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Abstract

In this papemwe arguethatthe PersonCaseConstraint, generally presuned
to be anirreduciblemorpho-syntacticonstraint on clitic pronoun combina-
tionsis a direct consequence of processing consideratians. Adopting the Dy-
namic Syntax (DS) perspectie of Cam etal. (2005)andCann& Kempsm
(2008) in which syntax is defined asthe monotonic increnental growth of
sematic structure, with structural underspecifiation and updateasthe core
syntacticnotion, we argue that the PCC is wholly due to generalrestrictions
on tree-growth: that these should underpin observed gaps in possibleclitic
combnations is dueto clitics beingcalcified reflexes of previously available
tree-grevth update-sequences whose variability is the source of word order
variation. We arguethat the PCC is the consequencef atree-logicrestriction
that only one unfixed nodecan be present in a tree at ary stag in the tree
growth process. Strong evidencefor this account comesfrom Pantic Greek,
whose preclusion of 3rd person clitic clustersemerges as a conseqierce of
this congtraint, in sharp contrasto feature-basedccaunts which, in being de-
fined to matchthe license for these combinationsin other languageswould
directly preclude thesedata, thus pointing towardsa feature-freeaccountof
thePCC.

1 Introduction

The PQC is a clitic co-cccurrencerestiction, which statesthata datve clitic can-
not co-ocair with a 1st2ndpersomaccusatve clitic. Therestictionis foundacross
a remarkabk number of both relaied and unrelaed languagesspanning from Ro-
manceandGreek to Kiowa and Bagjue (seeRezac 2008b for the Basquedata and
Adgeré& Harbour2007for theKiowadat). Theexanmplesbelow from Spanshand
StandardModern Gre&k (SMG) exenplify theredriction:

(1) *Le me ha dado
it.CL-DAT me.CL hasgiven
‘S/hehasgiven meto him. [Spanish]

(20 *Mu se exi josei
me.CL-DAT YOu.CL-ACC has given
‘He/Shelt hasgiven youto me! [SMG]

The above restriction is referredto in the literatureas the strong PCC verson.
A so-cdl ed ‘weak’ versionhas beenclaimedto exist in varieiesof Catalan,ltalian
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and Spanish (Bonet 2007, Bianchi 2006 and Cuervo 200Rnder this looser

version of the restriction, the ban is not against dativegeineral but only against
3rd person datives. The weak PCC version precludes clusdtar3rd person dative
plus a 1st/2nd person accusative clitic but allows comimnatof a 1st/2nd person
dative plus a 1st/2nd person accusafive:

3) Te m’ ha recomanat la Mireia
you.cL mecL hasrecommendethe Mireia
‘Mireia has recommended me to you/you to me.’ [Catalan-Ba2@07]

(4) Luimi i presento
he mecL youcL introduces
‘He introduces me to you/ you to me.” [Some varieties of #ali

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

In SMG, only the strong version of the constraint is attested SMG clitic
sequences equivalent to (3)-(5), are all ungrammaticale Same facts hold for
Grecia Salentina Greek (GSG) and Cypriot Greek (CG):

(6) *Mu se ej)ose
meCL.DAT YOU.CL.ACC gave
‘S/He/lt gave you to me /[SMG]

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

(8) *Mu se edike
MeCL.DAT YOUCL.ACC gave
'S/He/lt gave you to me. '[GSG, Chatzikyriakidis 2010]

Pontic Greek (PG,) on the other hand, is idiosyncratic aartegperson re-
strictions. PG allows (at least for some speakers) seqsarfdevo 1st/2nd person
clitics. PG is thus subject only to the strong PCC constraint

(9) Ejikse/enéiksem esen
showed.3G  mecL youcCL
‘(S)he/lt showed you to me.’ [PG]

1See Chatzikyriakidis & Kempson (2009) for arguments thatwieak PCC is not a robust con-
straint in these varieties and as such should not be atdtdota general syntactic property.

2There is another version of the constraint exhibited in Raiarain which case sequences of a
dative clitic and a 1st person accusative are licit whileuseges of a dative plus a 2nd person ac-
cusative are ungrammatical. Furthermore, no PCC restnistarise with postverbal singular clitics
but do however arise with postverbal plural clitics. SeegSau (2007, 2009) and Nevins & Savescu
(2008) for the relevant data.
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At first sight, the PCC seems puzzlingly to resist a prind@gntactic expla-
nation. Furthermore, the restriction cannot be derivechersemantic grounds that
such constructions are semantically rare, since in evaguage exhibiting the con-
straint, there is an equivalent syntactic constructionqaress the precluded PCC
combination, a fact noted in the literature as a repair (B@0®7, Rezac, 2008a
among others): in the grammatical examples shown belowntdlom SMG and
French, the dative clitic is replaced by a preposition plugng) form of the pro-
noun.

(10) Me sistisan sesena
meCL-ACC introducedto youACC
‘They introduced you to me.” [SMG]

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

The literature on the PCC is extensive and ranges from fomatiapproaches
like Haspelmath (2004), in which the PCC is taken to resolfinfrequent usage
of such constructions, to morphological accounts arguorgaf separate level of
morphology like Bonet (1991, 1994) and Heap (2005), or tefyuminimalist syn-
tactic accounts, in which the PCC is argued to derive fromegdrmechanisms of
the Probe/Agree system (Bejar & Rezac 2003, Anagnostopd@@63,2005, Rezac
2008a,b, Adger & Harbour 2007, Nevins 2007 and Micheliousl2009 among
others). Due to space limitations, we will not review anylodde papers here (see
Chatzikyriakidis & Kempson 2009 and Chatzikyriakidis 2D1i& what follows, we
present an alternative Dynamic Syntax (DS) account of the,€which all refer-
ence to features is replaced with notions of incrementaliy treegrowth, both of
which are central to the DS framework in which core syntawotitons such as short
and long distance dependencies, are defined in terms ofl{poafixed tree rela-
tions with requirements for subsequent update (these atiagatically indicated
with dashed line).

2 The Martins’ (2002) Observation and Latin Scrambling

In Martins (2002), a very interesting observation is mates drgued that clitic po-
sitioning can be seen as a reflection of word-order pattdras earlier system. For
example, clitic clustering in the Romance languages refkbet word order patterns
of the earlier Latin system. Cann & Kempson (2008) as well laatgkyriakidis &
Kempson (2009), concurring with the Martins observatien ggit a formal account
of this claim, arguing that clitics in Romance can be seenaddfied processing
strategies used in the earlier Latin system. According thhsn account, the set
of processing strategies used in Latin scrambling are thogerning the clitic sys-
tems of Romance languages. The framework in which this atdsformulated
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is Dynamic Syntax (Canet al. 2005), in which grammars of natural language
are defined in terms that directly reflect parsing in real tiseeinvolving context-
dependent incremental growth of semantic representatidrere these representa-
tions are formally defined in terms of predicate-argumese structures. The tree
structures are binary, with nodes labelled with a formuld &g type. There are
two basic types andt, following formal semantic notation, with predicate type
(e — t), transitive verlle — (e — t)), etc. All DPs project low type, hence type
terms rather than a higher type (see Kempsioal. 2001); and there is no type lift-
ing or composition of functions. The core of the syntax isresged in the concept
of tree growth, as in the mapping from an initial very partiak - the single-node
tree with just a decoration constituting a requirement ffarenula of propositional
type - onto a final tree in which this assigned goal is esthbtis The initial input
and one such final output is illustrated below for a pars€attllus Lesbia Amavit

(12)  Catullus Lesbia AmaviCatullus loved Lesbig

INITIAL STEP FINAL OUTPUT
Ty(t), & ~ Ty(t), (Amare (Lesbia’))(Catullus’),
(13) Catullus’,  Amare'(Lesbid’),
Ty(e) Ty(e —t)
/\
Lesbia’,  Amaré/,

Ty(e) Ty(e — (e = 1))

Formally, the concept of requiremenff for any X is critical: what drives the tree
growth, e.g above the requiremétity(¢), the requirement for a formula of type
t, is the imposition of requirements all of which have to be metny wellformed
output subject to an additional constraint that all infotimraprovided by the words
must be incrementally implemented in the growth processiénprovided order
given that there are no movement operations, no re-ordefitige string. Rather
syntactic operations are defined in terms of monotonic drmipartial trees: pro-
cessing is strictly incremental reflecting the word ordethaf string. The growth
process is defined by interaction betwemymputational actiongnd lexical ac-
tions, both defined in exactly the same tree-growth terms. ¢idne concept is that
of underspecification and update, with not only underspatitormulae (anaphoric
expressions projecting a place-holding metavariable @tarof typee updated by
substitution), but also underspecified tree relations.hSunderspecified tree rela-
tions involve the license to build unfixed nodes, which magitiger updated locally

3We illustrate the assumptions of the framework with Latircsi, in the Romance case, we have a
clear source language without clitics, out of which the @asiclitic-displaying Romance languages
subsequently developed.
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(matching A dependencies), or be updated with no such tgaastriction (long-
distance dependency). There are also linked adjunct ttkasjn general share
a term through encoded anaphoric devices (the burden oflagyvespronouns).
Latin, being a free word order language is assumed to makefumeh unfixed and
locally unfixed nodes as well as the incremental buildingldfKed (adjunct) struc-
tures. Both parsing and production make use of the same gg@fdree growth,
and these mechanisms are taken to be the core of the syntaturahlanguage
grammars.

The crucial point in these accounts for the purpose of thgep#s the actions
induced by parsing different kinds of case marking NPs. dtggied that case mark-
ing can be used in the following three senses: a) as constwase b) as output
filter case and c) as underspecified case. These three foroas®falong with the
use of the LINK strategy are argued by Cann & Kempson (2008)Gmatzikyri-
akidis & Kempson (2009) to be the four parsing strategiegassible for the Latin
scrambling system. Constructive case refers to a situatimre case marking pro-
vides unambiguous information as regards the NP’s stracpgasition in the tree
structure. Constructive case fixes the unfixed node’s addinesNP it is parsed on
(if parsed on an unfixed node) by updating the underspeciékdion of the un-
fixed node (the underspecified treenode address) to a fixatibre(fixed treenode
address). For example in the parsé.esbiam Catullus amaviCatullus loved Les-
bia’, Lesbiamis parsed on a locally unfixed node. The case markingesbiam
signalling an accusative direct object, updates the unficeld’s address by simply
providing it with the requisite fixed treenode address (argat daughter relation
indicated with(?y), functor relation with(t,), unfixed relations with Kleene * op-
erations over these, and the unrestrigted which captures the regular concept of
being dominated by):

(14) Parsind_esbiamin Lesbian Catullus amavit

Local*Adjunction Lesbiam Constructive case
Tn(0), ?Ty(t) > Tn(0),7Ty(t) Tn(0), ?Ty(t),
| | ‘
I I
, (1) Tn(0), (1) Tn(0),
(to)(11)Tn(0) T y( — 1) ?le(e — 1)
(e), Lesbia’ ,
Ty(e) (10)(11)T'n(0), Lesbia
(o) (11)Tn(0), & e o 2(t0)Ty(e 1

To)(11)Tn

Case can also act as an output filter, indeed this is the coieraf case, with
case specifications constraining update sites for an unfizdd without fixing that
treenode relation. For example, in the left-peripheralstaction of (15), the left
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dislocatedstercilinumis parsed as decorating an unfixed node, with the lexicayentr
projecting the specification(1,)7'y(e — t) along with type and formula values.
This specification ensures that the NP must end up on an argahmede (0 node)
immediately dominated by a node carrying a predicate types(¢). What this
means is that the NP must be parsed as projecting a direatphje matter how
deeply embedded that node will turn out to be:

(15) Stercilinum magnumstude ut habeas
dunghillacc big ensure.2G thathave. %G
‘Ensure that you have a large dunghill.’

(16) Parsingstercilinum magnum stude ut habéas

Tn(0), ?Ty(t)

Fo(stercilgnam ), Fo(Vir,),
Ty

*{to)Ty(e - ) Tvle2d)

(€)
/Wudere' (@)(y)),

"Ty(t) Ty(e — (e — 1))
Fo(Vy,) MTy(e — 1),

e . ?T%(e)’Fo()\x.)\y.Habere'(x)(y))

The last type is the underspecified case. This type of casaldeito fix or even
restrict the potential fixing sites of an unfixed node. Latuiter nouns (4th declen-
sion) illustrate this well, being highly syncretized in itheingular forms with one
form covering accusative, dative and ablative. Given thiesetism, and assuming
that all three constitute a single lexical entry, this ersinpuld encode this under-
specification to match the syncretism. In other words theptata approach to such
Latin forms as discrete homonyms is false, a misleading gregiaal heuristic. In
order to do that, we take this type of case not to provide amatginformation
with respect to treenode addresses or output node filterthasoas below, when
cornuis parsed on a locally unfixed node there is no structural tgpda

(17) Parsingcornu

4y, is a metavariable constrained to be identified as the helger,a metavariable to be
identified as the speaker.
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Local*Adjunction Cornu

Tn(0),?Ty(t) +— Tn(0),?Ty(t)
| \
\ \
(1)7n(0) s
|
Ty(e), Ty(e), Fo(cornu’)
(to)(11)T'n(0), ¢ (to)(11)T'n(0), ¢

The fourth parsing strategy used in Latin scrambling do¢gwolve the projection
of unfixed nodes but rather induces pairs of separate treesl_ iNKed trees, for
some types of LINK transition imposing the requirement oharsed term. This
strategy is used to encode relative clause construalsaiged subjects, and other
related structures. In the case of topicalized subjecesstibject is parsed on a
partial tree containing only a tygEnode which is LINKed to a typerequiring tree,
with an imposed requirement for a copy of that formula witthie main tree. Such
a requirement is not however always a necessary conditr@ufth adjoined stress.
For example, so-called ethical datives may involve an NP ithanterpreted only
very loosely with respect to the main proposition to whidks &djoined, expressing
a number of weak relations to this proposition ranging frdfimigdy to anger and
irony. It is this weak relation that Cann & Kempson (2008) &thtzikyriakidis
& Kempson (2009) encode as a LINK relation lacking any regumient of the NP’s
formula value in the main tree:

(18) quid tibi Celsiusagit?
whatyouDAT Celsiusdoes
‘How, pray, is Celsius?’

<L>Th
Ty(e)

FO(VHT’/), Tn(0),Ty(t)

?73x.Fo(X) e 7\
~~ Fo(Celsius')

Ty(e) Ty(e — t)

e N fZ}(Sj) Ty(e — (e — 1))

o Folhedy.Agere (z)(y))

In the above structure, the ethical dative is parsed on a L$NHcture analo-
gous to HTLD elements (note its tree-node identifief7'n(0)), lacking only the
requirement for a copy of the term in the main tree.
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3 The PCC as a Restriction on Underspecification

Following through on this proposal, Cann & Kempson (200&) @hatzikyriakidis

& Kempson (2009) argue that Romance clitics encode one oaftheementioned
four strategies existing in the Latin scrambling system.nd{sgncretized clitics,
for example 3rd accusative clitic Spanishare assumed to match the constructive
case strategy (following Bouzouita (2008a,b). Hence, 3nd@n accusative cli-
tics project fixed structure (as indeed in most Greek vasjamdatives and 1st/2nd
person clitics however are assumed to be structurally speeified, 1st/2nd per-
son accusative clitics by virtue of being case syncretizedr@as non syncretized
dative clitic forms likele by virtue of the dative being structurally underspecified
as regards its construal (argumental, benefactive-ndieéa possessor, ethical da-
tives among its various functions). That is, dative and2tst/person clitics project
a locally unfixed node without output filter, matching in effé¢he underspecified
case of the Latin system. The proposed specifications foniSpaliticsmelte, le
andlo in Spanish taken from Chatzikyriakidis & Kempson (2009)sttewn below:

(19) Lexical entry fomédte

IF Ty(t), Tn(a)
THEN IF 7 Ty(x)|
Mood(Imp)

THEN make((}1)); go((J1));
make((}0)); go((}o));
put((To) (17)Tn(a));
Ty(e), Fo(Usy /my), 73X Fo(X)
73X Tn(X)); gofirst(?Ty(t))
ELSE abort
ELSE abort

(20) Lexical entry forle

IF Ty(t), Tn(a)
THEN IF  [1}]7Ty(2)]
Mood(Imp)

THEN  make({11)); go((I1));
make((}0)); g8o((}o));
put (o) (1) T (a);
Ty(e), Fo(Uy,), ?3X.Fo(X)
73X Tn(X)); gofirst(?Ty(t))
ELSE abort
ELSE abort
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(22) Lexical entry folo

IF Ty(t)
THEN IF  [|1]7Ty(2)|
Mood(Imp)

THEN  make( (1)) go((11));
make((Jo)); go({{0))
put(Ty(e), Fo(U,), ?3x.Fo(x));
gofirst(?Ty(t))

ELSE abort

ELSE abort
Given these lexical entries, the PCC follows directly viaaedawired treegrowth

constraint which prohibits the projection of two unfixed Bedf the same type.
Given that each node is uniquely identified via its treenodidress, the system
does not allow two nodes with the same underspecified treeaddress, since
these two will collapse into one node via treenode idenfitys constraint, the “one
unfixed node at a time” constraint, is a general restrictiortiree-growth that will
straightforwardly predict the PCC facts in the followingmnar: given that dative
and 1st/2nd person clitics project locally unfixed nodes, @mbination of the
aforementioned clitics will be absolutely ruled out by tlumstraint just sketched.
For example, in parsinme te we end up with one locally unfixed node (since the
two locally unfixed nodes will collapse into being the samedajacarrying both a
metavariable with &p’ restriction as well as a metavariable witlHd restriction.
Update of one of the two metavariables will not update theio#nd vice versa.
The process of parsinge teis shown below:

(22) Parsingne te

Parsing me Parsing me te
Tn(a),...7Ty(t), > Tn(a),...7Ty(t),
I I
| |
| |
(11)Tn(a),?Ty(x) (11)T'n(a),?Ty(X)
(To)(11)T'n(a), (T0)(11)T'n(a),
Ty(e)vFO(USp’) Ty(e)7F0(USp’)7F0(UHT’)
73x.Fo(x), ?73x.T'n(x). ?3x.Fo(x), ?73x.Tn(x).

Such an account will not exclude cases where one of the<liia pair is a
strong pronoun. This is because, under standard DS assunmskempsoret al.
2001 and Canet al. 2005 among others), strong pronouns will involve a tgpe
trigger, and be parsed either in a fixed treenode positioase the verb has already
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been parsed or on an unfixed node in case they are preverb&vdn in the latter
case the “no more than one unfixed node at a time” constraimiti®perative in
the presence of a clitic parsed on a locally unfixed node,usscthe two unfixed
nodes will have distinct treenode addresses, i.e. one hming regular unfixed
node specified a§*)T'n(a) whereas the other on a locally unfixed node specified
as(1o)(17)Tn(a). Inthat sense the restriction will be relevant only to nodgihk the
same underspecified address and not to those defined acrogstarally distinct
unfixed relation.

The account proposed by Cann & Kempson (2008) and Chatalkgis &
Kempson (2009) is intriguing in that the PCC derives from ay\general prin-
ciple of the tree-growth system. However, Greek might seeshlpmatic for such
an account since no syncretism is found in 1st/2nd persdos;liat least in the
singular. The solution to this problem proposed by Chatzikydis & Kempson
(2009) (see also Chatzikyriakidis 2009b for a similar andiZikyriakidis 2009a
for a different approach) is based on the assumption th&tridperson accusative
clitics are also underspecified but, unlike in the analod®oimance cases, the sin-
gular 1st/2nd person accusative clitics carry a filter timy onposes the fixing site
of the unfixed node as a direct object without any potentiairfonediate update:

(23) Lexical entry for 1st/2nd person accusative cliticSMG

IF Ty(t), Tn(a)
THEN IF 7Ty ()]
Mood(Imp)

THEN make((7)); go((11));
make((lo)); go((}o));
put((to) (1) n(a);
Ty(e), Fo(Usy /mr ), 73X.Fo(X)
73x.Tn(x), ?(1o) (Ty(e — 1))): gofirst(?Ty(t))
ELSE abort
ELSE abort
The fact that of the clitics of SMG that are associated wittuting an unfixed
node, it is only 1st/2nd person accusative clitics that @ona filter on output de-
termining some case specification, though a stipulatiobuttressed by the full
paradigm of 1st/2nd person clitics. Though singular 1stf2erson clitics are non-
syncretic, their plural counterparts are syncretized wagpect to casar(aslrL,
sas2pPL), so the non-syncretism which we have taken to be definitiamutput-
filter specification is in contrast to 3rd person clitics theg non-syncretic across
the board. If a unitary analysis of 1st/2nd person clitic&neek is to be provided,
there are then two choices, either to encode plural cligsrajecting fixed nodes,
or to encode singular clitics as projecting unfixed nodegpitiegheir non-syncretic
forms. The first option is clearly on the wrong track, sinogilt predict that plural
1st/2nd person clitics can only be interpreted as eithectlor indirect objects but
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not both. On the other hand, the second option can be nateratioded given the
analysis just proposed, i.e. assuming that 1st/2nd perscusative clitics, even
though unfixed, can be defined as projecting a case-filter tpubwhile neverthe-
less not incrementally fixing the structural relation. AdgeHarbour (2007) also
explain syncretism in the Greek case by referring to thesyreretic plural forms,
albeit with different argumentation (see Adger & Harbou®2@or the relevant
argumentation).

3.1 Pontic Greek Person Restrictions

Vindication that at least the strong PCC effects are grodndehis tree-growth
constraint comes from Pontic Greek (PG), a dialect whichlldie’s any combina-
tions of 3rd person clitics, a fact that has not been notiefdre in the literaturé:

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

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

PG is syncretic across the board in the sense that all ctiosappear as either
direct or indirect objects. Recall that the illicit 3rd penscombinations would be
a major challenge to feature oriented explanations (BejRe&ac 2003, Anagnos-
topoulou 2003,2005, Rezac 2008a, Nevins 2007 and Adger &atar2007 and
Michelioudakis 2009), since it is very hard to see how suatstroictions would be
precluded in clitic systems where a person/participatti@ueature is taken to be
the culprit behind person restrictions. Assuming an amalysclitics in PG where
these project locally unfixed nodes, the above facts arghtfarwardly captured.

A further intriguing fact is that PG seems to exhibit the werakersion of the
constraint at least for some speakers with clusters of aldstgp2nd person clitic
or vice versa being licit’:

(26) Bjikse/efeknisem ese(n)
showed.3G  mecCL youcCL
‘S/He/lt showed you to me.

(27) Bjikse/eeknises eme(n)
showed.3G  youcCL mecCL
‘S/He/lt showed me to you.

SDrettas (1997) presents a table with the possible clitistels excluding 3rd person clitic clus-
ters, but examples where 3rd person clitic are judged asaomgatical are not provided.
8Similar constructions are reported in Michelioudakis &a@idou (2010) for Romeyka Pontic.

134



So, how are cases like this going to fit within the account psepl? It seems
that a wholly natural explanation arises within the accakstched by taking a
closer look at the PG data. The 1st/2nd person clitic fornedl irsthe above cluster
constructionsrfi/g can only be used in cluster constructions (contrary to thero
three clitic forms, i.e.me,em,eme(n)/se,es,eseém@/you’ that can appear only in
single clitic constructions), where they are interpretedhdirect objects:

(28) Ebeknise m ese(n)
showed.3G mecCL youCL
‘S/He/lt showed you to me.

(29) *Edeknise melem/eme(ngse(n)
showed.3G mecCL you.CL
‘S/He/lt showed you to me.’

30) *Entoke m

(
gave.3GmecL
‘S/He/lt hit me.’

(31) *Edeke m avuto to vivlio
gave.3G mecL thisacc theAcc bookacc
‘S/He/lt gave me this book.

As aleady said, forms m/s are always interpreted as indokicts. But if
this is true, then they are not underspecified anymore, astdias do not project
a locally unfixed node. The consequence is that a clusteacong one of these
formsm/swill not be subject to the “one unfixed node at a time constfagince
only one locally unfixed node will exist after parsing a ctrdtke the one in (26).
In effect, clusters like these are parsed as involving onglsientry (analogous to
the documented Spanisielg see Cann & Kempson 2008), where tinésforms
first fix their position in the indirect object node and theetllitic projects an
unfixed node:
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(32) Lexical enty for mes(n) ‘to meyou’

IF Ty(t)
THEN IF  (I1)Ty()

THEN  make((}1)); go((11));
make((11)); g0({}1));
make((lo)); go((1o));
put(T'y(e), Fo(Usy), 73x.Fo(x)); go first(TTy(t));
make((15)); go((}
make({lo)); go({}
put((1o) (11)T
gofirst(?T

ELSE abort

ELSE abot

Thus,the peculiarcharacterisics of PGin allowing clugersof a 14 plusa 2nd
personclitics andvice versy, but disallowing 3rd personclitic clustersaltogeter,
receives a straightfaward explanaion underthe accountpropogd. This succes
provides strong confirmation of the proposedstyle of explanation— in tems of
calcified processs of tree growth, for its sucessis in striking contrast to mini-
mali st PCC aacouns which, in being setup with features covering only the data
previously obsened, would exclude the new PG datathat we have preserted al-
together. However the significanceof this reault strechesfurther thanthis, asit
is theidiosyncraciesof clitic placementatathat have led to proposaldor a mor-
phology component(or sub-component) over and above that of either phonology
or syntax within which specift vocaulary canbe setup to descibe featuresand
feature-gecific constraintson the one hand(Anagnostopoulo2003,2005Adger
& Harbour2007,Nevins 2007amongotherg or clitic templatesandclitic-template
congraints onthe other(Bonet1991,1994,Cuewno 2002,Heap2005 andMonadh-
ed 2005amongothers). Giventhe succes of the currentaccount stemming asit
doesfromaprinciple of tree growth thatisitself the coreof processng in red time,
the neal for any such expanson of the theoretcd vocalularyis unwarranted. More
generdl, this resuts strongly suggestshatthereis rich potertial to be gained by
shifting to a characterisatiorof natural-languaggrammarsin temms of the dynam
ics underpnning on-line processg.

)i
0));
>( n)(a), y(e), Fo(Viy), 73x.Fo(x), go({T0)(11)));
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