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l. Introductlon. Host languages == very possibly, all
except those of the most rigidly lsolating type -- have mor-
phemas that present analytlc difflculties because they are
nelther clearly Independent words nor clearly affixes. The
problem is recognized, at least as a difflculty In terminclogy,
In traditional language descriptions, where certaln alements
are set apart from the ordinary words and afflixes of the 'l.;n-
guage by balng labeled clitics {pro- or pre-, an- or past~),

rticles, or pre-/post-positions |for s% recent general dis-
:E::'un, with French, Latin, English, and ltallan examples, see
Matthews 1974:166-9)., The problem was also recognized by
structuralists, who saw such elements as challenglng the prin-
ciple that the levels of lingulstic structure (in particular,
the levels of morphology and syntax) are sharply separated;
Pike 1943, for instance, discusses quite clearly the analytic
difficulties presanted by English fast speech forms and,
espacially, by a set of Hixteco morphemas,

For gensrative grasmarlans these difficuities were ob-
scured for some years, since the traditional domain of morpho-
logy was assumed to be apportioned between syntax and phonology.
With a return to the traditional poslitlon that morphological
structure and syntactlc structure obey different principles
by and large, as do morphophonemics and phonology proper, has
come the reallzation that there are borderline cases. So In
Aronoff (1976:3-4), where it Is proposed that inflection it a
‘syntactic' matter while derivation Is a matter of word
formation rules belonging to the lexicon, we find a brief djs-
cussfon of clitics (with examples from Classical Hebrew, English,
syrlac, and Navaho)}, which are distinguished from both inflec-
tional and derivational affixes but assumed to be closely
related to the former. The generative grammarian’s striving for
both precision and generallization in lingulstic descriptions has,
In fact, led to the uncovering of a host of analytic problems,
which 1 will try to survey In this paper.

| begin by looking at a particulariy complex case from the
Austronesian language Madurese, as treated by Stevens (1971). On
the one hand, a Madurese reduplicative morpheme, symbolized by
Stavens with an R, shows alternative orders with raspect to
certain other morphemes, in particular the causative prefix pa-:
from the base kumpul 'gather', both



IwlTcky 2

1 - pa = P l=Kumpurl
passive causative R base

and 1=pul=pa=kumpul
(for some speakers, also pul=i=-pa=-kumpul)

can ba formed, and both mean 'kept on being gathered'. In this
respect, R shows the syntax of an Independent word, for, though
alternative orderings without difference in cognitive meaning are
very common in constructions formed from independent words {as

in so~called '"free word order' languages), within words the
ordering of elemants s rlgidly fixed (Ferlmutter 1970:234,
clting Postal):

Ordering: Alternative orders of morphemes within a word are
assoclated with differences in cognitive meaning.! This bit

of evidence from word=internal syntax is supported by ths
phonology of R: 'R acts...very much like a separate word phono-
logically; various rules which are effective across morphems
boundaries within a word (for example, a type of vowel harmony
and syllabification, are not effective across the boundaries
separating R from ad|acent morphemes' (Stevens 1971:421). Here
wa appaal to a distinction between rules with different domalns:

Internal Sandhi: In many languages there Is a set of phono
[ngf:nl rules of fntarnal sandhl: these apply only within
words, never across boundaries betwean two words,.?

On the othar hand, the morpheme R shows at least two of
the syntactic properties of an affix, as opposed to an Inde-
pendent word: It s a bound morpheme, in the sense that It
cannot occur in [solation {even, presumably, as an answer to
a question) and In the sense that It cannot be set off from the
morphemes with which It Is In construction by parenthatical
matetfal; and it occurs In words batween two clearly affixal
morphemas, the pasiive { and the causative pa. The first of
these properties Is not specifically stated by Stevens, though
It can be Inferred from his description of R as a prefix: here
we appeal to the principle:

Binding: Bound morphemes are affixes.

The second property depends on an assumption that sSyntax and
morphology are not intermingled:

Construction with Affixes: A morpheme in construction with an
afflx 1s either a base or an affix.
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Finally, there are two matters that would bear on the affix/
independent word decision for R, but for which Stevens' brief note
does not contain the relevant information., The first of these Is
syntactic, and relles on the following general hypothesis:

Rule Imminity: Proper parts of words do not undergo rules of
deletion undar identity.?

In particular, affixes are Tmmune to such rules, zo that we do not
find derivations 1Tka

gallowish or greyish = yallew or greyish
dancing and singing + dance and singipg

Though | know nothing whatsoaver about conjunction reduction [n
Medurese, | think It is safes to suppose that R behaves |ike anp
affix In this respect, and does not delete under ldentity to an
R in & conjunct,

The second cons |deration Is phonological. Though Stevens
does not mention accent In his squib, | will suppose that R does
not bear accent, in which case there is phonological evidence for
its affixal status, using tha gensral principle:

Accent: MHorphemes that do not beaar an Indepandent accent are
] HES,

2. Types of clitics. MHow |t Is clear that the six prin-
ciples above, whatevar thelr general utility, cannot all be held
simultanecusly. Of them, Binding, Conttruction with Affixes, and
Accent are the most susceptible to attack, and indeed there are
many cases In which these three principles as a group have
traditionally been aisumed to need reflnement or amendment. In
the following subsectlons | describe three classes of exceptional
cases.

2.1. Flrst class: cases where an unaccented bound form acts
as a variant of a stressed free form with the same cognitive
meaning and with similar phonological makeup. Traditionally the
unaccented bound unit is called a conjunct, conjoint, or conjunc-
tive form, the stressed free unit a disjunct, disjoint, or dis-

unctive form or the unaccented bound unlt |5 said to ba

clitic (literally, "leaning on'), weak, or dependent, in contex-
tual alternation with free, stron s or inde Eﬁnnt forms. The
weak or clitic pronoun of many Romence and Sinvlc languages are
standard examples; thus French conjunct pronouns me [ma] 'me’

and la [la] *him', versus the corresponding disjunct pronouns
moi [mwa] and lui [ 1yl ] and Serbo-Croation enclitic pronouns
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im "to them' and el "to you (sg.)', versus the Full proncuns
njima and tebi. Similarly, Egyptian Colloquial Arabic enclitic
pronouns [ (a)k] '2nd sg. masc,' and [ha] '3rd sg. fem.', versus
the independent pronocuns [$fnta] and [hiyval (Hitchell 1962:
52-3) (the enclitic pronouns are objects or possessives, while
the independent pronouns are normally subjects, though they can
be used with possessive enclitlics for emphasis); and Hodarn
Greek conjunct pronouns [ma] "me' and [se] ‘you (acc. sg.)'/
[SUJ 'vou {gen. 59.}', versus disjunct pronouns [emdna] and
[etdna), respectivaly.

The disjunct Form In such languages Is typlcally used
whenevar an accented pronoun Is called for on syntactic or seman-
tic grounds, In particular when a pronoun is to ba emphasized or
when It must stand in Isolatfon {as In answers to questions); so,
In Modarn Gresk:

[esdna (su)8fre  dna mlio]
to you to you | give an apple

"I'"11 give you an apple.’
(*[sd Afno dna mlla]}
and, in answer to [pland tolds] 'To whom are you saying 1t7':
[esénal
"Ta you (sg9.)°
(*[sd 1)
(examples adapted from Householder et al. 1964:82).

Notice that the phonological relatfonship between the weak
and strong forms in these examples is not straightforward; it is
unlikely that the weak forms are related to the strong ones by
phonclogical rules of any generality. MNotice also that emphatic
uses of strong forms may, in some languages and under certaln
circumstances, cooccur with clitic forms, as In the Modern Greek
m;ﬂ:nplr. above and in French Je le vois Iuf [Flovwd 1yf] "1 see
him' .

This French example also 1)lustrates the fact that conjunct
clitics often show special syntax: In French declarative sentances,
conjunct object pronouns are obllgatorily placed before the verb
despite the fact that French declarative word order is SV0, objects
ordinarily coming afeer the verb:

Je vois Jean [3vwd 23]
'l see John'

*Ta Jean vals
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Je le vois [Flavwd]

'| see him'

#Te ?ﬂis{l’ }

i

Notice, finally, that the French conjuncet pronouns behave

like affines with respect to rule Immunlty:

Je connals Jean ot je eralns Jean

"I know John and | Fear John!

= Jo connals et crains Jean

"I know and fear John!

but

Je loe connais et je le crains

"I krow hilm and 1 fear Kim!

+ MJa le connals ot crains

2,2 Second class: Cases where a frees morphame, when

unaccented, may be pFE;thgi:ally reduced, the resultant form
being phonolegically subordinated to a neighboring word.
Cliticization of this sort is usually associated with stylistic
conditions, as in the casual speech cliticization of object pro-

nouns in English; there are both formal full pronouns and casual
reduced pronouns:

Full Reduced
Aa seos her [h) sz h%] [nl 5sz]

she met him  [3) mét bim] [$] mirT]

As In the case of the clities discussed In the previous
section, the full form is the one that appears under emphasisz
or In isolation:

him
She met him  [E] mdt {-m}]
T

{ hfrl}
(Who 14 it?) Him [{=im }]

=m
1
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Howowver, those clitics showed special syntax and opaque phong=
logy, while these have ordinary syntax (the reduced forms oceur
in the same positions as the full forms) and erdinary pheonology
{by and large, the rules relating the two forms are of

general applicability In the language; but sSee ssction 7.1
below). Although the line betwean the two types of clitiecs

is not always clear, It Is useful to have separate terms for
the two cases. | suggest the (nonstandard) terms sEnciaI
clitliecs for the first type and simple clitics for the second.

From the historlcal point of view, It should not be sur-
prising that there is dIfficulty in drawing the |ine between
simple and special clitlies, since special clitles are often the
remnants of an earlier system of simple clitics; this point is
made by Givén (1971: 396=7) with respect to the clitic pronouns
of modarn French and Spanish, the ordearing of which can be
taken to reflect the object-bafore-vert arder of earlier Romance,
and by Hale (1973:339-44) with respect to the pronominal special
clitles In the Australian language Walbiri, which he suggests
have evolved from simple clitics, with the neighboring language
Warramunga showing an Intermediate stage (in Warramunga the
clitic pronouns are meraly unstressed varfants of independent
pronouns, but have moved into 'second position', after the
first {nonpronominal) constituent of the sentencel. After the
deve |lopment from independent word to clitic, the next step [s,
of course, the incorporation of clitics into marphelogy proper:
what is a clitic at one stage is reinterpreted as a derivational
or Inflectional affix at the next.*

2.3 Third Class: Cases where a morphame that is always
bound and always unaccented show consliderable syntactic free-
dom, in the sense that they can be associated with words of a
variety of morphosyntactic categories. Frequently, such a
bound word is semantically associaved with an entire consti-
tuent while being phonologically attached to one word of this
constituent, and ordinarily the bound word s located at the
very margins of the word, standing ocutside even Inflectional
affixes. Examples of bound words are the Latlin particla =que
‘and', the Tagalog particles, and the English possessive mor=
pheme.

The Latin —que I's & conjunction ond |s associated
semantically with a word, phrase, or clause, though it is
attached to the first word in such a unit:

duasque ibi legionss conscribie
twa and thare legions (he) enrolls

'and (he] anrolls two leglons there!

(pe Bello Gallico, clted by Hale and Buck (1966:sec,307))
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The Tagalog clitic particles all have adverbial meaning and are
assoclated semantically with an entire sentence; the Interrogative
particle ba, which corresponds to no free or accented morphema

In the language, Is typical. Tha particles, ba included, are
attached after the first (noncllitic) word In a sentence, and since
the word order In Tagalog Is relatively free, this could be

any of a variety of words:

Nakita ba ni Juan =i Maria ngagon?
has zesn agent topic today

Ngayon ba nakiea nd Juan si Maria?
'Has Juan seen Harla todayl"

Mindf ba nakita ni Juan =i Maria myayon?
not

'"Hasn't Juan seen Harla today?'
{examples adapted from Schachter (1974)).
The English possessive morpheme 15 associated semantically with
a noun phrase, though it Is attached phonologically to the last
word of the noun phrase (which is not necessarily the head of
the construction, or even a noun):
Germang's defanses
The fueen of England’s hat
the woman I talked to'"s arguments
The possessive morpheme can follow Tnflectional suffixes, as in
the woman I interviewed’s arguments
which parallels In this respect the behavior of Latin -gue, as in
arma virumiue
"arms and the man {acc.)'

3. Endoclitics. With this rouwgh dellineation of three
types of clitics (special clitics, simple clities, and bound
words), all of them bound unaccented morphemes that sometimes are
In construction with affixes, we return to the problem posed by
the morpheme R in Hadurese. Of the three types of traditicnal
clitics, R is most Ilke a bound ward, since [t seems to corres-

pond to no free or accented morpheme in the language. However,
R occurs not at the margins of words, where all the ather
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clitlies Tllustrated so far have occurred, but rather within
words, between affixal morphemes. We appear to have a case
here of a clitic that Is neither a proclitic =— preceding the
word to which It is attached -- not an enclltlc == following
the word to which It Is attached — but rather Is an endo-
clitic (the term is nonstandard), or "infixed clitic', Inter-
rupting the morphemes within the word to which it is attached.

Humerous further cases of endoclitics have been brought to
my attention, all of some interest from the historical point
of view. The Estonian emphatic morpheme -ki (~-gi), for
instance, has the syntactic freedom of the typical bound word,
and in addition {1Tke Madurese R} falls to conditlon at least
one rule of Internal sandhi ([n] falls to assimilate to [pn]
before -xi, though [n] reqularly assimilates to velars word-
internally; see Lehiste (1960:39). The morpheme is nmormal ly
enclitic. However, when added to interrogative words (making
them Indefinite), -ki may either follow or precede a number of
case suffixes: the allative of misk{ "something' (mis 'what?'
plus =i} Is elther millologi, with =k! following the allative
suffix -le, or millegile, with this order reversed. According
to llse Lehiste, to whom | owe all of these obsarvations about
Estonian, school grammars prescribe the order with the enclitic
=-ki, but many speoakers, Lehiste included, prefer the othar order
in certaln of the cases. And in some cases only the internal
placement of =ki is possible, as in the allative kpskile (or
kusagile) of kuski "somewhere' (from kus 'where?' plus =ki).
Here wa have, traniparently, a morphological changa in progress,
with =ki coming to be treated more and more as & suffix actached
to the base,

Turkish presents us with another illustration. According
to Lewis (1967:108), in the third person plural of verbs,
'alternative forms can occur, with the plural suffix preceding or
following the personal suffix?: rhus, aldyorlarsa or alféyersalar
"If they are taking {(plural =lar, third person condlitional =sa),
Here we have an apparent vliolation of the ordering principle. Buot,
in fact, the personal suffixes are elitlic forms of tha verh "to be';
under certain conditions the personal suffixes alternate with
fuller forms (for -sa, isa), and, in addition, these suffixes are
exceptional in not bearing stress, which normally falls on the
last syllable of the word {hence, aléyorsaldr but. alsyorlérsa).

5till another case Involves the pronoun clitics of the MNew
Guinea language Hua. These are normally prefixed to nouns and
verbs:

There exists, however, a small number of extremely
common nominal and verbal roots in which these pre-
fixes, depending on their phonological shape, are either
(a} obligatorily infixed (b) opricnally infixed or
{c) absorbed into the root,

{Haiman ms. 1976)
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Thus, from za' 'hard' with the clitic g 'your {sg.)', g-za', but
from hamu® 'person who shares one's name' with g, ha-g-amu'; from
za’ and ra’ 'we (du.)', ra’-za®, but from hamu® and ra’, either
ra’-hamu® or ha-ra’-amu’® {examples from Haiman).

The alternative orders permitted to R in Madurese, to =ki
in Estonian, to the third person suffixes In Turkish, and to some
prefizes in Hua would be extraordinary indeed for ordinary affixes,
but alternative orders are by no means uncommon for special clitics
and bound words. Following Perimutter's claim that the analogue of
the ordering principle above holds For the combination of a word
with all Its clitics, a wide variety of counterexamples have bean
adduced; some of these will be surveyed below. They include
cases in which clitics have alternative orders with respect to
one another and also cases in which a clicic may occur In both
orders with respect to Tts host® (the word to which the clitic
is attached). In any event, it is clear that the ordering of
elements within a group® {(a host plus all of its clitics) is not
so rigid as the ordering of elements within a ward. And, apparently,
this relative freedom of ogccurreance may carry over to clitiecs
that move inside the ward,

| have so far argued that Madureses R [s & clitic, in that
by the first two principles == alternative ordering and lack of
internal sandhi == It behaves like an Independent ward, while by
the remainder -- binding, construction with affixes, rule
Immunity, and lack of accent == it behaves like an affix. With
this discussion as background, | turn now to a survey of the
empirical and analytic problems surrounding clitics, illustrated
with examples from a variety of languages. These problems Fall
naturally into four large areas: the ?svn:hrnni:l source of
clitics, their external syntax (with respect to their hosts),
their internal syntax (with respect to one another), and thalr
phonology. | take up these areas in turn,

k. The Source of Clitics. Here there are at least two
questions to be as about the clitics in any particular lan-
guage, or about the source of clitics universally:

Which elements in a sentence are realized as clitics?

When is this cliticization blocked, when is it
cptional, and when Is |t obligatory?

4.1 Simple Clitics, The answer to the first of these
guestions s particularly straightforward for simple clitics:
apparently, any word that can appear unaccented has the potential
to cliticize to a neighboring word. As a result, the list of
syntactic categories that can appear as clitics is the famlliar
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list of categories that may, or must, appear without accent In
various languages:

(a) auxiliaries, in particular modals and the verbs
of periphrastic constructions (verbs of being,
becoming, possessing, doing, wanting, golng and
coming, causing, etc.):

{t) personal pronouns, or redundant expressions of
these bearing marks of person, number, and
other agreement categories;

(¢} determiners;

(4) ‘'dummy' nouns, like the English one in this one;
{e) prepositions and postpositions;

{(f)] conjunctions and comp lemantizers;

(g) adverbial words, among them negatives, place and
time adverbs, adverbs marking sentence type
(interrogative, quotative, imperative, ete.),
emphatic adverbs (including items meaning 'even'
and ‘only'), epistemic adverbs (indicating degree
of speaker's belief in a proposition), and
narrative adverbs (indicating temporal or logical
sequance) .

Examples of simple clities of all seven types can be found
In English: (a) would In I'd object; (b) he in what fs he [{zi]
to do?; (e) afn) in an answer; (d) one in dialectal big*un [bigg)
and this'un [Bvsn]; (&) for In for hours [fcdwrz]; (f) and in
and you [pyd] and to in I wanna go; (g) not in haven't. Soma-
times the clitic words already form units with their hosts (are
already 'dependents of a head', In the sense of Selkirk (1972:
sec. 2.1); this |s true of determiners {afn) above), prepositions
{for above), and conjunctions (and above) In English. But in the
other cases the clitic words are not In close syntactic relation-
ship with their hosts, and there iz a disparity between syntactie
constituency and the accentual units | have termad 'groups'. |
do not know of any interesting hypotheses about wniversal condi-
tions on the direction of cliticization in the remaining cases
or on the contexts which would permit or require clitlclzation
in these cases” -- though these are certainly important areas
for research =- and | conclude, with other Investigators of
simple clitles, that language-particular rules of clitic attach-
ment must be stated, even for simple clitics.

The theoretically most satisfying assumption about such
rules would be that they apply, as a group, to the output of
all syntactic transformations and yield the structures to which
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phonological rules of reduction and deletion apply [in other words,
that they are 'readjustment rules®, in the scheme of Chomsky and
Halle (1969:9-11 et allbl). In ar least one case, English to-
encliticization, It seems clear that the clitic attachment s
globally constrained {(Lakoff (1970)):® the ability of to to
cliticize onto certain preceding verbs depends on whether or not

a constitvent intervened between the verb and to at an earlier
point in the derivation:

want

£
e }mn.i sh

Hermian is the man 1’{

In addition to whatever global constraints there are on
rules attaching simple clities, a varlety of syntactic condl-
tlons determine their applicability. English not, for Instance,
attaches optionally te a preceding modal or auxiliary verb and
is blocked from attaching to any other word:

You {"'“9'“ “’-"'-‘} to laugh, TJ‘HH{ triad "ﬂt} to laugh.

oughtn’e rerfadn’e
1 He's not
K {I:ﬂ?gt} cilover. {*H‘:':n't } clavar.
Thosa not
{.T S } sorved should complain.,

IF Dot sneisried, you shoold return
*Ifn'e the book.

Beyond the syntactic conditions on the attachment of simple
clitics, there [s one phonological condition | have been assuming,
namely, that to be eligible for attachment a word must lack stress;
this "cliticize unstressed words' position Is to be distingulshed
from a "destress cliticized words' analysis, In which elltic
attachment results In automatic destressing of the clitic. In
faver of the general "cliticize unstressed words' approach is the
fact that several global constraints on clitlclzation have turned
out ta be global constraints on destressing. Among these are
some constraints on the cliticization of auxillary verbs In
English (discussed well in Baker {1371)), including the much-
discussed condition that the auxiliary not be followed by a
'daletion sita':

The {Mcy;ﬁ’} in room 16,
party's

I wonder wher the { party j’}.
*parcy‘s

Also amng these constraints is the condition that noe fails to
cliticize to a preceding modal when the modal is understood with
wider scope than the negation (Morn {1972:ch. 4)):
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We could not do IE, you know.

[ambiguous: (we could fnot x))
or {not (we could x))]

We coildn't do it. you know.
[only: (not (we could x))]

The generallzation that covers these cases is that whenever some
condition prohibits a word from losing stress, theén that wWword
cannot cliticize to a neighboring word, consequently |s not
subject to phonological reduction.

There is, finally, some evidence from English negatlon
that rules of clitic attachment should not be thought of merely
a5 readjustment rules, but must be seen as belonging to a larger
set of posteyelic rules, including as well free deletions and
minor movements (Pullum 1976 ch. 4, Tn fact, suggests that all
rules forming phonological words are posteyelic): this |s the
fam| liar fact that the inversion of subject and verb In questions
carries along a not that is cliticized to the varb but not one
that |s independant:

r | have Ml‘.‘.} hal ; "Have not I hal F]
{hivan't fed Hawen't bed

This fact is explained naturally if clitic attachment |s permitted
to apply before Inversion.?

Turning away from English, we see that most of the sources
of simple clitics can be illustrated from 0O1d Irish:

Words which are not themselves fully stressed are
actached either (a) to the following words as pro-
clicics, or (b} to the preceding word as enclicics.

{a) includes the article, possessive pronouns,
and prepositions before words governed by them; pre-
positions...and Infixed personal pronouns before
verbsi the forms of the copula...; often alse conjunc-
tions before verbas,

{(b) includes cercain demonatrative particlea..and
the esphasizing parcicles..Certain conjunctions used
in principal clauses...are not stressed either.

{Thurneysen 1946:sec. hi)

Mor all of the Old Irish clitics are simple clitlcs, however:
the personal pronouns, classed by Thurneysen with proclitics,
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are in fact "infixed', that Is, endoclitics, thus showing special
clitic syntax; in addition cliticization of the pearsonal pronouns
is virtually obligatory, for the stressed forms of these pronouns
are usable only as predicate nominatives, in clauses without verks,
after the interrogative pronoun, and after os 'and' (Thurneysen
(1946 sec. 406). With this example we can move to the source of
special clities and bound words.

k.2. Other Clitles. As we should expect on historical grounds
the list of categories of words that can attach to nelghbering
words as simple clitles serves also as a list of possible
sources for special clitics and bound words. Auxiliaries,
negatives, and personal pronouns are the most common types of
special clities and bound words, but very rich systems cccur In
some languages == for instance, in Tagalog (Schachter {(1974)),
which has in addition to a full set of agent and topic clitlc
pronouns a group of aighteen clitic particles, Including an
interrogative marker, a reported speach marker, pollteness
particles, a conjunctive particle meaning 'because', and various
adverbials (translated as 'for a while,yat', 'only, just', and
‘too, either', for example). A new difficulty arises when we
contlder systems like this: the notion of syntactic source

of clities can no longer be taken for granted, as It was for
simple elltics; rather, for each Individual clitic or class aof
clitics some analysis is needed to determine the appropriate
remote structure. Arguments that clltic pronouns originate In
the same positions as full NPs can undoubtedly be constructed
for any language that has clitic pronouns. The proncuns

appear [n thelr surface positions by means of a movement rule
or rules (if the clitics are In complementary discribution with
full forms of pronouns, as in Tagalog and Old Irish) or by
means of an agreement rule (If the clities are redundant
expressions of categories of NPs appearing elsewhere In sentences,
as In Walbiri!%). For the remaining special clitlcs and bound
words, there Ts frequently no class of nonclitlic constltuents
ta which a clitlc can be assigned, so that its syntactic scurce
is not at all clear. In most of these cases these problematic
clitics are, semantically, sentence modifiers and are naturally
assignable to a constituent (like COMP) in construction with an
entire 5 (if not to an underlying higher §). This is a natural
analysis for the Tagalog ba, for instance (which is an optional
Indication of interrogative sentence type, rising final intona-
tion being the only obligatory indication), for the interrogative
clitie 1i of Russian, and for the three sentence clitics of the
Australian language Dyirbal {Dixon (1972:122-3): interrogative
-ma, -riga {(which "indicates that the statement of the sentence
s definitely trua'), and -gira (which indicates 'that the
statement should be correct but that there does remain an ele-

ment of doubt').

Next, consider the conditions on placement rules for special
clitics. We have already seen that languages differ with regard
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to when [tems may or must appear as special clitics: parsonal
pronouns filling the subject or direct object slot in a full Old
Irish sentence must appear as cllitics, while the corresponding
personal pronouns in most of the modern Romance and Slavie lan-
guages may appear in the full form or may cliticize; the following
may both occur in Serbo-Croatian (Browne 1974:39-40):

na td dam  knjigu?
con]. to you | glve hook
{elitle)

"Should | glve you the book?®

Da dam knjigu tebi?
to you
{full)

"Should | glve you the book?'

There are even cases where elements appear in the same form thay
have as clitics, but do not move into clitic position; thus,
Fretheim and Halvorsen (1972:37) say that in their dialect of
Norweglian, "'Sulbject] clitics must undergo the rule, but O[bject]
clitics may In certaln cases remain in the position of non=clitic
Object NPs even when the phrase marker satisfies the 50 of Clitic
Hovement,'" and Hale (1973:312-3) says of Walblrl that the auxiliary
optionally remains in sentence-initial pesition, rather than moving
into second position, if it is more than one syllable long, and
obligatorily remains there in certain negative constructions.

Although lack of accent ought to be a precondition on the
appearance of special clitics and bound words, as on simple clities,
anomalously accented clitics have been reported. In Modern Greek,
an enclitic pronoun recelves stress when it follows a verb with
antepenultimate stress and precedes another clitic (hence [3dse]
'givel', [ddsomu] 'give me!', but [3&semito] "give it to mel';
examples adapted from Warburton {1970a:38)), and in the Philippine
language Bikel, according to Stevens (1971:5421), the disyllabic
clitics do not lose their stress to a preceding nonenclitic element.
The Modern Greek case properly belongs to a later section of this
paper, since it involves the assignment of stress within the
group, rather than within the word; we may assume that syntacti-
cally unstressed [mu] is cliticized, and that it later receivas
stress by rules of stress placemant applying within the group.

The Bikol facts, on the other hand, look genuinely problematical.
Apparently the disyllabic clitics have not been fully absorbed
Into the clitic system, meanwhile axhibiting many of the pro-
perties of Independent words (they bear stress, are freely
ordered with respect to one anather, may move from the usual
position of clitics to attach to a verb elsewhare In the sen-
tence, and do not condition a rule lengthening certain preceding
wowels, although monosyllabiec clitics do). Tha Bikol case [s
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reminiscent of the placement of some accented particles In
certain of the older Indo-European languages: the Latin post-
positive conjunctions autem "however', verc 'In fact', and
igitur 'therefore', for Instance, which bear accent but are
placed like clities, after the first word of a clause (Hale and
Buck (1966:sec, 310-1); and similar accented particles in Vedic
Sanskrit, among them dha 'Just', ixlla 'Indeed’, ni 'now', and
vii'indeed' (Macdonell {1916:sec. 191i).

Finally, as with simple clitics, | turn to the issue of
where rules of clitic movement and clitic agreement are located
In 3 grammar. Pullum's [1978: ch &) position, cited earlier, is
that all rules of cliticization are postcyclic. The arguments
he cites for postcyclicity (Kayne {1975) for French, Quicoll
(1972) for Portuguese, Perlmutter {ms. 1973) for Spanish, Hoyne
and Carden (1974) for Persian) all, in fact, involve special
clitics, An Interesting question then arises as to what sorts
of rules can apply after rules of clitic movement and agree-
ment. At least two large classes of such rules would be of
interest: rules affecting (that is, moving, deleting, or
attaching elements to) whole groups, and rules affecting indi-
vidual ¢litics or sequences of them.

Though | do not have enough examples to make generalizations
here, a few observations might be of value. | know of no rules
affecting whole groups, although there are some affecting entire
strings of clitics (without the host): when a language has a
primary location for Its clitics, and another location under
certain conditions, then analysts usually assume that the clitic
string is assembled In Tts primary location and moved elsewhere
under those conditions. For Instance, in Modern Greek clitic
Erbl'l'ﬂllﬂ! precede all verb forms except the imperative, which they

ol low:

[sutoférno]  '"1{'11} Bring it to you"
[ féremito] 'Bring It to me!!
It Is natural to assume that the clitics are assembled preverbal ly
and then moved in the Imperative. Simllar analyses are standard
for Spanish and ltalian, where (with various exceptions and
compl ications) the clitlcs are preverbal with finite verb forms,
postverbal with nonfinite forms:
Spanish: Mi vecina me las da
'Hy nelghbor gives them to me’
L& gusta darmelas

'She likes to give them to me'
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Italian: Lo porte a Maria
"I''m taking 1t to Mary'
Portals a Maria
"Take It ko Mary!'
See the next section for further discussion,

Rules affecting Individual clitics are, Tor the most part,
rules that would traditionally be described as 'morphological’
rather than ‘syntactic'. Typically, they mention the phonolo-
glcal makeup of specific clitics. OF such a morphological
character are the haplology rules In many languages, which alter
spquences of phonologically ldentical or near-identical clitics:

Spanish: lefs) lofs)
laf=)
1 2 - 88 2

ltalian: =51 g1 -+ gzi 2
I z

Ewe: [mi ué
{m%} {EH} + | #  {Clements {ms. 1973))

Japanese: o te = to (Kuno (1973:118)

and rules creating portmanteau versions of clitic sequences;

Tagalog: {:: i:] + kita (Schachter {1974:100))

Pashto: €8 ye = Ce (Tegey (1975:575))
{e.g9..t8 ye =+ ta)

Albanfan: t2 & = ¢ta (Heyear (1888))

and rules metathesizing sequences of clitles, 1lke the Ewe rule
discussed by Clements %ms+ 1973}, which moves certain clitic
pronouns {obligatorily in most cases, optionally for the third
plural wé) over a following negative mé or imperative oo, | do
know of one "syntactic' rule affecting an Individual elitic: the
Walbiri imperative formation rule, which delates a second person
clitic, leaving a full NP elsewhere |n the sentence (Hale [1973:
jIE=]}i. See the next section for another possible class of
such rules.
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Certain syntactic and marphological rules can thus be seep
to apply after clitic placement. Another legical possibll]ty
for rule interaction -- though not a possibility consistent with
the separation of syntactic rules from phonological rules, with
all of the formar applying before all of the latter — would be
for some indubitably phonological rules to apply before clitic
placement. The two putative cases af this type that have been
brought to my attention both Involve endoclitics, and |n each
case It Is not clitic placement per se that Is at issue, but
rather the infixing of clitics within thelr hosts. That is,
we may maintain that the order of application s

clitic placement {a syntactic rule)
phonclogical rules
inflxation (& morphological rule)

(thus keeping syntax and phonology separate, but permitting some
morphological rules to apply after some phonological rulus?+ The
cases are the Hua endoclitics, which Haiman {ms, 1976) argues are
not moved into roots until after reduplication {reduplication
itself not applying until after some fairly low-level phonological
rule}; and the Pashto clitics, which Tegey (1975: sec. 2) maln-
tains do not move withln verb forms until after the application
of a contraction rule.

5. External Syntax of Clitics, The previous sectlon was concerned
with the condltlons under which cliticization takes place. Mow |
consider the relationship between clitics and their hosts, about
which there are at least thres significant questions:

8. To which elemants in the sentence are clitics
attached?

b. Are they attached as proclitics, enclitics, ar
endociitics?

€. Are there alternative possibilities for the
location of clitles?

| have already touched on these questions as they concern
simple clitics. Parhaps all that need be added here Is that
some 5imple clitics may appear as enclitics In one context and
proclitics in another. This is the way the English complementizaer

to behaves:
e
I've got to [gara] run.

&
For us to run [torin] now would be foolish,
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Special clitles and bowund words are another matter. Tao
begin with, they accumulate at certain points within the sen-
tence. The best general hypothesis | can suggest about where
these clitics appear is that clitics whose source I5s within a
particular constituent {an NP or an 5) move elther to one of
the margins of that constitvent or to the head of that consti-
tuent {the N or the ¥)., Thus we find HWF clitics associated on
the surface with the entire NP, as in the English possessive
constructlion Im che daughter of the regiment's happiness,
whare the clitic comes at the end of the NP, or the Modern
Greek possessive constructlon In

“[o-patéraz—mu )
the father my

'my father'

[1-kalf-su  adelfl
the good your slster

‘your (sg9.) good sister’

where the clitic Is atrached after the first word of the NP
(examples adapted from Thumb (1964:sec. 142); or associated
with the head M of the NP, as in the earlier English construc-
tion in my Lords concell of WNorffolk ‘my Lord of Norfolk's
counsel' (Paston Letters, cited by Breejen (1337:15).

And we find 5 clitics, both pronominal and adverbial,
located el ther at one of the ends of the 5 or attached to a V,
0f the options, probably the least cosmon is sentence-Flimal
position, though this s where the adverbial and sentence-type
particles of the Hon-Khmer language Chrau are located. These
particles "are genarally monosyllabic" and ""their form is also
restricted, in that there (s never more than one consanant in
[the onset], the vowel quality tends toward a central position,
and the final consonant tend: to be weakly articulated"

{Thomas (1971:33); they indicate yes/no questions and Impera-
tives, as well as adverbials translated as '"so, thus', 'already',
‘enly', 'also’ and so on.l!

The most common location for sentential clitics is pro-
bably at the beginning of the sentence,!® although in this
case the clitics seem rarely to appear literally in sentence-
Initial position but instead are moved into 'second position’,
following some accented unit. Hale (1973:340), having noted
that Walbiri elltics appaar In second position, adds in a
footnote that this ordering principle is
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operative in many of the Uto-Aztecan languages of
Horth Ameérica, in at least one of the Algonquian
languages (namely Abnaki...), and to a limited ex-
teént Iin the Athabaskan language MNavajo; lts operation
in Serbo-Croatfon fis dexcribed by Browme [1874]. In
Papago, a Uto-Aztecan language of the American
Southwest, the surface positioning of cthe auxiliary
appears to be identical to that of Walbiri.... The
principle is, in fact, known as Wackernagel's law
and its operation in Indo-European is che subject of
a long paper by Wackernagel (1B32).

'Second position', however, means different things in
different langauges. In Walbiri, it means following the first
{nonclitic) constltuent, so long as that constituent Is |mmedi-
ately dominated 1

wawiri kapi-na pura=-mi
kangarooo future | cook nonpast

I will cook the kangaroo'

wawiri njampu kapi-na pura-mi
this

"I will cook this kangaroo'
\data from Hale (1973:312,4); clities are underlined.)

In Serbo-Croation, 'second position' means, in sentences beginning
with a predicate, after the first accented word of the predicate --

Doputovac je bio ranije
arrived aux.had earlier

Bio je doputovao ranije
'He had arrived earlier’

but, in other sentences, after the first word or the first con-
stlituent, where the constltuent may be of any sort:

FPreds jednik jo Tainu danas doputovao
prseident aux, Talnu today arrived

Predsjednik Tainu je danas doputovac
'President Tainu arrived today'

[Serbo-Croatian examples supplied by Wayles Browne.)
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Iin Tagalog, 'second position' means strictly after the first
(nonclitic)} word of the sentence:

Hindi ko siya nakita THTA LR
not I h r has seen today
{agent) (ropic)

"I haven't seen her today'

Finally, in Pashto "second position' means, In sentences beginning
with a verb, after the stressed vowel of that verb, so that the
sequence of clitics wilT all be treated as andoclitles:

axistd ba
buy It will he

&—E—waisﬁ
"He would be buylng It*

(Tegey 1975:578)

but, In other sentences, after the first stressed constituent of
the sentence. Doubtless there are further Interpretations of
'second position' In other languages. What is important here is
that it is some accented unit {a constituent of 5, any constituent,
a word, a syllable) to which the clitics are attached; & language
may permit some freedom as to the point of attachment; and werb=
initial sentences may have a spacial treatment, as in Sarbo-
Croation and Pashto.

Cliticization to ¥V rather than 5 may involve proclisis,
enclisis, or endoclisis. Very commonly, clitics attach in Fronmt
of the verb under one set of conditions, and after Tt under
another, as we have already seen, Fres altermative orders of
host and clitic (for at least certain combinations of clitics)
are also possible, as in Rumanian

bEiatuwl I=tra da-o

bay D will give DD
hiim her

bijacul i-o-va da
"The boy will give It to him'
(Hetzron (1976 ms.), citing Olsen (1928:B0). | have offered

similar examples in 0ld Provencal (by Dieter Wanner) and in
Cretan dlalects of Greek (by Angelikl Malikouti-Drachman).
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Endoclisis usually occurs in alternation with proclisis or
encllisis, as In the cases of Estonian and Turkish mentioned above
(where an enclitic maves Inte the host noun), or in the following
example from Albanian {where normally proclitic pronouns move iInto
the host, as In Hua): Albanlan clitic pronouns are proclitie to
verbs, except in the affirmative imperative, where they appear
after the verb stem (and before the second persocn plural suffix

=ni):

ua dérgon = u + a dergo-n
1] DO send you [sg.)}
ipl. 3 sqg.

'*You send it to them'

mos ja dergoni = mos § + o dargosnd
neg 10 00D send you (pl.)
3 59.3 9.

'Don't you {pl.) send it to himl®
dergojani = dérgo + 4 + e + ni
'Send it to him|®

(Data supplied to me by Jerry Morgan).

Even given that a clitic must attach to a verb, thare may
ba more than one candidate verb, and in such cases a language
may choose one or another of the alternatives, or it may permit
variant forms. The issue arises in combinations of modal or
auxiliary plus main=verb, and in verb=plus-complement=verb con-
structions, A few illustrations: the Albanlan pronominal clitics
are placed between most modals and the verb, but in the perfect
(formed with the auxiliary 'to have') the clitics precede the

auxiliary:
do ta dérgo) = do L& ¢ e dérgoj
future subjunctiveld | send
3 s5g.
*ra do deérgoi
"I will send it*

kam dérguar
0 1| have sent

5q.

I

Ll e

*kam ¢ derguar
I have sent it'

{data again supplied by Jerry Horgan)
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In Horwegian, 'in sentences where there Is both a special finite
auxiliary verb and an Infinitive lexical verbal form In a single
5 of derived structure, Sulbject] clitics...move to the finlte
form, while O[bject] clitics move to the infinite form' (Frathelm

and Halvorsen (1972:23)):
Har han ikke gitt henns deg?
has he not given
her it
'Hasn't he given it to harl®

In 0ld French, object clitics attached to a modal verb, while in
modern French, they attach to the maln verb:

OFR: Ele s$'en voloir aler
NFr: £Elle voulait s'en aller
'She wanted to leave'

(From Horin {1975:392)).

And in Spanish, clitics can move up or 'climb' cartain sequences
of complement verbs:

Quisera poder estar haciéndemelos ahora
| wish to be able to be making me It now

'I wish | could be making it for myself right now'
Quisera poder estirmelo haciends abora

Quisera podérmelo estar haciends ahora.

Me lo quisera poder estar haciendo ahora,

(examples from Roldén (1974:131)).

Standard assumptions about these alternatives and varjants
for locating clitics are that they involve either distinet rules
of clitic movemant [move c¢litics to such-and-tuch a position under
certain conditions, otherwise to another pesition) or else move-
ment rules applying in sequence (first move clitics to such-and-
such a position, then move some of them to anothar position). |
have little to add to this discussion, except to point out that
if the second type of analysis is opted for -- clitle attachment ,
followed by clitic displacement == than it must be possible for
syntactic rules to pick out specific clitics or classas of them,
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which is to say that clitics must be distinguished In some way
from genuine affixes and independent words at the point in deri-
vations at which clitic movemant transformations apply (and the
rules moving these clitics would be 'syntactic', in the sense

of the previous sactlon).

6. Internal Syntax of Clitics. In this section | examine
relationships among clltlcs. Two ltsues concern us here:

What conditions are there on combinations of clitics --
on howW many may occur in a group or on which parti-
cular ones may cooccur?

What conditions are thare on the sequencing of clitics
wlith respect to one another?

These are questions on which an enormous smount of schaolarly

effort has been expended (the locus classicus 15 Perlmutter {(1970)),
and | have little of substance to add to this discussion, but

merely survey the main points in the |iterature.

On the one hand, it seems that no language permits the
clitics In a group to occur in all possible orders. On the other,
some languages have rigid requirements on the ordering of clitics.
The analytic question is whether the observed orders are to be
described by clitic placement rules (which successively move
clities Into their surface location, as In Fretheim and Halvor-
san's analysis of Norwegian, or Emonds' of French) or by syntactic
rules which permit any order whatsoever, plus a positive surface
structure constraint (which fllters out al)l orders not satis-
fying its conditions, as in Perlmutter's treatment of Spanish and
Franch, and Tegey's of Pashto).

The major motivation for surface structure constraints comes
from instances Tm which a morpheme with two or more distinct
syntactic sources, or In which two or more homophonous morphames,
have identical conditions on occurrence -- In which case distinct
clitic placement rules would have the same effect and obey the
same constraints, and generalizations would be lost., This Is the
line of argument Perlmutter gives for an S55C in Spanish, with what
he maintains are several sources for the morpheme se as the hinge
of the argument. The Pashto case Is particularly clear In this
regard, since two morphemes which are obvicusly fortuitous homo-
phones, the modal de 'should' and the second person singular
perscnal pronoun de, cbey exactly the same {rigid) conditlons on
occurrence with respect to other clitic morphemes of the language,
including a constraint against sequences of the 'same' clitic
(here, *da de).
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Whatever the appropriate descriptive davice -- and this might
well be dlfferent for different languages -- thare is a rich
collectlion of phenomena that deserve careful study and comparison,
with an attempt to draw some generallizations From these data. A
survey of only a few systems of clitics 15 enough to demonstrate
that condlitions on clitic sequencing involve both morphosyntactic
categories and at least some aspects of the phonologlcal makeup of
individual clitics. These are frequently mixed In the same system;
thus, the Spanish ordering formula

so-s5econd person~first person-third person

identifies one of the elements involved (se) by reference to its
phonological identity, the others by reference to their morpho-
syntactic categories {in this case, person}.!? Similarly, the
constralnts on clitics in Tagaleg are In part phonolegical,
referring to the number of syllables In a clitic, and in part
morphosyntactic, referring to the difference between propouns and
{essentially adverbial) particles; simplifying somewhat:

monosy llabic. proncuns=-particles-disyllablc pronouns

{thus, for the monosyllabic pronoun ko 'l (agent)', the particle
na ‘already' and the disyllabic pronoun siya 'he/she (topic)',
only ohe order |s possible: ko na siva: (Schachter [197h4:98))).
The conditions may, of course, be entirely morphosyntactic, as
in Norweglan (Frethejm and Halvorsen (1972:24)):

subject=indirect object-direct object-sentence adverb-
varb particle

and in Czech (George and Toman (1976:235)):

auxiliary-reflexive-free dative-indirect object=
direct object

And they may refer solely to morphemes identified by their phono-
logical farm, as in one version of the Fashto constraint:

xo ba {:::;:nu] me de ye

[adu?tud from Tegey (1975:572), where me Is listed as | sg. and ye
@5 31).

The ordering of clitics within a group may involve reference
to 'sacond position', as In Old Irish, which calls upon a special
place-holding particle when no other suitable initial alement is
Bvailable:
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Where the verb is preceded by conjunct particles..., the
pronoun is attached to the last of these and the stress
falls on the element immediately preceding...Where there
1s no conjunct particle the pronoun is attached to the
Elrst proposition or verbal particle of a compound verb...
Where neither a conjunct particle not a preverb...precedes
the verb, the verbal particle ne...ls inserted before it
for the purpose of Infixing the pronoun.

(Thurneysen (1946:sec. 410))

What needs to be examined in these systems Is which mor pho-
syntactlc categories figure in ordering constraints (person and
case are prominent, as is the pronoun/particie distinction) and
what ardering relations obtain amongst these categories (pronouns
bafare particles, Su-10-D0, and Znd-1st-3rd are all frequent
orders). And, of course, which phonalogical properties of mor-
phemes figure in ordering constraints (to my knowledge, only the
phonological ldent!ty of morphemes and the number of syllables
aver need mention In ordering constraints, though many other
phonological properties -- vowel helght, presence of a nasal, and
the like -- are logically possible candidates for ordering prin-
clples) and what ordering relations obtaln amongst morphemes with
these properties ['shorter before longer', or '"Panini’s principle’
{Cooper and Ross (1975:78-9), 1Is almost surely a universal, in
the sense that If 2 language constrains clitic order by reference
to number of syllables, the requirement will be shorter-befora-
lenger and not the reverse).

The conditions on clitic order in a language may be ab-
solute, as In Spanish and Pashto, or they may permit alternative
orders with no concomitant differences in meaning, as in Tagalog,
where within certain subclasses of clitic particles there is
free order:

Taclo laman sila
three unly pn1i¥Ehuss tﬁew
marker (topic)

‘There are only three of them, sir’

Tatic po lamang sila
(Schachter {1974:110},

or in earlier Italian {and in some modern dialects), where varlous
palrs of clitic pronouns showed free alternative orders (soe
Wanner (1974:162-5), and Hetzron [ms. 1976), which contains a
variety of Romance examples, plus Czech and Somali as well).

Although it is common for the conditions on clitic order to
be essentially the same whether the clitics occur bafore a vark or
after It -~ this is the case in Spanish, leallan and Hodern Greek,
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for instance == there are langauges In which proclitic order and
enclitic order are substantially di fferent. In modern French,

in particular, the ordering for proclitics has third person pro-
nouns preceding first and second person pronouns, while the
ordering for enclitlies (which appear In positive imperatives) has
first and second before third:

e donnes
you 10 DO give
me it

"You give it to me'

Donne=-le-mal |
give DO 10
it me

‘Give It to me!’

In such cases, It is assumed {as in Emonds (1975)) that a single
order underlies both of the observed orders and that one or more
movement rules yield the different surface orders. These rules
are then 'syntactic' rules applying to certain individual clitics.

7. Phonology. This extremely complex topic revolves around
essantially two questions ==

{a}] How are the phonological forms of clitles ralated
to the forms of nonclitic elementsT

(b} How are clitics phonologically integrated with their
hosesT

7.1 Simple Clitles. Since clitics are, among other things, mor-
phemes with no Independent accent, they should show the regular
phonological concomitants of a lack of accent. We therefore
expect the clitics In a language to undergo the same reductions,
deletions, and assimilations, and under the sams conditions, as
other unaccented syllables in that language. And so it Is with
the simplest of simple cliclics [kBn], ?kgal [knl, and [7p] as
successive clitic versions of the English modal can, [k=n] in
its full form; [tu] or [t2] for the complementizer or preposi-
tlon to, [tu] In Its full form; or [c] for the pronoun her

{I'I{] fn its full form. In each example the clitic forms are
derived from the full forms by processes (In the sense of Stampe
{1973)) of considerable generality in English: the sequence for
can, for Instance, shows the aordinary reductlon of unaccented

s ([=] {al, In mec - stic h
:::: ;eveT;p::ntas:e:!Innﬁacugﬂﬁfzzﬁgﬁﬁ?ﬁ?{éhgﬁ,}[;gﬁgﬁ.théQEJ}.
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Other simple clitics show special phonology, as In the
reductlon of German preposition-plus-article comblipnations [zu
dem to zum, zu der to zur, etc,). The English clitic nos, for
instance, loses [t5 vowel In can't, shan't, won‘c, and don'e,
though genuine suffixes that are phonologlically similar to net,
like -ness, do not lose thelr vowels. Moreover, not lacks an
ardinary reduced form [nat], so that this elision Is not only
special but also oblligatory when not is enclitic. The indefi-
nite article a(n) also shows special phonology, whichever of
fts two unstressed forms, [@] or [8n] is taken to be more basic:
an Insertion of [n] between vowels is not paralleled elsewhere
in English phonclogy, nor is a deletion of [n] before conso-
nants (without a transfer of nasalization to a preceding vowel).
In such cases we may say either that there 1s a minor phono=-
logica) rule, one that applies only to certain specific mor-
phemes, or that the different forms are in virtual suppletion,
with both of them {like the two Forms [kam)] and [kem] for the
vaerb coms} listed in the lexicon for English, each with its
own context of accurrence. When the application of a rule be-
comes obligatory In certain clitics {as has the deletion of
[2] in clitic not, or, for many speakers, the deletion of [o]
in hortatory let us), a third course may be open: the combina-
tlon of clitic and host may be treated as a lexical unit, one
that realizes certain combinations of abstract elements.

Which of these treatments is the correct one In a par-
ticular case is not always obvious. For let's {as well as
the Welsh emphatic negative m'or) | have maintalned (Zwicky
{1972}} that the third analysis, as a frozen lexical unlt, Is
the correct one, on the grounds that many speakers now permit
expression of the pronoun that is (historically) embedded in
this hortatory formula:

L
Gty n:-} ) 9o and get some pleza.

Let's i'{

The historical development of simple clitics in these cases
is fairly clear: what is at one stage of the langauge a regular
casual speech form is perceived at the next as forming a lexical
unit. This reinterpretation may then preserve remnants of
earlier casual speech phonology -- the reduction of us in let's,
for example, though clitic us (as in They saw us) no longer re-
duces. Reinterpretation Is facilitated when the use of casual
speech forms extends into other styles (so that the Fallure to
use the forms marks speech as formal). The reduction of mot In
English has extended in this way, so that it is not surprising
to find peculiarities in 1ts phonology. These peacullarities, in
fact, extend to the forms taken by modals serving as hosts to
clitic not: shan't and won't lacking the [ | ] of shall and will,
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and won't and don't thowing vowels unpredictably related to the
vowels of will and do.

So we see that hosts as well as clitics may show excep~
tienal phonology. The fact that in the particular examples we
have been looking at both host and clitic are phonologically
exceptional supports an analysis of English cliticization in
which can't, shan't, won'e, and don’'t are treated as lexical
units. Speclal phonology for hosts is not invariably associated
with special phonology for clitics, however; modal going, as in

goling to
Fonia

shows an unparalleled shift from [e] toa [a] te [5] in the form
with enclitlc to, though the reduction of to is perfectly nor-

mal for English.

Wa're { } pluck pengudns.

When we turn fFrom the phonology of clitics and hosts indi-
vidually to the phonological properties of entire groups, matters
become stil] more complex, even for simple clitics. The most
straightforward situation would be if clitic attachment always
created genuine ‘phonological words', units to which all the
relevant (segmental and prosedic) word-internal vowels of the
language applied, and to which no other rules applied. Indeed,
very often we see word-internal rules applying within groups:
the reduction of intervocalic [nt] to [n] or f?] in wanna from
want to is the same as that In panties, for example. We have
already seen, however, that In some groups special rules apply:
further examples show special interactions between host and
clitic, as when let and give assimllate to a following clitic
e [ Iémi] and [gfm1 ]} while phonclogical ly similar verbs do not
{bet me is not pronounceable as [bfmi ], or have me as [ hémi ]).

The simple clitics in English seem, on the other hand, to
undergo all applicable word-Internal rules. To see this, we
must clarify what is to count as & relevant rule of word phono=-
logy. The matter is made complex by the fact that many languages,
English among them, have affixes falling into two classes ([some-
times more than two classes have been posited, as In Stanley
(1973)) with respect to their phonologlcal behavler. In English,
all the regular inflectional suffixes and some derivational suffixes,
for instance -ness, fall in one class of affixes (which Chomsky
and Halle (1968) assume are separated from thelr stems by a single
word boundary, #] the remainder Into the other class of affixes
(which Chomsky and Halle assume are separated from thelr stems
by the ordinary morpheme boundary, +); similarly for Dutch
derivational affixes discussed by Bool] (1976}, In English the
first suffixes have no effect on stress, while some of the second
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(Iike ~ic and -iey) do; /ng/ ic realized as [n] before suffixes of
the first sort, as it is in word-final position, but as [ng] before
the other suffixes; and so on. What is important for us here |s
that simple clitics show the phonological behavior of affixes of
the first, or #, type. One indication of this fact in English is
that enclitlcs never condition a stress shift; ambarasses preserves
is antepenult stress even with clitic ocbjects, as in

them [m]
It never embarasses {J‘mr [f }
f.2 Other Clitles. Special clities and bound words are much more
peculTar phonologlcally than simple elitics. To begin with, as |
palnted out in section 2.1 above, the phonological relationship
between a disjunct form and a conjunct form can be very remote;
consider two of the Norweglan oblique pronouns (Frethelm and Halwvar-

sen (1972:3):

written disjunct CON junct
*him ham [ ham] [n]
"her' henne  [hena ] [ena], [a]

or the first person singular subject pronoun clitic in Walbirl
(Hale (1973:315)) — disjunct natju, conjunct =na. Even where
there is some visible connection between the forms, as with

French moi/me and Iuisle, the forms usually cannot be reqularly
related within the language. As a resule, most investigators of
speclal clitics seem to have assumed that there is no rule-governed
phoncloglical relationship and that the distribution of forms is
essentially a lexical matter. In some cases, words that may occur
both preclicically and enclitically have different forms in the
two positions: thus Modern Greek third person plural feminine
accusative [tis] proclitic, [tes] enclitic.

Hosts, teo, may adopt special forms, as in Old Irish, where
verbs take a special 'conjunct flexion' (Thurneysen {1946: sec. 38))
when they cccur with the proclitics (negative and interrogative
markers, certaln conjunctions, and the combinations of prepo=
sitions with the relative particie) known as 'conjunct particles',

The most striking, and puzzling, aspect of the phonology of
special clitics and bound words, however, is the extent to which
groups show word-internal phonology. The subject is very intri-
cate: some special clitics and bound words act as If they were
associated with #{like simple clitics), others as If they werae
associated with +; some groups show the application of phenolo-
gical rules peculliar to sequences invelving clities,
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We have already seen examples of special clitics and bound
words evidencing what | shall call '"# behavior ': Madurese R and
Estonlan -k both fall to conditlion rules of Internal sandhl.
Similarly, the Sanskrit enclitic ca 'and' shows # behavior, since
Its hosts have the same forms before ca as they do before Inde-
pendent words beginning with c. The Spanish clitic pronouns show
# behavior In that they have no effect whatsoever on the position
of stress in their hosts: didndonoslos 'giving us them' malntalns
Its Initial stress even with two clitics (Harris (1963:119)}. And
the Turkish clitic personal endings do not bear stress {t:iyarli}:u}.
even though the regular word=-Internal stressing [5 on the final
syllable.

Though most special clitlcs and bound words show # beha-
vior, some ara phonologically integrated to the extent that they
show + bghavior. Thus, in Latin the accent placement rules apply
Lo the group rather than the word; the bound words -gue "and' and
interrogative =ne, and the special clitic cum "with", may there-
fore cause an accent shife:

virum ‘the man (acc.)’ virﬁn';ua "'of the man'
vidas 'vou see' vid'éan& 'do you seal’
cum vébis 'with you (pl.)' wvoblscum ‘with you (pl.)’

in Modern Greek, as we have already seen, stress placement works
(in a rather complex way) on groups as a whole; in addition to the
stressing In [féremlto] 'bring it to mel', there Is a special
stressing when an enclitic Is attached to a word with antepanul-
timate stress: [ofnBropos)] 'the man, person’, but [ cAnfiropdzmas ]
'our man,' person', HNote also the assimllation of [s] to a
following voiced [m], which is typical af word-internal phonology
in Modern Greek; Warburton (1970b:112) cites this assimilation in
particular whan she declares that 'when we say that procllitics and
enclitics attach themselves phonetically to the following and pre-
ceding word respectively, we mean that the resulting clusters are
subject to the phonologlical rules of morpheme medial clusters.’
Walbirli enclitics also behave like ardinary suffixes with respect
to the rule that "a suffixal high vowel assimilates to a pre-
ceding final high vowel' (Hale {1973:313). And In Catalan
{Johnson (Ms. 1974)), the [r] of the infinitive normally deletes
In word=-final position, but remains when a clitic follows:

[ kantd pé] ‘to sing well’
[ kantdr 1a] ‘eo =ing i¢ (fem.)}'

and [nt] normally slmpiifies to [n] word=finally or before a con-
sonant, but {in some styles) remains before a clitie:
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[fén o3] ‘doing this'
[purtént u] ‘bringing it'

But there are innumérable complications Im this picture.
Even In Modern Greek, special stressings in groups occur only with
anclitics, not with proclitics. And In Turkish, the snclitlies Tn
general show § behavior with respact to stress but + behavior
with respect to vowel harmony (the interrogative particle mu, for
Instanca, is stressless and takes lts vowel harmony from the word
to which it is attached: dogrii '"true', dogrit mu? 'truel’; bugin
‘today', bugiin mi? 'today?'; parén 'tomorrow’, garin mé "tomorrow?'
== examples adapted from Lewis (1967:105)).

In still other cases speacial rules (other than the 'marpho-
logical rules' described earlier) apply scross a boundary asso-
ciated with a ¢litic. Two examples of special facultative wariants
from Modern Greek should suffice: flrst, the second parson tingu-
lar genitive proclitic [su] often reduces to [s] in speech when it
precedes a direct object pronoun beglaning with [t] [sutoférno]

"I bring it ta you' = [stoférno]; second, the first consonant of

a proclitlie pronoun often volces after the (clitic) particles [8a]
and [na) -=- Fﬂatutnp&] "1'11 eell it to him' = [Badutopd] {examples
adapted from Householder et al. (1964:82-4)).

The complexity of the phonology of groups |3 on the same
order as the complexity of the phonology of compounds. In both
cases, some combinations show § behavior, some show + behavior,
some show § behavior in one respect and + behavior in another, and
somé show the application of speclal rules. There are languages
In which the compounds divide sharply into two classes with respect
to their phonologlcal propertles, and In which these two classes
can be associated with the boundaries ¥ and +. Allen {1975)
argues persuvasively for such a division in Malsh, for example. But
in Welsh the division Into # compounds and + compounds, though
motivated by several Independent phonological and syntactic proper-
ties, has no syntactic basis: some compounds act one way, some the
other, and there seems to be no general principle governing the
asslgnment of Forms to one category or the other {compare the £
compound cyn-faer "ex-mayor', from cyn 'former, preceding' and
masr '‘mayor', with the *+ compound cyn=-ddelu ({'prototype', from
ey and delu "image'), although Allen does point out that the +
compounds are, on the whole, semantically less transparent than
the # compounds. There are simllar problems in predicting the
stress patterns of English N-N combinations, where the differences
between forestress (FPifth Street) and afterstress (Fifth Avenue)
has sometimes been taken to involve the distinction between
genuine compounds (with internal ¥) and phrases {(with Internal # #):
see the discussion in Iwicky (1973}, Apparently, in Welsh and
English, some compounds have one boundary lexically, while others
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have another. There is no gquestion here of writing rules that
demote § to + (or § # to F) under certain statable conditions
{and even If It were possible to devise such rules, they could
be cbjected to on general theoretical grounds, as in Pyle (1972)).

If clitic groups, which exhibit the same sort of phonolo-
gical pecullarities as compound words, are to be analyred parallel
to compound words, then in at least some cases we would nesd to
list groups in the lexicon, complete with tha appropriate bounda-
ries or equivalent marks. In any event, it cannot be assumed
that the phonoclogy of clitics in a language follows in any simple
or direct way from syntactic rules of cliticization plus general
rules demoting # & to #, or # to + (which is not to say that
the groups in some languages, or some subclasses of the groups
in a particular langauge, might not submit to such an analysis).
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FOOTHOTES

*Paper read at the Third International Phonologie-Tagung at
the University of Vienna, I September 1976; an abbreviated version
Is to appear in Phonologica 1976, the proceedings of that con-
ference. A tiny precursor of this article was distributed in
dittos in January 1975. | have benefitted enormously from the
criticisms, suggestions, and factual contributions of those who
read this earlier version and of those who have discussed clitics
with me since then; among these intellectual supporters are
Arlene Berman, Wolfgang Dressler, Robert Hetzron, Robert Jeffers,
llse Lehiste, Patricia Donegan, Jerry Morgan, Geoff Pullum,
Jerrold Sadock, Jochem Schindler, David Stampe, Dieter Wanner, and
Ann Zwicky. | am, of course, much indebted to David Perlmutter,
whose work on clitics has largely defined the field and stated
the central issues.

Warlous potential counterexamples to this principle have
been drawn to my attention. Robert Herzron has pointed out to me,
for Instance, that the alternative plurals pemidoro and posedord
for Itallan pomodoro 'tomato' have what might be taken as the
same morphemes in different orders. Similarly, for some English
speakers, brothers-in-law and brother-in-laws. Clearly, these
examples are of compounds, with altarnative principles for the
placement of an Tn;lactlanl1 morpheme belonging to the compound
as a whole. As a class, compounds often show partly word-like,
partly phrase-like, syntax and phonology (see footnotes 2 and 3
below, and sec. 7.2), and in this respect they resemble clitie
constructions, though | will assume the two types of 'demi-words'
can be distinguished.

“Here, too, compounds == and compound-)ike affixal construc-
tions (for instance, the English stressed prefixes mis—, dis-, re-,
over-, and 50 on) == may show external rather than lnternal beha-
vior, as when a stop at the end of the first slement of a Sanskrit
compound assimllates in voleing to the segment beginning the
second element (gad-aha 'period of six days', from sat < sas
'six' and aha 'day'), paralleling word=final (but not word-
internal) stops; or when English has aspirated volceless SLOpS
after the [s] of stressed mis- and di=- (in migtranslate and
disconnect), paralleling word-initial (but not word-internal
voiceless stops.

Iagaln, compounds and certain affixed forms resembling com
pounds may show exceptional behavior, as in German Mittag- und
Abendessen 'lunch and dinner' and Ein- und Ausgang 'entrance and
exit", or English book and magazine seller and pro— and anei=
Marxists,

“The bulk of Givdn (1971), concerned with this end develap-
ment, gives examples where morpheme aordering within words reflects
an earller syntactic order.
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*This term was suggested to me by Robert Hetzron as a
substitute for my earlier support.

fAnother nonstandard term., My use of It here is not to
be confused with other uses this word has had In Jinguisties.

Mor §is the ¥rnug to be confused with the phonological word or
phonological phrase, in Chomsky and Halle {1988] ar other works.

7An unsuccessful attempt at framlng such a condition is
Postal's hypothesis that

cliticization is, In general, blocked across major

congtituent boundaries, particularly across clause

boundaries. Processes like cliticization would ba

parmitted only for those conatituents which are, at
late levels of derivation, sisters =- and possibly

gisters of cortain limited kinds of conatituenta.

(Postal (1974:106})

Postal |s maintaining that there [s a syntactic difference between
I believe It Is true and I balieve it to be true (it Is true |5 an
5 in the first example, while it is a surface direct object In

the second), that the difference corresponds to o difference In
clitic behavior (ie Is a (simple) clitic In the second example

but not In the first), and that a unlversal constraint accounts
for the difference. But the putative constraint s viclated by
other simple clitlcs In English {(as In The one you selected's
probably going to win, where iz clitlclizes to the verb of an
embedded clause}, and there |s not much reason to think It holds
for zpecial clitics or bound words elther {Postal himself cltes
counterexamples with the English possessive morphema) .

BLakoff's treatment has been widely disputed (I will not
review this literature here), but the alternatives that have been
suggested seem to me fo be notational variants, each cading
globality in lts own way.

*If the attachment of pot i4 optional, then the ordering
attachment -- Inverslon is paradexical, violating as it does the
principle of Obligatory-Optional Precedence {Ringen (1972)).
However, if the attachment of not is obligatory (that 1s, If
not must cliticize whenever Tt lacks stress), then attachment
would be expected to apply before inverslon, by Proper Inclu-
sion Precedence (Sanders (1974)). Since | know of no compelling
avldence against the assumption that not-attachment is obligatory,
I will assume that it is; perhaps other attachments of simple
clities are as weall.
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"Win the latter case, further anmalysis |5 needed, for the
agreement rules might be one that streightforwardly coplies some
morphemes into the clitic position, or It might be one calling for
a clitic agreement in certain abstract features with the source
WF. Hale (1973) makes this point very clearly for Walbiri, which
he argues has an abstract agreement rule,

Lighrau is an SVO language, so that there is no difficulty
in seeing that these particles are genuinely sentence-final, In
an 30V language like the Siouan language Hidatsa (Matthews (1965:
ch.3)) It is hard to tell whather certain morphemes are S-final
or ¥-final. The Hidatsa mood morphemes appear to be V-Final,
however, since in certain moods the subject may follow the
particle (this is so for the 'pericd’ particle o, the report
particle rahe, and the quotative particle wareac) while in two
other moods the subject must follow the particle {for the
optative (alh and the imperative fajka).

110 ys0 languages It may be hard to distinguish S-initial
cliticization from ¥-Initial cliticization. For example, In
modern Welsh the affirmative particle y(r), the question particle
a, and the negative particle nifd) all come at the beginning of
tentences, and hence also come before verb forms. There are a
Few cases In which other elements can precede one of these particles
(the question words ble 'where', pa bryd 'when', and sut 'how'
can precede y(r), for Instance), but on the whole, when a consti-
tuent is moved In Front of the verb the particle gir} 15 not used
at all and the question particle (in the form ai) and the negative
particle remain in sentence-initia) position (Bowen and Rhys Jones
{:?ﬁ?==h. 28). | conclude that these three particles are S-initial
clitics,

'3Dinnsen's 1972 reanalysis of the Spanish case involves
two $5C's, one referring to se and to the category of person, the
other referring to the case categories:

reflexl ve-benefactive-dat ive-accusative,
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