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When object clitics or object agreement affixes co-occur, languages may show person restrictions:
e.g. when indirect object (10) and direct object (DO) clitics co-occur in Greek, the DO can not be
Ist or 2nd person, so a strong pronoun DO is used instead in that case (Anagnostopoulou 2003):

(1) a.*Thatu se  stilune b. Tha tu stilune esena
FUT 3M.GEN 2.AcC send.3pPL FUT 3M.GEN send.3PL you.AcC
‘They will send you to him.’ ‘They will send you to him.’

Early analyses tied such restrictions directly to the affix/clitic status of the 10 and DO (Perlmutter
1970; Bonet 1991; i.a.), but later their PF status came to be seen as a reflection of their special
syntactic status (Anagnostopoulou 2003; Béjar and Reza¢ 2003; i.a.). More recently, Deal (2023)
argues for a complete dissociation between the syntax and the PF status of the restricted elements.
I establish via a broad typological survey that variation in the PF status of 10 and DO correlates
with both the presence and type of person restrictions, which is an issue for analyses that model
variation solely via parameterizing the Agree operation (e.g. Deal 2023). I show that, in contrast,
these correlations fall out naturally from a pronoun-type driven approach to person restrictions.
Variation in restrictions. Person restrictions vary in which person combinations are banned:
Greek has a strong restriction (S), where DO clitics must be 3P next to 10 clitics, but weaker re-
strictions also exist. In (2), colored cells are combinations banned by a specific person restriction.
10 Weak restrictions (W) ban 1/2P DOs if 10 is 3P (Bonet 1991),
1P 2p 3p descending restrictions (D) additionally ban 1P DOs if 10 is 2P,
and me-first restrictions (M) ban only 1P DOs (Nevins 2007).
I will focus on the split between restrictions where DO must be
3P (STRONG) and those where DO can be 1P or 2P (WEAKER),
as it is this split that correlates with the PF status of 10 and DO.
Status of 10/DO elements. I call elements that encode person outside free-standing pronouns
bound person markers (BPMs). Although their morpho-syntactic status is a highly debated topic
(Nevins 2011; Baker and Kramer 2018; Yuan 2018; i.a.), a sub-division of BPMs based on fairly
coarse criteria already reveals clear correlations between BPM type and person restriction type.
The relevant BPM types (defined more precisely in the talk) are: Triple agreement (S+0+0):
up to three BPMs of equal morphological status affixed on verbs, can cross-reference up to three
arguments, and can co-occur with any type of argument (e.g. Kiowa [Kiowa-Tanoan], Monumbo
[Torricelli], Manam [Austronesian]); Double agreement (S+0+0): like the previous type, but
only up to two BPMs marked on verbs with one object cross-referenced (e.g. Tzotzil [Mayan],
Maasai [Nilotic], Khanty [Uralic]); Clitic objects (0+0 CL): BPMs morphologically distinct
from subject agreement (potentially with a distinct host and/or case inflection), in complementary
distribution with all free-standing objects or a subset of them based on referential properties;
1.e. clitic doubling (e.g. O’odham [Uto-Aztecan], Barain [Chadic], Ossetic [Indo-Iranian]); and
Weak objects (0+0 WK): BPMs adjacent to a prosodic word, but with no or relaxed requirements
on the category or position of the host word (e.g. Limbum [Bantoid], Swiss German, Polish).
The generalizations identified by the typological survey (120 data points from 26 families
and 3 isolates) are summarized in (3): (G1) no language with triple agreement has a WEAKER
restriction, no language with weak objects has a STRONG restriction, and clitic objects
must yield person restrictions—with one exception (Ariellese [Romance]), which I argue is due
to a richer clausal structure (two vPs; D’ Alessandro and Roberts 2010; cf. the analysis below).

S+0+0 S+0+¢ 0+0 CL 0+0 WK Total
3) STRONG | 12 (80.00%) | 21 (39.62%) | 22 (56.41%) | O (0.00%) | 55 (45.83%)

WEAKER 4 (155%) | 16 (41.03%) | 7 (53.85%) | 27 (22.50%)
norest. | 3 (20.00%) | 28 (52.83%) IEIN@BEM 6 (46.15%) | 38 (31.67%)
Parameterized Agree overgenerates. Most current analyses of person restrictions invoke Agree

(Chomsky 2000) between one functional verbal head (v) and two objects, where 10 intervenes
between v’s person probe and DO, preventing either the licensing of person features of the DO

DO

2) 1p

2p




(Béjar and Reza¢ 2003) or the satisfaction of the probe’s requirements (Nevins 2007). Variation
is then modeled by parameterizing which person values of 10 and DO are acceptable multiple
goals (Anagnostopoulou 2005; Nevins 2007; Deal 2023; i.a.). With this approach, correlations
between BPM type and restriction strength must be viewed as coincidental: parameterization is
limited to the Agree operation, to which the status of BPMs at PF is invisible, as it sees only the
¢-features of the goals. The parameter must be set the same when the same restriction arises
across distinct BPM types, and it must be set differently when different restrictions are attested
with the same BPM type (cf. (3)). Even if Agree could see the outcome of its application at PF, it
is unclear what insight we would gain from making it selectively sensitive to PF information.
Proposal. The idea that the amount of structure in a BPM [imits its PF realization (cf. Cardinaletti
and Starke 1994), can be combined with the idea that this same factor also determines if a BPM’s
person features ([7]) are (un)valued (Stegovec 2019, 2020): full extended projections (DPs)
can have valued [iz], while BPMs with smaller structures lack a person value ([i7:_]), and must
receive it derivationally from a phase head like v ([u7m:val]; cf. Kratzer 2009). Person restrictions
then arise because an intervening 10 blocks valuation of the DO’s [i7], forcing it to get a default
3P value. A person restriction will not arise only when: (i) BPMs have an unvalued [ur] (true
agreement), or (ii) BPMs are DPs that are only prosodically deficient (some weak pronouns).

In contrast, any intermediate level of BPM deficiency will yield either a STRONG or a WEAKER
restriction, where the strength of the restriction depends on the configuration in which BPMs
get a [7r] value from v, rather than Agree parameterization: STRONG restrictions arise with
in-situ valuation and intervention: (4a), while WEAKER restrictions arise with valuation-driven
movement of BPMs to SpecvP and the bleeding relationship between individual valuations: (4b),
so that DO cannot be more specified than 10 (different WEAKER restrictions seen in (2) then arise
from differences in the distribution of person sub-features; cf. Stegovec 2019: Ch. 4 & 6).

4 a [wv [10 [DO .1l b. 10 [pDO [y v [...]0
[um:val] [im:1/2] [im: ]= 3P [im:1/2] [im:2/1] [um:val]
- T ____= = 00T

The key here is that valuation in SpecvP requires a richer internal structure of pronouns (Stegovec
2020), which is why this analysis can be used to explain the typological gaps identified above.
Different internal structures map to a BPM’s status at PF in this approach as illustrated in (5).

S+0+0 strong pronouns Only (P'feature bundles can
—N—

be true agreement ([urn]),

(5) ‘ P DP and structured BPMs can
umw:__ 1T :: .

{ u#__ ] i#:val } iz 1 [i#vall [im_]  [i#val] . [izeval] ... only be p ronouns‘([m]). In

—_— — ternal structure is needed

no restr. STRONG WEAKER no restr. fOI' BPMSs tO be XPS and

only full DPs can be strong pronouns. Outside of true agreement and full DPs, BPMs must all
have unvalued [i7] and thus yield person restrictions: STRONG with unstructured BPMs, WEAKER
with structured BPMs. Different restrictions can arise with the same BPM type, and conversely the
same restriction can arise with different BPM types due to limited possible syntax-PF mismatches:
a structure may appear “reduced” at PF, but not “enlarged”. The typological gaps (G1-G3) arise
because: (i) agreement affixes only realize ¢-bundles with unvalued [ur] or [i7] (derives G1),
(ii) clitic objects always have unvalued [i7] , and may have internal structure only
as complex heads, and (iii) weak objects must be XPs; elther reduced or full DPs

More BPM types. | argue that double agreement (S+0+@) is not a homogeneous class. Flrst
lack of DO cross-referencing can mean a DO-BPM is either truly absent (no restriction) or just
unexponed (restriction); in line with Deal’s (2023) finding that lack of exponence in BPMs does
not correlate with the absence of restrictions. Second, the BPMs may be affixes or clitics, calling
for a more precise definition of the affix/clitic distinction, based not only on morphological
properties but also on subtle differences in complementary distribution between BPMs and
corresponding DPs, compatible with the proposed fine-grained approach to pronoun typology.
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