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Abstract. This paper argues that two generalizations about person pronouns and agreement
point towards a semantic account where both exhaustification and cumulative coordination can
apply word-internally. Both generalizations involve reference to pluralities that include both
the author and the addressee for which many languages use an inclusive first person morph
distinct from exclusive first person and second person. The first generalization (originally due
to Zwicky 1977, CLS Proceedings) holds that in terms of person categories, in languages that
lack an inclusive/exclusive contrast the inclusive neutralizes with the first person and never the
second person, despite overlapping meaning with both. The second generalization, which we
argue is exemplified by Mandarin and Daur, is that in languages which mark clusivity only in
some subsystems, but not others, then not only will the inclusive meaning be expressed as a
first (not second) person, but where there are common forms between the (sub)systems, then it
will be the exclusive, not the inclusive that expresses the general first person in environments
that lack a clusivity contrast. Our account assumes only the two person features AUTHOR and
PARTICIPANT, but uses exhaustivization instead of feature negation or Maximize Presuppos-
tion and assumes that feature conjunction can be cumulative coordination. By analyzing the
first person inclusive as AUTHOR cumulatively conjoined with exhaustivized PARTICIPANT, we
derive the two generalizations noted.
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1. Introduction

It is well known that roughly a third of the world’s languages make a distinction in clusivity
in person marking (pronouns and/or agreement). The semantic category expressed by English
we in such languages is divided into two: an inclusive first person, which includes the author
and the addressee of the speech act (and possibly others), and an exclusive first person, which
includes the author and others, but does not include the addressee. The plural pronouns of
Evenki (ISO 639-3: evn, Tungusic, Nedjalkov 1997: 200-201) presented in (1) illustrate this.
Next to Evenki, a language like English may be said to have a ‘general we’ category: a group
that includes the AUTHOR but is neutral as to whether the ADDRESSEE is or is not included.
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(D
a. Clusivity b. Generalwe c. *syou
Referents Evenki English *n/a*
AUTH (not ADDR) bu we *swe
AUTH and ADDR mit we *syou
ADDR (not AUTH) su you *syou
neither nungartyn they they

The final column (1c) represents a robust typological generalization from Zwicky (1977):

2) Languages without an inclusive/exclusive contrast treat inclusive meaning as 1st person
not 2nd person.

Even though the inclusive group contains, by definition, both the AUTHOR and ADDRESSEE,
when there is no dedicated inclusive category, the inclusive meaning always neutralizes with
the AUTHOR-group and not with the ADDRESSEE-group.” Put differently, in a language with
no clusivity contrast, the first person (non-singular) may or may not include the ADDRESSEE,
but the second person never includes the AUTHOR.

The same point can be represented schematically as in (3)—the space of possible person mean-
ings is universal (here represented as a lattice over the atoms i = AUTHOR, u = ADDRESSEE, 0
= OTHER), but the linguistic categorization of these meanings (represented by colours) varies:

Clusivity general we Unattested *syou

3rd  exclusive inclusive second 3rd 3rd first second 3rd 3rd exclusive *syou 3rd

3)

Alongside this cross-linguistic generalization are patterns in individual languages in which clu-
sivity contrasts occur only in some grammatical subsystems. Mandarin provides a particularly
clear example. In Mandarin, there are three plural pronouns which are derived from the cor-
responding singulars with the suffix -men. In some varieties, there is a fourth pronoun, the
inclusive zdnmen (Ross and Ma 2006: 25).

ZVarious qualifications could be made at this point. Zwicky (1977); McGinnis (2005); Harbour (2016) stress that
the generalization in (2) holds over the system of contrastive person categories in a language as a whole, not
over every individual paradigm. The Algonquian prefixes are the most well-known example of morphological
paradigms with a syou-like element, but the suffixes show the general we pattern. That is, the languages as a whole
draw the four-way distinction with clusivity, but not every paradigm marks all the contrasts. By contrast, some
two-thirds of the world’s languages have, like English, no morphological clusivity contrast in any paradigm, and
have absolute neutralization of the inclusive and exclusive categories. Putative examples of absolute neutralization
of inclusive and addressee (as in (1c)) are extremely rare, though not totally unattested; see McGinnis (2005);
Harbour (2016) for discussion.
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“) “Optional” clusivity (Mandarin PL pronouns)

SUBJ only  elsewhere

AUTH (not ADDR) | wOmen women
AUTH and ADDR (% zdnmen) = wOmen
ADDR (not AUTH) nimen nimen
NEITHER tamen tamen

As Ross and Ma describe it, zdnmen receives only an inclusive interpretation, and moreover is
used only as a subject, never as an object, even though Mandarin has no case marking or other
formal distinction between subject and non-subject. When standing in contrast to zdnmen,
women has an exclusive interpretation. But otherwise, women is ambiguous or vague between
an inclusive and exclusive sense, exactly like English general we. Both typological patterns are
thus evidenced in the same language.

Examples similar to Mandarin may also be drawn from languages with clusivity distinctions
in one subsystem (e.g., pronouns) but not in another (e.g., agreement). Siewierska and Bakker
(2005: 162) provide examples from Daur (ISO 693-3: dta, Mongolic) free pronouns and non-
past subject person suffixes to illustrate. We give the plural forms only here. As in Mandarin,
there is a morph (ba:) which has only an exclusive sense when in paradigmatic contrast with
an inclusive morph, but where the inclusive morph is unavailable, ba: is a general first person
plural.

5 Mixed clusivity (Daur)

Pronouns Agreement

AUTH (not ADDR) | ba: -bai-ba:
AUTH and ADDR  bed -bai-ba:
ADDR (not AUTH) ta: -boi-ta:
NEITHER amn -boi-sul

The Mandarin and Daur paradigms seem to neatly illustrate competition effects, of a type with
a long tradition in the literature going back at least to de Saussure (1959: Part 2, Ch IV): one
could say that the lexical meaning of women is the general first person, consistent across all
of its uses, but where a stronger alternative (the inclusive) is available, the meaning of women
excludes this stronger alternative.

In this paper, we develop an account of both the typological generalization in (1) and the
language-internal mixed patterns like Mandarin and Daur, which gives a central role to this
competition. Any account should explain, as ours does, why the general we corresponds to
the exclusive in mixed patterns, as well as explaining Zwicky’s original generalization that
inclusive meaning neutralizes with first, rather than second, person. We take it as a further
desideratum that the account should derive the relative strength of alternatives intrinsically,
from the definition of the features, and without appeal to an external, arguably ad hoc, hierar-
chy, as Zwicky posited (see below). We provide some brief remarks on the differences between
our theory and existing alternatives highlighting the advantages of our theory from this per-
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spective. Although we draw in part on existing accounts, our proposal has two key ingredients
which set it apart from these: First, we argue that the right tool for modeling competition effects
is via an exhaustivity operator, exh (Chierchia et al. 2012), rather than, for example, Maximize
Presupposition (Sauerland 2002; Heim 2008). Second, we argue that word internal features
must be composed via cumulative, rather than via Boolean conjunction, as Link (1983) pro-
poses for overt conjunctions such as English and (see Schmitt 2020 for a recent overview). The
success of our proposal thus constitutes an argument that these devices—exhaustification and
cumulative conjunction—both established in sentence grammar, apply also to the word-internal
composition of features.

2. Towards an account

We sketch briefly the key ingredients of two families of approaches to person features, and
then present our account, which is in some ways a hybrid of the two. In focusing on the key
ingredients, we will omit much discussion of detail, returning to some of those points below.
For the sake of concreteness, we assume that person markers (pronouns or bound markers) are
indices and that person features contribute presuppositions on the value assigned to an index
(see also Cooper 1979; Sauerland 2003).> We assume moreover that the basic meaning of
person features is not inherently presuppositional as in prior work, but that an operation d can
‘presuppositionalize’ properties, i.e. dP indicates that property P is presupposed. We adopt
an approach to presuppositions as domain restrictions. In the notation of Heim and Kratzer
(1998), the presuppositionalizer morpheme d would then be defined as follows — it maps P to
a property that is only defined if P is satisfied, but is true whenever defined:

©  [9)(P)=Ax : P(x). 1

The presuppositional semantics of ¢-features (Heim 2008; Sauerland 2009) can then be cap-
tured by the following structure of a pronoun:

(7

X
d @-FEATURES

In this structure, ¢-FEATURES includes the person features (potentially also number, gender,
etc.) interpreted as individual predicates and x is the referential index of the pronoun (or agree-
ment marker). Furthermore, it is assumed that when there are multiple person features of d,
these are intersected by a Boolean operation, specifically predicate intersection—an assump-
tion we come back to in the following. Finally, we note that a central role will be played in
our account, as in all competing accounts, by a competition principle. In our proposal, we will
argue that this should be implemented via exhaustification of alternatives in the course of the
derivation, but we will for the time being just talk of a generalized ‘competition principle’, for
which the reader may think of Maximize Presupposition or other similar principle.

3Most of the morphological and typological literature is not explicit about the formal semantics of the features,
in particular regarding whether person features should be characterized as presuppositions. We make an explicit
assumption here for the purpose of commensurability among approaches.
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2.1. Inclusive-Exclusive

Classic accounts of person categories (Silverstein 1976; Zwicky 1977) and those building on
these (McGinnis 2005; Bobaljik 2008; Pertsova 2022) invoke at a minimum the features AU-
THOR and ADDRESSEE, defined here, where, for example, a pronoun with the feature AUTHOR
refers to a group that includes the author of the speech act:*

(8) a. [[AUTHOR]]® = Ax . author(c) C x
b. [[ADDRESSEE|] = Ax . addressee(c) C x

Using only these two features to characterize the categories of person succeeds in describing
both of the attested person systems in (1) and excludes various universally unattested possible
systems (see Bobaljik 2008). The inclusive category is readily defined as the conjunction of the
two features in (8). This ensures that the inclusive is stronger (narrower) than AUTHOR alone
and thus any version of the competition principle will ensure that the general first person will
have only an exclusive meaning when it competes with the inclusive, as in Mandarin.

But this account, as it stands, does not answer Zwicky’s question regarding (1): when there is no
dedicated inclusive category, why is the inclusve meaning (ADDRESSEE and AUTHOR) always
expressed by the first person, never by the second? For this, Zwicky and many subsequent
authors resort to an independent person hierarchy, as in (9).>

9 The Person Hierarchy
+AUTHOR > +ADDRESSEE > OTHER

While this provides an adequate description of the generalization, it does so at the cost of
treating some competition as an intrinsic ranking among features (in the sense that complex-
ity/strength is part of the definition of the features) and some as extrinsic, an irreducible add-on
to the feature definitions.

2.2. Participant

The problem for the classic account arises because AUTHOR and ADDRESSEE are both part of
the inventory, and neither makes a stronger presupposition than the other, without an additional
person hierarchy or equivalent assumption that effectively stipulates that AUTHOR is privileged.

An alternative account (McGinnis 2005; Sauerland 2003, 2008; Singh 2011) resolves this by
starting instead from the assumption that the atomic features are AUTHOR and PARTICIPANT,

4Different labels are used by different authors. The choice of AUTHOR, ADDRESSEE rather than SPEAKER,
HEARER or other labels reflects the assumption that the feature system is not modality-specific, and applies to
sign as well as spoken languages. A further distinction, orthogonal to the point made here, is whether the features
are binary or privative. Defining features via the predicate “included in (the referent of the pronoun)” is motivated
by the observation that first (and arguably second) person plurals universally have an associative plural semantics:
the first person plural is a group that contains the author, not a plurality of authors (Lyons 1968: 277, Moravcsik
1978: 354, Bobaljik 2008; Wechsler 2010).

SFor McGinnis (2005) this is expressed as a stipulation that if only one of the two features in (8) is active, it is
universally AUTHOR. Zaslavsky et al. (2021) propose an information-theoretic account of (2) which encodes the
hierarchy in (9) as a relative weighting 16:1:0.1 of the features AUTHOR: ADDRESSEE:OTHER.
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but not ADDRESSEE:

(10)  a. [[AUTHOR]]® = Ax . author(c) C x
b.  [[PARTICIPANTI]® = Ax . author(c) C x V addressee(c) C x

Note that while participant may be defined as “including author or including addressee”, these
are terms of the meta-language here. ADDRESSEE is not defined as a feature in this system, and
the definition in (10b) is not defined as a disjunction among features.

Since the author is a participant, there is an entailment relationship among the features, and the
relationship may be diagrammed as follows: A first cut picks out participants in the speech act,
and a second cut then singles out the author among the participants.

(11) PERSON

N

(+)PARTICIPANT

(4+)AUTHOR

The competition principle ensures that in the absence of a specific inclusive element, the inclu-
sive meaning will always be grouped under the first, not the second, person, as desired:

(12) CONTEXT FORM
a. [AUTHOR] we
. [PARTICIPANT]  you
c. [] they

Unlike the classic account, which requires an independent hierarchy to order [1]>[2], on this
account the ordering is determined by the relative strengths of the presuppositions: since the
presupposition “includes author” is a proper subset of “includes a participant (author or ad-
dressee)”, the morph with the narrower presupposition (12a) will always win out with first
person referents. For the same reason, since the competition (presupposition maximization)
principle blocks the use of the PARTICIPANT form with first person referents, that form is effec-
tively limited to second person referents. And the third person is captured by an empty feature
content of d which as a null predicate intersection is interpreted as true of all entities. Again
competition (presupposition maximization) applies to block the null feature set with first or
second person referents.

But although this approach elegantly encodes the person hierarchy in the definition of features,
and thereby accounts for Zwicky’s puzzle without appeal to an independent hierarchy, this ap-
proach cannot straightforwardly derive clusivity. Recall that in the classic account, the clusivity

%One could represent it equivalently as follows:
) [[PARTICIPANTI]® = Ax . participant-in-speech-act(c) C x

However, this formulation does not reflect the logical entailment relations as perspicuously as (10) does.
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parameter is expressible simply as whether a language does or does not admit conjunction of
person features: the inclusive is simply the conjunction of the two basic features. But under
the author-participant approach, precisely the entailment relation that determines the crucial
markedness asymmetry renders conjunction of the two features redundant. Since AUTHOR en-
tails PARTICIPANT, [AUTHOR A PARTICIPANT] is not meaningfully distinct from [AUTHOR]
and in particular, does not draw an inclusive/exclusive distinction. Adding the feature AD-
DRESSEE (as McGinnis 2005 does) allows for the description of the clusivity distinction but
returns us to the classic account and Zwicky’s puzzle.

The key properties of the two families of accounts just discussed can be seen in terms of the
lattice diagrams we used in the introduction. The AUTHOR-ADDRESSEE system is symmetrical,
which allows for the inclusive to be stated as a conjunction of the two features (purple), but
requires an independent hierarchy to enforce the fundamental asymmetry in (1). The AUTHOR-
PARTICIPANT system is asymmetrical: AUTHOR is a proper subset of PARTICIPANT, so the
asymmetry in (1) is intrinsic to the system, but the conjunction of the two features is not distinct
from author, so the inclusive-exclusive contrast would need an extra postulate:

(13) a. AUTHOR-ADDRESSEE b. AUTHOR-PARTICIPANT

3. Our proposal: the best of both worlds

We suggest here that using exhaustification (Chierchia et al. 2012) rather than Maximize Pre-
supposition will allow for a refinement of the ‘author-participant’ account which will overcome
the issue with conjunction and allow for an integration of the classic assumption that the in-
clusive is the conjunction of the other two features. A further consequence of this assumption
is that we must recognize (drawing on Harbour 2016) that conjunction of morphological fea-
tures may be non-Boolean, specifically in our case via appeal to a version of the cumulativity
operator in Schmitt (2013).”

We adopt the structure of the semantic analysis in (7) and also the two features AUTHOR and
PARTICIPANT from (8). For exhaustification, we adopt the proposal of Mayr (2015) for the
predicate-level exhaustification operator exh in (14).8 Exhaustification applied to a predicate P
creates a new predicate with stronger truth conditions than the original predicate P depending
on the alternative predicates in the set Alt. Namely the exhaustified predicate exhay P is true

7Schmitt extends earlier work by Link (1983); Krifka (1990).

8Mayr uses the notations exh for proposition-level and exh2 for predicate-level exhaustification. In our discus-
sion, only property-level exhaustification plays a role. Furthermore, the proposal could be restated using only
proposition level exhaustification, for example in the type-inflexible semantics that Hirsch (2017) argues for.



Bobaljik—Sauerland

only if P is true and all predicates Q in Alt are false (i.e. Q is excluded) with the exception of
predicates Q that are fully entailed by P.’

(14) [[exhay]]Y =AP €Dy Ax €D, . P(x)(w)AVQ € Alt. =Q(x)(w) V (Vx (P(x) = Q(x)))

The exh operator in (14) does not make reference to presupposition directly, but this is sufficient
for our purposes since exh contributes to the assertive meaning in the scope of the presuppo-
sitionalizer d from (6). Application of exh with a single, strictly stronger alternative has the
same effect as earlier pragmatic principles including Maximize Presupposition and Harbour’s
(2016) Lexical Complementarity. For example, the account of second person is similar to that
in (12), namely, the set of participants, excluding those picked out by the stronger alternative
AUTHOR:

1 ifx € {u,uo}

(15) exhy,urhor parTICIPANT} (PARTICIPANT)(x) = .
0 otherwise

How is the set of alternatives of exh determined? We follow Katzir (2007) and subsequent
work that the alternatives are determined from the sister constituent of exh by replacement
or deletion operations. The alternatives always include the sister P of exh—PARTICIPANT in
(15)—, which never directly lead to any exclusion because P always entails itself, but their
presence can have an effect in cases of recursive application of exh. In the following, we only
show elements of the set of alternatives that are actually excluded.

Comparing exhaustification with the classical and the PARTICIPANT-based account we intro-
duced in section 2.2, observe that it is fully aligned with the PARTICIPANT-based account: The
result of (15) is strictly stronger than the feature ADDRESSEE because ADDRESSEE is true of
the inclusive referent iu and iuo while (15) is false. But the result of exhaustification in (15) is
the same as that for PARTICIPANT after blocking by AUTHOR in (12). But as we show in the
following, that exh captures blocking in the grammar is crucial for our account. With Magri
(2009), Meyer (2015), and others, we furthermore assume that application of exh is obligatory
when it can exclude a strictly stronger alternative as in the above case. We return to further
applications of exh below, but first turn to the second piece of our proposal, non-Boolean con-
junction.

Recall from above that individuals can be formally understood as a lattice, where atoms are
singular objects and the join operation LI corresponds to forming a group a U b out of two
distinct objects a and b (Link 1983 and others). Recent work by Haslinger and Schmitt (2018)
and Schmitt (2013, 2019) argues that non-Boolean conjunction is generally available as the
meaning of the coordinator and across different categories. In particular Schmitt (2019: 12)
proposes a Ll-operator that predicts (16) for P and Q of type (e,t}:lo

9More recent work on exhaustification has argued that it can also include certain alternatives (Bar-Lev and Fox
2020) and presuppose at least exclusion (Bassi et al. 2021). As far as we can see, our proposal can be easily
adjusted to these developments, but we do not do so here for presentational reasons.

10As we introduced above, Harbour (2016) uses LI for the join operation of type e, while he defines @ for sets.
It is easy to see though that Harbour’s @ could be subsumed under (16) by viewing sets as their characteristic
functions — i.e. the property of being a member of a set.
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(16)  PUQ=Ax3y,z€D,[yUz=xAP(y)AQ(z)]

The work cited above concerns conjunction in sentential semantics, not morphological pro-
cesses. They argue that English conjunction and cannot be interpreted as Boolean conjunction,
but must be interpreted as L. Consider briefly the account of (17) Schmitt (2019) argues for.
She observes that (17) is entailed by the truth of the two sentences Abe danced and Bert smoked,
and proposes to capture this from the application of LI twice: Once to form a plural entity
abel lbert as the subject denotation, and a second time to form a predicate dancedLismoked.
Since (16) determines the interpretation of the predicate conjunction, (17) is correctly predicted
to be true if Abe danced and Bert smoked.

17 Abe and Bert danced and smoked. (Schmitt 2019: p. 32)

In Schmitt’s account pluralities of meanings are combined compositionally by a general cumu-
lative composition. Generally, composition of two pluralities A and B results in the plurality of
meanings derived by combining parts of A with parts of B for any way of dividing up A and
B into parts and lining up the parts with one another. The interpretation Schmitt provides for
(17) is as in (18), where d and s are the lexical predicates danced and smoked and a and b the
individuals Abe and Bert respectively:

(18)  [dUus] (a®b)={d(a)®s(b),d(b)®s(a),d(a)Bd(b)Ds(b),...,
d(a)®d(b)®s(a)Ds(b)}

The truth-conditions of (18) are given by the condition there must be at least one element of
(18) such that all elementary propositions that are part of that element are true. This accounts
for the observation that (17) is judged true, for example, if Abe danced and Bert smoked, but
also if Abe smoked and Bert danced.

3.1. Deriving the Typology

The central idea of our proposal is that exhaustification and non-Boolean conjunction predict a
different interpretation for the feature combination [AUTHOR,PARTICIPANT] from other frame-
works. The predicted interpretation derives from the following structural representation:

19 T

d PERSON

AUTHOR

exhy,;ryor) PARTICIPANT

In (19), exh applies to PARTICIPANT, which is thus interpreted as second person as we showed
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in (15).!" We then assume furthermore that non-Boolean conjunction combines the meanings of
AUTHOR and exh(PARTICIPANT). Since AUTHOR is true of i, iu and iuo and exh PARTICIPANT
of u and uo, the non-Boolean conjunction results in the property true of only iu and iuo. Note
that applying Boolean conjunction in (20) would result in a contradiction.!?

1 if x € {iu,iuo}

(20) [AUTHOR U exhy yrpor} (PARTICIPANT) (x) = .
0 otherwise

The result as shown in (20) is the meaning of the inclusive as in (3).

The crux of our proposal is this: Without exhaustification, conjunction (whether Boolean or
cumulative) of AUTHOR and PARTICIPANT is vacuous. It is exhaustification (and non-Boolean
conjunction) that allows us to import into the author-participant account the idea from the
classic account that the inclusive is the coordination of the first and second persons.

Thus, just as the classic account could state a clusivity parameter as whether conjunction of
features is allowed, our proposal also allows us to assume that languages morphologically vary
as to whether the PERSON-position is restricted to a single feature or allows multiple features.
Furthermore we assume that at most the two person features AUTHOR and PARTICIPANT are
available, and that exh and non-Boolean conjunction must apply in the person system.

Graphically:

(21) author u
exh(participant)

exh(participant)

The general we paradigm results straightforwardly if only a single feature is allowed:

22) a. first person: exh{} (AUTHOR)
b.  second person: exhy,yryor) (PARTICIPANT)

Tf exh was to apply to AUTHOR too, the application would be vacuous. Hence we don’t represent exh for
AUTHOR in (19).

12Schmitt (2013: 97-102) presents arguments that Boolean conjunction may never be available as the interpreta-
tion of conjunction in sentential semantics, i.e. and in English or und in German. A Boolean interpretation in (20)
results in a contradictory predicate, and may therefore not be available. But in the account of the exclusive in (23),
we exclude the inclusive. This would not result in the exclusive interpretation if Boolean conjunction could apply
in the inclusive. This suggests that a Boolean interpretation is also impossible for morphological conjunction of
person features and thereby corroborates Schmitt’s conclusion.
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c.  third person: exhy,yruor particieant} (NULL)

The procedure of Katzir (2007) predicts that the alternative set for all three cases of exh in (22)
is {AUTHOR, PARTICIPANT,NULL}, but recall that we show only the excluded alternatives.
Because all alternatives are entailed by AUTHOR, none are shown for the first person. The
interpretation of third person follows analogously to that of second person shown in (15).

The paradigm with clusivity, we propose, results if more than one person feature can occur
under PERSON, i.e. in a language where the feature conjunction AUTHOR and PARTICIPANT
is possible. This feature conjunction makes the account of the inclusive in (20) available. To
derive the exclusive in this system, we assume that the inclusive also becomes available as
an alternative for exhaustification whenever it is morphologically possible. Specifically, we
assume that, if exh applies to the PERSON-node and the language has a clusivity distinction
(i.e. allows multiple features under PERSON), [AUTHOR, PARTICIPANT] is an alternative to
[AUTHOR].'? Then the exclusive meaning is captured by exhaustification of AUTHOR:

1 ifxe {iio}

(23) eXh{AUTHORUeXh{AUTHOR}(PARTICIPANT)}(AUTHOR) (x) = 0 otherwise

The account of the second and third person in a quadripartition (Harbour’s term for a system
with a clusivity contrast, and thus four person categories) can be as in our proposal (22) for a
tripartition.!4

4. Excluding an alternative: against Harbour’s marked exclusive

We see it as a positive aspect of our proposal that it treats the variation across subsystems
in Mandarin and Daur in the same way as the cross-linguistic variation. Mandarin women,
on our account, is always simply specified as spelling out [AUTHOR]. Where a competitor
(inclusive zdnmen) is available, exhaustification limits women to the exclusive reading (see
(23)), but where no alternative is available (as in object position), women is a general we. This
is a special case of the more general aspect of our proposal that only inclusive and general we
may be represented directly. There is no combination of features that is inherently exclusive—
exclusive readings only arise via exhaustification (competition).

In this, our proposal contrasts with the proposals in Harbour (2016). We do not have the space

3Buccola et al. (2021) propose that in specific circumstances also primitive concepts that cannot be pronounced
in a language-specific way may be available as alternatives for exh. But we assume that the inclusive cannot be
available as an alternative to AUTHOR in languages with a tripartition. The conflict between the two proposals
is only apparent, however, because Buccola et al. address cases where the alternative is a primitive, while the
inclusive is a structurally complex meaning. One implementation directly sensitive to this difference would be
to represent the exclusive as exh [AUTHOR, exh AUTHOR] or exh [AUTHOR, exh NULL]. Then the inclusive is
a structural alternative for the outer exh in the sense of Katzir (2007). In sum, Buccola et al.’s (2021) proposal
makes interesting, novel predictions when combined with our approach to person marking that we hope future
work will explore.

“There is a small technical difference. Namely, while only AUTHOR and PARTICIPANT occur in (22) as elements
of the alternative set, also the complex [AUTHOR, PARTICIPANT] is an alternative in the quadripartition. But the
semantic result is the same because of the entailment relations from [AUTHOR, PARTICIPANT] to [AUTHOR] and
further to [PARTICIPANT].
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to engage fully with Harbour’s innovative approach here, but we make a few brief remarks.
Harbour addresses Zwicky’s typological observation in (2), and also aims to develop a pro-
posal that derives this observation directly from the inventory of features in UG and constraints
on their combination, without appeal to an extrinsic hierarchy. Among the ways in which Har-
bour’s proposals differ from ours, his theory is set up such that in a system with clusivity, it is
the exclusive (not the inclusive) which is the more specific category: the inclusive only arises as
a general we ([AUTHOR]) which is limited to inclusive contexts by competition with the more
specified exclusive. When we look at the typological, cross-linguistic comparison of languages
as whole systems (Evenki versus English, say) then there is no a priori way to decide which of
the two first person categories is more marked. But for languages such as Mandarin and Daur,
we contend that the available evidence points to our approach (the more conservative one) over
Harbour’s.!> If it is reasonable to see clusivity as applying in some, but not all, subsystems in
a language, then these examples suggest the characterization as we have given: one element is
a general we and the competition (for us, via exhaustification) which limits that to a restricted
meaning is competition with a more specific inclusive, the opposite of what an approach built
on Harbour’s proposal would expect.

An important caveat is in order here: strictly speaking, Harbour does not allow for a single
language to have mixed clusivity. He claims that the clusivity parameter applies at the level
of the entire language, establishing the categories once for the language as a whole. Any
differences among subsystems, as in Mandarin and Daur, must therefore arise as morphological
syncretism from an underlying inclusive-exclusive system.!® This is, as far as we can see,
a methodological choice that Harbour makes in assembling data, and does not follow from
any postulates in his framework. Observationally, differences in clusivity like that in Daur,
between agreement and pronouns for example, are common. Siewierska and Bakker (2005:
161-165) looked at 151 languages that have both bound and free person marking and have
a clusivity contrast. Only half of these languages (74/151) have clusivity in both bound and
free person marking, in the other half (77/151) there is a difference between the sub-systems.
Patterns in which clusivity is contrastive only in free person marking (pronouns) outnumber
those, like Daur, in which it is only marked in the bound person markers by about 4:1, though
both types are non-negligibly attested in their sample. While acknowledging that there are non-
trivial questions about how to define and delineate “subsystems”, we take it as nevertheless a
reasonable application of theories of clusivity, including Harbour’s (even if unsanctioned), to
evaluate them against generalizations over subsystems in a language, and not just against each
language as a whole. The striking way in which Mandarin and Daur show the same effect across
subsystems that Zwicky identified across languages suggests to us that a unified account should
be sought. More specifically, we contend that Mandarin and Daur support our implementation
of the familiar idea, contra Harbour, that there is no inherent category of first-person exclusive,
and that the category arises only via competition with a stronger alternative, the inclusive.

ISBut see Pertsova (2022) for a contrasting opinion based on other types of evidence.
16Here mention should also be made of Ackema and Neeleman (2013, 2018) who, in effect, deny the existence
of a clusivity parameter at the level of categories. In their account, all languages have four person categories,
abstractly distinguishing inclusive from exclusive, but morphological syncretism neutralizes the distinction. They
treat (2) and the distributional claim in (3) as a trend (which they leave unexplained), rather than a universal. We
disagree, but cannot reasonably do justice to this difference in the limits of this paper.
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5. Conclusion and open questions

A long established (but by no means consensus) view in the discussion of clusivity holds that
there is no genuine category of first person exclusive. Instead there is a general we denoting a
group that contains the AUTHOR, and in many, but not all, languages a more specific category
of inclusive. The general we is restricted to exclusive readings when it competes with a more
specific first person inclusive plural. We have offered here an implementation of this approach
which characterizes this competition as exhaustification at the property level, internal to the
feature bundles in the morphology. We suggest that this provides an account of both the ty-
pological generalization we started with and of the language-internal patterns of the Mandarin
and Daur sort, allowing for a characterization of the cross-linguistically marked category ‘in-
clusive’ as conjunction of the independently needed features, and for the characterization of
Zwicky’s typological generalization strictly in terms of logical entailments without appeal to
an independent and arguably ad hoc hierarchy.!”

There is clearly more to be said. We have focused specifically on the inventory of person cat-
egories in a language or a subsystem. Other authors, including Moskal (2018); Ackema and
Neeleman (2018); Pertsova (2022) look instead at patterns of morphological syncretism and
marking, for example, whether the inclusive appears to be derived from the exclusive or vice
versa (Pertsova 2022 concludes that both patterns are attested). Moskal (2018) investigates
stem allomorphy and argues that if only one of the first person plural elements (inclusive or
exclusive) shares a stem with the first person singular, then it is the exclusive, consistent with
the view that the exclusive is merely the non-singular [AUTHOR], but Pertsova (2022) reports
examples of the opposite pattern. Despite these (and other) open issues, we hope here to have
shown a way to reconcile two established but conflicting approaches to person, by (i) extending
the use of exhaustification to features/properties at the sub-morphemic level, and (i1) extending
cumulative rather than Boolean conjunction to morpheme-internal feature composition. In do-
ing so, we aim to have added one further set of considerations to the general theory of person
features and thus to discussions about (the formal characterization of) ‘us’.
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