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ABSTRACT

1 INTRODUCTION

This paper examines two types of clitic placement in Slavic: second position (2P) and verb-adjacent
cliticization. The placement has been accounted for in a number of ways (see Tomi¢ 1996, Franks
1998, and Boskovi¢ 2001 for early crosslinguistic overviews), with various analyses favoring syntactic
or phonological motivations for the clitic positions. Following seminal observations made by
Stjepanovi¢ (1998), and Boskovi¢ (2002), it is now standardly assumed that on the syntactic side,
2P clitics are XP elements that target specifiers in the extended verbal projections, whereas verb-
adjacent clitics adjoin to verbs as heads. This paper addresses an analysis developed by Runi¢
(2013), which captures the syntactic variation in the two cliticization patterns by arguing that
whereas 2P clitics are NPs, verb-adjacent clitics are D-heads. Runi¢’s 2013 analysis follows from
her descriptive generalization, which states that only languages without articles allow clitics to be
used in a nonspecific context. I show on the basis of data from Slavic and Romance languages that
the generalization is not correct and propose an alternative analysis. This paper is organized as
follows. Section 2 presents data and main contrasts between the two types of cliticization. Section 3
overviews an analysis of verb-adjacent clitics as D-heads. Section 4 shows that clitic placement is
contingent on the availability of tense morphology.

2 PATTERNS OF CLITICIZATION ACROSS SLAVIC

There are two types of cliticization patterns in Slavic. Bulgarian and Macedonian have verb-adjacent
clitics, which as shown in (1), may not be separated from the verbal host by any lexical material.

(1) a. Veravdcera mi g0 dade.
Vera yesterday me.DAT it.ACC gave.3sG
‘Vera gave it to me yesterday’
b. *Vera mi go v¢era dade. (Bg/Mac, Franks & King, 2000, 63)

By contrast, second position (Wackernagel) clitics do not impose any categorial restrictions on their
host. What matters is that they immediately follow the initial syntactic constituent, which can be a
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full phrase, a modifier of a phrase, or a single word, as shown in (2) for Serbo-Croatian (BCSM)
following (Tomi¢, 1996, 817).

(2) a.  Veomalepu haljinu  si mi kupio.
very beautiful. Acc dress.Acc are.AUX me.DAT buy.PART.M.SG

b. Veoma lepu si mi haljinu  kupio.
very beautiful.acc are.AUX me.DAT dress.ACC buy.PART.M.SG.

¢.  Veoma si mi lepu haljinu  kupio.

very  are.AUX me.DAT beautiful.Acc dress.Acc buy.PART.M.SG.
“You've bought me a very beautiful dress’

Second position cliticization is also found in Czech, Slovak, Sorbian, and Slovenian, though in some
of these languages pronominal clitics undergo degrammaticalization into weak pronouns (see Jung
& Migdalski, 2015).

The two cliticization types presented in (1) and (2) differ not only with respect to the position of
clitics in the clause structure, but also in the movement mechanism. There is substantial evidence
suggesting that whereas verb-adjacent clitics adjoin to a single head, 2P clitics raise to separate
specifiers via XP movement (Stjepanovi¢, 1998; Boskovié, 2001; Migdalski, 2006). For example, 2P
clitics show greater mobility in the clause structure, as shown for clitic climbing in Serbo-Croatian
in (3) and (4). As first noted by Progovac (1993), the climbing is possible out of subjunctive clauses,
but not out of indicative complements.

(3) a. Milan kazeda ga vidi.
Milan says that him.acc sees

‘Milan says that he can see him’
b. *Milan ga kaze da vidi.

(4) a. Milanzeli da ga vidi.
Milan wishes that him.Acc sees
‘Milan wishes to see him’
b. ?Milan ga Zeli da vidi. (BCSM, Progovac, 1993)

By contrast, movement of verb-adjacent clitics in Bulgarian is more restricted, as is typical of
head-like elements. They may not climb from embedded clauses in any context, as shown in (5)
and (6).

(5) a. Manol iska da go vidi
Manol wish.3sG that him.Acc see.3sG
‘Manol wishes to see him.
b. *Manol go iska da vidi. (Bg, Migdalski, 2006, 217)

(6) a Manolkazva ce go vizda.
Manol say.3sG that him.Acc see.3sG
‘Manol says that he can see him’
b. *Manol go kazva Ce vizda. (Bg, Migdalski, 2006, 217)

Another contrast between the two cliticizations is related to the possibility of clitic ellipsis under
identity. Stjepanovi¢ (1998, 530) observes that in the context of VP ellipsis, the lower clitic (ga in
(7-b)) may be deleted to the exclusion of the higher clitic mu. She argues that the deletion facts
indicate that each of the pronominal clitics is an independent constituent that targets a separate
specifier.

(7) a. Mismo mu ga dali, a i vi ste Wt
we are.AUX him.DAT him.Acc give.PART.M.PL and also you are.AUX him.DAT
gt dali.

him.Acc give.PART.M.PL
‘We gave it to him, and you did, too’
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b.  Mismo mu ga dali, a i vi ste mu ga dali, (takodje).
c. *Mismo mu ga dali, a ivi ste m# ga dali, (takodje).

Conversely, no part of a clitic cluster may be deleted in Bulgarian or Macedonian, which may
indicate that they all target a uniform head, forming a single constituent together, as noted by
(Boskovié, 2002, 331).

(8) a. *Niesme  mu go  dali, i vie ste mu g0
we are.AUX him.DAT it.Acc give.PART.PL and you are.AUx him.DAT him.acc
dali (stisto).

give.PART.M.PL t00
b. *Nie sme mu go dali, i vie ste mu ge dali (stisto).
c.  *Nie sme mu go dali, i vie ste go s dali (susto).

This assumption about the distinct syntactic mechanisms involved in the two cliticization patterns
receives more support from the possibility of clitic splits. As shown in (9-a), in VP fronting in Serbo-
Croatian a clause-mate pronominal clitic can be separated from the auxiliary clitic located outside
the preposed VP. Moreover, clause-mate clitics may be split from each other by a parenthetical, as
in (9-b).

(9) a. [Dali ga  Mariji] su Ivani  Stipe.
give.PART.M.PL it.ACC Marija.DAT are.AUX Ivan and Stipe
‘Give it to Marija, Ivan and Stipe did’ (Boskovi¢, 2001, 50)
b. Ti si me, kao $tosam  vel rekla, lisio ih
you are.AUX me.DAT as am.AUX already say.PART.F.5G deprive.PART.M them
juce.
yesterday
“You, as I already said, deprived me of them! (Boskovié, 2001, 60)

Boskovi¢ (2001, 189) observes that, by contrast, the corresponding clitic splits are disallowed in
Bulgarian.

(10) a. *[ Celunala go] Maria e
kissed him.acc Maria is.aux
‘Kissed him, Maria has’
b. *Te sa, kakto ti kazah, predstavili gi na Petiir.
theyareas  you.pAT told introduced them.acc to Petlir
“They have, as I told you, introduced them to Pettir

The data presented so far indicates that that the crucial syntactic difference between the two
patterns of cliticization is not just the position that they occupy in the structure, but that it is also
derivational: whereas verb-adjacent clitics head-adjoin to a single functional head, 2P clitics do not.
In the reminder of this paper I will discuss two potential explanations for the variation recently
argued for in the literature:

(i) Verb-adjacent clitics share a property that forces their adjunction to a functional head
(Boskovié, 2016).

(ii) A functional head that verb-adjacent clitics adjoin to is missing in the languages with 2P

clitics (Migdalski, 2015, 2016).

3 VERB-ADJACENT CLITICS AS D-HEADS

In a series of papers, Boskovi¢ (2012 and related work) argues that languages that do not have
articles do not project the DP layer. This allows him to capture many systematic differences between
article- and article-less languages. Boskovi¢’s assumption has a repercussion for his analysis of the
structure of pronouns, which are NPs in languages without articles and Ds taking NP complements
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in article languages. Recently, Boskovi¢ (2016) has observed that 2P cliticization is attested only
in languages without articles. Drawing on the DP/NP distinction, Boskovi¢ (2016) accounts for
the contrasts between the two cliticization patterns described in Section 2 and deduces the verb-
adjacency requirement of clitics in DP languages. Namely, he points out that like other functional
heads, D-clitics cannot be stranded. Therefore, they must take a complement or assume a head-
adjunction configuration by adjoining to V+T complexes. By contrast, given the absence of the DP
layer, 2P clitics are NPs that target specifiers of functional projections.

The idea that verb-adjacent clitics are D-heads receives support from many Romance languages,
in which clitics morphologically resemble determiners. Moreover, Runi¢ (2013) observes that 2P
and verb-adjacent clitics may have different interpretations with respect to specificity. As indicated
in the translations of the dialogue in (11), pronouns in English can only occur in specific contexts; in
non-specific environments the indefinite pronoun one is used (see (11-c)). By contrast, pronominal
clitics in Serbo-Croatian can be used whether the reference is specific (see (11-b)) or not (see (11-c))
(see Mihailovi¢ 1970 for the original observations).

(11) a. A:Onazeli dase uda za Svedanina.
she wants to REFL marry for Swede
‘She wants to marry a Swede’
b. B:Gdje ga je nasla?
where him.Acc is.AuX find.PART.F.SG
‘Where did she find him/*one?’
c. B:Nijega lako naci
not him.Acc easy find.INF
It is not easy to find one/*him’ (BCS, Runié, 2013)

Runi¢ argues that Bulgarian and Macedonian allow pronominal clitics only in specific contexts (see
(12)), on a par with pronouns in English. She suggests that the contrast obtains because second
position clitics are NPs, so they do not need to be interpreted as definite, whereas verb-adjacent
clitics are D-heads.

(12) a. A:Taasaka dase venca za Sveganin.
she wants to REFL marry for Swede

‘She wants to marry a Swede’

b. B: Akadego nasla?
where him.Acc find.PART.E.SG
‘Where did she find him?’
c.  B:Ne e lesno da najde/ *go najde/ (eden Sveganin)

notiseasy to find him.accfind (one Swede)
‘It is not easy to find one/*him!’ (Mac, Runié, 2013)

On the basis of these data, Runi¢ (2013) proposes a generalization saying that only languages
without articles allow clitics to be used in nonspecific contexts. On closer scrutiny, however, this
generalization turns out to be too strong or even incorrect.

On a general level, crosslinguistically the definite article does not show uniform semantics,
which may include specificity (in Polynesian and Turkish), visibility (Bella Coola), proximity
(Stat'imcets; see Matthewson 1998, 25, Giusti 2015), so even if verb-adjacent pronominal clitics are
D-heads, they may receive different interpretations across DP-languages. Crucially, though, Runic¢’s
(2013) generalization is not supported by Romance DP-languages such as Italian, which permits
the occurrence of clitics in exactly the same context as Serbo-Croatian, an NP language, as shown
in (13) (see also Cardinaletti & Giusti, 2018).

(13) a.  A: Maria vuole sposare uno svedese.
Maria wants marry a  Swede

‘Maria wants to marry a Swede’
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b. B:E dove lo trova?
And where him.Acc find
‘Where did she find him?’
c¢. B:Nonlo trovi facilmente (uno svedese) da queste parti.
not him.acc find easy (one Swede) in this area

‘It is not easy to find (a Swede/) one/*him around here’  (It, Giuliana Giusti, p.c.)

In some other contexts, such as in (14), clitics in Italian can be even non-referential and resume a
predicate adjective.

(14) Maria ¢ simpaticae  sua sorella non lo e.
Maria is nice and her sister not CL.M.SG is
‘Maria is nice and her sister is not’ (It, G. Giusti, p.c.)

Moving on to Slavic, although the examples provided by Runi¢ in (11) and (12) are taken by her
to indicate that Bulgarian and Macedonian permit pronominal clitics to be used only in specific
contexts, the data in (15) shows that pronominal clitics in Bulgarian may have non-specific reference,
as in the case of surface scope reading of the accusative clitic in (15-a) and a generic reading of the
dative clitic in (15-b).

(15) a. Vseki  obi¢anjakoj, no ne vseki moze da go zadurzi.
everyone loves someone, but not everyone can that him.acc keep
‘Everyone loves someone, but not everyone can keep him’
b. Kogato obi¢a§ njakogo, trjabvada se  nauc¢i§ da mu prostavas.
when love.2sG someone need that REFL learn.2sG that him.DAT forgive.2sG
‘When you love someone, you need to learn to forgive him’
(Bg, Vesela Simeonova, p.c.)

These facts may lead to the conclusion that the contrasts observed by Runi¢ (2013 ) are not necessarily
related to the DP/NP distinction, but rather to an independently motivated difference in the
interpretation of pronouns in English and Serbo-Croatian.

Empirical evidence aside, it seems that there are a number of other conceptual problems with the
assumption that verb-adjacent pronominal clitics are D-heads in Slavic (the details are discussed in
Migdalski 2018). First, in contrast to Romance languages, pronominal clitics in all Slavic languages
do not resemble articles, but rather morphological case forms, whether these languages have
articles or not. Franks & Rudin (2005) capture this property by assuming that while pronominal
clitics in Romance languages are D-heads, in Slavic they instantiate K(ase)-heads, with further
parametric variation related to the presence of articles, thus with KP dominating DP in Bulgarian
and Macedonian (see (16-a)), and with only KP present in the other Slavic languages (see (16-b)).

(16) a. [KPK°[DP...]
b. [KPK°]

Another contrast between Romance and Slavic languages is the fact that while in Romance languages
clitics are pronouns, in Slavic they include also auxiliary verbs, such as the clitic form of the verb
‘be’ It is not immediately clear how auxiliary clitics could be analyzed as D-heads. Since they are
not nominal elements, they are unlikely to incorporate into the V/T complex for the purpose of case
licensing. Regardless, on a par with pronominal clitics, the auxiliary clitics target and adjoin to T°.
Boskovi¢ (2016) states that this happens due to “a preference to treat them like pronominal clitics
for uniformity” It is not obvious though how this mechanism of preference could be explained.
Furthermore, diachronic considerations do not seem to support the hypothesis about the D-head
status of verb-adjacent clitics. Old Church Slavonic (OCS) predominantly had verb-adjacent clitics,
so following Boskovic’s analysis, it could be a DP language. The status of NPs in OCS is a matter of
debate. There are no morphologically distinct articles in OCS texts, though Dimitrova-Vulchanova
& Vulchanov (2012) argue that the demonstrative t5 may function as the definite article in some
environments in Codex Suprasliensis, an OCS text from the 11th century. However, OCS shows
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many cases of Left Branch Extraction, which in general is not attested in languages with articles.

(17) Svets bo mos$ stvorils ja estb.
holy because man created them.acc is

‘Because a holy man has created them!’ (OCS, Pancheva, 2005, 139)

Left Branch Extraction is also attested in Old Serbian (OS), which did not have articles and was on
the way to become a 2P clitic language.

(18)  Sijazije kniga pisana.
this is.Aux book written
“This book was written’ (0S8, Radanovi¢-Kocié, 1988, 159)

There seems to be no evidence for the emergence or decline of the article in the subsequent history
of Serbian, including the Montenegrin dialects, which featured verb-adjacent pronominal clitics in
some contexts until the 19th century and also displayed Left Branch Extraction.

(19) Veliku mu knjigu otvorio.
great him.DAT book oOpen.PART.M.SG

‘(He) opened a great book for him’ (19th c. Montenegrin)

If Boskovic’s generalization applied diachronically, we could potentially expect the switch in the
cliticization patterns to be accompanied by the emergence of the definite article and a modification
of the DP/NP structure, reflected in the availability of Left Branch Extraction. As far as I can
determine, such a correspondence is not found.

4 AN ALTERNATIVE ACCOUNT — PATTERNS OF CLITICIZATION ARE
SUBJECT TO THE TP PARAMETER

This section summarizes an alternative analysis of the distribution of pronominal clitics in Slavic,
originally developed in Migdalski (Migdalski 2015, 2016 and Jung & Migdalski 2015). It is based
on the observation that synchronically verb-adjacent cliticization is possible only in languages that
have morphological tense, whereas diachronically the shift from verb-adjacent clitics to 2P in Slavic
was contemporaneous with the loss of tense morphology.* In languages such as Polish the change
proceeded further and led to the reanalysis of pronominal clitics as weak pronouns.

As shown in (20) and (21), Bulgarian has two simple past tense forms, aorist and imperfect,
which both can be combined with perfective and imperfective aspectual morphology.

(20)  a.  Vcera  (Cetjax knigata.

yesterday read.IMP.15G.IMPRF book-the

‘I was reading the book yesterday’ (Bg, imperfect tense, imperfective aspect)

b.  Vseki dan, procetjax edna kniga.

every day read.IMP.1SG.PERF one book

T used to read a whole book every day’ (Bg, imperfect tense, perfective aspect)
(21) a. Vlera  procetox knigata.

yesterday read.AOR.15G.PERF book-the

‘I read the book yesterday and finished it’ (Bg, aorist, perfective aspect)
b. Véera  cCetox knigata.
yesterday read.AOR.1SG.IMPRF book-the

‘I was reading the book yesterday’ (Bg, aorist, imperfective aspect)

Except for Bulgarian and Macedonian, all the other languages lost the simple tense forms, thus
losing overt tense morphology (see Todorovi¢ 2016 for a discussion of Serbian facts) and instead

*Outside Slavic, the generalization receives support from Philippine languages, which have 2P clitics and express
temporality by aspectual distinctions.
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use compound tense structures, formed with the tenseless, non-finite I-participle and the auxiliary
‘be’ (marked for perfective aspect in future structures and imperfective aspect in past tense forms).>

The tense system in Bulgarian is reminiscent of the one found in Old Slavic. Moreover, OCS
featured a similar pattern of cliticization, with pronominal clitics predominantly occupying verb-
adjacent positions. The only clitics that uniformly occurred in 2P were the ones expressing the
illocutionary force of a clause (bo ‘because; Ze and li (focus/interrogation markers)), as shown in

(22).

(22)  a Oca moego Vb téxs dostoits mi byti.
father.GEN my.GEN in these be-appropriate.INE me.DAT be
Thad to be in my Father’s house?’ (OCS, Luke 2:49, Pancheva et al. 2007)

b.  Aste desnaé tvoé roka swblaznéets f¢
if right your hand sin.PRES.35G you.AcC

‘I your right hand causes you to sin’
(OCS, Matthew 5:30, Radanovi¢-Kocic 1988, 154)
c. Elisaveti Ze ispleni s¢  vréme roditi ei.
Elizabeth FOC fulfilled REFL time give-birth her.pat
‘And it was time for Elizabeth to have her baby’
(OCS, Luke 1: 57, Pancheva et al. 2007)

In some of the Slavic languages that subsequently evolved, we observe a shift of pronominal clitics
to second position. I point out in Migdalski (2015, 2016) that the change was contemporaneous
with the loss of tense morphology. For example, it happened very early in Old Slovenian, in which
aorist was limited to certain verb forms (Vaillant, 1966, 60), and which also displays 2P clitics, as
shown in the data from The Freising Manuscripts, the oldest Slovene manuscript from the 1oth-11th
c.,in (23).

(23) a. I’ wvueruit da mi ie na zem zuete beufi...
and believe.1sG that me.DAT is.AUX on this world was.PAST.ACT.PART
‘And I believe that, having been in this world..’
b. paki se  wuztati nazodni  den.Imeti mi ie sivuot.
again REFL rise.INF on judgment day have.INF me.DAT is life
‘And to rise again on the day of judgement. I am to have life
(1oth-11th c. Slovene, Migdalski 2016, 266)

By contrast, the oldest Serbian texts (12th-15th c.) exhibit largely the same clitic distribution as OCS.
Gradually, they move to second position, and the shift parallels the loss of tense morphology in the
respective dialects. Instances of verb-adjacent clitics are still observed in the 19th c. in Montenegro
dialects, where the aorist was preserved longest.

(24) a.  Ako iguman sakrivi mi...
if prior does-wrong me.DAT
‘If the prior does me wrong...
(Montenegro, 18/19th c., Radanovi¢-Koci¢ 1988, 166)
b. Drugoni§ta ne predstavljaju mi.
else nothing NEG represent  me
‘They are nothing else to me’
c. K nebesna uslisa mi molbu.
daughter heaven hear.AOR.35G me.DAT prayer
“The daughter of the heavens heard my prayer’
(Montenegro, 18/19th c., Migdalski 2018, 200)

%A reviewer asks whether the I-participle could be reinterpreted as a past tense form in some Slavic languages. East
Slavic languages, which also lost the perfect auxiliary, could be such languages, yet they use the I-participle in tenseless
structures, such as the subjunctive, which may indicate the [-participle is not a tensed form there either.

JOURNAL Of SLAVIC LINGUISTICS

7



PARAMETRIZING SECOND POSITION EFFECTS IN SLAVIC

Linterpret the change by assuming, as is standard, that verb-adjacent clitics raise out of VP argument
positions as XPs and are licensed by head-adjunction to T° (Kayne, 1991). I propose that with the
decline of tense morphology, TP is lost, which has repercussions for the cliticization patterns. In
the absence of T°, there is no suitable head for clitics to adjoin to and they end up in 2P, in distinct
maximal projections. The difference in the landing sites (head-adjunction for verb-adjacent clitics
and specifiers for 2P clitics) results in derivational contrasts between the respective two types of
cliticizations described in Section 2.

5 CONCLUSION

This paper has overviewed two potential analyses of 2P cliticization. The analysis adopted in this
paper assumes that the presence of TP is subject to parametric variation (Haider, 2010; Boskovi¢,
2012), and that TP may emerge or decline in language history. It also relates to Boskovi¢ (2012)
proposal that TP is available only in DP-languages. Admittedly, if the DP-TP correlation postulated
by Boskovi¢ (2012) holds, it could be that both Boskovi¢’s (2016) generalization and the one devel-
oped here are correct: verb-adjacent clitics are attested in languages with both tense morphology
and articles. However, the presented diachronic evidence shows that the property which conditions
verb-adjacent cliticization is the presence of tense morphology, rather than articles. This may in turn
indicate that Boskovi¢’s generalization of the DP-TP parallelism could be a one-way correlation:
languages with articles have tense morphology, but the reverse is not necessarily true.
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