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Abstract

This paper compares two different ways that natural languages  have to deal with personal arguments. In "animacy-based" systems (exemplified here by Plains Cree) the transitive verb morphology is sensitive to the relative prominence of the external and internal arguments on an animacy hierarchy, and furthermore, the verb agrees in person with the most animate argument.  In languages like Italian,  instead, the relative animacy status of the external and internal arguments does not affect the transitive verb morphology, and the finite verb  agrees with the syntactically highest argument  in the clause  (subject agreement).  It is argued, first, that the animacy hierarchy is also relevant to the syntax of an apparently "non animacy-based" language like Italian; second, that the animacy hierarchy is implemented as a field of functional heads which specifically check the person features of the verb’s arguments; third, that the difference between the two systems depends on the recursion of the person-checking field in languages like Italian, versus the projection of a single person-checking field in languages like Plains Cree. 
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1. Introduction

In this paper I compare two  different ways that natural languages  have to deal with the syntax of personal arguments, focussing on two representative examples.

 Consider first a language like Italian. Here the finite verb shows consistent person agreement with the syntactically highest argument in the clause, the subject;
 subject agreement  is morphologically realized in the most external suffix on the verb. Pronominal direct and indirect objects are instead cliticized to the verb, as shown in (1).

(1)
a. Io lo vedo.


1sg 3sg-cl see-1sg

'I see him.'


b. Lui mi vede.


3sg 1sg-cl see-3sg


'He sees me.'

Plains Cree (Algonquian), instead, displays a so called  inverse system, with two characteristic features. First, the verb (in the Independent Order of the Transitive Animate paradigm) shows person agreement with the argument that is most prominent on the language-specific animacy hierarchy (2nd person > 1st person > 3rd proximate > 3rd obviative),
 irrespective of whether it is the external or an internal argument;  this "hierarchical agreement"  (DeLancey, 2002) is realized as a prefix on the verb.  Second, a direct or inverse theme sign – realized as as affix – identifies the agreed-with argument as, respectively, the external or internal argument  (cf. a.o. Aissen, 1997; deLancey, 1981; 2002; Klaiman, 1992). 

The working of the Plains Cree inverse system is exemplified by the two verb forms in (2): they are identical except for the theme sign, which is direct in (2a) and inverse in (2b); in both cases, the verbal prefix shows  person agreement with the most animate argument, which is first person.
 But the interpretation of the two forms is different: in (2a) the first person argument is the external argument, in (2b) it is the internal argument.

(2) 
a. ni-wa·pam-a·-na·n


(1-ea, 3-ia, direct)


    1-see-direct-1pl 




‘We(excl.) see him.’


b. ni-wa·pam-iko-na·n


(3-ea, 1-ia, inverse)


   1-see-inverse-1pl




‘He sees us(excl.)’ 

(from Aissen, 1997: 707-8)
This very different syntactic organization has led some typologists to draw an irreducible divide between two language types. For instance, Klaiman  (1992: 249-251) suggests that "inverse languages"  like Plains Cree are sensitive to prominence relations based on ontological salience, whereas "non-inverse languages"  like Italian are based on prominence relations of a different, non-ontological type.  

The very existence of animacy-based systems is a challenge for the theory of Universal Grammar  endorsed in the GB/Minimalist framework. Recently, various proposals have been advanced to subsume animacy-based syntax under the general approach.
 These analyses assimilate inverse systems and hierarchical agreement  to the standard clausal architecture and checking mechanisms that were initially designed to account for languages like Italian or English,  and attribute  an essential role to the heads T and v. 

Here I will pursue a different line of attack: I will argue that the animacy hierarchy is also relevant to the syntax of an apparently "non-animacy based" language
  like Italian. However, I will implement the animacy hierarchy in the functional structure of the clause. The difference between the two language types will be characterized in terms of a syntactic parameter which regulates the projection of this portion of the functional structure.

The paper is organized as follows. In § 2 I review the basic features of the animacy hierarchy. In § 3 I argue that the well known Person-Case Constraint on the cliticization of direct and indirect objects in Italian is an animacy hierarchy effect. In § 4, I analyze cliticization as the manifestation of a licensing relation between an argument and a functional head, and I formulate the Person Licensing Requirement. I propose a structural implementation of the animacy hierarchy in Italian as a system of person- licensing functional heads, and I analyze the relevant  cliticization patterns in terms of locality effects.  In § 5 I discuss the Person Licensing Requirement from a theoretical viewpoint.

In § 6 I turn to Plains Cree: I describe in more detail its inverse system and I briefly discuss some previous syntactic approaches to inverse systems and hierarchical agreement. In § 7 I propose and justify a syntactic parameter that derives the observed differences between Italian and Plains Cree. Finally, § 8 contains the conclusions.

2. The animacy hierarchy

The animacy hierarchy (also referred to as  referential or person hierarchy) ranks nominal arguments along a scale, depending on a number of intrinsic features, most notably person, animacy, proximity to the speaker, and number. The concept of animacy hierarchy was originally formulated in Silverstein (1976).  Klaiman (1992: 235-237) conceives of it as a scale of ontological salience; Givón (1994) and Jelinek (2000) (a.o.),  as a scale of inherent topic worthiness; Jelinek and Demers (1983) and Dixon (1994) (a.o.), as a scale of "potentiality of agency" (i.e., likelihood of functioning as a transitive agent); DeLancey (2002) highlights the central role of person features and defends the fundamentally deictic nature of direction marking in inverse systems.

Importantly, there isn’t just one universally fixed animacy hierarchy: different  languages  make slightly different options. One aspect of the hierarchy seems to be universal: the relative ranking of the Speech Act Participants (first and second person) above third person. On the other hand, the relative ranking between the two Speech Act Participants is subject to crosslinguistic variation (for relevant discussion see Aissen, 1997; DeLancey, 1981; 2002.) Further distinctions within the third person category (e.g. animate vs. inanimate, proximate vs. obviative) are also language-specific. As one anonymous reviewer points out, animacy hierarchy effects could actually result from the interaction of different subhierarchies. In the following discussion I will specifically focus on the ranking of person features (first, second vs. third person).

All animacy-based systems are sensitive to the relative animacy status of the external and internal arguments in transitive clauses. In "classic" inverse systems, the unmarked transitive clause type is the direct voice, in which the external argument has a higher animacy status than the internal argument; the reverse configuration, called inverse voice, is the marked clause type (deLancey, 2002). In other animacy-based systems, when the internal argument has a higher animacy status than the external argument, the clause is necessarily passivized (cf. e.g. Jelinek and Demers, 1983; Nichols, 2001; see also § 6.2.2).
 The irreducible fact is that animacy-based systems involve some morphosyntactic phenomenon that is sensitive to the features of both the external and the internal arguments.

3.  Evidence  for the animacy hierarchy in Italian: the Person-Case Constraint
Contrary to the above mentioned typological view, it can be shown that an animacy hierarchy is active also in the syntax of a language like Italian. Relevant evidence comes from the cliticization patterns of direct and indirect objects. The phenomenon is not peculiar to Italian, but is actually found in a variety of languages: the reader is referred to Bonet (1991; 1994) and Anagnostopoulou (2003) for thorough discussion. My discussion here will be limited to Italian and will only aim at establishing the point that Italian has animacy hierarchy effects in the interaction of two arguments, the direct and the indirect object.

My starting point is the empirical generalization which Bonet (1994) dubbed the "Person-Case Constraint":

(3)
Person-Case Constraint (Bonet 1991: ch. 4; 1994): If DAT then ACC-3rd.

This constraint excludes the following clitic combinations:

(a) a third person Dative clitic co-occurring with a first or second person Accusative clitic, in either order:

 (4)
a.   * Mi gli ha affidato. 


(* 1-ACC, 3-DAT)



1sg 3sg has entrusted


b. * Gli  mi  ha affidato.
(* 3-DAT, 1-ACC)



3sg 1sg has entrusted



'He entrusted me to him.' 


c. * Ti  gli ha affidato.
(* 2-ACC, 3-DAT)



2g 3sg has entrusted


d. * Gli  ti ha affidato.
(* 3-DAT, 2-ACC)



3sg 2sg has entrusted



'He entrusted you to him.'

(b)
a first or second person Dative clitic co-occurring with a first or second person Accusative clitic, in either order:

(5)
a. * Mi ti ha affidato.
(* 1-DAT, 2-ACC or *2-DAT, 1-ACC)



1sg 2sg has entrusted


b. * Ti mi ha affidato. 
(* 1-DAT, 2-ACC or * 2-DAT, 1-ACC)



2g 1sg has entrusted



'He entrusted me to you/you to me.'

The only possible clitic combinations involve a third person Accusative clitic preceded by a Dative clitic of any person, as in (6):

 (6)
a. Me lo ha affidato.
(√ 1-DAT, 3-ACC)



1sg 3sg has entrusted



'He entrusted him to me.'

b. Te lo ha affidato.
(√ 2-DAT, 3-ACC)



2sg 3sg has entrusted



'He entrusted him to you.'

c. Glielo ha affidato.
(√ 3-DAT, 3-ACC)



3sg 3sg has entrusted



'He entrusted him to him.'
The situation is summarized in Table 1. (I depart from Bonet's terminology in adopting the labels direct and indirect object rather than the Case labels Dative and Accusative object.)

***INSERT TABLE 1 HERE ***

There are three important points to be stressed in connection with the PCC. Cross-linguistically, the PCC holds for agreement morphemes and  clitic or weak pronominal arguments, but not for tonic pronouns (I will return to the status of these in § 4.5). In Italian, it only affects the co-occurrence of two clitics.

Second, the PCC only holds when the two clitics realize two distinct arguments of the verb: inherent reflexive clitics (7a) and ethical Dative clitics (7b) are not sensitive to it:

 (7) 
a. Mi/gli 
ti 
sei rivelato



1sg/3sg-dat
2sg
are-2sg revealed-m.sg. 



'You revealed yourself to me/to him.'


b. Figlio, 
chi 
me 
t'
ha morto?
(Jacopone da Todi, Laude XCIII)
 
     Son
who 
1sg 
2sg
has killed
 

'Son, who killed you?'   
Third, Bonet (1991: 179 ff.; 1994: 40-41) notes considerable idiolectal variation concerning the co-occurrence of a first and a second person clitic. As for Italian, some speakers accept (5a) (whereas all reject (5b) 
). The nature of this variation is unclear, but the important point is that the status of (5a) contrasts with the general unacceptability of (4) and the equally general acceptability of (6). Therefore, I will split the PCC into two separate constraints (cf. Bonet 1991: 181): 

(8)
A first/second person DO clitic cannot co-occur with a third person IO clitic. 

This constraint is universal and rules out the co-occurrences in (4).

(9)
A first/second person DO clitic cannot co-occur with a first/second person IO clitic. 

(9) rules out the co-occurrences in (5), and it is subject to (idiolectal) variation.

Note now that (8) can be formulated as an animacy-based constraint.
 Recall that animacy-based systems are sensitive to the relative animacy status of the external and internal arguments. (8) is instead sensitive to the relative animacy status of two internal arguments. Suppose that Italian has at least a minimal animacy hierarchy which ranks first and second person above third person. The constraint (8) rules out a DO clitic co-occurring with an IO clitic that has a lower degree of  animacy, as in (4). The DO clitic can instead co-occur with an equally ranked IO clitic (6c) or with a higher ranked IO clitic (6a-b). The effects of (8) can then be recast in the following way:

(10)
Animacy hierarchy in Italian: first, second person > third person 

(11)
The DO cannot outrank the IO on the animacy hierarchy.

On the other hand, the constraint in (9) cannot be straightforwardly reduced to (10)-(11) by imposing a further ranking between first and second person. The reason is that those speakers who  reject the clitic combination in (5a) reject it under either of the possible interpretations (i.e., irrespective of whether the  first and second person arguments are the IO and DO or vice versa); conversely, those speakers who accept (5a) tend to allow either interpretation for it. I will return to this point in § 4.4 below.

Note however that the variable status of (5a) is consistent with the typological generalization  mentioned in § 2: among animacy-based systems, there is no universal ranking of the two Speech Act participants relative to one another; they can be equally ranked, or they can be ranked in either way, whereas the relative ranking of first and second person above third person is universally valid (see DeLancey, 2002: § 1.3.1).
 

Though this discussion of PCC effects is far from exhaustive, it allows us to draw an important conclusion: even in a language like Italian we can observe the effects of an animacy hierarchy, which, in particular, ranks the Speech Act Participants above third person.  However, an important difference remains to be accounted for: in Italian - contrary to classic animacy-based systems like the Plains Cree one -  the external argument shows no interaction with the internal arguments with respect to animacy hierarchy effects. For instance, a third person subject can co-occur with a first or second person object (compare (12a) to (4)), and a first or second person subject can co-occur with a first or second person object (12b) even for those speakers that reject the co-occurrence in (5). The same holds in the Northern Italian dialect of Loreo (Rovigo), which has both subject and object clitic pronouns, as shown in (13) (C. Poletto, p.c.):

(12)
a. (Lui) 
ha invitato 
me/te
(3-SU, 1/2-DO) 


(3sg) 
has-3.sg invited
me/you   



'He invited me/you.'


b. (Io)
ho invitato
te. 
(1-SU, 2-DO)


(1sg)
have-1sg invited
you




'I invited you.'

(13)
a. Lu 
el 
me 
ga invidà.
(dialect of Loreo)


3sg 
3sg-cl
1sg-cl

has-3.sg invited




b. Mi (a) 
te 
go invidà.


1sg     (cl)
2sg-cl
have-1sg invited
To summarize, Italian direct and indirect object clitics interact in a way that is strongly reminiscent of animacy hierarchy effects. This suggests that the animacy hierarchy is also relevant to the syntax of a "non- animacy-based" language like Italian. This hypothesis immediately raises three questions:

(i) How is the animacy hierarchy syntactically implemented?

(ii) Why do animacy hierarchy effects only arise in the interaction between two internal arguments in Italian, but not between the external and internal arguments, contrary to Plains Cree?

(iii) How can we derive the difference between hierarchical agreement in Plains Cree and subject agreement in Italian? 

4. The syntax of person licensing in Italian
4.1. The obligatoriness of cliticization

As a first step towards answering these questions, I wish to propose a particular conception of the cliticization of direct and indirect objects in Italian as an instance of licensing of person features. 
Consider the distribution of pronominal forms in Italian.
 The unmarked realization of pronominal direct objects is by means of a clitic, as in (14a) and (15a), and clitic doubling is at least possible in colloquial and substandard registers, as shown in (14b) and (15b).
 However, in Italian the object can also be realised as a non-doubled tonic pronoun, as shown in (14c-d) and (15c-d); no asymmetry between first and second vs. third person is observed. 

(14)
a. Gianni mi ha invitato.


G. 1sg has invited


b. % Gianni mi ha invitato anche (a) me.


   G. 1sg has invited also (a) me


c. Gianni ha invitato me.



   G. has invited me


d. Gianni ha invitato ME (non mio fratello).


   G. has invited ME (not my brother)

(15)
a. Gianni l’ha invitata.


G. 3sg.f has invited


b. % Gianni l’ ha invitata anche lei.



G. 3sg.f has invited also her


c. Gianni ha invitato lei. 



G. has invited her


d. Gianni ha invitato LEI (non me).



G. has invited HER (not me)

Crucially, the tonic object pronouns do not constitute an unmarked realization of the object, but they are necessarily focussed.
 In (14d) and (15d), the pronoun bears contrastive focus. As for (14c) and (15c), it can be shown that the pronoun bears non-contrastive, new information focus. First, any constituent following the tonic pronoun has to be phonologically destressed, and the sentence cannot be pronounced with a continuous/flat intonational contour:

 (16)
Gianni ha invitato me/lei a cena.  
(???  with flat intonation)


G. has invited me/her for dinner

Second, if the constituent following the tonic pronoun is a negative quantifier, the sentence is quite deviant. The reason is that negative quantifiers are notoriously infelicitous in a non-focussed  peripheral position (cf. e.g. Calabrese, 1992: 93):

 (17)
?* Gianni non ha presentato me/lei a nessuno.



G. not has introduced me/her to anybody

The same pattern is found with pronominal indirect objects: cliticization is the unmarked realization, and clitic doubling is quite common in substandard or colloquial registers (cf. (18a-b) and (19a-b)); tonic pronouns as in (18c) and (19c) are always focussed , compare (20).

(18)
a. Gianni mi ha telefonato.


Gianni 1.s.dat has telephoned


b. % Gianni mi ha telefonato anche a me.


Gianni 1.s.dat has telephoned to me too

(18) c. Gianni ha telefonato a me.


Gianni  has telephoned to me

 (19)
a. Gianni gli ha telefonato.


   Gianni 3.s.m.dat has telephoned


b. % Gianni gli ha telefonato anche a lui.


   Gianni 3.s.m.dat has telephoned to him too


c.  Gianni  ha telefonato  a lui.


   Gianni  has telephoned to him 

(20)
a. Gianni ha prestato il suo scooter a me/lui per due giorni. (?? with flat intonation) 


Gianni has lent  his scooter to me/him  for two days


b. Gianni non ha prestato a Maria neanche un soldo. 


    G. not has lent to Mary not-even a cent


c. ?* Gianni non ha prestato a me/lei neanche un soldo. 



G. not has lent to me/her not-even a cent

We can synthesize these data in the following generalization:

(21) In Italian pronominal direct and indirect objects must be cliticized, unless they are focussed. 
, 

4.2. Cliticization as person licensing
The next question is: why is cliticization necessary for non-focussed object pronouns? Why can’t  pronominal objects be realised in the unmarked argument position of nonpronominal objects? Since clitics are syntactically related to some functional head,
 it is natural to assume that they are involved in some licensing relation that does not involve nonpronominal DPs. Kayne (2000a) suggest that structural Case is the crucial feature that characterizes those pronominal arguments that must be clitic-(doubled). I propose instead that direct and indirect object clitics specifically license their person feature in the functional structure of the clause.
 

This hypothesis rests on a crucial assumption: all pronominal arguments are intrinsically endowed with a person features, whereas nonpronominal DPs are not. 

This assumption is far from obvious. Starting from Benveniste (1966), it is quite common to analyse the whole third person category as non-person, that is, as lacking a person specification. In particular, Kayne (2000b) argues in detail that in French and in Italian the so called third person l- clitics (omophonous to the definite articles) do not form a natural class with the first, second and reflexive third person clitics (mi, ti and si in Italian). He claims that only the latter are endowed with a person feature, whereas the former are ‘determiner pronouns’ without a specification for person. Specifically, Kayne observes that l-clitics contain a word marker for gender and  inflect for plural, whereas first and second person singular clitics are pure person morphemes with an epenthetic vowel and are unspecified for number.
 Furthermore, the l- morpheme does not give rise to possessive pronouns (*l-uo), contrary to the first -second person, and reflexive morphemes (m-io, t-uo ,s-uo). In view of these differences, Kayne suggests that l- pronouns are DPs, whereas [+person] pronouns are NPs.

However, the claim that l-clitics – and, more generally, "third person" pronouns – are underspecified for person seems to me too strong. Note in fact that with respect to the cliticization requirement,  l- pronouns have an intermediate status in French. On the one hand, it is true that they can marginally fail to be clitic doubled (22c), whereas the clitic doubling requirement is absolute for first and second person pronouns (22a). On the other hand, third person pronouns pattern with first and second person pronouns in that they can be doubled (22a,b) and contrast sharply with nonpronominal DPs, which cannot (22d) (Kayne 2000a).
  A contrast parallel to (22b) vs. (22d) also holds in Italian, as shown in (22e-f).

(22)
a. Jean  *(me) connaît moi.


Jean 1sg knows me


b. Jean la connaît elle.


Jean 3sg.f knows her



c. ? Je connais LUI (mais pas son frère).



I know HIM (but not his brother)


d. * Jean la connaît Marie.


Jean 3sg.f knows Marie


e. % Gianni l’ ha invitata anche lei. (=15b)



Gianni 3sg.f has invited also her


f. * Gianni l’ ha invitata anche Maria.



Gianni 3sg.f has invited also Maria

The assumption that third person is no person seems too radical also from a conceptual viewpoint. Consider for instance Harley and Ritter’s (2002) analysis of pronominal phi features, reproduced here in (23):

(23)
Referring expression (pronoun)


Participant

Individuation


Speaker
Addressee
Group
Minimal
Class





Augmented





Animate 
Inanimate





feminine 
masculine...


First and second person pronouns are taken to be discourse-dependent in that “their reference is determined by the changing discourse roles”; hence they are specified for the [Participant] node in Harley and Ritter’s feature geometry (with the further specification of the dependent features [Speaker] and/or [Addressee]). Third person pronouns, instead, are not discourse-dependent in this sense: accordingly, they are not specified for the [Participant] node, but only for the [Individuation] node, which encodes “those features of a DP which are independent of the discourse, that is, its number and gender.” According to this view, the Participant features constitute a privative opposition (i.e., they cannot be negatively specified: either they are positively specified, or they are not specified at all).

I wish to stress that this notion of discourse dependency is very narrow: it is dependency on a discourse role. Note however that a (non quantifier-bound)
 third person pronoun cannot denote just any non-speaker/non-addressee: it is actually restricted to refer to an individual that is sufficiently salient in the context of utterance. 

A fairly standard semantic approach takes third person pronouns to be just variables (cf. for instance Heim and Kratzer, 1998: 239-259). When they are not bound, they constitute free variables and they must be assigned a value by a contextually determined assignment of values to variables, in compliance with the following Appropriateness Condition:  an utterance context c is appropriate for an LF  ( only if c determines a variable assigment gc whose domain includes every index that has a free occurrence in (. 

Thus, third person pronouns depend on an assignment function that is determined by context. More specifically, Schlenker (2003: 50-51) argues that the assignment function “correctly captures the referential intentions of the speaker” at the time and world of the context. The crucial point is that via the assignment function, third person pronouns too are context-dependent (or even speaker-dependent). The mere negative specification [-speaker], [-addressee], even if we assume it, would not capture this fact.

Therefore, I propose that third person pronouns bear a feature that is shared by Speech Act Participant pronouns, but not by nonpronominal DPs. For concreteness, I will call this feature [context-determined]. All DPs endowed with this feature have their reference directly determined by the context: either the referent is a Speech Act Participants, or it is a non-SAP salient referent that the speaker intends to refer to via the assignment function.
 I assume that first and second person are specified as [context-determined] and [participant]: this second feature takes the alternative values Speaker and Addressee. Third person pronouns are only specified as [context-determined]; accordingly, they denote those contextually determined referents that are not presupposed to be either the speaker or the hearer (here I follow Schlenker, 2003: 82 ff.). 


Speech Act Participant

(24) 
[context-determined]  



assignment of value to vbls

Note that the [context-determined] feature is crucially distinct from definite/familiar: a nonpronominal DP can be definite/familiar  without depending on the contextually determined assignment function. In this case the context contributes uniqueness/familiarity presuppositions, but it does not directly determine the reference of the DP. (An alternative distinction between definite DPs and pronouns, also consistent with the present discussion, has been proposed by Roberts, 2003).

A full discussion of these issues exceeds the limits of the present paper (see Bianchi, 2004). For our present purposes, the crucial hypothesis is that,  despite the basic "person asymmetry" highlighted  by Benveniste (1966), third person pronouns have a feature specification that is “comparable to” that of first and second person pronouns. Keeping to a traditional terminology, in the following discussion I will collectively refer to all of these feature specifications as "person features",  and I will use the labels 1st , 2nd and 3rd  person whenever no further specification is required.

At this point we can go back to the generalization (21). If all pronominal arguments are specified for a person feature, we can conjecture that they are forced to cliticize in order to properly license this feature. Let us assume that this is required by a principle like (25):

 (25)
Person licensing requirement (first version): In Italian, a personal direct or indirect object must license its person feature in the functional structure of the clause. 

From this perspective, cliticization is a way of bringing the argument’s person feature to a proper licensing position. I will return to the syntax of focussed tonic pronouns in § 4.5. 

In the next subsections I show how (25) can derive the PCC data discussed above; then, in § 5 I discuss its status from a theoretical viewpoint.

4.3. A syntactic implementation of the animacy hierarchy in Italian 

In § 3 I have argued that a substantial part of the Person Case Constraint effects in Italian are determined by an animacy hierarchy. In §§ 4.1-4.2 I have proposed that the cliticization of direct and indirect objects is a manifestation of the obligatory movement of these personal arguments to a proper licensing position. At this point, I wish to propose a syntactic implementation of the animacy hierarchy in Italian, which will allow me to reduce the observed cliticization patterns to minimality effects.

Actually, the first elements of such an implementation can already be found in the literature. Poletto (2000) has provided syntactic evidence to the effect that in Northern Italian dialects, subject clitics of first and second person occupy a different syntactic position than those of third person. Shlonsky (2000) analyses the syntax of subjects in Hebrew copular constructons and suggests that first and second person subject pronouns occupy a higher  position than third person pronouns. Some further evidence for the same point is discussed in Di Domenico (in press).

These proposals suggest a "cartographic" implementation of the animacy hierarchy, in the sense of Cinque (2002) and Rizzi (2004b): namely, each distinct member

of the animacy hierarchy (10) is projected in a separate functional head of the clausal structure. Furthermore, I assume that the relative ranking of the person features is encoded in the relative syntactic order of the functional heads that license them: that is, third person is projected in a separate and lower head than first and second person. On the other hand, there is no clear evidence for a relative ranking between first and second person in Italian: for the time being, let us represented them as alternative values of the [Speech Act Participant] feature in the same structural slot.
 We thus arrive at the following "person field" in the functional structure of the clause:


(26)

SAP-P
(Italian)


{1st/2nd}
3P 


3rd
...


This functional field allows us to analyse the co-occurrence constraints on clitics exemplified in (4) vs. (6) as locality effects. I will make the crucial assumption that the IO is merged  in a thematic position higher than that of the DO; for concreteness, I will assume that the Merge positions are Spec,VP and the complement of V respectively. Under either a head movement or a base-generation analysis of clitics, some chain/dependency connects the VP-internal argument positions to the functional projections licensing the relevant person features. Consider first the ill-formed clitic strings in (4), in which a third person IO clitic co-occurs with a first or second person DO clitic: given the field in (26), this results in nested dependencies, as represented in (27). 

(27)
 *
SAP-P
(=(4))


{1st/2nd}
3P


mi/ti
 3
 ...
( NESTED PATHS


gli
(SU)
VP


IO
V'


V
DO

On the contrary, the wellformed strings in (6a,b) – with a third person DO clitic and a first/second person IO clitic – correspond to crossing dependencies, as depicted in (28).  

(28)

SAP-P
(=(6a,b))


{1st/2nd}
3P


me/te
   3
…
( CROSSING PATHS


  lo
(SU)
VP


IO
V’


V
DO

The contrast between (27) and (28) is strongly reminiscent of the equidistance effect, whereby the external argument must move to a higher (Case) checking position than the structurally lower internal argument (Chomsky, 1995: 182 ff.). 

In the current minimalist framework,  Chomsky's (1995) equidistance principle has been abandoned (see Fitzpatrick, 2002: n. 24 for discussion).
  I will pursue here an approach to these locality effects based on a suggestion by L. Rizzi (p.c.): the contrast between (27) and (28) can be derived if  minimality is computed not with respect to single intervening chain positions, but rather with respect to intervening subchains. In fact, in (27) the DO chain encompasses the whole IO chain; in (28), instead, each chain only crosses one position of the other chain. Therefore, (27) violates minimality and (28) does not. 

Turning to the wellformed (6c), where the two third person clitics are equally ranked, there are two possible derivations. In the first one, the two arguments are licensed  by one and the same 3P head. This can be implemented in the head movement analysis of clitics, if we assume that the two clitics form a cluster by adjoining to one another (see Terzi, 1999; Ordóñez, 2002) and then move as a unit to license their  third person feature against the 3P head.

Alternatively, one can assume the recursion  of the 3P head. The two clitics move to two distinct 3P heads: the IO argument  (gli) moves the higher one and the DO (lo) to the lower one, with crossing chains. 
  Under either derivation, no minimality violation arises. 

4.4. Interactions between first and second person

Turning to the problematic (5a), recall that certain speakers reject the co-occurrence of a first and a second person clitic independently of the intended interpretation (2-DO, 1-IO or 2-IO, 1-DO). I propose that for these speakers, the two values of the Speech Act Participant feature ([speaker] and [hearer], or maybe [+speaker] and [-speaker]) must be alternatively projected in a single head.
 The SAP head cannot license both first and second person at the same time: it follows that in (5), the two clitics compete for the same licensing position, and one of them remains unlicensed.

(29)
 *
SAP-P
(=(5a,b))


{1st/2nd}
3P


mi/ti
   3
…




(SU)
VP


IO
V’


V
DO

On the other hand, certain speakers accept the combination of a first and a second person clitic as in (5a). Let us assume that these speakers project [speaker] and [hearer] as independent features in two distinct person heads. Since there is no conclusive evidence as to their relative ranking, I assume that they can be realised in either hierarchical order. 
 This is consistent with the observation that for those speakers that accept the relevant clitic string, this is ambiguous between the two possible interpretations: 2-DO, 1-IO or 2-IO, 1-DO (Bonet, 1991: 179 ff.; 1994, 40-41).
 The ambiguity stems from the fact that in Italian there are no morphologically distinct Accusative and Dative clitic forms for the first and second person, contrary to the third person (cf. also Manzini and Savoia, 2002).
 The two possible interpretations of (5a) correspond to the wellformed structures (30) and (31), both with crossing chains.

(30)

1P
(=(5a) 1-IO, 2-DO)


1st
2P


mi
  2nd 
…



  ti

VP


IO
V’


V
DO



affideranno

(31)

2P
(=(5a), 2-IO, 1-DO)


2nd
1P


 ti
  1st 
…



  mi

VP


IO
V’


V
DO



affideranno

From this perspective, the idiolectal variation in the co-occurrence of a first and a second person clitic is reduced to the different way in which SAP features are projected in the functional structure: as alternative values in a single head, or as two distinct heads (but with interchanging hierarchical order). This variation is allowed by the fact that Universal Grammar does not determine a fixed relative ranking between the Speech Act Participants, whereas it universally ranks them above third person.

4.5. Tonic object pronouns
PCC-violating configurations can be rescued if one or both the arguments are realised as a tonic pronoun rather than a clitic (cf. Bonet, 1994: 42-45):

(32) 
a. * Mi gli presenteranno.
(=(4a))



1sg 3sg (they) will-introduce

b. Mi presenteranno a lui.


1sg  (they) will-introduce to him


c. Gli presenteranno me. 

3sg (they) will-introduce me


d. ? Presenteranno me a lui. 


(they) will-introduce me to him

(33) 
a. */% Mi ti presenteranno.
(=(5a), 1-DO, 2-IO)



1sg 2sg (they) will-introduce

b. Mi presenteranno a te.


1sg  (they) will-introduce to you


c. Ti presenteranno me. 


2sg (they) will-introduce me

d. ? Presenteranno me a te. 


(they) will-introduce me to you

In § 4.1 I argued that object tonic pronouns always bear contrastive or new information focus in Italian. This accounts for the marginal status of (32d) and (33d), which require focus on both the object pronouns: in fact, these sentences are natural only in the context of a double wh-question (whom are they going to introduce to whom?). 
It is now time to take a closer look at the syntactic derivation of tonic pronouns. I propose that object tonic pronouns are always syntactically focussed, i.e. overtly raised to an A' focus position. Contrastively focussed pronouns move to the IP-external Focus position in the left periphery of the clause (Rizzi, 1997; 2002), and the remnant IP subsequently raises to the Spec of a higher projection hosting presupposed information, which I will dub "Background Phrase" (following Bianchi and Zamparelli, 2004):

 (34)
[BgP [IP Gianni conosce ti] [Bg° [Foc1P [ME]i [Foc1°  tIP]]]]   (contrastive focus)

As for new information focus, I adopt for concreteness Belletti's (2004) hypothesis that it involves the movement of the tonic pronoun to a lower VP-peripheral Focus projection:

(35)
[IP Gianni [I’ conosce [Foc2P [me]i [Foc2° [VP tV ti]]]]]  (new information focus)

Now, it seems that overt A' movement to a Focus projection exempts the pronominal arguments from the cliticization requirement (cf.  (15c-d), (16c-d), (19c) and (20c) above) and suspends the locality interactions that give rise to PCC effects ((32)-(33)). The simplest solution would be to assume that tonic pronouns do not have to license their person feature at all: the lack of PCC effects follows at once (see Anagnostopoulou, 2003a; 2003b for an analysis along these lines). 

From the present perspective, however, it is unclear why focussed pronouns, contrary to clitics, would not have to license their person feature. In the general approach to person licensing outlined in § 5 below, this licensing is actually a necessary step to make person features fully interpretable at the semantic interface: it follows that all personal arguments must comply with the licensing requirement.

I propose that no PCC effects arise in (32b-c) and (33b-c) because tonic and clitic pronouns  give rise to different types of chain. Specifically, I assume that clitics form a head (X°) chain; tonic pronouns, on the contrary, form an XP-chain. Consider the configurations of (32b) and (32c):

(36)

FocP
(=(32b))



  
Foc'



Foc°






SAP-P




1/2°
3P


A'

3'





3°








vP





(SU)
v'






v
VP







IO
V'





A

(a) lui
V
DO




mi

(37)
FocP
(=(32c))



Foc°




SAP-P


A'

1/2°
3P




3°
vP





(SU)
v'






v
VP







IO
V'







 gli
V
DO



A
me

In these tree representations, the simple arrows indicate the chain of the tonic pronoun: this involves  phrasal A movement to the Spec of the person-licensing head and subsequent A' movement to the Spec of the higher Focus head.
 The boldfaced arrows indicate the X° chain connecting the base position of the clitic argument to a person-licensing head. By Relativized Minimality (Rizzi, 1990), the lack of interference follows straightforwardly.

The examples (33b,c) have comparable structures and derivations, but the heads involved are the first and second person heads. In § 4.3 I have proposed that certain Italian speakers – those who reject (5a) - alternatively project [speaker] and [hearer] as alternative values of a single feature [Participant]; the question is why for these speakers double licensing of both feature values is allowed when one of the pronouns is tonic. I propose that in this case the SAP head can be split because this complies with a general principle of economy of projection (Speas, 1994). 

To see this, let us adopt Kayne’s (2000b) proposal that first and second person clitics are pure person morphemes with an epenthetic vowel, whereas tonic pronouns are bimorphemic: e.g. the first person singular morpheme consists of the person morpheme m- plus the morpheme –e, which according to Kayne is specified for the feature [singular] (cf. §  4.2). Thus, tonic pronouns have “extra content” besides the specification for the SAP feature.

The principle of economy of projection proposed  by Speas (1994) licenses the projection of a phrase XP only if XP dominates a semantic matrix (that is, some nonempty set of interpretable features)
 distinct from that of the complement of X. Let us assume, more specifically, that the semantic matrix of ( is distinct from that of ( iff the feature specification of ( does not subsume that of (, nor vice versa.

Suppose now that in (29) the SAP head were split in a [Participant: speaker]  and a [Participant: hearer] head. Since the clitics that move to the two heads do not add any extra content, the higher SAP projection is nondistinct from the lower one. This is because nondistinctness takes into account identity of feature specification, but not of feature values (cf.  Chomsky, 1998: 37-38). Therefore, the split realization of the SAP head violates Economy of Projection.

In (33b-c),  instead, economy of projection is satisfied because the tonic pronoun adds “extra content” that makes the two SAP projections distinct from one another. Consider for instance (33b), repeated here: 

(38)
Mi presenteranno a te.


1sg  (they) will-introduce to you




[SAP-2 te  [SAP-2  [SAP-1  mi+SAP-1  … [VP t2  [V t1 ]]]]]


[SAP:hearer]
[SAP:speaker]


[singular]

An SAP head is projected and licenses the [SAP:speaker] feature of the DO clitic. The same head cannot also license the [SAP: hearer] feature of the IO tonic pronoun in its Spec position, because the feature specification of the IO is incompatible. Thus, a further SAP head is projected with the value [SAP:hearer], and the indirect object moves to its Spec. As a result, this second SAP phrase has “extra content” in the Spec position (specifically, the feature [singular]) that makes its distinct from the lower SAP projection, and it fulfills Economy of Projection.

Consider finally (32d) and (33d). Here two tonic pronouns are involved, and both give rise to XP-chains. Despite the identity of chain type, no Relativized Minimality effects arise.
 I wish to propose that the preposition a plays a crucial role here. Suppose, following Kayne (2001) and Rizzi (2004a),  that the preposition is a VP-external  head which attracts the indirect object to a Spec position it immediately c-commands, as in (39); the remnant VP then raises to the Spec of the preposition, yielding (40).

(39)
PP


a
XP



IO

…





VP




tIO

V’





V

DO

(40)




PP


VP

P’


tIO
V’
a
XP



V
DO

IO
X’


X
tVP

In (40), the direct object and the indirect object are c-disjoint, that is, neither one c-commands the other (cf. Rizzi, 2004a:18); therefore, subsequent movement does not result in nested chains, independently of the relative hierarchical order of the person licensing positions that each argument lands in.
4.6. Intermediate summary

Summing up, I have proposed that in Italian at least a minimal animacy hierarchy (first and second person > third person) is syntactically active, and it is implemented in a field of person heads. Direct and indirect pronominal objects must satisfy the person licensing requirement (25) by establishing a local relation with these heads. 

The Person-Case Constraint on cliticization follows from a version of Relativized Minimality. In particular, the minimal person hierarchy assumed in (26) above is sufficient to account for the interaction of an SAP clitic with a third person clitic.

The situation is more complex in the case of two SAP clitics. I have proposed that certain speakers project [speaker] and [hearer] as alternative values of a single SAP head, whereas others project them separately as independent features. As a result, the former disallow the co-occurrence of two SAP object clitics whereas the latter accept it. However, even the “non-splitting” speakers do allow for a split projection of these feature values when a tonic pronoun moves to the Spec position: this possibility is allowed by a general principle of economy of projection (Speas, 1994).

5. What is special about the person feature?
The above analysis rests on principle (25), repeated here, which I have dubbed the "person licensing requirement":

(25)
In Italian, a personal direct or indirect object must license its person feature in the functional structure of the clause. 

At this point, the reader who has patiently followed my argument  through § 4 will probably have (at least) two urgent questions in mind. The first one is, what is special about the person feature, so that it must be obligatorily licensed by dedicated functional heads? The second one is, what are we going to assume about the person feature of the subject? Must it comply with the person licensing requirement as well, like pronominal objects? 

Concerning the first question, it is fair to say that the person licensing requirement has no clear conceptual status in the standard minimalist setting with feature checking. Here, the person feature is always interpretable on DPs and, being interpretable, it requires no checking. An uninterpretable person feature is specified on a clausal functional head (T or v) that deletes the uninterpretable structural Case feature of a DP argument under the Agree relation (Chomsky 1998: 40); however, this Agree relation does not discriminate between pronominal vs. non-pronominal (personal vs. non-personal) arguments. 

The requirement (25) is instead consistent with a different perspective on person agreement.  According to this view, the special thing about the person feature is the fact that it is intrinsically deictic. As Jakobson (1971: 134) synthetically puts it: "Person characterizes the participants of the narrated event with reference to the participants of the speech event". In other terms, the person features can only be interpreted in relation to the relevant speech event. A lexical first person feature simply specifies reference  to 'the speaker of xe', where xe is some speech event; second person denotes the ‘addressee in xe’, and third person denotes an individual in the complement set, i.e. anyone and anything else.
 But the value of xe must be set by the context: the speech event is part of the context in which an utterance is made. 

In formal semantic theory, the context specifies a number of parameters (speaker, addressee, speech time etc.) which encode the linguistically relevant aspects of the speech event.  Suppose now that, like other interpretable information, the speech-related parameters are syntactically realized in one or more functional heads of the clause. If the functional structure of the clause encodes interpretable information in a compositional way, we expect the speech-related head(s) to be IP-external - plausibly in the highest part of the functional structure, since they establish the relation of the proposition to the extralinguistic context.

The hypothesis that the speech event be syntactically encoded has been recently advanced in a number of independent approaches: see Bianchi (2003), Di Domenico (in press), Sigurdhsson (2001; 2002; in press), Speas (2000a; 2001), Speas and Tenny (2003). The choice between these different implementations is immaterial here. For concreteness, I will adopt the proposal by Bianchi (2003): the speech event is the centre of deixis encoded in the Finiteness head of Rizzi's (1997) split Complementizer system; this head  is at the borderline between the complementizer field and the inflectional field.

Let us then assume that the Fin head licenses the projection of a field of deictic heads (Person and Tense) which are interpretively anchored to the speech event encoded in Fin:

(41)
[FP Force°  [FinP  Fin° ... [SAP-P   1/2P [3P-P 3P ... [vP ...]]] 



eS

Recall now that a lexical person feature simply specifies reference to a participant in xe, where xe is some speech event. I propose that a pronominal argument must have its lexical  person feature anchored to the actual speech event by establishing a local syntactic relation with a dedicated Person head; this makes its Person feature fully interpretable at the C-I interface, 
 so that the pronominal argument gets a semantic value.

As for the status of the subject argument, I assume that pronominal subjects too must satisfy the person licensing requirement: this is an obvious consequence of the approach just outlined. Specifically, I take person agreement of the finite verb with a pronominal subject to be another instance of obligatory person licensing. In Italian, this agreement is mandatory also with inverted pronominal subjects: 

(42)
a. Io vado/*va a casa.


I-nom go-1s/3s home


b. Sei/*E' arrivato tu.


be-2s/*3s arrived-m.s. you-nom

Note however that in Italian the finite verb also agrees with nonpronominal subject DPs which, I have assumed, are not (intrinsically) endowed with a person feature. Preverbal and postverbal non-pronominal subjects have very intricate properties with respect to both the syntax and the information structure of the clause (see among others Adger, 1996; Belletti, 2001; 2004;  Calabrese, 1992; Pinto, 1997). For the present purposes, I will simply assume that this is an instance of number agreement, and the apparent third person morphology is actually a default spellout of the lack of person agreement.

At this point, we can generalise the requirement in (25) as in (43):

(43)
Person licensing requirement (revised): A personal argument of the verb must license  its person feature against the functional structure of the clause. 

This brings us back to the questions raised at the end of  §3. If a pronominal subject too must license its person feature against a clausal Person head, why does it not interfere with the chains of the objects? And why does the subject trigger person agreement irrespective of its ranking on the animacy hierarchy, as opposed to the hierarchical agreement  that is found in Plains Cree?

Before tackling these questions, let us take a closer look at the Plains Cree inverse system.

6. Inverse systems  and hierarchical agreement 

6.1. The Plains Cree inverse system

In this section I review in some more detail the Plains Cree inverse system (drawing heavily from deLancey, 2002). Recall its main characteristic features:

a) in the Independent Order of the Transitive Animate Paradigm, the verb shows hierarchical agreement with the highest ranked argument on the animacy hierarchy, independently of whether it is the external or internal argument. Hierarchical agreement is realized as prefix on the verb; there is no prefix for third person.

b) Hierarchical agreement is governed by the following animacy hierarchy: 2 > 1> 3 proximate > 3 obviative.

A proximate third person can be characterized as "the topic of discourse, the person nearest to the speaker's point of view, or the person earlier spoken of and already known" (Bloomfield, 1962: 38, quoted in Aissen, 1997: 710). It is important to note that morphologically, proximate third person is the unmarked category: i.e., if a sentence contains only one third person argument this is realized as proximate. Obviative third person is the marked and dependent category: it only appears in contexts that contain another proximate third person.

c) A direct theme sign appears as an affix on the verb when the external argument is ranked higher  than the internal argument on the animacy hierarchy.

d) An inverse theme sign appears as an affix on the verb when the external argument is lower than the internal argument on the animacy hierarchy.

A more complete exemplification of the Plains Cree inverse system is provided in (44).

(44)
a. niwa·pama·w
atim.     
(Plains Cree, from Aissen, 1997:707-8)


see(1-3)
dog(3)   'I see the dog.'



b. ni-wa·pam-a·-na·n

(1-ea, 3-ia, direct)


    1-see-direct-1pl ‘we(excl.) see him’


c. ni-wa·pam-iko-na·n

(3-ea, 1-ia, inverse)


   1-see-inverse-1pl  ‘he sees us(excl.)’ 


d. wa·pam-e·-w

(3prox-ea, 3obv-ia, direct)


   see-direct-3  ‘he(prox) sees him(obv) ’


 e. /wa·pam-ekw-w/ ( wa·pamik
(3obv-ea, 3prox-ia, inverse)


   see-inverse-3   ‘he(obv) sees him(prox)’

DeLancey (2002) points out an interesting discrepancy between hierarchical agreement and direction marking in configurations involving the two Speech Act Participants. Second person is ranked above first person for the purposes of hierarchical agreement: in fact, the verb shows second person agreement  in sentences with a first person external argument and a second person internal argument (1EA, 2IA), and also in sentences with a second person external argument and a first person internal argument  (2EA, 1IA). However, the two configurations have special theme signs, which cannot be morphologically derived from the inverse and direct morphemes. The paradigm is summarized in Table 2 (from DeLancey, 2002).

**** INSERT TABLE 2 HERE ***


The configurations involving the two Speech Act Participants are treated as special categories (dubbed LOC1 and LOC2):  this shows that in Plains Cree their relative ranking has a different status from the ranking of both SAPs above third person. By inspecting a number of inverse systems, DeLancey shows that this a cross-linguistically widespread situation. All inverse systems mark configurations with an SAP external argument and a 3P internal argument as direct, and configurations with a 3P external argument and an SAP internal argument as inverse.  Configurations with two SAP arguments may be marked as direct/inverse (as in Nocte), or may have distinct markings (as in Plains Cree). Finally, configurations involving two 3P arguments may be unmarked; if marked, they may be direct or inverse (in languages that distinguish proximate and obviative 3rd person, like Plains Cree). The general distribution of direction marking is summarized in Table 3 (from deLancey, 2002).

*** INSERT TABLE 3 HERE***

Note that the distribution of direction marking is strikingly parallel to the clitic co-occurrence constraints discussed in § 3 (compare Table 1 above): the "direct" configurations with a Speech Act Participant indirect object and a third person direct object are unproblematic; the "inverse" configurations with a third person indirect object and a Speech Act Participant direct object are ruled out; much  variation is found in configurations with two Speech Act Participant arguments. These coincidences are hardly fortuitous, and they provide further support for deLancey's claim that SAP above 3rd person  is the fundamental and universal ranking.
 

6.2. Some previous syntactic analyses of animacy hierarchy effects
Within the minimalist framework, some analyses have been recently proposed for inverse systems and animacy hierarchy effects.
 I will summarize here two syntactic approaches, 
 highlighting the important insights they provide and also what I think is a common deficiency. This discussion will provide the background for my own proposal.
 

6.2.1. Bruening (2001)

Bruening (2001: chapter II) analyses the inverse system of Passamaquoddy (Algonquian). His main claim is that Passamaquoddy has a syntactic process of inversion, which consists in A movement of the object across the base position of the subject [sic].
 Syntactic A-movement of the object over the subject in the Inverse is supported by variable binding facts, which Bruening discusses in great detail. The basic generalization is that in direct structures the subject can bind into the object but not vice versa; in inverse structures, instead, either one can bind into the other.

Bruening's analysis is couched in the current minimalist framework. As a syntactic trigger for inversion, he assumes a formal uninterpretable feature Proximate ([P]), which is  assigned to NP arguments to make them syntactically active. The assignment of this uninterpretable feature is governed by the following rules:

- first and second person NPs are always [+P];

 - inanimates cannot be [+P];

- animate third person can have unvalued [P]; when two animate third person NPs cooccur in a single clause, one of them is assigned [+P] (depending on contextual salience), the other receives and unvalued [P] feature (and a (possibly interpretable) [Obv] feature which is spelled out as the obviative suffix).

Bruening makes the following assumptions concerning the checking of the [P] feature:

- a [+P] NP must be checked by a vP-external functional head H°. Because of the Phase Impenetrability Condition (Chomsky, 1999), for checking to be possible the [+P] NP must be at the edge of the vP phase.

- An unvalued [P] feature is checked by v°. 
-  v° and H° can Agree with the subject and the object simultaneously.

(45) schematically represents
 the derivation of a direct configuration involving a Speech Act Participant subject and a third person object. The subject is endowed with [+P] and is checked by H° under the Agree relation, since it is merged in the edge of the vP phase; the object is endowed with with an unvalued [P] feature, which is checked by v°: 
(45)
[HP  H° [vP 1/2[+P] [v' v° [VP Verb 3[P]  ]]]
(direct: SAP-SU, 3-OBJ)


Similarly, in a direct configuration involving a  third person proximate subject and a third person obviative object,  v° checks the unvalue [P] feature of the object, whereas H° Agrees with the proximate subject in Spec, vP and checks its [+P] feature.
Consider then an inverse configuration with a third person subject and a Speech Act Participant object. Here the object must be raised to the edge of the vP phase in order to allow checking of its [+P] feature by the H° head. Bruening argues that v° checks [P] of the 3rd person subject and also attracts the [+P] object to its outer Spec; then, H° Agrees with the [+P] object raised to the edge of vP:


(46)
[HP  H° [vP 1/2[+P] [vP 3[P]  [v° [VP Verb tObj]]]]]
(inverse: 3-SU, SAP-OBJ)


Similarly, when the subject is obviative and the object proximate, v° attracts the [+P] object to its outer Spec and checks [P] of the 3rd subject; H° Agrees with the [+P] object in the edge of vP.

The most complex configuration is the one involving two Speech Act Participant arguments, both endowed with a [+P] feature. Bruening crucially assumes that the H° head can doubly Agree with both arguments, checking their [+P] features. The checking of the [+P] object requires that it be attracted to the edge of the vP phase: thus, under this analysis both the "local" configurations with two SAP arguments involve syntactic inversion.



(47)
[HP  H° [vP 1/2[+P] [vP 1/2[+P]  [v° [VP Verb tObj]]]]]
(SAP-SU, SAP-OBJ)


According to Bruening, the theme sign is the spellout of agreement on v°, which Agrees both with the subject and with the object simultaneously and is thus sensitive to the features of both arguments:

(48)
-i- ( (2 > 1)


-ol- ( (1 > 2)


-oku- ( ([+P] object) (=Inverse)


-a- ( [   ] (=Direct)

Finally, the  person agreement prefix is the Spellout of agreement on H° along the following disjunctive hierarchy (where H° Agrees with either the subject or the object or both):

(49)
k- ( [+2]


n- ( [+1]


'-  ( [   ]

Bruening's very detailed discussion of binding effects makes a convincing case in support of a syntactic process of inversion. However, his analysis rests on the possibility for a head to enter a double Agree relation with two arguments. If this option is allowed by Universal Grammar, we wonder whether it is also exploited in the grammar of a "non-animacy-based" language like Italian; if not, how can one characterize the relevant parameter?

Furthermore, the abstract [Proximate] feature postulated by Bruening deserves some comments. This feature is formally analogous to Case in that it is uninterpretable, but its assignment is crucially determined by properties of the arguments that are interpretable at the C-I interface, namely, person and contextual salience.  The assimilation of [P] to a  Case feature may capture a valuable insight, namely, the analogy between inverse systems and ergative Case systems with person-based splits (an analogy that was pointed out by deLancey, 1981). However, the postulation of an uninterpretable feature that is assigned on the basis of interpretable information makes the notion of feature interpretability conceptually unclear.

6.2.2. Nichols (2001) 

Nichols (2001) differs from various other approaches in attributing syntactic significance to hierarchical agreement. Her discussion is not concerned with classic inverse systems of the Algonquian type, but with other animacy based systems. Nichols analyses two genetically unrelated languages: Kashmiri and Picurís (Southern Tiwa). She argues that in both languages the animacy hierarchy rules out a transitive inverse configuration; the two languages resort to different solutions parametrically allowed by Universal Grammar.

The core of Nichols's analysis is the Feature Hierarchy Constraint, which can be summarized as follows:

(50)
a. Highest ranking argument (person/referential) feature associates [sic]
  to Tense from anywhere in the nonoblique structure of the clause. 

b. Nominative argument (person/referential) feature copies to Tense in Spec/head  agreement.

c. Tense may only contain one set of features.

This constraint poses a double requirement on the Tense head. On the one hand, it has to "associate" with the highest ranked argument on the animacy hierarchy; on the other hand, it also has to "agree" with the Nominative argument. In direct configurations, where the Nominative argument is also the highest ranked one, the two requirements are simultaneously satisfied by the same agreement  relation. In inverse configurations, instead,  the Nominative argument does not possess the highest ranking feature; rather, the Non-nominative argument does. The Tense head should then simultaneously bear the features of both  the arguments, but this is ruled out in principle (cf. (50c)). In this case, there are two alternative ways out:

(i) the presence of (person/referential) features previously associated [sic] with Tense from another source blocks agreement with the Nominative argument, or

(ii) Nominative agreement blocks person/referential features from being associated with Tense from another source.

According to Nichols, the solution that each language chooses depends on its morphological resources. Picurís, which has no morphological case, chooses option (i). The sentence is passivized: the lower ranked external argument is placed into a PP, so that it does not have a direct thematic relation with the verb; hence, it is removed from any structural relation with Tense, and no conflict arises.

Kashmiri, which has morphological Case, chooses instead option (ii). The non-Nominative argument with the highest ranked feature is prevented from being associated with Tense, by being marked with a non-structural Case (Dative or Ergative) which, contrary to Nominative and Accusative, has no structural association with the Tense projection. This again avoids conflicting agreement requirements on the Tense head.

An interesting feature of Nichols's analysis is the requirement (50a), which is the formal syntactic equivalent of hierarchical agreement,
  here reduced to a property of the Tense head. (Note that the latter must be able to agree with any argument in the nonoblique structure of the clause.) This is strikingly added to the requirement of agreement with the Nominative argument, which is the usual agreement in languages like English or Italian. Nichols tentatively suggests that the highest ranking person feature must associate to Tense "...because the value of referential variables (pronouns, determiners etc.) are determined  relative to the utterance time" (Nichols, 2001: 535). But from this perspective, it is unclear why this "association" is not required in a language like Italian where, plausibly, the interpretation of referential variables is achieved in the same way.

In fact, Nichols (2001: 526) acknowledges: “Nominative argument agreement and ‘highest ranking person/referential agreement’ are somehow equivalent in a way that we do not yet understand”.

6.2.3. Summary of § 6
The  analyses reviewed above tend to assimilate inverse systems to the clausal architecture and the checking mechanisms that have been formulated for languages like English, attributing an essential role to the heads C, T and v.
 However, all of these analyses have to cope with the irreducible fact that inverse systems involve some relation that is sensitive to the features of both the arguments involved; in fact, these approaches assume that some functional head establishes a relation with both arguments at some point of the derivation.
 

In the following section I adopt a different line of attack. Rather than assimilating inverse systems  to the standard minimalist C-T-v architecture, I pursue further the opposite assimilation of apparently "non-animacy-based" languages  to overtly "animacy-based" ones, based on the hypothesis that all languages  encode an animacy hierarchy in their clausal functional structure.

7. Hierarchical agreement vs. subject agreement

In § 4 have proposed that Italian encodes a minimal animacy hierarchy in a system of Person heads. All pronominal arguments must license their lexical person feature against it, as required by  principle (43). 

If this is the way in which Universal Grammar syntactically encodes the animacy hierarchy, then the same person licensing mechanism must be operative in an overtly "animacy-based" language like Plains Cree. Here too, personal arguments will have to establish a local relationship with the dedicated functional heads in the clausal structure.

The question then arises of how to differentiate the syntax of the two languages, and in particular, hierarchical agreement vs. subject agreement.  I propose that the difference lies in the way the person licensing field  is projected, according to the following parameter:

(51) Recursion of the person licensing field [is/ is not] allowed in the functional structure of the clause.

7.1. Hierarchical agreement
My hypothesis is that languages  like Plains Cree have a negative value of the parameter in (51). This implies the following consequence:

(52) Languages with hierarchical agreement have only one person field, where all direct arguments of the verb must be licensed. 

The clausal structure of Plains Cree includes the person field in (53), which encodes more distinctively ranked features than the Italian one (compare (26) above). This field is directly selected by the Fin head, which syntactically encodes the speech event (see § 5). 

(53)

FinPhrase
(Plains Cree)


Fin°

2P


2nd
1P


1st

ProxP


Prox. 3rd

   ObvP



Obv 3rd
…



vP


SU
v'



v°
VP



OBJ

The crucial point is that this is the only person-licensing field in the clause, and both the external and internal arguments have to license their person features within it. The consequences of this hypothesis are twofold. 

First, we can assume that person agreement on the verb (in the Independent Order of the Transitive Animate paradigm) is the spell-out of the structurally highest person head that gets activated in the clause, irrespective of which argument (external or internal) it licenses. This yields hierarchical agreement.

Second, since both the external and internal arguments have to raise to the unique person system, we expect to find locality interactions in their dependencies. In particular, in an inverse configuration like e.g. (54), the higher-ranked first person internal argument will have to move to a structurally higher position than the third person external argument, yielding nested paths:

(54)
*[SP Speech°     [1P  IAk [ProxP EAi … [vP  ti  v° [VP V°  tk  ]]]]]  






This configuration violates Relativized Minimality, in the same way as (27) above.

This predicts that in languages with a negative setting of (51) an active transitive inverse configuration should be completely excluded. As discussed by Jelinek and Demers (1983) and Nichols (2001), this is indeed the case in languages like Lummi  or Picurís: inverse configurations cannot be active, but they require passivization in order to remove the ‘offending’ lower-ranked external argument. 

As for the Algonquian inverse, however, the prevailing view in the literature is that it is syntactically an active transitive structure (cf. Klaiman, 1992: 242-243).
 If this is indeed the case, it is necessary to devise a different derivation that avoids the locality violation in (54). In order to solve this problem, I adopt Bruening's (2001) proposal that in the derivation of inverse clauses the internal argument moves to an intermediate position higher the base  position of the external argument, before reaching the person licensing position. According to Bruening, this intermediate step is attraction to the outer Spec of v° (cf. (46) above). Rather than assuming multiple Specs of v°, I will postulate an Inverse Voice head above vP, which attracts the internal argument  to its Spec (I leave open the question of the attracting feature). In the resulting configuration (55), each  two-link subchain only crosses one position of the other subchain: this complies with Relativized Minimality as defined above (recall the discussion around (27)-(28)).

(55)
[SP Speech°[1P   IAk ..[ProxP  EAi … [InvP tk [vP  ti  v° [VP V°  tk  ]]]]]]  


3
1



2


7.2. Subject agreement
Turning then to subject agreement languages like Italian, I propose that they have a positive setting of parameter (51), allowing the recursion of the person  field:

(56) Languages with subject agreement have two different person licensing systems: a higher one for the external argument, and a lower one for the internal arguments (direct and indirect objects).

In particular, Italian has the double person licensing system represented in (57). The higher field is directly selected by the Fin° head which encodes the speech event. As for the lower field, I assume that it is projected somewhere below T°.

(57)
[FinP  Fin°  [SAP-S {1st,2nd} [3P-S 3rd ...  [T°...    [SAP-O {1,2}  [3P-O  3rd   ... vP






subject licensing area
objects licensing area

Consider now the person agreement morphology on the Italian finite verb. As above, this can be thought of as the spell-out of the structurally highest person head that gets activated in the clause. But crucially, in (57) the structurally highest head necessarily belongs in the subject licensing area: this invariably results in subject agreement.

The fact that in active transitive clauses the external argument  must move to the higher licensing field, rather than the internal argument, follows from the theory of locality outlined above. In fact, if an internal argument moved to the higher field and the external argument to the lower one, this would result in nested rather than crossing dependencies.

(58) *   [SAP-S {1,2} [3P-S 3rd ...  [T°...  [SAP-O  {1,2}  [3P-O  3  ... [vP EA [VP V  IA]]]]]]



Furthermore,  note that given the architecture in (57), the external argument always lands in a person licensing position higher than that of the internal arguments: therefore, even in an "inverse configuration"  like (59), with a third person external argument and a first person internal argument, the IA chain cannot encompass the whole EA chain:

(59)
a. (Lui) ha invitato me.
(3-EA, 1-IA)


(he) has-3sg invited me

(59)  b.   ..[3P-S  Luii …      [SAP-O mek …   [vP  ti  v° [VP  V°   tk]]]]



It follows that a higher-ranked internal argument does not block the licensing of the person feature of the external argument; no locality effects arise.

Recall  also that even for those speakers that reject the co-occurrence of a first and a second person clitic, as in (5), no similar co-occurrence constraint arises for an external and an internal argument:

(60)
a. (Io) ho invitato te.   (1-EA, 2-IA)
b. (Tu) hai invitato me.    (2-EA, 1-IA)


(I) have-1sg invited you
(you) have-2sg invited me

The two arguments can license their person features against two distinct SAP heads: the external argument  has its person feature licensed in the higher area, the internal argument in the lower area.

(61)     ...[SAP-S    Ioi … [T°.. [SAP-O  tek … [vP  ti  v° [VP V°   tk]]]] (=(60a))


Finally, there is still an open problem concerning the licensing position of internal arguments. We have seen that in a transitive clause  the external argument has to raise to the higher field in order to comply with Relativized Minimality (cf. (58)). However, nothing we have said so far forces an internal argument to remain in the lower  field. This possibility must be excluded: if in a ditransitive configuration like (4a), repeated here as (62), the third person indirect object could license its person feature in the higher field, and the first person direct object in the lower field, this would result in crossing chain, in compliance with locality, whereas the configuration is in fact ungrammatical:

(62)
a.   * Mi gli ha affidato. 
(* 1-ACC, 3-DAT)



1sg 3sg has entrusted

     
b.  ...[3P    glii … [T°.. [SAP-O  mik … [VP ti  [V°   tk]]]] 



There might be some principled reason why the direct and indirect object, contrary to the external argument, cannot raise past the Tense head by A movement.
 Another possibility is to stipulate a constraint on Case checking, by assuming that the higher person field  can license/value at most one Case feature, whereas the lower field can value two structural Case features.  It follows that in ditransitive clauses, the higher  person field can only Case-license the external argument, and the internal arguments must target the lower field.

7.3. The recursion of the person licensing system 

The architecture in (57) corresponds to the familiar Agr-S/Agr-O architecture (or T vs. v agreement). There is some syntactic evidence to the effect that subjects and objects are licensed by separate systems in Italian: in certain contexts, person agreement with the subject is affected, but objects remain unaffected. One case in point is nonfinite clauses, discussed in detail in Bianchi (2003): it is proposed that these cannot license a referentially independent subject because the higher person field is defective; nonfinite clauses do not encode the external speech event in their Fin head, but only an anaphoric or contextually determined speech event, which gives rise to "anaphoric person" (in the sense of Borer, 1989; see Bianchi, 2003 for details). But crucially, even if the person of the subject is defective or anaphoric, nonfinite clauses can license object clitics of any person.
 A similar situation obtains in imperative clauses, as pointed out to me by Elisa Di Domenico (p.c.): the person of the subject is restricted to second (see Di Domenico, in press for discussion), but the person of direct and indirect objects is not. In both cases, the higher person field seems to be sensitive to some property of the Comp system (finiteness and imperative force), whereas the lower field is not.

The parameter in (51), licensing the projection of a single vs. double person field, runs against the hypothesis that the clausal functional structure is universally fixed. I wish to propose a slightly more specific hypothesis on the nature of the lower recursive field, based on a suggestion by Halldór Sigurdhsson (p.c.): 

(63) The recursive person licensing field is dependent upon the higher field, and inherits the feature specification of the latter  (through some sort of binding relation). 

Under this view, what is universally given is the higher person field, whose features are directly anchored to the Fin head. In this area, variation only concerns the number of distinctively ranked person features that each language exploits. As discussed above, the relative ranking of the Speech Act Participant persons above third person is fundamental and universal, so that every language has at least the minimal splitting of person heads that is represented in (26). In addition, a language may also have a relative ranking between the two Speech Act Participants (as in Plains Cree (53), where second person is ranked above first), and may establish further distinctions within the third person category, such as the proximate/obviative opposition (see again (53)). 

Besides the fundamental person licensing field anchored to Fin°, there is also the parametrized option of projecting a lower, "parasitic" field which duplicates the higher one. This field is not directly anchored to the Fin head, but it inherits the features of the higher field by means of some recursion mechanism.
  If the lower field is projected, the architecture in (57) arises and we get an apparently "non animacy-based" language ,without locality interactions between the external and internal arguments.

The hypothesis in (62) is supported by some empirical generalizations. First, Murasugi (1994) argues that cross-linguistically, Agreement-Object is always equally or less specified in phi-features than Agreement-Subject, but it is never more richly specified. This supports the view that the object licensing field  is parasitic on the higher one.

Secondly, Harley (1995: 179) has proposed a Condition on AgrPs whereby in a given CP, Agreement-Object can be activated only if Agreement-Subject is activated as well. This condition is meant to capture part of Burzio's generalization; once again, it points to a dependency of the lower person licensing field on the higher one. 

It is fair to admit that (51) represents a novel type of parameter; however, note that it seems to have a striking parallel in the system of Tense heads. 

As discussed thoroughly by Comrie (1985), all tense systems have independent or absolute tenses which express the relation between the Event Time of the clause and a Local Evaluation Time which is, in the unmarked case, the Speech Time (in our terms, the temporal coordinate of the speech event encoded in Fin°). In addition, certain tense systems may encode a more complex temporal structure in the so called "absolute-relative" tenses, such as the Pluperfect: here the Event Time is related to a contextually relevant Reference Time, and the latter is in turn related to the Speech Time.

Recent neo-reichenbachian syntactic analyses of tense systems, such as Giorgi and Pianesi (1997) or Stowell (1996), converge on the hypothesis that the absolute temporal relation involving the Speech Time is encoded in a high Tense head, whereas the temporal relation involving the Reference Time is encoded in a lower temporal head (the latter relation is typically instantiated in reduced clauses, such as participial clauses). 
 The parametric variation between a tense system like the Russian one, lacking absolute-relative tenses, and the Italian one, may be though of in terms of a parameter akin to (51): all tense systems have a Tense head anchored to Fin°, which encodes the Speech Event with its temporal coordinate; in addition, some tense systems may also have a lower, dependent Tense head expressing a further temporal relation. For the moment this is only a tentative suggestion, but if such an approach can be fruitfully pursued, it may provide independent support for the view of parametric variation in clausal functional structure in terms of recursion of a lower functional system parasitic on a higher, deictically-anchored one.

8. Summary and concluding remarks

At this point we have an answer to our initial questions (§3). 

(i) As for the animacy hierarchy, I have argued that it is active in the syntax of both Plains Cree and Italian: it is a system of person-licensing heads selected by the Fin head. This system syntactically implements the anchoring to the speech event of the person feature of pronominal arguments. This anchoring is obligatory, in order to comply with the person licensing requirement (43).

(ii) As for the difference in animacy hierarchy effects, this depends on the value of parameter (51). Plains Cree has only one person field where all the arguments get their person features licensed; consequently, we find locality interactions between the external and the internal arguments. In Italian, instead, the positive setting of parameter (51) allows for the recursion of the Person field, so that the external argument always lands in a distinct and higher licensing area than the internal argument, with crossing dependencies.

(iii) Finally, in both languages person agreement is the morphological spell-out of the highest Person head that gets activated in the clause. In Plains Cree, this head may be activated by any one of the verb’s direct arguments complying with the person licensing requirement: this yields hierarchical agreement. In Italian, instead, the structurally highest Person head is always activated by the external argument (in transitive active configurations), giving rise to subject agreement.

From the present perspective, cross-linguistic differences arise along two distinct dimensions. First, languages (and possibly also individual idiolects) differ as to the relative ranking of certain person features: for instance, the Speech Act participants may be equally or differently ranked; within the third person category, proximate and obviative may be distinguished and differently ranked or not.  Second, languages differ w.r.t. the possibility of projecting a lower person field dependent on the Fin-licensed field. If this possibility is exploited, we have an apparently "non-animacy based" language  like Italian. If the possibility is not exploited, we have an overtly "animacy based" language like Plains Cree.

The present proposal directly bears on the question of how to characterize the functional architecture of the clause, in the spirit of the “cartographic” approach (cf. Cinque, 1999; 2002; Rizzi, 2002, 2004a). On the one hand, it concurs with the basic assumption that each functional head encodes one specific interpretable feature: from our perspective, Person heads too encode interpretable information. On the other hand, it departs from the hypothesis of a universally fixed functional structure in that a certain degree of flexibility is allowed, along the lines mentioned above. In particular, the parametrization of a lower, dependent functional field is a novel hypothesis, which I believe is worth exploring in other areas of the functional structure of the clause.
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1p DO
2p DO
3p DO

1p IO

*/% mi ti
me lo

2p IO
*/%   mi ti

te lo

3p IO
* gli  mi
* gli ti
glie lo


Table 1. Direct and indirect object clitics in Italian


1p object
2p object
3p object

1p subject

ki-V-i-n

2p-V-LOC1-1/2p
ni-V-aa-wa

1p-V-DIR-3prox

2p subject
ki-V-eti-n

2p-V-LOC2-1/2p

ki-V-aa-wa

2p-V-DIR-3prox

3p subject
ni-V-ekw

1p-V-INV
ki-V-ekw

2p-V-INV
V-ekw/V-ee-wa

V-INV  /V-DIR-3prox


Table 2. Plains Cree: Independent Order of the Transitive Animate Paradigm, with both arguments in the singular (from deLancey, 2002). V stands for the verbal root.


1p object
2p object
3p object

1p subject

LOC1 or DIR
DIR

2p subject
LOC2 or INV

DIR

3p subject
INV
INV
(,3P,DIR/INV


Table 3. Direction marking in inverse systems.







� This argument occupies a derived A position which is higher than that of any other argument in the clause. In transitive active configurations - which we will be concerned with in the following discussion - the external argument which moves to the highest A position is also merged  in a higher thematic position than the internal arguments. Throughout the paper, I adopt the terms "external" vs. "internal" argument, familiar from the GB literature, rather than referring to specific thematic roles (e.g. Agent vs. Theme/Patient), because my analysis will be stated in terms of tree-geometric syntactic structures. On the other hand, I will avoid  the labels "subject" and "object" for Plains Cree because, as an anonymous reviewer pointed out, it is far from obvious that Algonquian languages  have real grammatical subjects (cf. Klaiman, 1992: 250-51; Ritter and Wiltshcko, 2004; Ritter and Rosen, to appear). On this point see also note 62 below.


� Under certain conditions direct and indirect objects can also be realized as tonic pronouns: see below §§ 4.1, 4.5.


� On the opposition between proximate and obviative third person, see § 6.1.


� The less animate argument is third person and does not trigger  any agreement here.


� Some of these proposals are reviewed in § 6.2.


� Note that the terms "animacy-based" vs. "non-animacy based" language are intended as merely descriptive labels.


� The inverse clause is mostly analysed as an active predication (see e.g. Klaiman, 1992: 242-243), even though it is functionally similar to the passive (see the papers collected in Givón, 1994).  Another morphosyntactic phenomenon that is sensitive to the animacy hierarchy is person-based split ergativity (cf. deLancey, 1981; Dixon, 1994), which will not be discussed  here. One possible counterexample to the universality of the ranking of SAPs above third person is the Coast Salish language Squamish, as described by Jelinek and Demers (1983: 174-176): this language allows for a transitive clause with a third person agent and a first person patient, whereas it requires passivization with a third person agent and a second person patient.


� Note that the examples in (5) are in principle ambiguous, since the first and second person clitics have no morphologically distinct forms for the Dative and Accusative Case. On this point see also § 4.4.


� I will not discuss the third person reflexive clitic (si), which can be preceded by first, second  and third person IO clitics in Italian (contrary to French: see Anagnostopoulou, 2003a; 2003b).


� Actually, in Italian a first person inherent reflexive clitic co-occurring with a third person Dative clitic remains deviant:


(i)   * 	Gli mi/ mi gli sono rivelato.


	3sg-io 1sg/ 1sg  3sg-io have-1sg revealed


	'I revealed myself to him'


� As for (5b), I assume that it also violates some constraint related to the ordering in the clitic string: see below note 34.


� In Bonet's approach, instead, the PCC is a morphological constraint.


� Also the restriction of the PCC to clitics realizing two distinct direct arguments of the verb supports an animacy-based account: animacy hierarchy effects always involve two distinct animate arguments of the verb.


� The discussion in this section was directly inspired by Kayne (2000a).


� In certain varieties (not the present author's), first and second person pronouns that are doubled in situ are introduced by the preposition a. In other varieties, the preposition only appears when the direct object pronoun is left-dislocated (see Benincà, 1988 for relevant discussion).


� Cf. also Cardinaletti and Starke (1999). 


� This is the phenomenon of emarginazione discussed by Antinucci and Cinque (1977), Calabrese (1992) and Cardinaletti (2001), among others.


� The status of clitic doubled tonic pronouns is somewhat unclear: in the present author's idiolect, they are focussed like non-doubled tonic pronoun. Clitic doubling will not be discussed  from now on (see Belletti, 2003 for general discussion of doubling configurations).


� In this respect Italian differs significantly from French, as described  in Kayne (2000a): In French pronominal indirect objects can fail to be doubled only if they bear contrastive stress in situ; this is much more difficult for direct objects, marginal only with third person pronouns, which Kayne takes to be close to lexical DPs (cf. (22d) below). See Kayne (2000a: note 10) for some speculations on the difference between French and Italian.


� I adopt here the head movement analysis of clitics (cf. Kayne, 1989; Terzi, 1999, among many others). The analysis to be proposed below is also compatible with a base-generation approach to clitics along the lines of Sportiche (1996), except for the treatment of clitic/tonic pronouns interactions (§ 4.5). See notes 32 and 41.


� Note that this hypothesis does not concern locative clitics (Ital. ci,vi), even if they are omophonous to personal clitics, nor the partitive/adnominal clitic ne; all of these plausibly belong to a syntactic category distinct from that of personal clitics and bear different features. See Reisig Ferrazzano (2003) for relevant discussion, and also note 36.


� The fact that first and second person pronouns do not have a regular plural is plausibly related to the fact that first person plural does not denote a plurality of speakers, and second person plural does not necessarily denote a plurality of addressees (cf. Benveniste, 1966: 233-235). For recent discussion, see Schlenker (2002) and Wechsler (2002).


� (22d) is acceptable if the nonpronominal object DP is preceded by an intonational break: this is an instance of right dislocation rather than a doubling structure.


� I leave aside quantifier bound pronouns, because the phi-features of the latter seem to be disregarded in LF (cf. Heim, 2005; Kratzer, 1998; Schlenker, 2003; in press; von Stechow, 2002). This issue is also discussed  in Bianchi (2004).


� See Schlenker (in press) for a unified approach, in which the discourse roles are directly encoded in the assignment function.


� The reason why I refer to person licensing, rather than person checking (in the standard minimalist sense), will become clear in § 5.


� Similarly, Linn and Rosen (2003) argue for a split checking of first and second person vs. third person DPs in different functional projections, on the basis of evidence from some American Indian languages. See note 65 below.


� I will elaborate more on this point in § 4.4.


� The difference between first/second vs. third person is also encoded in the functional structure of pronominal DPs: see in particular Ritter (1995) on Hebrew and Kayne (2000b) on French and Italian. 


� The only explicit alternative that I know of is Richards's (1997) 'tucking in' of multiple specifiers. Because of my own theoretical preferences, I will not adopt multiple Specs in my analysis.


� Note that this revision of Relativized Minimality (like the previous Equidistance Principle) only holds for A chains within a clause boundary; for Relativized Minimality effects on long distance dependencies (e.g. of the wh- island type), a single intervening operator position (a criterial position, in the sense of Rizzi, 2004a) is sufficient to block the dependency, irrespective of the position of the tail of its chain. It remains to be understood why  minimality should work differently in the two cases; for the moment, this problem remains open. Thanks to Luigi Rizzi and Ur Shlonsky for very useful discussion on this point.


� Recursion of the 3P head is also compatible with a phrasal movement analysis of clitics à la Sportiche (1996).


� According to Harley and Ritter (2002), inclusive plural first person is specified as both [speaker] and [hearer]. In Italian, however, plural first person is not specified w.r.t. inclusiveness, i.e. it is only [speaker].


� I am crucially assuming that the linear order of the clitics does not reflect the relative syntactic position of the two SAP heads: there may be some post-syntactic reordering in the clitic string. Note that in (i), the first person plural clitic (ci) must follow the second person singular (ti) or plural (vi) clitic, whereas the first person singular clitic (mi) must precede the second person  clitic (ti) in (ii) (=5a):


(i) % Ti/vi	ci	affideranno


	2sg/2pl	1pl	trust –fut.3.pl	


(ii) % Mi 	ti	affideranno


	1sg	1sg	trust –fut.3.pl	


The first person plural clitic ci seems to occupy the same position in the clitic string as the omophonous locative clitic ci; however, the two have distinct syntactic properties (see note 36).


� For some speakers the first interpretation is the preferred one, or even the exclusive one (cf. Bonet, 1994: fn. 6). For these speakers, the hierarchical order in (30) with first person above second person constitutes the less marked option. 


� Even though there are no morphologically distinct forms, the Accusative and Dative clitics are syntactically distinct in that the former, but not the latter, trigger optional agreement on the past participle, e.g. in the following examples uttered by a female speaker:


(i) Mi hanno aiutato/-a. 


     1.sg. (they) have-3.pl. helped-3.sg.m./3.sg.f   'They helped me.'


(ii) Mi hanno parlato/*-a.


       1.sg. (they) have-3.pl. helped-3.sg.m./*3.sg.f   'They talked to me.'


Belletti and Rizzi (1995: note 7) suggest that in (ii) the Dative Case makes the clitic’s phi-features unavailable for agreement, possibly because of a phonetically empty Dative preposition. Similarly, note that the 1st person plural clitic ci is syntactically distinct from the omophonous locative clitic ci in that the former but not the latter has phi-features that trigger optional past participle agreement and give rise to PCC effects. See Reisig Ferrazzano (2003) for relevant discussion.


� See Bonet (1991; 1994) on the more complex situation of French and Spanish. 


� The rescuing effect of tonic pronouns also obtains in the second possible interpretation (2-DO, 1-IO), which I will not exemplify for reasons of space.


� Anagnostopoulou (2003a) offers a minimalist analysis of PCC effects, based on the hypothesis that in PCC configurations a split checking of person and number features obtains in the multiple Specs of the little v head. The Dative argument (first, second and also third person) is always endowed with a person feature; since it is structurally higher, it moves first and checks the person feature of little v. The lower Accusative argument moves next and "tucks in" an inner Spec; however, it can only check the remaining Number feature of little v. A first or second person Accusative pronoun intrinsically has a person feature: thus, its phi-feature checking is incomplete and its structural Case remains unchecked, causing the derivation to crash. A third person Accusative clitic, instead, lacks a person feature: it checks the remaining number feature of little v and has its own Case feature properly checked. As for tonic pronouns, Anagnostopoulou proposes that they remain in situ and do not establish any checking relation with little v. Even though this analysis does not stipulate an animacy hierarchy, it seems to me that the effects of the hierarchy are captured by means of two assumptions that introduce two crucial asymmetries in the checking system. The first one is the assumption that the person feature can be checked separately from the number feature; the second one is the assumption that Dative third person pronouns have a (negatively specified) person feature, whereas Accusative third person pronouns have no person but only number. Each of the two assumptions is in itself plausible (the first one is inspired by Taraldsen 1995), but the first one constitutes a departure from the basic minimalist checking system, and the second one appears somewhat stipulative. Another approach to the PCC based on underspecification of third person is offered by Murasugi (1994: 138).


� This implies that person licensing does not give rise to 'criterial freezing' in the sense of Rizzi (2004a): the pronominal argument is allowed to move away from the person licensing position. Note that a tonic pronoun always moves away to a higher focus position;  thus, it appears that the Specifier of a Person head is not a possible final landing site for a moved phrase (L.Rizzi, p.c.), for reasons that remain to be understood.


� In Sportiche's (1996) analysis of clitics, a null pronoun moves to the Spec of the clitic head; if this creates an XP-chain, RM effects should arise w.r.t. the chain of the tonic pronoun. In a relational approach to phrasal projection, one could claim that the null pronoun is both [+minimal] and [+maximal], whereas the tonic pronoun is [-minimal], [+maximal] (see Cardinaletti, 1994). I will not try to develop a solution along these lines. 


� A phonological or semantic matrix, in Speas’s definition. I leave aside the phonological matrix since I assume late insertion for functional elements.


� In (33d), minimality effects between the two XP chains can also be avoided under the assumption that the SAP features can be separately projected in either hierarchical order.


�  I leave aside politeness uses of third person. Plural first and second person denote (apart from politeness uses) groups including at least the speaker and hearer, respectively, with further possible sub-specifications, like inclusive and exclusive plural first person (see Harley and Ritter, 2002; Schlenker, 2002 for relevant discussion). 


� In § 7 I will return to the integration of the person field within the global functional structure of the clause.


� Starting from Chomsky (1995: chapter 4), Agr heads have been eliminated because they are not visible at the C-I interface. In the present approach, the Person heads are relevant for the C-I interface, in compliance with the minimalist requirement. Furthermore, the lexical person feature does not get deleted, as in the standard minimalist "checking" view, but it is preserved at the C-I interface.


� I will not elaborate further the licensing mechanism here; various options are conceivable, depending on the specific semantic analysis of personal pronouns that one adopts. See Schlenker (2003) and especially Schlenker (in press) for a comparison of different semantic approaches; see Sigurdhsson (in press) for one specific syntactic implementation of person licensing.


� In (42b), the pronominal subject appears not to have raised to a person projection. I will assume, following Belletti (2003), that the inverted pronominal subject is connected to a phonetically empty pronoun raised to a preverbal A position: this allows the person feature of the inverted subject to be licensed. According to Belletti (2003), this “connection” is an instance of pronoun doubling: the postverbal strong pronoun heads a  “big DP”  and takes as a complement the doubled pro; the latter raises to the preverbal A position (i). The strong pronoun overtly doubles a lexical DP in (ii), and covertly doubles a PRO in the control clause of (iii):


pro1 parlerò [DP io t1].


Pro speak-fut.1sg  I-nom


Giannik parlerà [DP lui tk].


G. speak-fut.3sg  he


Pro ho deciso [di PRO1 parlare [DP io t1]].


Pro have-1.sg. decided to PRO speak-inf. I-nom


Note that doubling of an overt DP conjunction by a first or second person plural pronoun seems possible as well:


(iv) ? [Io e Gianni]j andremo [DP noi tj] a protestare.


           I and G. will-go-3.pl  we  to protest


� On the separation of number and person agreement, see among others Ritter (1995); Taraldsen (1995); Sigurdhsson (1996; 2000). I will not investigate the properties of number agreement in this paper.


� According to Aissen (1997), in Algonquian there are actually multiple levels of obviation. I leave aside this complication.


� In ditransitive configurations,  the relevant internal argument for direction marking (and hierarchical agreement)  is the recipient/goal/beneficiary argument , rather than the theme: see Aissen (1997: fn. 10); see also Anderson (1997: 229) on Fox; Klaiman (1992: fn. 4) on other languages. Here I will only consider monotransitive configurations.


� The outermost suffix –n indicates agreement with a first or second person in configurations involving two SAPs. The suffix –wa indicates agreement with a third person proximate argument. For details the reader is referred to deLancey (2002, § 1.2). Halle & Marantz (1993, 138 ff.), analysing the verbal paradigms of Potawatomi, argue that the "person prefixes" are pronominal clitics in this language, whereas the suffix expresses agreement (resulting in apparent multiple exponence).


� As discussed in deLancey (1981), the same ranking is syntactically relevant to person-based split ergative systems.


�  Aissen (1997) proposes an Optimality Theoretic analysis of inverse systems of the Algonquian type (and other 'obviation phenomena'), based on a Participant Hierarchy (local person > proximate > obviative) and  Relational Hierarchy (subject > primary object); the two hierarchies may be directly or inversely aligned in OT. Despite its importance, this proposal will not be discussed here because it is framed in a different theoretical framework. 


� McGinnis (1997), building on Halle and Marantz (1993), gives an essentially morphological analysis of hierarchical agreement in Ojibwa (Algonquian): the direct object and subject pronominal clitics cliticize to C°; in the Morphological Component, the two clitics in C° are fused onto a single node. Then, underspecified vocabulary items compete for vocabulary insertion: because of the language-particular feature hierarchy 2>1, the item spelling out second person wins the competition over the item spelling out first person: hence second person is spelled out, irrespective of whether this feature belongs to the subject or to the object clitic, yielding the hierarchical agreement prefix. The direct and inverse morphemes mark object agreement on the light v, respectively, with a 1P and with a 2P object. Thus, the whole system is reduced to the standard mechanisms of the minimalist framework, and to the familiar C°-T°-v° clausal  structure. 


� For reasons of space, I cannot discuss the phenomenon of 'copying to object' (Anderson, 1997), also dubbed Cross-Clausal Agreement (Branigan and MacKenzie, 2002; Ritter and Rosen, to appear).


� This is similar to certain formal analyses of the Apachean “inverse”, i.e. obviation in 3-3 configurations: Ura (1996: ch. 7) and Hale (2000) propose syntactic movement of the object to an EPP checking projection, crossing the subject (with nesting paths, Ura, or in situ, Hale). See also Speas (2000b: 9-10) for an overview of various proposals, which concludes: “The true parameters distinguishing Navajo and English remain to be discovered”. I will leave aside obviation systems of the Apachean type, because they are exclusively sensitive to 3-3 configurations (cf. DeLancey, 2002).


� In the following diagrams, the lines represent Agree relations and the arrows represent movement.


�  Anagnostopoulou (2003b) proposes an elaboration of Bruening’s analysis in which the feature involved in checking is a Person/Participant feature. In her proposal too, the subject and the object are checked by the same head (T°).


� The notion of association seems to correspond by and large to Chomsky's (1998) Agree.


� However, it is unclear whether this requirement is taken to correlate with morphologically visible hierarchical agreement. 


� Two very recent analyses diverge from the ones reviewed above in this respect (thanks to an anonymous reviewer for pointing out the relevant references). Ritter and Wiltschko (2004) and Ritter and Rosen (to appear) argue that Algonquian languages  completely lack the Tense projection, and hence also lack the dedicated Spec,TP position to which all the properties of "grammatical subjects" are associated; thus, on their view, Algonquian languages lack grammatical subjects. According to Ritter and Rosen, the person agreement prefix is an instance of A'-agreement, i.e. agreement in the Complementizer system, where a specific A' functional projection encodes "point of view roles" (in the sense of Speas and Tenny 2003), i.e. Speaker and Hearer (and Proximate third person); this is actually their reinterpretation of Bruening's (2001) H head. The role of the direct/inverse theme signs  is not entirely clear in this approach. This proposal has many important implications and certainly deserves further consideration; at present I cannot undertake a full discussion. 


� In McGinnis (1997), this is the C° head to which both arguments cliticize; in Bruening (2001), both T° and v° doubly agree with both arguments; in Anagnostopoulou (2003b), T° Agrees with both arguments; in Ritter and Rosen (to appear), the H° head in the Complementizer area does.  In Nichols (2001), instead, T can  agree with any nonoblique argument in the clause, but it is not allowed to carry the features of two distinct arguments (cf. (50c)).


� Note that Plains Cree is a 'head marking' language (in the sense of Nichols, 1986; see also Klaiman, 1992: 233-235): lexical arguments are related to a verbal agreement morphology that is relevant for the inverse system. According to some authors, Algonquian languages are actually polisynthetic and license pro arguments in the thematic positions: see Ritter and Rosen (to appear) for a suggestion along these lines.


 � Linn and Rosen (2003), focussing on Algonquian, Athapaskan languages and Euchee, propose that in these "animacy based" [sic] languages, first and second person arguments are checked  in Agr-S/Agr-O, whereas all third person arguments are checked in a lower Gender Phrase. The checking of different person features in distinct functional layers is similar to the present proposal (however, Linn and Rosen assume two distinct Agr projections for the external and internal arguments).


� Even though from a functional viewpoint, the inverse is similar to a passive structure in that it foregrounds the object: on this point, see the papers collected in Givón (1994).


� If there is only one argument in the clause, there are no locality (intervention) effects. Plausibly, in such structures only the higher field is projected/activated: cf. Harley’s (1995) Condition on AgrPs and § 7.3 below. Some languages may have separate licensing fields for indirect and direct objects: see Murasugi (1994: 137-144) for relevant discussion .


� According to Tenny (1992), direct and indirect objects are crucially involved in delimiting/measuring the event (giving rise to the phenomenon of telicity), whereas the external argument is typically a causer and does not measure the event. Kratzer (1996) explicitly proposes that the external argument is not represented in the lexical entry of the verb. An obvious problem is the status of unaccusative subjects, which do measure out the event in Tenny's terms, and hence would be expected to license person in the lower field. Anagnostopoulou (2003a) points out that in certain languages (though not in Italian), unaccusative subjects do interact with indirect objects, giving rise to PCC effects. This problem cannot be addressed within the limits of the present paper.


�  Modulo enclisis vs. proclisis, a difference that I will not go into here. In French, nonfinite clauses cannot license subject clitics but they do license object clitics.


�  The recursion hypothesis must be elaborated for nonfinite clauses, where by hypothesis the higher person field is defective or anaphoric. I leave this problem open for future research.


� In Reichanbach's (1947) original formulation, the Reference Time is always instantiated in every temporal structure, but it may coincide either with the Speech Time or with the Event Time. Bertinetto (1986) argues instead that the Reference Time is instantiated only in those structures where it does not coincide with the Event Time. See Comrie (1986) and Bertinetto (1986)  for relevant discussion. 


� Manzini and Savoia (2002) also propose the recursion of a 'clitic field' in their analysis of Italian dialects.  Recent work by Belletti (2001; 2003) suggests that the Topic and Focus heads of Rizzi’s (1997) split CP system are duplicated at the VP-periphery. But none of these proposals parametrizes the projection of the recursive functional fields.
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