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Abstract

In recent years processing considerations have increasingly bgeedato play a central role
in shaping syntactic properties of natural language (Hawkins 19941, Riflllips 2002, Kempson
et al 2001, Cann et al 2005). In this paper we address a putatibéeprdor such a perspective,
the Person Case Constraint (PCC), taken uncontroversially to be dnditoke morpho-syntactic
constraint on clitic pronoun combinations. Within minimalist accounts, there smege of PCC
analyses purporting to confirm blind syntax and need of featurerdrivevement, none of them
unambiguously successful. In this paper, we adopt the Dynamic Syn@BXd&spective of Cann
et al 2005 in which syntax is defined as the monotonic incremental growtbnodrstic structure;
and we argue that the PCC is wholly due to tree-growth restrictions on horprietation is built
up following the dynamics of processing. The languages of primary fasu$panish, Greek, and
Romanian. Within DS, scrambling has been analysed as the implementation iofypstrategies
inducing nodes in the emergent structure that may be temporarily unfixedhnpsutial structure,
with update provided by the later processing of the verbal complex (Caain2€05). Relative to
this background, we argue (along with Bouzouita 2008) that clitic prom@mtode calcifications
of such processing strategies (Cann and Kempson 2008, BouzouBy 20@ then argue that the
PCC is wholly explicable as the consequence of a tree-logic restriction thaboe unfixed node
can be present in a tree at any stage in the tree growth process, systabsatices from clitic-
pronoun templates being due to this restriction. Counterexamples to the P@Gasysed in terms
of clitic homonymy in the individual grammar, eg ethical datives in Spanishyandrgue that this
holds universally, with the supposed weak PCC also being due to emé@aonymy sensitive to
individual verb-forms. We conclude that the PCC provides surprisargienation that syntax, as
the core of universal grammatr, is grounded in a processing penspecti

1. Introduction

Clitic pronouns continue to pose a major challenge for curlieguistic theories. Not only do they

occur, in many languages, in a noncanonical relativelyygaosition, at least in indicative verbal forms;
but in such a position they cluster together in a way that dues at first sight at least, seem to be
echoed elsewhere in the grammar. There have been informahaions larting 2002 that their
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positioning reflects earlier word order patterns in some@language (e.g. the Romance clusters
echoing constituent order preferences in Latin), but witledr order having no status in the strictly
hierarchical formulations favoured in most syntactic feavorks, this observation is not matched in the
syntactic characterisation of clitics. Latin, the sour@eguage, is well-known for its extremely liberal
word order, which at least superficially seems to allow afigible orders, at least in simple clauses and
to some extent beyond this limit. So, if this diachronic pexgive is to be pursued, it might suggest
that ANY possible ordering of clitic pronouns would be available. Bus is very far from the case:
clitic sequences tend to be rigidly ordered. There is in #agteat deal of variability even within single
language families. French, like other Romance languagegsires first and second person pronouns in
a clitic cluster to precede a third person pronoun:

@ 1 mer a donré
He meit.cL-ACcC hasgiven
He gave it to me

But, unlike all other Romance languages, in third person coatlains, French idiosyncratically imposes
anAcc-DAT ordering, an ordering which is preserved following the ingpiee form:

(2) Il le lui a donre
Heit.cL-AccC him.cL-DAT hasgiven
He has given it to me

(3) Donnez le lui
Give.IMP.SG. it.ACC him.DAT
Give it to him

This ordering is not replicated in any other Romance langaabgast for 3rd person clitic combinations:

(4) Glielo ha dato
themcCL-DATIt-.CL-ACC hasgiven
He/She has given it to them [ltalian]

(5) Selos ha dado
themcCL-DATIt-.CL-ACC hasgiven
He/She has given it to them [Spanish]
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With such apparently arbitrary variation, one might deeat this is nothing more than low level vari-
ation emerging from factors that are unfathomable but nificgently structural to be of interest, hence
simply to be listed, language by language. And, given theetwnes marked idiosyncracy of the re-
alisation rules for what are perfectly regular morpho-agtit combinations, this move has seemed to
some to be justified, a view that might seem to be confirmed éyfdbt that at least some clitic clus-
terings display marked lexical idiosyncrasies, as in Sgamivhere what is syntactically a perfectly
well-behaved pair of clitics conveying 3rd person pluralirect object plus 3rd person singular object
gets realized as the forselosin which the plurality of the supposedly human goal is readion the
accusative suffix, with the properly preceding dative mdnig the impersonal and plurality-neutiss
With morphophonology seen as interpretive of a core syntaxponent, if a syntactic account of clitics
is to be sustained, such idiosyncratic realization has tddfi@ed as applying to the output of whatever
syntactic processes determine clitic ordering (see Bon@b)l&nd this has led to the assumption by
Bonet and otherg{eap 2005 of a distinguished component of morphology, fed by syntax f2eding
into phonology, but independent of both, defining, amongseérmnthings, templates of morphological
sequences and their realization.

However, the position of clitics relative to each other isffam random. There are a number of co-
occurrence restrictions which, despite resisting anyals/principled explanation, are nonetheless ex-
hibited across an extremely broad array of clitic-pronospldying languages. Chief among these is the
so-called Person Case Constraint (PCC), providing, so it issdrgvidence for a feature-based account,
and, more specifically, for noninterpretable featureschdor the Minimalist program. Descriptively,
the PCC bans any combination of a dative clitic with a first @osel person accusative clitic:

(6) Person caseconstraint : If DAT, then ACC(ABS) = 3rd Bonet 1991).

According to this categorisation, all combinations of fastl second person clitics are excluded (as one
of these will be dative), as well as first or second persontcoed as accusative put together with a third
person dative. Thus, right across the Romance languagesehbeyond, one finds combinations of
1st/2nd person (construed as) dative with 3rd person aticeisa

(7) Me lo ha dato
meCL-DAT it.CL-ACC hasgiven
He/She has given it to me [ltalian]

(8) Me lo ha dado
me CL-DAT it.CL-ACC hasgiven
He/She/lt has given it to me [Spanish]
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(9) Mu to exi dosei
me CL-DAT it.CL-ACC hasgiven
He/She/lt has given it to me [Greek]

But there are no occurrences of 1st/2nd person construedasadive with 3rd person dative. As stated,
this restriction would also apply to first and second persom@minal clitics occurring together, and in
many languages these are also debarred, as withess FrehGreeak:

(10) *Ellevous m’ a pre€ng
he youPL mehaspresented
He has presented me to you [French]

(11) *Mu se exi dosei
MEeCL-DAT Yyou.CL-ACC hasgiven
He/She/lt has given you to me [Greek]

However, in a nontrivial subset of these languages, contibimaof 1st/2nd clitics are licensed, at least
with some verbs and for some speakers; and it is only the amatibns of third person dative with either
of 1st/2nd person construed as accusative that are debasphish, Italian and Catalan follow this
pattern:

(12) Te m’ ha recomanat la Mireia
you.cL mecL hasrecommendethe Mireia
b. Mireia has recommended you to me (or me to you) [Catalan -€Xpuakers]

(13) Te me presentaron
meCL you.cCL presented
They introduced you to me ( or me to you) [Spanish - Some spshke

(24) Mi i ha dato
mecCL you.CL hasgiven
He/She has given me to them [Italian - Some speakers]

(15) *Gli mi ha dato
themcCL-DAT mecCL hasgiven
He/She has given me to them [ltalian]



The PCC as a Treegrowth Property5

(16) *Le me ha dado
him.cL-DAT mecCL hasgiven
He/She has given him to me [Spanish]

Finally, there are yet further variants: of the Romance laiggs, it is Romanian in which it is only the
first person pronoun which is rigidly restricted, a mattewtoch we return.

One or other of these constraints is found in a wide range oétElly unrelated languages spanning
Romance, Bantu, Caucasian, Tibeto-Burman families, and thedidginues with exemplars from yet
other families (Greek, Basque Algonquian, Warlpiri). If coceurring clitic forms are no more than
possible morphological listings in the repository of thmgyncratic, the lexicon, such gaps are wholly
puzzling. Yet tantalisingly, in each such family, none#issl, the constraint is not displayed by every
member of the family as already noted in Romance; and, evérindgnguages reported not to observe
either one of these constraints, there is very widespresajteement between individual speakers as to
how general the availability of such otherwise prohibitadtipgs really is ( See Ormazabal and Romero,
2007 for the relevant discussion for Spanish, Bonet, 200C#&talan, Cardinaletti and Shlonsky, 2004;
Bianchi, 2006 for Italian). So, though there is systematitotthe restriction, given the cross-language
prohibition, a typological generalization would be inagmriate. And, confirming this, whatever form
the generalization takes, it must nonetheless allow foegpdead variation even, possibly, within an
individual language-system.

Adding to the elusiveness of any basis for such distribyttbere does not appear to be a principled
interface explanation for these gapdédnachesi20095. Semantically, for example, it is a well-known
fact that substituting one of the two clitics of the illiciuster, grammaticality is restored, a fact noted in
the literature as a repaiBnet 2007 Rezag 2007, among others):

a7 Me sistisan sesena
meCL-AcCC introducedo youAcC
They introduced you to me [Greek]

(18)  Jet ai preserg a lui
| you.cL haveintroducedo him
| introduced you to him [French]

For some, the failure to find any such basis from interpreaidi considerations, is taken to confirm
the need for an independent component of morphol@gpnét 1991, 1994 Heap 2009. Within min-
imalism, resisting this move, such failure of any straightfard correspondence with some identifiable
interpretable feature has been taken as evidence for uniatable features, and more. Indeed the Per-
son Case Constraint has been used as data to bolster core hsnhduacepts, otherwise argued to be
problematic. Amongst these are the concepts of ‘Minimal 8a@r ‘Last Resort’, which have been the
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subject of severe criticism as requiring transderivatieaoasiderations in the evaluation of wellformed-
ness whose formal power is notorious(inson and Lappjri999. Taking up such criticisms, Rezac
(2009) rightly acknowledges the weakening of the explawydiarce of the formalism itself which any
such mechanism opens up. Nonetheless, Rezac argues, the B&Jysi one restricted case where a
subcomponent (that of syntax) has to be seen as intrudingnotpho-phonological mechanisms, and
specifically with respect to uninterpretable features. Rezac indeed, the transderivational concept of
repair is directly reflected in the core grammar as the hdaheoexplanation of PCC constraints and
the way a language can sidestep them, a debarred featupdeconaving to be repaired by the deletion
of the uninterpretable [+person] feature and addition chgecspecification, transforming a pronominal
clitic into a nonfocussed strong pronoun.

In this paper, we argue that the Martins observation is ctreand that the clitic systems of Romance,
by way of illustration, are indeed a calcification of stragsgthat in the earlier source language of Latin
were strategies for on-line processing which over time imecancoded in association with individual
clitic forms. The PCC is an echo of the limits of freedom auagato such strategies, the combinations
excluded being impossible combinations of such stratee&ing sense of the Martins observation and
the concomitant restrictions, however, requires a shifievspective into defining grammar formalisms
as projecting the growth of representation of content, eyleich the necessary restrictions can be de-
fined. Processing operations involve partial tree relatiamd the PCC effect is a consequence of strict
limits on the availability of such strategies. Furthermthis constraint is an immediate consequence
of logical properties of trees, once growth of trees is defiaeross partial trees. Put simply, it is a
definitional property of trees that every node is uniquesnitfiable in a tree in virtue of its relations to
every other node in a tree. Once partial tree relations aveghtt into the picture, with relatively weak
characterisations solely in terms of dominance, this logesal truth extends also to weakly specified
tree relations: no two tree relations characterized saelggominated by some nogecan be kept apart

— they will stand in exactly the same relation to other nodehe tree to whiclyp itself is related, and
so will invariably coincide. Accordingly no such undersiiied tree-relation can be constructed twice
with incompatible decorations. And the cases falling uritierPerson Case Constraint, so the account
will go, are precisely such cases. This would seem to debapassibility of exceptions. However,
this is an arena of language change, with emergent homonsyr@iiases, then, which appear not to be
debarred, as in languages observing the weaker forms ofGke Pay thus be licensed in virtue of the
language having developed an alternative account of tieerélations in question, only one of which
constitutes an underspecified encoding of the contributiade by the case marking clitic, involving,
say, an adjunct relation, so that instances which supdlfi@apear to violate the constraint, may, in
fact, be fully consistent with it. So the explanation bothcbfic clusters and their constraints will be
essentially syntactic, but with a twist, as the structurgl@nation to be provided makes essential use
of the GROWTH of representation of content to be attributed to the strivigreover, the net result is an
account that involves no explosion of power in the gramman&ism itself, being grounded only in the
core notions of structural growth.
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1.1 The accounts proposed

The literature on the PCC is extensive. In this section weerewome of the recent accounts regarding
the PCC to see the complexities involved in trying to defingdséictions in question solely with respect
to static properties of individual configurations.

There are four primary types of position which protagon&dspt. There are (i) those who think the
problem is epiphenomenal merely one of non-occurrence t@f aough scarcity of need to express
the relations in questiortHaspemath2004) and so little more than a sociological phenomenon. There
are (ii) those who think it is a morphology-internal probleamd hence motivation for a discrete com-
ponent of the grammar entirely separate from either syntasemantics, and to be explained in terms
purely of feature-geometry and occurrence at some positithin a moprhological sequenc&dgnet
1991, 1994 Heap 20095. There are (iii) those who argue for a primarily syntactiguament, seeing
the evidence of such systematic cross-linguistic, indeesscslanguage-family gaps in the morphologi-
cal paradigms, as requiring a grounding in formal prin@gpéthe grammar architectur®¢zac¢ 2003
Anagnostopoulop2003 2005 Adger and Harboyr2007). And finally, there are (iv) those who argue
that it is a morphology-specific issue, but in so far as suchphaogical features are critical to distin-
guishing different forms of movement (those that are featlriven and those that are not - Ormazabal
and Romero, 2007), there is interface with syntax. Given igp@fecance of the PCC data to evaluation
of the minimalist program, it is these two latter types ofaat that we primarily survey here.

1.1.1 Minimalist accounts of the PCC

Of the minimalist accounts, Rezac (2003,2008), Anagnosiiopo(2003,2005), Adger and Harbour
(2007) are in agreement that the PCC is the result of inalafifigature checking to occur in virtue of
some conflagration of features arising through intrinsaperties of the clitics in question and attendant
merge or other processes that operate to determine thémtien. In the case ofAnagnostopoulou
(2003 2009 clitics enter into an agree relation against one functitkead. The PCC then arises as-
suming first that the head F which is the head that agrees halclitic’'s feature cannot value each
of its features more than once. To this must be added the assur® which Anagnostopoulou makes
with respect to the features different clitics carry. Aichtelevant projection with a functional head F is
assumed against which number and person features have hetleed. Dative clitics are then assumed
to have person features but no number features. 1st/2ndmacsusative clitics on the other hand have
person and number features. And, finally, third person atesclitics only have number features (and
crucially not a person feature - despite their construagsuining, then, by general principles, that the
dative clitic will have consumed the person feature of thee&dj a first or second accusative clitic will
not be able to do the same for its person feature. In that ceésipe person feature will remain unin-
terpretable and the derivation will crash. No problem arifee 3rd person accusative clitics since there
is no person feature needing to be checked in this instancaacR2003) on the other hand makes the
assumption that feature checking failure is due to datitervention and not the inability of the head
to check a feature twice. In Rezac’s account, a 1st/2nd pdesdnre must be licensed via an agree
relation. In a PCC structure no such relation can be estaulislie to the intervening dative. For 3rd
person accusative clitics no such relation must be eshkaulisAdger and Harbou(2007) in a similar
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vein, argue that the participant features of 1st/2nd peasonsative clitics are responsible for the PCC.:
1st/2nd person accusative clitics, being the direct objeute licensed inside theePL head (with VP
being the complement @fPPL). SPECAPPLON the other hand, bears participant features due to animacy
restrictions associated with indirect objects. The folligweneralization is proposed:

(19)

Adger and Harbour’s Generalization

The requirements which a functional head requires its sgedibi bear cannot be used as probes in the
head’s complement domain.

A first/second person accusative clitic is excluded in tresence of ampPpPL head (i.e. in ditransitive
constructions) since the participant features of thegie éirms will remain unchecked assuming that
the specifier ofaPPL will always bear a participant feature. Assuming that dikggect clitics check
their features against theePPL head, a first/second person direct object clitic will not bkedo check

its participant features givef19). Since the specifier ofPPL bears participant features, these features
cannot be used as probes in the complement domain, hencegbssibility of checking the participant
features of direct object clitics in the complement domdinmPL, hence the PCC.

The first thing one notices about all the latter analysesasttieir actual basis turns on the decision one
makes regarding which clitics have which features, eachhothvin principle has to be checked. For
example, if it is assumed that third person accusativecslitiave person features (as in Bianchi, 2006;
Nevins, 2007), no clitic sequences will ever be made possibhe question is whether the posited fea-
tures really exist and, if they exist, what the motivatioaisthe proposed specifications. For example,
there seems to be no principled reason why it is that thirdgredative clitics should be characterized
as bearing a [-person] feature whereas third person adorigditics should not bear any such feature
(Anagnostopoulou 2003;2005), other than the fact of matgthe distributional idiosyncracy with some
supposedly general mechanism. It is not clear to us whatisxhct difference between a [-person] fea-
ture, i.e. the negative specification of a feature, and tta &bsence of such a feature. The same tech-
nique is used iMdger and Harbou(2007) where third person accusative clitics do not bear paditip
features while 3rd person dative clitics do, though, criyGithese features are unspecified. Furthermore,
Anagnostopoulou (2003,2005) has simply to define postimatcdative clitics do not check their number
features. According to her, dative heads are defective asdeh their number feature is not accessible
for checking. This claim is based on data from participiakeagent languages where dative clitics fail
to trigger this form of agreement contrary to accusativecsli However, such evidence is not decisive
as the pattern is only partial (pointed out in Bonet 2007:riot# 14), with Catalan participial agreement
being possible with third person accusative clitics butwaith first/second accusative clitics.

In addition, not all languages confirm some of the specifimdamade so, at least, would require
additional stipulation.Adger and Harbou(2007) assume that indirect objects always bear participant
features. However, for languages like Modern Greek, thesricgion does not hold, since a number
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of constructions with an inanimate indirect object are @etfff grammatical — there is a tendency for
indirect objects to be animate, but this fact remains notentban a tendency; it is certainly not a
categorical restriction:

(20) a. Tis edosemiaklotsia(tis kareklas)
hercL-GENgave a kick theGEN chairGEN
He kicked the chair
b. Tis edosemiaklotsia(tis Marias)
hercL-GENgave a kick theGENMary.GEN
He kicked Mary

So again, the feature assignment, though as a methodolagy ta be an interface between syn-
tax/morphology and interpretation, is in fact not groun@gtier in semantic or morphophonological
motivation, and they remain brute stipulation. Examplegmghthe doubled inanimate NP is not present
are also grammatical. This should not be the case, accomlifidger and Harbou(2007), since inani-
mate objects do not bear participant features:

(21) a. A:Posegine etsito vivlio? B: Tu edosamiaklotsiakatalaBos

how happenedhatthe book it.CL-GENgave a kick by mistake

A: Why is the book like that? B: | kicked it by mistake.

b. A:Poston xalases tonipologististo grafio?B: Tu esteilaenan

how him.cL-Acc damagedhe computerin-the office him.cL-GENsent a

io

virus

A: How did you manage to destroy the computer in the office? Bst gent it a virus.

The same problem is reported by Bonet (2007: 25) for Catalarsgudsing the same analysis (see also
Chatzikyriakidis, forthcoming, for relevant argumentadio

In this connection, we believe that even though a numbertadiBitive constructions involving inani-
mates are somewhat degraded compared to the ones invohimgta NP’s, a generalization banning
inanimates from ditransitive constructions is on the wrtnagk. What exactly is going on with these
constructions is something that we do not know and the dataairclear cut. For example, there are
a number of constructions involving inanimate indirecteat$ that are if not sharply ungrammatical,
question mark grammatical. Substituting the genitive redriwith the prepositiose’to’ plus an ac-
cusative NP, the sentence becomes grammatical. The peituiig is that a genitive clitic can be used
to refer back to the PP construction:
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(22) a. A:??Rosemiaefkeriatis dimokratias B: ©@a tis 00S0
give a chancgheGENdemocracgEN FUT herGEN give
A: Give democracy a chance B: | will.
b. A:??72osemiaefkeriasti dimokratia B: ©a tis d0so
give a chanceo-theacc democracycc FUT herGEN give
A: Give democracy a chance B: | will.

Further research is needed in order to understand what iexdet correlation between animacy and
double object constructions. It is clear to us however thgemeralization grounded in some semantic
property such as participanthood, however abstractlytooed, like the one given bfxdger and Harbour
(2007, cannot be sustained. In that respect the assumption lthatlmect objects are interpreted as
animates is dubious at least for languages like Modern Greek

Anagnostopoulo2009 discusses the weak version of the PCC and argues that, inakat multiple
Agree with a functional head has to be posited contrary toi&al minimalist assumptions. However,
an additional constraint has to be stipulated in order tduebecthemelui cases. The proposed gen-
eralization bans multiple agree just in case the elemenésiag this agree relation have contradictory
values, with the explanation lying in 3rd person dativeicdiinot being be able to co-occur with first or
second person accusative clitics since the former have ergop] feature while the latter a [-person]
feature. This is openly a stipulation, one that does the jabso observationally adequate, one might
say:

(23) A condition on multiple Agree: Multiple Agree can take place only under non - conflicting
feature specifications of the agreeing eleméAtrsagnostopoulou,2005: 221).

The above however does not have much to say about whyreadli constructions are banned. And it
Is unclear what exactly counts as a conflicting feature $ijgation. First and second person cannot have
the same person specifications: they will both be specifi¢éi@eson] but additionally they must have
something to distinguish between first and second persothisliis the case, then we cannot see why
this further specification as first and second person doesamdtitute a conflicting specification. But
if it does, then how is it that in some languages, other coathlins are possible? The sense of seeking
a principled explanation for why such restrictions ememgedroad cross-linguistic basis (albeit with
variants) is close to having become irrevocably lost. Wesappo be searching for a feature stock that,
in the event, gets extended language by language in an iedlygmdst-hoc fashion.

1.1.2 Ormazabal and Romero (2007)

An alternative albeit related account is that@fmazabal and Romer@007. On their account, the
PCC is dissociated into two distinct phenomena. The first isigeusal tendency for object agree-
ment to display sensitivity to animacy while the second igstriction on multiple object agreement.
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Ormazabal and Rome(@007) propose the following two generalizations:

(24)  Object animacy realization: Object relations, in contrast to subject and applied objeta-
tions, are sensitive to animacy.

(25)  Object agreement constraint:If the verbal complex encodes verbal agreement, no other-arg
ment can be licensed through verbal agreement.

The above two generalizations are argued to capture thelesitypthe PCC exhibits; and one of the
Ormazabal and Rome @007 predictions is that in clitic languages where the PCC isvacit should
not apply to ethical datives. This is true for many languabesagain Greek is problematic:

(26) a. Pai ke mu to dineistogiorgo anti na to doseisemena
goesandme.-GEN it.ACC givesto GeorgensteadSUBJit.AcC give to me
'He gives it to George instead of giving it to me. (and I’'m angrith that)’
b. *Pai ke mu se dineistogiorgo anti na  se doseisemena
goesandmeGEN YOUACC givesto GeorgensteadSUBJyouAcc give to me
'He gives you to George instead of giving you to me.’

A further problem with the Ormazabal and Romero (2007) actsuiheir characterization of the third
person Spanish clitito. Since their second generalization does not allow two abjer agree with
the verb, they argue for a non-agreement, determiner-hiadyais forlo to explain the grammaticality
of sentences involving two argument clitics, where the aative clitic islo. They use a number of
examples to supposedly establish ttatloes not agree with the verb, with data from doubling indgingat
thatlo is indeed a different kind of clitic that dative dstand2nd person accusative clitics: the latter
can only double in particular environments, and when theyheéy must be interpreted as [+specific].
However, the account does not extend successfully to Mo@eeek. The reason is that the equivalent
Modern Greek clitic fodo can double at least the same phrases as do 1st/2nd accudititee hence
presumably agreeing with these in the relevant sense. Tétetio sentences are ungrammatical in
Spanish, yet grammatical in Modern Greek:

(27) a. To idameto spiti
it.cL-AcC saw thehouse
'We saw the house.’
b. Tus idamemerikussto mayazi
themcL-Accsaw some in shop
"We saw some of them in the shop.’
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c. Mas fantazomamerikussti filaki
usCL-ACC imagine some in prison
'l imagine some of us in prison.’

d. ©a sas 00 merikusavrio
FUT youcCL-ACC seesome tomorrow
'l will see some of you tomorrow.’

Furthermore, the specificity explanation for such cases&pplicable, since even though some
have argued that such a restriction holds of Modern Greelbldw constructionsétridou, 1995
Anagnostopouloul997), there are plenty of sentences involving a bare quantifies goubling which
do not exhibit any specificity effect or, optionally, exhibispecificity effect:

(28) a. Polusanfropusden tus endiaferi
manypeople NEGthemcL-ACC care
'Many people do not care’ (specific or non - specific).
b. Miakokini bluza ti Belo aftonton kero
a red blousehercL-Acc wantthis thetime
'I need a red blouze at this time of the year’ (specific or nopecsfic).
c. Merika pota ta pino apopse
somecL-Acc drinksAcc themAcc drink tonight
'l would have some drinks tonight’ (specific or non-specific)
d. Miabluza 6a tin a yoraza
one blouseFUT hercL-Acc bought
'l would buy a blouse’ (non specific only).
e. Opjodipotetrayudi tu to sfiriksis,f8a to peksi
whichever song him.GENit.cL-AcC whistle, FUT it.cL-ACC play
"He will play any song you will whistle to him.

Similar observations are made Biallulli (2000 arguing that CLLD does not encode specificity in

Modern Greek and Albanian. The above examples from Modegekssuggest that a determiner-like

analysis of 3rd person accusative clitics loses its engdisepport and, at least for Modern Greek, cannot
maintained, leaving the Ormazabal and Romero account atcoable to capture the PCC effects as
displayed in Modern Greek.

1.2 Rezac 2008

Of all the analyses recently provided, it i&ezac(2008 which embraces the two-pronged risk of a
feature-based analysis being uninteresting because toowna stipulation, on the one hand, and an
empty analysis if too powerful a system is invoked, on theentiNonetheless, he argues that the mis-
match between the person feature required to express thed3@{ctions and either semantic or phono-
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logical considerations is a bonus, as this necessitatesauat in terms of an uninterpretable feature
of [+person]. Like Adger and Harbour (2007), Ananagnostop@2003,2005), he promotes an account
which involves A-movement of a [+person] feature, in hislgsas as driven by an abstract KAPPA
probe operator (notably specifically associated withaditonly and not with similarly specified full
DPs - a problem he notes remains outstanding). What he takbe afallenge is that clitics in their
clustered position are not simply complementary to lexizBk in general, but, more specifically, with
strong pronouns, these, like other full DPs not being sulifgany such movement (despite the gen-
erality of that process). More particularly, given the falation of syntactic case as associated with
position in the configurational hierarchy, clitic pronowrighin minimalism are not marked for case; and
this then raises the issue of why strong pronominal cas&edddPs should be complementary to clitic
non-case-marked elements. Addressing this challenge cRiefmes the Person Case Constraint as a
lack of moveability of a [+person] feature in virtue of a lbaatervener marked with the same feature,
like Adger and Harbour (2007) with 1st/2nd person cliticrpyans and dative pronouns being marked
positively for such a feature, with third person accusagk@ouns not being so marked. Should such
an intervener then lead to blocking of such obligatory mosetnas driven by the optional and abstract
kappa operator, a rescue operation is defined which detesntivat the dative clitic becomes a nonfo-
cussed strong pronoun with the addition o€ aske feature. The details turn on defining the abstract
Kappa operator plus its projection (which is to count as prims movement of some locally accessible
paired feature) and an additional process applying in tkatesf the clitic failing to move because of an
intervener, whereby the clitic loses its uninterpretalelgtiire and gains a case feature determining that
it will be licensed in situ. This process is notably nonmamat, since it reverses feature specifications
otherwise projected, and adds additional feature spetdits not present in the original computation.
While this account is attractive in trying to bring togetheese complementary distributions, it is, thus,
at a huge cost of power. Even relative to its own frameworksstianptions, many details of the replace-
ment of such uninterpretable [+person] features (or tHeseace in for example third person accusative
pronouns) remain unaddressed. As with other analyses ®fgdnre, the overall effect is one of an
articulation of syntax which is motivated solely sui geseri

At the very least, the data realising the Person Case Cortstagether with the exceptions to it, cry out
for more principled analyses of how it is that languages @@liow such an opaque interface between
string and interpretation while retaining some systentsticAnd with all these feature-based expla-
nations struggling to martial any explanation sufficierdgmprehensive to match the cross-language
systematicity of PCC effects while yet allowing for morphgilcal variability, one is left with little more
than the reflection that the hunt for a common element in tmdigarations which the individual lan-
guages display is a chimera. And, notably, none of theseuats@ven seeks to address the challenge
of reflecting the earlier Martins observation about the Rareatiitic pattern emerging from Latin as an
echo of the constituent order variation in the earlier fuR-Nisplaying language. The challenge then is
whether there is any other grounding which could provideoth&s for such an account.

2. A Dynamic account of the PCC

We now turn to explore the articulation of a direct reflectafrthis informal observation of Martins,
using a framework in which, unlike conventional formalisitie dynamics enabling interpretation to be
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incrementally built up is central to the grammar formalisAnd, we shall argue, the significance for
the constraints on clitic systems of the type provided byRB€ is that exactly the range of alternative
strategies for constructing interpretation over partiehgs in such free word order languages is wit-
nessed individually and severally by the array of pre-viechitics and clitic sequences, within the limits
dictated by formal principles of tree growth (see Cann and p&mn 2008 for a preliminary sketch). So
we turn now to the nature of mappings from alternative workos onto a given semantic representation
in Latin, by way of preliminary.

3. Grammarsfor Free Word Order languages. the case of Latin

The novel property of Dynamic Syntax as a syntactic theotlas the concept of structural underspec-
ification and growth of interpretation intrinsic to procegsis taken as the core syntactic notion, with
syntax defined as a set of strategies for establishing tegirgtation of words in the order in which they
appear. The process involves the incremental development of treetsres representing a semantic
interpretation for a string which are decorated by labelec@ng interpretation. The starting point of
the process is a tree with just a rootnode and a requiremerdristruct some propositional formula.
The endpoint is a fully decorated binary branching treecstine encoding functor-argument structure,
whose rootnode is the propositional formula establishetivemose daughter nodes are decorated by its
sub-formulaé.

(29) ParsingCatullus Lesbia AmaviCatullus loved Lesbia’

INITIAL STEP FiNAL OUTPUT
Ty(t), o ~ Ty(t), (Amaré(Lesbid))(Catullus), ¢

Catullus, Amaré(Lesbid),
Ty(e) Tye—1)

A

Lesbid, Amaré,
Ty(e) Tyle— (e—t))

The sequence of transitions across patrtial trees to yiedd ptedicate-argument displaying trees is the
sole basis of syntactic explanation: a sentence is definbd tell-formed just in case there is at least

1 See WMarcus 1981) for the basic D-tree grammar formalism, initially adoptaely as a formal grammar for parsers,
being taken to be too liberal as it stood to warrant justificags a putative NL grammar formalism. However, with sugab
restrictions, imposed in virtue of this being a system ofcprures with operations defined over partial trees (ratiear t
simply tree descriptions), the system can be shown to haveetitricted flexibility of exactly the right order of libdits.

2Fo is a predicate that takes a logical formula as vallyea predicate that takes logical types as valdasa predicate
that takes tree-node addresses as valuesT&(@) being the rootnode. In general we omit fhe predicate in tree diagrams
for simplicity. The{> is a pointer, indicating the node currently under developme



The PCC as a Treegrowth Property15

one possible route through that process that leads to a etenptopositional treé. Computational
and lexical actions are both expressed in terms of growthgaémy of the dimensions associated with
decorations on the trees defined by the system. The only tedsdifferences between computational
and lexical actions are that the former are, without exoeptoptional and not triggered by particular
phonological (or orthographic) input, while the latter aetriggered and the actions they determine
must be run. In the lexical case, these take the form of maafrastion sequences which relative to a
triggering condition, induce tree-growth actions such aginyg tree relations, going to the node thereby
introduced, decorating it with type and formula decoratias appropriate, etc. There is no one-to-one
correspondence between word and node in the tree. Verbexéonple, project a macro of structure-
inducing actions, applying to a proposition-requiring eas the input condition, so that the result of
parsing the verb is the projection of a full, albeit skeletaimplate of predicate-argument structure,
with, in Latin, license to identify all such nodes eitherrfr@ontext or from the construction process.
Generation is defined in exactly the same terms. The infomtaition is that the very same rules of
constructing representations of content apply in produacss in parsing, the only difference between
production and parsing being that whereas the parser mainoot in advance the interpretation to
be constructed, the producer in contrast must do so. Fornrtial trees constructed by the tree-
construction device have an additional filter of having tepthy a subsumption relation between the
partial tree so constructed, and some richer tree correlspgiio a representation of intended content
(Cann, Kempson, and Pury@007 Kempson et a).2006.

Central to the modelling of the growth process, and in pddidio the articulation of general tree-growth
principles, is the logic of finite trees (LOFT: Blackburn anéyér-Viol, 1994) with two basic modalities,
(1) ({|)a holds at a node ifr holds at its daughter), and its invergd). Function and argument
relations are distinguished by defining two types of daugtetation, (| o) for argument daughters| 1)
for functor daughters (witko), (T1) as their inverses). There is in addition a relation callBdK which

is used to define a transition between trees to be pairedysblelugh sharing of formula decorations.
Domination relations are definable, as is standard, thrd{lgene star operators, e.q{.)Tn(a) for
some node identified as dominated by treenddg). Domination relations are equally definable over
other operators({7;)Tn(a) picks out a functor spine; and we can then articulate comgp@amcepts
such as(To)(17){lo)Tn(a) that pick out a set of arguments for a given predicate (theseden which
the relation in question holds), and concepts of structocality become straightforwardly definable.

These relations can then be used to define relatively weatols; and it is these which are constructed
as general tree-growth strategies. For example, structodgrspecification can be defined in terms of li-
censing the construction of a node from some n@di®m whichoNLY the relation of domination holds.
Analogous concepts of underspecification can be definedaicplar formula values, with metavari-
ablesU, V... ranging over possible formula values. To achieve the dyoswfiimposed growth, for any
statemenk, a corresponding requiremerX % defined, with all requirements having to be satisfied for

3Quantification is expressed in terms of variable-bindimgteperators, so that quantifying NPs like all other NPs are
of typee. The underlying logic is the epsilon calculus, the formaldst of arbitrary names, with term-expressions whose
internal structure is made up of an epsilon bindera variable, and a restrictor: e.g,x,Man'(x). Since in Latin, nouns
project full specification of terms, the structure definetdeégrojected bgervumwould be a subtree of which the quantifying
term is the topnode, dominating a subtree decorated witifeljvariable, and restrictor specification. We leave ahitkeon
one side.
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any successful output. In particular, all aspects of treeld@ment that impose partial specifications are
associated with a requirement for update; any construatedrdation relation with(7,)Tn(a) holding

at a node is associated with a requirement for a fixed valukaatniode 2xT n(x); and, analogously
for formula values, 2xFo(x) is the requirement imposed on a node decorated with somevanietiale
Fo(V). Requirements may be modal, hence realizable at some lateripthe derivation: for example
case specifications. An accusatively marked expressigagtsoonto the immediate argument-daughter
node of some emergent predicate-requiring node the outpartthat its mother node be of predicate
type, AT0)Ty(e — t), a constraint which may be imposed at some early point (eghérprocessing
of a left-placed accusative-marked noun phrase), but tiexless not matched by the requisite type-
decoration at that mother node until relatively late stagfeébe derivation. And so it is that within such
a system of modally projected labeled binary branchingstrepresenting content, structural, lexical
and morphological constraints are all expressed in ternpos$ible forms of tree growth. This yields
the consequence that what in other frameworks are takennobghological or syntactic properties re-
quiring encapsulated modules, each with discrete vocabtdaexpressing such properties, can, indeed
must, in this framework be expressed as requirements ontlgr@ivsemantic representation. There is a
general constraint of monotonicity of tree growth; and,cadmgly, internal consistency for any set of
decorations on individual nodes. Furthermore, nodes bamguely defined by their relative position
to all other nodes in a tree, there can, by definition, only e structurally underspecified relation of
a type at a time, for any attempt to multiply nodes relativene such relation can only yield a single
tree node with its one uniquely identifying tree relatiolbeit underspecified. It is this last constraint
which, as we shall see, is central to the explanation of the PCC.

3.1 Latin Scrambling

The significance of this array of strategies for tree-growghate is that they can all be made use of to
give the effect of free ordering of major constituents inausk, in Latin as in other free constituent-order
languages, with nodes for an emergent structure being alble tonstructed in a range of linear orders,
but subject to constraints imposed by such tree-growthdimi

By way of illustration we take Latin, a very wellknown instanaf a language with very free constituent
order, with an indefinite number of NPs able to occur befoeeséérb, and some cross-clausal scrambling
in addition® The apparent storing up of argument nodes that can’t obtéiked hierarchical position
within the emergent tree until the skeletal template pte@drom the verb becomes available might
seem to be incompatible with any tree-growth restrictiopasing unique identifiability of nodes, even
within trees displaying only weakly specified tree relaidit is certainly incompatible with psycholin-
guistic evidence of the incrementality of processing irbviénal languagesHerreira and Yoshit&2003.
However, this problem is resolvable by presuming on a canste use of case whereby an output filter
can be taken to trigger a process of structural enrichmetitaga fixed relation is induced between the
argument node in question and its containing dominatingenddbject-identified nodes, for example,
can be identified by this means. A locally unfixed node can b@duoiced and decorated with some

4This constraint holds because partial trees are in the model
5 There are additional constituency freedoms that we do ndtesd here, in particular theyperbatonphenomenon
whereby one structure can be construed as appositionabtbexrwithout having to be adjacent to it.
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formula value and an output filter requirement that its imratsdly dominating node be of predicate type
(the characterization of accusative case); the relatighisfhode can accordingly be fixed immediately;
and this move of enrichment can then allow the constructi@asecond case-distinguished node by the
same means. Not only is such a sequence of steps an opti®esgeéntial if a sequence of case-marked
NPs is to be processed. Unless such a step of structurahereit takes place, the two underspecified
tree-relations would not be distinguishable; and they W filtered out as an impossible development,
given their inconsistent case specifications. So in praeg$30) an opening sequence of steps might be
as in(31)

(30) Lesbiam Catullus amabat
Lesbiamacc Catullusnom loved
Catullus loved Lesbia

Local*Adjunction Lesbiam Constructive case
Tn(O),‘?Ty(t) — Tn(O),‘?Ty(t) — Tn(0),7Ty(t),
| |
o (15)TN(0). (12)Tn(0).
(31) TN 7Ty(e—1) Ty(e —1t)
Ty(e), Lesbia (10)(11)Tn(0), Leshid
e ¢ 2AT0)Tye—1), 210\ Tye—1)

With this object-argument relation having become fixed Wi $teps as indicated if3(l)) , a second
step of constructing a locally unfixed node can now take ple@@mmensurate with only one structurally
underspecified relation being constructed at any one tintetlae parsing o€Catullusis, likewise, taken
to fix the value of the underspecified tree relation of the notteduced to host the subject term, but this
time as(1o) T n(0), satisfying the nominative-induced requiremefito?Ty(t):

Tn(0),7Ty(t) — Tn(0), ?Ty(t),
T (0)TNO),  (1)Tn(0)
(32) (1HTRO) ,ﬁ%g ”f?) Catullué  7Tye—1
| (o) (1) Tn(0),
Ty(e).O (T0)(11)Tn(0) Lesbid

Leshid
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Quite generally, parsing a sequence of NPs prior to a verbinvave an arbitrary sequence of macros
each involving the construction of a locally unfixed node @admmediate structural enrichment once
suitably decorated. The actions of the verb then serve todilithe remainder of the propositional
structure to yield the appropriate output tree. The rdastncthat there can be only one unfixed node
at a time remains satisfied, notably inducing a partial treetaining solely paired argument nodes,
the development of such a tree constrained to ensure ths# tlagles constitute arguments to the same
local predicate. And so it is that successful derivationgiétd an interpretation of30) can be built up
incrementally.

This is, however, by no means the only type of tree-growtlusege available for parsing initial NPs in

a string. The first expressidresbiammight be taken to decorate an unfixed node that is not consttai
to be updated within a local domain (it is characterized gy(th) modality), the outcome remaining
entirely unspecified, apart from the fact that it is withinizegp tree (and not across trees). In this case, by
assumption, the case specification serves merely as a filtgoaate that is not immediately enriched to
a fixed position, and in consequence no other unfixed nodeearroduced by this step. As a discrete
operation, the building of a locally unfixed node nevertegleemains available for the processing of
some matrix subject NP that might followC&tullusin (30)), this being constructed using the distinct
modality (17).

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

(33) Stercilinum magnumstude ut habeas
dunghillacc big.Acc ensuramp.sGthathave.2PS.SING
‘See that you have a large dung hill’.

Within this framework, the availability of building this va&er structural relation thus opens up the
potential for a richer set of effects, combining the two typéstructural underspecification in a number
of ways. In particular, the process which lacks the strihdecality restriction, being dedicated to
creating an unfixed node at the opening stages in buildingnypygpet-requiring tree, can feed into
the sequence of strategies used in parsing NP sequencés avitital domain. If this combination of
actions is adopted, a sub-tree can be built with a pair ofraggus but without a predicate, that sub-tree
itself remaining unfixed at this early stage of processitgfixed role in the hierarchy is characterized
at some later stage in the update process by the standardpmeée mechanism for resolving long-
distance dependency. The result is the predicted availabflpairs of NPs placed at the left periphery
but constrained to occur locally relative to each other bubss a possibly long-distance domain. These
predicted structures constitute multiple long-distanggethdency, a highly problematic type of structure
for many other frameworks (problematic because the lgcadistriction of arguments relative to each
other is only definable relative to the head, itself not ltycavailable):®

60n this analysis, we assume an account of prepositionaspsfallowing Marten (2002), in which prepositional phase
function as optional arguments, and here we simply stiputa relation obupra terramas being that of third argument for
some upcoming predicate. Many details of the analysis arngtemirhere, including the way in which the effect of the
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(34) [digitum supraterram] facito semina emineant
fingeracc aboveearthacc makelMP seeds\OM project. 3L
‘Make the seeds project a finger above the earth.

(35) Parsingligitum (supra) terram

(11)Tn(b),?Ty(e —1)

(To)(T1) Tn(b) (T1)(T1)Tn(b)
Digitum’, ?(To)Ty(e— 1) ?Ty(e— (e —1))
\
ATo)(T1){(T1)Ty(e— 1),
Terrd,

What is notable about such intermediate structures in theepteonnection is the predicted availability
of proposition-requiring structures which, at some intedmte juncture, may contain only an array of
argument nodes, as yet lacking the predicate node whiclsé&ngal to completing that structure.

There is one further general tree-construction stratefpyréseve have anything approximating to a com-
plete sketch of the mechanisms which the DS framework legnghere are also mechanisms for build-
ing paired so-called LINKed structures, where structurayg be twinned through the enforced anaphoric
sharing of some term. This process is defined in DS for coalstrfurelative clauses, clausal adverbials,
and also external topic constructions. Such secondargtates may have an attendant requirement that
the newly introduced proposition-requiring tree have sehere within it a copy of that term (specified
as ?].)Fo(a): seeCann et a(2005 for details’

(36) Building Link transitions for relative-clause and tefislocation construal

preposition is to over-ride the otherwise default constfiaccusative as the highest argument within the predstateture.
The essence of the analysis stands, however.

"The process of inducing such pairs of semantic trees is peridy defining an additional modal operator in the tree
logic (L), and its inverséL~1); and a rule is defined to yield a transition from an arbitrapgein one tree across a LINK
relation to the topnode of a new propositional tree.
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(L)Tn(0),Fo(a), Ty(e)  Tn(0),?Ty(t),?(|.)Fo(a)

The significance of this process for the overall DS perspedsi that it extends the range of devices for
the processing of strings without the string itself necelysdisplaying overt reflex of this additional
alternative. For example, in a pro-drop language, suchkadirstructure may indeed be decorated with
a term provided by a full NP, with the requirement that it bentified with one of the arguments of
the subsequent structure. These can be satisfied by infommabvided by the verb, given its lexical
actions assigning pronoun-like status to the argumentshwhitself projects, hence without need of any
morphologically explicit anaphoric device:

(37) quid mihi Celsus agit?
what meDAT CelsusNOM.SGd0.3 SG.PRES
‘How, pray, is Celsus?’ (Lit. ‘What to me Celsus does?’)

In (37), parsing the interrogativguid may proceed via the construction of an unfixed node, subs¢éque
to which, all computational actions being optional, oneapts to construct a node LINKed to the main
propositional node with the requirement to construct a t¢fhy(e)). The dative pronoun is parsed and
the node is decorated with a metavariable constrained tolistituted by a term that denotes the speaker
(see(38)).8

(38)  Parsingyuid mihi

Ty(e)7 <L>T n(n)7 USPEAKER
i ?Ty(t), Tn(n), &
Horatius [
\

|
WH, Ty(e)

By assumption, in this context, the term projectednbii and identified as picking out the speaker,
here assumed to be Horace, is not in this ‘ethical dative’ass®ciated with a case constraint to find
an indirect-object function for the term so constructedqlygemy effect which we shall see persists in
Spanish). Once this LINKed structure is duly decoratedpthiater will return to the primary structure,
and the parse of the main clause can be continued.

The consequence of this flexibility is that there are a nunobenoves available at any stage of a parse
sequence, in particular in the early stages when so littlectiral specification is as yet determined:

8In this analysis, no term is shared between the LINKed sirecind the main proposition, making it like an analysis of
gapless topics in languages like Chinese (see Wu, 2005).
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(i) the building of a locally unfixed tree relation immedigteipdated; (ii) the building of a locally
unfixed relation left as but an output filter; (iii) the buildj of paired argument nodes restricted by the
requirement of there being local arguments to a single pageli (iv) the building of a LINK relation to

a node in some externally licensed linked tree. It is thiso$strategies which we claim constitutes the
domain of update actions out of which clitic pronouns eakisitate one strategy.

3.2 The Historical Shift from Free Order Languages to Cltic €2&ring systems

The account so far set out has not yet established any cauwsial lsetween the processing strategies
supposedly associated with Latin free word order effectsditic distributions in subsequent Romance
languages. In particular, nothing so far has apparently béeclevance to the early positioning of both
individual clitics and any cluster of such clitics. It is nibte purpose of this paper to argue for this
in detail (see Bouzouita (2008a,b), but it is notable that gasitioning corresponds to a tendency for
anaphorically established expressions to occur beforeanaphoric ones, which is widely displayed
in all free positioning subsystems of language. Cann and kem@2008 argued that this ordering, as
displayed in Latin, has pragmatic underpinnings in virtbiaroever-present need to keep context search
for construal of anaphoric expressions as small as pos@ilewing Relevance Theory assumptions
(Sperber and Wilsqril999. This prevalence of relatively early placement of anahexpressions be-
came routinely associated with the specific structuralrenvnents inducing this effect, and so came to
be routinized in Medieval Spanish as the trigger for theamstiassociated with the individual clitics or
clitic sequences, in tandem with the routinization of thdatp actions that freedom of ordering in prin-
ciple made available (Bouzouita: 2008a,b). All such roatitions themselves are indicative of the same
minimizing of cognitive effort principle$perber and Wilsgri 995, since routinizations bypass the need
for selection amongst possible parse strategies thatiisatiek of a relevance-induced constraint. With
the progressive atrophying and subsequent collapse obgeesystem for all except personal pronouns,
it is ONLY the items marked morphologically as case-marked that casbeciated with projection of
output filters or corresponding constructive-case updaterss yielding successive construction of fixed
structural relations before the processing of the verb.aS@ouzouita(2008a,b) argues, it is these lex-
ical units that, through regularly repeated use, came takms to induce the tree-update actions that
not merely decorated some suitably constructed node in &ngemt tree, but also themselves projected
the tree growth actions necessary for such decorationsordcgly, leaving details aside, we pro tem
adopt the uncontroversial assumption that the clitic esgioms came through progressive phonological
atrophying to be taken to warrant separate lexical spetiditaWe also adopt the assumption that the
tree growth update actions induced by any one clitic is, @régular case, just one individual sequence
of actions amongst the options that had been generallyadlaiat some earlier stage in a preceding lan-
guage (i.e. non-ambiguity is the default), the range of slitkc update actions being expected to match
the range of strategies available to yield free word ordeices. Our concern here is with the outcome of
such routinization effects, not the progressively essaield shifts whereby such encodings emerged (see
Bouzouita 2008 for detailed analyses of the shift from Medi&panish through to Modern Spanish).
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3.3 The Strong PCC version

With this assumption of a least-effort induced diachromictsn place, the PCC becomes an immediate
consequence of entirely general tree-growth principlescaR¢hat in virtue of nodes in a tree being
uniquely identified by their relation to other nodes in a triéés a general property that two putative
instances of an underspecified relation are indistingbiehand so collapse, any incompatible set of
decorations then being debarred as a form of growth. Henemyrnwell formed sequence of partial
trees, there can never be more than one underspecifiednretdita type at a time.

From this limitation on tree growth, the PCC follows in totall cases of clitic pronouns which merely
induce the construction of a locally underspecified refatiannot co-occur. Amongst these, any expres-
sion morphologically encoding a dative specification miggsaid to constitute such a case, if it is not to
be simply listed as homonymous across all usages in all Egeg1 The dative notoriously shifts between
having argumental status for some predicates, and adjtatasdor others. Seeking then to characterize
what that case specification itself intrinsically specifiadependent of the particular contexts in which it
occurs, has to be in terms of a type specification which doefixargument or adjunct status. The effect
is that dative, not being syntactically fully fixed in its gypcannot in and of itself induce a fixed structural
relation. This weak relation can only be definitively upditehen the verb is parsed. A similar problem
confronts any syncretic case specification. 1st/2nd pespenifications, which in almost all Romance
languages fail to provide morphological forms that distiistp accusative and dative, can only be seen
as projecting some structural relation which is locally ergghecified, unless they are taken as projecting
homonymous forms without any attempt to match the synenatighe analysis. The accusative clitig

on the other hand, being non-syncretic, can be analyzedaglprg the basis for immediate update of
the locally unfixed node which it may decorate to the diregéctstructural relation. Putting the latter
assumptions together we get the strong PCC facts. A first ongigaoerson accusative will never be able
to co-occur with a dative clitic in a clitic sequence, sinoghbof the two clitics will project a locally un-
fixed node with no possibility of immediate update. As algeatentioned, nothing prevents a structural
process of introducing a node with an underspecified adtiness, but this very underspecified address
will ensure that only one node is constructed by the dupboadf these processes. This in its turn will
ensure that both dative and either first or second persoheardmbination of first and second person,
should never occur within a clitic cluster, as they will ganmcompatible formula values and hence never
achieve a wellformed result. The entries me'te, le andlo in Spanish are shown below:

(39) Lexical entry fomédte
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IF ?Ty(t)
THEN IF [lf]?Ty(x)
OR

IF Mood(Imp)

THEN make((l1));go((11));
make((lo)); g0(<l0>)
put((To)(T7)?TY(1));
make((lo));go({lo))

put(Ty(e), I:O(USpeake’r/H carer ), 7AX.FO(X))
put(?3x.Tn(x),go first(?Ty(t)))
ELSE Abort

(40) Lexical entry folle

IF 2Ty(t)
THEN IF [1517Ty(x)
OR

IF Mood(Imp)

THEN  make((l7));go((l1));
make({lo));go({lo))
put((To)(17)?TV));
make((lo));go({lo))
put(Ty(e), FO(UMaIe’/Neutef)a ?3x.Fo(x))
put(?3IX.Tn(x),gofirst(?Ty(t)))

ELSE Abort

(42) Lexical entry forlo

IF Ty(t)
THEN IF [lir]’?'l'y(x)
OR

IF Mood(Imp)
THEN  make((]1));g0((l1));
make((lo));go({l0))
put(Ty(e), FO(UMaIe’/Neutef) , 73x.Fo(x));
gofirst(?Ty(t))
ELSE Abort

Let us comment a bit on the entries. Notice that two embedBe@dtrictions are posited. The first
one {|7]73x.Ty(x)" will ensure proclisis. Let us see why. What this statemeptwes is that the clitic
cannot be parsed in case any of the functor nodes bears adayye & fact that will be true only if a
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verb has already been par§e@he second trigger 'Mood(Imp)’ encodes the presence ofrgeiatival
feature in the type requiring node as its trigger. This trigger will effectiyetapture enclisis with
imperatives. If one of these two restrictions are satisfied, then we @dde the actual actions induced
by clitics. In the case oiéfte, or le, a locally unfixed node is projected and is decorated withpa ty
value and a formula metavariable carrying person presui@us denoted as subscripts in each case.
On the other handp projects a fixed structure. It builds the functor node andatgriment relation
from that functor node, and decorates the argument nodenstracted with a type value and a formula
metavariable.

With the above entries in mind, let us see how the PCC is denwvtgk system. Let us take the sequence
mete, which according to the strong version should be ungranualatiAfter parsingnewe get the
following structure:

(42)  After parsingne

Tn(a),...7Ty(t),

(11)Tn(a),?Ty(x)

(To)(T)Tn(a),
Ty(e), I:O(USpeake'r)
?3x.Fo(x), 73x.T n(x).

Thente comes into parse, projecting another locally unfixed nodewéver, the two unfixed nodes
collapse into the same node by means of treenode identitg r@sult is one unfixed node with the
following decorations:

After parsingte in mete:

9The restriction formally reads: All functor nodes below meaba type requirement. Assuming that when a type value
is going to be projected, the equivalent requirement willebminated, if one of the functor nodes does not bear a type
requirement then this would mean that a verb has been paxse¢el that such a restriction will be true even if no nodestexis
below the initial node. This is due to the universal modalignoted as square brackets. Following standard assuraition
Classical Logic, a universal statement will be true in thespnce of an empty set.

10Note that no serious account of imperatives is involved HEne imperatival feature is used here for illustration [mses.
A proper analysis of imperatives within the DS frameworkénging
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Tn(a),...7Ty(t),

(11)Tn(a),?Ty(x)

(To)(11)Tn(a),
Ty(e),Fo(Us peake’r) ,FO(Unearer)
?3x.Fo(x), 73x.T n(x).

We now end up in a situation where the two clitics decoratestdmae node. This will basically mean
that when the unfixed node gets fixed, the two clitics will epdhaving the same argument position.
The parse will never be successful since update of the twavagablesUspeaken UHearer, WON't be
possible. Assuming that tHespearermetavariable gets updated by a compatible value standimifpéo
speaker, th& yearer metavariable standing for the hearer will not, and vice aelith that reasoning,
we predict that sequences likedte should be ungrammatical. The PCC then arises due to a rastrict
of the tree logic system, namely the fact that no more thanuafiged node with the same underspecified
node identification can be present in any partial tree uneegldpment.

To any PCC afficionados, it might seem that this account caomeidequate, since, as noted by Adger
and Harbour (2007), a natural counterexample to such aysisaccurs in Modern Greek where case
syncretism is not exhibited, at least in singular cliticat bonetheless the PCC is observed. The rea-
soning behind taking Greek to constitute such a counterpbagoes as follows. Since Greek does not
exhibit case syncretism, we would expect first/second peascusative clitics to behave on a par with
third person accusative clitics, i.e. they should be tiba@® fixed rather than as unfixed. However,
treating first/second accusative clitics as fixed will peethat the PCC should not be active in Modern
Greek, contrary to fact. It turns out however that the caddadern Greek is a nice illustration of what
kind of possibilities one can find within such a system. Theegal tree-growth system, recall, defines
as the base assumption, that case is defined as an outputHi&ting the concept of incremental up-
date to a fixed structural relation was indeed merely a resptmthe constraint of tree growth itself.
So, amongst the structures we expect individual cliticsispldy, is one in which the clitic encodes
the actions associated with the output filter specificatitistinguishing this from the constructive case
scenario in which any such underspecified tree relation isadiately enriched. More specifically, we
assume that, in Modern Greek just as in languages which ieslyificretic morphology, both dative and
first/second person accusative clitics project unfixed aod@iben, the crucial difference between the two
types of language is that in Greek but not in Spanish, for gtanthe lexical specification of the clitic
includes an additional filter determining which structuedhtion must be matched in that final output.
Hence, the only difference between the Spanish enffigs(41) and the Greek entrigg3)-(45) is the
existence of a case filter in the case of Greek, which enco@eéshte given clitic must be constructed as
an indirect object and a direct object respectively whemtige comes to be fixed:

Note that the following entries do not capture word orderdeghe cluster. A minimal modification in the triggering
point of genitive and first person clitics will give us datigecusative ordering in Greek. Segatzikyriakidis(Forthcoming
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(43) Lexical entry for genitive clitics in Modern Greek

IF Ty(t)
THEN IF [1317Ty(x)
OR

IF Mood(Imp)
THEN make((l7));go({l1));

make((lo));go((lo))
put((1 ><T> y(b);
make((lo));go((lo))

put(Ty(e),Fo(U), ?3x.Fo(x))
put(?IX.Tn(x), 2(To)(Ty(e — (e —1))),gofirst(?Ty(t)))
ELSE Abort

(44) Lexical entry for 1st/2nd person accusative cliticiodern Greek

IF 7Ty(t)
THEN IF [1717Ty(x)
OR

IF Mood(Imp)

THEN make((]7));go({l1));
make((lo));go((lo))
put((To)(17)7TYt));
make((|o));g0((l0))
put(Ty(e), Fo(U), ?3x.Fo(x))

put(?3IX.TNn(x),?(To)(Ty(e—1t)),gofirst(?Ty(t)))
ELSE Abort

(45) Lexical entry for third person accusative clitics in on Greek

IF Ty(t)
THEN IF [1517Ty(x)
OR

IF Mood(Imp)
THEN make((]7));g0((l1));
make((lo));go((lo))
put(Ty(e), Fo(Uy), 73x.Fo(x),go first(?Ty(t)))
ELSE Abort

for an alternative account of the PCC plus clitic orderindyiodern Greek.
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The crucial point in(43) and (44) is the case filters ‘@o)(Ty(e — (e — t))) and "To)(Ty(e —
t)’,which basically say that a two place and an one place pageli;espectively exist at their mother
node. In other words the restrictions identify the node agngg in the output, to be the indirect object
for genitive clitics and the direct object node for 1st/2retgon accusative clitics, but do not fix this
treenode address rightaway. However such an analysis &kerthe wrong predictions for genitive cl-
itics, since a genitive clitic in Modern Greek can also bestnrcted as the direct object in a number of
constructions, which this account would disall&v:

(46) a. Tu milo
him.GeN talk
'l talk to him.
b. Tu tilefonisa
him.GEN telephoned
"I phoned him.’

This being so, it seems that there should be no case filtet defhed for genitive clitics in Modern
Greek since more than one structural position is availairléniem. In effect, we return to an analysis of
genitive clitics in Modern Greek identical to the one we hgwen for syncretized clitics in Spanish and
Italian:

47) Updated lexical entry for genitive clitics in Modernéak

IF ?Ty(t)
THEN IF [l‘f]"Ty(X)
OR

IF Mood(Imp)
THEN make((]%));go((1%));

make((lo));go((l0))
put((To) (D) 7TY());
make((lo));go({lo))

put(Ty(e), Fo(U), 73x.Fo(x))

put(?7X.Tn(x),210)(Ty(e— (e—t))),gofirst(?Ty(t)))
ELSE Abort

2There are a number of double accusative verbs in Modern Gilels fact would suggest that the case filter analysis
for accusatives is also on the wrong track. However, the degdar from clear-cut in these constructions. For example
it is impossible to substitute both accusative marked NRB agécusative clitics. In case of clitic substitution, orfetee
clitics must be genitive marked. What exactly is going on iesth constructions is something that we cannot answer at the
moment. For this paper we will assume that all accusatieslare associated with the direct object node, leaving the
double-accusative verb cases open for further enquiry
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It might be argued that this analysis is overly weak as, thosigch output-filter case specifications
indeed allow for underspecified tree-relations to be cogtd, and supposedly to collapse and hence
be debarred, it also fails to debar their successive enealfyy abduction (as in Latin), hence predicting
wrongly that 1st/2nd person accusative clitics co-occtin @enitives in Modern Greek, totally contrary
to the facts®> Countering this argument, notice that this problem does rise af the output filter
specifications are the necessary trigger for any such engnhprocess? In the case of genitive clitics,
according to the modified analysis, therenis filter on output as to what the argument relation might
be; there is simply the lack of any such information, hencéltey specification to trigger the abduction
process. But, this being so, given the required genitiversative ordering of Modern Greek clitics,
once the genitive is parsed, one locally unfixed node willagnat the time a 1st/2nd person accusative
clitic comes to be parsed. Accordingly, the accusative wdlice a locally unfixed node superimposed
on the node initiated by the genitive. The pragmaticallyehiabduction step might then fix the node as
the direct object, in the light of that output filter, but tharpe will abort since this one fixed node will
carry the presuppositions for tweiSTINCT formula values, these being pronominals and debarring any
local co-identificatior:> We will thus basically end up with a fixed node, with conflictimetavariable
presuppositions:

(48)  After parsingmein su-me

Tn(a),...7Ty(t),

(11)Tn(a),?Ty(x)

(To)(17)Tn(a),
Ty(e),Fo(Us peake’r) ,FO(Unearer)
?3x.Fo(x), 79x.T n(x)

Alo)(Ty(e— 1), (To)(11)7Ty(t)

13This problem was pointed out to us by Ronnie Cann.

YEnrichment processes, quite generally, require a licess as metavariables with a formula requirement in the afise
pronouns and ellipsis sites. Unrestricted license foremndr structural enrichment would vastly over-generate, ia 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 baraticusative-genitive ordering in non PCC combinations.
We have not given an account of ordering in this paper. Howesgsuming an account in line withhatzikyriakidis
(Forthcoming where genitive clitics involve a restriction on their gnthat aborts in case any fixed node exists will give
us the desired results. 3rd person accusative clitics wijegt fixed structure, while, assuming treenode via pragnzer-
ence, the same will be true for 1st/2nd person accusatitiesofjiven the analysis we proposed. Thus, a genitive alito’t
be able to get parsed after any accusative clitic has alréady so.
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3.4 The weak version of the PCC

Of course, the account so far can’t be right for those langsag which first and second person cli-
tics can co-occur; and these include some speakers of Sp@hisiazabal and Romera007), Italian
(Cardinaletti and Shlonskp004 Bianchi 2006 and Catalan§onet 2007). According to such speak-
ers, co-occurrence of a first and second person clitic isvalio What is still banned is a combination
involving a third person dative clitic and a first/secondgoer accusative. These cases seem to be an
apparent counterexample to the analysis we propose, digcassuming thamete and mi/ti project
unfixed nodes, we predicted wrongly that sentenceg(like(15) should be ungrammatical contrary to
fact. However there is evidence that the analysis we haviégolds on the right track, and that the struc-
tural constraint assumed is just obscured by the existeingelysemy of the dative in some languages.
It is a well-known fact that in all languages the dative isardntly underspecified, showing a flexibility
in terms of construal between an argument and an adjunctdbcanstrual. There are furthermore, at
least in the languages we are examining, a form of adjunatedednstrual, the so-called ethical datives,
in which the expression that is dative marked is very wealklked to the predicate. In most of the
cases, these datives, associated with first or second prenimdicate that the utterance participants are
affected in some way by the event denoted by the event debgtdt verb and its arguments (example
(49)is from Jaeggli 1986):

(49)  Juarme le arruinbala vidaa estachica
JuanmeDAT herDAT ruined thelife tothatgirl
'To my disappointment, Juan ruined that girl’s life.’

But why are ethical datives relevant to our discussion? Tiséthiing one notices when dealing with

ethical datives is that they seem to escape the PCC in manydgeg. In the literature on the PCC

(ref9), itis commonly assumed that in contrast to benefactivigfaetive and possessive datives, ethical
datives are non-arguments, co-occurring with argumertiées, as in the scenario reported in Cuervo
2002, in which the scene-setting declaratioricdf) might trigger the respongé1):1°

(50) me le llevé auto(a Emilio)
meREFL him.DAT took the carEmilio.DAT
'| took the car from him for myself’ (I took Emilio’s car).

(51) En sericse te lo llevaste?
really him.DAT YyOUREFL it.ACC took
'Really, you took it from him for yourself?’.

16These data presume on the realization of third person diatiseodern Spanish in any clustering with the formsef
familiarly called ‘spuriouss€ since Perlmutter 1971.
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In a lexicalist framework, such an assumption would haveetodalized by associating the two forms of
construal with two distinct lexical specifications. A natlimplementation of the ethical dative construal
within the DS framework is, accordingly, to construct thdagves as involving a LINK transition, which
will build a type e node standing for the speaker or hearer of the discourseOaee et al 2005 for a
characterization of hanging topic left dislocation in thésrms). Unlike left dislocated topics though, no
requirement for a shared term will be imposed on the treelwtiie LINK transition initiates. The fact
that ethical datives induce a decoration on such s consttudiNKed structures (rather than decorating
an unfixed node) provides us with a straightforward expianaif why the PCC does not arise in a PCC
context where one of the clitics construed as dative is anattiative” Similarly, the entry for first and
second person pronouns will have to have a disjunctive evitigh will specify that, on one construal
the clitic is specified as argumental but without furthemiteation, on another construal that it can be
used to induce a LINK transition. The lexical entry is shoveholv:

(52) Lexical entry for datives with a separate trigger far #thical construal

IF 7Ty(t)
THEN IF [17]73x.Tn(x)
OR
IF Mood(Imp)
THEN make((13));go((1%));
put((T1)?Ty(t));
make((lo));g0((lo))

)
put(Ty(e),Fo USpeake’r/Hearer’) ?3x.Fo(x)
23X.TN(x), (To)(171) ?TY(t)), go first(?Ty(t))
ELSE make((L));go((L));
put(Ty(e), O(USpeake’r/Hearer)) EIX.FO(X);go((L_l))
ELSE Abort

Assuming a cluster of a first person dative clitic along witkegond person accusative clitic where the

first person is interpreted as an ethical dative, the abotrg predicts that such a structure should be

grammatical since the structural restriction on unfixedesodoes not operate. The reason is that the
ethical dative is construed as decorating a node LINKeddddp node of the primary tree:

There is the exception of Greek, in which the PCC is activé wihical datives as well. Such a fact would propose
that ethical datives in Greek have not developed polysemyaa@ in that respect captured by the underspecified modality
posited for argumental dative clitics in Greek, in effecingeparsed as optional arguments in the sens@afen (2002).
Furthermore, our analysis would predict that sequences@fenitive clitics in Greek should be ungrammatical. Thkisoi
a large extent true. However, there are a number of congingcinvolving a first - second person ethical dative plusialth
person dative that although highly marginal, are accepthabplsome speakerbi(chelioudakis 2007). The data are far from
clear cut to provide an analysis for such a phenomenon. We kbis issue plus the details of the account of ethical dativ
in Greek open for future research.
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(53) Parsingne te

Fo(Speakeh, .
Ty(e), 79xFo(X) /

Fo(Unearer), TY(€),
?3IxFo(x)

This is presumably needed for languages escaping the PCCamlesof the clitics is an ethical
dative.

What is still left unaccounted for, however, is an explanatd the weak variant of the PCC, i.e. lan-
guages which permit first and second person clitic comlonatihat are both construed as arguments
of the verb. The first thing we should note before giving sushaecount is that the weak variant of
the PCC has limited generality for the languages that it isved to hold. This has been indepen-
dently noted, as previously mentioned, for Spanishgrvq 2002 Ormazabal and Romera007), Ital-

ian (Cardinaletti and Shlonsk2004 Bianchi 2006 and Catalangonet 2007). It seems that in general
only a small number of people accept these combinationsitathguages. However, none of the mini-
malist analyses captures this fact. For example, withingheatopoulou (2005) the weak PCC variant
is the result of a multiple agree system where the functibeadd can check some of its features more
than once. What is not captured however, is that these catistng are rather marginal and depend
highly not only on the clitic combinations but also on the ickeoof the verb. But if indeed this is a
a phenomenon with limited generality, it is arguably to@sy to posit the general accounts severally
proposed by Anagnostopoulou (2005) for the weak PCC in geoef@ardinaletti and Shlonsky(2004)
for Italian, as such an account would predict that speakersming a number of first second person
combinations, generally accept these combinations inmslirenments. However, as pointed out by
Ormazabal and Rome(@007) for Spanish, the grammaticality judgments of such contimna do not
only depend on the combinations themselves but to othesrfastich as the semantics of the verb. The
same seems to be true of Italian, as judgements from naaliaritspeakers we have consulted have
given us contradictory judgments with respect to a numbenitif clusters combined with a number of
different verbs:®

8The native Italian speakers were asked to judge the grarmatisitiof a number of sentences within a scale from 0 to 6.
The following average judgments show the different granicality judgments depending on the nature of the verb in each
case
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(54) 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 meyouentrusts
'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 judgementsoakegtability forpresentaren 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 featutleeagrammar.

In DS, there is a way to cope with the described situation. Relnee that we analyzed ethical datives
escaping the PC as decorating a node of a LINKed structuth,the possibility of escaping the PCC
in case an ethical dative occurs in the clitic cluster. Lethes assume thabhete combinations are licit
just in case one of the two clitics makes use of this alteveatAssuming such an analysis, for a verb
such asaffidoin (54-c), the parse after the processingaffidowould yield the following*®

%ﬁ()

O(Usgp
Ty(e)
FO(WHearer
Ty(e) ’>Elx Fo(x Fo Glann( ye—1)
?9x. Tn
<To><T1>’>Ty
(55)
?Ty(e) yle—t)

Fo(af fidd)

Tyle— (e— (e—t)))

191n the following structure a value from context has been jofed for the subject pronouni, namely 'Gianni’
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At that point, the unfixed node can unify with one of the argntmedes. However, an open slot still
remains in one of the argument nodes and the parse cannatwanThis might seem to leave the DS
account in not much better a situation than its competitdosvever, there is a simple and suitably lexical
solution, which is that, for the speakers that accept suotbawations, the verbs in question license their
arguments as having a variant in which the arguments amgreesbka context-licensing meta-variable (like
the subject argument node which is invariably so decorafEis variant would allow the argument in
question to be identified from context, hence from the ternodaing the linked structure (indeed given
the option taken to use the clitic itself as inducing and datiog a term in a paired linked structure,
such an option would be essential to a wellformed outcombgrd would thus be an essential pairing
between availability of this LINK option for such speakerslappropriate polysemy of the associated
verb. For those speakers that, to the contrary, do not aeegpof themi-ti clusters, no such variant
is available. With this analysis, the variability of firgtnd person co-occurrence relative to a general
preclusion of such pairs is correctly reduced to a lexicatgamy effect while retaining the tree-growth
restrictions in their general form (such combinations wedeed possible in Latin, for some verbs).

3.5 The Romanian Case

Besides the weak-PCC displaying languages, there is thavarxhibited by RomaniarSavescp2007),
which at first glance, seems to obscure the requisite genatiahs about the PCC yet further. According
to this version, more liberal than the generally recognizedk PCC languages, the constraint applies
only to the first person pronouns, and not to the second. Bhats$econd person accusative clitic can
co-occur with both a 3rd person and a first person dativechiit a first person accusative clitic cannot
co-occur with either a second person or a third person delitve:

(56) a. | te au recomandat ieri
him.DAT youAcc haverecommendegesterday
"They have recommended you to him.’

b. Mi te a prezentat lon lapetrecere
me AT youAcC hasintroducedJohnat party
'John has introduced you to me at the party.

c. *l me au recomandat ieri
him.DAT meAcc haverecommendegesterday
"They have reccomended me to him yesterday.’

d. *Ti m a prezentat lon lapetrecere
YOu.DAT meAcc hasintroducedJohnat party
'John has introduced me to you at the party.

Preliminary to giving an analysis, there is an essentiaperty of these data in Romanian: thee-te
combinations are strikingly different in status from the-tecombinations in the weak PCC languages.
The data as illustrated by these Romanian sentences pr@sgatancontroversially acceptable in Ro-
manian and withaLL verb-clitic combinations. This is wholly unlike the veryrgal regularities and
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sporadic variation in judgements ovare-teclusters in Italian, Spanish and Catalan. Thus, it seems that
what we need is an account that is applicable in an entiraheige way across these Romanian clitic
sequences. As it turns out, on the DS account, these datecmeh to emerge from the DS form of anal-
ysis, with only minimal lexical modification of the accounven for the Modern Greek PCC facts. In
Modern Greek, we have suggested that with non-syncretiukanfirst and second person clitics, these
nonetheless project only the relatively weak case spetidicaf filter dictating the output structural
configuration. First and second person clitics in Moderne&yelespite being non-syncretic, are parsed
on an unfixed node. Romanian, like Modern Greek, has non-sffa@ingular first and person clitics.
Their non-syncretism, too, is encoded as a case filter orugutpeffect a requirement that fixing of the
unfixed node’s site is restricted to a certain position. Hmvethe similarity between first and second
position clitics ends there. For, by assumption, we suggesbnd person accusative clitics andike
first person accusative clitics in constructively inducanfixed node in that position. In this respect, sec-
ond person accusative clitics pattern, rather, withRD person accusative clitics. Such a mixed system,
though not an immediate consequence of any tree-growthredmsis nonetheless expected to be one
possible emergent system of clitics. The lexical entry figr $econd person singular accusative clitic in
Romanian will have then the folowing :

(57) Lexical entry for the second person accusative clitiRomanian

IF ?Ty(t)
THEN IF [H’]’?Ty(x)
OR

IF Mood(Imp)
THEN make((|1));go({|1));

make((lo));g0((lo))
put(Ty(e), Fo(Unearer), 73X.FO(X);)
gofirst(?Ty(t))

ELSE Abort

Given the above lexical entry, all the above data are cdyreaptured. The structural constraint that no
more than one unfixed node with the same underspecified adthiase present is not applicable, since
the second person accusative clitic will not decorate arxedfinode (exactly in the manner of the third
person accusative clitic in both strong and weak PCC langya@ the other hand, the ungrammatical
exampleg56-c)and(56-d) are correctly predicted to be bad. This is because all datiiies, as well

as first person accusative clitics, are taken to decoratgathfiodes. In that sense, and using the same
reasoning we have used so far in explaining the PCC, theseagoinsihs are banned by the unfixed node
restriction without modification.
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4. Conclusions

In this analysis as sketched, individual clitics in indivad 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 becdrated by a term; building a cluster of
argument nodes. An unmissable property of this list is thatltasis of explanation is ineliminably in
terms of progressive tree growth reflecting on-line proogsdynamics. While the details have to be
specified item by item, with some, notably the dative, inidvpolysemy, the underlying generaliza-
tion is not only in terms of incremental interpretation gtbhwbut it is expressible only at the level of
some total set of strategies for processing argument esipreswith relatively free word order, as it is
only at this level that the claimed correspondence betweeseteffects and properties of clitics can be
established. Furthermore, moving to such a level only makese if the explanation is made within
a diachronic perspective, as it is only within a diachrorecgpective that any explanation is available
for why the range covered by mechanisms for construal oflipé@e argument-order in one language
might correspond to the range of effects that a set of cld&sdisplay in another, in particular the fact
that such a range of actions should shift to becoming aJeilatly to a restricted set of forms severally
distributed across that set. Hence, indeed, the shift freerafree set of choices available in an earlier
language to a highly restricted lexical set in some lateclthanically related language.

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 ndahicquiring that system has such a perspective.
That this is so is of course true. Nonetheless, the PCC is dreamsonpP0OSSIBLECclitic combinations;
and, according to the analysis proposed, the constraint@msequence of structural properties under-
pinning all tree growth, hence in any system, and thidisplayed in a system that each child acquires.
Moreover, the existence of exceptions to such a constrattrelsses the explanation, despite the weaken-
ing of the account in terms of synchronic restrictivenesscigely because these exceptions themselves
are only explicable in a principled way at the same diaclurtavel.

What is striking about this level of explanation is its a prisature: the dynamics of tree growth op-
erating relative to cognitive constraints over a periodifet leads us t&XPECT the types of effects
that clitic systems display down to a remarkably fine levetiefail. This is in marked contrast to the
feature-based systems currently proposed, each beingctredtby a methodology in which analyses
may make reference (a) only to observed synchronic strest@md (b) to structures which by definition
are inhabited by strings as a whole, without any referend®eww structures or interpretation might be
incrementally developed.

It is this concept of tree growth reflecting the parsing psscehich has opened up such new possible
avenues of explanation. With such explanations it turnswetsuggest, that there is no need to advocate
an additional morphology component (or even sub-compgmettiin which supposed clitic templates
or feature-specific sub-vocabularies need to be postutatexpress the requisite generalizations, in
some sense independent of either phonology or semantifaicés. Such types of explanation are re-
placed by an explanation solely in terms of growth of repnestéons of content, a dynamics which is
independently justified as the core concept of naturaltiagg syntax. The over-arching system is thus
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optimal in minimizing the number of discrete levels of reg@station or type of vocabulary that have
to be independently defined in the grammar. The reduction twd primary and wholly encapsulated
vocabularies: the vocabulary for defining the nature of tipaif, phonology broadly construed, and the
vocabulary for growth of representations of content, symi@adly construed, the latter being defined
in terms of properties of structure/interpretation irded and the process of incrementally establishing
such structure. In some real sense, we suggest, the acaopospd falls within the general minimalist
methodology.
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