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Clitics

In most languages we find ‘little words’ which resemble a full word, but which cannot stand on their own. Instead they have to ‘lean on’ a neighbouring word, like the ’d, ‘ve and unstressed ’em of Kim’d’ve helped’em (‘Kim would have helped them’). These are clitics, and they are found in most of the world’s languages. In English the clitic forms appear in the same place in the sentence that the full form of the word would appear in, but in many languages clitics obey quite separate rules of placement. This book is the first introduction to clitics, providing a complete summary of their properties, their uses, the reasons why they are of interest to linguists and the various theoretical approaches that have been proposed for them. The book describes a whole host of clitic systems, and presents data from over 100 languages.
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Preface

This book is an exploration of a very intriguing collection of linguistic beasts. Clitics is a fascinating subject. To study them adequately you really need to be concerned with all aspects of linguistics, from detailed phonetics to the analysis of discourse and conversation. Much of the interest they provoke is precisely because they sit at the interface between sound structure, word structure and sentence structure (not to mention the lexicon and language use). Partly for this reason, pinning down the notion of clitic is a little like trying to catch minnows with your bare hands. This has made it more difficult than usual to organize and arrange our material. In many cases it’s hard to understand the point of, say, a phonological analysis of a set of clitics until you’ve seen the syntactic analysis of them, but without the phonological analysis it’s difficult to understand the syntax. For this reason we’ve written some of the book cyclically, introducing some concepts at a basic level and returning to them later in the book to explore them in more detail. We’ve tried to reduce unnecessary overlap as far as possible but the reader will sometimes see similar examples cropping up in different places. In addition we’ve tried to perform a balancing act over choice of language examples. On the one hand it’s important to see as much of the richness of clitics in the world’s languages (and for us it’s interesting to encounter or revisit many of those languages), but on the other hand it’s much easier to understand some of the complexities of an unfamiliar language if you see it in several different contexts. For this reason we’ve tended to concentrate on languages that have been discussed a good deal in the literature, or with which we’re more or less familiar, or both.

In some respects we’ve written this in bad faith. There’s an important sense in which we don’t actually believe in the existence of clitics. However, we do believe that it’s worthwhile to study in great detail the kinds of properties that have been ascribed to clitics. In this way we gain a much better understanding of the complex interactions between phonology, morphology and syntax. For this reason, clitics are an excellent testing ground for linguistic theory.

We have tried in this book to set out the principal issues and to point the reader to some of the main research literature. Our survey has had to be very selective. There are many interesting and important clitic systems that we’ve ignored or skirted over and many important contributions that we’ve only mentioned in passing or not all. We hope that those whose contributions are not discussed here will not be offended.

We have greatly benefitted over the years from talking to friends and colleagues about clitics, and several of these have advised us about aspects of this book. These include Ricardo Bermúdez-Otero, Olivier Bonami, Bob Bors-ley, Grev Corbett, Wolfgang Dressler, Alice Harris, Martin Haspelmath, István Kenesei, Marian Klamer, Ryo Otoguro, Bojana Petri[image: images], Ingo Plag, Gergana Popova, Louisa Sadler.

None of these is to be held responsible for anything you don’t like in the book.

Finally, a very special thanks to Marina.





Conventions and abbreviations

For languages written with some version of the Latin alphabet we have generally reproduced the orthography of that language. This means that some diacritics will have different values in different languages; for instance, an acute accent on a vowel may mean stress (Spanish), a long vowel (Czech, Hungarian), high tone (Yoruba), rising tone (Mandarin Chinese) or nothing at all (French). For languages written in a non-Latin system we have used whatever transcription we are familiar with or whatever transcription seems easiest on the reader. For Slavic examples readers might want to be aware of the following equivalences: [image: images], [image: images]

We have largely followed the Leipzig Glossing Conventions: affixes are separated by a dash affix-stem in examples and glosses, and where we don’t separate the property in the example its abbreviation is combined with a dot: cats ⇒ cat.PL. Sometimes for clarity we will separate clitics (or putative clitics) from their hosts by an equals sign =: the cat=’s whiskers ⇒ cat=POSS. In the morpheme-by-morpheme glosses we will sometimes label a gloss ‘CL’ for clarity. Abbreviations for morphosyntactic properties are given in SMALL CAPITALS. Occasionally the ‘gloss’ for a word is just that word in small capitals, e.g. untranslatable discourse particles. We have generally followed the transcriptional and glossing practice of our sources, but we have freely adapted some of the originals to bring their abbreviatory conventions into line with ours. Thus, we might see, say, a hypothetical gloss ‘Clt.M.Sg.Dat’ which might appear in our text as MASC.SG.DAT.CL. On the other hand, when morphosyntactic properties are referred to in running text we generally use lower case rather than small capitals, for purposes of readability. Thus, an element that is glossed, say, ‘3SG.ACC’ might be referred to in the text as ‘the 3sg.acc form’ or (more likely) ‘the 3sg accusative form’.

We have tried to identify clitics in the examples (though not in the running text) putting them in boldface. On a number of occasions this is a risky ploy because the whole point of our discussion at that point is to raise the question of whether the element is really a clitic or not. The reader should therefore bear in mind that a boldface element is an element to which we wish to draw attention, it doesn’t mean an element which can be definitively characterized as a clitic.

 

Abbreviations





	2P
	second position



	ABL
	ablative (case)



	ABS
	absolutive (case)



	ACC
	accusative (case)



	ADJ
	adjective



	ADLAT
	adlative (case)



	ADV
	adverb(ial)



	AGR
	agreement



	AgrS
	subject agreement head (Minimalism)



	AOR
	aorist



	AP
	adjective phrase



	APPL
	applicative



	ART
	article



	AUG
	augmented (number)



	AUX
	auxiliary (verb)



	BCR
	Backward Coordinate Reduction



	CL
	clitic



	COMP
	complementizer



	ComplexPred
	complex predicate



	COND
	conditional



	CONJ
	conjunctive particle (Hittite)



	COP
	copular



	DAT
	dative (case)



	DECL
	declarative



	DEF
	definite



	DEM
	demonstrative



	DEP
	dependent (HPSG feature)



	DP
	determiner phrase



	ERG
	ergative (case)



	EXCL
	exclusive (1st person plural)



	EZ
	ezafe (HPSG feature)



	FCR
	Forward Coordinate Reduction



	FOC
	focus(sed)



	FUT
	future



	FV
	final vowel (Bantu)



	GEN
	genitive (case)



	H
	high (tone)



	HPSG
	Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar



	HUM
	human



	IMPER
	imperative



	IMPF
	imperfect



	INAN
	inanimate



	INDEF
	indefinite



	INDIC
	indicative



	INF
	infinitive



	INST
	instrumental (case)



	INTR
	sentence introductory particle (Hittite)



	L
	low (tone)



	LFG
	Lexical Functional Grammar



	LOC
	locative



	LPART
	l-participle (Slavic)



	LV
	Light verb



	MID
	middle (voice)



	N
	noun



	NEG
	negation, negative



	NEUT
	neuter



	NOM
	nominative (case)



	NONHUM
	non-human



	NON-NOM
	non-nominative



	NONPAST
	non-past



	NONREFL
	non-reflexive



	NONSPEC
	non-specific



	NP
	noun phrase



	NPAST
	nonpast



	NUM
	number



	OBJ
	object



	OM
	object marker (Bantu)



	PAF
	possessor agreement



	PAUC
	paucal



	PASS
	passive



	PERF
	perfect



	PFM
	Paradigm Function Morphology



	PHON
	phonology (HPSG feature)



	ph-af-nom-wd
	phrasal affix nominal word (HPSG type feature)



	PL
	plural



	pl-nom-wd
	plain nominal word (HPSG type feature)



	PM
	person marker (Udi)



	POSS
	possessive, possessor



	POSS-S
	English ‘possessive ’s’



	PPT
	Principles and Parameters Theory



	PRED
	predicate (LFG)



	PRES
	present



	PROG
	progressive



	PRT
	particle



	PX
	possessor



	Q
	interrogative marker



	QUOT
	quotative particle (Hittite)



	RECIP
	reciprocal



	REFL
	reflexive



	RRC
	reduced relative clause (Persian)



	SEM
	SEMANTICS (HPSG attribute)



	SG
	singular



	SM
	subject marker (Bantu)



	Spec
	specifier



	SUBJ
	subject



	SUBJUNCT
	subjunctive



	SVO
	subject-verb-object (word order)



	SYN
	SYNTAX (HPSG attribute)



	TAM
	tense-aspect-mood



	VSO
	verb-subject-object (word order)



	VP
	verb phrase









1    Preliminaries


1.1   Introducing clitics

Consider the sentence Pat’s a linguist. If we transcribe the sequence Pat’s phonetically we can see that it forms a single syllable, /pæsts/, which expresses both the subject of the sentence ‘Pat’ and the verb. A more transparent way of representing the structure would be to pronounce the sentence as Pat is a linguist. But in the sequence Pat’s the verb is has been shortened to just a single consonant and has been attached to the noun Pat in the manner of a suffix. In one sense, then, /pæts/ is composed of two words, even though it’s pronounced as a single word. Put differently, the ’s is phonologically just the final part of /pæts/ but in terms of the sentence structure it functions as the main verb of the sentence.

This type of behaviour makes ’s a typical instance of a clitic. In the present case the clitic is a form of a word which is phonologically attached to another word, its host. The ’s corresponds to another form of the same word which doesn’t show the same reliance on a phonological host. In Pat is a linguist we can pause between Pat and is or even insert another word: Pat, apparently, is a linguist. Similarly, if we want to confirm that Pat really is a linguist we can put the main emphasis or accent on the word is and say Pat (really) IS a linguist. None of these things is possible with the clitic form ’s. The full form is therefore behaves like a genuine word, while the clitic ’s behaves more like a suffix. A clitic which attaches to the right edge of its host, like a suffix, is called an enclitic. A clitic which attaches to the left edge of its host is called a proclitic.1 (There are also endoclitics which attach inside their host, in the manner of an infix, though these are much rarer.)

In terms of their function and meaning, the clitic ’s and the full form is are essentially the same thing. Since it is not a fully-fledged word we might want to say that ’s is an affix like the plural -s or like the 3sg ending -s in eats. Like clitics, affixes cannot exist independently but need something to attach to. However, clitics are not ordinary affixes. A genuine affix only attaches to words of a particular category, such as a noun (for plural) or a verb (for person-number agreement). But the clitic ’s attaches to whatever word it happens to be next to, even the pronoun you in The woman standing next to you’s a linguist. In the next chapter we’ll discuss other auxiliary verbs in English that have clitic forms (such as the ’ll of we’ll see).


English, then, has elements which behave phonologically like affixes because they have to be attached to some host, but which don’t behave morphologically like affixes given that they attach to words of any category. Furthermore, they have the function and meaning of words and may even correspond to a full word form, but they don’t have the autonomy of words. A further aspect of our example is worth noting. When syntacticians analyse sentences such as Pat is a linguist or Pat is reading a book, they generally take the verb form is to form a constituent with a linguist or reading a book. There are no syntactic theories which would regard the subject noun phrase Pat and the verb is as forming a syntactic constituent (well, almost none). Yet in the forms with a cliticized verb we have no choice but to say that Pat’s is a single morphosyntactic unit: it’s a single word form, after all. Thus, the clitic illustrates an important analytical problem: how to analyse the construction in such a way that the verb forms a constituent with its complement at one level while forming a word with the phrase to its left at the morphophonological level.

English also has another element which shares some of these properties, illustrated in the Queen’s hat. Here the ’s has a totally different function, broadly speaking to indicate possession. Again, it looks a little like a suffix, for instance the plural -s in the Queens of England. But there is a subtle difference. The plural -s must attach to the noun it pluralizes. If we wish to speak about the set of women comprising Mary Tudor, Elizabeth I, Victoria and so on we have to say the Queens of England, not *the Queen of Englands. However, when we wish to name the hat that the Queen of England possesses, the possessive ’s attaches to the last word of the phrase the Queen of England, not to the word denoting the person that actually owns the hat. In other words we say the Queen of England’s hat, not *the Queen’s of England hat. A more precise way of putting this is to say that the possessive ’s attaches to the rightmost edge of the possessor phrase; it doesn’t attach to the head of the possessor phrase, Queen, unlike the plural suffix, which shows exactly the opposite behaviour. Because the possessive ’s attaches to whatever word comes last in the phrase, it can attach to a word of any class, as in the girl you met yesterday’s hat. Very much like the ’s in The woman standing next to you’s a linguist, the English possessive is phonologically dependent on a preceding word regardless of its category.

The examples we’ve seen so far involve just a single clitic, but there are many languages which allow clitics to occur in strings or clusters. In such languages, the ordering of the clitics is very strict, even if word order for ordinary words is very free. A simple example of such a cluster is found in a collection of dialects known nowadays officially as Serbian-Bosnian-Croatian-Montenegrin, after the principal countries in which it is spoken, but which we will refer to by a variant of its older composite name, Serbian/Croatian. In (1) (Browne 1974) we see two clitics, one pronominal, the other a clitic form of the auxiliary verb:





	(1)
	Taj  pesnik mi     je             napisao knjigu
that poet     to.me AUX.3SG wrote     book
‘That poet wrote me a book’





As we will see, these clitics have to come in this order. Their placement as a cluster permits one variant, however. The cluster can break up the noun phrase taj pesnik ‘that poet’, as in (2):





	(2)
	Taj  mi      je            pesnik napisao knjigu
that to.me AUX.3SG poet    wrote   book
‘That poet wrote me a book’




Even from our very brief characterization we can see that clitics are special in terms of their phonology (i.e., sound structure), their syntax (i.e., sentence structure) and their morphology (i.e., word structure). In other words, clitics lie on the interfaces between the major modules according to which grammar is organized. Moreover, clitics represent various stages in the processes of grammaticalization. In these processes, ordinary words such as demonstrative adjectives, spatial prepositions, verbs and so on begin to acquire the properties of function words, becoming, say, pronouns, case markers or auxiliary verbs. These function words may then lose the ability to bear accent and acquire the typical properties of clitics. But the process often continues, so that an accentless clitic starts being associated with a particular kind of host. A clitic pronominal argument may become an obligatory satellite to a verb, in which case it may develop into an agreement affix, or it may become an affix on a noun signalling possession. A clitic case marker derived from a preposition may become a genuine affixal case marker. An auxiliary verb may become fused with the lexical verb to become a tense/aspect/mood affix and so on. The problem is that such processes are typically gradual, and may not even affect all lexemes of the relevant word class. In that case the descriptive linguist is often faced with very difficult analytical choices.

Broadly speaking there are two aspects to the problem of identifying clitics. First, we need to decide whether we are dealing with an ordinary word represented in the syntax like other words, or whether we are dealing with an element whose syntax is special or idiosyncratic, or indeed an element which is simply not represented syntactically as a word in the first place. Second, we need to decide whether we are dealing with a clitic or with an affix.

As we will see, many of the elements labelled clitics in theoretical and descriptive discussions correspond to function words in other languages (or earlier varieties of that language). If an element fails to behave like a normal function word and shows idiosyncratic or restricted behaviour, we might then use this as evidence that we have a clitic. However, we often find that the evidence is contradictory. Take the case of definite articles in English and French. Phonologically, the articles are weak in both languages and are therefore candidates for clitic status, specifically proclitics. However, their placement seems to be determined by ordinary syntactic principles. When we contrast the two languages we find that there’s an interesting difference. In English it’s possible to elide an article in a coordinated phrase (we will say that the definite article takes wide scope over the coordinate phrase):





	(3)
	The [[boys from Paris] and [girls from Milan]] were present





However, in French this is not possible: the article has to be repeated on the second conjunct (les filles de Milan as in (4b); omitting it leads to ungrammaticality (4a) (Miller 1992, 12):






	(4) a.
	 
	* Les garçons de     Paris et   filles de     Milan étaient présents
   the  boys      from Paris and girls from Milan were  present



	     b.
	 
	   Les garçons de     Paris et   les  filles de     Milan étaient présents
   the boys       from Paris and the girls  from Milan were   present
   ‘The boys from Paris and the girls from Milan were present’




This sort of behaviour is not characteristic of function words, and isn’t even characteristic of clitics. Rather, it’s the sort of property we expect to see of an affix. On the other hand, different forms of the French definite article can themselves be conjoined, which is a property of function words, but not normally a property of affixes or of clitics (Miller 1992, 151):





	(5)
	On   peut dire le   ou  la  pamplemousse
One can   say ‘le’ or ‘la’ pamplemousse,
(pamplemousse means ‘grapefruit’)




The rider ‘not normally’ is important because we frequently find affixes, especially derivational affixes, which can be conjoined. Examples are frequent in English: pre- and post-war, in- and out-going mail, …

However, there are additional reasons why it can be difficult to establish the identity of clitics from reading the research literature. Because clitics and affixes share important properties, and because they often overlap in their functions, theoreticians will sometimes feel the need to draw attention to such overlaps and similarities by means of their choice of terminology. An intriguing case in point occurs when Baker et al. (1989, 223) are discussing the nature of the passive participle in English, that is, the -en suffix of the verb broken in a sentence such as The vase was broken by Tom. The authors draw parallels with the use of certain types of clitic reflexive pronoun in Romance languages such as Spanish, which often give rise to constructions which are syntactically very like the periphrastic passive construction of English. They then say of the English passive -en suffix: “We regard its essential properties to be like those of clitics.” At the same time, but independently, Suñer (1988) is describing the pronominal clitics of Spanish, arguing that on morphophonological and morphosyntactic grounds these elements are essentially affixes. Neither group of authors is necessarily ‘wrong’, of course. Each is trying to focus attention on specific properties of the construction in hand (and there are very good reasons to think of the Romance pronominals as a deviant type of affixal system rather than as a kind of clitic system). But it is easy to see how imaginative use of terminology can become less than helpful and may even degenerate into a downright abuse of terminology.

The upshot is that clitics can be confused with affixes and vice versa. If we analyse something as a clitic when in fact it really has the properties of an affix, then we should really leave the job of analysis to the morphologist. This is the conclusion of a much-cited and very important paper by Zwicky and Pullum (1983), which shows that the English -n’t negation formative has all the properties of an inflectional affix and none of the properties of a clitic. The diagnostic tests proposed by Zwicky and Pullum have become a cornerstone of analysis for those studying clitics, and we will discuss their work in more detail in Chapter 5.

At the same time, clitics are often treated as a deviant kind of word, and hence as the domain of syntax. We will see in the course of our book that the behaviour of clitics tends to be nothing if not idiosyncratic. The result is that any model of syntax that tries to encompass clitic phenomena as though they were ordinary syntax will end up having to accommodate very idiosyncratic behaviour, which generally leads to a considerable complication of the grammar. Arguably, it’s a better strategy to ensure that the overall architecture of grammar has a relatively simple and straightforward syntax, leaving idiosyncrasy and complexity to the morphological description.2 We would argue that, while clitics often demonstrate syntactic properties, it’s also often important to distinguish them from other types of unaccented function word. We will therefore survey the various ways in which clitics are atypical types of word and the ways they differ from affixes. Some types of clitics are distinguished in essentially phonological terms while other types are distinguished in terms of their morphological and syntactic properties. The problem of clitics is thus in some ways unique in linguistics because it encompasses almost all components of grammar.

Among the questions we will be addressing, directly or indirectly, are the following. Are clitics essentially affixes, or essentially words, or a special category of their own? Is there a universally valid way of distinguishing between affixes, full words and clitics? Is there a universally valid way to identify clitics for any arbitrary language? To a large extent the goal of this book is to unravel the criteria that have been proposed to answer these questions and to determine to what extent those criteria are successful. As we proceed we will see that failure to establish clear criteria has sometimes led to genuine confusion.

We have tried as far as possible not to take for granted too much linguistic theory. We will presuppose familiarity with the basic notions of contemporary linguistics, but we will provide very introductory discussion of some of the more important notions as we proceed. This particularly relates to recent morphological theory, which is probably less well known and less understood than phonology and syntax amongst general linguists.

We must also bear in mind that terminological usage can differ considerably from one theoretical framework to another, quite apart from the idiosyncratic usage of individual authors. The important thing is to understand the concepts which underly the terminology so that we can ‘translate’ easily from one framework of description to another. At the same time, in the descriptive grammatical tradition, in which linguists try to write definitive and exhaustive grammars of a language, we often find that different experts working on different language groups will use the same terms but with different meanings, or alternatively will use different terms to describe essentially the same phenomenon. This problem is not unique to linguistics, of course, but it’s very important to be aware of it. Even very experienced linguists can been misled into thinking that two languages exhibit the same phenomenon just because the grammars use the same term, and progress has often been made by realizing that two phenomena in different languages which are traditionally given different names are actually just instantiations of the same phenomenon. We will repeatedly see that the notion ‘clitic’ is particularly susceptible to such terminological confusion, but it’s by no means the only notion.


1.2    About the book

Throughout this book we will discuss phenomena that don’t involve clitics directly but which we believe are essential to an understanding of how clitics work. This is particularly true of the morphosyntax of agreement, where we present an overview in Chapter 6 and elsewhere of morphological agreement systems so as to facilitate comparison with pronominal clitic systems. A recurrent theme running through the book is the difficulty of finding principled ways of distinguishing clitics from other elements, especially affixes. Another theme is the tendency of linguists, especially syntacticians, to discuss non-clitic systems using the vocabulary of the clitic. For these and other reasons, it’s therefore necessary to have explicit comparisons between more-or-less typical affixal morphology and more-or-less typical clitic systems. For these reasons, we have tried to provide a basic descriptive overview of the types of morphological (mainly inflectional) system that is, most relevant to an understanding of how clitic systems work. In our experience, even knowledgeable linguists are sometimes not fully conversant with the full variety of morphological systems in the world’s languages, or with the full richness of the types of interaction between morphological forms and syntactic structures and processes. For this reason, a fair deal of our book is not actually about clitics, but rather about inflectional paradigms, agreement systems, and so on. We make no apology for this: it is completely impossible to understand the crucial conceptual and theoretical issues that clitics raise without a proper understanding of how morphology works.

Where syntax is concerned we have had to provide only the very curtest of surveys. The main reason for this is that we are not syntacticians and therefore we lack the expertise required to do justice to the complexity of the most influential syntactic theories. Another reason is space: the book would have to be double its size if we were to present a proper comparison of just the three main syntactic models that we discuss. A third reason has to do with the development of (what we have chosen to call) Principles and Parameters Theory (PPT) of syntax. These models, starting with the Trace Theory of movement (Chomsky 1973), have had an enormous impact on the way that clitic systems are conceived of and analysed. However, the development of the model, from Trace Theory to Government Binding theory (Chomsky 1981) to various forms of the Principles and Parameters model and then to the various forms of the Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1995b) has been extremely complex. The analyses conducted in one version of PPT will often be partly or even largely incompatible with analyses conducted in an earlier version (sometimes by the same author), and keeping track of all the theoretical implications requires the skill of a syntactician who is deeply immersed in that tradition. This is much less of a problem with the constraints-based models, Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar (HPSG) and Lexical Functional Grammar (LFG).3

As may already be clear, one of the principal problems with talking about clitics is delineating the domain of discourse and deciding when to call an element a clitic as opposed to anything else. The main difficulties, as we’ve said, are distinguishing clitics from affixes, especially inflectional affixes, and distinguishing clitics from function words. Now, we can only understand the notions of affix and function word against the background of an appropriate model of morphology and syntax. Different models, however, provide different characterizations, so it’s necessary to bear in mind when reading the research literature on clitics precisely what background assumptions an author is making. We’ll see that the theoretical literature, very broadly speaking, focusses either on the phonological properties of clitics, or their morphological properties, or their syntactic properties. More ambitious studies try to combine two or even all three of these aspects, but that is, still a very daunting task, necessary though it is. Most authors concentrate on one aspect of the problem, and from the point of view of theoretical debate and controversy the most important divide is between the morphological approaches and the syntactic approaches. Some linguists try to accommodate all clitic phenomena in a morphological model. A prime example of this is Stephen Anderson’s contention that all clitics are phrasal affixes, that is, clitics are essentially morphological elements. The relation to syntax is then essentially the way that the positioning of the clitics is defined with respect to phrases rather than words or stems. Other linguists try to accommodate all clitic phenomena in a model of syntax. A number of practitioners of the PPT approach to syntax take this stance, for example. For many of these linguists the peculiar formal (for us, morphological) properties of clitics are rather uninteresting idiosyncrasies that can be largely ignored. Still other linguists regard the most interesting aspect of clitics as their interface properties between morphology and syntax (and phonology).

This book is organized as follows: Chapters 2 and 3 offer a descriptive survey of the main functions of clitic systems (Chapter 2) and their basic types, as defined by their placement properties (Chapter 3). In Chapter 2 we will encounter the basic data relating to clitic systems as well as one of the fundamental problems. We will see that clitic systems regularly express the same kinds of morphosyntactic properties as inflectional systems. With verbs we see tense-aspect-mood properties (often through cliticized auxiliary verbs) and agreement properties via cliticized pronominals. With nouns we see clitics expressing definiteness, case and possession (the latter through cliticized pronominals). However, we also see properties that are more properly associated with the whole clause, such as types of evidential marker (expressing the degree to which the speaker vouches directly for the veracity of a statement) and markers of interrogative mood. Related to these are the discourse markers, expressing subtle, often untranslatable nuances of attitude or emphasis. These are less easy to view as types of inflection, even though they often occur in the same cluster as the more inflectional types of clitic. For those models that try to assimilate clitic phenomena to the domain of morphology clitics of this sort are problematical.

Chapter 3 presents a descriptive overview of clitic types, based on patterns of placement and distributional properties of clitics. Most clitics are banned from occurring clause-initially and tend to select very specific non-initial positions (such as the second position in the clause). This chapter also examines placement domains, distinguishing broadly between nominal clitics (i.e., which have scope over nominal phrases) and verbal clitics (i.e., which have scope over verb phrases). The chapter opens, however, with a presentation of two early ‘typologies’ of clitics. In a sense it’s premature to discuss the different types of clitic at such an early stage in our discussion, because it’s difficult to see what a typology is describing without seeing a wide variety of clitic systems and their behaviours. Clitic typology is therefore a question we’ll be returning to at various points, and especially in Chapter 8, when we discuss the various theoretical approaches to clitics.

The next three chapters are devoted to phonological, morphological and syntactic aspects of clitic systems. In Chapter 5 on clitics and morphology and Chapter 6 on clitics and syntax we have tried as far as possible to present a descriptive overview, without exploring the various theoretical approaches to the phenomena we discuss. This is a somewhat artificial enterprise, of course, and at various points we will introduce a minimum of theoretical machinery to aid the description.

Chapter 4 is devoted to the phonological properties of clitics and their interaction with phrase phonology, examining the inherently unstressed, unaccented nature of clitics and their dependency on a stressed lexical item. We will look at data that suggest that clitics sometimes seek a prosodically defined host, rather than one defined in terms of syntactic position or word class. We will also look at the effects clitics have on the phonology of their hosts. In some cases, for instance, the clitic is incorporated into the prosodic structure and affects such processes as stress placement or vowel harmony, while in other cases the clitics remain outside the prosodic structure, and in yet other cases clitics have their own unique prosodic properties, not shared by affixes or function words. Some types of clitic are defined primarily in terms of their phonological or prosodic behaviour (the so-called simple clitics), and we give an overview of some typical examples next in the chapter. We conclude the chapter by asking how to represent the prosodic structure of clitic-host combinations. This will require us to summarize very briefly the main theoretical point of debate on the phonological representation of clitics, whether there is a special prosodic unit or constituent, the Clitic Group, that defines the phonology of the clitic+host, independently of other types of prosodic unit.

In Chapter 5 we turn to the morphological aspects of clitics. There are two sides to this question. First, there is the issue of how to distinguish clitics from affixes (to the extent that this is possible). We start with the celebrated Zwicky–Pullum criteria for drawing this distinction, which has been extremely influential in all subsequent discussion. We will see here, and later in the book, examples that are often described in terms of cliticization but which are best described as affixes. This applies most obviously to the English negation affix n’t that motivates the Zwicky–Pullum study, but it applies also to pronominal clitics in Romance languages, Modern Greek and elsewhere.

Second, independently of whether we treat clitics as a species of affix, we can ask in what ways clitics resemble morphological objects as opposed to lexical items. For instance, clusters of clitics often have properties that we associate more with strings of affixes: the clusters usually assume a fixed, partly idiosyncratic order which often goes against what the rest of the syntax of the language dictates, and adjacent clitics often show idiosyncratic types of allomorphy that are not otherwise found between adjacent words. We then look at phenomena that motivate the claim that clitics are essentially morphological in kind, especially the phenomenon of edge inflection, in which it appears that an inflectional property is expressed by modifying whatever word happens to appear at the edge of the relevant phrase. The notion of edge inflection has been controversial and we’ll return to it in somewhat more detail in Chapter 8 when we look at theoretical approaches to clitics.

Chapter 6 discusses various ways in which clitics interact with syntactic structure. We begin by looking at weak (non-prominent, unaccented) function words that are generally not treated as clitics (or if they are, as merely phonological clitics). As we saw above in our brief discussion of French definite articles, unaccented function words can behave like clitics or even like affixes, while retaining the basic syntactic properties of words. One particularly important aspect of this problem relates to the behaviour of pronominal clitics. There are a number of questions here, most of which revolve around two basic questions: when does a weak pronoun become a clitic, and hence not an ordinary function word? When does a clitic pronoun become an affix? To understand the issues we’ll need to survey briefly the notion of agreement: much of the debate revolves around the question of whether a clitic pronoun system resembles an agreement system, and so its necessary to understand just how complex and multifarious agreement systems based on uncontroversial affixal morphology can be.


We then investigate three aspects of pronominal clitics which have exercised theorists looking for a unified account of pronominal clitics. First, we look at subject clitics. It is common in the world’s languages to find pronominal clitics serving as, or cross-referencing, subjects, but it is less common in the standard varieties of Romance languages, and those varieties that have subject clitics have, apparently, developed them independently of the object clitics. For syntacticians this has sometimes led to important questions about the nature of the clitic systems of those language varieties generally. We next consider two phenomena which are very common and which appear to offer completely contradictory evidence about the nature of clitics. In a number of languages, especially the more familiar Romance languages, a clitic pronoun object is in complementary distribution with an overt noun phrase object. This has motivated a syntactic approach to clitics under which they are simply weak pronouns occupying the position of the verb’s object. However, in many languages overt noun phrase objects (and subjects) can, or sometimes must, be doubled by a clitic. This clitic doubling gives rise to constructions which can look very much like agreement systems in languages with affixal agreement morphology. On the other hand, in many languages we find subordinate clause constructions in which a pronominal realizes the object of the subordinate clause verb, but that pronominal is cliticized to the matrix verb. In other words, alongside Martina wants [to.read=it] we find Martina it=wants [to.read] (or even Martina=it wants [to.read]). This clitic climbing is generally taken to imply that the clitic pronouns are syntactic objects which can be raised, that is, moved from a subordinate clause to the higher matrix clause. We will see, however, that comparisons either way with syntax or morphology are highly misleading. It’s perfectly possible to provide a syntactic account of clitic doubling or a morphological account of clitic doubling.

We conclude the chapter with a discussion of aspects of the syntax of non-argument clitics. First, we look at the ‘Ethical Dative’ type of construction, in which the pronominal expresses discourse meanings of a subtle and hard-to-define kind, even though it retains (some of) its properties as a pronominal. We conclude by rehearsing the very complex syntactic patterning of the clitic cluster in Tagalog, a language which combines a rich array of pronominal clitics with an even richer array of discourse marker clitics.

In Chapter 7 we bring together a number of points raised in earlier chapters and ask to what extent we can draw a clear dividing line between clitics, words and affixes. It will emerge that no universal concept of ‘clitic’ is available. Rather, some languages seem to make use of reasonably well-defined ‘word-clitic-affix’ categories, while others permit intermediate formatives which can behave like one category in some contexts and like another category in others. In those cases, each type of formative has to be described in its own terms, and it is not even always possible to make general typological statements about what kind of properties imply what other properties.


In this chapter we look at affixes that can be (or perhaps still are) mistaken for clitics and at affixes which have prosodic or morphosyntactic properties similar to those of (some types of) clitics or syntactically represented function words, such as free word order or the ability to inflect. We also look at ‘mixed’ instances of clitics, which behave like clear affixes in some contexts and like clear clitics in others. Systems such as these are extremely important for theoretical analyses of clitics: any theory that treats clitics as pure morphology will have to account for the syntactic behaviour of the clitics, while any theory that treats clitics as pure syntax will have to account for the morphological behaviour. We conclude the chapter with a brief examination of the relation between clitics and a particular class of word, the ubiquitous ‘particle’.

Chapter 8 provides a brief overview of the main theoretical approaches to the phenomenology of clitics. We will not give a detailed explanation of these approaches, since it would require a book of this length to do that for just a single one of the major theoretical models. Instead, we will attempt to present the conceptual underpinnings of each model in as non-technical a way as possible. The main types of approach are those which present clitics as essentially morphological elements and those which present clitics as essentially syntactic objects. We look at several approaches deploying Paradigm Function Morphology, Optimality Theory and Distributed Morphology. The latter is an approach in which the morphological analysis is tightly bound up with syntactic analysis. We look in more detail at models of syntax and clitics in the next part of the chapter, where we consider the way that clitic systems have been treated in HPSG and LFG (in the case of the section dealing with HPSG we focus on the way that theory has been used to model edge inflection). We return to the question of how to establish a typology of clitics, including our own views on what constitutes a ‘canonical clitic’, before looking in more detail at the way that various approaches, principally Minimalist approaches, have handled various features of clitics, including Wackernagel (2P) placement, clitic cluster formation, clitic climbing and clitic doubling.

The final chapter presents very brief conclusions in which we concur with Arnold Zwicky (perhaps perversely, given the title of the book) that the term ‘clitic’ is best thought of as an umbrella term for a variety of properties which may or may not coincide. Although it may be useful in individual languages to set up a special sub-category of clitic to capture various distributional or formal generalizations, there is no obvious sense in which clitics represent a uniform, universal category. Rather, a complete grammatical description of a language has to establish for each element, and sometimes for each class of contexts in which an element is used, just what clitic-like or non-clitic-like properties that element has. That being said, the group of phenomena that we commonly call ‘clitics’ represents one of the more fascinating and challenging aspects of linguistic theory, combining as they do aspects of phonology, morphology, syntax, semantics and lexical representation in a bewildering variety of ways.



1.3    Works on clitics


Our book is not an exhaustive survey of the literature on clitics, much less a surrogate bibliography of the subject. However, we will here note those books and surveys which we have found particularly valuable or which we believe have been particularly influential. A complete bibliography of works on clitics up to 1991 can be found in Nevis et al. (1994).




	   A General works on clitics
	                                                   





Anderson (2005)

Crysmann (2002) (HPSG treatment)

Denniston (2002) (Ancient Greek particles)

Everett (1996)

Halpern (1995)

Klavans (1982)

Wackernagel (1892) (Ancient Greek)

Zwicky (1977)

 

Halpern (1998) (handbook article)

Nevis (2000) (handbook article)




	   B Collections of papers on clitics
	                                         





Beukema and den Dikken (2000)

Borer (1986)

Chicago Linguistics Society, 1995, Parasession on clitics

Gerlach and Grijzenhout (2000)

Halpern and Zwicky (1996)

Heggie and Ordóñez (2005)

Kallulli and Tasmowski (2008)

van Riemsdijk (1999b)

 




	     C Studies of individual languages or language groups
	       





Avgustinova (1997) (Bulgarian)

Benacchio and Renzi (1987) (Romance contrasted with Slavic)

Boškovi[image: images] (2001) (South Slavic)

Bonet (1991) (Catalan)

Franks and King (2000) (Slavic)

Gerlach (2002) (Romance)

Harris (2002) (Udi)

Journal of Slavic Linguistics, 12(1-2), 2004

Kari (2003) (Degema)

Kup[image: images][image: images] (2000) (Polish)


Luís (2004) (European Portuguese)

Miller (1992) (French)

Monachesi (1999, 2005) (Italian, Romanian)

Perlmutter (1971)

Rivas (1977) (Romance, especially Spanish)

Tegey (1977) (Pashto)

 





	     D Works on (prosodic) words and the phonology of clitics
	 





Berendsen (1986)

Dixon and Aikhenvald (2002)

Hall et al. (2008)

Hall and Kleinheinz (1999)

Kaisse (1985)

Peperkamp (1997)

Selkirk (1984) (especially chapter 7)

Toivonen (2003)

Vigário (2003) (European Portuguese)

 

We have found some of these references exceptionally useful. Anderson (2005) is an extremely valuable survey of many of the issues dealt with in this book. Anderson’s book sets out a particular theoretical position on clitics (one with which we have a great deal of sympathy) but it also serves as a very good introduction to the general issues. Franks and King (2000) is a masterly survey of very complex and often confusing facts from the Slavic languages, together with a detailed but very accessible summary of research questions within the Principles and Parameters framework. We have availed ourselves of the data and analyses in these two works throughout our book. The earlier works of Zwicky (1977) and Klavans (1982) are still valuable and relevant and make an excellent introduction to the key issues. Zwicky and Pullum (1983) should be required reading for all linguists. Harris’ (2002) monograph deals with an unusual clitic system in just one language, but the book is an object lesson in how to do theoretically informed descriptive linguistics (or descriptively informed theoretical linguistics) and is worth reading for its sheer elegance.






2    The functions of clitics


2.1   Introduction

In this chapter we give an overview of the main functions of clitics. Most clitics are straightforward function words, and so their functions are virtually the same as the functions of inflectional morphology and of full-form function words generally across languages. We will summarize the major functions, concentrating on broadly verbal properties, clausal properties (which are similar to the verbal properties), nominal properties and ‘other’ properties. We briefly illustrate the parity of function between clitics and inflections by pointing up instances of inflection which parallel the clitics we have discussed. One of the reasons why this comparison is important is because inflections are generally thought to arise in historical language change through a stage of cliticization.

Although the parallels between clitics and inflections are close, there are one or two differences in patterning, too. One important class of words which often become clitics is adverbials, with meanings such as here, there, then, now, as well as still, yet, already, never, and many others. These tend not to be grammaticalized as inflections. Similarly, many languages have discourse particles which take the form of clitics. Discourse particles can be thought of as a special class of adverb which have the function of helping the speaker manage the structure of the conversation (examples are given below in Section 2.6.3). These, too, are rarely expressed by inflection.


2.2   Verbal functions

The functional categories associated with verbs include tense, aspect and mood marking as well as polarity (i.e., negation), in addition to agreement properties derived from pronouns, such as person, number, gender, animacy, definiteness and so on. Many languages have inflections that indicate the speaker’s attitude to the truth of a statement; for instance, whether the speaker knows a fact from personal experience, from inference or from hearsay. Some languages have different inflections on the verb depending on whether we are making a statement (declarative mood) or asking a question (interrogative mood). These categories are also often realized by clitics.


The English clitic auxiliary system is one of the most well-known instances of a clitic system, and we used the example of the auxiliary ’s to introduce the notion of clitic in Chapter 1. In (1–5) we see examples of full form auxiliaries and their clitic equivalents:






	(1) a.
	 
	Harriet is reading



	      b.
	 
	Harriet’s reading









	(2) a.
	 
	Dick has left



	      b.
	 
	Dick’s left









	(3) a.
	 
	The kids have been warned



	      b.
	 
	The kids’ve been warned









	(4) a.
	 
	Sue would have complained



	      b.
	 
	Sue’d have complained









	(5) a.
	 
	Tom will have been looking for Harriet



	      b.
	 
	Tom’ll have been looking for Harriet




In each case we have an auxiliary verb which can be expressed by a phonologically reduced form consisting of a single consonant (possibly syllabic, and possibly preceded by schwa). The position of the clitic in the phrase corresponds to the position of the full form auxiliary (it comes immediately after the subject of the clause in these examples). The auxiliary verb helps to express such categories as progressive aspect (1), perfect aspect (2, 3) and modal meanings (4), including future time reference (5).

As we saw in Chapter 1, these reduced auxiliary forms don’t resemble affixes very much. First, it would be unusual (but not impossible) for a tense/aspect/mood affix to attach to a noun. More importantly, however, we have seen that the reduced form attaches to words of any category. Further examples are given in (6):






	(6) a.
	 
	The girl over there’s reading



	      b.
	 
	The guy you were talking to’s already left



	      c.
	 
	The girl nearest him’d have complained



	      d.
	 
	The man who phoned’ll have been looking for Harriet



	      e.
	 
	The kids responsible’ve been singing




In (6) the auxiliary attaches respectively to an adverb there, a preposition to, a pronoun him, a verb (but part of a relative clause modifying the subject noun) and an adjective responsible. True affixes are generally very selective about the word class they attach to and never show this degree of freedom. We will see in Chapter 4 that this oversimplifies the picture somewhat, but the general point is clear. We will refer to this lack of selectivity as promiscuous attachment.

It’s also important to see that the reduced auxiliary forms are not ordinary (if unstressed) words. This is clear in the case of the ’ll and ’d clitics when they correspond to will/shall and would/should respectively. There is no productive phonological process even in the most colloquial speech which would derive the forms /d/ or /l/ from /w[image: images]d/ or /w[image: images]l/. This is an idiosyncratic property of these words in their capacity as auxiliary verbs. Other auxiliaries such as was/were do not have such reduced forms, and the nouns wood and will do not have reduced forms either.

English is not the only language to have clitic auxiliaries. Several of the Slavic languages have such clitics, too. A well-known example, which we will return to, is that of Serbian/Croatian. In this language the verb be is used as a copular and it has a full form and a clitic form (just as in English). In (7) we see the clitic form su ‘(they) are’:





	(7)
	Devojke su       u  sadu
girls       3PL.BE in garden
‘The girls are in the garden’




This clitic form is unstressed. If we wish to focus on the verb we use a full form, jesu:





	(8)
	Devojke JESU         u  sadu
girls       3PL.BE.FOC in garden
‘The girls ARE in the garden’




There are other respects in which the clitic form su differs in its properties from the full form jesu. In Serbian/Croatian a subject phrase can be omitted if it is obvious from the context. This is seen in (9):





	(9)
	JESU   u  sadu
3PL.BE in garden
‘(They) ARE in the garden’




The clitic requires a host to its left (that is, it is an enclitic). This means that it cannot appear at the beginning of a sentence, because it would have nothing to encliticize to (see (10a)). Since the clitic form cannot be given stress, we can’t focus it either (see (10b)):






	(10) a.
	 
	* Su       u  sadu
   3PL.BE in garden



	       b.
	 
	* SU       u  sadu
   3PL.BE in garden




The clitics of Serbian/Croatian exhibit a very important property, which distinguishes them sharply from the auxiliary clitics of English. They have to appear in the second position in the sentence. Word order in Serbian/Croatian is very free, and this means that almost any phrase can begin the sentence. The clitic comes immediately after this first phrase (11a, b) but nowhere else. For instance, it cannot appear after the second phrase (11c):






	(11) a.
	 
	U sadu     su
in garden 3PL.BE
‘(They) are in the garden’



	       b.
	 
	U sadu     su         devojke
in garden 3PL.BE girls
‘The girls are in the garden’



	       c.
	 
	*Devojke u  sadu    su
girls          in garden 3PL.BE





This principle of second position is extremely widespread in clitic systems, and we’ll be discussing it in some detail throughout the book. Clitics which obey this principle we will call 2P clitics. They are often referred to as Wackernagel clitics after the Swiss philologist Jacob Wackernagel, who first described such constructions in the classical Indo-European languages (Wackernagel 1892 (see Chapter 3)).

In English the auxiliary clitics appear in the same position in the sentence that the full form auxiliaries appear. In Serbian/Croatian the positioning of the clitics is defined according to strict rules which are totally different from the rules governing the rest of the sentence. At a purely descriptive level it is sometimes useful to distinguish clitics which show more or less the positioning you would expect from the rest of the grammar from clitics which seem to obey entirely separate principles of ordering. Zwicky (1977) called the first type ‘simple clitics’ and the second type ‘special clitics’ and you will often see this terminology in the literature. We will occasionally draw the same distinction, though in Chapter 5 we will see that it’s a distinction which can lead to misunderstanding.

It’s important to appreciate that there is nothing specific about these tense/aspect/mood categories which forces a language to express them with clitics rather than with affixes or with periphrastic constructions involving full words. For instance, the perfect aspect is found in a good many languages, including Spanish and Swahili. In Spanish it is expressed by the auxiliary verb haber ‘have’ and the perfect participle:






	(12) a.
	 
	El  muchacho ha   partido
the boy           has left
‘The boy has left’



	       b.
	 
	Las muchachas han   partido
the  girls            have left
‘The girls have left’



	       c.
	 
	Hemos   partido
we.have left
‘We have left’




There is no reduced form of the auxiliary verb so here we are dealing with a construction formed from two words, much like the English construction with full form auxiliaries. Spanish also has a progressive aspect formed with the auxiliary verb estar ‘be’ and a participle form of the verb ending in -ndo: Las muchachas están partiendo ‘The girls are (in the process of) leaving’. Again, the auxiliary is not a clitic.


On the other hand, Swahili has a perfect aspect form which is expressed by means of the prefix me-. Compare (13a), a simple past form, with (13b), the perfect form:






	(13) a.
	 
	Hamisi a-li-soma          kitabu
Hamisi 3SG-PAST-read book
‘Hamisi read the book’



	       b.
	 
	Hamisi a-me-soma       kitabu
Hamisi 3SG-PERF-read book
‘Hamisi has read the book’




Similarly, many languages express a progressive or continuous aspect using affixal morphology. Inflectional future tense and conditional mood (corresponding roughly to English will/would) is found in many languages, including all the modern Romance languages.

From this brief survey of auxiliaries we can see four typical properties of clitics:





	1
	Clitics are generally unstressed (and unstressable). Even in languages which lack a category of word stress, we find that clitics are elements that cannot be focussed or emphasized by being given special emphatic accent.



	2
	Clitics require a host to attach to. Either the clitic attaches to the right of a host (enclitic) or to the left (proclitic).



	3
	Clitics attach promiscuously, that is, they do not select words of a particular class.



	4
	Clitics often have different syntax from fully-fledged words. In some cases this means that the position of the clitic is determined by entirely separate principles from the syntax of the rest of the language (special clitics, for instance 2P clitics), in other cases the basic position of the clitic is the same as that of a full-form word with similar function (simple clitics), but in practice there may be restrictions that apply specifically to clitics because of their need to attach to a host in a particular direction.





2.3    Clausal properties

We now give examples of properties expressed by clitics that relate to the clause as a whole, though to some extent it is artificial to distinguish these from verbal clitics, because properties of the clause tend to be expressed on verbs in inflection. In each case we will provide just one or two properties that distinguish the clitic from a full word or an affix.

We have seen that Serbian/Croatian has 2P auxiliary clitics. Czech has a very similar set of 2P clitics. However, Czech has a large number of adverbial particles included amongst the clitics. One of these, prý, has the function of an evidentiality marker, comparable to that of the word apparently in Apparently, Harriet has already left, or the phrase (so) they say. These expressions indicate that the speaker believes the truth of the assertion that they are making but doesn’t actually have first-hand evidence for its truth; for instance, the speaker didn’t actually witness Harriet leaving. Instead, the speaker surmises this from indirect evidence (her coat isn’t hanging on the coat hanger) or has been told by someone else (hearsay). The English particle/adverb apparently is like any other adverb and can appear in various positions in the sentence: Apparently, Harriet has already left, Harriet, apparently, has already left, Harriet has apparently already left, Harriet has already left, apparently or even Harriet has already, apparently, left. Adverbs in Czech normally exhibit a similar freedom of placement, but not the particle prý. In (14) we see that it can occur only in the second position in the sentence:1






	(14) a.
	 
	Eva prý  juž       napsala       ten dopis
Eva PRY already has.written that letter
‘Apparently, Eva has already written the letter’



	       b.
	 
	(*prý) Eva juž (*prý) napsala (*prý) ten dopis (*prý)




Word order in Czech is very free, so in principle more or less any word or phrase can appear in first position, but the clitic always follows the first phrase:






	(15) a.
	 
	Juž prý napsala ten dopis
‘(She’s) already written the letter, apparently’



	       b.
	 
	Napsala prý ten dopis
‘(She’s) written the letter, apparently’



	       c.
	 
	Ten dopis prý juž napsala
‘The letter, (she’s) already written, apparently’




Many languages express yes-no questions (or polar questions) by means of an uninflected particle. In Polish and Latvian the particle comes at the beginning of the sentence, in Japanese and Chinese it comes at the end of the sentence (we discuss the Chinese case in Chapter 4). Finnish has an interrogative clitic, ko/kö. Word order in Finnish is very free, but the word or phrase which is the focus of a question is placed at the beginning of the clause. The interrogative clitic attaches to that word, irrespective of the word’s class. Thus, the ko/kö marker is a 2P clitic. (We will discuss this case in a little more detail in Chapter 4.)

Yes-no questions have a special status with respect to meaning because we can focus the question on different constituents of the clause. In English we can do this by means of special syntactic constructions (Was it Dick that wrote the letter?) or by means of intonation and accent (Did DICK write the letter (or Tom)? Did Dick WRITE the letter (or type it)?). In other languages an interrogative particle can serve the purpose of intonation. In Imbabura Quechua the interrogative particle chu attaches to whatever constituent is the focus of the question (see (16a)). If the question has neutral focus (with no particular constituent receiving special focus) the particle attaches to the verb (see (16b)):







	(16)
	 
	Imbabura Quechua (Cole 1982, 15)



	       a.
	 
	wasi-man=chu ri-ju-ngui
house-to=Q      go-PROG-2
‘Are you going TO THE HOUSE?’



	       b.
	 
	wasi-man ri-ju-ngui=chu
house-to  go-PROG-2=Q
‘Are you going to the house?’




The chu particle has no inherent stress of its own and requires a host to attach to. It is therefore a clitic, though one whose placement is determined by the information structure of the clause.

Evidential meanings are often expressed by full-form adverbs or particles, such as English apparently. However, these markers are like the Czech clitic prý in that they are not obligatory. In many languages evidentiality is an obligatory inflectional category. Thus, in Turkish, if the speaker has not witnessed an event for themselves, they must use the evidential form of the verb using a suffix –mi[image: images] (Lewis 1967). The Amazonian language Tariana has five different evidential markers (Aikhenvald 2003). In a number of languages verbs take different inflections depending on whether they are in the declarative or the interrogative mood (e.g. Yup’ik, Reed et al. 1977).

There is one verb- or clause-level function which we have yet to mention and that is negation (or more generally, polarity). However, we will leave this case, since it turns out that most of the better-known instances of apparent clitic negation are best analysed as affixation. This is even true of English, as we will see when we look at the work of Zwicky and Pullum (1983) in the next chapter. We will therefore not illustrate negation here.


2.4    Nominal functions

Clitics can express typical nominal functions such as case, definiteness, possessor agreement and (more rarely) number. In Chapter 1 we saw that English has a possessive clitic ’s. Of course, in English possession can also be indicated by a full word, the preposition of. In many languages possession is indicated by means of an affix on the possessor noun, usually known as a genitive case marker. In some respects one can think of the English ’s as a clitic genitive case marker. Equally, in many languages possession is indicated by means of an agreement construction, in which it is the possessed noun that is marked morphologically.2 This is illustrated in (17) for Hungarian:





	(17)
	Possessor agreement in Hungarian
autó         car
autó-m     my car
autó-d      thy car
autó-ja      his/her car
etc.





The Hungarian possessor endings show all the properties of affixes and none of the properties of clitics. However, in the Austronesian language Tukang Besi, spoken in Sulawesi, Indonesia, the formative that appears to be a possessive suffix is actually a clitic:






	(18)
	 
	Tukang Besi (Donohue 1999, 73; see also Dryer 2005b, 234)



	       a.
	 
	te              kene=su
NON-NOM friend=1SG.POSS
‘my friends’



	       b.
	 
	te             wunua molengo=su
NON-NOM house  old=1SG.POSS
‘my old house’




The marker -su indicates a 1sg possessor, just like the suffix -m in Hungarian autóm ‘my car’. However, unlike the Hungarian suffix, the Tukang Besi possessive marker can sometimes attach to the rightmost word in the noun phrase, just like the English ‘s, depending on whether the noun phrase as a whole has nominative or non-nominative function in its clause (Donohue 1999, 304). If the non-nominative case marker te is replaced by the nominative marker na in (18b), for instance, we find the order N-POSS ADJ: na wunua=su molengo. The possessive marker in (Modern) Greek also shows variability of placement characteristic more of clitics than of affixes.

In Chapter 1 we gave the French definite article as a (possible) illustration of a proclitic. There we saw that the English definite article is rather similar to the French in this respect, though it has enough properties of a fully fledged word to make it difficult to treat it as a standard instance of a clitic. In other languages, definiteness is marked by means of clitics which appear at the right edge of the phrase (enclitic) or after the first word of the noun phrase, as in the Bulgarian examples shown in (19):






	(19) a.
	 
	(edna) interesna   kniga
one     interesting book
‘an interesting book’



	       b.
	 
	kniga=ta  (e interesna)
book=the (is interesting)
‘the book (is interesting)’



	       c.
	 
	interesna=ta     kniga
interesting=the book
‘the interesting book’



	       d.
	 
	anglijska=ta kniga
English=the  book
‘the English book’



	       e.
	 
	interesna=ta     anglijska kniga
interesting=the English   book
‘the interesting English book’





The examples in (19) show that the definite clitic is a 2P clitic, but ‘second position’ is defined within the noun phrase rather than the whole clause. We will return to this distinction in Chapter 3.

Again, we can contrast such constructions as the French and the Bulgarian with languages like German in which the definite article is a full-form word which occurs only at the beginning of the noun phrase. At the same time there are languages in which definiteness is marked by means of inflectional affixes. In Arabic, for instance, a noun is made definite by means of the prefix al- (l- after vowels): kitaab(u) ‘(a) book’, al-kitaab(u) ‘the book’. Arabic nouns even trigger a process of definiteness agreement by which an adjective modifying a definite-marked noun has to repeat the definiteness marker: al-kitaab-u l-kabiir-u ‘the large book’ (literally: ‘the-book the-large’ (Ryding 2005, 239–44)).

In many languages nouns take affixal inflections which indicate the grammatical function of the noun phrase in the clause. A typical example is Latin, in which nouns distinguish the following cases: nominative (subject), accusative (direct object), dative (indirect object), genitive (possessor), ablative (from a place, instrument and other meanings) and finally vocative (used for direct address to a person or thing). Some of these functions are often expressed by full words in other languages. Thus the functions of dative, genitive and ablative are expressed by prepositions in English (to, of, by/with/from) and by postpositions in Japanese (Tookyoo e ‘towards Tokyo’, Kyooto de ‘in Kyoto’, Oosaka kara ‘from Osaka’).3 In other languages, the elements which mark case functions or grammatical functions are clitics. In some descriptions of such languages these are referred to as clitic prepositions/postpositions, while in other descriptions they are referred to as clitic case markers. For our purposes it doesn’t greatly matter how we describe them, provided we recognize that their morphological and syntactic behaviour is neither that of fully-fledged words, nor that of bona fide affixes.

Indo-Aryan languages such as Hindi are rich in clitic postpositions. A list of these is given in (20):





	(20)
	Clitic postpositions in Hindi









	Clitic
	case name
	function



	ne
	ergative
	subject of transitive verb



	ko
	accusative/dative
	direct or indirect object



	se
	instrumental
	by means of, with



	kaa
	genitive
	of



	m[image: images]
	locative1
	place



	par
	locative2
	place




These postpositions are not affixes. Hindi nouns do take inflectional endings and these express singular/plural number and direct/oblique/vocative case. However, those endings are genuine suffixes and thus they cannot take wide scope over coordinated nouns.

The subject and object function of these postpositions is illustrated in (21) and the possessor function in (22):






	(21)
	raam=ne ravii=ko pii[image: images]aa
Raam-NE Ravi-KO beat
‘Raam beat Ravii’









	(22) a.
	 
	raam aur raani=kaa bhaaii
Ram and Rani=KAA brother
‘the brother of Ram and Rani’



	       b.
	 
	raam=ke    aur raani=ke    bhaaiyõ
Ram=KAA and Rani=KAA brothers
‘Ram’s brothers and Rani’s brothers’




(The form =ke in (22b) is the form assumed by KAA when the possessed noun is plural.)

As indicated in the glosses, the genitive postposition in (22a) applies to the complete conjunct, Ram and Rani. We often say in such cases that the postposition ‘takes (wide) scope’ over the whole conjunct. The result is that Ram and Rani themselves are brothers. However, in (22b) the postposition relates solely to the noun it immediately follows (‘takes narrow scope’), implying that there are two distinct sets of brothers. Exactly the same effect is found with the English possessive clitic: Ram and Rani’s brother refers to one person who is brother to both Ram and Rani (so that Ram and Rani themselves are brothers), while the expression Ram’s and Rani’s brothers can refer to two different groups of brothers (and Ram and Rani don’t have to be related to each other).

In some languages such case markers appear as 2P clitics. In (23) we see an example from the Yawuru language of Western Australia (Hosokawa 1991, 36, cited by Dryer 2005a, 211):





	(23)
	kayukayu=ni buru inanyarndyarrayirr mudiga
soft=ERG       sand caught                     motorcar
‘The soft sands caught our car’




The clitic ni marks the subject of a transitive clause (ergative case), but it attaches to the first word of the noun phrase, much like the definiteness marker in Bulgarian.

A case which is very rarely discussed in the theoretical literature is the vocative (see Daniel and Spencer 2009). This is the case form of a noun which denotes the person or thing the speaker is addressing in speech, for instance in an imperative. An archaic equivalent in English would be the use of the particle O, as in O ye of little faith, or O Lord, remember not our transgressions. In Latin many nouns have a specially inflected case form for this function. Thus, the word dominus ‘lord’ has the vocative case form domine, as in adiuva me, Domine ‘help me, (O) Lord’. A number of languages regularly use a particle such as archaic English ‘O’, including Ancient Greek (where the particle is also ‘o’). However, in English and Greek the particles are stressed and so look more like function words than clitics (though how they are to be represented in the syntactic structure is anybody’s guess). In other languages, however, such particles have more the character of (unstressed) clitics. A case in point is Arabic, where the particle is yaa: yaa Rashiidu ‘O Rashid!’ (Ryding 2005, 170). This is a relatively unusual instance of a case marker which is a proclitic. However, because noun phrases in Arabic begin with the noun, especially where we have a proper noun, the particle can’t be said to exhibit promiscuous attachment.


2.5    Argument functions


2.5.1   Argument and agreement marking

Even though agreement markers tend to be affixes and arguments tend to be full words, there is no necessary correlation between affixal status and agreement marking, on the one hand, and word status and argument marking, on the other. That is why argument marking and agreement can also be encoded by clitics. Clitics with this function are called pronominal clitics and generally express person, number, gender and case features.


2.5.2   Argument clitics

When pronominal clitics function as arguments they occur in complementary distribution with overt subjects or objects, satisfying the subcategorization properties of the verb they are semantically related to. Subjects and objects often behave differently in one and the same language, and we will therefore look separately at object clitics and subject clitics. We first consider instances in which the clitics function more or less like a pronoun in English, in that they express the argument of the verb on their own, and cannot co-occur with a full-form word bearing the same function.

Object arguments

We begin with object arguments of verbs, without necessarily distinguishing between direct and indirect objects (in the languages we discuss here both functions are expressed by clitics).

In Serbian/Croatian, the direct object of a verb can be encoded either by a full pronoun or by a clitic form. In (24) we see the clitic form je ‘her.ACC’ (not to be confused with the 3sg auxiliary verb form je discussed earlier in the chapter):





	(24)
	Jovan je                    vole
Jovan ACC.3.SG.FEM loves
‘Jovan loves her’




If we compare the clitic form je with its full form njû ‘her.ACC’, we see that they differ in various ways. For example, the clitic has a short vowel which can never bear tone, unlike njû which has a long vowel with a falling tone (signalled by the circumflex accent). Similarly, the clitic can never bear contrastive stress, unlike the full form:






	(25)
	* Jovan JE              vole
   Jovan her.CL.FOC loves
   (Intended: ‘Jovan loves her (and not, say, Maria))’



	(26)
	   Jovan vole  NJÛ
   Jovan loves her
   ‘Jovan loves her’




The clitic je is also different from its full form njû in that it requires a host to its left, exactly like the clitic auxiliary addressed in Section 2.2. This effectively means that both clitic auxiliaries and clitic pronouns in Serbian/Croatian are enclitic. Therefore, while full pronouns can occur in sentence-initial position, clitic pronouns cannot:





	(27)
	   Njû vole  Jovan
   her loves Jovan
   ‘Jovan loves her’



	(28)
	* Je       vole   Jovan
   her.CL loves Jovan




It is then clear that clitic forms lack the phonological autonomy of a full word. Further evidence of this is given in (29, 30). Example (29a) shows that je can never occur in isolation, unlike its stressed counterpart, njû (29b), and that it can never be coordinated with another pronominal form, whether a word or a clitic, (30a). Full pronouns, such as njû ‘her.ACC’ and mène ‘me.ACC’, on the contrary, can be coordinated, as shown in (30b). In (30a, b) ga ‘he.ACC’ is the masculine third singular clitic and njèga ‘he.ACC’ the corresponding full form (circumflex accent signals falling tone on a long vowel, while grave accent signals rising tone on a long vowel):






	(29) a.
	 
	Koga znaješ?      *JE
who  you.know her.CL.FOC



	       b.
	 
	Koga znaješ?      NJÛ
who  you.know her.ACC(full form)
‘Who do you know?’ ‘Her.’









	(30) a.
	 
	*Maria ga       i      je       znaje
Maria him.CL and her.CL knows
(Intended: ‘Maria knows him and her’)



	       b.
	 
	Marija znaje   njèga i     njû
Maria knows him   and her (full forms)
‘Maria knows him and her’




Clitic pronouns differ from full words in other ways as well. In Serbian/Croatian, not only clitic auxiliaries but also clitic pronouns must appear in the second position after the first constituent in the clause, very much like clitic auxiliaries in this language (see Section 2.2). This is shown in (31). Full pronouns, on the contrary, are just like lexical nouns in that they can appear in almost any position in the clause, as in (32):







	(31) a.
	 
	Jovan je        vide svaki dan
Jovan her.CL sees every day
‘Jovan sees her every day’



	       b.
	 
	Vide je       svaki dan
sees her.CL every day



	       c.
	 
	Svaki dan je       vide
every day her.CL sees
‘(He) sees her every day’









	(32) a.
	 
	Jovan vide njû svaki dan
Jovan sees her every day
‘Jovan sees her every day’



	       b.
	 
	Njû vide Jovan svaki dan
her sees Jovan every day
’Her, Jovan sees every day’




An interesting question arises with 2P clitic systems such as that of Serbian/Croatian. Languages generally take ‘second position’ to mean ‘after the first constituent’. However, in many languages (including the classical languages originally studied by Wackernagel) the host can be just a single word, even if that means that the clitic cluster breaks up a syntactic constituent. This is illustrated in (33):






	(33) a.
	 
	[Svaki je        dan] vide ovoj [image: images]ovek
  each  her.CL day sees that man



	       b.
	 
	[Ovoj je        [image: images]ovek] vide svaki dan
  that  her.CL man     sees every day
‘That man sees her every day’




In (33a) the clitic has broken up the noun phrase ‘every day’, functioning as a time adverbial, and in (33b) it has broken up the subject noun phrase, intervening between the determiner ‘that’ and the head noun. This type of behaviour is quite untypical of words, because we don’t expect a lexical item to break up a phrase, all the more so if it is not even semantically related to it. In particular, full-form pronouns such as njû cannot break up phrases. For instance, we couldn’t have (33c):






	(33) c.
	 
	* [Svaki njû dan] vide ovoj [image: images]ovek
     each her day    sees that man
  (Intended: ‘That man sees her every day’)




The fact that clitics occupy such a restricted position is quite at odds with the fact that word order in this language is extremely free. The contrast between the placement of clitics and full-form words is therefore quite striking. However, Serbian/Croatian is far from unusual in this respect, indeed, if anything the typical pattern is for rigid clitic order in a language to co-occur with very free word order elsewhere in that language.

Clitics whose syntax is different from other words are often referred to generally as special clitics. Not all clitics have unique placement or ordering properties. Clitic pronouns in German show more or less the positioning of their corresponding full forms. They belong to the group of clitics which are generally known as simple clitics. In (34) and (35), the clitic forms ’s and ’n occur in the same position as the full forms es ‘it’ and ihn ‘he.ACC’, respectively.






	(34) a.
	 
	Er hat es gewusst
he has it  known



	       b.
	 
	Er hat’s       gewusst
he has.it.CL known
‘He knew it’



	(35) a.
	 
	Ich habe ihn  gesehen
I    have him seen



	       b.
	 
	Ich hab’n            gesehen
I     have.him.CL seen
‘I have seen him’




In (34b, 35b) the verb=clitic combinations are pronounced as a single word /hats/ and /hab[image: images]/.

However, it would be misleading to think that such clitic forms show the same distribution of the full words. Note that, like all clitic forms so far presented, German clitic pronouns are unstressed and therefore need a stressed host to ‘lean’ on. This means that, like clitics in Serbian/Croatian, they show many of the properties of clitics, such as not bearing contrastive stress (36), not occurring clause-initially (37) and not appearing in isolation (38) (where capitalization indicates that the clitic is intended as bearing accent):





	(36)
	* Ich hab   ’N               gefragt, nicht sie
   I     have him.CL.FOC asked     not   her
   (Intended: ‘I asked him, not her’)



	(37)
	* ’N               hab   ich gefragt
   him.CL.FOC have I     asked
   (Intended: ‘Him, I asked’)



	(38)
	   Was haben Sie gesehn? *’S
   what have  you seen       it.CL
   (Intended: ‘What did you see? It’)




Like typical clitics, they are not constrained to attach to words of a particular class. In (39a) the clitic pronoun ’s attaches to a full subject pronoun and in (39b) it attaches to a noun.






	(39) a.
	 
	Kannst du’s        mir    geben?
can      you.it.CL to.me give
’Can you give it to me?’



	       b.
	 
	Wenn Mutti’s           mir     gegeben hätte
if        Mummy.it.CL to.me given      had
‘If Mummy had given it to me’




Clitic pronouns in Romance languages such as Spanish or Italian share several of the properties of clitics, such as phonological deficiency. However, in most Romance languages they obey a constraint which says that they must appear adjacent to a verb form (either a lexical verb or an auxiliary verb). Ordinary nouns, including full forms of pronouns, are not subject to such a constraint. In this respect the Romance pronominal clitics have a distinct syntax from full-form words, and so would be regarded as special clitics.





	(40)
	Me-lo=dió solo hoy
me-it=gave only today
‘(He) gave it to me only today’




In (40), the clitic string me-lo ‘me-it’ appears as the first element. This is possible because the clitic string is proclitic (i.e., it needs a host to its right). So, while Serbian/Croatian object clitics are always enclitic, most Romance clitics can be either proclitic (typically before indicative and subjunctive verb forms) as in (40), or enclitic (after imperative, infinitive and gerund) as in (41).





	(41)
	Da=me-lo, por favor!
give=me-it please
‘Give it to me, please!’




Subject arguments

In addition to clitic pronouns which encode an object function, there are also clitics pronouns that function as subject arguments, in other words, subject pronouns are also prone to weakening and ultimately cliticization. Spoken French provides a well-known example . The clitic forms in (42) are contrasted with the full forms.





	(42)
	French pronominal clitics










	 
	 
	clitic
	full form



	1
	Singular
	je [[image: images]]
	moi [mwa]



	2
	Singular
	tu[ty]/t’ [t]
	toi [twa]



	3
	Singular
	 
	 



	 
	Masculine
	il [il]
	lui [image: images]



	 
	Feminine
	elle [el]
	elle [el]



	1
	Plural
	nous [nu]
	nous [nu]



	2
	Plural
	vous [vu]
	vous [vu]



	3
	Plural
	 
	 



	 
	Masculine
	ils [il]
	eux [ø:]



	 
	Feminine
	elles [el]
	elles [el]




As is often the case with clitic systems, for some person/numbers the clitic form is identical to the full form except for being inherently unaccented. However, where the clitic and full forms differ, the clitic forms show the kinds of properties we’ve seen with object clitics. For instance, they cannot be modified, conjoined, contrastively stressed or used in isolation (Cardinaletti and Starke 1999, 44):







	(43) a.
	 
	Seul lui/*il viendra    demain
only he/CL will come tomorrow
‘Only he will come tomorrow’



	       b.
	 
	Pierre et  lui/*il     viendront demain
Pierre and him/CL will come tomorrow
‘He and Pierre will come tomorrow’



	       c.
	 
	C’estlui/*il qui   viendra    demain,     pas Marie
It.is he/CL who will come tomorrow, not Marie
‘It’s him who will come tomorrow, not Marie’



	       d.
	 
	Qui   viendra demain? Lui/*il
Who will       come     tomorrow? Him/CL




Clitic subjects are often doubled by full form pronouns in a syntactically dislocated position:





	(44)
	Lui, il  viendra     demain
he   CL will come tomorrow
‘He will come tomorrow’




Moreover, the clitic forms have to be placed adjacent to the verb and cannot be separated by a parenthetical, unlike the full-form pronouns.






	(45) a.
	 
	   Lui/Jean, souvent, mange du fromage
   he/Jean    often      eats     of cheese
   ‘Often, he/Jean eats cheese’



	       b.
	 
	* Il, souvent, mange du fromage
   CL often      eats     of cheese
   ‘Often, he eats cheese’




A number of languages have subject clitics. According to Kari (2003) subject proclitics are the only pronominal clitics in Degema, a Benue-congo language (the language, has a variety of non-subject enclitics expressing tense-aspect-mood properties). Luiseño, an Uto-Aztecan language, has subject clitics in addition to a variety of tense-aspect-mood clitics. A number of Salishan languages have subject clitics but object affixes, for example Lummi (Steele et al. 1981). The only pronominal clitics of the Nakh-Daghestanian language Udi are the subject markers, but they have rather unusual properties, which we describe below in Section 7.4.2

   Clitic arguments – summary

Our survey has argument clitics which share the properties that they are unstressed (and hence can’t be modified), cannot be coordinated and cannot occur in isolation. Their syntax is different from that of full words, and even so-called simple clitics, such as those of German, do not appear in exactly the same position as the corresponding full personal pronoun: German clitic pronouns cannot occur clause-initially, especially if they are enclitic.


There are important respects in which the clitic pronouns surveyed above differ from affixes. A feature of the Serbian/Croatian and German clitics is that they don’t select the class of the base they attach to, and can thus take words of any category as their host (that is, they show promiscuous attachment). Romance clitic pronouns are different in this respect, in that they have to attach to a verb form, whether an auxiliary verb or a lexical verb. This is a characteristic of a number of clitic pronoun systems. Such systems are in some ways intermediate between true clitic systems and true affix systems, and for this reason we will return to them later in the book.

We now turn to systems of argument marking which can be said to constitute agreement systems.


2.5.3    Agreement marking

   Affixal agreement

In an agreement relation, the element agreeing with the argument co-occurs with the argument to which it is coreferential. That is, we need to have simultaneously in the clause the controller of agreement (e.g. the subject/object phrase) and the target of agreement, that is, the agreeing word (generally a verb). It is also one of the properties of the agreeing element (or agreement marker) that it shares a similar (though not complete) set of person, number and case features with the argument. Although we tend to think of agreement as being morphologically marked, either through word form alternation or simply through affixation, agreement can also be encoded through clitics.

There are a great many examples of languages in which subject and/or object agreement is signalled through affixation on the verb. Chukchee is a language in which a transitive verb has to mark agreement with both subject and object (46):






	(46) a.
	 
	[image: images]nan ine-l[image: images]u-g[image: images]i                    g[image: images]m
he    3SG.SUBJ-saw-1SG.OBJ me
‘He saw me’



	       b.
	 
	kej[image: images]e ne-l[image: images]u-g[image: images]en                  [image: images]tl[image: images]g[image: images]n
bears 3PL.SUBJ-saw-3SG.OBJ father
‘The bears saw the father’




As is usual with such agreement systems, the agreement markers themselves can function as arguments without necessarily co-occurring with an overt noun phrase or pronoun:






	(47) a.
	 
	ine-l[image: images]u-g[image: images]i
3SG.SUBJ-saw-1SG.OBJ
‘He saw me’



	       b.
	 
	ne-l[image: images]u-g[image: images]en
3PL.SUBJ-saw-3SG.OBJ
‘They saw him’





In this case the agreement markers can be thought of as a kind of incorporated pronominal (see Chapter 6).

   Clitics as object agreement markers

We will say that a clitic is functioning as an agreement marker when the argument clitic is obligatorily present even when the argument itself is expressed by an overt noun phrase. In the clitics literature such a situation is often referred to as clitic doubling. The idea is that the clitic doubles the argument phrase (or, according to some theoretical accounts, the clitic is the real argument and the overt noun phrase doubles the clitic).

In Macedonian, definite/specific direct objects and all indirect objects are obligatorily cross-referenced by a pronominal clitic (Spencer 1991, 359–62). Franks and King (2000, 251) cite examples (48–49):4





	(48)
	Marija *(go)     poznava u[image: images]enik-ot/Vlado/nego
Marija 3SG.OBJ knows    pupil-DEF/Vlado/him
‘Marija knows the pupil/Vlado/him’
(Vlado is a male personal name.)








	(49)
	Marija (*go)
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