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Number as Person
Stephen Wechsler

1 Introduction

Many European languages have two second person pronoum$oranformal and one forformal
address, such as Frentthandvous respectively: Such pronouns pose an interesting problem for
number agreement. A second person formal subject pronmgets plural agreement on the finite
verb regardless of whether the referent is one addresseelopleaddressees. Number agreement
on non-finite elements, meanwhile, corresponds to semaatitber, i.e. cardinality. Thus when
used with singular reference, such pronouns trigger mixgdeanent. Examples from French and
Bulgarian are given in (1) and (3).

(1) a. \Vous étes loyal.
YOUPL/FORMAL be.2L loyal.sG

‘You (one formal addressee) are loyal.’

b. \Vous étes loyaux.
YOUPL/FORMAL be.ZL loyal.pL

‘You (multiple addressees) are loyal.’

(2) a. Ve ste  ucCtiv i vnimatelen.
YOUPL/FORMAL be.2PL polite SG andattentivesG

‘You (one formal addressee) are polite and attentive.

b. Vie ste  uCtivi i vnimatelni.
YOU.PL/FORMAL be.ZrL polite PL andattentivepPL

‘You (multiple addressees) are polite and attentive.’

In (1) and (2) the finite verbal elemerdtés, stgshows plural agreement while the predicate adjective
shows singular or plural agreement, depending as the suytmjenoun refers, respectively, to one
addressee alone or to a larger set of people that includesdidiressee(s). Examples (1)a and (2)a
are cases aIXED AGREEMENT: the subject appears to be triggering different numberasban the
two agreement targets. The problem addressed here is hayuaoesthis mixed agreement with the
assumption of normal agreement, defined here as the systeroadriation of grammatical form.
Some mixed agreement phenomena are best analyzed by distimg two agreement feature
bundles on the trigger (Kathol 1999, Wechsler and £12€600, 2003). For example, the Serbian/Croa-
tian noundeca‘children’ consistently triggers feminine singular agresnt on one set of targets and

1Thanks to Pascal Denis and Knud Lambrecht for help with Fredata, and to Larisa Zlati¢ for help with Ser-
bian/Croatian data.

2_in some languages. See Section 7.

3(2) is taken from Corbett (1983:47).
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neuter plural on another (Corbett 1983). Wechsler and&({@000, 2003) posit two feature bundles
on the Serbian/Croatian noun, then systematically relaté ef them respectively to morphological
and semantic properties of the noun. But this two-featupeaarh does not appear to be justified for
the problem illustrated in (1)-(2) (pace Kathol 1999).

A related hypothesis is that predicate adjectives show seoegreement while finite verbs show
grammatical agreement (Pollard and Sag 1994, p. 97). A piotike vousis morphosyntactically
(second person) plural, and the finite verb is sensitiveioféature. But it is unmarked with respect
to semantic number, i.e. cardinality. The number inflecbonthe predicate adjective is semanti-
cally interpreted, hence adjective number and cardinatityary, as shown in (1)-(2). Call this the
SEMANTIC AGREEMENT HYPOTHESIS

The SEMANTIC AGREEMENT HYPOTHESISIS plausible but it encounters the following problem:
predicate adjectives sometimes appear to show grammatcaément, for example witbluralia
tantumsubjects with singular referenée:

(3) Ces ciseaux sont idéaux/ *idéal pourcouperle velour.
thisPL scissorsgL) arePL idealm.PL/ *ideal.Mm.SGfor cutINF thevelour

‘These scissors are ideal for cutting velour.’

The plural adjective form is required regardless of whetherefer to one pair of scissors or mehy.
Moreover, it can be shown that no further adjustment of tlauies of the agreement triggers and
targets will solve this problem. Let us add the second pessayulartu to our stock of examples:

(4) Tu es loyal.
PRO.2SG be. XSG loyal.M.SG

‘You (singular, informal) are loyal.’

Now compare the three respective agreement patterns fpulamreferent formavous(1a), pluralia
tantum (3), and second person singular infortud@). As summarized in the following table, all three
subjects—vous ces ciseauxandtu—are semantically singular. Yet they give rise to threeedédht
agreement patterns on the verb and adjective.

(5) The NUMBER AGREEMENT CONUNDRUM.

Grammatical | Semantic | Finite V | Pred.Ad|.
tu sg sg sg sg
vous sg?/pl? sg pl sg
(formal, one addressee)
ciseaux(one pair) pl sg pl pl

Regardless of what grammatical number feature we assighetdriggers, we cannot explain the

three distinct patterns found on the targets, because mp®s$sible to distinguish three agreement
patterns with one bivalent grammatical number feature efttlyger. But adding a new feature or

number value—such as a special plural feature for plurabiéum nouns—would be totallyd hoc

4Applied to this problem, a two-feature approach would caditt certain cross-linguistic generalizations captimgd
the Wechsler and Zlati€ (2000, 2003) system. On the othed hdivorced from such a theory, the two-feature account
describes the facts but fails to explain them. See Wechsi:Zttic 2000, Chapter 6, for discussion.

5This example is due to Sabrina Parent.

6A variant of the $MANTIC AGREEMENTHYPOTHESISthat solves this problem will be proposed below.
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and unsupported by French morphology. French has only amalgategory. This problem will be
called the NUMBER AGREEMENT CONUNDRUM.

This paper proposes a solution to the Number Agreement @oom formalized within Lexical
Functional Grammar. Section 2 expands the scope to incltite &rench agreement mismatches.
Section 3 presents a simple principle governing the intemadetween grammatical and seman-
tic agreement features, and introduces a formal LFG meshmathiat captures that principle. This
mechanism alone does not solve the Number Agreement Camunéissuming the traditional per-
son/number paradigm. Traditionally forms are cross-diasisby person (with three values) and
number (with two values) into six cells.

(6) Traditional person/number paradigm.

[NUMBER Sg| | [NUMBER pl]
[PERSON1s{ | je suis loyal | nous sommes loyaux
[PERSON2Nd | tu es loyal vouseétes loyaux
[PERSON3rd] | il est loyal ils sont loyaux

As shown in Section 4, the Number Agreement Conundrum desagpassuming the independently
motivated general principle governing grammatical andasgin agreement features, if the paradigm
is modified such that the category ®0OMBER is banished from the first and second person forms,
surviving only within the third person. Section 5 providedstantial evidence for this alteration to
the traditional paradigm. While this proposal may appedicad from the point of view of traditional
grammar, it is entirely consonant with French morphologyg emdeed with the results of broad cross-
linguistic studies of person paradigms (Cysouw 2003, Kaatel Ritter 2002). An alternative analysis
is considered and rejected in Section 6. Section 7 discumsasler implications for the distinction
between formal and informal second person pronouns.

2 More French number mismatches

Number agreement mismatches of the sort illustrated aboser amot only in second person, but in
first and third person as well. In certain contemtais‘we’ can have singular reference, such as the
authorialnousfound in discursive prose:

(7) Nousavons toujoursété loyal enversla grammairgyénérative.
we AUX.1pL always beenloyal.Mm.sGtowardtheF grammar generative

‘I (one male author; lit. ‘we’) have always been loyal to gatere grammar.” (discursive
prose style)

In (7) nousrefers to the author. The masculine singular predicatecadgeinflection reflects the
semantic number and gender of the author(s); hence an ems@yning sentence (7) must be singly-
authored by a male. But the finite verb always shows first pepharal agreement withous leading
to a number mismatch in this example.

Similarly, the so-called generic third person singulamaanonis commonly used to mean either
‘we’, ‘people’, ‘someone’, or ‘you’ (Koenig 1999, Koenig dMauner 1999, i.a.}:

In spoken French the weak subject fonmus(as inNous sommes loyauWe are loyal’) has almost entirely dis-
appeared, replaced lmn. Other uses of nous (as object, left-dislocated topic) etarvive in spoken French. The first
person plural verb form can scarcely be heard, except indh@ative construction (e.cAllons-y‘Let’s go!’)
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8) a. Ona été loyaux.
0neAUX.3sG beenloyal.pL

‘We have been loyal’

b. Ona eté loyal.
0neAUX.3sG beenloyal.sG

‘You (one addressee) have been loyal.

Again, the number feature of the predicate adjective refldot meaning, while the finite verb or
auxiliary agreeing witlonis consistently singular.

Summarizing, number mismatches are found across the geiison paradigm: in first person
nous second persomous and third persomn. In all cases the finite verb’s number is determined
by subjectform (on is singular,nousandvousare plural), while a predicate adjective reflects the
cardinality of the referent.

3 Some preliminaries: default semantics of agreement targe

Before turning to our main topic, the revision of the persomiber paradigm, we need an account
of the interaction of semantic and grammatical agreemestndted above, theEMANTIC AGREE
MENT HYPOTHESIS according to which predicate adjectives show semantieeagent, encounters
a problem withpluralia tantumsubjects: they trigger plural agreement even if the retasesingular
(example (3)). It seems clear that this plural agreemerdgaisfthe plural morphology of the subject,
violating the MANTIC AGREEMENT HYPOTHESIS This section presents a modification of this
hypothesis. Then it will be shown that this modificationldails to solve the Person Agreement
Conundrum, unless we fundamentally alter our model of tmegénumber paradigm.

We modify the EMANTIC AGREEMENT HYPOTHESISby making the semantic number value of
the predicate adjective a default that must apphen the subject trigger lacks plural morphology
This is a classic markedness (or perhaps economy) phenomieraitively, the plural number mor-
phology on an agreement target must be there for a reasogfldtts either the aggregate reference
(semantic plurality) of the subject or its morphologicalnallity. Becauseiseauxscissors’ is inher-
ently (morphologically) plural, a plural agreement tarlpestes its semantic potency with respect to
number.

This common phenomenon can be illustrated with Englisheagent (see Farkas and Zec (1995),
Wechsler (to appear), Wechsler and Z442003)):

9) a These scissors are dull.
b. His lifelong companion and the editor of his autobiograat his bedside.
C. His lifelong companion and the editor of his autobiograpte at his bedside.

English verbs show plural agreement with pluralia tantubjestts, as in (9a), reflecting the morpho-
logical plural of the subject. But the coordinate subject®b) and (9¢) lack morphological number,
because coordinate structures are exocentric (Wechslapfiear)). So the plural verb becomes se-
mantically potent: sentence (9b), with singular agreemsiippropriate where the companion/editor
is one person, while example (9c) requires that they be tatindt individuals. This observation that
agreement features on certain targets have semantic tamigrwhere the agreement trigger lacks
inherent morphosyntactic number can be captured formallgkical Functional Grammar by means
of CONSTRAINING EQUATIONS(cp. ‘feature checking’). Unification-based formalismsisas LFG
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model agreement as a correlation arising because feattieesingle grammatical representation,
namely the functional structure (f-structure) in the caldeRss, are specified by two distinct elements
in the sentence. This specification occurs via equationsy@fypes:DEFINING EQUATIONS which
build the f-structure, andONSTRAINING EQUATIONS notated with T, which check the f-structure
for the presence of a feature. We illustrate with (simplifiedical specifications for the English verb
formsis andare:

(10) LFG Lexical forms.

a. is: | (TsuBJ PER$=3rd

b. (TSUBJ NUM) = sg

C. ((TsuB)ys AGGREGATE) = —

d. are: | (TsuBJPER$=3rd

e (TsuBJ NUM) =¢ pl V ((TSUBJ) s AGGREGATE) = +

In this illustration,is encodes both grammatical and semantic information abssuibject. Gram-
matically the subject is third person, plural; semanticélrefers to a non-aggregate. The first two
equations foiis, (10a,b), are defining equations that contribei®Ron andNumber features to the
f-structure representation of the verlssBlect. The third equation, (10c), contributes the feature
[AGGREGATE —] to the semantic structure{structure) of the subjecto(is the semantic projection
function). The boolean featulsGGREGATE is used here a placeholder for a more serious seman-
tics of cardinality. A value of AGGREGATE +] indicates an aggregate or ‘semantic plural’, while
[AGGREGATE -] applies to all others, including singulars and massessiraplicity we assume that
the semantic structure has the same feature architectigrasture. Hence any semantic structure
supplied with conflicting values fXxGGREGATE (hamely + and —) is semantically ill-formed, just as
any f-structure supplied with conflicting values for a featis grammatically ill-formed.

The plural formareis similar, only instead of a conjunction of grammatical @edhantic number
equations, it specifies disjunctionbetween two equations (see (10e)): a constraining equttain
checks for thgrammaticalnumber of the agreement trigger, and a defining equatiorctmtibutes
semantimumber. That is, a plural vedather checks for theNlJUMBER pl] feature of its subjectpr
contributes plurality to the semantic representation efsibject. This reconciles the apparently con-
tradictory grammatical and semantic agreement illusdratg9), correctly predicting the following
grammaticality and interpretation pattern:

(11) a. The book is... (non-aggregate)

b. *The book are...
c. *Thebooksis...
d. The books are... (aggregate)
e. *The scissorsis...
f The scissors are... (non-aggregate or aggregate)
g His companion and the editor is... (non-aggregate)
h. His companion and the editor are... (aggregate)

The following table demonstrates how the lexical forms i@)(firedict the grammaticality and inter-

pretation of (11). The disjunction of two f-descriptiondides a set of two alternative f-structures
(Bresnan 2000, p. 61); or, in our case, a set of two alteredtstructured-structure pair§. If

8The f-description is the set of defining equations assatiaith the derivation of a sentence.
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both pairs are ill-formed (either at f- @r-structure) then the sentence is ruled out; if at least one is
well-formed it is grammatical; and if both are well-formdgkh the sentence has two derivations.

is are
NUM = sg
AGG = — NUM =¢ pl V. AGG =+
the book [NUM sgf [NUM sgk | *no [NUM pl];! *[ AGG )¢
[AGG —]o [AGG —o
(12) | the books [Num pl]s *INUM ¢ | [NUM pl] [NUM pl];
[AGG +]4 *[AGG ] 5 | [AGG +]g [AGG +]4
the scissors [NUM pl]; *INUM ¢ | [NUM pl] [NUM pl];
[AGG +/—]g [AGG +/-]g [AGG +]4
NP and NP [ (noNuM) ]¢ | [NUM sg@k | *no [NUM pl];!
[AGG +/-]g [AGG —]o [AGG +]g

The cell forThe books are..indicates two derivations with identical results: thattise verb can
either be checking the plural feature of the subject, or meéduatly imposing aggregate semantics on
an NP that already denotes an aggregate of books. The twatens forThe scissors are. differ
slightly: in one,are checks morphological plurality, hence allowing either tamgregate (one pair of
scissors) or aggregate (multiple pairs) interpretatiarthe otherare imposes aggregate semantics.
The latter derivation provides an alternative route to derpretation made available anyway by the
former derivation.

This grammar predicts that an NP subjectaoé that lacks the jum pl] feature has aggregate
semantics.

Returning now to French, we posit similar disjunctive equa for the plural target formisiéaux
andsont

(13) Some French lexical entries.
idéal: A (TPRED) = ‘ideal(suBJ)’
(TSUBJ GEND =m
(TSUBJ NUM) = sg
((TsuB)y AGGREGATE) = —

idéaux: A (TPRED) = ‘ideal(suBJy’
(TSUBJ GEND =m
(TsuBJd NUM) =¢ pl V ((TSUBJ) g AGGREGATE) = +

ciseaux: N (TPRED) = ‘scissors’
—(TPER9
(TNum) =pl
(TGEND) =m

sont: Istem —(TSUBJ PER$
(TsuBJd NUM) =¢ pl V ((TSUBJ) g AGGREGATE) = +

ils-: lat  (TPRED) = ‘pro’
—(TPER9
(TNUM) = pl

(TGEND) =m
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Weak subject pronouns are verbal prefixes (Miller 1992, éfiind Sag 1997). Assuming a word
syntax model of morphology in which functional annotati@pgpear on sublexical nodes, the first
prefix slot is designated for the subject function, as itatstd in (15).

(14) c- and f-structures for (3):
IP

(Tsusy = | T=1

NP | PRED ‘ideal(suBJ’
—_ PRED ‘SCiSSOrs]
les ciseaux TTl TA—PL suBJ |NuM  pl

| | GEND m
sont A
|
idéaux
(15) c- and f-structures fdls sont idéaux
IP
= 1= PRED ‘ideal(suBJ)’
' A|P PRED ‘pro’
suBJ ([Num pl
(fsus)=| 1= A

laft Istem . ,| GEND M

| | idéaux

ils- sont

Turning now to the singular forrwéal, the lexical entry states that the subject must be morpliolog
cally andsemantically singular (see the last two equations in thied&korm).

The semantic condition is controversial: the singulareafgrm has been claimed to act as a
default, appearing when the subject lacks agreement &satoruch as we have said for third person
(Da Sylva 1998). Singular is used with clausal and VP subjéstamples from Da Sylva 1998, p.
57):

(16) a. Bienmangerest  bon pourla santé.
well eatINF be.33Ggoodm.sGfor theF health

‘Eating well is good for you.’

b. Quevousnousignoriezn’est pas surprenant.
thatyou us ignore NEGbe.3SG NEG surprisingsG
‘That you ignore us is not surprising.’

However it is also possible that the singular forms in (18t semantic agreement with the subject:
‘eating well’ is a single habit; ‘that you ignore us’ is a siegroposition.

Coordination facts support this view. Coordinate VPs oftegger singular agreement, since the
conjunction of two propositions (habits, events, etc.) o#ten be lumped together into a single
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(conjoined) proposition (habit, event, etc.). But thegger plural agreement as long as the meaning
is readily conceptualized as an aggredate.

a7 a. Mangegequilibréet faire du sportsontbons /estbon pourla santé.
eatINF balancecanddo.INF somesportare goodPL/is goodsGfor thehealth
‘Eating a balanced diet and doing sports is good for you.’

b. Dormir dansunhotelromantiquest faire desballadessngondolesont/*est
sleepiNFin a hotelromantic anddo.NF the ballads in gondolaare/*is
inclus dansle prix.
includedin  theprice
‘Sleeping in a romantic hotel and gondola ballads are irexdiud the price.

C. Savoir tapera la machineet connaitre 'anglais sontnécessaires
knowlINF type atthemachineandbe.familiariNF the’Englishare necessarpL
pource travail.
for thiswork
‘“Typing and English fluency are necessary for this work.’

d. Regarderla téleet boire dela bieretoutela journéesont/*estles deux
watchINF the TV anddrink.INF of thebeer all theday are/*is thetwo
seuleschosegyui l'intéressent.
only things thathim’interest
‘Watching TV and drinking beer all day are the only two thirtlgat interest him.’

Da Sylva (1998, p. 57) argues for the default account, paogndut correctly that there is no plausible
source of a number feature in an infinitive or clause. But @ypttesent proposal the subject infinitive
or clause itself does not provides a number feature; ratteeagreement targets do. The number
agreement equation associated with the estifor example, is a defining equation, not a constraining
equation.

4 Dissolving the person/number paradigm

The analysis proposed above fails to account for agreemiéimtausor vous These pronouns must
be morphologically plural, since they obligatorily trigggdural agreement on the finite verb:

(18) a. Nousommes/*suis...
we be.lPL/1SG

‘We are...

b. \Vous étes/*es...
YOUPL be.2PL/2SG

‘You are...

But if nousandvousare plural then our proposal wrongly neutralizes semarticapty when one
of these pronouns triggers plural agreement on a predicieetave. Recall that the morphological
plurality of ciseauxrobs the predicate adjective’s plural feature of its seingratency (intuitively,
because the plural agreement is understood to result freormtiiphology otiseau. In contrast, in

9Examples 17a-c are due to Pascal Denis. Olivier Bonami &gpkample 17d.



Number as Person 263

the case ohousandvous the adjective number covaries with the semantic integpigt (see (1) and
(7)). The conundrum diagramed in (5) above remains unsolved

As noted above, we can introduce new features, perhapsglisshing the more ‘morphologically
salient’ plurality of a pluralia tantum nouns from the pliitsaof nousandvous But this would be ad
hoc: there is only one plural category in French morphosynta

It turns out that this problem is best solved notibfroducingunmotivated complexity into the
grammar, but rather bgemovingunmotivated complexity from the (traditional) grammar.

The essential idea is simply thabusandvousare not plural forms. Semantically they are ac-
tually ASsoCIATIVE forms: nous/vougefer to the speaker/hearer plus associates, not to aipjural
of speakers/hearers (more on this in the following sectidhg proposal is that morphosyntactically
they are distinguished frofe andtu by thePERSONfeature alone. This section presents this proposed
revision to the paradigm and shows how it solves the agreemeazle, while the following section
motivates the revised paradigm.

We noted above that the morphosyntactic agreement feadtijandnousmust differ in order to
account for finite verb agreement; likewise farversusvous(see (18)). So two nemERSONvalues
are proposed: la (‘first person associative’) and 2a (‘stp@nson associative’), forousandvous
respectively. Thelje andnousare distinguished bpERSON not NUMBER; and likewise fortu and
VOus

(19) a. FrenclPERSONvalues: 1s, 1a, 2s, 2a
b. FrenchNUMBER values: sg, pl

Note that 1a and 2a are morphosyntactic atoms, not abhienségor feature complexes.

Following Benveniste 1966 and many others, so-called théon is treated as the absence of
a PERSONfeature. Thus VP and clausal subjects, which lack persopinodogy altogether, trigger
so-called third person on the verb (recall (16)).

In the revised paradignNUMBER subclassifies third person forms, but plays no role in the-cla
sification of first or second person forms. This holds for sabpronominal prefixes as well as finite
verb stems:

(20) Revised first and second person paradigm.

subjects| finite verbs

je- suis [PERS1S]
nous- sommes [PERS1a]
tu- es [PERS2S]
Vous- étes [PERS23]

(21) Revised third person paradigm (all areers.

subjects finite verbs

il-, elle-, on- [NUM sg] | | est NUM =¢ SQ
Pierre, l'eau... AGG =—
ils-, elles- [NuM pl] sont NUM =¢ pl
les gens, les ciseaux|.. V AGG = +

Under this new paradigm thelWMBER AGREEMENT CONUNDRUM disappears. Finite verb agree-
ment, first of all, is trivial. Each subject form is compaéilanly with the corresponding finite verb
form shown in the cell to its right.
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(22) a. je suis
[PERS1S][PERS1S]
‘am’
b. il est
[NUM sg][NUM sq]
‘he is’
C. *tu suis
[PERS2S]|[PERS1S]

(inconsistent f-structure)

Turning now to predicate adjectives, consider first morpgally plural NP subjects. We predict
that such subjects trigger plural on predicate adjectivasthis plural (on the adjective) has no se-
mantic force. Semantic number for morphologically plur®d\depends only on the semantics of the
NP itself: an ordinary plural likeoldats'soldiers’ denotes an aggregate, while a pluralia tantten li
ciseauxcan denote an aggregate (more than one pair of scissorshaggregate (a single pair):

(23) a. Les soldatsont loyaux/*loyal .
[NUM pl]  [NUM pl] [NUM =¢ pl]
‘The soldiers are loyal.’
b. Ces ciseaugont idéaux/*idéal.
[NUM pl]  [NuMm pl] [NUM =¢ pl]
‘These scissors are ideal.’

This follows from the disjunctive equation (recall (13) &b@i since the subject trigger is morpholog-
ically plural, the grammatical number disjunct becomes oo, so plural semantics is not forced
by the adjective.

Unlike those NPs, the first and second person pronouns latlhbeufeatures. Thus the plural
predicate adjective’s semantic number equation must leetsel.

(24) a. \Vous étes loyal.
[PERS2a][PERS2a][NUM s(]
‘You (one formal addressee) are loyal.’
b.  Vous étes loyaux.
[PERS2a][PERS28][AGG +]4
‘You (multiple addressees) are loyal.’

The first person singular pronoya lacks a morphosyntactisgUMBER feature, hence an adjective
must have semantic force. Sineaefers to the speaker, which is always non-aggregate, threopn
cannot serve as subject of a plural adjective. Examples(#ka) are ruled out on because the left
disjunct is violated and the right disjunct produces afatlned semantic structure.

(25) a. *Je suis loyaux.
[AGG —] [NUM =¢ pl] V [AGG +]
(‘l am loyal.pL.)
Violates constraining equation (nuM feature);AGG values conflict
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b. On a été loyaux.
[NUM sg][NUM sg]been[AGG +]

‘We have been loyal.’

The ‘generic’ pronouron, however, has a broader range of meanings, as noted aboxghfyowe’,
‘someone’, or ‘people’; Koenig 1999, Koenig and Mauner 198&er alia). The form of the adjective
depends on the desired interpretation: for an aggregatentiades the speaker, plural is used (25b).
This is predicted since the subjecti&JMBER sg] feature violates the constraining equation, forcing
the aggregate interpretation.

5 Eliminating number from the person paradigm

It has long been noted that the word ‘plural’, when part oftdrens ‘first person plural’ and ‘second
person plural’, is a misnomer (inter alia, Jespersen 192M9 2 Benveniste 1966; Lyons 1968; Harley
and Ritter 2002; Cysouw 2003). A plural like Englishairsrefers to an aggregate of objects each of
which falls under the predicathair. The first person singular refers to the speaker, so a tr ‘fir
person plural’ should refer to a group of speakers. But thisoit the meaning of ‘we’ nor of similar
forms in other languages. Instead, ‘we’ refers to a groupitttdudes the speaker (see Cysouw 2003,
p. 69ff for discussion). Cysouw (2003, p. 69) points out tivaat the most common meaning of
‘we’ resembles within the nominal domain is not the plural tather ASSOCIATIVE case, such as
Hungarian€k as inJanos-ékJohn and associates’. Benveniste (1966, p. 203) obsenatd t.nous

is not a quantified or multipliepk; it is aje expanded beyond the strict limits of the person, enlarged
and at the same time amorphous.’” Similarly, the prototyprezaning for the so-called second person
plural is associative rather than a true plural: it is notc#pzally a group of hearers but rather any
group that includes the hearer.

Cysouw (2003) complements this theoretical argument witthresive, detailed empirical evidence
from person paradigms in a large set of languages of divgm®dgy. The results of this study are
striking: while these paradigms vary considerably acrasgliages, true ‘first person plurals’ and
‘second person plurals’ do not exist in any language. Usiggstandard notation in which 1, 2,
and 3 represent speaker, hearer, and other, respectiv@hgyns and inflections can be described as
refering to 1+2 (speaker and hearer; ‘first person incligig-3 (speaker and other; ‘first person
exclusive’), 2+3, 1+2+3, and so on. Of the seven logical ipagges for participant groups, all are
attested in the world’s languagescepthe ‘true plurals’ of first and second person:

(26) Attested person complexes

Group | Common term Description

1+2 minimal inclusive ‘we’, includes addressee, excludes other
1+3 exclusive ‘we’, includes other, excludes addressee
1+2+3 | augmented inclusive ‘we’, complete

243 ‘you-all’, addressee(s) and others

3+3 ‘they’
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(27) Unattested person complexes
Group | Description

1+1 ‘we’, mass speaking (e.g. unison)
2+2 ‘you-all’, only present audience

Strikingly, ‘true plurals’, meaning 1+1 or 2+2, are the onfymbinations that are not grammaticalized
in anylanguage.

This semantic evidence is further strengthened by morgicdbevidence. So-called ‘plural’ first
and second person pronouns very rarely employ the plurgdhodogy found with nominals, as noted
already by Benveniste (1966, p. 233): ‘Dans la grande ntajoes langues, le pluriel pronominal
ne coincide pas avec le pluriel nomin¥l.According to Cysouw (2003, p. 70), in the few rare cases
where nominal and pronominal plural morphology do coingcttie pronominal plural is restricted to
only part of the paradigm, functionally superfluous, or opél.

Based on this survey, Cysouw advocates

‘a change in emphasis froNUMBER to KIND. In other words, a change will be proposed
from aQUANTITATIVE to aQUALITATIVE criterion. ... The traditional notion highlights
the number of participants: there are singular (one) ancp{more than one) pronouns.
... This traditional classification is not only semantigalhd morphologically awkward,
as set out above; it also gets tangled up when it has to incatgthe difference between
an inclusive and an exclusive first person plural.

‘The perspective that will be taken here is a different onehls view, there are groups of
participants, as oppposed to singular participants. .e Aumber is not important, only
the kind of participants involved.” (Cysouw 2003, p. 70)

Returning now to French, the four proposed person valugés—a, 2s, and2a— have the meanings
shown in the following table.

(28) Speech act related semantics ofeesfeature
(S speakerH: hearerHintimate intimate/informal hearer).

PERSON | pronouns speech act participants
1s je ={S}

la nous o {S}

2s tu = {Hintimate}

2a vous O {H}

(none) il(s), elle(s), on| ={...}

First person singuladg je ‘I') refers to the singleton set including just the speak&},. First person
associative (lanous‘we’) refers to a superset gfS}. It is assumed here that this superset is not
necessarily a proper one, i.e. it can egi@) or include other elements as well. Theandlavalues
form a Horn Scale (Horn 1989, ch. 4), so by scalar implicatbheestronger 1s blocks the weaker
la. Hencenousis not used to refer to the speaker alone, as long as the mecdisgompetitoje is
available (more on this just below).

1%Quoted by Cysouw (2003, p. 70), who translates it thus: ‘tgheat majority of languages, the pronominal plural
does not coincide with the nominal plural.’
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Similarly, the special intimate second person singulanfarblocks the more generabus which
refers to any set that includes the hearer. As a regoltshas an ‘elsewhere’ distribution: it is used
for a singular non-intimate addressee or for a plural gréwgp tontains the addressee (whether that
addressee is intimate or not).

So-called third person is the lack oP@RsONfeature. Assuming that the third person pronouns
are in paradigmatic opposition to the other pronouns, then will similarly be blocked by the other
forms via scalar implicature, so thags)/elle(s)will not normally be used to refer to the speaker,
hearer, or a group containing speaker or hearer (regacingge just below).

Apart from greatly simplifying the semantics, the assumptf blocking by scalar implicature
may help to explain the special ‘authorraus illustrated in example (7) above. Assuming a stylistic
proscription against using the first person singujey i6 discursive prose, theje is removed from
competition, leavingnousas the best candidate. Interestingly, this removal of teegerson singular
blocker is relative to register, suggesting the presemrpedic account. Similarly, as noted in footnote
7 above, weak subjectousis now primarily limited to written French and has all butajppeared
from the spoken language. Wittousremoved as a blocker, the weaker third persaofiills the role
of refering to a first person group elsewhere in spoken Fréhch

One rather famous fact about most pronoun systems, ingutiex of French, is not explained
by the semantics given in (28). A group consisting of speakel hearer (1+2) matches both the
semantics given fonous(‘set that includes the speaker’) and faus(‘set that includes the hearer’).
Neither semantic form entails the other, so we wrongly ptettiat there is no blocking and either
pronoun can be used. In fasdusrather tharvousis used'? One solution is to modify the semantics
of vousso that it refers to a group containing any speech act paaiti(P), defined as either the
speaker or hearer. Hence{P} would replace> {H} in (28). Then the strongerous(D {S}) blocks
the weakewous(D {P}).13

6 An ASSOCIATIVE feature?

Although we have proposed thatnousare distinguished by person, as ar&/ous an alternative is to
replace Number with a new feature Associative to crosssifiathe non-third person forms. On the al-
ternative viewje andtu would be pSSOCIATIVE —] while nousandvouswould be pSSOCIATIVE +].
But while this may be appropriate for some languages, Freswebt among them.

On the present account 1s and la form a ‘natural class’ wipew to semantics, as do 2s and
2a; indeed they are very similar semantically (see (28)x vidth respect to morphosyntax they are
atoms. There do not appear to be any phenomena from Frengihasyntax that pick out these
groups, except where there is an independent semanticnatjgla. Consider coordination, as in
(29). When 1s coordinated with 3p, the resulting coordimfetriggers 1a agreement; when 2s is
coordinated with 3p, the result is 2a.

Not all such special uses of pronouns can be explained imis however. What Zwicky (1977, p. 716) calls the
‘phoney inclusive'wein Are we ready for dinner?said by a nurse to a patient), for example, may derive fronsplay
of empathy.

12This pattern, where inclusive (1+2) is morphologically gped with first person groups, is by far the most common
cross-linguistically. Purported exceptions where insieiss expressed by second person forms include some Alganqu
languages and a few others (Zwicky 1977). More recentlyoOws(to appear) has called into question even those rare
cases.

3However, | am unaware of independent evidence favoringahiicular solution.
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(29) a. [Moi et mesamis] sommes /*sont loyaux.
me andmy friendsbe.lr /*be.3PL loyal.PL
{S...} 1p={S,...} 3: blocked
‘My friends and | are loyal.
b. [Toi et tes amis] étes / *sont loyaux.
you andyour friendsbe.2 / *be.3PL loyal.PL
{Hintimate --- } 2p ={H,...} 3: blocked

‘You and your friends are loyal.

An ‘augmented’ 1s triggers 1a and an ‘augmented’ 2s triggardf, as we have posited, 1s and la
do not share a morphosyntactic feature that distinguidie®s from the rest of the paradigm, then
facts such as these are difficult to explain in terms of a cdatjmn operating on morphosyntactic
features (such as the system proposed by Dalrymple and iKép#0)). But there is no reason to
think such a system is in fact operating. The facts showowo#itraightforwardly from the semantics
of the different person values. A system for morphosynta&solution in coordinate structures is
superfluous.

Moreover, when morphological and semantic resolutionrdegit is the semantic resolution that
is operative. Although this has not been tested for persswlugon, we know that gender resolution
is semantic rather than grammatical, wherever possibée\(gchsler (to appear) and Wechsler and
Zlatic (2003), Ch. 8 for evidence from French, Serbian/Croat@eiandic, Luganda, and Rumanian).
When a masculine and feminine are conjoined in French, asaimple (30a), the result is masculine
plural agreement. But is it the morphological or semanticdge relevant? We can test this with nouns
such assentinelle’'sentry’, which is morphologically feminine but can refera male or female. In
(30b) pragmatics dictates that the sentry be male (sincadea lwife).

(30) a. Suzannet Pierreont été pris [/ *prises en otage.
SuzannandPierrehavebeentakenM / *takenF.PL hostage.

‘Suzanne and Pierre were taken hostage.’

b. La sentinelleet sa femmeont été pris  /*prises en otage.
thesentry andhiswife havebeentakenwm / *takenF.pL hostage

‘The sentry and his wife were taken hostage.’

The coordinate NPa sentinelle et sa femmeontains two grammatically feminine conjuncts, but
denotes a mixed-sex pair. As shown, masculine plural agerem preferred, suggesting semantic
rather than morphosyntactic resolution.

In conclusion, the coordination resolution facts do notmrpa morphosyntactic feature to pick
out sets such as {1s, 1a}, {1s, 2s}, {2s, 2a}, or {1a, 2a}. Ratha semantic account is both necessary
and sufficient to explain these facts.

Moreover, French morphology supports the proposed newdgara(20) over the traditional one
(6). No French first or second (traditional) person morpheméether on agreement triggers or
targets, are neutral with respect to number; nor is theresaaczative morpheme marking both la
and 2a. Thus there appears to be no morphological justdicédir the first and second person rows
in the traditional paradigm table (6). This is true regasdlef whether the vertical dimension is the
category plural or associative.

In addition, note that annssocCIATIVE feature would be applicable only to first and second
person, begging the question of why it does not exist in thrd fherson (as it does in Hungarian; see
Section 5 above). This applies not only to the pronouns atitghout the grammar, in all agreement
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targets. The distinction betweén andvousis markedonly on person agreement targets (basically
finite forms and anaphoric pronouns). Compare the follovitvm sentences:

31) a Tu es loyal.
you.2sG be. G loyal.sG

‘You (one intimate addressee) are loyal.

b. Vous @&tes Iloyal.
you.2rL be. 2L loyal.sG

‘You (one formal addressee) are loyal.’

If we keep singular reference constant and move from infotof@rmal, the finite verb form changes
but the adjective form remains the sameulandvouswere distinguished by some other feature such
as +/-ASSOCIATIVE, then there would be no reason necessarily to expect thisrée# be limited to
person agreement targets. We might expect to find it showpregjsewhere.

7 The formality (T/V) distinction

In the sociolinguistic literature (e.g. Brown and Gilma®6D)) the formal/informal second person
distinction is sometimes called tAéV distinction, aftetu/vousand their cognates across many Indo-
European languages (most of which begin wiitv-). The analysis above differs from the most
common account of the T/V phenomenon in some respects. The aoonmon story holds that
plural number has been coopted to signify politeness, paweelated social constructs. In a classic
sociolinguistic study, Brown and Gilman (1960) argue thdtrality is a very old and ubiquitous
metaphor for power’. Corbett (2000, ch. 7 ‘Other uses of ner)lexpands and refines the ‘plural
equals power’ metaphor, noting a broader range of uses égpltiral among the world’s languages.
Plural can mark respect or politeness (as in the languagEsirape); ritual avoidance (Mparntwe
Arrernte; Pama-Nyungan, Australia); or modesty (the Giasdk Latin ‘plural of modesty’; the 19th
century Russian of Chekhov).

On the present account of Frenthandvousare distinguished byERsONalone, NONUMBER.

In a sense this is consistent with the ‘plural means fornmalppwer, etc.) story— although following
Cysouw we might better say ‘associative means formal. Tiesgnt claim is that this association
between associative and formal is not grammaticalizedemtbrphosyntactis UMBER system, but
rather in the semantics of the personal pronounss specialized for a single informal addressee,
hence implicitly grouping together ‘singular’ and ‘infoat

The present account does differ from the ‘plural means férstary with respect to marked-
ness. For usu rather thanvousis taken as the semantically marked form. We analyzed tharkea
[PERSONZ2s] (tu and agreeing forms) as specialized for a singular inforrddressee, witiousthe
more general form occurring wheuais not appropriate (see (28)).

The present claims apply to French. But some of the purpadeds of plural as metaphor for
power, politeness, etc. in other languages should probd@abhgexamined to determine the direction
of markedness. Take for example the case of avoidance lmehawiparntwe Arrernte (described
by Wilkins 1989, pp. 46-7 and 123, as cited in Corbett 200®20). After a boy has been through
initiation, he and his younger sisters are to avoid cerigip$ of direct contact, such as passing objects
directly to each other. In addressing one another they abaidecond person singular form, using
the plural instead. If we assume that the singular is the sgoadly marked alternant that normally
blocks the plural, then this special usage of the plural déallow automatically: the singular blocker
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is removed in certain pragmatic contexts due to the tabomsigdirect addres¥ More research is
needed to settle this issue, and the answer will likely difeross languagés.

As observed in the previous section, the claim thekRsoNrather tharNUMBER distinguishes
formal from informal second person leads to a predictiorrmiaity should be distinguished only
on PERSONagreement targets, not WuMBER agreement targets. This prediction appears to be
validated for French, but how does it fare in other languages

The Slavic languages are split with respect to this issue€@01983). Predicate adjectives show
agreement in number, gender, and case, but not person. Samel&8nguages, including Bulgarian,
are roughly like French, in that the predicate adjectivenfdgroughly) reflects meaning rather than
form, leading to apparent agreement mismatches. Recajbiah example (2) above, repeated here:

(32) Bulgarian
a. Vieste  uctiv i vnimatelen.
yoube.2rL polite SG andattentivesG

‘You (one formal addressee) are polite and attentive.’

b. Vie ste  uCtivi 1 vnimatelni.
you be. 2L polite PL andattentiverL

‘You (multiple addressees) are polite and attentive.

In others, including Serbian/Croatian, predicate adyestpattern together with the finite verb. Thus
primary predicate adjectives distinguish formality:

(33) Serbian/Croatian

a. Ti si duhovit  /duhovit-a.
YOU AUX.2SG funnyM.sG/ funny+.SG

‘You (one informal male/female addressee) are funny.’

b. Vi ste duhovit-i.
YyOu AUX.2PL funny-m.PL

‘You (one formal addressee or multiple addressees) are/funn

(See Corbett 1983 for a detailed survey of this issue achesSkavic languages.) Serbian/Croatian
primary non-finite predicates, including verb participtexl predicate adjectives, pattern with finite
predicates. On all of these primary predicate agreemegetsgrthe singular informal second person
pronounti triggers singular agreement while the plural/formal pramei triggers plural. The adjec-
tive lacks person agreement morphology, and its numberriesaithti (sg.) /vi (pl.), as shown. Itis
hard to avoid the conclusion that the traditional persomioper paradigm is correct for this language:
ti/vi are distinguished by morphological numBer.

However, even in the Serbian/Croatian person paradigmbeutras a very restricted role. Num-
ber apparently marks only those personal pronaansominative case Three different types of
agreement will establish this generalization.

4similarly, English plural pronouns are often used with silag reference to avoid specifying gender when it is un-
known, as inSomeone(sg.) left their(pl.) coalontrast the decidedly wor&®Some girl left their coablocked bySome
girl left her coat and*Some book is missing their coydrlocked bySome book is missing its cover.

15Corbett (2000) himself does not explicitly state that theralhonorific form is the marked one, but he implies as
much by commenting, e.g., that ‘plural forms are often udes single addressee to indicate respect.’ (Corbett 2000, p.
219)

160f course, direction of markedness is an independent igsueay still be the semantically marked member of the
opposition, as claimed above for Frertoh



Number as Person 271

First, predicate adjectives that are predicated of nontnatiwes, as in (34), use number to indi-
cate cardinality, much as French predicate adjectives dibthé& examples below mean ‘I consider
you funny’, but differ regarding the addressee(s) as irtdita

(34) a. Jae smatramduhovit-om /-im.

| YOUINFORMAL.ACC considerfunny-ANST.F.SG /-M.SG

‘| consider you (one informal female/male addressee) funny
b. Javas smatranduhovit-om /-im.

| youPL.ACC considerfunny-NST.F.SG/-M.SG

‘| consider you (one formal female/unmarked addressee)yfun
c. Javas smatranduhovit-im(a).

| youPL.ACC considerfunny-INST.PL

‘| consider y’all funny.

Sentence (34Db), for example, has a (so-called) plural probat singular agreement on the adjective.
Much like the French examples above, this is interpretedsasghe, formal addressee.

The second example is from reflexive binding. Serbian/Gaoaeflexives must be bound by ei-
ther the nominative subject, or a non-nominative ‘logiedijsct’ such as a dative experiencer (Aati
1996, 1997a, 1997b). Interestingly, a reflexive can onlywsh@mantic agreement’ with a non-
nominative antecedent, while ‘grammatical’ (masculiner@l) or semantic agreement is possible
with nominativevi. Taking nominative first, the following sentence could btergd to one female
addressee, for example:

(35) Vi ste voleli sami/samu sebe.
YOUNOM.PL AUX2.PL liked.M.PL OWNNOM.M.PL/OWNACC.F.SG selfAcC

‘You liked yourself.” you = one female addressee

Whenvi is a Nominative binder, thereflexive can show either maseytiural, reflecting the gram-
matical features ofi, or feminine singular for one female addressee.

However, when the binder is a non-nominative form, only f@me singular agreement is possible
(again, assume the addressee is one female). Examples(8686b) illustrate dative and accusative
binders, respectively:

(36) Context: One female addressee

a. Vama je bilo zao same/ *samih/ *samog  sebe.
YOU.DAT AUX 3.SG beNT.SG sorryownGEN.F.SG/ GEN.PL/ GEN.NT.SG selfGEN

‘You felt pity for yourself.’

b. Vas nije bilo brigaza samu/*same sebe.
YOUACC NOT+AUX WasNT.SG care for ownAcCcC.F.sG*own.AcC.M.PL selfAcc

‘You (one female addressee) didn’t care about yourself.’

Third, attributive modifiers show grammatical agreemenbhwominativevi (37) but semantic agree-
ment with non-nominatives.

(37) a. Jadni Wi
pPOOrM.PL you

‘poor you’ (formal; male or female, one or more than one)
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b. *Jadna Vi
POOrF.SG you

‘poor you’ (unacceptable even for one female addressee)

(38) a. Vas jadnu (niko ne postuje).
YOU.ACC POOFrACC.F.SG hobodyNEG respect
‘(Nobody respects) poor you.’ (one female addressee)

b. Vas jadnog (niko ne postuje).
YOUACC POOrACC.M.SG nobodyNEG respect

‘Nobody respects poor you.” (one male addresee)

C. Vas jadne (niko ne postuje).
YOU.ACC POOrACC.PL NobodyNEG respect

‘Nobody respects poor you.” (multiple addressees)

Summarizing, nominative triggers grammatical number agreement with its inhereattfes, name-
ly masculine second person plural; but targets agreeingmwah-nominative forms lack grammatical
number agreement and instead are semantically interptéted

Within the present framework of assumptions these facteate, with respect to number, that
nominative personal pronouns are markedNOMBER, while non-nominatives are not. This assumes
the traditional person/number paradigm in whictls [PERSON2, NUMBER sg] andvi is [PERSON
2, NUMBER pl]— but only for nominatives. Other case forms like acciv&atasare unmarked for
number, so that the default semantic number applies indfead

The notion thatu/vousare distinguished from one another bgrsoNrather thanrNUMBER is
an appealing one. After alRERSON classifies forms of address, the more natural home for the
formality distinction. But the present analysis does netlidate the Brown and Gilman (1960)
type insight that plurality is a common metaphor for poweiljtpness, and related social relations.
We may wish to modify the metaphor, referring to ‘assocgitrather than than ‘plural’ in many
cases; or perhaps, as implied by our analysis, the operaiveection is really between singularity
and intimacy/informality/etc., with the plural form fillnin elsewhere. In any case, this metaphor
can be grammaticalized in different ways, with the Frenctesy representing only one w&.In
Serbian/Croatian, by contrastyMBER has apparently been coopted to express formality within the
nominative pronoun paradigm.

8 Conclusion

The most extensive typological studies of person paradigae led to a rather surprising conclusion:
notwithstanding the ubiquity of the traditional personfraer tables in grammatical descriptions, the
grammatical category ofUMBER actually has little or no place in the person paradigms ofttwd’s
languages (Cysouw 2003; see also Harley and Ritter 2002fispélg on pronoun systems). The
implications of this conclusion for the study of agreemeauénot yet been fully appreciated. When it
is applied to French, the resulting reorganization of thesqe paradigm effectively dissolves certain

In addition, even nominative alternatively triggers semantic agreement on reflexivepuas; see (35).

183ee Wechsler and Zlatic 2003, ch. 9 for discussion.

9p|urality may indeed be the right notion for some cases, ggested by the use of plural for honorification in third
person in some languages.
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apparent agreement mismatches. At the same time, the fa8srbian/Croatian in the previous
section show that agreement systems can evince distis¢hahare not reflected in the morphological
paradigms themselves. More research is needed in ordeptoitethe insights into morphological
paradigms and bring them to bear on problems of agreemeteinsys
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