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Abstract

In this paper we argue that the Person Case Constraint,ajlgngresumed to be an irreducible
morpho-syntactic constraint on clitic pronoun combinasi@and argued by several to provide evi-
dence of feature-driven syntactic operations, is a dirensequence of processing considerations.
Adopting the Dynamic Syntax (DS) perspective of Cann et2006) in which syntax is defined as
the monotonic incremental growth of semantic structureh wiructural underspecification and up-
date as the core syntactic notion, we argue that the PCC ilywhe to restrictions on tree-growth
imposed by the logic of finite trees: that these should underpserved gaps in possible clitic combi-
nations is due to clitics being calcified reflexes of previgasailable tree-growth update-sequences
whose variability is the source of word order variation. Qamguage of primary focus is modern
Greek and dialectal variants. More specifically, we argae tine PCC is the consequence of a tree-
logic restriction that only one unfixed node can be preseut tiree at any stage in the tree growth
process. We thus argue for a feature-free account of the RP@tacthe current trend in syntactic
analyses (Anagnostopoulou, 2003, 2005; Bejar & Rezac, ;2B@&chi, 2006; Adger & Harbour,
2007; Nevins, 2007 among others). Strong evidence for sueatare-free account comes from
Pontic Greek, a dialect where no 3rd person clitic clustezsaiowed. Contrary to current analyses,
which would preclude such data, the analysis presentedaigrsto directly predict the Pontic Greek
data, thus pointing towards a feature-free account of the.PC
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1 Introduction

The PCC is a clitic co-occurrence restriction, which statets “strong PCC” variant, that a dative clitic
cannot co-occur with a 1st/2nd person accusative clitice fdstriction is found across a remarkable
number of both related and unrelated languages, from Roenamd Greek to Kiowa and Basque (see
Rezac, 2008b for Basque data and Adger & Harbour, 2007 fow&jo The Spanish and Standard
Modern Greek (SMG) data are illustrative:

(1) *Le me ha dado
it.CL-DAT mecCL hasgiven
‘S/he has given me to him.’ [Spanish]

(2) *Mu se exi yosei
meCL-DAT YOou.CL-ACC hasgiven
‘He/She/lt has given you to me.” [SMG]

Another weaker version of the PCC has been claimed to exstnme varieties of Catalan, Italian and
Spanish (see Bonet, 2007; Bianchi, 2006 and Cuervo, 20Q@#ctgely).Under this looser version,
the ban is not against datives in general but only againgb&rson datives, precluding clusters of a 3rd
person dative plus a 1st/2nd person accusative clitic lawadg combinations of a 1st/2nd person dative
plus a 1st/2nd person accusative:

3) Te m’ ha recomanat la Mireia
you.cL mecL hasrecommendethe Mireia
‘Mireia has recommended me to you/you to me.’ [Catalan-Bad2@08]

4) Lui mi ti presento
he mecL youcL introduces
‘He introduces me to you/ you to me.” [Some varieties of #ali

There is another version of the constraint exhibited in Raiarain which case sequences of a dative clitic and a 1st
person accusative are licit while sequences of a dativegpigl person accusative are ungrammatical. FurthermoRCQ0
restrictions arise with postverbal singular clitics buthtmvever arise with postverbal plural clitics (Savescu 2&D09),
Nevins & Savescu, 2008).



(B5) *Gli mi ha dato
themcCL-DAT mecCL-ACC hasgiven
‘He/She has given me to them. [Some varieties of Italian]

In SMG, only the strong version of the constraint is attestad the analogous SMG clitic sequences
are all ungrammatical, with the same facts holding for Gr&alentina Greek (GSG) and Cypriot Greek
(CG):

(6) *Mu se ejose
meCL.DAT YOUCL.ACC gave
‘S/He/lt gave you to me /[SMG]

(7) *Edokemu se
gave mecCL.DAT YOU.CL.ACC
‘S/He/lt gave you to me [CG]

(8) *Mu se edike
MeCL.DAT YOU.CL.ACC gave
'S/He/lt gave you to me. ’[GSG]

What is common in all versions of the PCC just presented isthwaillicit PCC combinations always
involve at least one 1st/2nd clitic. This fact has given tséeature based accounts where the PCC is
taken to be the result of feature checking failure of a featbat 1st/2nd person accusative clitics have
but 3rd person clitics do not (as in Anagnostopoulou 2008528dger & Harbour, 2007 among others).
An intriguing exception not mentioned in the literature @svirom PG. In this dialect, clusters of 3rd
person clitics are banned:

(9) a. *Edek aton a
gaveGAVE him.cL it/thesecL
‘| gave it/these to him’ [Chatzikyriakidis, 2010]

(20) a. *Edek ats a
gaveGAVE themcL it/thesecL
‘| gave it to them’ [Chatzikyriakidis, 2010]

(11) a. *Edek(en) a a
gaveGAVE it/themcL it/thesecL
‘I gave them/it to it/them’ [Chatzikyriakidis, 2010]

This is puzzling under a feature based account since tl& ilombinations are exactly the clusters
that should be allowed under any recent minimalist accotititeoPCC. If co-occurring clitic forms are



no more than possible morphological listings in the reogiof the idiosyncratic, the lexicon, such
gaps are wholly puzzling. And though there is systematicitthe restriction, given the cross-language
prohibition, a mere typological generalization of thetlmymbinations would be inappropriate.

Adding to the elusiveness of finding a basis for the distidnbf thesee idiosyncratic gaps, there appears
to be no principled interface explanation for these gapsn@tbesi, 2005). Semantically, for example, it
is well-known that by substituting one of the two clitics bgtillicit cluster, grammaticality is restored,

a phenomenon noted in the literature as a repair (Bonet,, Bé&7ac, 2008a, among others):

(12) Me sistisan sesena
meCL-ACC introducedto youACC
‘They introduced you to me.’ [GreekK]

(13)  Jet ai presenté a lui
| you.cL haveintroducedo him
‘l introduced you to him.” [French]

For some, the failure to find any such basis from interpretati considerations is taken to confirm the
need for an independent component of morphology (Bonet]1,19994; Heap, 2005). Within mini-
malism, resisting this move, such failure of any straighwird correspondence with some identifiable
interpretable feature has been taken as evidence for upiatable features, and more. Indeed the Per-
son Case Constraint has been used as data to bolster coreaiishiconcepts, otherwise argued to be
problematic. Amongst these are the concepts of ‘Minimal Mar ‘Last Resort’, which have been the
subject of severe criticism as requiring transderivationasiderations in the evaluation of wellformed-
ness whose formal power is notorious (Johnson and LappBf)19Taking up such criticisms, Rezac
(2008a) rightly acknowledges the weakening of the exptagdbrce of the formalism itself which any
such mechanism opens up. Nonetheless, Rezac argues, thpd3€€just one restricted case where a
subcomponent (that of syntax) has to be seen as intrudingnotphophonological mechanisms, and
specifically with respect to uninterpretable features. Rezac indeed, the transderivational concept of
repair is directly reflected in the core grammar as the hdatieexplanation of PCC constraints and
the way a language can sidestep them, a debarred featupecohaving to be repaired by the deletion
of the uninterpretable [+person] feature and addition aisecspecification, transforming a pronominal
clitic into a nonfocussed strong pronoun. Besides thesergétheoretical questions as regards the need
of transderivational repair, all minimalist analyses agtteat the PCC is the result of feature checking
failure, with various formalizations depending on the ge& (see Anagnostopoulou, 2003, 2005; Bejar
& Rezac, 2003; Adger & Harbour, 2007; Nevins, 2007; Michetlakis, 2009 among many others).
However, the crucial distinction between these analys#iseigiecision as to which clitics have which
features. For example, in Anagnostopoulou (2003) it is m&slthat 3rd person datives carry a per-
son feature even though specified as minus, [-PERS], whetedsa feature is, supposedly contrarily,
not present in 3rd person accusative clitics, an assumgairhas been questioned even on minimalist
grounds (Bianchi, 2006; Nevins, 2007; Michelioudakis, 20However Adger & Harbour’s (2007) and
Michelioudakis’ (2009) assume that all indirect objecte'ga participant feature (shown in Chatzikyr-



iakidis, 2009, 2010 not to be more than a preference). Furibee, analyses like Nevins (2007) over-
generate (see Chatzikyriakidis, 2010). No detailed revoéthese analyses is going to be given here,
for, as we shall see, new Pontic Greek (PG) data directly iconiith them all (see Chatzikyriakidis,
2009, 2010 for detailed reviews). In what follows, and cantrto all minimalist accounts, we argue for
an alternative feature-free account based on the notions@mentality and treegrowth. Under such an
account the PCC will be taken to be the result of an entrirelyegal processing constraint, a tree-logic
restriction according to which no more than one structuté tie same underspecified address is possi-
ble in a tree structure. This constraint, the “no more tham amfixed node at a time” constraint will be
further backed by the new evidence from PG, which follow frbms restriction, confirming, we shall
argue, the need of a feature-free account of the phenomenon.

2 Grammarsfor Free Word Order languages. the case of Latin

The account to be provided is in the Dynamic Syntax (DS) fraork, whose novel property is that
the concept of structural underspecification and contepeddent growth of interpretation, intrinsic to
processing in real time, is taken as the core syntactic nofithe grammar is accordingly defined as a
constraint-based system of mechanisms for building uppré¢ation for a sequence of words in the order
in which they appear.These processes of interpretatiodefneed as driving incremental development
of a tree structure corresponding to one interpretatiornaf string, where the labels on the nodes of
the tree reflect sub-parts of that emergent interpretationthe simple case, demonstrated by (14),
the starting point of the process is a tree with just a rooghadd a requirement to construct some
propositional formula; the endpoint is a fully decorateaidy branching tree structure encoding functor-
argument structure, whose rootnode is the propositiomaidita established and whose daughter nodes
are decorated by its sub-formulée:

(14) ParsingCatullus Lesbia AmaviCatullus loved Lesbia’

Initial Step Final Output
Ty(t), & ~ Ty(t), (Fo(Amare' (Lesbia')(Catullus')), <

TN

Fo(Catullus"), Amare'(Lesbia'),
Ty(e) Ty(e —1)

A

Fo(Lesbid'), Fo(Amare'),
Ty(e) Ty(e — (e = 1))

2We illustrate with Latin as this is the source from which thenfance clitics emerged, whose patterns have formed the
core of the PCC debater'o is a predicate that takes a logical formula as vallig,a predicate that takes logical types as
values,Tn a predicate that takes tree-node addresses as valuesy€).being the rootnode. The is a pointer, indicating
the node currently under development. In this paper, wergtemse. See Cann, forthcoming; Chatzikyriadis forthogmi



The mechanisms reflect growth of information against antramyi structural context, itself defined in
terms of partial trees: starting- and end- points of anyrpriation process can be a partial tree. The
sequence of transitions to yield such predicate-argumigptaying trees is the sole basis of syntactic
explanation: well-formedness holds just in case there liseat one possible route through that process
strictly following the order of words that leads to a complptopositional tree, each string in principle
allowing more than one such string-interpretation paifing

The formulation of this process involves an evolving cohteat incrementally grows along with pro-
gressive development of the representation of content.efaéso-calledcomputational actionsand
lexical actionsare both expressed in terms of growth along any of the dimassissociated with deco-
rations on the trees defined by the system. The only essdifference between them is that computa-
tional actions are optional and not triggered by particplawnological (or orthographic) inputexical
actions like their general counterpart, constitute macros ofomdj relative to a triggering condition,
induce actions such as making tree relations, going to tide miroduced, decorating it with type and
formula decorations as appropriate, etc. There is no ommexocorrespondence between word and node
in the tree. Verbs, for example, project a macro of struetadeicing actions, applying to a proposition-
requiring node as the input condition, so that the resultasbimg the verb is the projection of a full,
albeit skeletal, template of predicate-argument strectuith, in Latin, license to identify all such nodes
either from context or from the construction proce§€mputational actionson the other hand, are
generally available strategies for inducing and develgpirtial structures relative to context. There are
four principal types. At the core is a procedure for buildweggk structural relations, the underspecified
nature of the information made available being the hallnwdrkarly stages of a parse process: such
underspecified structures are subject to subsequent ererth This construction of relatively weak
structural relations allows for local and nonlocal vanas. There are also rules of substitution which
assign some pronoun-induced metavariable with a value $mme antecedent. There are rules inducing
the pairing of trees, in which one partial tree is taken adeodrrelative to which subsequent update
can take place in a distinct so-calletNKed tree. The pairing is induced by the transition imposing a
requirement of the sharing of a term in both the tree newlyaga@dnstructed and its just constructed
context tree. Finally, there are rules which determine thtéoln-up compilation of content on these con-
structed trees (by labelled type-deduction) to yield a detepree from the decorations provided to its
parts. As in other frameworks, variation across languagsisies largely in the lexicon, with languages
varying as to how tree-growth is distributed across lexacal computational actions. For example Latin
verbs project the construction of a subject node licensidgsttution from context for that argument,
whereas English verbs do not. English therefore requiresrgatational action to introduce this node,
to be decorated by independent lexical ingut.

3Quantification is expressed in terms of variable-bindimgteperators, will all DPs being of type The underlying logic
is the epsilon calculus, in which term-expressions cordaiapsilon bindeg, a variable, and a restrictor: egx, Man’(z).
Since in Latin, nouns project full specification of terms gtructure defined to be projecteddsrvumwould be a subtree of
which the quantifying term is the topnode, dominating a s&tlecorated with binder, variable, and restrictor spetitin.
We leave all details aside.

4Generation is defined in exactly the same terms of growingessmtations of content, using identical mechanisms.
The informal intuition is that the rules of constructing regentations of content apply in production as in parsimg only
difference being that whereas the parser may not know inrexdvne interpretation to be constructed, the producenitrast
must do so (Purver et al., 2006).



Given that DS is a constraint-based system underpinninigidas made dynamically in language pro-
cessing, there are multiple sequences of transitions lfstraig-interpretation pairings. The upshot is a
family of structural strategies reflecting the core dynawta system of language processing.

Central to the modelling of the growth process is the logitirofe trees (LOFT: Blackburn and Meyer-
Viol, 1994) with two basic modalities{|) — (|)« holds at a node itx holds at its daughter — and
its inverse (1) (more specifically{ |,) for argument daughtersg|,) for functor daughters, with inverses
(To), (T1)). An additional LINK modality captures trees to be pairedniination relations are definable,
as is standard, through Kleene star operators, é.g.7n(a) for some node identified as dominated
by treenodel'n(a). Domination relations are definable over other operat(rs){n(a) picking out

a functor spine); and compound concepts suckiias(11)(lo)Tn(a) are defined to pick out a set of
arguments for a given predicate (those between which theetEliocality relation holds). Corresponding
tree-growth strategies can then be defined in terms makiegerece to these. For example, structural
underspecification involves licensing the constructi@mfrsome nodé&n(a) of an “unfixed” node(1.
YI'n(a). “Locally unfixed” nodes are similarly constructable aspitying (1o)(13)7'n(a), constrained
by this characterisation to be within a single predicatgtarent domain. Analogous underspecification
can be defined for tree-node decorations, for example witlavagabledJ, V... ranging over possible
formula values for context-dependent expressions (pnasiaellipsis sites etc).

To achieve the requisite growth, for any decorationa corresponding requiremehX is defined, with

all requirements having to be satisfied for any successfigutu All aspects of tree development that
impose partial specifications are associated with a reapging for update: constructed domination rela-
tions with (1.)T'n(a) holding at a node are associated with a requirement for a fiakee at that node
?3zTn(x); analogously for formula valuesiz Fo(z) is the requirement imposed on a node decorated
with some metavariabl&'o(V). Requirements may be modal, hence realizable at some laiterip

the derivation: in particular case specifications. An aatiusly marked expression projects onto the
immediate argument-daughter node of some emergent ptediguiring node the output filter that its
mother node be of predicate typ¥,)Ty(e — t), a constraint which may be imposed at some early
point (eg. processing a left-placed accusative-markedh mbuwase), but nevertheless matched by the
requisite type-decoration at that mother node relativaly in the derivation. Hence, within a system of
modally projected labeled binary branching trees repitesgicontent, structural, lexical and morpho-
logical constraints are all expressed in terms of possimm$ of tree growth. In consequence, what
are taken to be discretely defined morphological or syrdguiperties are here expressed simply as
requirements on growth of semantic representation. Tseaeonstraint of monotonicity of tree growth;
accordingly, internal consistency for any set of decoretion individual nodes is required. Further,
nodes are uniquely defined by their relative position to tieonodes in a tree, a property definitional
in any tree logic. From this wholly uncontentious assunmptan important consequence emerges when
partial trees are defined, in particular for trees in whidréhmay be nodes related solely by a dominate
relation. For any partial tree, there can, by definition,ydse one structurally underspecified relation
of a type at a time, for any attempt to construct additionahsuodes will not be distinguishable: such
reiteration can only yield back the very same tree node. ishasvholly general property of tree devel-
opment, not particular at all to different types of termst thiéght decorate nodes in a tree: it is, as we
shall see, the heart of the PCC.



2.1 Latin Scrambling

Before turning to the PCC, we need a grounding in how genératiegjies for tree-growth determine
string-interpretation pairings. For example, the defingdtsgies for tree-growth update can be im-
plemented to license free ordering of major constituenta slause without any rules of re-ordering
or null strings, with nodes for an emergent structure beinlg &0 be constructed in a range of linear
orders, subject to constraints imposed by such tree-grbmits. The apparent storing up of argument
nodes without a fixed hierarchical position within the eneetgree until the skeletal template projected
from the verb becomes available (as in verb-final languageéght seem to be incompatible with any
tree-growth restriction imposing unique identifiabilityreodes. However, this is made possible by pre-
suming on a constructive use of case whereby an output fltexken to trigger a process of structural
enrichment so that a fixed relation is induced between thenaegt node in question and its dominating
node. For example, a locally unfixed node can be introducedddacorated with some formula value
together with an output filter requirement that its immeelyatiominating node be of predicate type (the
characterization of accusative case); and, because teisddn be satisfied at any subsequent point in
the growth process, this tree-relation can be fixed immeljiaihis move of enrichment then allows
the construction of a second case-distinguished node byatfme means without risk of collapsing two
instances of the underspecified tree-relation, againcegmdhe introduced underspecified relation (with
output filter as a constraint) with its fixed counterpart (tmggthat constraint). Such a sequence of steps
is indeed essential if a sequence of case-marked DPs is tobegsed. So in processing (15) an opening
sequence of steps might be as in (16):

(15) [Latin]
Lesbiam Catullus amabat
Lesbiamacc Catullusnowm loved
Catullus loved Lesbia

Local*Adjunction Lesbiam Constructive case
Tn(O),‘?Ty(t) — Tn(O),‘?Ty(t) > Tn(0),7Ty(t), &
| |
| |
* ‘TL <TT>T’H 0)’ <T1>Tn(0)’
(16) (17)Tn(0) ?Ty(e — t) Ty(e — t)
Ty(e), Fo(Lesbia') (10)(11)Tn(0), Fo(Lesbia')
Ty(e). ¢ 2(10)Ty(e — 1), & ?2(10)Ty(e — )

With this object-argument relation having become fixed ad 6) , a second step of constructing a lo-
cally unfixed node can now take place, commensurate with@mystructurally underspecified relation
being constructed at any one time, and the parsin@attillusis, likewise, taken to fix the value of the



underspecified tree relation of the node introduced to lesstbject term, but this time &%,)7'n(0),
satisfying the nominative-induced requiremeit,) 7"y (¢):

Tn(0), ?Ty(t) — Tn(0),?Ty(t), &
T 0 >Tm 0
P g n 0)4L M s 1in
(17) (17)Tn(0) ,5;;}5; _(>Ot)) Catullus’' ?Ty(e\ — 1)
| (To)(1)Tn (0),
7Ty (e),d (10)(11)Tn(0) Fo(Lesbia')

Fo(Lesbia’)

Quite generally, parsing a sequence of DPs prior to a verbinvaywe an arbitrary sequence of macros
each inducing the construction of a locally unfixed node édnmediate structural enrichment, yield-
ing an interim partial tree in which there is a set of argunmeades, but no provided predicate. The
actions of the verb then serve to fill out the remainder of ttapgsitional structure to yield the ap-
propriate output tree, with the restriction of only one ueflxiode at a time remaining satisfied.Hence,
derivations yielding an interpretation of (15) can be bugtincrementally.

This is, recall, by no means the only type of tree-growth sege available for parsing initial NPs in a
string, for the essence of a constraint-based grammar pimtdémg the dynamics of real-time processing
is its licensing of more than one possible sequence of tiansi The first expressiobesbiammight
alternatively be taken to decorate an unfixed node that i€ms$trained to be updated within a local
domain (it is characterized by thi,) modality), the outcome remaining entirely unspecified aipar
from the fact that it is within a given tree (and not acrosgsje In this case, by assumption, the case
specification serves merely as a filter on update that is notediately enriched to a fixed position, and
in consequence no other unfixed node can be introduced bst#pisAs a discrete operation, the building
of a locally unfixed node nevertheless remains availableéhferprocessing of some matrix subject DP
that might follow Catullusin (15)), this being constructed using the distinct mogalit;).

Such a derivation, involving the construction of an unfixedi@ without locality constraint, is needed
essentially for dependencies that are not local, and is @ses lwithin DS for modelling long-distance
dependency:

(18) Stercilinum magnunstude ut habeas
dunghillacc big.Acc ensuraMp.SG thathave.2PS.SING
‘See that you have a large dung hill’. [Latin]

There is one further general tree-construction strateglye—miechanisms for the building of paired
LINKed structures, where structures may be twinned thraighenforced anaphoric sharing of some
term via an attendant requirement that the newly introdyecegdosition-requiring tree have somewhere
within it a copy of that term (specified &%|.)Fo(«)). This process is defined in DS for construal of
relative clauses, clausal adverbials, and also exterpal tmnstructions Cann et al. (2005).



(19) Building Link transitions for relative-clause andtleislocation construal

(L)Tn(0), Fo(a), Ty(e)  Tn(0),7Ty(t), ?(l+) Fo(a)

The significance of this process for present purposes isittipabvides a basis for modelling datives
functioning as adjuncts including ethical datives:

(20) quid mihi Celsus agit?
what meDAT CelsusNOM.SG d0.3SG.PRES
‘How, pray, is Celsus?’ (Lit. ‘What to me Celsus does?’) [ibat

In (20) for example, parsing the interrogatiyeid may proceed via the construction of an unfixed node,
and the dative pronoun take up the option to license a nod&&dNo the main propositional node.
Once thislinked structure is duly decorated, the pointer will return to tmemary structure, and the
parse of the main clause can proceed.

The consequence of this flexibility is that a number of movesayailable at any stage of a parse se-
quence. These, we claim, directly underpin clitic patternsombination, for clitics as a class reflect a
diachronic shift from general to lexically triggered trgewth strategies so that limits on clitic combi-
nations are, by definition, subject to whatever limits agplyhese general strategies. For a framework
to posit a set of opening strategies, all in advance of angdéyprocessing, might seem a mere item-
ization of different construction types, hence a relayivehconstrained grammar, with in consequence
no more than a stipulatory characterization of clitic paise However to the contrary, it is the general
dynamics of local-structure growth relative to contextethlieads us to expect the types of variation that
come over time to be encoded in a lexical item. First theréashuilding of a locally unfixed node,
the core structure-building operation for incrementalcessing, enabling the construction of an argu-
ment term prior to the processing of an expression provitheghead predicate item. Syncretic clitics
encode this structural operation, their case specificatibarwise inducing only an attendant constraint
on how their metavariable should be substituted (individigoting, i.e. singular, animate, 1st/2nd
person etc). Second, there are case specifications agsbwith the clitic which directly reflect case
in the earlier system as an output filter on tree growth withmeflex of the incrementality of the online
update process. These, we shall argue, are notably evidl@am€&reek where, despite fully distinctive
morphosyntactic forms, the clitics behave with respech®RCC like the partially syncretic Romance
systems. Thirdly, there are cases where the clitic reflaetsnicremental sequence of actions associated
with what we have called constructive use of case (followlNaydlinger, 1998), so in the synchronic
system this projects direct construction of the relatioquestion, for example the accusative 3rd person
pronoun clitic of Romance systems. Fourthly, it comes asunprsse that some clitic sequences reflect
the option of building paired terms as an ordered pair, fadhaearlier system there were DP pairings

5This mechanism will equally apply in the parsing of subjeaitewing two neuter DPs which are syncretic, one as a
LINKed decoration .
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in which a sequence of constructive-case-determining@@stwere grouped together. These form the
phenomenon called multiple long-distance dependencytim kéhere a sequence of DPs can be appar-
ently re-ordered together. This is expected, given DS apsans, for nothing prevents the building of
an unfixed node whose update is not locally restricted fromdlifeg into the building of a locally un-
fixed node, with this in its turn allowing the constructiom\donstructive use of case of pairs of terms
requiring resolution within the same local domain (Kemp&adRiaer 2010). Such an effect might then
become part of a clitic system resulting in a single lexig#hyg in Spanish even as orthographically
a single word with idiosyncratic semantic specificationndfly, a clitic, being an anaphoric element,
can be associated with a nonstructural relation to its imatedgurrounding environment. Such a clitic
would, in the DS terminology be taken to decorate a linkedicstire, reflecting its nonstructural relation
to other expressions with which it occurs. This is argualdpldyed by ethical datives, often said to be
adjuncts (Michelioudakis, 2007). So, while the sequendeeef-growth actions which individual clitics
trigger may be idiosyncratically dissimilar — considert=i by item — nonetheless, the set of sequences
which they severally reflect is exactly the range of updateglvthe general concept of tree growth
lead us to expect. There is only one further option in theld@aaic shift, which is that in the transition,
some items might become split into emergent homonymousdaonereby triggering more than one of
these strategies; and, as we shall see, this constitutésrther alternative that adds to the potential for
individual language/dialect idiosyncracy.

As so far set out, this is a mere narrative whose plausilidipromoted in virtue of the clitics’ behaviour
jointly constituting a coherent set. In due course, the P@€tes will provide the strong confirmation
which, we shall argue, clinches this account. Meanwhile eednto show, in broad terms, how these
five types of strategy could come to be associated with iddafi clitics and clitic clusters — in the
characteristic early positioning when the verb is finitet kaegely immediately post-verbal when the
verb is nonfinite.

2.2 TheHistorical Shift from Free Order Languagesto Clitic Clustering systems

Itis not the purpose of this paper to argue in detail for tleedionic dynamics of the Romance languages
in their emergence from Latin (Bouzouita (2008b) gives aitkesd DS account of the transition from
Medieval via Renaissance Spanish to Modern Castilian ShanHowever, given the process-directed
perspective of the DS formalism, we expect that the stringegssure imposed by making production
decisions in real time would be central to any such accoumt; ieiis notable that the positioning of
clitics broadly in second position (shifting in most Romananguages from a relatively strict second
position to an immediately preverbal position) reflects vkey general loosely labellegiven-before-
newtendency widely reported in free positioning subsystemiaiojuages. Cann & Kempson (2008)
and Bouzouita (2008a,b) have argued that in Latin this isdiisodue to the ever-present need to keep
context search for construal of anaphoric expressions afi asipossible, minimizing cognitive costs
(broadly following Relevance Theory assumptions, Speg€b®filson, 1986). In the shift from Latin to
Spanish, this prevalence of relatively early placementaphoric expressions became routinely associ-
ated with those environments inducing this positioningtirozation itself being a cognitive economy in
replacing item-by-item decision-making by default satatt More specifically, there was routinized dif-
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ferentiation of strong, stressed pronouns (preferringgiiposition within a clausal sequence), and weak,
unstressed pronouns tending, as the remainder class,d®wacond position, which equally reflected
a pressure to minimize context-search while unable to orctine initial position demanding stress.
With unstressed pronouns becoming progressively proalbgiatrophied, the split between weak and
strong pronouns led to lexically discrete clitic pronoumdvedieval Spanish (amongst other Romance
languages). The lexical tree-growth actions itemizedliese clitics were defined to be triggered only
in specific second-position environments (Bouzouita 20B8 and relative to these, the tree-growth up-
dates matched update transitions that were independemilglale in the language, in particular inducing
unfixed nodes to which output-filter case specifications ostroctive-case updates were added, or in-
ducing LINKed-structure specifications. In the meantimghwrogressive atrophying and subsequent
collapse of the case system for all except personal pronbigthese lexical units, through regularly re-
peated use, whose morphological presence in a string caméuce not merely suitable decorations for
some node independently constructed, but also the treelyemtions necessary to induce the specific
structure associated with that particular decorationedal as Bouzouita argues, the enclitic positioning
is also a calcified reflex of the earlier context-driven roisi@tion whereby, requiring something else
to induce a new propositional structure, the clitic occummiediately thereafter, for nonnegative verbal
environments with nothing preceding the verb will yield ksis. From hereon, we adopt this view as
background, and also the assumption that the tree growthteations induced by any one clitic will,
in the regular case, be just one individual sequence ofraamongst the options that had earlier been
generally available (i.e. non-ambiguity is the default).

2.3 The Strong PCC version

Our focus now is on the consequence of such an account: visthgeumption of an induced diachronic
shift, there is an immediate consequence for clitic contimna. Given that each individual clitic is taken
to be a frozen reflex of one (or peripherally more than onajetyy for growth of interpretation, whatever
is an absolute constraint on tree growth will necessarilg lbenstraint on possible clitic combinations.
In this connection, recall that in virtue of nodes in a treebeauniquely identified by their relation to
other nodes in a tree, two putative instances of an undeafgekelation are indistinguishable and so
collapse into one, with any incompatible set of decoratiogiang debarred as a form of growth. Hence
in any well formed sequence of partial trees, no more thansoié transition can even be constructed
unless the result, yielding the same unfixed node, adds aatdeset of specifications.

From this limitation on tree growth, the PCC follows in tot&lo clitic pronouns which merely induce
the construction of a locally underspecified relation carocour. Arguably, expressions encoding a
dative specification constitute such a case, for dativetoaals shift between argumental and adjunct
status. Hence any unitary characterization of the datigetbade in terms of an underspecified type
specification which will not update to a fixed structural tiela if their lexical specification is to directly
match the update information they provide. A similar probleonfronts syncretic case specifications.
First/second person specifications, which in almost all Rore languages fail to provide morphological
forms that distinguish accusative and dative, only praggecte locally underspecified structural relation.
The accusative Spanish clitic, however, like its counterpart in other Romance languacpspe seen
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as reflecting the immediate update of the locally unfixed nodiéhe direct object structural relation.
Putting the latter assumptions together we get the strorfg flac€ts. A first or second person accusative
will never co-occur with a dative clitic in a clitic sequena@nce together they would project a single
node with inconsistent formula specifications:

(21)

Lexical entry forme'te Lexical entry forlo

IF 7Ty(t), Tn(a) IF Ty(t)
THEN IF ?Ty(x o
r [ ]7Ty(x) THEN gR 17Ty (x)
IF +NONFIN
THEN make((l})); EI'FHEN ;aJZeO(ﬁi’)[N
go({1); go({l));
mal(<<el(<>l)o>); make(1<l(;>)§
go((lo
put(?(To) (1) Tn(a), Ty(e); Eiiig?;)(e)
FO(USpeake’r"/HeaT‘eT/>; FO(UMale”/NeuteT’>7
zEIX.FO(X); 73x.Fo(x));
. EIx.Tn(x), ) gofirst(?Ty(t))
gofirst(?Ty(t)) ELSE abort
ELSE abort ELSE abort
ELSE abort

Notice that in both specifications, two embedded IF resonst are posited. The first ong|}
|732.Ty(x)" ensures proclisis. What this statement captures is thatlitic cannot be parsed if case
any of the functor nodes bears a type value, a statementniyéf a verb has already been parsetihe
second trigger +NONFIN (non-finite) encodes the preseneenoin-finite feature in the typerequiring
node as its trigger. This trigger will effectively capturectisis with non-finite verbs.If one of these two
restrictions are satisfied, then the clitic actions can taded. In the case ofidte, a locally unfixed node

is projected and decorated with a type value and a formulavagable carrying person presuppositions
(denoted as subscripts). The third-person dd#ve defined as inducing the very same actions except
that its person specification is male/neuter, so it too ieduan underspecified relation. Accusative
however, projects a fixed structure, building the functatenand the argument relation from that functor
node, decorating the resulting argument node with a typeevahd a formula metavariable.

Now we take the sequenceete, predicted for the strong version to be ungrammatical. rAfErsing

5The restriction formally reads: All functor nodes below neaba type requirement. Assuming that when a type value is
projected, the equivalent requirement will be eliminatedne of the functor nodes does not bear a type requirementtttis
would mean that a verb has been parsed. This will be true évenriodes exist below the initial node, due to the universal
modality denoted as square brackets.

"Note that no serious account of imperatives or infinitives @erunds is offered: the feature +NON-FIN is used here for
illustration purposes pending a DS analysis of non-finites.
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mewe get a structure in which there is an unfixed node decoraittdaxmetavariable required to pick
out the speaker. But ont¢e, subsequently, is parsed, the supposedly two unfixed nadlepse into the
same node by treenode identity, with incompatible deconati

(22)
After parsingme parsingtein mete:
Tn(a), ...‘?Ty(t)7 O Tn(a), .. TTy(t), &
(11)Tn(a)2Ty(x) (11)Tn(a),2Ty(x)
<><T>T a), <><T>T()
(e)’FO(USpeaker ) (e)aFo(USpeak:er ) FO(UHearer’)

?3x.Fo(x),?73x.Tn(x).  ?3x.Fo(x),?73x.Tn(x).

But such a parse will never be successful since that single moll be decorated with metavariables,
Uspeaker's Unearerr, fOr which no consistent update will be possible. Assumihat tthe Ugs,cqker
metavariable gets updated by a compatible value standinthéospeaker, th¥ ..., metavariable
standing for the hearer will not, and vice versa.With that reasoning, Hence sequences likéte
will be ungrammatical. The PCC thus arises due to the réistniof the tree logic system that no more
than one unfixed node with the same underspecified node fidatitn can be present in any partial
tree under development. Notice that repair strategiedumg substitution of one of the clitics with a
strong pronoun are correctly predicted to be grammaticahfour analysis. Standard DS assumptions
with respect to strong pronouns (see Kempson et al., 200dn €aal., 2005 for English; Chatzikyri-
akidis, 2010 for Greek) assume strong pronouns to behagdulkDPs,, their triggering being a type
e requiring (argument node) node and not the top tipequiring node as displayed by clitics. Strong
pronouns can thus be parsed as decorating unfixed node$ attficst sight might seem to that predict
strong pronouns should not cooccur with clitics inducinguaderspecified tree relation, given the 'no
more than one unfixed node’ constraint. However, this is nps®ce strong pronouns, given their po-
sitioning possibilities, namely the fact that they can apprutside their domain of interpretation (left
dislocation,CLLD), will be parsed on an unfixed{)) but not a locally unfixed nod€{,)(77)), hence
not the tree relation associated with such clifics.

8R. Cann personal communication points out that the poggibiltalking to oneself, means that these constraints ate n
extensionally inconsistent. But, within the system its#iEse constraints are taken to be complementary, opgnaith a
goal tree as additional constraint, the other without.

9The same reasoning can be used in accounting for weak presoigh as ltaliatoro, ‘them’, and their behaviour with
respect to the PCC. Italidaro will be dealt with in the same way as full DPs, involving a typeequiring node trigger. Itis
thus predicted to be able to be parsed on an unfixed node eitfisidcal domain, hence not giving rise to PCC restrictions
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It might seem nonetheless that this account cannot be ategirece in SMG case syncretism is not ex-
hibited, at least in singular clitics, nonetheless PCCotdfarise (observed by Adger & Harbour, 2007).
It turns out however that the case of SMG falls naturally witine set of possibilities one can expect to
find within such a system. The general tree-growth systerallre@lefines case merely as an output filter;
using that specification to induce incremental update toealfstructural relation was merely a response
to the constraint of tree growth itself. So, amongst thecstmes we expect individual clitics to display, is
one in which the clitic encodes the actions associated Wwéahdutput filter specification, distinguishing
this from the constructive case scenario in which any suatergpecified tree relation is immediately
enriched. Given the overall claim that clitic systems salgdisplay the full set of strategies available
in incremental processing of DP sequences, it would be mazeling if such a possibility did not oc-
cur. Thus we assume that, in Modern Greek, just as in languabeh exhibit syncretic morphology,
both dative (morphologically genitive) and first/secondspe clitics project unfixed nodes. The crucial
difference between the two types of language is that in SMGbtin Spanish, for example, the lexi-
cal specification of the clitic includes an additional filtlrtermining which structural relation must be
matched in that final output. Hence, the only difference leetwthe Spanish entries (21) and the SMG
entries (23)-(24) is the existence of a case filter in (23):{2

(23)
SMG genitive clitics (prov.) Mod Greek 1st/2nd person accusative clitics
IF MTy(t) IF Ty (t)
THEN IF [11]7Ty(z) THEN IF [11]7Ty ()
OR OR
IF +NONFINITE IF +NONFINITE
THEN make((|})); THEN make((]}));
go((11)); go((11));
make({lo)); make((lo));
go((10)) go((1o))
put(?(To) (1) Tn(a), Ty(e); put(?(To)(17)Tn(a), Ty(e);
Fo(Uy), 73x.Fo(x); Fo(Usp jar), 13x.Fo(x);
73x.Tn(x); 73x.Tn(x);
(To)(Tyle — (e = 1)))); (To)(Ty(e — (e = 1))));
gofirst(?Ty(t)) gofirst(?Ty(t))
ELSE abort ELSE abort
ELSE abort ELSE abort

(24) Lexical entry for 3rd person accusative clitics in Mod&reek

ONote that the following entries do not capture word ordeideghe cluster. A minimal modification in the triggering
point of genitive and 1st person clitics will give us datizecusative ordering in Greek. See Chatzikyriakidis, 2@0%h
alternative account of the PCC plus clitic ordering in SM@E &5G.
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IF MTy(t)
THEN IF  [|{]?Ty(z)
OR
1= +NONFINITE
THEN  make({1)); go((11));
make((lo)); go((lo))
put(Ty(e), Fo(U), 73x.Fo(x), gofirst(?Ty(t)))
ELSE Abort

Crucial to (23) are the case filtery(1) (Ty(e — (e — t))) and '?(1¢)(T'y(e — t)’, indicating a two-
place and one-place predicate respectively at their motbée on the output tre.In other words the
restrictions identify the node as having, in the output,ddtie indirect object for genitive clitics and the
direct object node for 1st/2nd person accusative clitios,do not fix this treenode address rightaway.
However such an analysis will make the wrong predictiongyfmitive clitics, since a genitive clitic in
Modern Greek can occur with mono-transitive verbs, in wtdake it is construed as the only internal
argument:?

(25) a. Tu milo
him.GEN talk
‘I talk to him.
b. Tu tilefonisa
him.GEN telephoned
‘I phoned him.’

In DS terms, constructing a dative clitic as the sole inteangument of a mono-transitive verb would
ensure dative clitics can occupy the structural positi@t th general direct objects occupy. Positing a
case filter specifically taken to fix an indirect-object comatwill undergenerate, since these cases would
be blocked. But even if we do not accept that the structursitiom of datives in the above examples
is the same as direct objects, there are furthermore bdivefacalefactive, possessive interpretations of
dative clitics in Greek, and these indeed trigger the PC@¢dacting as optional arguments:

(26) a. Mu to arostisan to peji
meCL-GEN it.CL-ACcC made-sickhechild
‘They made the child sick (and this affects me negatively)Tdhey made my child sick.’
b. *Mu se arostisan (esena)
meCL-GEN you.CL-ACC made-sickyou

The metavariable subscripffound in the entry for genitive and 3rd person accusativieslis an underspecified value
that stands for the potential values these clitics can faleewill not spell out the exact valuescan take.

2There are a number of double accusative verbs in Modern Gseglesting that the case filter analysis for accusatives is
on the wrong track. However, as shown in ChatzikyriakidZ1(®), accusative clitics are always interpreted as dirbjetais
in double accusative constructions on the assumption lleatetcipient in these constructions is the direct objectreotdhe
theme (Tzartzanos, 1940: 66; Kordoni, 2004).
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‘They made you sick (and this affects me negatively).

An analysis of optional arguments in the line of Marten (200&hereby verbs come as type-
underspecified, will also need dative clitics to be localiyglarspecified with no case filter present. This
being so, it seems that there should be no case filter at atledtefor dative clitics in Modern Greek since
more than one structural position is available for them.flact, we abandon the tentatively suggested
specification in (23), and we return to an analysis of geaitiitics in Modern Greek in essence identical
to the one we have given for syncretized clitics in Spanigh léadian i.e. as lacking any fixing of an
associated tree relation.

It might be argued that this analysis is overly weak as, thaugh output-filter case specifications allow
for underspecified tree-relations to be constructed, yss$ipty collapse and be debarred, it fails to debar
their successive enrichment by abduction (as in Latingipteng wrongly that 1st/2nd person accusative
clitics co-occur with genitives in Modern Greek, totallyntaary to fact®* Countering this argument,
notice that this problem does not arise if output filter speaiions are the necessary trigger for such
enrichment processes. Enrichment processes, quite ¢fgnerquire a license, such as metavariables
with a formula requirement in the case of pronouns and éligiges!* In the case of genitive clitics, we
finally propose that there is no filter on output as to what tigement relation might be — there is simply
lack of any such information, hence no filter specificatiotrigger the abduction process. But, this being
so, given the required genitive-accusative ordering of &tadsreek clitics, once the genitive is parsed,
one locally unfixed node will remain when a 1st/2nd persorusatve clitic is parsed. Accordingly,
the accusative will induce a locally unfixed node and thid wexorably be superimposed on the node
initiated by the genitive. The pragmatically driven abdowctstep might then fix the node as the direct
object, in the light of that output filter, but any such parsaid abort since this one fixed node will carry
the presuppositions for two distinct formula values, tHesag pronominals and debarring any local co-
identification!® We thus end up with a fixed node, with conflicting metavarigiksuppositions:

(27) After parsingmein su-me

3This problem was pointed out to us by Ronnie Cann.

YUnrestricted license for content or structural enrichnvemtld vastly over-generate, and is not available.

15The opposite order in a PCC construction given the casedittalysis for 1st/2nd person accusatives, namely accesativ
genitive, will be captured by the same mechanisms that bmacthusative-genitive ordering in non PCC combinations. We
have not given an account of ordering in this paper. Howassyming an account in line with Chatzikyriakidis, 2009 rehe
genitive clitics involve a restriction on their entry théddaats in case any fixed node exists will give us the desirealtes
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Tn(a),...7Ty(t), &

<TT>T”(?)1?TY(X)
|
|

(To)(11)T'n(a),
Ty(e)’ FO(USpeaker’)a FO(UHearer’)
?3x.Fo(x), 73x.Tn(x),

(To)(Ty(e — 1)), (To)(11)?Ty(?)

Hence, we retain the account of the 1st/2nd person accasditics of Modern Greek as doing no more
than imposing a filter on output determining some case spatidn with no incremental update. This,
though a stipulation, is buttressed by the full paradigmsdfZhd person clitics. Though singular 1st/2nd
person clitics are non-syncretic, their plural countetgpare syncretized with respect to cas@él1prL,
sas2pPL), so the nonsyncretism which we have taken to be definitieaiutput-filter specification is in
contrast to 3rd person clitics that are non-syncretic actios board. If a unitary analysis of first/second
person clitics in Greek is to be provided, there are then twamaes, either to encode plural clitics as pro-
jecting fixed nodes, or to encode singular clitics as projgainfixed nodes despite their non-syncretic
forms. The first option is clearly on the wrong track, sinogilt predict that plural 1st/2nd person clitics
can only be interpreted as either direct or indirect objéatsnot both. On the other hand, the second
option can be naturally encoded given what we have saidpasguhat 1st/2nd person accusative cl-
itics, even though unfixed, can be defined as projecting afdéeeon output while nevertheless not
incrementally fixing the structural relatidh.

2.4 Theweak version of the PCC

There remains the supposed weak PCC to account for. The radcsouar can't be right for those
languages in which 1st/2nd person clitics can co-occur; thede include some speakers of Spanish
(Ormazabal and Romero, 2007), Italian (Bianchi, 2006; ®@aitdtti, 2008) and Catalan (Bonet, 2007).
According to such speakers, co-occurrence of a 1st/2ndpeitic is allowed. What is still banned is a
combination involving a 3rd person dative clitic and a Istfperson accusative. These cases seem to be
an apparent counterexample to the analysis we propose, fimassuming thahdte andmi/ti project
unfixed nodes, we predict wrongly that sentences like (3Ydhcepeated below as (28) and (29) should
be ungrammatical:

(28) Te m’ ha recomanat la Mireia
you.cL mecL hasrecommendethe Mireia
‘Mireia has recommended me to you/you to me.’ [Catalan-Badz@08]

eAdger & Harbour (2007) also explain syncretism in the Greaecby referring to the non-syncretic plural forms, albeit
with different argumentation. See Adger & Harbour (2007%)tfe relevant argumentation.
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(29) Luimi  ti presento
he mecL youcL introduces
‘He introduces me to you/ you to me.” [Some varieties of #ali

However there is evidence that the analysis we have posted ithe right track, and the structural
constraint assumed just obscured by the existence of polysé the dative in some languages. It is
well-known that the dative is inherently underspecifiedasdnstrual between argument and adjunct
forms of construal. There are furthermore, at least in tnguages we are examining, the so-called
ethical datives, in which the expression that is dative mdris weakly linked to the predicate. Most
such cases are associated with first or second pronounsaiimgj that the utterance participants are
affected in some way by the event denoted by the verb andgtsreents ((30) is from Jaeggli 1986):

(30)  Juarme le arruinbala vidaa estachica
JuanmeDAT herDAT ruined thelife to thatgirl
‘To my disappointment, Juan ruined that girl’s life.’

But why are ethical datives relevant? The first thing oneaestiwhen dealing with ethical datives is
that they often seem to escape the PCC. In the literaturehocaétiatives (Rooryck, 1988; Joitteau &
Rezac, 2008; Franco & Huidboro, 2008 among others), it israssl that unlike benefactive/malefactive
and possessive datives, ethical datives are non-argunoertEcurring with argumental datives, which
Cuervo (2002) illustrates with the scene-setting dedtamadf (31) triggering the response (3Y):

(31) me le llevé auto(a Emilio)
meREFL him.DAT took the carEmilio.DAT
‘l took the car from him for myself’ (I took Emilio’s car).

(32) En sericse te lo llevaste?
really him.DAT youREFL it.ACC took
‘Really, you took it from him for yourself?’

In a lexicalist framework, such an assumption would haveetodalized by associating the two forms
of construal with two distinct lexical specifications. A nedl implementation within the DS framework
is, accordingly, to construct ethical datives as involvangINK transition, which will build a typee
node standing for the speaker or hearer of the discourseC@ee et al., 2005 for a characterization of
hanging topic left dislocation in these terms). Unlike @iflocated topics though, no requirement for a
shared term will be imposed on the tree which the LINK traositnitiates. The hypothesis that ethical
datives induce a decoration on such constructed LINKeaires provides us with a straightforward
explanation of why the PCC does not arise in a PCC contextevbree of the clitics construed as dative
is an ethical dative. Similarly, the entry for 1st/2nd perpoonouns will have to have a disjunctive entry

"These data presume on the realization of 3rd person datiweatern Spanish in any clustering with the formsef
familiarly called ‘spuriousé€ since Perlmutter 1971.

19



specifying that, on one construal the clitic is specifiedrgsimental but without further itemisation, on
another construal that it can be used to induce a LINK treomsit

(33) Lexical entry for datives with a separate trigger far dthical construal

IF "Ty(t), Tn(a)

THEN IF [17]732.Tn(z)
OR
IF Mood(Imp)

THEN make((]}));

go({I1));

make(<lo>)

go({lo))
put( (To)(11)T'n(a), Ty(e);
Fo(Uy), 73x.Fo(x);
73x.T'n(x);
(To)(Ty(e — (e —1))));

ELSE make((L));go({L));

put<Ty(e>7F0<U5peak:e7"/Heare7‘))7?Elx'FO(x);go(<L_1>)

ELSE abort

Assuming a cluster of a 1st person dative clitic along withnd person accusative clitic where the
1st person is interpreted as an ethical dative, the abovg predicts that such a structure should be
grammatical since the structural restriction on unfixedasatbes not come into force. The reason is that
the ethical dative is construed as decorating a node LINKekd top node of the primary tree:

(34) Parsingne te

—

Ty(t), ¢
Fo(Speaker’), _-

Ty(e), PFeFox) v )/:;y/(/)/
O\U Hearer'
?3xFo(x)

What is still left unaccounted for, however, is an explamatf the weak variant of the PCC, i.e. lan-
guages which permit 1st/2nd person clitic combination$ #na both construed as arguments of the
verb. The first thing we should note is that the weak variarthefPCC has limited generality for the
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languages that it is claimed to hold, accepted by only fevakges (Spanish (Cuervo, 2002; Ormazabal
and Romero, 2007), Italian (Bianchi, 2006; Cardinale®0@) and Catalan (Bonet, 2007)), a restrictive
distribution signally ignored by minimalist analyses. Blis being so, the general accounts severally
proposed by Anagnostopoulou (2005) for the weak PCC in gémerCardinaletti (2008) for Italian
are too strong, as these would predict that speakers acgeptiumber of 1st/2nd person combinations
should generally accept these combinations in all enviemmisr However, as pointed out by Ormazabal
and Romero (2007) for Spanish, the grammaticality judgsentsuch combinations do not only de-
pend on the combinations themselves but on other factotsasithe semantics of the verb. The same
seems to be true of Italian, as judgements from native tta@eakers we have consulted have given us
contradictory judgments with respect to a numbemafi clusters combined with a number of different
verbsi®

(35) a. Luimi ti presentdaverage acceptability judgement: 0)

he meyou presents
‘He presents me to you/ you to me.

b. Luimiti affido (average acceptability judgement: 0)
he meyou entrusts
‘He entrusts me to you/you to me.’

c. Miti ha dato (average acceptability judgement: 3)
meyou hasgiven
‘He/She has given me to you/you to me.

d. Miti presenterannfaverage acceptability judgement: 4.5)
meyou will-present
‘They will present me to you/you to me.’

Notice in particular, the marked contrast of judgementsaokatability forpresentaran the future as
compared to the same verb in the past. If the above data arectothen the constraint is far from
clearcut and should not be attributed to a general featutteecgrammar.

In DS, there is a way to reflect the described situation in atikedly principled way. Having analyzed
ethical datives which escape the PC as decorating a node Idfked structure, it follows that ethical
datives in a cluster would also escape the PCC. Let us themasthatmete combinations are licit just

in case one of the two clitics makes use of this alternativporsuch an analysis, for a verb such as
affidoin (35-d), the parse after the processingfifdowould yield:°

(36)

18The native Italian speakers were asked to judge the gramaliitiof a number of sentences within a scale from 0 to 6.
The average judgments displayed with each example showiffeeedt grammaticality judgments depending on the nature
of the verb in each case.

¥1n the following structure a value from context has been jgied for the subject pronodai, namely 'Gianni'.
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m Tn(a)

o(Usp)

Ty(e) PNy
FO(WHeareT’)
Ty(e),?3x.Fo(z) Fo( )

o(Gianni’
o
?3x.Tn(x) Ty(e) "Tyle =)

<To><11> Tn(a) A

Ty(e) Ty(e — t)

m>

Ty(e), © TS(Q — (e — (e —1)))

At that point, the unfixed node can unify with either one of #&ngument nodes. However, an open slot
would still remain in one of the argument nodes and the pamddwot continue. This might seem
to leave the DS account in not much better a situation thacoitgpetitors. However, there is a simple
and suitably lexical solution, which is that, for the speaakimat accept such combinations, the verbs
in question license their arguments as having a variant iiciwtine arguments are assigned a context-
licensing meta-variable (like the subject argument nodehvis invariably so decorated). This variant
would allow the argument in question to be identified fromteaty hence from the term decorating the
linked structure (indeed given the option taken to use tlie diself as inducing and decorating a term
in a paired linked structure, such an option would be essigatia wellformed outcome). There would
thus be an essential pairing between availability of thisKloption for such speakers and appropriate
polysemy of the associated verb. For those speakers thie twntrary, do not accept any of thra-ti
clusters, no such variant is available. With this analytbie,variability of 1st/2nd person co-occurrence
relative to a general preclusion of such pairs is correctiuced to a lexical polysemy effect, while
retaining the tree-growth restrictions in their generahfo In consequence, Italian locatieg unlike
first person plurati, as an adjunct will introduce a LINK relation not subjectiie bne unfixed node at

a time constraint. Personeail however is parsed much as/ti, with PCC effects predicted. The same
reasoning applies to partitive clitics, which do not trigtjee PCC. These will be embedded inside an
argumental type node, requiring a distinct modality to capture theinternal configuration. This new
modality, even though unfixed, will thus not collapse witk tinfixed node projected i, ti.

One might counter-argue that such an analysis conflicts théhbehaviour of ethical datives in Greek,
in which the PCC is active with ethical datives as well. Su¢hchwould suggest that ethical datives in
Greek have not developed polysemy and should be capturdeehynderspecified modality posited for
argumental dative clitics in Greek, in effect being parsedptional arguments in the sense of Marten
(2002) (Michelioudakis, 2007; Chatzikyriakidis, 2010).
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25 ThePCC in PG: Evidence for a a feature free account

None of what has been set up so far would seem to address thiepoposed by PG clitic distributions.
To recapitulate, PG licenses enclitic pronouns only, widetof constraints unique among the Greek
dialects. In particular, PG exhibits a person restricticevpusly unattested in the PCC literature, since
it disallows combinations of two 3rd person clitics whiléoaling 1st/2nd person clitic combinations:

(37) *Edek aton ato/a
gaveGAVE him.cL it/thesecL
‘| gave it to him’ [Chatzikyriakidis, 2010]

(38) *Edek ats ato/a
gaveGAVE themcL it/thesecL
‘| gave it to them’ [Chatzikyriakidis, 2010]

(39) Bikse/éeknisem ese(n)
showed.3G  mecL youcCL
‘S/He/lt showed you to me.’ [PG]

(40) Bjikse/&yeknises eme(n)
showed.3G  you.cCL mecCL
‘S/He/lt showed me to you.’ [PG]

Furthermore, clitic clusters of a 1st/2nd dative persoms pl@rd person clitic are licit in PG:

(41) a. Bek m ato/a
gave.3GmecL it.CcL
‘S/He/lt gave it to me.
b. Bjek S ato/a
gave.3GyoucL it.CL
‘S/He/lt gave it you.

There is more to be said however, since in cluster envirotsramy one out of the four possible forms
for 1st/2nd person clitics are possible (form&y:

(42) Ebeke m ato/a
gave.3GmecL it.CL
‘S/He/lt gave it to me.

(43) Beke s ato/a
gave.3GyoucL it.cL
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‘S/He/lt gave it you.

(44) *Eoek(e) *eme(n)/*em/*me(n)to/a
gave.3GmecCL it.CL
‘S/Hellt gave it to me.

(45) *Edek(e) ese(n)/es/se(rgto/a
gave.3GyoucL it.CL
‘S/He/lt gave it you.’

It is obvious that such a state of affairs will be problemaiticer recent minimalist accounts (Anag-
nostopoulou, 2003, 2005; Rezac, 2008a; Adger & Harbour7 2R@vins, 2007; Michelioudakis, 2009
among others), since clusters of 3rd person clitics arevaltiin all these systems. In striking contrast,
PG yields strong confirmation for the DS-style of account liak the PCC is grounded in the central
treegrowth restriction. PG is syncretic across the boalldcliics, even 3rd person ones, exhibit one
morphological form (morphologically marked as accusative both the accusative and the dative. Fol-
lowing standard DS assumptions, we would thus anticipaeah account of PG clitics as projecting
locally unfixed nodes should yield their preclusion. We willy encode PG clitics, accordingly, as pro-
jecting locally unfixed nodes in the same manner as the engaxfisyncretized clitics in Spanish and
SMG. But this is all we need in order to predict that clustdriswo 3rd person clitics are illicit. Parsing
two 3rd person clitics in PG will involve the projection oftvgupposedly distinct locally unfixed nodes.
However, such a thing is not possible given the “one unfixederat a time restriction”: thus the two
nodes in question collapse into one via treenode identiigh& derivation would yield a single node
with incompatible metavariable presuppositions, and mded:

(46) Parsington ato/a’him/it’. The two nodes collapse into one

?Ty(),Tn(a)
|
|

FO(Vneut/), FO(Vmale’)!
Ty(e), ?3IXTn(x),
(To11)Tn(a)

Thus, the system naturally and correctly predicts thattefssof two 3rd person clitics should not be
possible in PG. However, such an account will predict chsstet to be possible in general in PG,
contrary to fact. As we have already seen, clusters of arig{pus a 3rd person clitic are licit in PG,
as shown in examples like (42). So, how are the licit clusg@isg to be allowed given the account
proposed? Remember that the only 1st/2nd person formsdhdiecused in clitic clusters are the forms
m/s while the other three possible forms for 1st/2nd clitiesidiicit as shown in (43). What is intriguing
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is that the formsn/scannot be used in single clitic constructions as withesexaenples below:

(47) *Entoke m
gave.3GmecL
‘S/He/lt hit me.’

(48) *Edeke m avutoto vivlio
gave.3G mecL this thebook
‘S/He/lt gave me this book.’

It might be claimed that the reduced formgsin cluster constructions liken ato/s atcare the result of
“ekthlipsis”, in which case the final vowel of a word disapggeen the presence of the beginning vowel
of the next word. In clusters of a 1st/2nd plus a 3rd persditcthe final vowel of the formme i.e. g,
disappears in the presence of the beginning vavadlithe 3rd person formto, giving rise to the formm
ato. If “ekthlipsis” was at play here, we would expect the samer@menon to occur in (48), where the
reduced forrmis followed by a word beginning with the same vowel the fatabegins with. Yet (48)

is ungrammatical. With the lexical entries for clitics in R&hand, there is, however, a wholly natural
explanation for this phenomenon. As we have already se#itsdh PG are taken to project locally
unfixed nodes. Under this approach no cluster should belgessi PG, since more than one unfixed
node with the same underspecified address will be presehatrcase. This is the crucial point in the
account provided. The three forms used in single clitic tmesions project locally unfixed nodes and
thus cannot combine with any other clitic form. Now, giveattin/scan appear only in clitic clusters,
where they can be only interpreted as indirect objects gitnsenatural to pursue an analysis along lines
independently argued for the analogous Spasadh(Cann & Kempson 2008): the licit clitic clusters
are parsed as one single lexical entry, in which the cortichwf them/sforms is to identify themselves
with the indirect object node and further project a type gaind a formula metavariable in that ndde.
Then, the second clitic in the cluster can actually buildally unfixed node. The construction becomes
totally unproblematic, since it is not subject to the “no mtitan one unfixed node at a time” constraint.
The lexical entry we propose for licit clitic clusters in P§&shown below:

(49) Lexical entry for PG clitic clusters

20Recall that local pairing of DPs is a generally availablatsilgy made extensive use of so-called scrambling languages
and its emergence in clitic systems accordingly not unetegec
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IF Ty(t), Tn(a)
THEN IF (lJr)Ty(:E)

make((] ))
put(?(To)(
put(Ty(e )>F0(
gofirst(?Ty(1))
ELSE abort
ELSE abort

We can further assume that the second clitic in these ckisdeo builds fixed structure, since fixing
the first clitic in the indirect object node will leave only @possibility of update to the second one.
Assuming that the second clitic in the cluster projects figgdcture will give us the same results. Thus,
the two entries are pretty much equivalent:

(50)  Alternative entry for PG clitic clusters

IF Ty(t)
THEN IF () Ty(x)

THEN  (make(({l1)); go({l1)));
make((l1)); go((l1));
make((11)); go((11));
make((lo)); go((lo));
put(Ty(e), Fo(Usy mear ), 73x.Fo(x)
go((10)(11))): make( (1o}); gol(Lo))
put(Ty(e), Fo(Vy), ?73x.Fo(x));
gofirst(?Ty(t))

ELSE abort

ELSE abort

Thus, the account proposed captures in an overall neat emgrgforward way the idiosyncratic ban on
3rd person clitic clusters in P&.The last thing we need to account for is combinations of twi2hsl
person clitics. As already mentioned, PG allows clustersprgsed of a 1st plus a 2nd person clitic:

2INote that there is an interesting repair for the unavail&eclusters, involving a 3rd person clitic functioning as a
direct object and the elemekit the exact nature of which, i.e. whether it is a locative aiveel from the deictic pronoun
ekinos/kinos‘that one’ as suggested to us by Sitaridou (p.c). Such arepeasily predicted within the system proposed
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(51) Bjikse/@eknisem ese(n)
showed.3G  mecL youcCL
‘S/He/lt showed you to me.” [PG]

(52) Bikse/éeknises eme(n)
showed.3G  you.cCL mecCL
‘S/He/lt showed me to you.’ [PG]

Such a situation is easily explicable following the reaagralready used to explain clusters of a 1st/2nd
plus a 3rd person clitic. Notice that in the forms in (51) ab#8)(the reduced forms/sare used. These
are the only forms that can be used in these cases as well, theugcit clusters are not subject to the
“one unfixed node at a time constraint”, since the formiswill project fixed structure, and the clusters
are predicted? However, the question is why similar clusters did not depeflar 3rd person clitic
clusters: why are clusters comprised of two 3rd persorcslitivith one of the two clitics in a reduced
form (saya ‘it’), not possible? Why is a cluster of the foraton a ‘*him it’ not possible? Looking at
the distributional properties of the reduced forms of 3rdspae clitics, one notices a major difference
compared to the reduced 1st/2nd person clitic forms. Urnhkereduced forme/sthat cannot appear
on their own, i.e. in single clitic constructions, the redd@rd person forna can appear on its own in
single clitic constructions as either a direct or an indidgject:

(53) Ehasena
lost3sGit.cL
‘S/He/lt lost it.’

(54) Ebeken a  kat
gave3aGit.cL something
‘S/Hellt gave it (e.g. the child) something.’

Given the above facts, these reduced forms have their ovcaleantry according to which they project
locally unfixed nodes. It is for this reason that a clitic ¢hkrscomprised of two 3rd person clitics cannot
be formed, even in the case where one of the two clitics etenibé reduced forra.?3

in the following way: Ifki is the same element as the homophonous locative adverbath®K analysis will be put forth,
thus the ‘one unfixed node at a time constraint’ is not opezdti this case. In casd derives from the deictic pronoun
ekeinos/kinoghe fact that it can only be interpreted as an indirect objecints towards a fixed node analysis, thus the
constraint is again not operative (see Chatzikyriakiddd,®for details).

22Notice that an account of the weak PCC constructions in P@galoe same lines given for the equivalent constructions
in languages like Italian given in the previous section cditre maintained in PG for two independent reasons. Fitsidye
are no ethical datives in PG and furthermore, at least fosfieakers accepting these constructions, such combisatien
licit across the board and not only for a specific number obser

23In a similar vein, data from Gascon further vindicate thislgsis. Gascon is case syncretic with 3rd person clitics,
except that in clitic clusters the clitic standing for theedit object must change to neuter (Nicol, 2005), since tweatidal
clitics are not allowed (as the system proposed would pteditrthermore, the neuter clitic is marked for accusadind,
given the DS perspective, being not syncretic, it would redlyibe modellable as inducing the construction of a fixedeno
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3 Conclusions

In this analysis as sketched, individual clitics in indivéd languages reflect one (or more) types of strat-
egy available for inducing tree growth for argument nodethiwia local propositional domain. These
range over building an unfixed node and fixing it; building afixed node and merely decorating it with
an output filter; building a LINK transition onto a node to lexdrated by a term; building a cluster of ar-
gument nodes. This style of analysis applies across botRahgance and Greek cases, the idiosyncracy
of Pontic Greek in particular proving to be wholly unprobkin given the mechanisms of tree-growth
posited. An unmissable property of this list of structuratieonments licensed for association with the
clitics is that the basis of explanation is ineliminably @rhs of progressive tree growth reflecting on-
line processing dynamics. While the details have to be fipddiem by item, with some, notably the
dative, involving polysemy, the underlying generalizatis not only in terms of incremental interpreta-
tion growth, but it is expressible only at the level of som&tset of strategies for processing argument
expressions with relatively free word order, as it is onlyhat level that the claimed correspondence be-
tween these effects and properties of clitics can be estedai Furthermore, moving to such a level only
makes sense if the explanation is made within a diachronmgppetive, as it is only within a diachronic
perspective that any explanation is available for why timgeacovered by mechanisms for construal of
locally free argument-order in one language might corradgo the range of effects that a set of clitics
can display in another, in particular the fact that such geasf actions should shift to becoming avail-
able only to a restricted set of forms severally distribuderbss that set. Hence, indeed, the shift from
a very free set of choices available in an earlier languagehighly restricted lexical set in some later
diachronically related language. We have explicitly adyter this diachronic perspective with respect
to the Romance case (following Bouzouita 2008a), sinceishasvery well-known case in which the
source language lacks the very clitics which emerge in tihseguent Romance systems, and, on this
basis, we have simply assumed that the same style of exglarsitould be extended to a synchronic
account of Greek dialect variation, even though, with ctad<sreek already displaying a clitic system
(see Taylor, 2002 for Classical Greek, Pappas, 2006 and:ikinaakidis, 2010 for Koiné Greek), there
is much more to be said about the source from which the subkséqlitic-displaying systems emergé&d.
Confirmation of such methodology is the way in which the othse puzzling PG display of the PCC
constraint can be seen as just one of the possible systenmaigheexpect, an outcome strikingly not
shared by minimalist accounts of the PCC.

It might be argued that this style of explanation cannot ingple be a basis for a synchronic account of
pronominal clitic distributions in a language, since ndahcquiring that system has such a perspective.
That this is so is of course true. Nonetheless, the PCC is streomt onPOSSIBLE clitic combinations;
and, according to the analysis proposed, the constraint@sequence of structural properties under-
pinning all tree growth, hence in any system, and thidisplayed in a system that each child acquires. It
is indeed the generality concept of tree growth reflectimgpérsing process which has opened up such

24For a preliminary sketch of the positioning system of Koinee€k and the transition to the medieval dialects, see
Chatzikyriakidis, 2010. However, an analogue to the actqust sketched for the Latin scrambling system has not been
given yet. The account presented relies on the assumptirticient Greek scrambling uses the same strategies used in
Latin scrambling, namely the 3 different uses of case (udfoase,constructive case and case as a filter on output) and th
LINK strategy. Until such research is done, this accounhcabe fully complete.
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new possible avenues of explanation for clitic phenomena.

In closing, we suggest that such a basis for explanation y@bfmore general structural significance.
With such explanations to hand, the need to advocate anendemt morphology component (or even
sub-component) within which supposed clitic templatesatudre-specific sub-vocabularies are posited
to express the requisite generalizations is seriously mmided. ALL explanations putatively requiring
morphology-internal template/feature specificationsypse to be replaceable by an explanation solely
in terms of growth of representations of content. The ovehiag system within which this PCC account
is proposed is thus optimal in minimizing the number of deéserlevels of representation or type of
vocabulary that have to be independently defined in the gi@min some real sense, we suggest, the
account proposed conforms to the spirit of the general rahghmethodology.
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