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1. Intr oduction

The statusof movement-like operationghat (amongotherthings)resohe the de-
pendencie®f clitics and affixes hasbeenthe topic of a voluminousliterature.
Here we develop a theory that correlatesthe locality of the post-syntactiqro-
cesswith the stageof the (PF-)dervationat which the operationoccurs,building
on thework of Marantz(1984andsubsequentvork) andBobaljik (1994,1995).
The correlationsare framedin a theory of the grammarin which the syntactic
derivationassembleandmanipulatedundlesof abstracfeatureswhich arethen
realizedphonologicallyafterthe syntax(Late Insertior; seebelow). Theproposal
is thatthelocality propertief a Mergeroperatioraredeterminedy the stagen
thederivationatwhichtheoperationtakesplace:specifically Mergerswhich take
placebeforeVocahulary Insertion,on hierarchicalstructuresgdiffer from Merger
which takes placepost-\bcahulary Insertion/linearization.The paperis devoted
to (1) a demonstratiorof differentlocality propertiesat play in post-syntactic
movements(2) the developmenif a modelof Morphologyin which thelocality
differencesaresituatedin a sequentiaderivation; and(3) case-studiebasedon
the model. Giventhis agendagdiscussiorfalling outsideof the above pointswill
belimited in scope.

2. Background Assumptions

In this sectionwe provide asketchof our backgroungissumptionaboutthestruc-
ture of the grammar We assumea theoryin which morphologyinterpretsthe
outputof the syntacticderivation (DistributedMorphology, Halle 1990,Halle and
Marantz1993,1994, Noyer 1997 andrelatedwork). The basicelementsf the
syntacticcomputationare abstractfeatureswhich appeaiin bundlesasterminal
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nodes.Universalaswell aslanguage-specifiell-formednessonditionsdeter

mine in what mannerthesefeaturesmay combineto form syntacticcateyories,
theatomsof syntacticrepresentationyhich we call heremorphemesWe resene

thetermmorphemen this modelto denoteterminalelementsn syntacticor mor-

phosyntactiacepresentationsye usethe term signal (equivalently, exponen} to

denotethe phonologicakxpression(spf amorphemeOvertsyntaxdenoteghose
operationswhich assembleand manipulatethis collection of morphemesnto a

hierarchicalstructurethat is the input to computationsconcernedvith morpho-
logical and phonologicalexpression(PF) and aspectf semanticinterpretation
(LF).

The kinds of operationswhich take a representatiorirom the PF/LF
branchingto its phonologicalform comprisethe (PF) Spell-Outof that repre-
sentationthe moduleof grammaresponsibldor Spell-Outis Morphology. That
is, we use‘Morphology’ hereasa cover for a seriesof operationghatoccuron
the PFbranchfollowing the pointatwhich the syntacticderivationsplitsbetween
PFandLF. Thereis no Lexicon in this modelof grammar;word-formationtakes
placeeitherin syntaxor throughpost-syntactioperationsluringMorphology

Syntactic Derivation

vV

(Spell Out)
Morpholoy\
PF LF

2.1. Morphemesand Signals

A numberof independenbperationsoccuron the PF branch,andsomeof these
areof directrelevanceto the presenstudy To begin with, notall morphemesel-
evantto pronunciationare presentin syntaxprior to Spell-Outand Morphology.
In otherwords,not all word constituentsare syntacticentities;mary arenot and
arepurely morphological(Noyer 1997) Certainstructuralpositionswithin words
and perhapsphrasesare insertedat Morphology subjectto various conditions.
For example mary languagesequirenounandadjective stemsto beaugemented
by casemorphemesvhich are not themselessyntacticprojections. Thesemor-
phemesnustbe addedpost-syntacticallyluring Morphology, asbelow:

(1) Noun— [ Noun+ Caseyounl

In theterminologyof Embick(1997),suchinsertednorphemesrecalled
dissociatedsincetheinformationwhich their signalizationcorveysis partly sep-
aratedfrom the original locusof thatinformationin the phrase-mar&r. Typical
dissociatednorphemesnclude Caseand Agreementin at leastsomelanguages
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(seee.g. Marantz1992): thesemorphemeseflectcertainsyntacticpropertieqor
configurationsput do notin ary sensecontritute thesepropertiesto the syntax.
Dissociatednorphemesrenot interpretedat LF, sincethey areinsertedonly at
Spell-Out. Hence,dissociatednorphemesnustsignalizeproperties eithercon-
figurationalor featural,alreadypresentn a syntacticstructurebeforeSpell-Out.

Following Halle & Marantz(1993)we adoptthetermVocahulary to de-
notethelist of phonologicalsignalsandtheir privilegesof occurrence EachVo-
calulary Itemis a phonologicakrepresentatiorpairedwith a setof conditionson
its insertion.Vocahulary Iltemsareinsertednto terminalnodesfollowing the syn-
tactic derivation; becausderminalsare only provided with specificVocahulary
Itemspost-syntactiallythisis referredto asLate Insertion

We usethetermterminal elementsr, equivalently headsto referto the
basicatomsof phrase-structureywhich consistof abstractmorphemesthat is,
bundlesof features A variety of operationsincludinghead-adjunctiom syntax,
morphemensertionat Morphology, andthe post-syntactidMergersto be studied
below, canproduceX® elementswith internalstructuresuchasin (2) :

(2) Y adjoinedto Z; Z+Y adjoinedto X

X

X
Z X

/\ Features
Z Y .

| |
[ Features] [ Features]

P
WP
|

WhenVocahulary Insertionoccurs the Vocahulary is searchedor items
to be insertedinto the structure. For certainmorphemesyocahulary Insertion
is deterministicand only one choiceis possiblein ary given contect. Follow-
ing Harley and Noyer (1998), we will call suchmorphemed-morphemestyp-
ically suchmorphemesgorrespondo ‘functional’ projectionsin syntax. For f-
morphemesthe Vocahulary Iltem with the largestsubsetof the featurespresent
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on the terminalnodeis inserted! For othermorphemeghereexists a choiceas
regardsthe signalwhich maybeinsertedwe call suchmorpheme®oots Unlike
the signalsinsertedinto f-morphemesthe signalsfor Rootsare not in competi-
tion with eachotherandary Root-signalicensedin a givenervironmentmay be
inserted.

More concretely supposeéhatin (2) Z = Noun, Y = Number:[dualland
X = Case:Instrumentd.In the Vocahulary of Mansi,a Uralic languagethe most
specificsignalsfor Number:[dualland Case:instrumentakill be oy andtosl re-
spectvely (Kalman 1965). For the Noun morphemethere exist mary choices,
naturally but the following forms exemplify possibleoutcomes:

(3) a. put-ey-tal
kettle-DUAL-INST
‘by meanf two kettles’
b. ery-ay-tol
song-DWAL-INST
‘by meansof two songs’

2.2. Morphological Merger

Morphological Merger, as first proposedby Marantz, was originally a princi-
ple of well-formednesdetweenlevels of representatiorin syntax; in Marantz
(1988:261)Mergeris generalizeasfollows:

(4) Morphological Merger
At ary level of syntacticanalysis(d-structure s-structure phonological
structure) arelationbetweenX andY maybereplacedy (expressedy)
theaffixation of thelexical headof X to thelexical headof Y.

WhatMergerdoesds essentiallytrade’ or ‘exchangeastructurakelationbetween
two elementsat onelevel of representatioffior a differentstructuralrelationbe-
tweenthe ‘heads’ of theseelementsat a subsequentevel. Mergercantherefore
beschematize@sfollows:

(5) ARB — A'R'B'

Exactly what relationsmay be traded,i.e. what® and R’ are, aswell asthe
elementsnvolved,i.e. what A, B and A’, B’ are,depend®n the level at which
theMergeroccurs.

1SeeHaIIe(1997),butcertaincompledties arisein definingtheprecedenceelationsamong
competingvocahulary Items(seeHarley & Noyer 1999:5for discussion)

2For simplicity we usethe labelNounfor the Roothere,but in sodoingwe arenot neces-
sarily committedto a view thattraditional part-of-speectabelspartition Rootsin syntax.
SeeMarantz(1997)andHarley andNoyer (1999)for discussion.
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The theory that we presentherefollows the insight that Merger is an
operationwhich occursin structuralconfigurationswvhich vary with the point of
the derivation at which the Merger operationoccurs. For the sale of clarity, we
will introducetwo distincttermsto denoteMergersat differentpointsin the post-
syntacticderivation. The proposalis thattherearein factat leasttwo varieties
of Merger, dependinguponwhetherMerger occursin (a) in Morphologybefore
Vocahilary Insertion;or (b) in Morphologyafter Vocahulary Insertion3 The pre-
VI Mergeris Lowering it operatesn termsof hierarchicalstructure.The Merger
of type (b), Local Dislocation operatesn termsof linear adjaceng. We now
illustrateeachof theseoperationsvith examplesrom English,andthenpresenta
modelof Mergeroperationghatwill seneasthebasisfor aseriesof case-studies.

3. Lowering vs. Local Dislocation

3.1. Lowering

Becausewe adoptthe view that phonologicalexpressionof comple< words is
determinedby information provided by the syntacticderivation, in certainin-
stanced_owering movementwill be requiredto unite syntacticterminalswhich
are phonologicallyspelledtogetherbut not joined in overt syntax(by Raising).
Here,theheadX lowersto Y, theheadof its complement:

(6) Loweringof X° to Y°©

[xpX°...[yp...Y° ... 1]l =[xp... [yp ... [yo YO4+X°] ... ]]

In English,asopposedo anumberof otherlanguagesy doesnotmove
to T in theovertsyntax.However, Tenses realizedonV morphologically(except
whennegationappearspr whenT-to-C movementhasoccurred).EnglishTense
thusLowersto V, theheadof its complemenl‘.1

(7) a. Mary[rpt, [vp loudly play-ed thetrumpet]]

3Anotherpotentialtype of Merger, Prosodiclnversion (Halpern1992b),involvesthetrad-
ing of relationsat the level of Prosodicdomains,suchasPhonologicaMWord and Phono-
logical Phrase We will notbediscussingProsodicinversionin detailhere,but it is easily
incorporatedwithin our proposalsas a variety of Merger operatingimmediatelybefore
Phonology

40na Strict LexicalisttheorysuchasChomsly 1995,play-edis fully inflectedbeforesyn-
taxin theLexicon; its tensefeaturesneednot be checled until LF. WhenSpell-Outoccurs,
play-edalreadyhasthe inflectionalmaterialwith it. However, DM admitsno Lexicon in
which play-edmight be constructedeforesyntax.Instead,TensemustLower to the Verb
during Spell-Out,lest Tenseremainin situ andbe supportedby dummydo asin ungram-
matical(7b).
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b. *Mary did loudly play thetrumpet

Becaused_owering involves adjunctionof a headto a head,andthese
headseednot necessarilypelinearly adjacent oweringhasa (potentially)non-
local, thatis, non-adjacentcharacter As Bobaljik (1994)argues,anintervening
adjoinedadwerb suchasloudly in (7a) doesnot prevent T from Loweringto V.
In sum, this post-syntactioperationis one which skips potentially intervening
adjunctsandadjoinsT to the headof its complementthatis, v).

3.2. Local Dislocation

A secondvariety of Merger, which we term Local Dislocation occursafter Vo-
calulary Insertion. In Local Dislocationthe relationtradedin for ‘affixation’ is
not hierarchical but ratherlinear precedencandadjacenyg. By hypothesis|in-
earorderingis not a propertyof syntacticrepresentationut is imposedat PFin
virtue of the requirementhat speectbe instantiatedn time. It is thereforenat-
ural to assumehatlinear orderingis imposedon a phrasemarker at the pointin
the derivation when phonologicalinformationis inserted thatis, at Vocalulary
Insertion.

(8) ThelLateLinearizationHypothesis
The elementf aphrase-marérarelinearizedat Vocalulary Insertion.

OurideathatLocal Dislocationis avarietyof Mergerdistinctfrom Low-
eringis basedon Marantzs (1988) positionthatthe notion headof a constituent
relevantto Mergeris defineddifferently at differentlevels of the grammar The
implementationof this position hereis that the propertiesof Merger differ de-
pendinguponwhetherMerger applieson a linearizedor unlinearizedstructure.
Specifically beforelinearorderis imposedon a phrase-marér, headedness de-
finedin termsof structure:wherea constituentC = X(P), thenthe headof C is
X°. After linearization,this no longerholdsandthe headis definedin termsof
peripheralitywithin the constituent.To seehow this is so,considerthe following
structure:

9 [xpXI[yrplzrZ]YI]

HereX takesYP = [ZP Y] asits complementwhereZP is eithera complemento
Y or anadjunctto YP. We will usethenotationa * b to denotea requirementhat
a mustlinearly precedeb andbe adjacento b. A potentiallinearizationof this
structures:

(10) [X*[Z* Y]]

Here X mustimmediatelypreceddZ * Y] andZ mustimmediatelyprecedey.
In the syntacticstructure(9) from which (10) originated,Y is the ‘head’ of the
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constituentwhich X takesasits complementin syntax,Y couldraiseto X; like-
wise X could lowerto Y acrossZP. But Local Dislocationdoesnot referto (9)
but ratherto (10). Therelationsexchangedarenow onesof linearprecedencand
adjacengy (x). Specifically Local Dislocationcancorvert(10)to (11):

(A1) [[zo Z+X] * Y]

In (11), X’s = relationto [Z * Y] hasbeenexchangedor arelationof adjunction
to the left-peripheralelementof [Z * Y], namelyZ. (11) is a legitimate trans-
formationof (10) becauséoth * relationsin (10) have beeneitherpresered or
exchangedappropriatelyby Merger. In (10) Y mustimmediatelyfollow andbe
adjacento Z. In (11) this relationshipis maintainedbecauser still follows Z°,
whichis now howeverinternallycomplex asZ+X.

As Marantz(1988) shaws, the ideathat Local Dislocation Merger ex-
changegelationsof adjacenyg for thoseof adjunctionplacesrestrictionson the
structuresn which two elementsanbe invertedin the string. Our interpretation
of theserestrictionsis asfollows: if X is an elementperipheralin somecon-
stituentC', X will not beableto invertwith anelementY” not alsocontainedn
C'. Considetthefollowing:

(12) a. [...Y]*[c X*Z]

b. [...X+Y] * [¢ Z]

c. [...Y+X] * [¢ Z]

Givenapre-Dislocatiorstructuresuchas(12a),X cannotescapetheconstituent
C' to invertwith Y asin (12b), sincein sodoing X would not properlymaintain
its requirementbf (left-)adjaceng with Z. This shouldbe contrastedwith the
derivationof (11), whereX undegoesaninversionwith anelement(Z) whichis
containedwithin the constituentwhich X is originally peripherain.

On the other hand, string-vacuous(i.e. non-inverting) Local Disloca-
tion is not subjectto thesesamelocality conditions(althoughof courseit affects
only string-adjacen¢lements)Essentiallystring-vacuousrebracleting'’is freely
permitted muchasproposedy Sproat(1985).For example,in (12¢) X may‘es-
cape’the constituentC which it wasorginally peripheralwithin, sinceit will still
maintaina left-adjaceng relationto Z.

To reiterate thereis animportantdifferencebetween_owering Merger
and Local DislocationMerger. Lowering Merger is sensitve to syntactichead-
ednessand can thereforeaffect elementswhich are not string-adjacent. Local
Dislocation,however, is sensitve to relationsof adjaceng and precedencde-
tweenconstituentsandnot to syntacticheadednesdirectly. Thus,Local Dislo-
cationmustalways be local asthe namesuggests.Only adjacentelementscan
be reorderedby the operation,and an intervening (syntactic)adjunctcannotbe
ignored.
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3.3. lllustrating the Two Operations

The formationof EnglishComparatiesand Superlatvesof thetype tall-er, tall-
estprovidesa clearcasein which a Vocalulary-specificoperationis constrained
to apply underlinear adjaceng. To begin with, we take the syntacticstructure
to beonein which the Superlatve or Comparatie featuresdominatethe position
of the Adjective (Abney 1987); we will referto this morphemen eithercaseas
CMPR. The realizationof thesemorphemess dependentipon whetheror not
they combinewith the Adjective they dominate. As is well-known, thereis a
prosodicconditionon the host; CMPR canonly combinewith an Adjective with
onemetricalsyllable:

(13) a. Johnis smart-etthanBill.
b.  Johnis mo-reintelligentthanBill.
c. * Johnis intelligent-erthanBill.
d. ?* Johnis mo-resmartthanBill.

Thecorrelationthatwe establishhereis simple:thesufixationof CMPR
is dependentiponthe prosodicshapeof the host,andthereforenappensifterthe
insertionof specificadjectves. The informationthatis requiredfor the process
to occuris Vocahulary-specificand,becausstructuresarelinearizedby Vocahu-
lary Insertion,the processs definedover a linearizedstructure.Accordingly, the
CMPR morphemecannotappearon the Adjective whenthereis an intervening
adwerbial;thisis seenclearlywith thesuperlat‘i/e:5

(14) a. Maryisthemo-stamazinglysmartperson...

b. * Maryisthet amazinglysmart-esperson...

SThis point canalsobe illustratedwith the Comparatie, but with greaterdifficulty. The
readingfor thisis thatwith the Comparatie therearetwo distinctscopalreadingsfor the
Adverb;onein whichit scopesvertheentireComparatie-Adjectve, andonein which it
intervenesbetweenCMPR andthe Adjective. Thusthefollowing is grammaticalbut only
onareadingin whichthe Adverbtakesscopeover the Comparatie:

(i) TheDuPontsareamazinglyt rich-erthanthe Smiths.

Thatis, the degreeto which they arericheris amazing.The syntacticstructureis thusone
in which the Adverb dominatesthe CMPR-ADJ. This may be comparedwith a casein
whichthe Adverbdoesnottake scopeover thecomparatie; in suchcasesno combination
of Adjective andCMPRis possible:

(i) TheDuPontsaremo-reamazinglyrich thanthe Gettys.

That is, both are amazinglyrich, but the DuPontsare more so. The reasonfor this is
thatwith the combinedComparatie form the only structurein which the Adverbdoesnot
intervenebetweerthe positionof CMPR andthe potentialhostAdjective.
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Whenamazingappearsasa modifier of smart it is structurallybetweenthe po-
sition of the CMPR morphemeand the adjective. Accordingly, it is linearized
betweerthesetwo elementslts presencén the positionprohibitscomparatie -st
from beingMergedwith smart(14b),forcing the presencef mo-st

4. A Model

The device of MorphologicalMerger as developedby Marantz(1988) captures
the generalizationthat clitics are of essentiallytwo types, ‘peripheral’-clitics,
which are eitherat the edgeof a maximal projectionor in peninitial or penulti-
mate‘second’-positionwithin that phrase and‘head’-clitics, which adjointo the
headof a phrase Onthepresenproposal peripheral-cliticsnove to their surface
positionby Local Dislocation,while head-cliticsundego Raisingor Loweringto
aheador elseareDissociatednorphemednserteddirectly ona head®
Figure? illustratesthe PFbranchof the grammaraswe ervisionit.

(Syntactic Derivation)
\J
PF/LF BRANCHING

Hierarchical arrangement M
Lowering <------------- Of morphemes o
R
P
H
Vocabulary o
Insertion L
L o
—--eieo.... Linearization imposed G
by Insertion Y
Local Dislocation
Building of

Prosodic
Domains PHONOLOGICAL

FORM

(Prosodic
Inversion)

The architectureof this model, in particularthe ordering of eventswithin the
derivation, makes particular predictionsaboutwhat can and cannothappenin
Morphology. In this sectionwe make thesepredictionsprecise;the remainder
of the paperexemplifiesanddefendshesedeas.

60n the view we presentProsodicinversion definedby Halpern(1992b)asoperatingin

termsof prosodicsubcatgorization,would only apply to sentence-peripheralements.
Thatis, if aclitic hasadependencthatis purely prosodic,it would, all otherthingsbeing
equal,simply leanon a hostratherthanundegoing Merger.
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4.1. The Local Dislocation Hypothesis

By the Late LinearizationHypothesis(8), linear order is imposedon a string
only at Vocahilary Insertion, and after linearization,Local DislocationMerger
canmanipulateonly string-adjacentlementsFromthis premiseit follows thatif
amovementoperationis sensitve to propertiesvhich aresuppliedat Vocalulary
Insertion, it will necessarilyapply only to string-adjacentlements. Properties
which aresuppliedat Vocahlulary Insertionincludethe specificidentity of Vocab-
ulary ltems,suchaswhetheeed hasbeeninsertednto amorphemeasopposed
to elm or poplar, includingary idiosyncraticpropertiesof theinsertedtem, such
asits phonologicalfeaturesor its inflectional or otherdiacritical classfeatures.
If a movementoperationis sensitve to suchparticularpropertiesof Vocahulary
Items,we call it vocalulary-sensitive The Local DislocationHypothesisanthen
be stated:

(15) TheLocal DislocationHypothesis
If a movementoperationis vocahulary-sensitie, it involvesonly string-
adjacenftems.

For example,supposéd, B andC areterminalnodes:
(16) [A BC]-/—[B C+A]or[B A+C]

If themovementof A to C dependonthespecificVocahulary Itemsinsertednto
A or C andnot solely to syntacticpropertiesof A andC, thenthe movementis
blockedwheresomeotherelementB intervenes.

Effectively, the Local DislocationHypothesisestablishesan important
correlationbetweenthe locality of a movementoperationand what would have
beencalledthe ‘selectional’ propertiesof the clitic in the Lexicalist approaclof
Klavans(1985),Klavans(1995),or the Autolexical Syntaxtheoryof Sadock1991).
Wherea clitic demandsa hosthaving a particularidentity, suchasinflectional
class,morphologicalcateyory, or phonologicalweight, thenin our termsthe op-
erationis vocahulary-sensitie andthe clitic andthe hostmustbe string-adjacent
prior to Merger. Inverselywheretheclitic elements indifferentto theVocalulary
Itemwhichfills its hostmorphemethenit is possiblg(althoughnot necessaryfor
theclitic to reachits hostby Raisingor Lowering,operationsvhich arepermitted
to crosssyntacticadjuncts.

4.2. Late Lowering

While the Local Dislocationhypothesigs the mainfocusof thepreseninvestiga-
tion, we will alsopointto several otherpredictionsmadeby the modeldepicted
in Figure2. As shown there,Lowering occursin Morphology, afterarny applica-
tion of syntacticRaising. It follows from this thatwhile Raisingmay remove the
ervironmentfor Loweringto apply, the oppositecannever hold.
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(17) TheLater LoweringHypothesis
All Loweringin Morphologyfollows all Raisingin Syntax.Loweringcan
neverremove anervironmentfor Raising.

In otherwords,Lowering operateonly on the structurethatis the outputof syn-
tax, i.e. the structureafter all overt syntacticoperationshave occured. For ex-
ample,EnglishLowering of T to v cannotapply wherevP hasbeenfrontedto a
positionhigherthanT (cf. alsoBobaljik 1995):

(18) a. Marysaidshewould quietly play hertrumpet,and[, p quietly play
hertrumpet], shedid ¢, .

b. * Marysaidshewouldquietlyplayhertrumpet,and[,p quietlyplay-
ed, hertrumpet], shet, t,.

In (18a),vP fronting makesit impossiblefor postsyntactid_oweringto move T
to v; (18b) shovs whatwould resultif Lowering could precedevP fronting. We
predictthat no languageshould permit Lowering of a headY into an XP that
subsequentlyaisesabove .

5. lllustration: Lowering and Local Dislocationin South Slavic

The SouthSlavic language8ulgarianandMacedoniarshav a ‘suffixed’ definite
article,which has(1) a clitic-lik e distribution within the DP. Thetwo languages
shaw distinct patternsfor the operationthat placesthe definite on a host, which
correspondo the operation®f LoweringandLocal Dislocationdefinedabove.

5.1. Bulgarian
The Definitein Bulgarianappearsufixedto nominals,or, whenthesearemodi-
fied by Adjectives,suffixedto thefirst Adjectivein asequence:

(19) Bulgarian

a. kniga-ta book-DEF

b. xubava-takniga nice-DEFbook
With possessie pronounsthe DEF appearsufiixedto the pronominalelement:
(20) moja-taxubavakniga my-DEFnicebook

Thepatternheremakessensaf examplesof thistype aregeneratedavith
syntacticmovementof the possessie pronominalto SPECof DP. Ratherthan
Lowering,the DEF elementhencliticizesto thepronounin the Specifierposition:

"Thereis an extense literatureon this topic; cf. Elson(1976), Scatton(1980), Sadock
(1991),andHalpern(1992a),amongothers.
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(21) PossessesandDEF

DP
Poss D
D NP
| —
-DEF t

In caseswith pre-nominalmodifierssuchasadjectves, the structureof the DP
is assumedo be alongthelines of Abney (1987),in which adjectvesareheads
taking NP arguments.n this structurethe A headis thetargetof Loweringfrom
D:

(22) Adj/Noun

DP

D AP

/\

A NP
|

Xubava-ta N

|
kniga

|
t

When other elementssuchas adwerbs, appearwithin betweenthe NP
andD, thereis a different pattern. Adverbsmay not hostthe Definite element
(23a),nor dothey block the Mergeroperation(23b):

(23) Bulgarian

a. *mnoget starteabr
very-DEFold theater

‘the very old theater’
b. mnogostarijo teabr

The patterndisplayedabovefits well with theideaof Mergeratthelevel
of catayory, i.e. Lowering, which skipsinterveningadwerbials. The Definite el-
ementLowers acrossintervening materialto the immediatelydominatedhead,
subjectto certainmorphophonologicalequirementsThe factthat DEF doesnot
appearon the adwerb is then purely structural;when DEF undegoesMerger, it
targetsthe headof its complementstatedin termsof syntacticheadednessThe
adwerb,beinganadjunct,cannotbethetargetof this operation.
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5.2. Macedonian

Macedoniarformsaninterestingcontrastwith Bulgarian;the dataaretakenfrom
Sadock(1991)andBorjars(1992). In additionto appearingon nouns,DEF ap-
pearson otherelementssuchasadjectves,within the DP:

(24) Macedonian

a. Covek-ot man-DEF
b. dobriot Covek good-DEFman
c. dobriot malCovek good-DEFIittle man

It alsoappear®n possessie pronominals:
(25) moj-otcaswnik my-DEFwatc

Up to this pointthe patternis exactly asit is in Bulgarian.However, with
adwerbialsthereis a differentpattern;the Definite may not appearon the adwerb,
nor may it appearon the elementfollowing the adwerh The operationdoesnot
apply (comparewith the parallelBulgarianexamplesabove in (23)):

(26) Macedonian

a. *mnogu-ot/ta/to/tegolemcovek very-DEFbig man
b. *mnogugolem-iotCovek verybig-DEF man
c. onojmnogugolemcovek thatverybig man

Thuswhile adverbsmay not hostDEF, exactly asin Bulgarian,the adwerbshere
do block the Merger operation;otherwise(26b) would be grammatical like its
Bulgariancounterpart.

Therearetwo factorsto considerin analyzingthe behaior of Macedo-
nian DEF. First, andpurelyin termsof the locality of the operationthis behaes
like a caseof Local Dislocation.Interveningelementsincludinge.g. Adverbials,
will preventthe DEF from adjoiningto afollowing Adjective. At the sametime,
theoperationwill notsufiix the DEFto anadwerh Thisis wherethesecondactor
playsarole. Sadock(1991)amuesthatwhatis relevantaboutthe restrictionson
hostfor thearticleis morphologicalit mayonly appeaion NounsandAdjectives
becausenly theseinflect for Genderand Number Thereis a further condition
requiringthatthe hostelementbe capableof inflection:

(27) X maybeX-DEF only if X = X-Qgender/Number

For this reasonthe DEF is preventedfrom undergoing Local Dislocationand
appearingonthe Adverh
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5.3. Discussion

The patternsof Definite suffixation in BulgarianandMacedonianalthoughquite
similar, illustrate the two typesof locality constraintsassociatedvith Lowering
andLocal Dislocation.

In Bulgarian,thefactthat DEF skipsover Adverbsto appeaton the fol-
lowing Adjective shavs that the operationdoesnot apply underAdjaceng. In
MacedonianPEF doesnot bypassAdverbs;this pointsto ananalysisin termsof
Local Dislocation. At the sametime, DEF doesnot sufiix ontolinearly adjacent
Adverbs.Thereis apparentateyory-sensitity in its hosts.Sadocks position,as
notedabove,wasthatMacedoniarDEF only attaches$o elmentswith Desinences,
i.e. NounsandAdjectives. The operationin questionwould be dependentipon
the presencef theseDissociatedpositions,i.e. latein the Morphology This is
of interestbecause¢he operationn questionappliesto all DEF elementswithout
referenceto whatform they will take. Viewed from the perspectie of the mov-
ing elementthe operationis vocahulary insensitve. If Sadocks positionabout
the hostsis correct,however, thenthereis a late-sensitiity suchthat only hosts
with certainmorphologicalpropertiesare potentialtargets. Returningto Bulgar
ian, giventhatthe operationmoving DEF is Lowering, thereis no possibilitythat
anAdverbwill betargeted,giventhatthe Adverbwill never be theimmediately
dominatecheadrelevantfor Lowering.

6. Refinementsof the Model: MW ords and Subwords

The precedingsectionshave illustratedthe contrastbetween_oweringandLocal
Dislocationandhave shavn how thelocality conditionsof eachareidentifiedwith
distinctstageof themodelof grammamve espouseln this sectionwe refineour
definitionsof the elementsvhich undego Merger. We introducea distinctionbe-
tweentwo typesof objectsin Morphology, whichwe call MorphosyntactidAbrds
and Subwods, anddemonstraté¢hat movementof eachby Mergerobeys distinct
locality effects.

6.1. Definitions
First, we definethe MorphosyntactidAord asfollows:

(28) At the input to Morphology, a nodeX® is (definitionally) a Morphosyn-
tactic Word (MWAd) iff X° is the highestsegmentof an X° not contained
in anotheranotherx®.

For example considerthefollowing structure:

(29) Z adjoinedto Y; Z+Y adjoinedto X
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X
Y X

/\ Features
4 Y .

| |
[ Features] [ Features]

XP
|

In (29) X° = Z+Y+X constitutean MWd but Y°= Z+Y is notanMWd (atleast
afteradjunctionto X°), sinceY° is dominatedoy X°.
Secondwe defineSubwod asfollows:

(30) A nodeX° isaSubwodif X° is aterminalnodeandnotan MWd.

In (29), Z°, the lower segmentof Y°, andthe lowestsggmentof X° areall Sub-
words!

In sum,ary terminalwhich hasundegonehead-m@ementin syntaxto
adjointo anotherhead,or ary dissociatednorphemeadjoinedto anotherheadat
Morphology, will countasa Subword. As we will demonstratéelon, M-Words
andSubwordsarethe basicatomsof post-syntactioperationsandthesedistinct
objectsimposeimportantrestrictionson the typesof operationthat may affect
them.

6.2. Two kinds of Local Dislocation

Both MWds andSubwordscanbemaovedby Local Dislocation? We proposehat
whenan MWd is moved by Local Dislocation,it adjoinsto an adjacentMWd,
andwhena Subword is moved by Local Dislocation, it adjoinsto an adjacent
Subword. This type of restrictionmirrors the commonly-heldassumptiorthat
syntacticmovementtreatsheadsand phrasedifferently. We first review an ex-
ampleof eachtypeandthenconsidertheformal propertiesof Mergerthatleadto
thisrestriction.

8Thusin somesensea Subwod is alwaysa terminalconsistingof a featurebundle,or, if
nodelabelsarerequired,an X immediatelydominatinga featurebundleandnothingelse.

90our proposaldoesnot, however, allow subconstituent®f MWds to move by Raising
(Excoporation)r Lowering.
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6.2.1. Local Dislocation of MWds

TheLatin clitic -que itself anMWd, attachesot to thefirst Subword of its com-
plement,but to thefirst MWd of its complement:
(31) a. [bon+ [puer+ [-que[bon+ag[puell+ae]]]]]
good-+nom.pboy+nom.plandgood+nom.pgirl+nom.pl—
b. (afterMerger): bon+ puer# bon+ae+qu@uell+ae

‘good boys andgoodgirls’
c. *bon+i puerH bon-que+a@uell+ae

Here -que doesnot interpolateinside the MWd bon+ae even thoughthis word
is, by hypothesisinternally complex. In otherwords,givena structureasin (32),
X anMWd, only (33a)is a legitimate transformatiorof (32), while (33b)is not
possible.

(32) [X* [[w W+Y]* Z]]

(33) a. [[w[w W+Y]+X |* Z]
b. [[w [w WHX]+Y] * Z]

Theappearancef -quewhenit appearsith Prepositionaphrasesadds
a slight complicationto this picture. With disyllabic prepositions;quetypically
attachego the Pitself; but with mary monosyllabidPrepositionsit attachego the
complemenof P (ErnoutandThomas.1951:120).10

(34) a. circum-queealoca‘andaroundthoseplaces’
contra-qudegem‘and againstthe law’

b. in relus-queandin things’
deprovincia-que'and from the province’

In suchcasesa string-vacuousvariety of Local Dislocationappliesto phonologi-
cally light (monosyllabic)Prepositionsandtheir complementuniting theminto a
singIeSubV\ord:11

10Ernout/Thomas’dentify exceptionsto this pattern, which are cateyorized into a few
groups.First, certainfixed phrasessecondgcasesn which the complemenbf the preposi-
tion is eithera demonstratie or a form of thethird personpronounis; and,third, casesn
whichthe Prepositionis repeatedn eachconjunct.

118upportfor this position,which malestheseprepositiongroclitic on their complements,
is foundin Latin orthographywhich occasionallytreatedmonosyllabigrepositionaspart
of thesameword asthe complementseeSommen(1914:294)_eumanretal. (1963:241).
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(35) -que* [in* re+tus] — que* [ in+re+hus]

Subsequertb this, Local Dislocationof -queplacest afterthe P+Nunit, ignoring
thePrepositionmuchastheadjectial desinencés ignoredin theexamplesn (31)
above:

(36) -que* [in+re+hus] — [ in+re+hus+que

Examplesof this type illustrate two importantpoints. First, thereare
two Local Dislocationsat work, andthey applycyclically: the string-vacuousone
uniting P andits complementandthenthe outerapplicationof Local Dislocation
placing-que with respectto this derived unit. Secondthe Mwd statusof -que
determineswhereit is placedin a derived object consistingof more than one
Subword: it is placedaftertheentiredervedMwd, notaftertheadjacenSubword.

6.2.2. Local Dislocation of Subwords

Onthe otherhand,whereLocal DislocationtargetsSubwords, it adjoinstheseto
adjacenSubwords.For example,in Huave, thereflexive affix -ay appearslirectly
beforethefinal inflectionalaffix of averb,if any. Considethefollowing examples
(Stairsandde Hollenbach1981;Reflexive affix bold-faced):

(37) a. s-a-loht-ay
1-Th-cut-REFL
‘I cutmyself

b. s-a-loh¢-ay-on
1-Th-cut-REFL-pl

‘We cutourselhes’

(38)

o

t-e-koh¢-ay-os
Past-Th-cut-Refl-1

‘I cut(past)myself
b. *t-e-koht-asay
Past-Th-cut-1-Refl
(39) a. t-e-koh¢-asay-on
Past-Th-cut-1-Refl-pl
‘We cut (past)oursehes’
b. *t-e-koht-ay-0s-on
Past-Th-cut-Refl-1-pl
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Although -ay directly follows the root and precedesVs ‘1st person’in
(38a), -ay ‘reflexive’ follows -Vs ‘1st person’in (3951).12 We can accountfor
thesefactshy assuminghat -ay is structurallyperipheralto the verb+inflection
comple, but undegoesa Local Dislocationto left-adjointo therightmostinflec-
tional affix:

(40) a. [[s-a-koh€]on]Jay — [[s-a-kohC]ay+on]
b. [[s-a-kohClas]onhy — [[s-a-kohC]lashy+on]

6.2.3. Discussion

TheHuaveexamplesestablistthatLocal Dislocationcannoterestrictedo MWds.
Dislocationof Subwords mustalsobe permitted. But movementof an MWd to
adjoina Subword, or of a Subwordto adjointo anMWd, asin (33b),is apparently
impossible.To obtainthe correctrestrictionon inversionoperationsit sufficesto
requirethat:

(41) If aMergeroperationexchangesan adjaceng relationbetweerntwo ele-
mentsA and B for anadjunctionrelation,then A andthe headof B are
eitherbothMWds or both Subwords.

Clearlythe samerestrictionis standardlyassumedo hold whenthe operationin
guestionis syntacticmovement: XPs adjoin to XPs and X°s adjointo X°s (cf.
Baltin 1991for somediscussion).

For the purposef exposition,it will be convenientto notationallydis-
tinguishbetweeninstancesf Merger of an MWd versusMerger of a Subword.
To make explicit whethera particularDislocationmovesan MWd or a Subword,
we will usethespecialsymbol® to denoteadjunctionof oneSubwordto another
Thesymbol+ will continueto denoteothertypesof adjunctionasis standard.

6.3. OpaqueDomains
Thetheorypredictscertaininteractionsoncerninglomainghatareaccessibléor
Mergeroperationsandconcerningherelative orderingof operations.

6.3.1. MWd Integrity

First,a complex X° createdn syntax(or by Lowering) cannotbe infixed within
anotherX® duringMorphology In otherwords,'second’positionfor anMWd is

12The 1stpersorsufiix shavs acomple alternationpartly theresultof vowel harmory; we
denoteit heresimply as-Vs
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after (or before)thefirst (last)MWd in aphraseandnaNhereeIse.13

(42) X*[yo Y *Z] —I— [y. Y+X Z], whereX isanMWd

6.3.2. MWds aslslands

Seconda Subword, i.e. aterminalnodewithin a complex X° createdby Rais-
ing or throughtheinsertionof dissociatednorphemesn Morphology, cannever
adjointo anelementutsideof thatX°. Schematically:

(43) X*[yoY*Z]—/— Y+X [yo Z], whereX isanMWd andY isasubword..

Theislandhoodof MWds for Local Dislocationhasimportantramifica-
tionsfor the relationshipbetweenthe domainsfor allomorphyandphonological
word domains,a topic we take up in section7.1.1. Following this, we com-
parethesespecificrestrictionswith thosemadeavailable in the theory of Kla-
vans(1985)andKlavans(1995),shaving thatthe proposednodelexcludescases
of clitics which arenotin factattested.

Beforedoing so, however, we illustrate Subword Local Dislocationfur-
ther through an examinationof the StandardLithuanian verbal reflexive mor-
pheme.

6.4. The Lithuanian Reflexive

The behaior of the reflexive morphemesi in Standard.ithuanian(Senn1966,
Nevis & Josephl992)providesanimportantshavcasefor theinteractionof Local
Dislocationsat the Subword level. In simpleverbssuchas(44a),-si appearsasa
suffix to thecomplex of verbstem+ tenseandagreemeninflection (44b):

(44) a. laikali
considerlS
‘I considermaintain’

b. laikail- Si
considerlSREFL

‘I getalong’

13Klavans(1995)and Halpern(1992b)(amongothers)discusscasesn which secondposi-
tion appearso beeitherafterthefirstword or afterthefirst phrase Onthepresenproposal,
positioningafterthefirst phrasecannotarisefrom Local Dislocation. It mustbe the case
thateitherthe initial XP in questionhasraised(for exampleby a topicalizationfronting)
to sentence-initiaposition, or elsethe clitic invertswith the first PhonologicaPhraseby
Prosodidnversion.
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In verbswith certain‘preverb’ prefixes,historically derivedfrom adwerbs,-si ap-
pearsnot aftertheverb+ inflectionbut betweerthe prefix andtheverb:

(45) a. i8- laikal
PR-withstand-1S
‘| presere,withstand’
b. i%- si- laikali
PRREFL withstand
‘I hold my stand’

Whentwo suchprefixesappearbeforethe verb, we find that the reflexive mor-
phemeappeardbetweerthefirst andsecondof these:

(46) a. pa-zinti
PR know
‘to know [someone]to recognize’
b. su-si- pa-zinti
PRREFL PR know
‘to becomeacquaintedvith’

Furthermorewhen a verb is negatedby the prefix ne- the negation prefix ap-
pearsbeforeary preverbs,andreflexive -siis immediatelyto theright of negation
(examplesfrom Dambriinas Klimas andSchmalstig 1972):

(47) a. aSlenkiu
| bend.1S
‘I bend’
b. aSlenkilio -si
| bend.1SREFL
‘I bow (lit. | bendmyself)’
c. a8ne- si- lenkiu
| NEG-REFL-bend.1S
‘| donotbend’

Thegeneralizatioremepging from thesedatais that-si appearsasa suf-
fix to thefirst prefix (of a certaintype) on the verb; wherethereis no prefix, -si
suffixesto the verbandinflection. In termsof Local Dislocation,-si hasmoved
from a positionasa prefix to the verb complex to second-positionwhere,cru-
cially, the verb andinflection togethercountas a single ‘position. Like Latin
-que Lithuanian-si cannotbe positionedbetweenthe stemand an inflectional
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suffix; but unlike -que -si canbe positionedinside of an MWd, namelybetween
aprefixandafollowing stemor prefix.

Our analysisof thesefactsis asfollows. We assumehatin Lithuanian
the preverbsare adjoinedto the verb, and this complex movesto Negation if
presentandfurtherto Tense:

(48) [TP [Negz+[PR+PR+V]2 ]+T [NegP t, [VP t2] ]

We take -si to be a DissociatedMorphemeinsertedon T in Morphology left-
adjoinedto the highestsegmentof T°, thatis, to theentire[...V]+T complex.14
From this position, it undegoesLocal Dislocation. As a Subword and not an
MW itself, -si tradedts relationof left-adjaceng to the[. .. V]+T comple for a
relationof (right-) adjunctionto the left-peripheralSubword within this comple,
namely‘[heIeftmostpreﬁx:1

(49) [-si* [PR...V*T]] = [[PR@®si...V*T]]

This procedureggivesthecorrectresultswhenerertheverbhasa prefix or
is negated. However, sincebothV and(thelowersegmentof) T areSubwords,we
incorrectlypredictthat-si will dislocateto betweerV andT in averbwith neither
Negationnor a Prefix:

(50) [Si*[V*T]]—=*[[Vaesi*T]]

Thereasorthis doesnot happengvidently, is thatV andT form animpenetrable
unit to Local Dislocation. This fact reflectsanothey namelythatin mostindo-
Europearlanguagesuffixesform closerphonologicaldomainswith stemsthan

14The si underdiscussiorhereis classifiedas ‘reflexive’ for corvenienceonly. In fact, it
appearsn anumberof differentverbaltypesin Lithuanian,mary of whicharenotactually
reflexive. This patternis typical of voice morphologythatdoesnot actuallyinstantiatea
syntacticterminal, althoughwe cannotundertak a detailedanalysisshawing that this is
the casehere.For full distribution of this elementin LithuanianseeGeniusiene(1987).

15The positionof -si is not constantacrosd.ithuaniandialects. Endzelins(1971) provides
datafrom adialectin which -si is sufiixedto the verb+inflectioncomplex evenwhenthere
is apreverb:

(i) su-praita- si
PRunderstandREFL
‘(they) understanaachother’

In suchdialects,-si is presumablyright-adjoinedto (the highestsegmentof) T° anddoes
not undego ary dislocation. Doubling of reflexives alsotakes placein certaindialects;
Senn(1966:§401)reportsthatin Lower Lithuanian(Niederlitauis®) s(i) appearsfterthe
verb whenneggationis presentbut after verbal prefixes whentheseare present;in these
latter casesdoublingis alsopossible with a seconds(i) appearincafterthe verh We do
notattemptafull analysisof suchformshere.
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do prefixes: prefixesaremore‘loosely’ attachedhansufiixes,andsuffixesshov
more pronouncedillomorphyconditionedby the stemthando prefixes. Where
the suffix in questionis T, this closerphonologicalaffinity to the stemis directly
at oddswith the syntacticderivation, where, by hypothesis,T hasattachedast
duringsyntacticheadraising(48).

To expressthis restructuring,we proposethat T in Lithuanianalways
undepgoesstring-vacuoud_ocal Dislocation,adjoiningto its left-neighborV:

Bl V*T]=>[lve V& T]]

Recallnow thatLocal DislocationmanipulateSubwords,wherethesearedefined
as the terminal elementswithin an MWd. BecauseSubword statusis defined
beforeLocal Dislocation,if the Subword T° @-adjoinsto the Subword V° as
in (51), theresultis a singlecomplex Subword andnot two Subwords. It follows
thatsubsequeritocal Dislocationwill treatthe[V & T] unitasasingle‘position’.
Thisis indeedwhatwe find, since-si dislocatego theleft of [V & T] asawhole.

Theorderingof thetwo hypothesized.ocal Dislocationss notarbitrary:
it is predictedby theprinciple of cyclic application.Since-si is adjoinedto T, and
T is adjoinedto [. .. V], thenary dislocationoperatingover T andV will precede
ary dislocationoperatingover-siandT.

7. Clitics, Affixes, and Mor phophonologyin a Non-Lexicalist Model

7.1. Intr oduction

In the precedingsectionswe have madeexplicit somerestrictionson the opera-
tions by which ‘dependentior ‘clitic’-lik e elementsaresituatedat their positions
of pronunciation. Specifically we have proposedhat theseoperationsare dis-
tributedamongvariouscomponent®f grammar:movementin syntax,Lowering
andLocal Dislocationin Morphology, aswell asgeneratiorin situ, eitherin syn-
tax, or in Morphology (‘dissociatedmorphemes’).All theseoperationsare sub-
ject to distinct but clearly definedconditionsof locality which sene to restrict
the waysin which clitic-lik e elementamay be pronouncedn positionsremoved
from their syntacticallyunderlyinglocations.In this way, we departsignificantly
from LexicalisttheoriessuchasKlavans(1995)andKlavans(1985)accordingto
which thereexists a ‘unitary phenomenonbf cliticization. On the contrary on
our view ‘clitic’ is no morethana descriptve term for a group of itemswith a
heterogeneouderivationalhistory.

Thefollowing sectioncompareshe predictionsmadeby our theoryver-
susprominentLexicalist approacheso clitic placementand behaior. We will
shav thatinsofar asLexicalist approachesake empirically correctpredictions,
the samepredictionsarisein our approach Secondwe show thattherestrictions
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of locality thatarethe mainfocusof the presenpaperintroducenew andimpor-
tantfurther constraintsiot availableto Lexicalistapproaches.

7.1.1. Clitics vs. Affixes

Kanena (1987), a study of the Finnish possesie (Px) sufiixes, exemplifiesthe
argumentatiomormally usedto supporta distinctionbetweeriflexical’ and‘syn-
tactic’ processesAs is customaryKanena (1987)useghetermaffix for asubpart
of acomplex structurecreatedn the Lexicon prior to syntax,while thetermclitic
denotesa syntacticentity which hasspecialpropertiesasregardsplacementn the
string and phonologicalaffiliation. Basedon a variety of criteria, Kanena con-
cludesthatFinnishPxsbelongto the affix class.He concludeswith aparticularly
strongstatemenbf thereasonavhy treatingthe Pxsassyntacticallyindependent
itemswould beundesirable:

For elementdik e the FinnishPx’sto beanalyzedasclitics, there-
fore,would gravely wealenlinguistic theory Thiswould forceone’s
theoryto allow word-externalelementdo interactrobustly with word-
internal structure,even to the extent of conditioningallomorphyof
derivational affixes. Apparently any word-external elementcould
thenattachto aword, andfor all practicalpurposesvouldlook like a
true partof it. Cuttingbackthis newly unleashedxcessof theoreti-
cal powerwould give riseto a cropof unsatisfyingstipulationsof the
very phenomenghatdesere clearandrevealingexplanation.If un-
derlyingly independenitemscanoccurwith or on wordsin surface
forms, for example,why is it only thoseitemsthatinteractmorpho-
logically with the hostword? If phrasalaffixes(clitics) occurboth
at phraseboundariesandon phrasaheadswhy doesit appeato be
only theaffixeson phrasaheadghatinteractdeeplywith their hosts?
(Kanena1987:520)

Let us considerKanena’s objectionsin the contect of the model ad-
vancechere.Thereappeato betwo logicalimplicationsin Kanena'sremarks:
(52) Somdmplicationsof the Lexicalist Approac

a. If aniteminteractsmorphologicallywith its hostword, it occurswith
or on’ thehostin surfaceform

b. Affixeson phraseqi.e. clitics) cannotinteract‘deeply’ with their
hosts

Of thesawo stricturespnly (52a)is worthy of attention since(52b)is empirically
falsein ourview. Forexample Miller (1992)providesadetailedstudyof so-called
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‘phrasalaffixes’ suchasthe Englishpossessie's. Suchelementsareaffix-lik ein
phonologicabehaior, andenterinto allomorphyrelationswith theirhoststhatare
sufficiently ‘deep’to qualify themin Lexicalisttaxonomiessaffixal, but have the
syntacticdistribution of independensyntacticheadsmostparticularly, they are
distributedat the peripherieof particularphrasesl.6 To maintainthe strict bifur-
cationof affix vs. clitic while accountingor themixedbehaior of phrasahffixes,
Miller doesnot (aswe do) allow phrasakffixesto occurasindependensyntactic
terminals but insteadelaborateshe syntacticcomponentn sucha way asto en-
surethe properdistribution of wordswhich have beenaffixed by phrasalaffixes
in the Lexicon prior to syntax.On ourtheory, suchanelaboratiorof syntaxis not
required;rather the operatiorof MorphologicalMergerallows syntacticallyinde-
pendenphrasakffixesto memgeinsidetheir morphologicahostsaftersyntax.17

Stricture(52a),however, is animportantoneandwe now considethow
our proposalimplementsit. Considera scenariowhich shouldnot be possible,
given(52a).

(53) (W X[Y)Z.]

Supposéhe constituenfu definesa maximaldomainin which elementscancon-
dition allomorphyin eachother, presumablithe MWd; supposéik ewisethatw is
a phonologicalword, presumablithe phonologicaldomainwhich would qualify
Y asbeing‘on’ Z in Kanena'sterms.In (53) Y is morphologically‘close’ to X
but notto Z while atthesametime Y is phonologicallyclose’to Z but notto X. 18
It shouldbe clear that (52a) resultsfrom constraintson the mapping
of morphosyntactistructuregwhich definethe constituentsu) to phonological
and prosodiccategories(which definethe constituentsv). The mannerin which
this mappingtakes placeis the subjectof an abundantliteratureon the syntax-
phonologyinten‘ace(seelnkela%dee01995).19 AccordingtotheEnd-or Edge-
basedapproacho thesyntax-phonologynterface(Chen1987,Selkirk 1986,Hale
andSelkirk 1987 andsubsequenivork), the mappingto phonologicalcateyories

18For further casesin which syntacticallyindependenterminalsinteract‘Lexically’ with
their hosts,seeHayes(1990),andthe casestudyof Polishpresentedn Embick (1995).

17We cannotundertak herea completereanalysisof the casesstudiedin Miller (1992).
Miller carefullydiscusses variety of diagnosticavhich distinguishwhatarefor him true
syntacticheadsfrom phrasalaffixes, in particular he considerscoordinationphenomena
in detail. The factsare quite comple, but in our view do not necessarilyentail a strict
ontologicaldistinctionbetweerclitics andaffixes.

18The precisedomainsy andw arenotdefinedhere:whatis importantis thatthe modelwe
espouseontainshe meando expressthe correlationof domainghat(52a)demands.

197his body of work, mostly Lexicalistin orientation,concentratesn the constructionof
phonologicalphrasesaindlarger constituentsratherthanon phonologicalwordsandtheir
internalstructure.
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proceedghroughmatchingthe edgesof certainsyntacticconstituentgo certain
phonologicakonstituentsSinceon ourtheory‘w ord-internal’structuresarebuilt
from the sameformal typesas phrasalstructures,it follows that a generalized
edge-matchingrammarshouldaccountfor the constructiorof phonologicaldo-
mainsof all types,including phonologicak/vords.20

To preventthe kind of impermissibleoverlapin structuresseenin (53),
whatis neededs a contraintthatrequiresthatany phonologicaword containing
Vocahulary Itemsfrom distinct MWds mustcontainall the Vocalulary Items of
thoseMWds. We canformalizethe constraintasfollows:

(54) Phonolayical Parsing Constaint
If a phonologicalword w containsVocahulary Itemsinsertedinto mor-
phemesbhelongingto distinct MWds, thenthe edgesof w correspondo
MWd-edges.

In (53), theleft edgeof w is not matchedwith the left edgeof somey,
so this is not an acceptablepairing betweenmorphosyntacti@and phonological
structure. Comparethe impermissibleoverlapin (53) with the structuresbelow,
which arepossiblegiventhe PhonologicaParsingConstraint:

5 a (wlX1lY])
b [u (W X)(Y)]

In (55a)two MW(ds arecontainedn a single PhonologicaMord. This common
situationariseswhenoneMW(d is parsedwith anotherin which caseoneMWd
is a ‘leaner’ in the senseof Zwicky (1985). A leaner suchasthe Englishcon-
tractedcopula’s, attachespromiscuously’to ary string-adjacenhostandforms
aPhonologicaWord with it. Whatis importantfor our purposess thata ‘leaner’
constituteanMWd asawhole,andnot partof anMWd. The PhonologicaPars-
ing Constraintdoesnot disallov an entire MWd from parsingwith anotherasa
phonologicalword. Inverselyin (55b),a singleMWd is dividedinto two phono-
logicalwords. Suchasituationmayarisein case®f compoundinghatresultfrom
head-m@ementin syntax. The PhonologicaParsingConstraintfreely allows an
MW(d to besplit into multiple Phonologicalvords,providedthatthereis noillicit
overlapasin (53).

20For work illustrating the comple relationship between morphosyntacticstructures
and phonologicalprocessessee the detailed analysisof Romanceverbal systemsin
Oltra (1999)andArregi (1999). McCarthyandPrince(1993)explore someconsequences
of introducingconstraintsvhichmatchmorphologicakonstituenedgeswith phonological
constituentedgesput it is not completelyclearwhetherthey intendto escha a separate
Lexicon, asproposechere: their concernis largely with the role suchconstraintglay in
determiningphonologicalwell-formedness.
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In sum, if the Lexicalist distinction betweenaffixes and clitics is real
and categorical, then at leasttwo importantpredictionsare made. First, items
situatedvis-a-vis phrasesyet phonologicallydependenon a neighboringword,
shouldtypically be leanersin Zwicky’s sense.But the existenceof phrasalaf-
fixesundermineghe fundamentadistinctionwhich Lexicalismis premisedupon
andremainsanembarrassmertd thattheory Secondijn the Lexicalistapproach,
domainsrelevantfor allomorphicinfluenceandphonologicalcategories(particu-
larly the phonologicalword) shouldshav a direct correlation,inasmuchasboth
domainsare producedby Lexical, asopposedo syntactic,operations.This cor
relationis animportantone,but insofar asit is correct,canbe directly modelled
within a generalizedheory of the constructionof phonologicalcateyoriesfrom
the outputof Morphology.

7.2. Ditr opic Clitics in Klavans(1995)

Klavans(1995)proposes specifictheoryof clitic typesaccordingo which clitics
arelexical itemswith specialrequirementdothfor positioningandfor phonolog-
ical affiliation. Theserequirementgaredefinedby threeparameterdnitial/Final,
Before/After, andEnclitic/Proclitic, which in turn define8 predictedtypesof cli-
tics. The Initial/Final parametedeterminesvhetherthe clitic is positionedwith
respecto the left (initial) or theright (final) edgeof somesyntacticconstituent
C. The Before/Afterparametedetermineghe positionof the clitic with respect
to the peripheralelementX in C, eitherto theleft of X (Before)or to theright
of X (After). TheEnclitic/Proclitic parametedetermineghe phonologicalaffil-
iation of theclitic: theclitic is incorporateckitherinto the phonologicalword of
theelementto its left (Enclitic) or to its right (Proclitic):

(56) Klavans'Clitic Typology

a. Typel: Initial, Before,Enclitic [¢ +cI X ...
b. Type2: Initial, Before,Proclitic [ccl+X ...
c. Type3: Initial, After, Enclitic [c X+cl ...
d. Type4: Initial, After, Proclitic [c Xcl+...
e. Type5: Final, Before,Enclitic ...+l X o]
f. Type6: Final, Before,Proclitic ...cl+X o]
g. Type7: Final, After, Enclitic . X+l ]
h. Type8: Final, After, Proclitic Xl o]

Of the eight possibilities,types2, 3, 6 and 7 receve a naturalinterpre-
tation within the model adwocatedhere. In eachsuchcase,the peripheralele-
ment X in C is both the phonologicalandthe structuralhost of the clitic. As
Marantz(1988)shows, types2 and7 requireeitherstring-vacuousMergerof some
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type, or are simply ‘leaners’ derived througha mismatchbetweenmorphosyn-
tactic constitueng and phonologicalconstitueng, asdescribedn section7.1.1.
Types3 (suchasLatin -qué) and6 (suchasHuave -ay) resultfrom Local Dislo-

cationinvertingthe clitic and X, but asidefrom this correspondo types2 and7

respectiely.

Typesl, 4,5 and8 arenot well attestedandall of thesesharethe prop-
erty that their phonologicalhostis distinct from their structuralhostwithin our
assumptionsi-or example,in type4, theclitic mustbepositionedafter X through
MorphologicalMergerfrom anunderlyingpositionat the peripheryof C':

(57) [ccl*[X*Z...=[c[X+cl *Z...— X[, c+Z]

But becausetype4 clitic is proclitic, it mustalsobe parsednto the phonological
domainof Z. Hencethe clitic's structuralhostis X while its phonologicalhost
is Z. Becausesuchclitics areattractedoneway structurallyanda differentway
phonologically we will referto themasditropic clitics. Typesl, 4, 5 and8 of
Klavans'typologyareall ditropicin this sense.

In view of thePhonologicaParsingConstrainintroducedabove, it turns
out thatditropismis in factimpossibleon our theory To seethis, consideragain
(53), repeatedelow:

(58) (uX[Y)Z.]

Recallthatthis mappingbetweemrmorphosyntacticonstituentg, andphonolog-
ical constituentsv is prohibitedby the PhonologicalParsingConstraint(54). Y

in (58) schematizethe expectedbehaior of a Type4 clitic: it hasX asits struc-
tural host,so X andY arein the sameu-domain,but it hasZ asits phonological
host,soY andZ arein the samew-domain.If suchmappingsareprohibited,then
ditropismis lik ewise prohibited.

Previous analystshave not failed to noticethatamongthe variousclitic
typesproposedy Klavans,somearebetterexemplifiedthanothergSadockl 991,
Spencerl991:378,Marantz1988), but thereis in fact somedisagreemenasto
which typesarelegitimate21

2Ln particular Sadock(1991)disallovs Klavans'types4, 6 and8 andnotesthateachsuch
caseinvolves procliticization, which he views as cross-linguisticallydisesteemed.The
modelproposecherehowever permitstype 6 in principle. Therarity of sucha clitic type
probablyhasanindependenéexplanation,at leastfor clitics which areMW(ds (Huave -ay
is plausiblya Subword exampleof type 6). A type 6 clitic is placedat the right edgeof
someconstituentC, but thenmustundego MorphologicalMergerto invert with thefinal
elementX in thatconstituent:

(i) Type6 clitic
Xl c] —...cl+X c]
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Ourproposabrohibitstrueditropic clitics while admittingthe otherfour
possibilities.In thefollowing sectionsve considerexamplecitedin theliterature
of ditropic clitics, shaving that nonetruly requirean analysiscontraveningthe
PhonologicalParsingConstraint(54). Insofar asthis resultis predictedby our
assumptionsyve find direct evidencein favor of our approachover competing
alternatves.

7.2.1. Typeland Type8 Clitics
Consideffirst typesl and8.

(59) PeripheraDitropic Clitics
a. Typel: Initial, Before,Enclitic[¢ +cl X ...
b. Type8: Final, After, Proclitic... X cl+ ¢]

The much-discussedaseof Kwakwalaclitics from Anderson(1984)is
typically usedto exemplify Type 1.

(60) la-i axredidats’adagax-a  Hu?elg™?i
AUX-PRO takes-the woman-OBJ-thalishes

‘The womantakesthedishes.

Astheaboreexample(takenfrom Sadockl 991)shows, determinersn Kwakwala
may be internally comple, consistingof a case-gpressingnorphemefollowed
by anarticle, e.g.x-a ‘OBJ-the’. We assumeéhatthe case-gpressingmorpheme
is dissociatedandleft-adjoinedin Morphologyto D. Thesecomplex determiners
precedeheiralgumentnounsin Kwakwala, but phonologicallyparseasenclitics
on aprecedingwvord.

While this examplequite clearly shavs the effectsof phonologicalre-
braclketing; thecase-markr+determineelementoesnotqualify astruly ditropic
in ourterms.Ratherthereis noreasorto construehestringpositionof theKwak-
walaD asrequiringa ‘structuralhost. RatherD in Kwakwalais an MWd which
precedeshenounbecauséhisis thesyntacticpositionin which D is generatedas
in mary languagesln (60) D doesnotrequireMorphologicalMergerto arrive at

For theclitic to be situatedsyntacticallyat theright edgeof a constituenin thefirst place,
the languagein questionshould be head-finalin syntax. Becausehead-finallanguages
are normally preferentiallysufixing languagesas well, it would be unexpectedto find
an elementwhich uponundegoing Local Dislocationwould left-adjoin ratherthanright-
adjointo its host. Hence,we agreewith Sadockthat the paucity of Type 6 casegesults
from a generaldispreferencdor procliticization, particularly in syntacticallyhead-final
languageshut we do not elevatethis tendeng to aformal constraintof thegrammar
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its properstring position. Consequentlythe KwakwalaD is simply a left-leaner
andnotaditropicclitic.

More generally for an elementto qualify as ditropic in our terms, it
mustitself be a Subwod, having undegoneLocal Dislocationto adjoin to its
structurahost(or having beenadjoinedn Morphologydirectlyonahead).Where
a syntacticterminalis in situ or arrivesat its locationby Lowering, it forms an
MW(d onits own andthushasno ‘structuralhost’. Suchelementcannotthenbe
ditropicin therelevantsense.

No plausibleexamplesof ditropic Type 8 clitics areknown to us. Kla-
vans(1995)arguesthatclassicalGreekou ‘not’ requiresheseparametesettings,
but we agreeherewith Sadock(1991)thatthe Greekcasehasbeenmisanalyzed
andwe will notreview it here.

In sum, plausiblecasesof Type 1 and Type 8 clitics are either MWds
themseleswith phonologicalleaning’ propertiesor elsehave beenmisanalyzed.

7.2.2. Typed4 Clitics

Thereis generahgreemenamongresearcherthattype4 clitics arequiterécherclé.
For this case Klavans(1985) pointsto the subjectclitic pronounsof Tepecano
(Uto-Aztecan)drawing from thework of Steele(1977). It shouldbe notedfrom
theoutsetthatbecaus@epecanas nolongerspolen,the Tepecanaataaretaken
exclusively from an early grammar(Mason1916) and are far from completely
reliable.

Steele(1977) compareghe behaior of clitics in the Uto-Aztecanlan-
guagesand arguesthat historically, the verbal agreemenprefixes of Huichol,
ClassicalAztecandPochutlaarosethrougha reanalysiof second-positiomlitic
pronounsasagreemenprefixes.

(61) Subj+clV Obj = Subjcl+V Obj

Tepecands allegedto representa caseintermediatebetweenthe two
stagesn (61); heretheclitic is saidto ‘fill both positionssimultaneously’:

(62) ndedos n-an-ahohoinda
my.fingersintroducerlsg.clitic-will.shale.them

‘I will shale my fingers’(Steelel977:543citing Mason1916:403)

However, the dataprovided by Mason(1916)in no way establishthat
the Tepecanaubjectclitics actuallyinstantiateType 4, asKlavansseemgo have
concluded. While it is true that in the abore examplethe 1st personsingular
subjectclitic anis situatedmmediatelybeforetheverbstemandalsooccursafter
the first word of the clause,thereis not in generalary requirementfor subject
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clitics to appeatin secondpositionin the clause. The following examplestaken
from Masons texts shav sentence-initiaktlitics, evenin clauseswvhich contain
morethanoneword:

(63) a. a- vic- nagiu- kat hooviit- azbba
3sg.clitic-positive- hang.intranseontinued.past.sta&pote-in

‘He (fox) wasin a zapotetree...’

b. n- ic- tO?tN- it hdgatddo? tovwac
1sg.clitic-positive- uphold-APPL that blue heaen

‘I amholdingupthebluehearen’ (Mason1916:379-80)

Fromtheseexampleswe canconcludethatthe subjectpronominalclitics arenot

requiredto be in secondpositionin Tepecanoalthoughwherethe verb happens
to be the secondword in the clause,asin (62), they may occurthereby sheer
coincidence.

Inversely we do not find any examplesin which the subjectclitic is not
proclitic on the verb, as might be expectedif it were requiredto be in clausal
secondposition. As Masonstates(p. 336),“[t]he essentiablementsf the ver
bal complex are the pronominalsubjectandthe verb stem. The former always
standsat or nearthe beginning of the complex.” The only elementswithin the
verb complex that may precedethe subjectclitics are certain conjunction-or
complementizetik e proclitics, including n- ‘relative’ (which Steeleglossesas
‘introducer’in (62)), ku- ‘subordinate’ andnaaku-‘potential’ (Mason1916:338).
But asthe examplesin (63) shaw, theseproclitics arenot obligatory (althoughin
texts we have accesdo they arequitecommon).

In sum, thereis no direct evidencethat Tepecancsubjectclitics were
obligatorily placedin sententiasecondosition. Fromthelimited materialsavail-
ableonthelanguageit appearshatin Tepecansubjectclitics arein factalways
proclitic on the verb word. Returningto Steeles proposeddiachronicscenario
(61), we donotdisputethatsecondpositionclitics in Uto-Aztecamrmayhave been
reanalyzedas verbal proclitics, but from this we are not obligatedto conclude
that thereever existed a stagewith a Type 4 clitic, asKlavansconcluded. On
the contrary besidedbeingunattestedn any known Uto-Aztecanlanguagesuch
anintermediatestagewould introducean otherwiseunprecedentegrammatical
construction.

7.2.3. Typeb5 Clitics

Finally, we considertype 5 clitics, the only remainingclitic type which might
qualify asditropic. Two examplesareknown to us from the literature: pronom-
inal clitics in Kugu Nganhcara(Smith and Johnson1985, Klavans1995), and
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NorthernMansi conditional-ke (Nevins 1988). In this sectionwe considerthe
KuguNganhcaraase delayinga detaileddiscussiorthe Mansicaseto section8.
Kugu Ngandara is an artificial nameusedamonglinguistsfor a setof

relateddialects(Uwanh, Ugbanh,Yi'anh, Muminh, Mu’inh and lyanh) spolen
in North QueenslandAustralia. All dataherearetaken from Smith and John-
son (1985), who arguethat the clitic pronounsof this languageexemplify Kla-

vans'type5 clitic. In thesentenceprovided,theverbis in absolutdinal position
in the clause precededy otherargumentavhosestring orderis saidto be freely
permutable Clitics referencingsubject,object,dative andablatve aggumentsare
normallysituatedmmediatelybeforethe clause-finalerb,but arephonologically
encliticonthe precedingvord:

(64) a. nganhca nga’'a-nhca yenta
we.excl.NOM fish  -1.excl.pl spear

‘We spearedhefish’

b. nhilangaryi yupa-nyi yenta
he me-ACCFUT -1sg.ACCspear

‘He will speame!

c. nhila  pama-ng ngathuku’a -thu waa
he-NOMman-ERGI-DAT dog -1sg.[AT give

‘The mangave meadog:

d. ngaya ku'a nhingkurumka’im -ngkurum kala-ng
I-NOM dog you.sg-ABLNEG -2sg.ABL take-1sg

‘I didn’t take yourdog:

Smith & Johnson(1985:105)assert:‘As a resultof the relatively free
constitueniorderin Nganhcaraany constituentmay occurin pre-verbalposition
andthussene asa hostfor cross-referencingronouns. Hence,ary attemptat
construinghephonologicahostof theclitic asits structurahostis doomedthey
concludethattheimmediatelypreverbalpositionof theclitics shovsthattheverb
is (in ourterms)the structuralhost.If so,thenNganhcargrovidesanexampleof
ditropic clitics contraveningour proposed?honologicaParsingConstraint(54).

However, Smith & Johnsorthemselespoint to a potentialanalysisof
thefactswhich we pursuehere.They continue:

The closestapproximatiorto the Nganhcaraituationis madeby
Walmathari(Hudson1978) whereit appearghat the auxiliary and
the clitic pronoungogethemrmalke up a free form in pre-verbalposi-
tion, which may, undercertainrhythmic conditions cliticize ontothe
previousword. ThereareotherAustralianlanguagesn which clitic
pronounsmay cliticize onto ary type of constituentbut in all cases
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thesepronounsare enclitics on the first word of the clause(Blake
1977).(Smith& Johnsorl985:105)

Recallfrom the discussiorof Kwakwalain section7.2.1thatfor anel-
ementto qualify asditropic in our senseand thus contrarenethe Phonological
ParsingConstraint,it mustbe a Subword which hasa ‘structuralhost’ to begin
with. Smith & Johnsors remarkssuggestan alternatve analysiswherebythe
clitic clusterin Nganhcaranstantiate@nauxiliary whichis in situ directly before
theverh The relatively free string-orderof the remainingconstituentsuggests
thattheseare adjoinedto the clauseasa whole, asproposedby Jelinek(1984).
Example(64a)above will thusreceve theanalysisbelow:

(65) Nganhcar&Llause

TP
DP TP
|
+Il —you+pl
| DP TP
nganhca | |
Root T
|
ngata /\
T VP
/\ |
Past D \4

| | |
@ +l—you+pl Yyenta

-nhca

We analyzethe clitic pronounsasbeingadjoinedto T.22 |n somecases,
suchas(65), T canbephonologicallynull, but neednotbe,asshovn by examples
suchas(64b),wheretheovertsignalyupaisinsertedn aT bearingfuturefeatures.
Smith and Johnson(1985) reportthe existenceof several otherelementswhich
occupy the positionwe identify asT, including -dhu ‘may’, -li ‘then’, and-m(a)
‘emphatic’; the pronominalclitics always follow theseitemsif presentwhich
arealsoenclitic on the precedingword phonologically It is clearthatall these

22Whetherthey aregenerate@sAgr adjunctsto T in Morphologyor aredeterminersvhich
arrive at T during syntaxremainsunclearto us but doesnot bearon the generalpoint: in
eithercasethewhole comple is a singleMWd.
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elementgontainpropertiesvhich areplausiblyattributedto a Tenseprojectionor
to similarly situatedmodalprojectionsof varioustypes.

If our analysisof the factsis correct,then Nganhcargpronominalcli-
tics areratherunsurprisingn their behaiior. They adjointo T or to someother
functionalprojectionhigherthanVP andthusaresituatedn situ to the left of the
verh Phonologicallythe T+clitics complex cannotstandalone(unlessT is instan-
tiatedby afree-standingllomorphsuchasyupa’future’ asopposedo its enclitic
variant-pa). At PFthenthe T complex leansleftward muchlik e the Kwakwala
Determiner

In thisway, Nhanhcargresentsa mirror-imageof Warlpiri (Hale 1973).
As Haleshaws,the Auxiliary constituentn Warlpiri is situtatedn secongosition
in the clausewhenever it consistsof two syllablesor fewer (66a), but in other
instance®ccursclause-initially(66b):

(66) a. wawiri ka-rna pura-mi
kangarod®RES-Icook-NONRAST

‘I amcookingthe kangaroo’

b. kapi-rnawawiri  pura-mi
FUTI  kangaroccook-NONRAST
‘I will cookthekangaroo’

In our terms,the inversionseenin (66a)mustbe a Local Dislocation,sinceit is
sensitve to phonologicalpropertiesof the Vocahlulary, andthereforewill occur
only concomitantwith Vocahulary Insertionand not before. But the important
obsenation hereis thatlike Nganhcarawhile the AUX stemin Warlpiri canbe
phonologicallyovert (ka’present’in (66a)andkapi ‘future’ in (66b)),it neednot
be:

(67) a. wawiri -@-rnapura-tja
kangarocAUX-l cook-RAST
‘I cookedthekangaroo’
b. kula-@-rna wawiri  pura-tja
NEG-AUX-I kangaroacook-FAST
'I did notcookthekangarod.

WhereAUX is phonologicallynull, the clitic pronounswhich attachto
it structurallyare enclitic eitheron the precedingMWd (67a)or to NEG, which
we interpretasleft-adjoinedto AUX (67b). In this respectWarlpiri Aux behares
exactly like the preverbalclitic complexin Nganhcara?—.3

23smith andJohnson(1985) alsostatethat the clitic pronounclustermay follow the verb,
ratherthanprecedat; hencethefollowing two examplesarealternatves:
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In sum, the distibution of clitic pronoundgn Nganhcaraloesnot require
an analysisthat treatsthem asditropic. Rather the clitic pronounsare adjoined
to a (possiblyphonologicallynull) functionalprojectionsuchasT whosein situ
positionis immediatelybeforethe clause-finaverh Theentire T+clitic complec
forms an MWd which if necessaryparseswith the precedingMWd during the
constructiorof phonologicawords.

7.3. Summary

To review, we have disputedthe distinction betweenclitics and affixeswhich is

demandedby all theorieswhich adoptthe Lexicalist hypothesisn its strict form.

Of the correlationswhich Lexicalism soughtto explain, we arguedthat the only

onewhich appeardo be empirically correctis thatthereappeargo be a correla-
tion betweenthe domainin which two itemscanexert allomorphicinfluenceon

eachotherandthe domainof (approximately)the phonologicalword. We pro-

posedthat this correlationfalls out from a several distinct aspectof our model
of grammar First, we proposeda PhonologicalParsingConstraint,a speciesof

the setof constraintsvhich definesthe mappingfrom morphosyntactistructure
to phonologicakonstituenyg, long recognizedo requirea grammatof its own for

phrasaldomains(inkelasand Zec 1995). Second this constraintwhencoupled

(i) a. nhinta putu uwa-ndi-nta
you.sg.NOMaway go-2.sg-then-2.sg

‘Did yougo away then?’

b. nhinta putudi-nta uwa-n
you.sg.NOMaway-then-2.s@o-2.sg

‘Did yougo away then?’

We analyzesuchcase®f post-\erbalclitics asinvolving optionalraisingof V to left-adjoin
to T, sothatthe entireclitic complex will follow the inflectedverh However, Smith and
Johnsor(1985)alsoindicatethattheclitic clustercanbe separatedothatonepronominal
clitic canappeatin pre-\erbalpositionwhile anotheris enclitic ontheverb:

(i) pupinh mamala
firestick-3.sg.A£C hold-3.sg.NOM
‘He heldthefiresticks’

Admittedly, suchcasesareunexpectedgiventhe V-to-T raisinganalysisof post-\erbalcl-
itics. In the absencef more examplesof this phenomenonve speculatghatsuchcases
may involve mavement(or insertionin Morphology) of oneclitic to T andanotherto V.
SmithandJohnson(1985)do not provide exampleswherean overt tense/modatlitic ap-
pearspost-\erbally while a pronominalclitic appeargre-\erbally We predictthat such
casesshouldbe strictly impossible sincepronominalclitics canbe positionedpreverbally
only by raisingto T whenthe verb hasnot alsoraisedto T. We leave thesecasespento
furtherstudy
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with the naturalrestrictionthat MWds areislandsfor Local Dislocationof Sub-
words (6.3.2),ensurethat a Subword will remainwithin the phonologicalword
projectedby the MWd it is containedn, andcannever ‘move’ to anothermphono-
logical hostat PE The islandhoodof MWds callsinto questionthe possibility of
whatwe termed'ditropic’ clitics, clitics whosephonologicahostis distinctfrom
their structuralhost. Thesecorrespondo typesl, 4, 5 and8 of the clitic types
in Klavans(1985,1995). We shaved that all known casesof suchclitic types
do notin factqualify asditropic in our sensesinceall of themhave eitherbeen
misanalyzear areMWds themseleslackingary structuralhostin ourterms.

8. Mansi Complementizers

The last remainingcaseknown to us of a potentially ditropic clitic comesfrom
Mansi,aFinno-Ugriclanguageelatedto Hungariarandspolenin WesterrSiberia.
Nevis (1988)drew attentionto the conditionalsuffix -ke in Mansiandfirst pro-
posedhatit instantiateKlavans’ Type5 clitic.

The conditional suffix -ke (~ -te ~ -ti) ‘if *, originally borrowved from
Komi probablysometimebetweerthe 10thand15th centuriesAD (Rédeil1970),
variesin its placementdependingn the dialectof Mansi. We confineour atten-
tion to the northernor standard Sygva) dialect,which shavs an unusualpattern
of distribution for -ke. Nevis (1988:353)analyzest asa second-positiofpenulti-
mate)clitic which ‘selectstheverbof the conditionalclauseasits host’ but which
prosodifieswith the immediatelyprecedingword. As the following examples
shaw, -ke canbe attachedo ary precedingvord, suchasdirectobject,Negation,
PR adwerb,or infinitive:

(68) a. nomtii 0Ohs-€y-on
thought-ifhave-PRES-2pl
‘if youunderstandlit. havethought)... ' (Kalman1976:98)

b. atke way-I-on amlaw-ey-um
Neg-if know-3sg.obj-2pll  tell-PRES-1sg
‘If youdon'tknow it, | (will) tell you! (Kalman1965:45)
to PP
c. ti  kol-nte joxtit-ew
thathouse-LOC-ifenter1pl
‘if weenterthehouse... ' (Kalman1976:90)
d. logyaate  jomantte-men
downstream-ifstroll-1du

‘If we (two) stroll downstream .. ' (Kalman1976:85)
infinitive
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e. akwdit yotalol-ugkw-te law-we-s-aren
one-two day live-INF-if orderPASS-FRAST-1dual

‘If weweregiven(lit. ordered)one(or) two daystolive... "’
(K&lman1976:50)

Prosodicconsiderationalonecannotaccounfor thesuffix’ sdistribution,
Nevis argues sinceif -ke merelyrequiresa prosodichosttoits left, it couldequally
well beasuffix to its (putative) structuralhost,theinflectedverb:

(69) [...V+T-ke]

Instead,Nevis arguesthat syntactically-ke is a left-sisterto the (inflected)verb,
but prosodicallyis parsedas a suffix with the precedingphonologicalword. If
correct,this analysisequireshat-ke betreatedasatruly ditropic clitic.

Onouraccountsuchbehaior isimpossible.In orderfor -ke to beplaced
in the second-to-lagposition,i.e. immediatelybeforetheinflectedverb,it would
have to undego somevarietyof MorphologicalMerger, eitherLoweringor Local
Dislocation,adjoiningto the inflectedverb (V+T), andforming a complex head
with V+T. Thus-ke would signalizea Subword. A phonologicalparsein which
-ke would vacateits MWd of origin for the phonologicalword formed by the
precedingMWd shouldbe prohibited.

Thereare, however, fairly good reasongo doubtan accountin which
-ke finds its string positionby a Merger operation. In the following section,we
argue that -ke instantiategshe Complementizenodein Mansiandis in factin
situ. Following recentproposaldor the syntaxof Hungarianarelatedlanguage,
we proposethat materialprecedingke in the clauseoccupiesone or morespec-
ifier positionshigherthanC. Specifically we will arguefor the following phrase
structure:

(70) In Situanalysisfor -ke
CP
XP CP

/\
XP C

/\

C TP

| |
-ke V4T

To establishthis resultwe first review someessentiafactsaboutMansisyntax.
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8.1. Mansi clausestructure
NorthernMansiis a (mostly) head-finalanguagewith abasicSOV order;in neu-
trally orderedsentencesn inflected verb nearly always appearsn clause-final
position(Rombandeea 1984):

(71) mensaw yulp untes-men
we mary fishnetthrow-past-1du

‘We threw outmary fish nets’(Kalman1976:146)

We analyzethe clause-finapositionof theinflectedverbasevidencethattheverb
raisegto T, whichis normally at theright-peripheryof the clause.

An inflectedV appearso theright of negation(at ~ ati(m)); Negationin
turnfollows otherargumentsn theclause(72).

(72) suli-putpaletsip kotol-n at  joyti
clay.pot half hill middle-LOCNEG go

‘Her half of a clay pot did not reachthe middle of the hill'’ (Kalman
1976:66)

Thefactthattheverbraisego T acrosghenegationmarker shavsthatthis marker
is not a head(Neg®); we assumdnsteadthatit is an adwerbial elementright-
adjoinedto vP.

The baseposition of a verbis further diagnosedy separableprefixes.
Specifically averbcanleave behindanadwerbialprefixsuchasyot ‘out’ orno(y)y
‘up’, which appearso theleft of negationin aninflectedclause(73), butimmedi-
atelyprecedesfinite verbin aclausewithout negationor acomplemeninfinitive
(74) (Kalman1965,Murphy 1977).

(73) a. sorhipy Sermatyot at  wi-s-te
goldensaddleaway NEG take-past-sg.obj-3sg
‘He did nottake the goldensaddleaway’ (Murphy 1977:223)
b. wassy noyat lapi
anymoreup NEGrise
‘It (cannotyiseupary more’ (Murphy 1977:224)
(74) a. janiy maym-an-uwyot-tenatast
big people-pl-1pbut-grumbled
‘Our parentgrumbled(that. .. )’ (Kalman1976:50)

b. taw nogy-yul'i yl-agkwe pati
he out-emege-INF  begin

‘he is beginningto emepge (up)’ (Kalman1964:57-58)
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We assumehatin finite clauseghe separabledwerbial prefix remains
in situin the vB, while V movesto adjoin T. Giventhesefacts,a reasonabldirst
approximatiorfor Mansiclause-structurappearsn (75).

(75) MansiClauseStructure(First Approximation)

TP
vP Vi+T
vP Neg
T~ |
...Ptcl. ..t at

Giventhis structure the positionof -ke is quite unexpected sincethe mostplau-
sible category for it would be C. We might, for example,construethe pre-verbal
positionfor -ke asarisingfrom aLocal Dislocationof aclause-finalC to aposition
immediatelyto theleft of theverb:

(76) [..V4T]* ke — [...-ketV+T]

In sucha case,however, it would be unexpectedfor -ke to subsequentlyjoin
phonologicallywith the precedingMWd. For -ke to be ableto ‘lean’ phono-
logically onits left neighborit shouldconstitutean MW(d by itself, andto dothis,
it shouldnot have undegoneary syntacticor morphologicamovement.

Supposehenthat-ke doesindeedinstantiateanin situ complementizer
To obtainthe constituentorderingwe have so far reviewed, we hypothesizehat
thevP raiseso Spec,Chpositionasshovn below:

(77) MansiClauseStructure(Revised)

CP
vP; C
/\ F/\TP
0C
vP (Neg) |
tA ke ti VotT

Negation, a right-adjunctto vP, alsoraiseswith vP, yielding the obsened con-
stituentorder This type of analysis,in which a lower verbalprojectionis raised
to a higherpositionin the clauseasa phrasejs directly relatedto the ‘predicate
fronting’ type of approachthat hasbeenproposedor languagedike Malagasy;
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seein particularRaclowski (1998),for the fronting of predicatesalongwith ad-
joinedmaterialin ananalysisof Malagasy24

In the following sectionswe presentevidencein supportof this revised
structureby examining first, the syntaxof subordinateclausesin general,and
second,sentencegundiscussedy Nevis) in which -ke doesnot appearin the
preverbalposition.

8.2. Subordination structur es

Subordinationn Finno-Ugriclanguagesvasoriginally expresseeitherby gerunds
or participlesor throughparataxisthatis, by clausesconjoinedwithout a subor
dinatingconjunction(Tauli 1966,Comrie1981),andthesedevicesarestill com-
monly employedin Mansi(Romandeea 1984:140-149).Neverthelesstheredo
exist subordinateclauseswith overt subordinatingconjunctionsof varioustypes.
Theseappeato fall into two categories.The conjunction(w)os usedto introduce
hortative and purposve clauseshasthe samedistribution as-ke, but unlike -ke
doesnot ‘lean’ phonologicallyon the precedingword. Othersubordinatingele-
mentsappearo be essentiallyadwerbials,which areeitheradjoinedto the vP or
arefrontedto sentence-initigbosition. Thesewo typesof subordinatorandtheir
ramificationsfor the analysisof -ke arediscussedh thefollowing sections.

8.2.1. Hortatory and Purposive (w)os

The particle(w)os usedin purposve andhortatoryclausesalsoappeardbetween
Negationandthe inflectedverb (Murphy 1977: 229), which is againseparated
from ary adwerbial prefix. In suchclauseNegationhasthe allomorphul instead
of (at ~ ati(m)). In thefollowing exampleswe gloss(w)ossimply as‘that’.

(78) Purposvieclauses

a. ta poratyumi-t-on lapl'ul'awe,ekwa-t ul 0s sunsey-t
thattime man-pl-withcovered = woman-pINEGthatsee-pres-3pl

‘At this time heis hidden(covered)by mensothatwomenmay not
seehim’

240ne point which arisesin connectionwith this treatmentof Mansi syntaxconcernshe
statusof the subject;in particular whetherit movesindependentlyof the fronted vP in
whichit originates.As we have no clearevidenceon this point, we will notbeaddressing
it in detail.
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b. tuwl siraj-sissl usliyta-s-g-e jol  os min-ey
thensword-back-INSTmenace-past-du.obj-3smderthatgo-pres
nogy ul os pajalt-ey
up notthatrise-pres
‘Then he menacedhemwith the backof his sword, sothatthey go
down, sothatthey donotriseup. (Murphy1977:229)

(79) Hortatoryclauses

a. ji-gpkwe ul  woswerm-ey-t
come-INFNEG that be.able-pres-3pl

‘Let themnotbe ableto come’

b. ti kol-um-t ul  os oli
thishouse-1sg-LOQIEG thatbe-3sg

‘Let hernotbein this houseof mine’ (Murphy 1977:229)

Similar examplesare providedin Rombandeea (1984: 155). We analyze(w)os
justlike -ke: botharein situ complementizers.

8.2.2.

Adverbial subordinators

Although (w)osoccursin the samepreverbalpositionasdoes-ke, otherso-called
‘subordinatingconjunctions’'suchasyuh ‘when’ andyumushow’, manriy ‘why’
andyot ‘where’ have the samedistribution asadwerbialsor wh-adjuncts.These
elementdave two potentialpositions(someoccurin both positions,while others
seemto preferoneor the other). Thefirst positionis beforenegationandtheverb,
but following otherargumentsof the clause.

(80)

(81)

(82)

304

konyuh kwali

out whengo
‘When hegoesout. .. (K alman1965:58)
taw tiyel 0jiyp-agkwe yumus worat-as

he from.hereescape-INFhow strive-past
‘How did hetry to escapdrom here?’(Rombandeea1984:64)

This positionis atypical onefor adwerbs:

najoy-xaplogy-e her-ol pajtaxt-im yUl'i-te
fire-boat path-3sgoam-INSTcook-GER leave-3sg.obj

‘The steamshipgeavesits path (behinditself) foaming (lit. cookingwith
foam)’ (Romandeea 1984:59).
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We construetheseasright-adjunctsto vB, which, like Neg, raisewith vP to the
left of the complementizeposition:

(83) Adverbadjoinedto vP
CP

T

vP; C

N N
vP Adv C TP

N
tp V+T

Alternatively, theseelementsmay occur sentence-initiallyeitherwhen
actingassubordinator®r in matrix questions:

(84) a. yuh amjuw-Saltsumomam noy-kwalum
whenl home-went, mothermy up-got-RastPpl

‘When | wenthomemy motherwasalreadyup ... ' (Tauli 1966:95
citing Balandin& Vachrushea1957)

b. xuh oln-anl lakkwa-urt-s-anl, piyris &an-e
whenmoney/-theirthemseles-diide-past-themboy motherhis
paltjoyt-os
to come-past

‘When they haddividedthe money amongthemseles,the boy came
to his mother’(Rombandeea 1984:152)

(85) a. yumustaw tiyel 0jiyp-agkwe worat-as
how he from.hereescape-INF strive-past

‘How did hetry to escapdrom here?’(Rombandeea1984:64)

b. towaporatmanyuntl-ew,xumus wostuy pal-as-t Siwgi
one time we listen-1plhow wind earhole-LOCwhistle.3sg
‘At timeswe listenhow theair (wind) whistlesin our ears.
(Romandeea1984:151)

(86) Ot piti oli, xOtol nayti
wherenestis, whencebe.visible
‘Whereis thenest,from where(is it) visible?’ (Romandeea 1984:64)

We construetheseclause-initialconjunctionsnot asinstanceof C but

ratherasadwerbialswhich have A-movedto Spec,CPAs such,they canoccurto
theleft of theraisedvP, andhenceclause-initially:
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(87) Two Positionsfor SubordinatingConjunctions
CP

Adv CP

vP C

/\
vP  Adv C/\V+T
|
(-kelos)

The behavior of agumentwh-expressionsonfirmsthat thesemay be
eitherin situ or raisedto Spec,CP:

(88) Insitu

a. towley uj-ot xotalpalit maner warey-ot
wingedanimal-PLday duringwhat make-PRES-3pl
‘What do the birds make duringtheday?’ (Romandeea 1984:63)
b. taw xottut I’ 6y-arel alpsl wa-s-an-e
he who trail-3pl earlysee-RST-3pl.obj-3sg
‘Whosetrails did heseein themorning?’ (Romandeea 1984:63)

(89) Raisedo Spec,CP

lawen, man-xurip pil-st  nan way-en
say-2plwhat-like berry-PLyou.plsee-2pl

‘Say, whatkind of berriesdoyou (pl.) seeARomandeea 1984:63)

In sum,thedistribution of -ke is exactly lik e thatof anothersubordinator
(w)os usedin hortatoryor purposve clauses.Othersubordinateclausesare ex-
pressedvithoutovertcomplementizerdut cancontainadwerbialwh-expressions.
Theselike agumentalvh-expressionsganappeain bothmatrixandsubordinate
clauseseitherin within the vP (and hence,beforean inflectedverb), or canbe
raisedto Spec,CPSince-ke doesnot have this distribution, we concludethat it
is neitherin Spec,CPnor an adjunctin general,but rathera zero-level category,
namelyC itself.

8.3. Other positionsfor -ke

Sofarwe haverestrictedour attentionto sentences which -ke occursin whatwe
will call its ‘canonical positionimmediatelybeforetheinflectedverb, following
negation,if presentWe have proposedhatthisis in factthein situ positionof C
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in Mansi,andthatthe stringorderobsenedin suchclausesarisesthroughraising
of vP to Spec,CPalongwith raisingof V to a clause-finall.

However, the distribution of -ke is subjectto somevariation. According
to Rombandeea (1984: 152-53),herselfa native spealer of NorthernMansi,
the typical positionfor -ke is pre-verbalor, alternatvely, -ke may be attachedo
theinflectedverbitself. Riese(1984),in a studyof conditionalclausesn Uralic
generally examinedthe distribution of -ke in a large corpusof Mansitexts. He
concludedthat -ke may have threedifferentclausepositions. In 67% of clauses
examined,-ke wassufixed to theword immediatelyprecedingheinflectedverb
(90), to the right of negation(91), if present,.e. in the canonicalposition. In
12% of casesthe clausecontainedonly a single(prosodic)word; in suchcaseit
is suggestedhatthe requirementhat-ke appearasa suffix necessitatea clause-
final positionfor -ke (92).

(90) I'ewelmyolas-rsl-kepili ...
lion man-from-if  fear

‘If alion fearsaman...’ (Kalman1976:140)

(91) not palit at-ke tinalaytsmen...
lifetime throughNEG-if do.lusiness

‘If we hadnot conductedbusinessll of (our)lives... ' (Riese1984:79
citing Kannistol:235)

(92) erptaste-le
love-if

‘If hehadloved(me)... ’ (Kalman1976:126)

Assumingsomesort of prosodicexplanation(suchas Prosodiclnver
sion) for the positionof -ke in (92), the examplesabove requireno further com-
mentandcanbe accomodatedvithin a variety of analysesincluding Nevis’ and
ours. However, Riesefound that -ke canoccurin two otherpositions:it canoc-
cur clause-finallyevenin clausesontainingmorethanoneword, or it canoccur
attachedo a constituentsomeavhereto the left of the canonicalposition. In the
following sectionswe showv thattheseexceptionalexamplesactuallyconfirmthe
hypothesighat-ke instantiate<C.

8.3.1. Final -ke

In 14% of clausesexaminedby Riese,-ke appearsnsteadasa suffix to the in-
flectedverb (93a),even whenthereexists a precedingohonologicalword which
could host-ke:
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a. lawyatneporatelipalt aji-ke
93 I lipalt aji-k
promised.time beforedrink-if

‘If he drinks beforehis promisedtime ... ' (Riese1984:69citing
Kannistolll:12)

b. najey-xaprogyaltayti-ke. ..
fire-boat honks-if
‘If thesteamshigonks... ' (Romandeea1984:153)

Suchcasesf final -ke' cannotbe explainedby requiringa Prosodidnversionof
-ke andtheverb,sincetherewould be no motivationfor suchaninversion.Rather
eitherV+T mustmoveto -ke or vice versa.lf, ason our analysis;ke instantiates
C, thenthe order V+T+C canarisesimply by raisingof V+T to C, muchasin
Conditionallnversionin English.

(94) [cp VP [VFT+C[t ]]]

The precisereasondor suchexceptionalraisingareunclear but maybe
stylistic in nature. Neverthelessit is obvious that sucha derivationis not at all
unprecedented.

8.3.2. Anomalous-ke

In addition,in afinal 7% of cases;ke appear$n someotherpositionnotpredicted
by Rombandeea’s generalizatior(95):25

(95) a. nay-te sartn-sisinowomteyon . ..

you-if first move-2sg
‘If youmove asthefirst one(i.e. arethefirstto move)... ' (Kalman
1976:50)

b. amke sart tayinti
mine-if first falls-3sg

‘If minefallsfirst...’ (Riesel984:70citing Kannistol: 205)

25AIthough both examplesin (95) containthe adwerb sart ‘first’ the following example
shaws that-ke neednot occurto theleft of sart:

() nagtanluwn sarta-ketayinti ...
you sinen-bonefirst-if ~ falls

‘If yoursinew-stringbonefallsfirst... ' (Riesel984:72citing Kannistol: 205)
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We will referto suchcasesas‘anomalous-ke.”’ Riese(1984: 70) surmiseghat
in suchcases'emphasiglaysamajorrole in positioningof the particle” andwe
concurwith thisview. Specifically -keis in thesecasess phonologicallyattached
to a constituentwhich appeardo be a contrastve topic agumentlocatedat the
very left peripheryof theclause.

In thisrespectMansiresemblegiungarianwhereargumentsindercon-
trastve emphasis€anappeain a‘left-dislocated’position(Kiss 1984:80-83Ke-
neseiVago& Feryvesi1998:172—74)2.6

(96) Hungarian_eft-Dislocation

Ebéd-et Janosf6zott, vacsomla-t pedig Mari.
lunch-ACC John cookedsupperACC on-the-othehand Mary

‘Lunch, Johncookedit, whereasupperMary (cookedit).’

Similar phenomenaappearto play a significantrole in Mansi syntax
aswell.2” For example,althoughthe normal constituentorderis SOV, Kalman
(1965)notesthatanobjectargumentmay appeatto theleft of the subject(97).

(97) a. sun luw yarti
sledgehorsepulls

‘That sledgea horsepulls’ (Kalman1965:57)

b. i ne amwaylum
thatwomanl  know-1sg

‘I know thatwoman’(Kalman1965:53)

The following exampleshows quite clearly the contrastve topic nature
of theargumentprecedinganomalous’-ke:

(98) wor-t jaln  maym-anuwtan wor-uj howl’ tajim jalaseyt,
forest-Locgoingpeople-our they forest-animameat eatinggo.around
yul-tejot wojleyt, os Ul pajteyt
fish-if with take.avay, thenfish cook

26Kiss (1984)amguesthatsincethe agumentundercontrastve emphasiss not subjacento
its gapin the lower clause suchagumentsare base-generateahd not derived by move-
ment.Whetherthe sameis true of Mansiremainsanopenquestionbut is irrelevanthere.

27 ke Hungarian(Kiss 1994)andseveral otherFinno-UgriclanguagegComrie1981:122),
Mansi also hasa so-calledfocus ‘position’, normally the final agumentbeforethe Neg
V+T sequenceA full discussiorof the syntaxof focusin theselanguagess beyond the
scopeof the presentpaper: whatis importantfor presentpurposess that left-dislocated
amgumentsn Mansi,asin Hungarianarenotin focuspositionandoccupy apositionhigher
thanfocusedargumentgo.
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‘Our huntersnourishthemselesduring the hunt with the meatof forest
animals,but if they have taken away fish for themseles,thenthey cook
fish! (Rombandeea 1984:69)

In (98) the objectargumentyul ‘fish’ is contrastedn the discoursewith wor-uj
howl’ ‘meat of forestanimals. Consequentlyyul is left-dislocatedto the left-
peripheryof the clause.

Kiss (1994) proposeghat the position of a left-dislocatedargumentin
Hungarianis notin Spec,Chout in the specifierof a higherfunctionalprojection
E(xpression)28 Adoptingthe sameideafor Mansi,we proposethat C mustraise
to E in clauseswhereE hasan overt specifier This providesa straightforward
explanationfor anomalouske, sinceit will immediatelyfollow the contrastve
topicargumentin Spec,EP:

(99) ClauseStructurefor Anomalous-ke
EP

DP E

/\
t;, ... VHT

Our analysispredictsthat anomalouske mustalways attachto a left-
dislocatedargumentin Spec,EPIndeed,in all exampleswe have availableto us,
this predictionis borneoutandanomalouske is neverattachedo a clause-medial
argumentor in someotherposition. Suchexamplesincludeall casesn which-ke
precedesx;legation.29 Wherethis occurs -ke alwaysfollows a singleclause-initial
constituent:

(100) a. [amki janmaltamayim]-ke atim olson
myselfbrought.updaughterlsg-if NEG be-2sg

‘If you were not my brought-up-by-mgself daughter... ' (Riese
1984:77citing KannistolV:38)

28t seeKenesektal. (1998)for possiblyproblematiccaseof unemphatidopicspreced-
ing ‘left-dislocated’argumentsn theclause.

29Riese(1984)seemsto have groupedthis structurewith canonicalsecond-to-lagposition
casesapparentlyconstruingnegationaspartof the predicate.
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b. [sahe kosierpagk]-teat tes
motherfingernail-dirt-if NEG eat-past
‘If hehadnoteaterhismothersfingernaildirt... ' (Kalman1976:76)

In contrast,where-ke is in its canonicalpositionimmediatelybeforeV+T, sev-
eral constituentcanappeambefore-ke, andtheseappeaiin their canonicalorder,
with the subjectprecedingary othernon-adjuncargumentsshaving thatno left-
dislocationhastakenplace:

(101) a. SubjObj-ke V+T
[piye] [ti nan]-te tey
son-3sghis bread-ifeat-3sg
‘If hersoneatsthisbread... ' (Kalman1976:76)
b. SubjObj-keV+T
[pupiy tawki] [hal]-ke totiy-lo-s
spirit himselfarrows-if bring-them-past
‘If theprotectivespirithimselfbroughtthearrows. ..’ (Riesel984:73
citing Kannistol: 330)
c. SubjPRkeV+T
[sorhi kabp yotal] [sanen]-ke patapi
goldenray sun eye-to-if fall
‘If thegoldensunbeamsall on (my) eyes... ' (Kalman1976:112)
d. SubjAP-keV+T
ayi [[[pasan]sopitagkwe] sawar]-te atim
girl table  clearinf bad-if  not-be

‘If agirl is nottoo lazyto clearthetable... ' (Rombandeea 1984:
152-53)

9. Summary

In sum, the distribution of -ke shavs complicationswhich are not explainedby
an accountwhich simply postulateghatit selectsasits structuralhosta follow-
ing verb, asrequiredby the ditropic analysisof Nevis (1988). Rather we have
shawvn that-ke behareslik e anotheiirrealis complementizenw)os‘so that’, that
its distribution is unlike that of adwerbial adjunctsor wh-expressionsandthat it

mayoccurin positionsin theclauseasidefrom its typical pre-verbalone. Thefull

rangeof factsis accomodatedavithin ananalysisin which -ke instantiate<C and
remainsin situ, with thevP (andadjoinedNeg and/orAdverbs)raisingto theleft
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of it. Atypical distributionsfor -ke arisewheneither(1) theV+T comple raises
to C, in which case-ke appearattachedo theinflectedverbitself, or (2) C raises
to E, a functional projectionabove C in which contrastve topicsarelocated,in
which case -ke is attachedo a clause-initialconstituentundera certaintype of
discourseemphasis.

While uponfirst examination-ke seemso exemplify Klavans’ Type 5
clitic, we have amguedthatthis is a misanalysis.Instead-ke is simply a ‘leaner’,
normallyin situsyntacticallywhich parsesspartof theprecedingMwd’s phono-
logical word. Although Mansi-ke at first glanceappearso exemplify the other
wise unattestedditropic’ clitic type, in fact, its behaior is perfectly consistent
with the modelof grammarmproposecere,which eschevs ditropismentirely.

10. Conclusions

Thetreatmenbf Mergersthatwe have presentedhereestablishea numberof ba-
sic pointsaboutmovementoperationsn the post-syntacticerivation. In termsof

locality, we have identifiedtwo differenttypesof operationLoweringandLocal
Dislocation,which arelocatedin distinctstagef a sequentiatierivationon the
PFbranch.The primary claim hereis thatstructuralrelationshipgplay a definin-
ing role in determiningthe typesof post-syntactianovementarelicit, andthat
therelevantstructuresareinheritedfrom the syntacticderivationandsubjectedo

further operations suchas Vocahulary Insertionand Linearization,which rede-
fine thenatureof subsequentlergers.Within this framevork comesa correlation
betweenthe type of operationthat an elementwill undego andthe type of in-

formation requiredfor the applicationof the operation-the Local Dislocation
Hypothesiswhich holdsthat Vocahulary Specificoperationswill necessarilyap-
ply understrictlinearadjaceng. Thelocality restrictionsthatgovernMergerare
further constrainedy the conditionthat Merger operationamemgelik e with like,
in termsof the objectswe defineasMwds and Subwods, thatis, Mwds Merge
with Mwds and Subwordswith Subwords. Finally, the sequentiahatureof the
theorythat we developis highlightedin casedike thoseexaminedin Latin and
Lithuanian,in which the cyclic applicationof post-syntactidMergersplaysa cru-
cial role.

Thesecondpartof the paperconcentratesn a further setof effectsthat
arisewhenthe objectscreatecby Mergerareconsidered The domainsof phono-
logicalinteractionandallomorphyassociatedvith clitics or affixal elementsheld
in a numberof Lexical accountgo exemplify sharpdichotomybetweenLexical
(=pre-syntacticand Syntacticpohenomenaareshowvn to be derivablein the Non-
Lexicalist architecturehat we adwcate. In addition, a further setof casegre-
dictedto exist by a Lexicalist typology of clitics (Klavans1985)aresimply ruled
out, with apparentountergampleseanalyzedTakentogethertheresultsof this
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papermprovide ageneraimodelin which post-syntactienovementsanbe studied
in termsof locality, morphologicainteraction(allomorphy),andphonologicain-

teraction;andthe modelmakes clear and empirically testablepredictionsabout
whatthe morphologicalcomponentioeswith the outputof the syntacticderiva-
tion.
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