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Recentwork onSouth Slavic diti cization standardly assumes that cliti c orderingin Bulgarian (BQ)
andMacealonian (Mag is derived throughrightward head-adjunction, which is inconsistent with
Kayne’s(1994) Linea CorrespondenceAxiom (LCA). Inthis guib | show that thispotentialy very
seriousproblem for the LCA can be resolved if we alopt a particular approad to the structural
representatiorof clitics, which is meant to hdd crosdingusticdly, namely, that clitics are
syntacticallydefined as non-branching elements, i.e. ambiguows X%/ XPs, as suggested in Chomsky
(1994).Tothe extent that it is succesSul, the analysis presented in this guib will provide evidence
for the diti cs-as-non-branching-elements hypahesis. Below, | confine the discusson d Bg/Mac
clitics to theissues that are diredly relevant to my current theoreticd concerns, which leads meto
ignorea number of very interesting isaues that the phenomenonraises. For more cmprehensive
recentdiscussons of cliti cizaionin Bg and/or Mac seeAlexandrova (1997, Avgustinova (1994,
Boeckx and Stjepanovi¢ (2000, Boskovi¢ (2001h, Caink (1999, Casule (1997, Dimitrova-
Vulchanova(1995, Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Hellan (1999, Franks (1998, Franks and King
(2000),King (1996, Legendre (2000, Pencev (1993, Rivero (1997, Rudin (1997), and Tomi¢
(1996, 1997), among others.

The main verb and the ditic duster consisting o auxiliary and pronaminal cliti cs are
standardlyassumed to belocaed in the same head pasitionin Bg and Mac @nstructionslike (1a-b)
dueto their impenetrability and the fad that the verb carries cliti cs alongwhen moving to a higher
head.? (I will refer to the ditic duster+main verb complex as the extended clitic duster (ECC).

Clitics are given in italics.)

(1) a. Petkani go dade.
Petko me.dat it.acc gave

‘Petko gave it to me.’



b. Ti si mu gi dal.
you are him.dat them.acc given

‘You have given them to him.’

To ill ustrate the impenetrability, consider first the ECC in Serbo-Croatian (SC), a dosely related
languageThe main verb in SC (2) is clealy nat locaed in the same heal pasition as the ditic
cluster.In contrast to Bg and Magc, the main verb can be separated from the diti ¢ duster in SC. Bg

counterparts of SC (2a-b) are given in (34-b).

(2) a. Jovan mi ga j&e dade.
Jovan me.dat it.acc yesterday gave
‘Jovan gave it to me yesterday.’

b.Ti si mu ih brzo dao.
you are him them quickly given
‘You quickly gave them to him.’
(3) a. *Petkami go \Lera dade.
Petko me.dat it.acc yesterday gave
b.*Ti si mu gi nabarzo dal.

you are him.dat them.acc quickly given

Boskovi¢ (200Q 2001H, Cavar(1999, and Stjepanovié¢ (1998a,b, 1999) show thaten the ditic
clusteritself can bebroken byavariety of operationsin SC. Thus, as snownin Stjepanovi¢ (1998a,b)

and illustrated in (4), ellipsis can break the clitic cluster in SC.

(4) a. Mismo mu ga dal, a 1 vistemt—ga—-¢dali (takodje).
we are him.dat it.acc given and also you are him.dat it.acc given too
‘We gave it to him, and you did too.’

b. ?Mismo mu galali, a i vi stemugadal (takodje).



Workingunder the standard assumptionthat only constituents can be dided, Stjepanovi¢ concludes
onthe basis of (4) that SC cliti cs are not locaed in the same heal pasition.* More predsely, she
concludesthat the auxiliary, the dative, and the acasative ditic ae dl locaed in dfferent
projectionswith the auxili ary clitic being higher than the pronaminal cliti cs and the dative ditic
being hgher than the acwsative ditic. The cntrast between (4b) and (5) confirms the latter

conclusiorr.
(5) *Mi smo mu galali, a i vistegamudat (takodje).
Crucially, the counterparts of (4-5) are all ungrammatical in Bg and Mac, as Bg (6a-c) illustrate.

(6) a. *Niesme mu go dali, i vie stemt—ego—dalti (Qisto).
we are him.dat it.acc given and you are him.dat it.acc given too
‘We gave it to him, and you did too.’
b. *Niesme mu gaali, i viestemugo-tat (Sisto).

c. *Niesme mu galali, i viestego mueah (Susto).

Boskovi¢ (200Q 20010, Cavar(1999, and Stjepanovié (1998,b, 1999 show that anumber of other
processesan bred& the cliti c cluster and the ECC in SC, all of which confirm the hierarchy of
projectionghe relevant elements occupy that was establi shed with resped to €elli psis. Crucialy, as
shownin Boskovi¢ (20018, nore of these processes can bre&k the diti ¢ duster or the ECCin Bg
andMac® Thisconfirmsthe standard assumptionthat in Bg andMag the diti ¢ duster andthe ECC,
such as those in (1), are located in the same head position.

How can we acourt for the order of elements within the ECC in Bg/Mac?The standard
analysigseg e.g., Boskovi¢ 2001h Franks 1998 1999 Franksand King 2000 Rudin 1997 Rudin,
Kramer,Billi ngs, and Bagman 1999 Tomi¢ 1997, 2000 isthat the relevant elements are heading
different,hierarchicdly arranged projedions, asin SC. A complex ECCheal isthen formed through
headmovement, which, acording to Boskovi¢ (199, 2000 2001h and Stjepanovi¢ (1998&,b,

1999), does not happen in SC. So, we start with something like (7a-b) and end up with (7c-d).



(7) a. [AgrioP [Agrio’ dative ClltIC LgrdoP [Agrdo' accusative C”tic[VP [V’ \ ]]]]]]
B. Luxp [auwe QUXIlIATY Clitic [ayiop [agio dative Clitic pyqop [agrao @CCUSAtiVE clitic\fs [, VIIIIIII
C. [agnop [agno dative clitic+accusative clitic+Vy| gop[agrao t [ve [ T 111111

d. [auwplanxe auxiliary clitic+dative diti ctacaisative diti C+V [ayiop [agio T [agraop [agrao t [ve [v:

uhin

Notice now that the structural height of relevant elements prior to the ECC formation corresponds
to the left-to-right order of heads within the ECC. To capture this, it is assumed in the relevant
literature(seg e.g., Franks 1997 Franks and King 2000 Rudin 1997 Rudin, Kramer, Billi ngs, and
Baerman1999 Tomi¢ 1996 that the formation o the cmplex ECC hea takes placethrough
successive cyclic rightward headjunctions. (1a-b) are thus gandardly analyzed as siown in (8).
(Thederivation d therelevant part of (1a) isgivenin (8a-b) andthat of (1b) in (8c-€).) Therelevant
partof the slightly more compli cated constructionin (9a), involving anegative procliti ¢ standardly
assumedo head NegP (the diti c canna be separated from the material followingit), isanalyzed as

shown in (9b-€f.

(8) a. hgriop Mi [agaor gO+dade e £ ]1]

b. hyiop Mit[gotdade]; [agortj [ve & 1]

C. huxp S [agrior MU [agraor gi+dal [ 1 1111

d. buxp Si [agior MUt[Gi+dal]j [agaor § [ve & 1111

€. hue Sit[mut[gi+dal ]jTc [agior & [agraor § [ve & 1111
(9) a.Tine si mu gi dal.

you neg are him.dat them.acc given
‘You have not given them to him.’
D. Fiege M€ [nuxp Si [agrop MU [agreon Gi+dal [yp t 111
C. Liegp € [auxp Si [agriop MUt[gi+dal]; [agraor § [ve i 1111

d. [\leane [AuxP Si+[mU+[gi+dal ]j]k [AgrioP tk [AgrdoPtj [VP ti ]]]]]



€. [Ieane+[Si+[mU+[gi+daHj] k]l [AuthI [AgrioP tk [AgrdoPtj [VP ti ]]]]]

Theabowve derivations are obviously incompatible with Kayne (1994, which disall ows rightward
adjunction.In fad, it is atadt assumption in the literature on South Slavic diti cs that the LCA
cannotbemaintained, at least not for head movement (seeinthisresped Chomsky 1995 whoadopts
thegist of Kayne's g/stem but leares open the paossibility that it might not be goplicable to head-
movement, essentially through a stipulatidn).

A questionthat we need to answer, then, iswhether Bg and MacECC can beformed through
leftward instead of rightward head-adjunction while illing the left-to-right order of elements
within the ECC refled the higher-to-lower hierarchicd structure of relevant elements prior to the
ECCformation. At first sight, the answer seems to be no. However, | will show in this guib that
thereadually isaprincipled way of accomplishingthiswhichwill resolve apatentially very serious
problemfor Kayne' s (1994 system. More predsely, | will show that given econamy of derivation,
thetask at hand can be acomplished if we take seriously Chomsky’s (1994 suggestionthat cliti cs
are non-branching elements.

Chomsky(1994) proposesaphrase-structure systemthat all owsfor the existenceof elements
thatare & the same time phrases and heads, the prerequisite for the anbiguows X P/X° status of Y
beingthat Y does nat branch. (In fad, every nonbranching element is automaticdly bath aphrase
andahead in Chomsky 1994) Chomsky mentions cliti csasapossble exampleof ambiguous X P/X°
elements.Boskovi¢ (1997 provides empiricd evidence for this suggestion, which can be
interpretedas a way of capturing the intuition that cliti cs have less s$ructure than their non-cliti c
counterpart¢asuming that the latter do lranch), apositionargued for convincingly in Cardinal etti
andStarke (1999. Suppasenow that cliti csareindeed ambiguows X P/X° el ements, which meansthat
theydo nd branch. (Thiswould be necessary but not sufficient for somethingto be a ditic.) | take
this to be the structural definition o a cliti ¢.'® This has an interesting consequence for auxili ary
clitics. Auxiliary clitics such asein Bg (10a) can nolonger be analyzed as aheal of XP taking a

phraseas complement, as s1own in (10b). Instead, we need to analyzethe XP as headed by anull
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elementwith the auxili ary cliticbeinglocaed inits pedfier, as saownin (10c). SinceX rather than
the auxili ary clitic is taking a complement, the diti c remains non-branching and, therefore, an

ambiguous XP/Xelement

(10) a. Petke rabotil véera.
Petko is worked yesterday
‘Petko worked yesterday.’
b. Petkd,, [« € [t rabotil Wera]]]

c. Petkdys € [ X [t; rabotil era]]]

Pronominalcliti cs in structures like (7a-b) require aminimal change. Pladng them in SpecAgrPs
instead of the Agr heads ensures that they do nd branch sincein this positionthey do nd head a
branching projectiof?: Under the clitics-as-non-branching elements analysis, the relevant parts of
(1a-b)then have thefoll owing structuresif weignarethe ECCformation. (I have relabeled X from
(20), which | assume to be verbal in nature, as V. As noted in fn 7, the predse identity of the
projectionswhere diti cs are located does not affed the agument to be given and shoud na be
attachedmuch importance What isimportant is that the diti cs are locaed in the Spec positi ons of

separate phrases.)

(11) a. kerior Mi [acrio' [acrdor YO [acras [ve dade]]]]]

b. {/P si [V' [AGRiOP mu [AGRio' [AGRdoPgi [AGRdo’ [VP dal]]]]]]]

How are the ECCs creaed in (11)? Consider first (11a). Recdl that under the standard analysis,
givenin (8a-b), the diti c-verb complex isformed byright-adjoining the verb to the diti cs. | suggest
thatthe complex isinstead formed by left-adjoining the diti cs to the verb, which isin acmrdance
with Kayne (1994."% | will show that the leftward adjunction analysis givesthe crred order within
the ECC given the diti cs-as-non-branching-elements hypahesis and the eonamy of derivation
conditionthat every requirement be satisfied through the shortest movement possble, which is

responsiblgor Superiority effeds. E.g., given the structure in (12a) prior to wh-movement, the



conditionin question favors the movement of thefirst wh-phrase to SpecCP over the movement of
thesecndwh-phrase. Thestrong+wh-feaureof Cischeded throughashorter movement in (12b)
thanin (12c). (For our current purposes, we can assume that the length of movement is measured in

terms of nodes traversed.)

(12) a. +wh C John tell who that Mary should buy what
b. Who did John tell t that Mary should buy what?
c. *What did John tell who that Mary should buy t?

Let us now return to (11a), repeated here as (13).

(13)  [acrior Mi [acrio' [acrdor YO [acrao [ve dade]]]]]

Assuminga ccommandrequirement on overt movement, nocliti c canincorporateintotheverb urtil
theverb moves out of the VP. When the verb movesto Agrio, the acaisative diti ¢ can incorporate
into the verb, whil e the dative diti ¢ still canna. The dative diti ¢ has to wait for the verb to move
to ahea pasition above Agrio. The acaisative diti c could in principle undergo incorporationinto

the verb either before (see 14a)) or after (see (14b)) V-movement to the higher head position.

(14) a. herior Mi [acric: d2d€[acraor 9O [acras [ve tllll]

b' daqqAGRioP ml [AGRio' ti [AGRdoPgO [AGRdo’ [VP t|]]]]]

Notice,however, that the incorporation resultsin shorter movement if it takes placewhil e the verb
is till in AgrioP. Given the econamy of derivation condtion that every regquirement be satisfied
through the shortest movement possible, the accusditieethen has to incorporate into the verb
by left-adjoiningto it whiletheverbis gill i n AgrioP. The dative diti ¢c hasto wait for the verb (i.e.
the acasative ditic-verb complex) to move to a higher head pasition and then undergoes
incorporation into ithroughleft-adjunction.** We derive the wrred order dative diti c-acasative

clitic-verb 1®

(15) [mi+[go+dade] [acrior ti [acric t [acraor b [acrao T [ve & 11I]



We seehere avery interesting consequence of econamy of derivation, which requires that every
syntacticrequirement be satisfied throughthe shortest movement possble. Econamy of derivation
imposessort of an ealinessrequirement on the movement of X to Y if Y isto undergo further
movemento Z. X must moveto Y as on as possble; in particular, before Y movesto Z. (For
more examples of this kind, seesRovi¢ 1997b:154-156"5

(1b),whaose relevant structure (ignaring the ECC formation) isgiven in (11b) and repeaed
in (16a), can also be readily derived uncer the aurrent analysis. Given econamy of derivation, the
pronominalcliti cs have to adjoin to the participle (the acasative diti c undergoing the aljunction
beforethe dative diti c, as discussed abowve) before the auxili ary cliti c. Given that the order of the
adjunctionsforced by econamy of derivation, is the following: 1. acasative diti c 2. dative ditic
3. auxiliary clitic, we end upwith the crred word order auxili ary cliti c-dative diti c-acasative

clitic-participle under the leftward adjunction analysis, as shown in (16b).

(16) a. [/P si [V’ [AGRioPmu[AGRio’ [AGRdoPgi [AGRdo’ [VP dal]]]]]]]

b. i, +[my+[gi+dal],] ] [vets [v tm [acrior ti [acrio t [acrdor b [acrdo b [ve G T11111]

The reader can verify that the slightly more complicaed (99), repeaed in (17a), is also reaily
accountedor under the aurrent analysis given that the negation, itself a proclitic, is placed in
SpecNegP,in acwordance with the ditics-as-non-branching-elements anaysis. Econamy of
derivation forceshe following ader of adjunctions: 1. acasative diti c 2. dative diti ¢ 3 auxili ary
clitic 4. negation, which uncer theleftward adjunctionanalysisyieldstheright word order: negation-
auxiliary cliti c-dative diti c-acausative diti c-participle, as srownin (17b) for therelevant part of the

structuret’

(17)a. Ti ne si mu gi dal.
you neg are him.dat them.acc given

‘You have not given them to him.’

b. [ne,+[si+[my+[gi+dal] ] o] [negrtp [neg To [vptn [v tm [acrior Ui [acrio tk [acraor b [acrdo i [ve ti
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| conclude, therefore, that we can accourt for word order within the ECC in Bg and Mac (more

precisely,the fad that the structural height of relevant elements prior to the ECC formation

corresponds to the left-to-right order within the ECC) without employing rightward adjunction.
Theanaysis of (1a-b) and (9a) presented here is essentialy forced on s by econamy of

derivation, the ditics-as-non-branching-elements hypahesis, and the LCA. All the aucia

ingredientof the analysisareforced, or more gpropriately, provided for freg by ore of thesethree

mechanismsT he diti cs-as-non-branching-elements hypahesisforces generation d cliti csin Spec

positions,econamy of derivation impases a particular ordering d cliti ¢ adjunctions, and the LCA

forcesthe ajunctionsto procee to the left. The fad that the mechanismsin question conspiresto

forcean analysisthat turnsout to gve usexadly what we need empiricdly provides srongevidence

for the mechanisms involved.

References

Alexandrova,Galia.1997. Pronamina clitics as G(eneralized) F(amili arity)-Licensing Agr®. In
Formal Approaches t8lavic Lingustics: The Cornell Meding 1995 ed. Wayles Browne,
Ewa Dornisch, Natasha Kondrashova, and Draga Zec, 1-31. Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic
Publications.

Avgustinova, Tania. 1994. On Bulgarian verbal clitisurnal of Slavic Linguisticg: 29-47.

Avgustinova,Tania, and Karel Oliva. 1991 The structure of Bulgarian verb complex. CLAUS
Report #4, Universitat des Saarlandes, Saarbricken.

Barss,Andrew, and Howard Lasnik. 1986 A note on anaphaa and doulbe objeds. Linguistic
Inquiry 17: 347-354.

Boeckx,Cédric, and Sandra Stjepanovi¢ 200Q The diti c/wh-connedion: Evidencefor unseledive
attractionln Formal Approachesto Savic Lingustics: ThePhil adelphiaMeding, 1999 ed.
TracyHolloway Kingand Irina Sekerina, 22-40. AnnArbor: Michigan Slavic Publicaions.

Boskovié, Zeljko. 1995 Participle movement and second pasiti on cliti cization in Serbo-Croatian.

9



Lingua96: 245-266.

Boskovié, Zeljko. 1997a On certain violations of the Superiority Condtion, AgrO, and eamnamy
of derivation.Journal of Linguistic83: 227-254.

Boskovi¢, Zeljko. 1997h The syntax of norfinite mmplementation: An ecnamy approach.
Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

Boskovié, Zeljko. 1998.Multiple wh-fronting and economy of derivation. In Proceedingsof the
West Coast Conference on Formal Lingustics 16, 4963. Stanford, Calif.. CSLI
Publications.

Boskovié¢, Zeljko. 1999 On multiple feaure-chedking: Multi ple wh-fronting and multi ple head-
movementln Workingminimali sm, ed. Samuel D. Epstein and Norbert Hornstein, 159-187.
Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press.

Boskovié, Zeljko. 2000 Sewond paition cliti cisation: Syntax and/or phorology? In Clitic
phenanena in European languagps, ed. Frits Beukema and Marcd den Dikken, 71-119,
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Boskovi¢, Zeljko. 2001aLi withou PFmovement. In Formal Approachesto Savic Linguistics: The
IndianaMeding 2000 ed. Steven Franks, Tracy Holl oway King, andMishaY adroff, 57-75.
Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic Publications.

Boskovié, Zeljko. 2001h Onthe nature of the syntax-phondogy interface: Cliti cization andrelated
phenomenaAmsterdam: Elsevier Science.

Caink, Andrew. 1998 The lexcal interface Closed class items in Souh Savic and English.
Doctoral dissertation, University of Durham.

CardinalettiAnna, and Michal Starke 1999 Thetypology o structural deficiency: A case study o
thethree ¢assesof pronours. In Cliticsinthelanguages of Europe, ed.Hank van Riemsdijk,
185-234. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Casule,llija 1997 Thefunctional |oad of the short pronaminal formsandthedouling o theobjed

in MacedonianJournal of Slavic LinguisticS: 3-19.

10



Cavar,Damir. 1999.Aspeds of the syntax-phondogy interface Doctoral dissertation, University
of Potsdam.

Chomsky, Noam. 1994 Bare phrase structure. In MIT Occasiond Papers in Lingustics 5.
MITWPL, Department of Linguistics and Philosophy, MIT, Cambridge, Mass.
Chomgky, Noam. 1995 Categories and transformations. In The Minimali st program. Cambridge,

Mass.: MIT Press.

Dimitrova-Vulchanova, Mila. 1995. Clitics in SlaviStudia Linguistica49: 54-92.

Dimitrova-Vulchanova, Mila, and Lars Hellan. 1999 Cliti cs and Bulgarian clause structure. In
Clitics in the languaggs of Europe, ed. Henk van Riemsdijk, 469-514. Berlin: Mouton de
Gruyter.

Franks,Steven. 1997 South Slavic ditic placement is gill syntactic.PennWorking Papers in
Linguistics4: Proceedings of the 21Annual Penn Linguistics Colloquiyrh11-126.

Franks,Steven. 1998 Cliti csin Slavic. Paper presented at the Comparative Slavic Morphosyntax
Workshop, Bloomington, Indiana, June 1998.

Franks, Steven. 1999 Optimality Theory and clitics at PF. In Formal Approaches to Savic
Linguistics: The Seattle Meding 1998 ed. Katarzyna Dziwirek, Herbert Coats, Cynthia
Vakerliyska, 101-116. Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic Publications.

Franks,Steven, and Tragy Holloway King. 200Q A handbod of Savic cliti cs. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Izvorski, Roumyana, Tracy Holloway King, and Catherine Rudin. 1997 Against Li lowering in
Bulgarian.Lingua102: 187-194.

Kayne, Richard. 1994 he antisymmetry of synta@ambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

King, Tracy Holloway. 1996 Slavic diti cs, long head movement, and prosodic inversion. Journal
of Slavic Linguisticgl: 274-311.

Krapova,lliyana. 1997. Auxili aries and complex tenses in Bulgarian. In Formal Approaches to

SlavicLingustics: The Cornell Meding 1995 ed. Wayles Browne, Ewa Dornisch, Natasha

11



Kondrashova, and Draga Zec, 320-344. Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic Publications.

Krapova/lliyana. 1999 Thesystem of auxili ariesin Bulgarian. In Topicsin Souh Savic Syntaxand
Semanticsed. Mila Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Lars Hellan, 59-89. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins.

Legendre,Géraldine. 2000 Morphdogicd and posodic aignment of Bulgarian clitics. In
Optimality theory: Syntax, phondogy, and acquisition, ed. Joost Dekkers, Frank van der
Leeuw, and Jeroen van der Wei@23-462 Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Oliva, Karel. 1998 Just Czed cliti ¢ data, or a doser look at the "Position paper: Cliticsin Slavic".
Presentedt the Comparative Slavic Morphasyntax Workshop, Bloomington, Indiana, June
1998.

Pertev, lordan. 1993 Buagarski sintaksis. Upravienie i svirzvane. Plovdiv: Plovdivsko
Universitetsko Izdatelstvo.

Pesetsky, David. 1989. The Earliness Principle. Ms., MIT, Cambridge, Mass.

Rivero,Maria Luisa. 1993 Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian yes-no qlestions: V raisingto li versus
li hopping.Linguistic Inquiry24: 567-575.

Rivero, Maria Luisa. 1997. On two locations for complement clitic pronours. Serbo-Croatian,
Bulgarian, and Old Spanish. In Parametersof morphosyntactic change, ed. Ans van
Kemende and Nigel Vincent, 170-206. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Rudin, Catherine. 1997. AgrO and Bulgarian pronaminal cliti cs. In Formal Approachesto Savic
Linguistics:The IndianaMeding 1996.ed. Martina Lindseth and Steven Franks, 224-252
An Arbor: Michigan Slavic Publications.

Rudin,Catherine, ChristinaKramer, Loren Billi ngs, and Matthew Bagman. 1999 Macelonan and
Bulgarianli questions: Beyond syntax. Natural Languag andLingustic Theory 17:541-
586.

Stjepanow, Sandra. 1998 On the placament of Serbo-Croatian cliti cs: Evidencefrom VP éelli psis.

Linguistic Inquiry29: 527-537

12



Stjepanow, Sandra. 1998bh On the placement of Serbo-Croatian clitics: Evidence from clitic
climbingandVPélli psis. Formal Approachesto SavicLingustics: The Connedicut Meding
1997 ed. Zeljko Boskovié, Steven Franks, and William Snyder, 267-286. Ann Arbor:
Michigan Slavic Publications.

Stjepnovi¢, Sandra. 1999 Whatdo second paition cliti cization, scrambling, and multiple wh-
fronting have in commahDoctoral dissertation, University of Connecticut, Storrs.

Tomi¢, Olga Miseska.1996 The Balkan Slavic dausal cliti cs. Natural Language and Linguistic
Theoryl4: 811-872.

Tomi¢, Olga Miseska.1997. Nonfirst as a default clitic position. Journalof Savic Lingustics 5:
1-23.

Tomi¢, OlgaMiseska200Q On cliti ¢ sites. In Clitic phenomenain European languags, ed. Frits

Beukema and Marcel den Dikken, 293-316. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

13



Notes
1.Partf thispaper were presented in seminarsat the University of Connedicut, Formal Approadhes
to South Slavic and Balkan Languages 3 held at the University of Plovdiv (with Steven Franks), the
ZAS workshop on ponaminal clitics in Slavic held in Berlin, and the University of Maryland. |
thank these audiences, Steven Franks, Richard Kayne, and anonymous reviewers for valuable
comments.
2.Thelatter isill ustrated by Mac (i), which isin Boskovi¢ (2001a,b) analyzed as invalving head
movemenbf the V+cliti c duster infront of li. (Li is gandardly considered to be an interrogative C.
It is analyzed somewhat differently in &wovic¢ (2001b) but still located high in the structure.)
() a. [Mi go dadeli Petko twera?

me.dat it.acc gave Q Petko yesterday

‘Did Petko give it to me yesterday?’

b. [Si mu gi dal]li tit wera?

are him.dat them.acc given Q you yesterday

‘Did you give them to him yesterday?’
Bgli-constructionsnvolveinterferingfadors sncethey are standardly assumed to involve PFword
re-ordering.Recent literature (see Boskovi¢ 2001a,b and Rudin, Kramer, Billi ngs, and Bagman
1999)a so analyzes them asinvolving head-movement of the V+cliti c duster. (Boskovié¢ analyzes
them as involving head-movementfiont of li, followed by an applicaion d aword re-ordering
mechanism in PF.) The questionhaiv Bg li-constructionshoud be analyzed is too complex to
go into here. For relevant discusson, seethe references above & well as Rivero (1993, Franks
(1998),FranksandKing (2000, Izvorski, Kingand Rudin (1997, and King (1996, anong dhers.
3.Theungammaticdity of (3) is particularly significant in light of thefad that we ae dedingwith
languages with a considerable freedonwofd order. As noted in Avgustinova and Oliva (199)),
Franks and King (2000: 23290), Krapova (1997, 1999, Legendre (2000, and Oliva (1998, for

somespekers afew short adverbs can adually occur between the ditic duster and the foll owing
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verbin BgandMac However, Boskovic¢ (20010 showsthat the adverbsin questionare themselves
clitics and therefore part of the ditic duster. Non-clitic adverbs, such as vcera ‘yesterday’ and
nabarzo'quickly’, cannot be placed between the diti ¢ duster and the following verb in Bg. Mac
patternsvith Bgin al relevant respedsdiscussed below. | will ill ustratetherelevant pointswith Bg
constructions.

4.1f they were, (4a) and (4b) could na involve cnstituent elli psis (seeStjepanovi¢ 1998x:531-532
for a more detailed discussion, which | cannot go into here due to space limitations).

5.1f the acwsative ditic could be higher than the dative ditic we would have a onstituent that
contains the dative clitic (in addition to the verb), but not the accusative clitic.

6.To gveonemore examplefrom Boskovi¢ (2000 concerningthe diti ¢c duster, even phonadogicaly
overt material can bred& the ditic duster in SC, as shown in (i). (The material must contain a
separatentonational phrase (the parentheticd in (i)) for prosodic reasons discussed in Boskovi¢
2000). The Bg counterpaot (i) is unacceptable (see(ii)). Notice dso the mntrast between SC (i)
and(iii ), which confirmsthat the auxili ary cliti cishigher in the structure than the pronaminal cliti c.

(Boskovi¢ 2001b gvesthe samekind d argument that the dative diti c ishigher than the acaisative

clitic.)
(i) Oni su kaosto sam vam  rekla, predstavise Petru.
they are as am you.dat said introduced self.acc Petar.dat

‘They, as | told you, introduced themselves to Petar.’
(i) *Te sa kaktoti kazax, predstaviie na Pdr.
they are as  you.dattold introduced self.acc to Peter
‘They have, as | told you, introduced themselves to Peter.’
(iif) *Oni se kaosto sam vanrekla, predstavilsuPetru.
7.1lamusing AgrPsin (7)a-b because most relevant literature places pronaminal cliticsin Agr. (The
factthat Bg and Mac have diti c douling hes led most reseachers to generate pronaminal cliti cs

outsideof VP.)The predse identity of the maximal projedionsin (7) adually does not affed the
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argumengbou to be given and shoud na be atached much importance. In fad, in the bottom-up
systenof Bare Phrase Structure (seeChomsky 1994, wherethe powerful medchanism of "generating
under'isnot avail able, it would betrivially determined. Notice dsothat | will not discusshereissues
concerninghedrivingforcefor the ECCformation, sincethey do nd affed our central theoretica
concerns. See, however, fn. 13 for some relevant discussion.

8.Underthe standard analysis, the order of cliti cs within the duster ultimately foll ows from the
hierarchicabrrangement of projedionswherethey are generated, which may beuniversal. (English
is assumed to have the same hierarchicd arrangement.) Notice that if we assume that cliti cs are
generatedn the same heal projedion, we will be faced with the problem of how to derivethe order
within the diti ¢ duster. (E.g., we would neal language spedfic and/or cliti ¢ speafic medanisms
to get the order dative diti c-acasative diti c, which in the standard analysis follows from the
plausibly universal AgrioP-over-AgrdoP hierarchy, which is moreover not clitic spedfic.)
Furthermore assuming that clitics are generated under the same heal pasition would involve
positingmulti ply-headed phrases(i.e. phrasesprojeded bymorethan oreheal), standardly assumed
not be possible.

9.Ananonymousrefereesuggestsaleftward-adjunctionacourt of (1a), based on hs/her suggestion
thatthebase-generated arder of therelevant elementsisV-accdat. (Successvehead movement with
leftwardadjunctionwould then derive the dat-accV order.) The acourt canna be extended to (1b)
and(9a). (It would forceusto assumethat the auxili ary andthe negative diti ¢ ae generated below
theverb and the pronaminal cliti cs.) Furthermore, there is independent evidence that the dativeis
highe than the acusative. First, notice that we ae deding here with the doude objed NP NP
constructionnot the NP PPconstruction, where the dative is higher than the acasative even in
English(seeBarssand Lasnik 1989. The mntrast between SC (4b) and (5) also shows that the
dativecliti c is higher than the acasative diti ¢ (see &so fn. 6). Boskovi¢ (2001b) and Stjepanayi
(1998b)give abattery of additi onal teststo thiseffed involvingcliti cs. Boskovi¢ (1997a) also shows

onthe basis of Superiority effedsin Bg that the dative is higher than the acasative. (A dative wh-
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phrasemust undergo wh-movement before an acaisative wh-phrase in Bg doubbe objed multiple
guestions.)

10.0fcourse, cliti cs are dso defined prosodicdly as elementsthat do nd bea stressunderlyingly.
11.The aux-as-a-spec analysisistheonly posghilit y giventhat the auxili ary cliti c canna be analyzed
asahead takinga cmplement, sincethen it would be branching, or asa complement itself, inwhich
caseat would prematurely closethe structure with noroom beingleft for the VP rabotil véera, given
binary branching.

12.Rivero (1997) also places Bg pronominal clitics in a specifier.

13.Being ambiguows XP/X° elements, clitics can undrgo head-adjunction. As a technicd
implementatiorof the adjunction, we can assume that the main verb islexicdly spedfied with an
Attract All property in the sense of Boskovi¢ (1999 for pronaminal and auxili ary cliti cs. The verb
thenattradsall pronaminal andauxili ary cliti cs. In Boskovié (1999 | show that multi ple movement
to the same dement as aresult of an applicaion d the Attrad All medhanism generally resultsin
free ordering d elements undergoing the movement. However, this would not happen in the cae
underconsideration as aresult of the ealinesseffed of econamy of derivation dscussed dredly
below.

It isworth naing herethat Kayne (1994 suggeststhat cliticsdo nd adjoin to thefiniteverb.
Onecan, however, easily make room for such adjunctionin Bg and Mac, which seansnecessary on
empiricalgrounds, while still maintaining the gist of Kayne's g/stem. (Kayne's suggestion was
basedon certain assumptions abou the LCA and the sub-word level structure that do nd seem
necessary.)
14.1f multiple ajunction to the same head is not all owed, as argued by Kayne (1994, the dative
clitic would actually left-adjoin to the accusative clitic, which is itself left-adjoined to the verb.
15.Ananonymousreviewer notesthat under the aurrent analysis, the ECCendsup beingabit higher
in the structure than uncer the rightward movement analysis. Unfortunately, | do nd know of away

of capitalizing on this difference between the two analyses to tease them apart empirically.
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16.Richard Kayne (personal communication) observes that the desired result caradisey bt
by appeding dredly to Pesetsky’ s (1989 EarlinessPrinciple. Adopting Boskovi¢’s (1998 version
of Chomsky’s (1995 definition d strong fedures (i.e. feaures that drive overt movement),
accordingo which strongfeaures must be dhedked as soonaspossble, would also havethedesired
result.

17.InBoskovi¢ (2001a,b) | show that the diti cli, standardly assumed to be an interrogative marker,
can also be straightforwardly handled undy the diti cs-as-nonbranching-elementstleftward

adjunction analysis. See these works for the analysis.
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