noting that possessive agreement displays a similar be-
havior.?

While we have not analyzed subjunctive agreement in terms of its syn-
tactic position, for the purpose of the argument it suffices to establish that it
is not associated with v. Instead, | show evidence that it is associated with a
higher head (see Elouazizi & Wiltschko 2006 for an analysis). Evidence to
this effect stems from three considerations: i) subjunctive agreement attaches
to the verb only in the absence of an auxiliary (49); once an auxiliary is
added, subjunctive agreement must attach to it (50).
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(49) a. éwe-tsel t’ilem-el wayeles
NEG-1SG.S sing-1SG.SS tomorrow
‘I won’t be singing tomorrow.’

b. éwe-chexw t’ilem-exw wayeles
NEG-2SG.S sing-2sG.SS tomorrow
“You won’t be singing tomorrow’

c. éwe t’ilem-es wayeles
NEG sing-3sS tomorrow
‘He/they will not be singing tomorrow.’

d. éwe-tset t’ilem-et  wayeles
NEG-1PL.S sing-1PL.SS tomorrow
‘We won’t be singing tomorrow.’

e. éwe-chap t’ilem-ap  wayeles
NEG-2PL.S sing-2PL.SS tomorrow
“You folks won’t be singing tomorrow.’

éwe-tsel il tI’fls-th-ome

NEG-1SG.S AUX-1SG.SS want-TRANS-2SG.O

‘I don’t like you.’

b. éwe-chexw li-xw tI’fls-th-0x
NEG-2SG.S AUX-2SG.SS want-TRANS-1SG.O
‘You don’t like me.’

c. éwe li-s tI’ils-th-ox-es
NEG AUX-3.SS want-TRANS-1SG.3S
‘He/They doesn’t/don’t like me.’

d. éwe-tset li-t tI’ils-th-ome
NEG-1PL.S AUX-1PL.SS want-TRANS-2SG.O
‘We don’t like you.’

e. éwe-chap li-p tI’fls-th-0x

NEG-2SG.S AUX-2PL.SS want-TRANS-1SG.O

“You guys don’t like me.’ (Galloway 1993: 186)

tad

(50)

ii) subjunctive agreement is not sensitive to the transitivity of the predicate;
it can appear with transitive predicates as in (50) as well as with intransitive
predicates as in (51).

(51) a. éwe-tsel il yo:ys
NEG-1SG.S AUX-1SG.SS work
‘I don’t work.’
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b. éwe-chexw li-xw yo:ys
NEG-25G.S AUX-2SG.SS work
“You don’t work.’

c. éwe li-s yo:ys
NEG AUX-3.SS work
‘He does not work.’

iii) subjunctive agreement is not restricted to the thematic role AGENT but
instead it also appears in the context of a passive predicates.

(52) a. éwe i-s xwemékwathe-th-alem
NEG AUX-3SS KiSS-TRANS-1SG.PASS
‘Nobody kissed me.’/”l wasn’t’ kissed.’

b. éwe li-s xwemékwath-eth-om
NEG AUX-3S Kiss-TRANS-1SG-2SG.PASS
‘Nobody kissed you.’/”You weren’t kissed.’

To establish that subjunctive agreement is not ruled out if it co-occurs with
2" person object agreement, we need to consider a clause where the subject
has undergone A’-movement. We observe that in this case 3™ person subject
and 2" person object agreement can co-occur as shown below.

(53) tsel Ihg’élexw kw’e swiyege éwe li-s xwemékwathe-th-6me
1sG.s know DET man NEG AUX-3sS Kiss-TRANS-20
‘I know the man who kiss you.’

This much provides us with Halkomelem-internal evidence that the gap is
indeed restricted to combinations of object agreement and subject suffixes
(i.e. subject agreement in v). Moreover, Brown, Koch and Wiltschko (2004,
2007) show that all transitive gaps found across the Salish family are re-
stricted in the same way: only subject suffixes, but not subject clitics can

trigger a gap.

5.4. Evidence that the gaps are partly arbitrary

We have seen in the last subsection that transitive gaps are systematically
restricted to a particular agreement configuration, namely one in which sub-
ject and object agreement are associated with the same syntactic head (v).
This much constitutes a necessary condition for a gap to arise. In this sub-
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section, | show that the particular gaps that do arise are indeed not predict-
able but instead arbitrary. In particular, they are not constraint by the person-
hierarchy. Up until this point, we have only seen that the person-hierarchy
does not help us to define a necessary condition for a gap to arise. Most
strikingly, [3<2] sentences are only ruled out if the 3" person subject agree-
ment instantiates v-agreement. Otherwise a [3<2] sentence is well-formed.
It could however still be the case that the person-hierarchy is used to rule
out particular instances of the relevant agreement configuration. We have
already seen one piece of evidence that this cannot be on the right track: in
Halkomelem [3<1] sentences are well-formed despite the fact that they i)
instantiate the relevant agreement configuration and ii) they violate the per-
son-hierarchy since a lower ranked person (3") is realized as a higher
ranked argument (subject).

In this subsection, | show that a person-hierarchy violation is not even a
necessary condition for a gap to arise. The evidence stems from gaps that
arise in other Salish languages (see Brown, Koch and Wiltschko 2007 for
detailed discussion). For example, Thompson River Salish has two gaps in
its transitive paradigm: sentences with 1% person plural subjects and 3" per-
son objects *[1pl >3] are ill-formed and so are sentence with 2" singular
subjects and 1* person plural objects *[2pl:1sg]. All other logically possible
combinations are well-formed in Thompson.

(54) a. *kAn-t-@-ét b. *kAn-t-éy-x"
help-TRANS-30-1PL.S help-TRANS-1PL.0-2SG.S
‘We helped him/her/it.’ “You helped us.’

These data illustrate that a gap can arise despite the fact that the sentences
are well-aligned according to a person-hierarchy. For example, the 1% per-
son argument in (54a) is higher ranked on the person-hierarchy and is real-
ized as the higher ranked argument, namely the subject. This suggests that
the gaps are not constraint by the person-hierarchy. Instead, | submit that
they are partly arbitrary and therefore different languages have different
gaps, some of which appear to be constraint by the person-hierarchy but
others are not. Consequently, I conclude that the person-hierarchy plays no
role at all in the grammar of Salish languages.
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6. Conclusion

The main goal of this article was to investigate the determining factors of
particular agreement restrictions found in Halkomelem Salish:

i) Person-sensitive split ergativity: 3" person agreement does not occur with
intransitive subjects.

ii) Person-sensitive transitive gaps: 3™ person subject agreement cannot co-
occur with 2™ person object agreement.

Previous analyses have treated these restrictions as the result of the person-
hierarchy (in the sense of Silverstein 1976).

i) 3™ person must be especially marked if it is realized as a transitive
AGENT (because higher ranked persons are more likely to be AGENTS)

ii) A higher ranked person must be mapped onto the higher ranked gram-
matical role, therefore sentences with 3™ person subjects and 2™ person
objects are ruled out

Here | have shown that such accounts do not achieve empirical adequacy
because the relevant generalizations are not to be defined in terms of person-
specifications but instead in terms of their morpho-syntactic distribution:

i) Only transitive AGENTS are marked with v-agreement, and v-agreement
can be associated with all person specifications (Shuswap) but it need
not be (Halkomelem).

ii) Transitive gaps can only arise if two agreement markers that are associ-
ated with the same head (v) co-occur

While at first glance the person-hierarchy might appear to be at work, on
closer inspection we cannot really build an empirically adequate generaliza-
tion on it. Instead, adequate generalizations are all syntactically defined.
Accidental paradigmatic gaps involve person-specifications, but they do not
necessarily appeal to a person-hierarchy. And if arbitrary, they simply have
to be learned.

I conclude that we should not import the person-hierarchy into formal
grammar, at least not into the formal grammar of Halkomelem Salish. Con-
sequently, I call into question whether the person-hierarchy is part of uni-
versal grammar at all. If apparently systematic person-hierarchy effects are
always re-analyzable as generalizations over morpho-syntactic properties in
interaction with partly arbitrary person feature specifications then no such
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person-hierarchy is needed. | take this to be a welcome result, in light of the
inherent problems of a person-hierarchy for a formal framework.

Notes

There are three major dialects: Upriver (St6:lo Halg’eméylem), Downriver
(Musqueam), and Island (Cowichan). The data reported in this paper are from
the Upriver dialect.

While Halkomelem has a special reflexive marker, its use is optional in reflex-
ive environments (see Wiltschko 2004 for detailed discussion)

Other analyses of -exw treat it as part of the transitivizers and accordingly
these analyses posit two allomorphors of the transitivizers: {-1/lexw}and {-st/
stexw}, respectively. According to this analysis the allomorphy is morphologi-
cally conditioned such that -lexw and -stexw only occur in the context of 3"
person objects (see for example Hukari 1980). For arguments that -exw is best
analyzed as a 3" person object marker see Galloway (1993) and Wiltschko
(2003).

Kroeber (1999) argues that passives are only morphologically impersonal but
syntactically they behave more like passives (see also Gerdts 1989). See, how-
ever, Wiltschko (2001) for evidence that at least in Halkomelem, passives are
impersonals both morphologically and syntactically.

See Davis (2000) for detailed arguments that there are various positions for
agreement going back to Proto-Salish.

The absence of V to | to C movement can be taken as an indication that there
is in fact an empty auxiliary (see Wiltschko 2006 for discussion).

This is however not surprising for independent grounds: there are reasons to
believe that T is not a syntactic head in Halkomelem (Wiltschko 2003).

In Halkomelem, the marking of tense is optional and consequently the absence
of a past tense marker can still result in a past tense interpretation in addition
to a present interpretation.

Since subject clitics (i.e., C-agreement) do not have an overt 3" person marker,
it is impossible to test whether or not 2™ person objects co-occur with C-agree-
ment. While [3<2] sentences are well-formed (if the subject suffix is missing)
it is not clear whether there is a 3" person agreement marker present or not.
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