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Abstract. The paper examines clitic placanent and the nature of clitic dustering in Serbo-
Croatian, Bulgarian, and Macealonian. It is argued that Serbo-Croatian clitics do nd cluster
syntadicaly; they are locaed in dfferent projedions in the syntax. The order of cliti cs within
the ditic duster is argued to follow from the hierarchicd arrangement of projedions in which
they are located. The paper also provides a principled accourt of the idiosyncratic behavior of
the auxiliary clitic je, which in contrast to ather auxiliary cliti cs follows pronaminal clitics. In
contrast to Serbo-Croatian cliti cs, Bulgarian and Macedonian cliti cs are argued to cluster in the
same head pasitionin the final syntactic representation. The duster is formed through successve
cyclic leftward adjunctions of clitics to the verb, in accordance with the LCA. Following
Chomsky’s (199) suggestion that cliti cs are anbiguous head/phrasal elements, it is argued that
clitics do nd branch, hence cana take complements. This clam leads to a new propcsal
concerning the structural representation d several cliti ¢ forms.

This paper examines clitic placenent and the nature of clitic dustering in the South Slavic
languages. On the more theoreticd side, the paper addresss the question d whether PF can
affect word order. It also makes a proposal concerning the structural representation d cliti cs
which is meant to hdd crosdinguisticdly. In section 11 examine the ditic system of Serbo-
Croatian (SC), a second pasition clitic language. In sedion 2 | turn to Bulgarian and
Macalonan, whose diti cs are traditionally considered to be verbal.
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1. Serbo-Croatian clitics

The phenomenon d secmnd pasition cliti cization in SC isill ustrated by (1a-d). Locating cliticsin
any other pasition a splitting the diti ¢ duster in (1) would lead to ungrammaticdity. (Cliti cs are
giveninitalics.)

(1) a Mi smo mu je predstavili juce.
we ae him.dat her.acc introduced yesterday
‘Weintroduced her to hm yesterday.’
b.Zasto smo mu je predstavili juce?
why are him.dat her.acc introduced yesterday
‘Why did we introduce her to hm yesterday?
c.Onatvrdi da smomu je mi predstavili juce.
she daimsthat are him.dat her.acc we introduced yesterday
‘She daimsthat we introduced her to hm yesterday.’
d.Predstavili smo mu je juce.
introduced are  him.dat her.acc yesterday
‘Weintroduced her to hm yesterday.’

Sewnd pa@ition cliti cization in SC has recantly attraded a greda dea of attention (see Anderson
1996, Bennet 1986, 1987, Boeckx and Stjepanovi¢ 2000, Boskovié, 1995, 1997a, 2000a, 2001a,
Bogkovi¢ and Franks 2002, Browne 1974, 1975, 1993, Caink 1998, 1999, Cavar and Wilder
1994, Dimitrova-Vulchanova 1995,Embick and Izvorski 1997,Franks 1997, 1998, 1999, 20@)
Franks and King 2000, Franks and Progovac 1994, Halpern 1995,Hock 1992,King 1996, Law
2001, Percus 1993, Phillips 1996, Progovac 1996, 1998, 1999, 2000, Radanovi¢-Koci¢ 1988,
1996, Rivero 1997, Roberts 1994, Schiitze 1994, Stjepanovi¢ 1998a,b, 1999, Tomic¢ 1996, 2000,
Wilder and Cavar 1994a,b, 1997,Zec and Inkelas 1990. Most recent work on the topic focuses
on cliti ¢ placament and the nature of the second position effed. These isaues are often considered
to be related, espedally in the syntadic goproaches to the seond paition effect. However, in
Boskovi¢ (2000a, 2001a), I argue that the two issues are largely independent, clitic placement
being accomplished entirely in the syntax and the seand position effed being a phondogicd
effect. In this paper | will concentrate on the question d cliti ¢ placanent, mostly ignoring the
seoond paition effed. However, a few words are in order on the nature of the seand paition
eff ect so that we can control for it during the discusson d cliti ¢ placeament.



1.1 The second position effect

The traditional statement that SC cliti cs are second within their clause is actually incorred. It is
well-known that certain elements, such as appasitives, fronted heavy congtituents, and
parentheticals, can delay clitic placement, which results in clitics occurring further than the
send paition d their clause. Thisis shown by (2)-(4), where the cliti cs occur in the third and
the fourth pasition d their clause. (For discusson d delayed cliti ¢ placanent, see Bennett 1986
Bogkovi¢ 1995, 2000a, 2001a, Browne 1974, 1975, Cavar and Wilder 1994, Franks 1998, Franks
and King 2000, Halpern 1995, Percus 1993, Progovac 1996, Radanovi¢-Koci¢ 1988, 1996
Schiitze 1994, Tomi¢ 1996, and Zec and Inkelas 1990, among others).

(2) Sa Petrom Petrovicem srela se samo Milena
with Petar  Petrovi¢ ~ met self only Milena
‘With Petar Petrovi¢, only Milena met.’

(3) Znac¢i da, kaoStorekoh, on e sutra doci.

means that as aid they will tomorrow arrive
‘It means that, as | said, they will arrive tomorrow.’
(4) Ja, tvoja mama, obecala samti sladoled.

| your mother promised am youdat icecream
‘I, your mother, promised you anice aeam.’

As observed in Boskovié (2000a, 2001a) and Radanovi¢-Koci¢ (1983), the distribution o SC
seoond paition cliti cs, il lustrated abowve, can be stated in very simple prosodic terms:

(5) SC cliti cs oceur in the seand paition d their intonational phrase.

Nespor and Vogel (1982 1986, Sdkirk (1986, and Hayes (1989, among others, have propased
a hierarchical theory of the prosodic structure, which is determined by, but does not completely
correspondto, the syntactic structure of the sentence One of the units of this prosodic structure
is intonational phrase (I-phrase). Following standard assumptions, | assume that unless
interrupted by a speaa element that forms a separate intonation damain, ead clause is mapped
to asingle I-phrase. More preasely, the left edge of a CP corresponds to an I-phrase boundhry.
Certain elements, such as appasitives, parentheticals, and heavy fronted constituents, are spedal
in that they form separate I-phrases, evidence for which is provided by the fad that they are
followed by pauses. (An I-phrase thus does not aways correspond to a CP.) Under the most
natural pronurciation, cliti c second constructions such as (6) then contain oy one I-phrase.



(6) Zaspao je lvan.
fallen-asleep is Ivan
‘Ivan fell asdee.

In (2)-(4), onthe other hand, the relevant clauses are parsed into more than ore I-phrase, since
the gpasitive in (4), the fronted heavy constituent in (2), and the parentheticd in (3) form
separate |-phrases. This means that a new |-phrase starts after these dements. Note that the
elements in question are obligatorily foll owed by a pause, an indication of an I-phrase boundry.
(For more phonological evidence to this effect, see Radanovié¢-Koci¢ 1988, 1996.) Given this, it
is clea that the diti cs are locaed in the seand paition d their I-phrase in (2)-(4). When we
attempt to place a biti c in the third pasition o its|-phrase, we get an ungrammaticd sentence, as
indicated by (7), which contains only one I-phrase, namely the whale clause.* The constructions
in (9) are dso ungrammaticd because, in contrast to (3)-(4), they run afoul of (5).

(7) *Petra  srelaje samo Milena.
Petar.acc met isonly Milena.nom
‘Petar, oy Milenamet.’

(8) cf. Petraje srelasamo Milena.

(9) a. *Ja obe¢ala samti sladoled.

| promised am you.dat ice aeam
b. ¥*Znaci da oni ce sutra do¢i.
means that they will tomorrow arrive

(10) a cf. Ja samti obecala sladoled.

b. cf. Znac¢i da ce sutra doéi.

To summarize, the correct descriptive generalization concerning the distribution o SC
seoond paition clitics is not that they are second within their clause, bu within their I-phrase,
which strongly indicates that the second paition effed is phondogicd in nature.

An interesting confirmation d (5) is provided by the following data from Boskovié¢
(20019).

'As noted by Browne (1975, even moved constituents that are not heary can delay clitic
placanent as long as they bear heary contrastive stress and are followed by a pause, which
indicaes that the relevant elements are forming separate I-phrases. | disregard this posshbili ty
here.



(11) *Ko koga jepdjubio?
whowhom iskissd
‘Who kissed who?

(12) ?Koji ¢ovjek, koju je knjigu kupgo?
whichman whichisbook boght
“Which man bouwght which book”

The ungrammaticdity of (11) is not surprising. Given Rudin’s (1988 claim that fronted wh-
phrases in SC do nd form a cngtituent, (11) conforms to the phondogical statement of the
second paition effect: the ditic is not locaed in the seoond paition d its I-phrase (assuming a
straightforward mapping between syntadic and prosodic constituents). Interestingly, as shown in
(12), such constructions beame better with heavier wh-phrases.? The first wh-phrase in (12) is
followed by a pause, which | take to be an indication d an I-phrase boundary. As a result, the
clitic is locaed in the seoond paition d its I-phrase in (12). The prosodic statement of the
send paition effect in (5) readily captures the mntrast between (11) and (12). On the other
hand, it is difficult to seehow the cntrast can be acounted for under a purely syntactic acount
since dl propaosed analyses of multiple wh-fronting constructions assgn (11) and (12) the same
syntadic structure.

In Boskovié (2000a, 2001a) T give an account of the descriptive generalization in (5). The
upshat of the analysisisthat as aresult of their PFlexica properties, SC cliti cs must encliti cize
to a onstituent that is right-adjacent to an I-phrase boundxry. As a result, they must be second
within their I-phrase. The analysis forces phondogical clustering of I-phrase-mate diti cs, but not
clause-mate diti cs. However, it does nat force syntactic dustering d cliti cs in the sense that it
does not force ditics necessarily to occur in the same heal pasition (see sedion 1.3. for
discusson of syntactic placement of SC clitics). Thus, under the analysis presented in Boskovi¢
(200Qg, 2003), (13) isruled ou in PF becaise prosodic properties of the pronamina clitic ae
not satisfied. In ather words, the pronaminal clitic is not located in the second paition o its |-
phrase, in violation o (5).3

“The relevance of this type of construction was pointed ou to me by Steven Franks (personal
communication).

®As discussed in Boskovi¢ (2000a, 2001a), da-clauses are parsed as sparate |-phrases, which
means that an I-phrase boundary precedes da. As aresult, the auxili ary cliti ¢ satisfies (5).



(13)..*da su juce ga istukli.
that are yesterday him beaen
‘that they bea him yesterday.’

It is well-known that Slovenian dffers from SC in that its clitics can be ather encliti cs or
proclitics (see Bennett 1986, Boskovi¢ 2001a, Browne 1986, 1994, Derbyshire 1993, Franks
1998, Franks and King 2000, Golden and Milojevié Sheppard 2000, Ores$nik 1983-1984, Priestly
1993,and TopaisSi¢ 1984, among others). As discussed in Boskovié (2001a), their host still must
be aljacent to an I-phrase boundry. The difference between SC and Slovenian is that in
Slovenian, clitics can either procliticize or encliticize to the host. As a result, prosodicaly,
nothing prevents bre&ing of a ditic duster in Slovenian by an element that is itself adjacent to
an |-phrase boundary. As observed in Boskovi¢ (2001a:162), some constructions of this type are
indeed acceptable in Slovenian. (A possble cntext for (14) would be aquestion expressng the
speker’s doult abou yesterday.)

(14) ?So vceraj ga pretepli?
are yesterday him beaen
‘They beat him yesterday?

This confirms the relevance of prosodic requirements to clitic dustering in the languages in
question.

| conclude here the discusson d the second paition effed and turn to cliti c placement.
During the discusson d the syntax of clitic placement we will neel to control for the second
pasition effed. More precisaly, we will need to make sure that (5) is obeyed. A construction that
violates (5) will be ruled out in PF independently of whether syntactic requirements of its clitics
are satisfied.

1.2 Prosodic I nversion

Before discussng the detail s of syntadic placanent of SC clitics | will examine an important
argument for PF movement based onSC cliti cization.

Halpern (19%) proposes that in certain well-defined configurations SC cliti cs undergo a
PF movement operation. Halpern argues that if a SC clitic is locaed sentence-initially in the
output of the syntax, it will move in the phonoogy looking for an appropriate host. The
underlying assumption here is that SC seand position clitics have alexicd requirement that
forces them to encliti cize to a stressed element. Clitics are dlowed to move in PF in arder to



satisfy this requirement. Given the well-defined motivation for PF movement, the movement
ends up keing very locd--it places the diti c in a position immediately foll owing the first stressed
word. Halpern (1995 cdls the operation resporsible for moving cliti cs in PF Prosodic Inversion
(P). He considers it to be a last-resort operation that affeds clitics only if their prosodic
requirements are not satisfied and moves them only the minimal distance necessary to satisfy the
requirements.”

Halpern proposes Pl to acount for the traditional observation (see Browne 1974 and
Comrie 1981]) that SC clitics can be located either after the first phrase of their sentence (1P
environment), as in (15), or after the first word (IW environment), as in (16), where a clitic
appeasto hre&k upaphrasal constituent:

(15) Tog Covjeka su vidjeli.
that man areseen
‘They saw that man.

(16) Tog su ¢ovjeka vidjeli.

It is gandardly assumed that in (15), where a whole phrase precedes the ditic, syntadic
movement can provide ahost for the diti c. Halpern argues that in 1W environments such as (16)
Pl provides a host for the diti c. According to Halpern, the ditic is ®ntenceinitia in the output
of the syntax. (Halpern adually does not provide independent evidence for this claim.) Pl then
takes placein the phondogy, placing the diti c ater thefirst stressed word, namely tog.

“The definition d Pl from Halpern (199563) isgivenin (i).

(i) For a DCL [directional clitic], X, which must attach to a ® [phonological word] to its left
(respectively right),
a. If there is a ®, Y, comprised of material which is syntactically immediately to the left
(right) of X, then adjoin X to theright (left) of Y.
b. else attach X to the right (left) edge of the ® composed of syntactic material
immediately to its right (left).

Similar operations were propased for other languages by Marantz (1988, 1989 Sproat (1988,
Sadock (1997), and Taylor (1990. For Prosodic Inversion analyses of SC, see &so Embick and
Izvorski (1997), King (1996), Percus (1993), and Schiitze (1994.



(17) a. Syntax: su tog ¢ovjeka vidjeli.
b.PF: Tog su ¢ovjekavidjeli.

Pl may be the strongest case ever made for PF movement. A number of constructions have been
recently suggested to involve PF movement, for example, traditional rightward movement
constructions and scrambling. In most cases, this is not because such constructions are
particularly amenable to a PF movement analysis but becaise they do nd fit well in the syntax.
This is not the cae with Pl. Pl is a clealy defined movement operation, with a precise
phondogicd motivation and explicitly defined locdity restrictions ensitive to phondogicd
information, which is generally not a charaderistic of other putative examples of PF movement.
Strongest arguments for Pl come from South Slavic diticization. However, a doser scrutiny
reveds that not only is Pl not necessary to account for South Slavic diticization, bu that South
Slavic diti cization provides very strong evidence against it. | will focus here on SC; the reader is
referred to Boskovi¢ (2001a) for discussion of PI with respect to Bulgarian and Macealonian, as
well asthe li-construction aaossSlavic languages.

Noticefirst that we do not need PI to derive (16). SC is alanguage that freely al ows left-
branch extraction (see Boskovi¢ 2001c¢ for discussion of left-branch extradion). Determiners,
and left-branches of NPsin general, can be routinely separated from nours, as ill ustrated by (18),
which canna be derived by Pl and must invalve syntadic movement (left-branch extradion) of
kojeg/tog. (More predsely, what (18), where the separation d kojeg/tog and covjeka canna be
acomplished by PI, shows is that we need to be ale to separate determiners from nours in SC
independently of Pl.)

(18) Kojeg/Tog; tvrdiSda su t; covjeka vidjeli.
which/that claim that are  man sea
‘Which man doyou claim that they saw.’
‘That man, you claim that they saw.’

Based on this, Progovac (1996) and Wilder and Cavar (1994a) argue that the 1W/1P dichotomy
with resped to cliti ¢ placement in (15)-(16) is an artifad of the general possbility of left-branch
extradion in SC. According to them, in (16) we ae dso deding with 1P placement, with the
phrase preceding the diti c being locaed in front of the ditic a SS after undergoing left-branch
extradion. What is important for our current purpaoses is that we do nd need Pl to derive (16),
which shoud be dear given the grammaticality of (18), which is underivable through PI.

Strong evidence against Pl is provided by constructions in which a syntacticdly
immobile dement attempts to hast a ditic. In (19) we have an element that apparently cannot



undergo syntactic movement. As sown in (20) and dscussed by Progovac (199%) and Wil der

and Cavar (1994a), the element in question also cannot precede a second position cliti ¢.

(19) *Prema hodgju t; Mileni.
toward walk  Milena.dat
‘They are walking toward Milena.’
(20) *Prema su Mileni hodii.
toward are Milena.dat walked
‘Toward Milenathey walked.
(21 cf. Oni su prema Mileni hodali.
they are toward Milena.dat walked

Given (21), it shoud be possble for the syntax to provide the foll owing structure ainpu to PF:
(22) su [pp prema Mileni] hodali.

Pl shoud then apply plaang the diti c after prema, incorrectly deriving (20).

Certain fads concerning split names discussed in Franks (1997 confirm that only
elements that can be placed in front of clitics by syntactic movement (or be base-generated in
front of cliti cs) can hast cliti cs, which means that syntax, rather than phaiology, provides a host
for SC clitics. In SC it is posgble in some caes to infled for structural case ather one or both
names in first+last name mmplexes.®

(23)a. Lava  Tolstoja  Citam.
Leo.acc Tolstoi.acc read
‘Leo Tolstoi, | read.
b.?Lava  Tolstoj Citam.
Leo.acc Tolstoi.nom rea

*Most SC prepasitions are lexicdly unaccented (they procliti cize to the following stressed word)
and therefore canna haost cliti cs, which need a phondogicdly strong host. However, prema is
aacented.

*Nominative is the default case in (23)-(25). Steven Franks (personal communication) suggests
treaing the nominative dements in the cnstructions in question as frozen (i.e. uninfleded)
forms.



c. Lav Tolstoja  Citam.
Leo.nam Tolstoi.acc red

The first name can be separated from the last name by movement only when they are both
infleaded for structural case.

(24) a. Lavacitam Tolstoja.
b. *Lava Citam Tolsto;j.

c. *Lav citam Tolstoja.
Significantly, cliti cization patterns with movement in the relevant resped.’
(25 a Lava sam Tolstoja Citala.

Leo.acc an Tolstoi.acc read
‘Leo Tolstoi, | read.

b.*Lava sam Tolstoj Citala.
Leo.acc an Tolstoi.nom read
C.*Lav sam Tolstoja  Ccitala.

Leo.nanam Tolstoi.accread

Franks observes that this is expeded if only elements that can be base-generated or syntacticdly
moved in front of a ditic can precede the ditic. On the other hand, urder the Pl analysis we
would exped all of the constructionsin (25) to be accetable, since nothing blocks the derivation
in which the names remain in SpeclP overtly, with the diti c located above the subjed (C under
most Pl analyses). Pl would then place the clitic &ter the first name, the first stressed word
following the ditic, thus deriving (25), incorrectly predicting all of these cnstructions to be
good.

More evidence against Pl and for strictly syntactic ditic haosting is provided by
possbiliti es for contrastive focus in constructions involving complex names, noted in Boskovi¢
(20018). As hown in (26), either the first name or the last name of a mmplex town name split
by a ditic can be mntrastively focused.® However, it is not possble to contrastively focus the

"Franks notes this with resped to examples in which orly the first nameis infleded for structural
case. As nated in Boskovi¢ (200(), nahing changes if only the second rame is inflected for
structural case.

8Under the most natural interpretation, ae of the names lit by a diti c is contrastively focused.

10



whole mmplex name if the nameis $lit by a ditic. To dothat, the diti ¢ has to follow the whole
9
name.

(26) a. U GORNJI su Vakuf dosli, re DONJI.
in Gornji  are Vakuf arrived na Donji
‘In Gornji Vakuf they arrived, na Donji (Vakuf).’
b. U Backusu TOPOLU daosli, re PALANKU.
in Backa are Topola  arrived, not Palanka
‘In Backa Topola they arrived, not (Bac¢ka) Palanka.’
c. *U NOVI suSAD daodli, ne ZRENJANIN.
in Novi areSad arrived, nd Zrenjanin
‘In Novi Sad they arrived, nd Zrenjanin.’
d. U NOVI SAD sudaodli, neZRENJANIN.

These fads are surprising if in split-name constructions the diti c is placed after the first name by
PI, in which case (26) would have the foll owing S-Structures.

(27) a su u Gornji Vakuf daodli...
b.su u Backu Topolu dosli...
c. suuNovi Sad dddli...

We ould try to account for focus posghiliti es in these @nstructions by assuming that the
paosition immediately following the ditic is a focus pasition, to which focused elements move.
The problem is to limit the focus requirement to the first name. It appears that nathing blocks the
derivation in which the whae cmplex town name is contrastively focused. By applying Pl we
then incorredly derive (26c), with the whole cmplex town name focused. (Note that the

This might be the reason why some spedkers find constructions like (25a8) somewhat degraded.

°*Note that Donji Vakuf and Backa Palanka exist. To the best of my knowledge, there is no Novi
Zrenjanin or Zrenjanin Sad Contrastively focused elements are given in capitals. Note that non-
clitic material can also intervene between the names, asin (i).

(i) U Gornji su on  Vakuf dodli.

in Gornji arethey Vakuf arrived
‘In Gornji Vakuf, they arrived.

11



preposition u is not stressed and therefore nat a phondogicd word.)

(28) Syntax: suuNOVI SAD dasli...
PF: U NOVI su SAD dasli...

The data in (26) can be realily accounted for under purely syntactic movement acouns
of SC cliti cization. Apparently, there ae two focus positionsin SC, one dowve the auxili ary clitic
and one below it (see Boskovi¢ 1997b and Stjepanovi¢ 1995, 1999 for precise locations of these
pasitions). The first option is ill ustrated by (26a,d) and the second by (26b).° Notice that if a
clitic host can be placed in front of the ditic only through syntactic movement (I am ignoring
here dements that are base-generated in front of clitics), we have a dired corresponcdence
between PF word order and the output of the syntax. Since neither the pre-auxili ary nor the post-
auxili ary focus position contains the whole complex name in (26a-c), the whole complex name
canna be focused, orly its parts can be. In (26d), the whole name can be focused, since the
whole name can be located in the focus pasition in the syntax.

| conclude, therefore, that split-name constructions, which have previously been argued
to provide evidence that cliti ¢ placanent cannat be syntadic (see, for example, Anderson 1996,
are not only consistent with syntactic placement accourts, bu in fad provide strong evidence
against PI.*

To summarize the discussion in this sedion, the data discussed above indicate that only
elements that can be independently shown to be able to undergo syntactic movement can precede
and hat cliticsin SC. The Prosodic Inversion analysis sioud be rejeded sinceit failsto capture
the correlation between syntactic movability and the aility to host a ditic. | conclude, therefore,
that the medhanism of Prosodic Inversion is not available in natural language. Since Prosodic
Inversion was probably the strongest argument for PF movement, it is tempting to conclude that
there isno PF movement at al (for much relevant discussion, seec Boskovi¢ 2001a.)

19 assume that it is naot posshble to “activate” both focus positions in the same dause. Doing this
would dten lead to a relativized-minimality violation with focus movement (i.e. focus
movement aaoss a focused element). Notice dso that constructions involving multiple dause-
mate foci are extremely rare crosdinguisticaly, most languages disalowing them (see Kiss
1995.

“The same hadds for its nonrmovement versions that place clitics after the first word past-
syntadically (seeAnderson 1993and Caink 1998.

12



1.3 Clitic placement

In this dion | addressthe isaue of clitic placenent. Until receantly, it was gandardly assumed
that SC clitics are always located in C. I argued against this position in Boskovi¢ (1995). Since
then, a number of arguments against it have been given in the literature (see, for example,
Boskovi¢ 2000a, 2001a, Caink 1998, Progovac 1999, Stjepanovi¢ 1998a,b, 1999, and Wilder and
Cavar 1997). Since the clitics-in-C position seams to be completely abandoned, | will not dwell
onit here.

| will focus on an analysis which shares with the cliti cs-in-C analysis the assumption that
SC cliti cs are locaed in the same head paosition. The analysis in question, which was proposed
independently in Franks (1998 and Caink (1998 (see &so Franks 200@g, Franks and King 2000,
and Caink 1999, hdds that SC clitics are locaed as high as paossble, i.e. in the highest head
position of their clause. Together with some recent work (see Boskovi¢ 1997a and references
therein), the aithors in question assume that only phrase structure which is independently
required is projeded. As a result, since dauses do nd always have the same phrase structure
projeded, urder their analysis SC clitics do nd have afixed structural position. They can aso
end up keing pretty low in the structure (by low | mean lower than CP, were it projeded). As a
result, several problems that arise under the diti cs-in-C analysis do nd arise under the diti cs-in-
the-highest-head-position-of-the-clause analysis. However, this analysis has ssme problems of
its own. Focusing on Franks's version d the analysis on which cliti cs undergo overt movement
to the highest head position of their clause, as discussed in Boskovi¢ (2001a), it is very difficult
to implement this analysis. In particular, there is no gincipled way in the arrrent theory to
ensure that SC clitics always move overtly to the highest head pasition pojeded. Franks
asumes that the movement is driven by a strong feaure of clitics. Since ditics do nd have a
fixed structural position, it must then be the cae that the strong fedure is chedked through
movement to different positions in dfferent clauses. It is very difficult to seehow this date of
affairs can be formalized in a principled way (see Boskovi¢ 2001a for additional problems
concerning the successve cyclic nature of the ditic movement and the relation between cliti c-
and V-movement). However, the most serious problem with this analysis is that, just like the
clitics-in-C analysis, the analysis in question crucially relies on the assumption that clause-mate
clitics are all located in the same heal position. There is considerable amourt of evidence that
the assumption is untenable, which means that any analysis that crucially relies on it must be
regjeded on empiricd grounds. | discuss the relevant evidence in the next sedion. The discusson
will also give us an insight into the adual structural positions of SC cliti cs.
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1.3.1 SC cliticsdo not cluster in the same head position

Stjepanovi¢ (1998a, b) provides evidence that clause-mate diti csin SC do nd cluster in the same
head pasition in the syntax based onVP dlli psis. She observes that VP €lipsisin SC can delete
part of a diti c duster, leaving some diti cs behind.*?

(29) a. Mi smo mu ga i, a i vi ste mu——ga—-b (takode).
we ae him.dat it.acc given and also youare him.dat it.accgiven too
‘We gaveit to hm, and you dd too.
b.cf. *Mi smo mu ga dai, aivi mu ga stedali (takodie).

The possbhility of VP dllipsis in (29a) raises a serious problem for the assumption that cliti cs
cluster under the same node in SC. Under this assumption, (29a) has to involve deletion d anon
constituent, which is standardly assumed not to be possible. Stjepanovi¢ takes (29a) as evidence
that SC clitics are not located under the same noce in the syntax, i.e., they are locaed in separate
maximal projedions, the auxiliary clitic being higher than the pronomina clitics. (The
ungrammaticdity of (29b) is consistent with this assumption) Example (29a) can then be
analyzed as invalving constituent deletion.

Another argument that clause-mate diti csin SC are not located in the same head pasition
is provided by Wilder and Cavar (1997) based on clitic placement in coordinations like (30).

(30) Ivan jekupio autoi  razbio ga
Ivanis bought car andruined it
‘Ivan baught a ca andruined it.’

If clause-mate diti cs must be located in the same heal pasition, (30) must involve cordination
of two clauses. This means that the second conjunct must contain a deleted auxili ary, as shownin
the structure in (31). (Wilder and Cavar 1997 are following the standard assumption of syntactic
acouns of that time that clitics are located in C. Nothing, however, changes if (30) involves
clausal coordination onthe IP, rather than the CP level. Notice aso that by itself, Razbio gajeis
aceptable.)

?The anstituent undergoing €lli psis in (29) could acually be larger than VP. (The same remark
appliesto the VP coordination and the VP fronting data discussed below.)
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(32) [cplvan je kupio auto] i [cp [co razbio gaje] [ip pro..J]

On the other hand, if clause-mate clitics in SC do nd have to be locaed in the same heal
position (more predsely, if auxiliary clitics can be higher in the structure than pronaminal
clitics), (30) can be given the structure in (32), with no dleted auxiliary in the second conjunct

(see Bogkovié 2001a for a more detailed discussion of the structure of (31).)*3
(32) [cplvan je[vp kupio auto] i [vp razbio ga]]

Wilder and Cavar observe that the deletion of the auxiliary in (31) should not be allowed. It
violates the condtion ondlipsis in (33), whaose dfed is illustrated by the impaosshility of
deleting the diti c in the second conjunct of Spanish (344).

(33) No part of an X° may be deleted (forward deletion)
(34) a. *Juanlocomproy Javier leleyo.
Juan it bowht and Javier it read
‘Juan bowght it and Javier read it.’
b. cf. Juan lo compré y Javier lo leyo.

It also violates Wilder’s (1997 condtion onforward deletion given in (35), sincethe auxiliary is
precaled and presumably c-commanded (given Kayne's 1994 L CA) by the participle. The dfed

3An anonymous reviewer propaoses ancther analysis on which the pronominal element moves out
of the seand conjunct, with ga in the seand conjunct treated as a resumptive pronounwhich
saves the mnstruction from an island violation. There are several problems with this analysis.
Thus, ore question that arises is why the pronaun is also na pronourced in the raised position
outside of the aordination given that the resumptive pronounstrategy normally does nat prevent
the head of the relevant chain to be phondogicdly realized. The most serious problem, however,
concerns the fad that SC does nat have the resumptives-as-island-rescuers drategy, asill ustrated
by (i) for theisland under consideration.

(i) *Auto, Jovan jekupio kuéu i  razbio ga

ca Jovan isbought house and ruined it
‘Jovan bouwght ahouse andruined a car.’
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of the cndtionisill ustrated by (36). (Examples (36b-c) are from SC. Notice that a parall €lism
constraint on deletion requires that the deleted element’s position is the same as the
antecalent’s.) For more anpirica evidence for the wndtion, seeWilder (1997 and Wilder and
Cavar (1997).%

(35) Head Condition: no constituent can be deleted that is c-commanded by an overt X° in its
conjunct at S-Structure.
(36) a. *John hes bought Mary a bookand given Mary-abeek
b.*lvan kupye Mariji knjigei daje Mariji—knjige.
Ivan buys Marija books and gives Marijabooks

c. cf. lvan Mariji knjige kupye i Marijiknjige daje.

Wilder and Cavar observe that the above problems do not arise under the VP coordination
anaysis of (30), shown in (32), sinceif the second conjunct isa VP (or AgroP for that matter), it
does nat have to contain a deleted auxili ary. Notice, however, that the dause-mate auxili ary and
the pronaminal cliti cs are not locaed in the same head positionin (32), the auxili ary cliti ¢ being
higher than the pronaminal cliti c.

In Boskovi¢ (2000a, 2001a) I provide evidence that SC clitics are not located in the same
heal pasition kased on constructions like (37), where the presence of a parentheticd makes a
cliti c split possble:

(837)a Oni su, kao sto sam vam  rekla, predstavili se Petru.
they are & am you.cat said introduced self.accPetar.dat
‘They, as| told you, introduced themselves to Petar.’

b. *Oni se, kao sto samvamrekla, predstavili su Petru.

As aresult of the presence of the parenthetical, which introduces an additional I-phrase (an I-
phrase bourdary immediately follows the parentheticd), ead clitic in (37a) is located in the
seoond paition d its I-phrase, satisfying (5). What is important for our current purposes is that

“As discussd in Boskovi¢ (2001a), | assume that (33) and (35) apply to €elipsis deletion, bu
nat to copy deletion, dscussed below.

*The example would be unacceptable withou the parenthetical because the seaond cliti ¢ would
not be locaed in the seand paition of its I-phrase. The unacaceptabili ty of *Oni su predstavili se
Petru and the accetability of (37a) show that I-phrase-mate, bu not clause-mate diti cs, have to
cluster together, which indicaes that the ditic dustering requirement is prosodic in nature, na
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clause-mate ditics in (37a), su and se, are not locaed in the same head pasition. The auxili ary
clitic is clealy located higher in the structure than the reflexive diti c. The aceptability of (37a)
provides drong evidence against the assumption that SC clitics cluster together in the same
pasitionin the syntax.

More evidence against this assumptionis provided by VP-fronting data noticed by Damir
Cavar (personal communication) and Wilder and Cavar (1997). They observe that speakers who
allow VP fronting with auxili ary cliti cs also allow VP fronting to split the clitic duster, which
clealy shows that clause-mate diti cs do nd have to cluster together.*

(38) Dai ga Mariji su Ivani  Stipe.
givenit.acc Marija.dat are Ivan and Stipe
‘Giveit to Marija, lvan and Stipe did.

Example (38) provides further evidence that auxiliary clitics are higher in the structure than
pronaminal cliti cs.

A different type of argument that SC clitics are nat locaed in the same pasition in the
syntax is provided by subjed-oriented sentential adverbs. As discussed in Boskovi¢ (2001a),
auxili ary cliti cs can be higher than such adverbs, asindicated by the avail abili ty of the sentential-
subjed reading of the adverb in (39). Significantly, pronaminal object cliti cs canna occur above
subjed-oriented adverbs. Example (40) is fully acceptable only onthe manner reading.

(39) Oni su pravilno odgovorili Mileni.
they are corredly answered Mil ena.dat
‘They did the right thing in answering Mil ena.’
‘They gave Milena acorred answer.’

syntadic (i.e., it does na follow from arequirement that clause-mate ditics be locaed in the
same position syntadicdly). Seein this resped Boskovi¢ (2000, 20018) and the discusson in
sedion 1.1.Noticethat Oni su se, kao &to samvamrela, predstavili Petru is also acceptable.

*Some speakers do nd all ow fronting of the complement of an auxili ary clitic & all. For relevant
discusson, seeBoskovi¢ (2001a), Browne (1979, Caink (1998, Schitze (1994, Tomi¢ (1996,
and Wilder and Cavar (1994a). It appears that Croatian, but not Serbian, allows it. As noted in fn.
35, speakers who accept (38) also accept Dali Mariji su ga lvan i Sipe. See sedion 1.4.for
relevant discusson.

17



(40) Oni  su joj pavilno odyovorili.
they are her.dat corredly answered
“*They did the right thing in answering her.’
‘They gave her a mrred answer.’

Apparently, auxiliary clitics can occur higher than subjed-oriented adverbs. Pronamina objed
cliti cs, onthe other hand, cannd. It must then be the cae that the two do nat occur in the same
structural position. More precisely, auxiliary clitics must be higher in the structure than
pronaminal cliti cs.*’

There is also evidence that pronaminal cliti cs themselves are nat locaed in the same head
position. Thus, Stjepanovi¢ (1998a,b, 1999) observes that, as illustrated in (41), constructions in
which VP dlipsis leaves behind a dative cliti c while diding an accusative ditic ae aceptable,
whereas constructions in which VP élli psis drands an acasative diti c and elides a dative ditic
are unacceptable.

(42) a. ?Mi smo mu ga dHi, a i vi stemu ga—-dhli (takodie).
we ae him.dat it.acc given and also you are him.dat it.acc given too
‘We gaveit to hm, and you dd too.
b. Mi smo mu gaddi, aivi stegamu-dal (takode).

Stjepanovi¢ interprets the contrast as indicating that the dative and the acaisative ditic ae
locaed in dfferent maximal projedions, the dative ditic being structurally higher than the
acasative ditic.

More evidence for the conclusion is provided by the ditic dimbing data discussed in
Stjepanovié (1998b, 1999). Progovac (1993) shows that clitic climbing is marginally possible out
of the finite cmplement embedded unde verbs like Zeljeti ‘want’, as siown in (42). Stjepanovié
observes that if the da-clause embedded urder Zeljeti contains two pronaminal clitics, it is
possble to climb orly one of the ditics into the matrix clause. When this happens in
constructions containing a dative and an accusative diti ¢, the dative diti c is the one that moves
into the matrix clause (see(43)).

"One ould try to use sentential adverbs on a par with parentheticds to split a ditic duster.
However, an interfering fador here is that, in contrast to parentheticds, sentential adverbs like
pravilno are nat naturally parsed as sparate I-phrases, which is a prerequisite for using them to
split a diti c duster.
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(42) a. Milan zeli da ga vidi.

Milan wants that him sees

‘Milan wants to seehim.’
b.”Milan gazeli da vidi.

(43) a. ?Marijamu zeli da ga pedstavi.
Marija him.dat wants that him.accintroduces
‘Marijawants to introduce him to him.’

b. Marijagazeli da mu predstavi.

Stjepanovi¢ observes that the contrast in (43) readily follows if the dative clitic is structurally
higher than the accusative ditic. Example (43b), where the accusative ditic skips the dative
cliti c, then invalves afamiliar relativized minimality violation.

The following contrast from Boskovi¢ (2001a) confirms that the dative clitic is higher
than the accusative diti c:

(44) ??0ni su mu, lao Sto samvam  rekla, predstavili ga juce.
they arehim.dat as am you.cat said introduced him.accyesterday
‘They, as | told you, introduced hm to him yesterday.’

(45) *Oni su ga kao Sto samvamrekla, predstavili mu juce.

The &ove data provide evidence that the auxiliary clitic, the dative ditic, and the
acasative clitic are located in dfferent positions, the auxiliary clitic being hgher than the
pronaminal clitics and the dative clitic being higher than the accusative clitic. Given that, as
suggested in Watanabe (1993) and Boskovi¢ (1995, 1997a), subject-oriented adverbs are TP-
adjoined,'® the data in (39)-(40) provide evidence that the auxiliary clitic is located above TP,
and the pronaminal clitics below TP. All the data mnsidered above can be straightforwardly
acourted for if auxiliary clitics move (or can move) overtly to Agrs, which is higher than TP,
and pronaminal objed cliti cs are located in their Case-checking agreament projedions (AgroPs),
which are lower than TP. The fact that the dative diti c is higher than the accusative diti c can be
readily captured if the dative ditic is locaed in AgrioP and the accusative ditic in AgrdoP,
AgrioP being higher in the structure than AgrdoP. (See also Boskovi¢ 2000a, 2001a and
Stjepanovié¢ 1998a,b, 1999. A similar analysis was proposed for Czech by Toman 1999.)*°

¥SeeCingue (1998 for a much more detail ed discusson d position o adverbs.

Ancther posshility in the multi ple-spedfiers framework is that the dative and the accusative
clitic ae locaed in dstinct spedfiers of the same head, passbly Agro o Chomsky’s (19%) v,

19



(46) [agrse auxili ary-cliti ¢ [agriop dative diti G [agdrop @acausative diti ¢ [ve ti main verb tj ]]11

The airrent analysis provides a principled explanation d Browne's (1975) observation
that seaond position cliti cs canna occur as complements of a prepositionin SC, ill ustrated by the
ungrammaticdity of (47).%°

(47) *Prema mu trée.
toward him.dat run
‘They arerunning toward him.’

As discussed in Abels (2001a) and Boskovi¢ (2001a), the ungrammaticality of (47) confirms the
claim that SC pronamina clitics must move to their Case-cheding paosition owertly. Suppase
that, as argued in Watanabe (1993, Abels (2001a), and Boskovi¢ (2001a, 2002c¢), Case-checking
within a traditional PP takes placein an AgrP dominating the PP. (This is on a par with Case-
chedking “within” VP and TP.) The problem with (47) isthen that the clitic did nad move to its
Case-checking position overtly. (The problem does nat arise in (21), where | assume Mileni does
not have to move to its Case-chedking pasition owertly.) Noticethat moving the diticin (47) to

with the dative diti c being located in the higher and the acasative diti c in the lower spedfier.
Notice that athough the analysis in the text assumes Agr phrases, it can be eaily restated in an
Agr-lessframework. Notice dso that main verbs in SC can undergo short V-movement, which |
ignore here (see Boskovi¢ 2001a and Stjepanovi¢ 1998, 1999for relevant discusson).

“Browne (1975 ohserves that SC has a set of non-semnd paition acasative diti cs which can
occur as complements of prepositi ons taking accusative complements. (This usageis archaic.)

(i) Marko gleda nan.
Marko looks on him
‘Marko islooking at him.’

The daim in the text concerning location in Case-checking positions in owvert syntax does not
refer to these dements. It refers only to second paition clitics. (Browne adually does not cdl
the pronamina element in (i) a ditic. He observes an interesting fact that na rj is dressd,
though the preposition na onits own is a proclitic. He also observes that the dement in question
can be mnjoined.)) The realer is also referred to Franks (2000b) for discusson d clitics as
complements of a prepositionin the context of clitics within NP.
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SpecAgrpP overtly, asin (48), does nat help since prepasition stranding is nat possblein SC, as
shown in (49).%

(48) *da[agpe Mu;i [ve premat;]] trée.
that  him.dat toward run
(49) a *Kome oni trée[pppremat?
who.ckt they run  toward
‘Who are they running toward?
b. cf. Premakome on tréet?

Having establi shed the structural paosition d auxili ary and argumental pronominal cliti cs,
| turn now to the dhicd dative ditic. As discussed in Boskovi¢ (2001a), in contrast to
argumental pronaminal cliti cs (see(51)), ethicd dative diti cs (see(50)) can occur above subjed-
oriented adverbs. Thus, in contrast to (51), in (50) the alverb can have the sentential as well as
the manner reading. (It is difficult to translate ehicd dative into English so | ignore it in the
trandations. Seebelow for discusson d its emantics.)

(50) Oni su ti pravilno odyovorili Mileni.
they are youdat corredly answered Milenadat (you=ethica dative)
‘They did the right thing in answering Mil ena.’
‘They gave Milena acorred answer.’
(52) Oni su joj pavilno odyovorili.
they are her.dat corredly answered
“*They did the right thing in answering her.’
‘They gave her a mrred answer.’

Ethicd dative then must be structurally higher than argumental dative and acasative ditics. This
is nat surprising. While agumental pronaminal clitics are dosely related to the verb, ethicd
dative clitics are not. Radanovi¢-Koci¢ (1988) in fact suggests that the cthical dative is a
sentential particle. It is then nosurprise that it is gructurally higher than argumental pronaminal

clitics. (As discussed by Radanovi¢-Koci¢, the ethical dative has an endearing quality. Its

“The exad nature of the ban on prepasition stranding in overt syntax in SC does nat affed the
point made here. For much relevant discusson, seeAbels (2001a,b) and Boskovi¢ (200Z).
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pragmatic function is to expressclosenessand sympathy between the speaker and the aldressee,
or to incite the hearer’ s attention and involve him or her in the narration.)

Notice dso that as expected given the adverb data presented above, when bah an ethicd
and an argumental dative are present in a sentence the dhical dative must precede the
argumental dative. Thisisill ustrated in (52).%

(52) a. Juce samti pi panogla.
yesterday am you.dat her.dat help  (you=ethicd dative)
‘Yesterday, | helped her.’
b. YJuce samjoj ti pomogla.

| conclude therefore that ethicd dative is located higher in the structure than argumental
pronaminal clitics. Given that ethicd dative still follows auxiliary cliti cs, which are suggested
abowve to be located in Agrs, and that it is higher than sentential adverbs, which are agued to be
TP-adjoined in Watanabe (1993 and Boskovi¢ (1997a), | tentatively propose that the ehicd
dative ditic is located in a discourse-oriented projection, which I label as AP (the reader shoud
not attadh too much importance to the label), located above TP but below AgrsP. The following
structure then gives us the basic position o the dements discussed above.?

(52) [agse auxiliary clitic [ap ethicd dative [rp sentential adverb [agior dative ditiCi [agraor
acasative diti ¢ [ve ti main verb t; 111111

The data discussed in this ®dion strongly argue against morphdogica template analyses
of the order of clitics within the ditic duster (see Halpern 1995 and Schitze 1994, among
others).?* This type of analysis views the ditic duster as a linealy ordered set of optiona slots
into which morphemes beaing certain feaure combinations are placel. Under the morphdogical

#See Franks and King (2000), Fried (199), and Toman (1999 for the mrrespondng data from
Czedh. Notice that (52b) is ungrammaticd because the first dative cannot be dhicd dative,
ethicd dative being limited to the 1% and 2'® person pronours.

#In sedion 1.4.1 addressthe issue of where the auxili ary cliti ¢ is base-generated.

#The same halds for analyses in which the diti ¢ cluster is ordered through arbitrary optimality-
theoretic constraint rankings (see Anderson 1996 who oulines sich an analysis, and Legendre
1999, 2000,who fleshes it out with resped to Bulgarian and Macedonian clitics, which are
discussed in sedion 2.
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template view, the ordering of cliti cs within the clitic duster is esentialy arbitrary; it does not
follow from anything. The syntadic accourt of the order of cliti cs is more principled. Under this
acount the order of clitics within the duster matches the structural height of the ditics. The
abowe facts grongly indicate that thisis indeed the cae.? The syntadic accourt of the ordering
of clitics within the ditic duster is obviously conceptually preferable to an arbitrary
morphdogicd template which would mirror the syntax by acddent. Under the syntactic analysis,
the order of clitics within the duster ultimately follows from the hierarchicd arrangement of
projedions where they are locaed, which seems to be universal. Thus, under the syntactic
acoun, the order dative ditic-accusative clitic follows from the plausibly universal AgrioP-
over-AgrdoP hierarchy, which is moreover nat clitic spedfic (see, for example, Lasnik 1995.
Under the morphdogical template gproach, we need language spedfic and/or clitic spedfic
mechanisms which mirror syntax by accident to get the order dative diti c-acasative ditic.

The morphdogicd template analysis was originally propacsed to hand e idiosyncrasies of
clitic ordering that seem problematic for the syntactic view. (Notice that the morphdogicd
template analysis does not explain the idiosyncrasies; it merely provides a formal way of stating
them.) The mgjor idiosyncrasy of SC cliti ¢ ordering concerns the third person singular auxili ary
clitic je *is', which, in contrast to ather auxiliary cliti cs, follows pronaminal cliti cs within the
clitic duster. In sedion 1.41 will show that this behavior of je is not an acddent and that it is
consistent with the syntactic view of cliti ¢ ordering.

In light of the fads discussed in this sction, | conclude that SC clitics are located in
different projedions in the syntax. The order of cliti cs within the duster matches their structural
height, which cdls for a structural accournt of the order. Pronaminal clitics in SC are locaed in
their Case-chedking pasitions overtly.

14 Je
We have seen in section 1.3.that auxiliary clitics precede pronamina clitics. They are dso
higher in the structure than pronaminal cliti cs. The third person singular auxiliary cliti c je differs

from other auxili ary cliti csin that it must follow pronaminal cliti cs, asill ustrated in (54).

(54 a Oni su mu ga pedstavili .
they are him.dat him.acc introduced

#Boskovi¢ (2001a) and Franks (1998 show that more subtle ditic orderings that were nat
discussed in this work are dso a result of a hierarchical arrangement of functional projections
that house the diti csin question.
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‘They introduced him to him.”’
b.Onamu ga je predstavil a.
she him.dat him.accis introduced
c. *Oni mu gasu predstavili .
d. Onaje mu gapredstavila.

As noted abowve, the idiosyncratic behavior of je is often cited as an argument for arbitrary
morphdogicd template analyses of the order of clitics within the ditic duster, which were
argued against in the previous dion. In this sdion | will provide a principled, structural
acourt of the idiosyncratic behavior of je.

Interestingly, as shown in Boskovi¢ (2001a), when applied to je, the tests run in section
1.3. with resped to ather auxiliary clitics show that in the syntax, je is higher than pronamina
clitics, just like other auxiliary clitics. More precisely, evidence from VP dllipsis, VP fronting,
parenthetical placement, and subject-oriented adverbs placement strongly indicates that in the
syntax, je is higher than pronamina cliti cs (see (55)-(58)), just like other auxiliary cliti cs (see
(59)-(62)). (The reader is referred to section 1.3.1for a more detailed dscusson d the testsin
guestion.)

(55) a Onamu ga je predstavila, a i onje Mu———ga——pedstavio.
she him.dat him.accisintroduced andalso he ishim.dat him.accintroduced
‘Sheintroduced him to him and he did too!

b. *Onamu gaje predstavila, a i on mu gaje-predstavio.

(56)a. Dao ga Mariji jelvan.
givenit.acc Marija.dat is Ivan
‘Giveit to Marija, Ivan dd.

b. Dao je Mariji galvan.
(57) a ?HOn je, #kao Stosamvam  rekla#, predstavio ga Petru#.
Bis as am youdat said introduced him.acc Petar.dat
‘He, as | told you, introduced him to Petar.’
b *#0n ga, #kao Sto sam vam rekla#, predstavio je Petru#.
(58) a. Jovan je pravilno odgovario Mileni.
Jovanis corredly answered Milena.dat
‘Jovan did theright thing in answering Milena.’
‘Jovan gave Milena a orrect answer.’
b.Onjoj  jepravilno odyovorio.
le her.dat is corredly answered
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‘*He did the right thing in answering her.’
‘He gave her a amrred answer.’
(59 a Vi ste mu ga pedstavili,a |  mismo mu——ga—Fedstavil-.
you are him.dat him.accintroduced, and a'so we ae him.dat him.accintroduced
b. i stemu ga predstavili, ai mi mu gasme-predstavit-.
(60)a. Dai ga Mariji su Ivani  Stipe.
given it.acc Marija.dat are Ivan and Stipe
‘Giveit to Marija, lvan and Stipe did.
b. Dali suMariji galvani Stipe.
(61) a. ?#Oni  su, #kao Sto samvam  rekla#, predstavili ga Petru#.
they are as am youdat said introduced him.acc Petar.dat
‘They, as| told you, introduced him to Petar.’
b. *#Oni ga, #kao Sto sam vam rekla#, predstavili su Petru#.
(62) Oni su pravilno agovorili Mariji .
they are corredly answered Marija.dat
‘They did the right thing in answering Marija.’
‘They gave Marija a correct answer.’

Examples (554) and (56a) show that VP ellipsis and VP preposing can affed pronaminal cliti cs
withou affecting je. Affecting je by these processes withou affeding pronominal cliti cs leads to
ungrammaticdity, as ill ustrated by (55b) and (56b). The VP dlipsis and VP fronting data show
that je is higher than pronominal cliti cs in the syntax. The fad that, as illustrated by (58), je can
occur above subjed-oriented adverbs (when it does nat follow a pronamina clitic) while
pronaminal clitics cannot points to the same conclusion. That je is indeed higher than
pronaminal clitics in the syntax is conclusively confirmed by the contrast between (578) and
(57b. In dl these respeds, je behaves like other auxiliary clitics (see (59)-(62)). Recall,
however, that, as shown in (54), in contrast to aher auxiliary clitics, in the fina PF
representation je foll ows pronaminal cliti csin the diti c duster.

This date of affairsis surprising. We have seen that the relative structura height of cliti cs
matches the order of cliti cs within the diti c duster, the highest clitic in the ditic duster being
first in the linea order. This date of affairs can be easily accourted for under the structural
acourt of cliti c ordering. From this perspedive, je exhibits a schizophrenic behavior: it is higher
than pronaminal cliti csin the syntax, bu it foll ows them (which meansislower than them) in the
phondogy. How can the schizophrenic behavior of je, noted in BoSkovi¢ (2001a), be accourted
for? Previous acourts of the diti c order in (54) canna accourt for the datain (55)-(58). Tomi¢
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(1996, Franks and King (2000329-330), and Franks and Progovac (1994) acwourt for (54) by
pladng je and aher auxili ary clitics in different positions syntacticdly; in particular, by pladng
je below pronaminal cliti cs and other auxili ary clitics above pronamina cliti cs at S-Structure.®®
The datain (55)-(58) show that jeis higher than pronamina cliti csin the syntax.

So, hav can we acount for the dua behavior of je with respect to syntax and
phondogy? Apparently, somewhere in PF je and adjacent pronaminal clitics are somehow
“switched”. Given al the arguments against Pl in sedion 1.2 and more generally arguments
against PF movement in Boskovi¢ (2001a), it would be desirable to achieve “the switch” withou
adua PF movement. It is diown in Boskovi¢ (20018) that the dual behavior of je can be
acouned for in a principled way withou any PF movement under Franks's (1998, 20086)
approad to the pronurtiation o nontrivia chains.

It is gandardly assumed that only the head of a nontrivial chain can be pronourced.
However, Franks (1998) (for relevant discusson and examples, see also Bobaljik 1995,
Boskovi¢ 2000b, 2004, 2002b,Boskovi¢ and Franks 2002, Franks 2000a, Hiramatsu 200@&,b,
Lambova 2002, and Pesetsky 1997, 1998 proposes that a lower copy of a nontrivia chain is
pronourced in PF iff this is necessary to avoid a PF violation? One agument for the propaosal
given in Boskovi¢ (2000b, 20020 invalves multiple wh-fronting.

A number of languages require dl wh-phrases to be fronted in questions. One such
language is Romanian, asiill ustrated in (63).

(63) a. Cinece precede?
who what precedes
‘Who precales what?
b. *Cine preceale ce?

®Franks and Progovac dso dffer an aternative analysis on which pronaminal cliti cs left-adjoin
to jeandright-adjoin to all other auxili aries. Neadlessto say, thisanalysisis very stipulative.

#The mechanism of pronurciation o lower copies motivated by PF considerations is very
different from PI (for relevant discusson, seeBoskovi¢ 2001a, especially p. 172. It is obviously
very different from it theoreticdly. The two medanisms also dffer empiricdly. Thus, Pl affeds
only PF adjacent elements, which is not the cae with the mechanism of pronurciation o lower
copies. However, the gplicaion d the latter mechanism depends on the presence of
copies/traces, which is not the cae with Pl. As a result, nore of the constructions that were
argued in sedion 1.2to be aproblem for PI raise a problem for the pronurtiation o lower copies
analysis, discussed in more detail below.
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However, as observed in Boskovi¢ (2000b, 2002b), the second wh-phrase does not move in
Romanian if it is homophonous with the first fronted wh-phrase.

(64) Ce precede ce&
what precedes what
(65) *Ce ceprecede?

Following a proposal concerning Bulgarian made in Billi ngs and Rudin (1996, | propcse in
Boskovi¢ (2000h 20@2b) that Romanian has a low-level PF constraint against consecutive
homophonos wh-phrases, which rules out (65). (In Bokovi¢ 2000b, 2002b I show that the same
holds for a number of Slavic multiple wh-fronting languages.) What about (64)? Given that there
is a syntadic requirement that forces all wh-phrases to move overtly in Romanian (I argue that
the requirement involves focdization), the second wh-phrase shoud aso be moving in the
syntax. Example (64) should then have the S-Structure in (66). (I am ignoring copies of the first
wh-phrase.)

(66) Ce ceprecede ce&

If, as we normally do, we pronouwnce the highest copy of the second wh-phrase in (66), a PF
violation oliains: we end upwith a sequence of homophonows wh-phrases. This is predsely the
situation where we ae dlowed to pronource alower copy under Franks's approach to the
pronurciation d nontrivial chains. I argue in Boskovi¢ (2000b, 2002b) that this is exactly what

happensin (66).
(67) Ceceprecede ce

This analysis enables us to derive (64) and account for the wntrast between (64) and (63b)
withou violating the syntactic requirement that forces all wh-phrases to move overtly in
Romanian, withou look-ahead from the syntax to the phondogy, and withou any PF movement.

There is independent evidence that the seoond cein (64) has indeed moved in the syntax.
Thus, it can license a parasitic gap (see(68)), which, as is well-known, can only be licensed by
overt movement. In this resped, the “ce-in-situ” patterns with what in (69), rather than what in
(70), as expeded urder the proposed analysis.
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(68) Ce precede ce farda si influenteze?
what precedes what withou subyj.particle influence 3psg
‘What precales what withou influencing?

(69) What did Johnread withou fili ng?

(70) *Who rea what withou fili ng?

Based onthis and aher arguments given in the works cited abowve, | will assume that the tail of a
chain can indeed be pronourced instead of the head of a chain iff a PF condtion requires it.?®

Returning now to je, our jobistwofold. First, we need to acourt for the fact that, in spite
of following them in the phondogy, je is higher than pronaminal cliti cs in the syntax. Second,
we nedal to acourt for the fad that jeis higher in the structure in the syntax when it occurs alone
than when it occurs with a pronaminal clitic, as indicaed by the contrast between (583) and
(58b). In (58a), where je is the only clitic, je is higher than the alverb even onthe sentential
reading of the alverb. Thisisnat the cae in (58b), where je cooccurs with a pronaminal clitic. A
related fad to be accounted for is that je follows clause-mate pronaminal clitics only when it is
in a diti c duster, as the mntrast between (54) and (57) with resped to the linea order of je and
gashows.

Before accourting for the dual behavior of je we need to addressthe isaue of the structure
of periphrastic constructions in SC. Recdl that, as discussd in sedion 1.3., ponaminal cliti cs

Notice that in the pronounce acopy anaysis, (ia) and (37a), repeaed here & (ib), can bah be
analyzed as having the reflexive diti c ebove the participle. A lower copy of the reflexive diticis
pronourced in (ib) in order to avoid having a reflexive ditic immediately follow an I-phrase
boundry, which follows reKa.

(i)aOni su se pedstavili Petru.
They are self.acc introduced Petar.dat
‘They introduced themselves to Petar.’
b.Oni su, kao Sto samvam  rekla, se predstavili se Petru.
they are & am you.ckt sad introduced self.accPetar.dat
‘They, as| told you, introduced themselves to Petar.’

As noted in fn. 15,the parenthetical can also foll ow the highest copy of the reflexive, asin Oni
su se, kao Sto samvamrekla, predstavili Petru.
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are hierarchicaly arranged in dfferent maximal projedions in the syntax. More precisely, they
are located owertly in their Case-chedking Agro projedions. Den Dikken (1994 argues that in
SC constructions invalving the auxiliary verb be, objed agreement projedions are generated
abowve the VP healed by be. Given that in the syntax all clitic forms of the auxili ary be precede
pronaminal cliti cs, it must be the cae that the auxiliary undergoes overt movement to a head
pasition above pronaminal cliti cs, which was suggested above to be the highest hea in the split
I, namely, Agrs. Constructions involving a dative and an accusative diti c as well as the auxili ary
cliti c je then abstradly have the S-Structurein (71).

(71) je [agriop dative diti € [agraop acasative diti € [vpaue j& --]1]

Notice that a copy of je is present both above and below pronaminal cliti cs. Suppcse now that
thereisalow level constraint onthe final PF representation requiring that in a ditic duster (i.e. a
sequence of two ar more cliti cs) je must follow all other cliti cs.*® The mnstraint would force the
pronurciation d je in the tail of the dan creded by its movement in (71). Since the
pronurciation d je in the heal o the dhain would lead to a PF violation, ponurciationin the tail
of the chain is snctioned, in fact, required.*® Since on this analysis, je is higher than pronaminal
clitics in the syntax, the data in (55)-(58) can be eaily accourted for. (The PF constraint in
question is irrelevant in (55)-(57) since je is not a part of a ditic duster in the fina PF
representation. Therefore, the highest copy of je is pronourced.) Notice dso that the fad that je
can precale asubject-oriented adverb orly when it does nat foll ow a pronominal cliti ¢ (see(58a-
b)) is also accourted for. The reason why je exhibits diff erent behavior with resped to structural
height when it occurs alone and when it cooccurs with a pronaminal clitic is that in the former
case we ae pronourcing the highest copy of je, which is higher than sentential adverbs, while in
the latter case we are pronourcing a lower copy of je, which is lower than sentential adverbs.
The dual behavior of je with respect to pronamina cliti cs--je precedes pronominal clitics, i.e., it

%] am using here the traditional term clitic duster for ease of exposition. What | redly have in
mind is the diti c group, which is a prosodic unit. I am not paositing here any kind d syntactic
clustering of clitics. It isimportant to bea thisin mind. Below | give a more predse formulation
of the requirement in question. | also provide principled motivation for the requirement.

*In Bogkovié (2001a:128) 1 suggest that the exceptional ordering of the reflexive clitic se, which
foll ows other pronaminal clitics, can be acouned for in a similar way. As noted in this work,
this analysis explains the well-known je-drop in the presence of se. (Other auxiliary clitics
cannd be dropped in the presence of se.) See, however, Boskovié¢ (2001a:60) and references
therein for another approad to se.
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is higher than pronaminal clitics, in the syntax, bu foll ows them in the final PF representation--
as well as the dual behavior of je with resped to structural height--it is higher in the structure
when it occurs alone than when it cooccurs with a pronamina dlitic, is thus acourted for.!
Furthermore, thisis done without pasiting any PF movement.

A gquestion arises now what the source of the PF requirement on je is. Boskovi¢ (2001a),
Browne (1975), Schiitze (1994), and Tomi¢ (1996) observe that je is in the processof losing its
clitichood with resped to a number of phenomena, where je behaves differently from other
auxiliary clitics. (However, je has not completely ceased to be a ditic, so it still canna occur
sentence initially. In ather words, it is gill subject to (5).)% It seams plausible that this $oud
lead to pladng je at the very edge of the diti c duster, given that non-clitic material that does not
form a separate I-phrase (and je clealy canna form an I-phrase on its own) canna intervene
between clitics in a ditic duster in SC, as discussd in section 1.1.We would then exped a
development of alow level constraint that would force je to be located either in theinitia or the
final position d the ditic duster. We can assume that the final paosition is chasen arbitrarily.
However, we may be able to do ketter than that. If, following a suggestion by Klaus Abels
(personal communicaion), we asume that as a result of being in the process of losing its
clitichood, je does nat allow cliti cization aaossit but is not strong enough to serve & a ditic
host itself, we would be forced to pronource je following al other clitics. The pealliar
requirement that je follows all other cliti csis thus explained.

There is ancther way to force je to be locaed in the duster fina, rather than the duster
initial position. Under the aurrent analysis, the only way to place je at the edge of a clitic duster
isto pronource one of the members of the dhain creaed by the movement of je at the edge of the
cluster. This can be eaily accomplished for al cases by pronourting the tail of the chain, since
the tail is always locaed lower than ather clitics. The desired result, however, canna be
consistently achieved by pronourcing the heal of the chain creaed by the movement of je since
the head of the chain is located lower than the question clitic li, as the following construction,
where the auxili ary cliti ¢ follows i, shows.®?

¥An anonymous reviewer observes that under the morphdogica template analyses je is aso
required to follow al cliticsin a diti c duster. However, in contrast to the current analysis, these
analyses leave the dual behavior of je with respect to the syntax and phondogy unexplained.

¥Alternatively, it is posdble that je has not yet fully gained its clitic properties. The analysis

given below, taken from Boskovi¢ (2001a), can be easily extended to this view.

®This way (i.e. by pronouncing the head of the je-movement chain) the desired result can be
adhieved for some but not all relevant cases. The reader is also referred to Boskovi¢ (2001a:131)
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(72) Kolali s mu dao?
ca Qarehim.dat given
‘Wasit a ca that you gave him?

| conclude therefore that the PF requirement on je proposed above can be eplained in a
principled way. The requirement has developed as a consequence of je losing its clitichood.It’s
task is to pul je to the edge of the ditic duster so that (5) can be satisfied in clitic dusters
invalving je.

| now turn to additional data invalving je, pointed out to me by Damir Cavar (personal
communication), which were not discussed in Boskovi¢ (2001a). I will show that the data in
question can aso be straightforwardly accourted for under the éowve analysis of je. They will
furthermore give us an additional insight into the derivation d periphrastic constructions.

Consider first the following data noted by Cavar.

(73)a [Dao ga Mariji] jelvan.
givenit.accMarija.dat islvan
‘Giveit to Marija, lvan dd.
b.[Ddi ga Mariji] sulvani Stipe
given it.acc Marija.dat are lvan and Stipe
‘Giveit to Marija, lvan and Stipe did.

Both constructionsin (73) invalve fronting of a phrase below the auxili ary clitic. We can seethat
je behaves like other auxiliary clitics in that the fronted phrase, located somewhere in the
complement of the auxiliary clitic, can contain a pronaminal clitic. There ae severa ways of
analyzing (73). One possibility is to analyze it as invalving AgroP fronting. The @nstructions

and references therein for arguments that the initia je in (i), which contrasts with (ii), is not the
auxiliary clitic je. Rather, jeli is a non-clitic courterpart of the ditic li (seeaso Browne 1975,
Radanovi¢-Koci¢ 1988:45-49, and Tomi¢ 1996).

(i) Jeli (je) onistukao Petra?
Q is hebeden Petar
‘Did he beat Petar?
@ii)*S liti istukao Petra?
are Q you beden Petar
‘Did you leat Petar?
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will then involve lower pronurciation d the pronominal cliti c within VP, which is necessary to
satisfy the encliti ¢ requirement on SC clitics, plausibly a PF requirement. (Recdl that a lower
copy can be pronourced if thisis necessary to avoid a PF violation)®*

(74) a [agorgadao ga Mariji] je Ivan.
b.[agorga dali ga Mariji] su Ivani Stipe.

As observed by Damir Cavar (personal communication), who grovided the foll owing data, a very
interesting contrast obtains when in a doude objed construction we d@tempt to pronource a
pronaminal clitic with the auxiliary. This cannot be dore in a @nstruction with je, but can be
dore with ather auxili aries.*®

#There are two alternatives to this analysis explored in Boskovi¢ (2001a, chapter 3) that would
allow pronurciation d the pronaminal clitic in AgroP. One posshility is that both the participle
and the pronaminal clitic head move to Agro. (Assuming that the ditic is a non-branching
element, in Chomsky’s 1995 system it would be anbiguous between a phrase and a head and
could therefore move to either SpecAgroP or Agro.) Both the participle and the diti c could then
be locaed in their highest pasition in Agro in (73) (see Boskovi¢ 2001a for details of the
analysis). Another possibility explored in Boskovi¢ (2001a) is that the participle moves to a
participial affix head Part’, which takes AgroP as its complement (see also Boskovi¢ 1997 for
relevant discusson). On this analysis, (73) would involve PartP fronting and the pronownced
copy of the ditic could be locaed in SpecAgroP. Notice, however, that the participle movement
to Part/Agro could na be obligatory given the discusson d (76) and (78) below.

%Cavar does not give [Dao joj knjigu] je Ivan, which is expeded to be accetable given the
grammaticdity of (73a). Notice dso that the contrast between je and other auxiliaries aso
obtainsif the acaisative isleft behind.

(i) a *[Dao Mariji] ga jelvan.
given Marija.dat it.accis Ivan
b.?[Dali Mariji] su ga Ivani Stipe.
given Marija.dat areit.acc lvan and Stipe
‘Giveit to Marija, lvan and Stipe did.

The relative grammaticality of (ib) is nat surprising either if lexicad dative NPs do nd have to
undergo overt objea shift or if doulde objed constructions involving alexicd NP correspondto,
or at least can correspond to, the English to-phrase doulde objed construction, where the theme
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(75) [Dao Mariji knjigu] jelvan.
given Marija.dat book.accis Ivan
‘Give Marijathe book, Ivan dd.
(76) *[Dao krjigu] joj jelvan.
given bookaccher.dat is Ivan
(77) [Ddi joj knjigu] su lvan i Stipe.
given her.dat bookaccare Ivan and Stipe
(78) 7[Dali  knjigu] su joj Ivani  Stipe.
given bookacc ae her.dat Ivan and Stipe

Under the abitrary morphologicd template goproad to cliti ¢ ordering, the ungrammeticdity of
(76) is surprising in light of the acceptabili ty of (78). There is nothing in this approach, where the
order of clitics within the ditic duster is smply stipulated, that could give us the ntrast
between (76) and (78). Tomié’s (1996), Franks and King’s (2000:329-330), and Franks and
Progovac’'s (1994 analyses, which in order to acourt for (54) assume that je is lower in the
structure than pronaminal clitics, also fail to account for the contrast in question. (Recdl that
these analyses also fail to acourt for the data in (55)-(58), which show that je is higher than
pronaminal cliti cs in the syntax.) The same halds for the Franks and Progovac suggestion from
fn. 26.S0, hav can we acoourt for the ungrammaticdity of (76) given that, as indicaed by (79),
the relevant fronting operation is passble in the syntax?*®

The arrent acourt of the je-final effed makes it possble to acourt for the mysterious
contrast between (76) and (78) in a principled way. Recdl that under the arrent anaysis,
auxiliary je constructions and constructions invalving other cliti c forms of biti ‘be’ do nat differ
a al in their syntadic derivation. The only difference between the two concerns PF. In the
presence of a PF-adjacent pronaminal cliti ¢, we dways pronource alower copy of je. With ather
auxiliary clitics, if there ae no aher interfering fadors, the highest copy of the aixiliary is
pronourced even in the presence of a pronaminal clitic. The cntrast between (76) and (78) can
then be straightforwardly accounted if there is no copy of the auxiliary clitic following the

is higher in the structure than the goal. Having free goa theme/theme goal order in doulde objed
constructions involving a lexical NP, as proposed in Stjepanovi¢ (1999) (see also Miyagawa
1997 for Japanese), may also be aposshility. It is worth naing here that the gplicaion o
height teststo double objed constructions with lexicd NPs does nat give completely clea results
in SC (see Stjepanovi¢ 1999).

*Neallessto say, *Daoknjigujejoj Ivanisaso uraceptable.
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pronaminal clitic in the remnant of the VP fronting in the wnstructions in questions.®” This
asumption makes (76) underivable withou affecting the acceptability of (78). On the other
hand, accomplishing this seems to be impossble under the morphdogicd template approad,
where the two constructions shoud have the same status.

Let us now fill in the details of the analysis. The first question to address concerns the
status of the phrase undergoing fronting in (76) and (78). One paosshility is that the phrase is
what is labeled as VP/AuxP in (71), i.e. the phrase where the auxiliary is base-generated. Both
the auxili ary and the ditic would undergo movement out of that phrase prior to the fronting. The
auxili ary, which morphdogically agrees only with the subjed, would move to Tense and then to
Agrs; it woud na move through Agro phrases.®® Where is the subjedt located? We may be
deding here with the notorious isaue of the paosition d paostverbal subjedsin pro-drop languages,
resolving which goes well beyond the scope of this paper. | will simply locéae the subject in a
phrase whose label | leave open.® | indicate only the traces of the ditics. (The participle ould
adually be moving to the auxiliary, which would be followed by auxiliary excorporation; see
Boskovi¢ 1997a. In (79) I give the structure for (78). Example (76) has the same structure.)

(79) [vrauwe ti [ve Dali tj knjigu]] [agse SUi [p ti [agror jOJj [xp IVaN i Stipel]]]

There is only one isaue left to be aldressed. Given the structure in (79) it is clea why (76) is
unaaceptable. There is no copy of the auxiliary following the pronaminal clitic, hence the
auxiliary canna be pronourced following the pronaminal clitic. Could we pronource the
auxiliary in the pasition o its original tracein Aux? Given the structure in (79), this sroud lead

$Recall that following Boskovi¢ (2001a) 1 assume that there is no PF movement. The only
relevant way for PF considerations to affea word order is by licensing pronurciation d a lower

copy.

#Technicdly, the analysis violates the Head Movement Constraint. However, following standard
asumptions, | assume that the constraint has no status in the grammar.

¥There ae severa paosshiliti es concerning how the subjed would get to this paosition. Given that
SC is a heavily scrambling language, we could be dealing here with scrambling. SpecAgrsP
could be ather empty or filled by a null expletive. Or the subjed could actualy be moving to
SpecAgrsP through XP, a lower copy of the subjed being pronourced to avoid violating the
second position requirement on clitics (see Boskovi¢ 2001a for several cases where the subject is
pronourced in alower position for this reason). Another posshility isright dislocaion a, more
generaly, base generation o the subjed in the positionin guestion.
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to a violation d the enclitic requirement on the auxiliary clitic (cf. *Je dao knjigu joj Ivan).
However, if, as suggested in Boskovi¢ (1997a), the participle actually adjoins to the auxiliary in
Aux, after which the auxili ary excorporates to move to a higher head pasition, we @uld end up
with *Dao je knjigu joj Ivan, where the encliti c requirement on the auxiliary clitic is stisfied.
Can this derivation be blocked? There ae severa rather straightforward ways to block it. One
posshility is to assume that, as in English, | (i.e. Agrs/T) must be lexicdized in constructions
invoving VP fronting.*® Recdl aso tha the constraint that normally licenses lower
pronurciation d je in the presence of a pronaminal cliti c requires that je be pronourced at the
right edge of the cliti c duster. Let us assume that this is the proper formulation d the wnstraint:
Pronourceje at the right edge of a ditic duster. (Recdl that clitic duster is a sequence of more
than ore ditic.) The @mnstraint can orly license lower pronurciation d je if thiswill lead to the
pronurciation d je at the right edge of the ditic duster. This, however, is not the cae with the
pronurciation o jein Aux. Hence the mnstraint in question cannat license this pronurciation*

“Taking the requirement literally would actualy block the pronurtiation d the auxiliary
following the pronaminal clitic even if there were acopy of the auxiliary clitic following the
pronaminal cliti c.

“Another posshility is to appeal to a suggestion made in Boskovié¢ (2001a) for other South
Slavic languages that clitics belonging to the same I-phrase must be parsed into a prosodic
constituent which attaches to its host as a unit. The requirement obviously canna be satisfied if
the auxiliary clitic is pronourced in the fronted VP in (79). This analysis makes an interesting
prediction. Notice that in all the caes above where dause-mate ditics are not adjacent and
therefore caana form a prosodic constituent, the cliti cs are not located in the same I-phrase. As
discussed in Boskovi¢ (2001a), a fronted VP in SC can be, but does not have to be, parsed as a
separate |-phrase. The option d parsing the fronted VP as a separate |-phrase, as a result of
which the auxiliary clitic pronourced in the fronted VP and the pronominal clitic in AgroP
would na be I-phrase-mates, canna be taken in (79) since this would lead to an I-phrase
boundry intervening between the pronamina clitic and its host, which is disalowed (see
Boskovi¢ 2001a). However, the problem does not arise in (i), where the fronted VP is parsed as a
separate |-phrase. (An adverb is added because constructions with sentence fina clitics are
sometimes disfavored.)

(i) [Dao jeknjigu]# lvanjoj (juce).
givenisbookacc lvan her.dat yesterday

Under the analysis suggested in this footnote we may then exped (i) to be aaceptable. Thisisin
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In conclusion, the pronource-a-lower-copy analysis of the exceptional behavior of je
provides us with an account of the dual behavior of je with respect to pronomina clitics in the
syntax and phondogy, more precisely, the fact that je precedes (i.e. is higher than) pronaminal
clitics in the syntax, bu follows them in the phondogy. The analysis also acourts for the dual
behavior of je with resped to structural height, more predsely, the fact the je is higher in the
structure when it occurs aone than when it cooccurs with a pronaminal cliti c. Both of these ae
acomplished without pasiting any PF movement. PF is allowed to affed word arder, bu only
through licensing pronunciation d lower copies, na through adua PF movement. The analysis
also gives us an acourt of the otherwise mysterious contrast between je and aher auxiliaries
with resped to learing a pronaminal clitic behind with the auxiliary in constructions invalving
VP fronting. The analysis of this contrast has provided us with several insights into the
derivation d auxili ary+participle constructions.

2. Bulgarian and Macedonian clitics

Bulgarian and Macedonian cliti cs occur adjacent to the verb in finite dauses like (80) (cf.(80d)).
In other words, they are verbal rather than second position cliti csin the cntext in guestion.*?

contrast to (ii), where the lower pronurtiation d the auxiliary clitic in the fronted VP is not
required, hence disall owed.

(i) [Dali  su knjigu]# lvani  Stipe joj (juce).
given arebookacclvan and Stipe her.dat yesterday

Unfortunately, na having aacess to speakers who alow VP fronting in constructions with
auxiliary clitics, | am unable to ched the prediction d the analysis suggested in this foatnate.
(The dternative analyses given in the text would predict bath (i) and (i) to be bad.)

“’The situation is more complicated in certain non-finite dauses in Macedorian, where the
send pgaition cliti ¢ pattern emerges. | ignore these @ntexts here. For relevant discusson, see
Boskovi¢ (2001a), Caink (1998), Franks (1998, 2000a), Franks and King (2000), Legendre
(1998, 1999 and Tomié¢ (1996, 1997), among others. Notice that in auxiliary+participle
constructions, in constructions with clitic auxili aries the participle plays the same role & the
finite verb in (80) with resped to adjacency, and the auxili ary does when the auxiliary itself isa
non-clitic. Some (though not al) Bulgarian speakers do alow some short adverbs to intervene
between clitics and the finite verb (seg for example, Krapova 1997, 1999. However, as
discussed in Boskovi¢ (2001a:181), the alverbs in question incorporate into the verb and thus

36



(80) a. Petko mi go dade vcera. B: OK Mac OK
Petko me.dat it.accgave yesterday
‘Petko gave me it yesterday.’

b. Véera Petko mi go dade B: OK Mac OK

c. Véera mi go dade Petko. B: OK Mac OK

d.Petko mi govéera dade. B:* Mac *

e. Mi godade Petko vcera. B:* Mac OK

f. Dade mi go Petko véera. B: OK Mac *
B:* Mac *
B: OK Mac OK

g. Dade v¢era mi go Petko.
h. ¢e/deka Petko mi go  chde vcera.
that  Petko me.dat it.accgave yesterday

The grammaticdity of (80h), which is unacceptable in SC, and the fad that the alverb in (80b)
does nat have to be followed by a pause, in contrast to its SC cournterpart, indicae that Bulgarian
and Macedonan clitics are not second paition clitics. The ontrast between Bulgarian and
Maceadonian (80e) indicates that Bulgarian clitics must encliticize, wheress Maceadonian cliti cs
can procliti cize. Macedonian cliti cs always precede the verb in the context in question. Bulgarian
clitics precale the verb urless preceding it would result in a violation d their enclitic
requirement. In that case they follow the verb. As discussed in Boskovi¢ (2001a), this state of
affairs can be straightforwardly accourted for under Franks's (1998 copy and delete gpproach to
the pronurciation of non-trivial chains, given that a wpy of pronamina clitics is present both
above and below the verb (see Boskovi¢ 2001a for discussion of the precise position d these
copies). Recall that under the mpy and ddete gproach, the tail of a nontrivial chain is
pronourced instead of the head iff the pronurctiation d the tail of the dhain is necessary to satisfy
a PF requirement. This approac straightforwardly captures the generali zation that the verb can
precale a diti c in Bulgarian oy when no dher lexicd materia is locaed in front of the ditic.
(Notice the ungrammaticality of (80g).) Only in this stuation will we be &le to pronource the
lower copy of the diti ¢, which islocated below the verb. If there islexicd material preceading the

end up leing part of the diticstV cluster. A word of cautionisin order regarding using e ‘is as
the only cliti c in testing V-adjacency since, as noted above with resped to SC je, eisnot fully a
clitic. (It does not always pattern with ather clitics.) For more general discusson d clausa
cliticization in Bulgarian and Macedonan, see Alexander (1994, Alexandrova (1997,
Avgustinova (1994), Berent (1980), Bogkovi¢ (2001a), Caink (1998), Casule (1997), Dimitrova-
Vulchanova (1995, Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Hellan (1999, Ewen (1979, Franks (1998,
Franks and King (2000), Legendre (1999, 2000), Pencev (1993), R4 Hauge (1976), Rivero
(1997), Rudin (1997), Schick (2000), Tomi¢ (1996, 1997, 2000), among others.
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cliticinitsraised pasition, the heal of the dhain of clitic movement hasto be pronourced.

(81 a X clitic V €litie
b.elitie V clitic

Sincein Macedonan nahing goes wrong in PF if we pronource the head o the ditic chain, we
always have to pronource the head of the clitic chain, located above the verb. As aresult, the V-
cliti c order is underivablein Macealonian.

(82) (X) dliti c V elitic

The ontrast in the aceptability of (80e-f) in Bulgarian and Macedonian, as well as the role of
phondogy in the possbility of the V-cl order in Bulgarian, are thus draightforwardly captured
withou appeding to any kind d PF movement.

It is dandardly assumed that Bulgarian and Macedorian cliti cs cluster together with the
verb in the same head position. There ae two reasons for this. First, it is much harder to split the
clitics+V cluster, which | will refer to as the extended clitic duster (ECC), in these languages
than in SC, asill ustrated by the ungrammaticdity of (80d), which is acceptable in SC, as srown
in(83).

(83) Jovan mi ga juce dade. (SC)
Jovan me.dat it.accyesterday gave
‘Jovan gave it to me yesterday.’

As an additional ill ustration d thisfad | give the Bulgarian €lli psis examples in (84), which are
acceptable in SC. (See (29a) and (41a)). See also Boskovi¢ 2001a for more relevant discussion of
Bulgarian and Macedorian.)

(84) a. *Niesmemu go di i vie stemd——go—ail (sisto). (B)
we ae him.dat it.accgiven and you are him.dat it.accgiven (too)
b. Nie sme mu godali i vie ste mu ge-dah (sisto).

Seoond, the verb carries cliti cs along when moving to a higher head pasition in the languages in

guestion. This is ill ustrated by the foll owing li-constructions from Macedonian, where the verb
moves to li, standardly assumed to be aQ-marker, carrying the whaole diti c duster (nesi mu g in
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(85a) andnemi goin (85h)) along.*®

(85 a[Nes mu (] @l lit parite? (Mag
kg are him.dat them.accgiven Q the-money
‘Haven’t you given him the money?
b[Ne mi go dade]; litjvéera?
kg me.dat it.accgave Q yesterday
‘Didn't he/shel/you give it to me yesterday?

In light of this, consider the foll owing construction.

(86)Ti ne s mu gi @l. (B/Mac)
you reg are him.dat them.accgiven
“You haven't given them to him.’

The following is the standard analysis of (86) (see, for example, Franks 1998, Franks and King
2000, Rudin 1997, Rudin, Kramer, Billings, and Baerman 1999, and Tomié¢ 1996): ne S mu g
dal are al located in separate projections. The verb moves up through successve cyclic
rightward adjunctions 2 that in the end we end upwith the nesi mu g dal cluster, with the order
within the duster mirroring the structural height of the relevant elements prior to cluster
formation. The reason for assuming that the ECC formation proceeds through rightward
adjunction is that the structural height of relevant elements prior to the ECC formation
corresponds to the left-to-right order of heads within the ECC. Rightward adjunction preserves
the order.

The @ove derivation is obviously incompatible with Kayne (1994), which disallows
rightward movement. In fad, it is atadt assumption in the literature on South Slavic diti cs that
Kayne's Linear Correspondence Axiom (LCA) cannd be maintained, at least not for head

“Bulgarian li-constructions involve an interfering fador in that PF requirements on clitics in
some caes force pronunciation o lower copies of some ditics. However, it is down in
Boskovi¢ (2001a,b) (see &so Rudin, Kramer, Billi ngs, and Bagman 199) that in Bulgarian, the
ECC also moves as aunit to li in the syntax. For discusson d Bulgarian and Macedonian li, see
also Rivero (1993, Franks (1998, Franks and King (2000), lzvorski, King, Rudin (1997, King
(1996), Rudin (1993), Rudin, King and Izvorski (1998), and Tomi¢ (1996), among others. See
also Boskovi¢ (2001a) for an analysis of li that is fully consistent with the diti cs-as-non
branching elements hypothesis, discussed below.
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movement (seein this resped Chomsky 1995,who adopts the gist of Kayne's system but leaves
open the paosshility that it might not be gplicable to head movement, essentially through a
stipulation).

A question that we need to answer, then, is whether Bulgarian and Macedonian ECC can
be formed through leftward instead of rightward head adjunctions while still having the |eft-to-
right order of elements within the ECC reflect the higher-to-lower hierarchicd structure of
relevant elements prior to the ECC formation. At first sight, the answer seems to be no.
However, in Boskovi¢ (2001a, 2002a) 1 show that there actually is a principled way of
acomplishing this which resolves a patentially very serious problem for Kayne's (1994 system.
More predsely, | show that given econamy of derivation, the task at hand can be accomplished if
we take seriously Chomsky’s (1994 suggestion that cliti cs are non-branching elements.

Chomsky (199) propases a phrase-structure system that alows for the eistence of
elements that are & the same time phrases and heads, the prerequisite for the anbiguous XP/X°
status of an element X being that X does not branch. (In fact, every non-branching element is
automaticdly both a phrase and ahead in Chomsky’s 199 system.) Chomsky mentions cliti cs as
a posshle ecample of such ambiguous XP/X° elements. Boskovi¢ (1997a) provides empirical
evidence for this suggestion, which can be interpreted as a way of capturing the intuition that
cliti cs have less sructure than their non-cliti ¢ counterparts (assuming that the latter do kranch), a
pasition argued for convincingly in Cardinaletti and Starke (1999. Suppose now that cliti cs are
indeed ambiguows XP/X° elements, which means that they do nd branch. (This would be
necessary but not sufficient for something to be a ditic.) This proposa has an interesting
consequence for auxiliary clitics. Auxiliary clitics 2uch as the one in Bulgarian (87a) can no
longer be analyzed as the head of a phrase taking ancother phrase & its complement, as snown in
(87b). Instead, we can analyze the XP as headed by a null element, with the auxili ary cliti c being
locaed in its gedfier, as diown in (87c). Since X rather than the auxiliary clitic is taking a
complement, the diti ¢ remains non-branching and, therefore, an ambiguous X P/X° element.*

(87) a Petko e zaminal v¢era.
Petko is left yesterday
‘Petko | eft yesterday.’
b.Petko [xp [x' € [zaminal v¢era]]]
C. Petko [xp € [x' X [zaminal v¢era]]]

“The anadysis can aso be straightforwardly extended to auxiliary clitics in SC, discussd in
sedion 1.
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The negative ditic dso can nolonger be analyzed as the head of a phrase taking another phrase
as its complement. In accordance with the cliti cs-as-non-branching-elements hypothesis, it is
generated as a spedfier of anull head, which takes a phrasal complement. Example (86) then has
the foll owing S-Structure prior to the ECC formation*®

(88) Ti [Negp N€ [Neg [Auxe S [auwe [ve mu [y dal gi]]]]]]

Recdl that under the standard analysis, the diti c-verb complex in Bulgarian is formed by right-
adjoining the verb to the ditics. In BoSkovi¢ (2001a, 2002a) 1 suggest that the clitic-verb
complex is instead formed by left-adjoining the diti cs to the verb, which is in ac@rdance with
Kayne's (1994 system.*® | will demonstrate that the leftward adjunction analysis yields the

*l am assuming Marantz's (1993 version of Larson's (1988 VP shell analysis of doule object
constructions, where the dative is generated in the Spec and the accusative in the complement
pasition d the lower VP shell. | ignore Agr phrases, the higher VP shell, and the trace in SpecVP
sincethey are irrelevant for our current concerns. (As will beame obvious during the discusson
below, oljea clitics move overtly to Agro in Bulgarian and Macedonian as part of the ECC))
See, however, Boskovi¢ (2001a), where it is shown that the analysis of (86) about to be given
can be readily restated in a system where the pronaminal cliti cs are generated within AgroPs.
(The reader shoud bea this in mind.) Bulgarian pronaminal cliti cs are typically suggested to
originate outside of VP becaise the language dlows clitic douling (see for example, Franks
1998, Franks and King 2000, Rudin 1997, and Tomi¢ 1996). However, there are a number of
succesdul analyses of clitic douling that are consistent with pronaminal clitics originating
within VP (see Boskovi¢ 2001a:187 and references therein).

“*Foll owing Baker (1983), | assume that a nominal/pronaminal element can be Case-licensed by
undergoing head-movement to a Case-licensing head. Notice that being ambiguous XP/X°
elements, clitics can undergo head-adjunction. As a technicd implementation d the adjunction,
we can asume that the main verb is lexicdly spedfied with an Attract All property in the sense
of Boskovi¢ (1999 for pronaminal and auxiliary clitics. The verb would then attrad all
pronaminal and auxili ary cliti cs. In BoSkovi¢ (1999) | show that multi ple movement to the same
element as a result of an applicaion d the Attrad All mechanism generaly results in free
ordering of elements undergoing the movement. However, this would not happen in the case
under consideration as aresult of the ealinesseffed of ecnamy of derivation dscussed dredly
below.

It is aso worth naing here that leftward adjunction d a ditic to its host seams to be
independently necessary for cases where alexicd, nonclitic auxiliary, which acording to
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correct order within the ECC given the diti cs-as-non-branching-elements hypathesis and the
eonamy of derivation condtion that every requirement be satisfied through the shortest
movement possble*” The gist of the analysis is the following: The verb moves up through
empty heads in (88). The diti c-verb cluster is formed by left adjoining the ditics to the verb
instead of right adjoining the verb to the ditics, in accordance with Kayne's LCA. Econamy of
derivation ensures that the order of adjunctions is acasative-dative-auxiliary-negative ditic.
(The relevant movements are shortest if they take place & ©onas possble, that is, as on asthe
verb moves to a pasition c-commanding a ditic.) Sincethe ajunctions take place to the left we
obtain the desired word order.

Let us gell-out the details of the analysis with resped to the derivationin (89). (I ignore
traces of cliti cs.)

(89) @ Ti [negp N€ [Neg [Auxp SI [aux [ve mu [y dal gi]]]]]]
b.Ti [Negp N€ [Neg [Auxp S [aux [ve mu [+ gi+dal]]]1]]
C. Ti [Negp N€ [Neg [Auxp S [aux [gi+daAl]i [ve mu [y t]11]1]
d.Ti [negp N€ [Neg [auxp S [aux mu+[gi+dal]i [ve [v t]]1]]]
€. Ti [negp N€ [Neg [Mut[gi+dal]i]j [auwxe S [auwx § [ve [v: G]1]11]
f. Ti [negp N€ [Neg SIH[MUH[gi+dal]i 1 [auxe [auwx § [ve [v: t]111]]
g. Ti [si+[mu+[gi+dal]; ]j]k [negp N€ [Neg' tk [auxp [aux t [ve [v t1111]]
h. Ti net[si+[mu+[gi+dal]; ]ilk [negp [Neg tk [auxe [aux i [ve [v: till11]1]

Krapova (199) is caegorially nondistinct from a verb, syntacticdly hosts a ditic, as in (i),
under the plausible assumption that the diti c is generated below the auxiliary.

(i) Petko go bese procel.
Petko it was rea
‘Petko had read it.’

“The requirement is resporsible for Superiority effeds. For example, given the structure in (ia)
prior to wh-movement, the requirement in question favors the movement of the first wh-phrase
to SpedCP over the movement of the second wh-phrase. The strong +wh-feaure of C is chedked
through shorter movement in (ib) thanin (ic).

(i) a. +wh C Johntell whothat Mary shoud buy what

b.Who dd Johntell t that Mary shoud buy what?
c. *What did Johntell whothat Mary shoud buy t?
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Asauming a c-command requirement on owrt movement, the dative clitic canna incorporate
into the verb urtil the verb moves outside of the VP since the verb dces not c-command the
dative ditic in its base-generated pcasition. On the other hand, the acwisative ditic can
incorporate into the verb ether before or after V-movement. Notice, however, that the
incorporation results in shorter movement if it takes place before the verb moves. Given the
eonamy of derivation condtion that every requirement be satisfied through the shortest
movement possble, the acaisative ditic then has to incorporate into the verb by left-adjoining
to it before the verb moves. The dative clitic has to wait for the verb or, more precisely, the
acasative clitictverb complex, to move to a higher head pasition and then undergoes
incorporation into it through left-adjunction.*® We derive the orrect order dative ditic-
acasative diti c-verb.

We seehere avery interesting consequence of economy of derivation, which requires that
every syntadic requirement be satisfied through the shortest movement passble. Econamy of
derivation impaoses a sort of ealinessrequirement on the movement of X to Y if Y isto undergo
further movement to Z. X must moveto Y as son as posshle; in particular, before Y moves to
Z. (For more examples of this kind, see BoSkovi¢ 1997a: 154-156)*

The rest of the derivation in (89) is graightforward. The auxili ary and the negative ditic
have to wait for the dat+aac+V complex to move to a pasition c-commanding them in arder to
undergo incorporation into the complex through left-adjunction. Econamy of derivation forces
the following ader of incorporation: 1. auxiliary clitic 2. negative ditic, since this way the
incorporation results in the shortest movements posshble. We then oltain the desired word order

“81f multiple adjunction to the same head is naot alowed, as argued by Kayne (1994, the dative
clitic would adually left-adjoin to the accusative cliti c, which is itself left-adjoined to the verb.
Notice that Kayne (1994) suggests that clitics do nd adjoin to the finite verb. One uld,
however, quite eaily make room for such adjunction to take place in Bulgarian and Macedonian,
which seans necessary on empirica grounds, while still maintaining the gist of Kayne's system.
(Kayne's suggestion was made based on certain assumptions concerning the LCA and the sub-
word level structure that do nd seem necessary.)

“Richard Kayne (personal communication) observes that the desired result can also be achieved
by appeding diredly to Pesetsky’'s (1989 Earliness Principle. Adopting Boskovi¢'s (1999
version d Chomsky's (1995 definition d strong features (i.e. feaures that drive overt
movement), acording to which strong feaures must be dhedked as on as possble, would aso
have the desired resullt.
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negative diti c-auxili ary cliti c-dative diti c-accusative diti c-verb.>°

| conclude, therefore, that we can account for word order within the ECC in Bulgarian
and Macedonan (more predsely, the fad that the structural height of relevant elements prior to
the ECC formation corresponds to the left-to-right order within the ECC) withou employing
rightward adjunction.

The &owe andysis of (86) is esentially forced on s by econamy of derivation, the
cliti cs-as-non-branching-elements hypathesis, and the LCA. All the crucia ingredients of the
analysis are forced, a, more gopropriately, provided for freg by one of these three mecdhanisms.
The diti cs-as-non-branching-elements hypathesis forces generation of clitics in Spec positions,
eoonamy of derivation impases a particular ordering of clitic adjunctions, and the LCA forces
the ajunctions to proceed to the left. The fact that the mechanisms in question conspire to force
an analysis that turns out to give us exadly what we need empiricdly provides grong evidence
for the medchanisms invalved. It is also worth emphasizing that the arrent analysis achieves a
uniform treatment of pronominal, negative, and auxiliary clitics (see also Boskovi¢ 2001a for Ii).
As Steven Franks (persona communicaion) observes, under the aurrent anaysis, which
combines the X° and XP analyses of clitics, clitics are generated as morphdogica heals in
syntadic phrase positions. The fad that they are morphdogica heads makes it possble for them
to undergo head movement.

To summarize, in contrast to SC, Bulgarian and Maceadonian have ECC formation (i.e.
cliti cs and the verb form a complex head in these languages). Contrary to standard assumptions,
the order within the ECC can be acounted for withou assuming rightward adjunction given that
clitics moveto the verb instead of the verb moving to cliti cs, as gandardly assumed.
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