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1. Intr oduction

Thestatusof movement-likeoperationsthat(amongotherthings)resolve thede-
pendenciesof clitics and affixeshasbeenthe topic of a voluminousliterature.
Here we develop a theory that correlatesthe locality of the post-syntacticpro-
cesswith thestageof the(PF-)derivationat which theoperationoccurs,building
on thework of Marantz(1984andsubsequentwork) andBobaljik (1994,1995).
The correlationsare framedin a theory of the grammarin which the syntactic
derivationassemblesandmanipulatesbundlesof abstractfeatures,whicharethen
realizedphonologicallyafterthesyntax(LateInsertion; seebelow). Theproposal
is thatthelocality propertiesof aMergeroperationaredeterminedby thestagein
thederivationatwhichtheoperationtakesplace:specifically, Mergerswhich take
placebeforeVocabulary Insertion,on hierarchicalstructures,differ from Merger
which takesplacepost-Vocabulary Insertion/linearization.The paperis devoted
to (1) a demonstrationof different locality propertiesat play in post-syntactic
movements;(2) thedevelopmentof a modelof Morphologyin which thelocality
differencesaresituatedin a sequentialderivation; and(3) case-studiesbasedon
themodel. Giventhis agenda,discussionfalling outsideof theabove pointswill
belimited in scope.

2. Background Assumptions

In thissectionweprovideasketchof ourbackgroundassumptionsaboutthestruc-
ture of the grammar. We assumea theory in which morphologyinterpretsthe
outputof thesyntacticderivation(DistributedMorphology, Halle1990,Halleand
Marantz1993,1994,Noyer 1997andrelatedwork). The basicelementsof the
syntacticcomputationareabstractfeatures,which appearin bundlesasterminal�
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nodes.Universalaswell aslanguage-specificwell-formednessconditionsdeter-
mine in what mannerthesefeaturesmay combineto form syntacticcategories,
theatomsof syntacticrepresentation,which wecall heremorphemes. We reserve
thetermmorphemein thismodelto denoteterminalelementsin syntacticor mor-
phosyntacticrepresentations;we usethe term signal (equivalently, exponent) to
denotethephonologicalexpression(s)of amorpheme.Overtsyntaxdenotesthose
operationswhich assembleandmanipulatethis collectionof morphemesinto a
hierarchicalstructurethat is the input to computationsconcernedwith morpho-
logical andphonologicalexpression(PF) andaspectsof semanticinterpretation
(LF).

The kinds of operationswhich take a representationfrom the PF/LF
branchingto its phonologicalform comprisethe (PF) Spell-Outof that repre-
sentation;themoduleof grammarresponsiblefor Spell-Outis Morphology. That
is, we use‘Morphology’ hereasa cover for a seriesof operationsthatoccuron
thePFbranchfollowing thepointat which thesyntacticderivationsplitsbetween
PFandLF. Thereis no Lexicon in this modelof grammar;word-formationtakes
placeeitherin syntaxor throughpost-syntacticoperationsduringMorphology.

Syntactic Derivation

(Spell Out)

PF LF

Morphology

2.1. Mor phemesand Signals
A numberof independentoperationsoccuron thePFbranch,andsomeof these
areof directrelevanceto thepresentstudy. To begin with, not all morphemesrel-
evant to pronunciationarepresentin syntaxprior to Spell-OutandMorphology.
In otherwords,not all word constituentsaresyntacticentities;many arenot and
arepurelymorphological(Noyer 1997)Certainstructuralpositionswithin words
and perhapsphrasesare insertedat Morphology subjectto variousconditions.
For example,many languagesrequirenounandadjectivestemsto beaugemented
by casemorphemeswhich arenot themselvessyntacticprojections.Thesemor-
phemesmustbeaddedpost-syntacticallyduringMorphology, asbelow:

(1) Noun � [ Noun+ CaseNoun]

In theterminologyof Embick(1997),suchinsertedmorphemesarecalled
dissociated, sincetheinformationwhich their signalizationconveysis partly sep-
aratedfrom the original locusof that informationin the phrase-marker. Typical
dissociatedmorphemesincludeCaseandAgreementin at leastsomelanguages
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(seee.g.Marantz1992): thesemorphemesreflectcertainsyntacticproperties(or
configurations)but do not in any sensecontribute thesepropertiesto thesyntax.
Dissociatedmorphemesarenot interpretedat LF, sincethey areinsertedonly at
Spell-Out. Hence,dissociatedmorphemesmustsignalizeproperties,eithercon-
figurationalor featural,alreadypresentin a syntacticstructurebeforeSpell-Out.

Following Halle & Marantz(1993)we adoptthetermVocabulary to de-
notethe list of phonologicalsignalsandtheir privilegesof occurrence.EachVo-
cabulary Item is a phonologicalrepresentation,pairedwith a setof conditionson
its insertion.VocabularyItemsareinsertedinto terminalnodesfollowing thesyn-
tactic derivation; becauseterminalsare only provided with specificVocabulary
Itemspost-syntactially, this is referredto asLateInsertion.

We usetheterm terminalelementsor, equivalentlyheadsto refer to the
basicatomsof phrase-structure,which consistof abstractmorphemes;that is,
bundlesof features.A varietyof operations,includinghead-adjunctionin syntax,
morphemeinsertionat Morphology, andthepost-syntacticMergersto bestudied
below, canproduceX � elementswith internalstructuresuchasin (2) :

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

XP

X

Z

Z�
Features

... �
Y�

Features
... �

X�
Features

... �

WP

WhenVocabulary Insertionoccurs,theVocabulary is searchedfor items
to be insertedinto the structure. For certainmorphemes,Vocabulary Insertion
is deterministicand only onechoiceis possiblein any given context. Follow-
ing Harley andNoyer (1998),we will call suchmorphemesf-morphemes: typ-
ically suchmorphemescorrespondto ‘functional’ projectionsin syntax. For f-
morphemes,the Vocabulary Item with the largestsubsetof the featurespresent
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on the terminalnodeis inserted.1 For othermorphemesthereexists a choiceas
regardsthesignalwhich maybeinserted;we call suchmorphemesRoots. Unlike
the signalsinsertedinto f-morphemes,the signalsfor Rootsarenot in competi-
tion with eachotherandany Root-signallicensedin a givenenvironmentmaybe
inserted.

More concretely, supposethat in (2) Z = Noun,Y = Number:[dual]and
X = Case:Instrumental.2 In theVocabularyof Mansi,aUralic language,themost
specificsignalsfor Number:[dual]andCase:instrumentalwill be ��� and t � l re-
spectively (Kálmán 1965). For the Noun morphemethereexist many choices,
naturally, but thefollowing formsexemplify possibleoutcomes:

(3) a. pūt-��� -t � l
kettle-DUAL-INST
‘by meansof two kettles’

b. ēr� - �	� -t � l
song-DUAL-INST
‘by meansof two songs’

2.2. Mor phologicalMerger
MorphologicalMerger, as first proposedby Marantz, was originally a princi-
ple of well-formednessbetweenlevels of representationin syntax; in Marantz
(1988:261)Mergeris generalizedasfollows:

(4) Mor phologicalMerger
At any level of syntacticanalysis(d-structure,s-structure,phonological
structure),a relationbetweenX andY maybereplacedby (expressedby)
theaffixationof thelexical headof X to thelexical headof Y.

WhatMergerdoesis essentially‘trade’ or ‘exchange’astructuralrelationbetween
two elementsat onelevel of representationfor a differentstructuralrelationbe-
tweenthe ‘heads’of theseelementsat a subsequentlevel. Mergercantherefore
beschematizedasfollows:

(5) 
������
���������
Exactly what relationsmay be traded,i.e. what � and ��� are, as well as the
elementsinvolved,i.e. what 
��� and 
������� are,dependson the level at which
theMergeroccurs.

1SeeHalle(1997),butcertaincomplexitiesarisein definingtheprecedencerelationsamong
competingVocabulary Items(seeHarley & Noyer1999:5for discussion)
2For simplicity we usethelabelNounfor theRoothere,but in sodoingwe arenot neces-
sarily committedto a view that traditionalpart-of-speechlabelspartitionRootsin 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 structuralconfigurationswhich vary with the point of
the derivationat which the Mergeroperationoccurs.For the sake of clarity, we
will introducetwo distincttermsto denoteMergersat differentpointsin thepost-
syntacticderivation. The proposalis that thereare in fact at leasttwo varieties
of Merger, dependinguponwhetherMergeroccursin (a) in Morphologybefore
Vocabulary Insertion;or (b) in MorphologyafterVocabulary Insertion.3 Thepre-
VI Mergeris Lowering; it operatesin termsof hierarchicalstructure.TheMerger
of type (b), Local Dislocation, operatesin termsof linear adjacency. We now
illustrateeachof theseoperationswith examplesfrom English,andthenpresenta
modelof Mergeroperationsthatwill serveasthebasisfor aseriesof case-studies.

3. Lowering vs. Local Dislocation

3.1. Lowering
Becausewe adopt the view that phonologicalexpressionof complex words is
determinedby information provided by the syntacticderivation, in certain in-
stancesLoweringmovementwill be requiredto unite syntacticterminalswhich
arephonologicallyspelledtogetherbut not joined in overt syntax(by Raising).
Here,thehead� lowersto � , theheadof its complement:

(6) Loweringof X� to Y�
[ ��� X � . . . [ ��� . . . Y � . . . ] ] � [ ��� . . . [ ��� . . . [ � � Y � +X � ] . . . ] ]

In English,asopposedto anumberof otherlanguages,V doesnotmove
to T in theovertsyntax.However, Tenseis realizedonV morphologically(except
whennegationappears,or whenT-to-C movementhasoccurred).EnglishTense
thusLowersto V, theheadof its complement:4

(7) a. Mary[ !"�$#&% [ '(� loudly play-ed% thetrumpet]]

3Anotherpotentialtypeof Merger, ProsodicInversion (Halpern1992b),involvesthetrad-
ing of relationsat the level of Prosodicdomains,suchasPhonologicalWord andPhono-
logical Phrase.We will not bediscussingProsodicInversionin detailhere,but it is easily
incorporatedwithin our proposalsas a variety of Merger operatingimmediatelybefore
Phonology.
4OnaStrictLexicalist theorysuchasChomsky 1995,play-edis fully inflectedbeforesyn-
tax in theLexicon; its tensefeaturesneednotbecheckeduntil LF. WhenSpell-Outoccurs,
play-edalreadyhasthe inflectionalmaterialwith it. However, DM admitsno Lexicon in
which play-edmight beconstructedbeforesyntax.Instead,TensemustLower to theVerb
duringSpell-Out,lestTenseremainin situ andbesupportedby dummydo asin ungram-
matical(7b).
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b. *Mary did loudly play thetrumpet

BecauseLowering involvesadjunctionof a headto a head,and these
headsneednotnecessarilybelinearlyadjacent,Loweringhasa(potentially)non-
local, that is, non-adjacent,character. As Bobaljik (1994)argues,an intervening
adjoinedadverb suchas loudly in (7a) doesnot prevent T from Lowering to V.
In sum, this post-syntacticoperationis onewhich skips potentially intervening
adjuncts,andadjoinsT to theheadof its complement(thatis, ) ).
3.2. Local Dislocation
A secondvarietyof Merger, which we term Local Dislocation, occursafter Vo-
cabulary Insertion. In Local Dislocationthe relationtradedin for ‘affixation’ is
not hierarchical,but ratherlinear precedenceandadjacency. By hypothesis,lin-
earorderingis not a propertyof syntacticrepresentationsbut is imposedat PFin
virtue of the requirementthat speechbe instantiatedin time. It is thereforenat-
ural to assumethat linearorderingis imposedon a phrasemarker at thepoint in
the derivation whenphonologicalinformation is inserted,that is, at Vocabulary
Insertion.

(8) TheLateLinearizationHypothesis
Theelementsof aphrase-markerarelinearizedatVocabulary Insertion.

Our ideathatLocalDislocationis avarietyof Mergerdistinctfrom Low-
ering is basedon Marantz’s (1988)positionthat thenotionheadof a constituent
relevant to Merger is defineddifferently at differentlevelsof the grammar. The
implementationof this position hereis that the propertiesof Merger differ de-
pendinguponwhetherMerger applieson a linearizedor unlinearizedstructure.
Specifically, beforelinearorderis imposedonaphrase-marker, headednessis de-
fined in termsof structure:wherea constituentC = X(P), thenthe headof C is
X � . After linearization,this no longerholdsandthe headis definedin termsof
peripheralitywithin theconstituent.To seehow this is so,considerthefollowing
structure:

(9) [ ��� X [ ��� [ * � Z] Y]]

HereX takesYP = [ZP Y] asits complement,whereZPis eitheracomplementto
Y or anadjunctto YP. We will usethenotation +-,/. to denotea requirementthat+ must linearly precede. andbe adjacentto . . A potentiallinearizationof this
structureis:

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

HereX must immediatelyprecede[Z * Y] andZ must immediatelyprecedeY.
In the syntacticstructure(9) from which (10) originated,Y is the ‘head’ of the
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constituentwhich X takesasits complement.In syntax,Y couldraiseto X; like-
wise X could lower to Y acrossZP. But Local Dislocationdoesnot refer to (9)
but ratherto (10). Therelationsexchangedarenow onesof linearprecedenceand
adjacency ( , ). Specifically, LocalDislocationcanconvert (10) to (11):

(11) [[ * � Z+X] * Y]

In (11),X’s , relationto [Z * Y] hasbeenexchangedfor a relationof adjunction
to the left-peripheralelementof [Z * Y], namelyZ. (11) is a legitimate trans-
formationof (10) becauseboth , relationsin (10) have beeneitherpreservedor
exchangedappropriatelyby Merger. In (10) Y mustimmediatelyfollow andbe
adjacentto Z. In (11) this relationshipis maintainedbecauseY still follows Z � ,
which is now however internallycomplex asZ+X.

As Marantz(1988)shows, the idea that Local DislocationMerger ex-
changesrelationsof adjacency for thoseof adjunctionplacesrestrictionson the
structuresin which two elementscanbeinvertedin thestring. Our interpretation
of theserestrictionsis as follows: if � is an elementperipheralin somecon-
stituent 0 , � will not beableto invert with an element� not alsocontainedin0 . Considerthefollowing:

(12) a. [ . . .Y] * [ 1 X * Z]

b. [ . . .X+Y] * [ 1 Z]

c. [ . . .Y+X] * [ 1 Z]

Givenapre-Dislocationstructuresuchas(12a),� cannot‘escape’theconstituent0 to invert with Y asin (12b),sincein sodoing � would not properlymaintain
its requirementof (left-)adjacency with 2 . This shouldbe contrastedwith the
derivationof (11),whereX undergoesaninversionwith anelement( 2 ) which is
containedwithin theconstituentwhich � is originally peripheralin.

On the other hand,string-vacuous(i.e. non-inverting) Local Disloca-
tion is not subjectto thesesamelocality conditions(althoughof courseit affects
only string-adjacentelements).Essentially, string-vacuous‘rebracketing’ is freely
permitted,muchasproposedby Sproat(1985).For example,in (12c) � may‘es-
cape’theconstituent0 which it wasorginally peripheralwithin, sinceit will still
maintaina left-adjacency relationto Z.

To reiterate,thereis an importantdifferencebetweenLoweringMerger
andLocal DislocationMerger. Lowering Merger is sensitive to syntactichead-
ednessand can thereforeaffect elementswhich are not string-adjacent.Local
Dislocation,however, is sensitive to relationsof adjacency andprecedencebe-
tweenconstituents,andnot to syntacticheadednessdirectly. Thus,Local Dislo-
cationmustalwaysbe local asthe namesuggests.Only adjacentelementscan
be reorderedby the operation,andan intervening(syntactic)adjunctcannotbe
ignored.
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3.3. Illustrating the Two Operations
Theformationof EnglishComparativesandSuperlativesof thetype tall-er, tall-
estprovidesa clearcasein which a Vocabulary-specificoperationis constrained
to apply underlinear adjacency. To begin with, we take the syntacticstructure
to beonein which theSuperlativeor Comparative featuresdominatetheposition
of theAdjective (Abney 1987);we will refer to this morphemein eithercaseas
CMPR. The realizationof thesemorphemesis dependentupon whetheror not
they combinewith the Adjective they dominate. As is well-known, thereis a
prosodicconditionon thehost;CMPRcanonly combinewith anAdjective with
onemetricalsyllable:

(13) a. Johnis smart-erthanBill.

b. Johnis mo-reintelligentthanBill.

c. * Johnis intelligent-erthanBill.

d. ?* Johnis mo-resmartthanBill.

Thecorrelationthatweestablishhereis simple:thesuffixationof CMPR
is dependentupontheprosodicshapeof thehost,andthereforehappensafter the
insertionof specificadjectives. The informationthat is requiredfor the process
to occuris Vocabulary-specific;and,becausestructuresarelinearizedby Vocabu-
lary Insertion,theprocessis definedovera linearizedstructure.Accordingly, the
CMPR morphemecannotappearon the Adjective whenthereis an intervening
adverbial;this is seenclearlywith thesuperlative:5

(14) a. Mary is themo-stamazinglysmartperson...

b. * Mary is the # amazinglysmart-estperson...

5This point canalsobe illustratedwith the Comparative, but with greaterdifficulty. The
readingfor this is thatwith theComparative therearetwo distinctscopalreadingsfor the
Adverb;onein which it scopesover theentireComparative-Adjective,andonein which it
intervenesbetweenCMPRandtheAdjective. Thusthefollowing is grammatical,but only
ona readingin which theAdverbtakesscopeover theComparative:

(i) TheDuPontsareamazingly3 rich-erthantheSmiths.

That is, thedegreeto which they arericheris amazing.Thesyntacticstructureis thusone
in which the Adverb dominatesthe CMPR-ADJ.This may be comparedwith a casein
which theAdverbdoesnot takescopeover thecomparative; in suchcases,nocombination
of Adjective andCMPRis possible:

(ii) TheDuPontsaremo-reamazinglyrich thantheGettys.

That is, both are amazinglyrich, but the DuPontsare more so. The reasonfor this is
thatwith thecombinedComparative form theonly structurein which theAdverbdoesnot
intervenebetweenthepositionof CMPRandthepotentialhostAdjective.
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Whenamazingappearsasa modifier of smart, it is structurallybetweenthe po-
sition of the CMPR morphemeand the adjective. Accordingly, it is linearized
betweenthesetwo elements.Its presencein thepositionprohibitscomparative-st
from beingMergedwith smart(14b),forcing thepresenceof mo-st.

4. A Model

The device of MorphologicalMerger asdevelopedby Marantz(1988)captures
the generalizationthat clitics are of essentiallytwo types, ‘peripheral’-clitics,
which areeitherat the edgeof a maximalprojectionor in peninitial or penulti-
mate‘second’-positionwithin thatphrase,and‘head’-clitics,which adjointo the
headof aphrase.On thepresentproposal,peripheral-cliticsmoveto theirsurface
positionby LocalDislocation,while head-cliticsundergoRaisingor Loweringto
a head,or elseareDissociatedmorphemesinserteddirectlyon ahead.6

Figure2 illustratesthePFbranchof thegrammarasweenvision it.

Lowering

(Prosodic

Vocabulary

Insertion

Domains
Prosodic
Building of

PHONOLOGICAL
      FORM

Local Dislocation

Linearization imposed

M
O
R
P
H
O
L
O
G
Y

(Syntactic Derivation)

Hierarchical arrangement
of morphemes

by Insertion

PF/LF BRANCHING

Inversion)

The architectureof this model, in particular the orderingof eventswithin the
derivation, makes particularpredictionsaboutwhat can and cannothappenin
Morphology. In this sectionwe make thesepredictionsprecise;the remainder
of thepaperexemplifiesanddefendstheseideas.

6On theview we presentProsodicInversion, definedby Halpern(1992b)asoperatingin
termsof prosodicsubcategorization,would only apply to sentence-peripheralelements.
Thatis, if a clitic hasa dependency that is purelyprosodic,it would,all otherthingsbeing
equal,simply leanona hostratherthanundergoingMerger.
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4.1. The Local DislocationHypothesis
By the Late LinearizationHypothesis(8), linear order is imposedon a string
only at Vocabulary Insertion,andafter linearization,Local DislocationMerger
canmanipulateonly string-adjacentelements.Fromthispremiseit follows thatif
a movementoperationis sensitive to propertieswhich aresuppliedat Vocabulary
Insertion,it will necessarilyapply only to string-adjacentelements.Properties
which aresuppliedat Vocabulary Insertionincludethespecificidentityof Vocab-
ularyItems,suchaswhetherbeech hasbeeninsertedinto amorpheme,asopposed
to elm, or poplar, includingany idiosyncraticpropertiesof theinsertedItem,such
as its phonologicalfeaturesor its inflectionalor otherdiacritical classfeatures.
If a movementoperationis sensitive to suchparticularpropertiesof Vocabulary
Items,wecall it vocabulary-sensitive. TheLocalDislocationHypothesiscanthen
bestated:

(15) TheLocalDislocationHypothesis
If a movementoperationis vocabulary-sensitive, it involvesonly string-
adjacentitems.

For example,supposeA, B andC areterminalnodes:

(16) [A B C] –/� [B C+A] or [B A+C]

If themovementof A to C dependson thespecificVocabulary Itemsinsertedinto
A or C andnot solely to syntacticpropertiesof A andC, thenthe movementis
blockedwheresomeotherelementB intervenes.

Effectively, the Local DislocationHypothesisestablishesan important
correlationbetweenthe locality of a movementoperationandwhat would have
beencalledthe ‘selectional’propertiesof the clitic in the Lexicalist approachof
Klavans(1985),Klavans(1995),or theAutolexicalSyntaxtheoryof Sadock(1991).
Wherea clitic demandsa hosthaving a particularidentity, suchas inflectional
class,morphologicalcategory, or phonologicalweight, thenin our termstheop-
erationis vocabulary-sensitiveandtheclitic andthehostmustbestring-adjacent
prior to Merger. Inversely, wheretheclitic elementis indifferentto theVocabulary
Itemwhichfills its hostmorpheme,thenit is possible(althoughnotnecessary)for
theclitic to reachits hostby Raisingor Lowering,operationswhicharepermitted
to crosssyntacticadjuncts.

4.2. Late Lowering
While theLocalDislocationhypothesisis themainfocusof thepresentinvestiga-
tion, we will alsopoint to severalotherpredictionsmadeby the modeldepicted
in Figure2. As shown there,Loweringoccursin Morphology, afterany applica-
tion of syntacticRaising.It follows from this thatwhile Raisingmayremove the
environmentfor Loweringto apply, theoppositecanneverhold.
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(17) TheLater LoweringHypothesis
All Loweringin Morphologyfollowsall Raisingin Syntax.Loweringcan
never removeanenvironmentfor Raising.

In otherwords,Loweringoperatesonly on thestructurethat is theoutputof syn-
tax, i.e. the structureafter all overt syntacticoperationshave occured. For ex-
ample,EnglishLoweringof T to v cannotapplywherevP hasbeenfrontedto a
positionhigherthanT (cf. alsoBobaljik 1995):

(18) a. Mary saidshewouldquietlyplayhertrumpet,and[ 45� quietlyplay
hertrumpet]% shedid # % .

b. * Marysaidshewouldquietlyplayhertrumpet,and[ 45� quietlyplay-
ed6 hertrumpet]% she#768#&% .

In (18a),vP fronting makesit impossiblefor postsyntacticLowering to move T
to v; (18b)shows whatwould resultif LoweringcouldprecedevP fronting. We
predict that no languageshouldpermit Lowering of a headY into an XP that
subsequentlyraisesaboveY.

5. Illustration: Lowering and Local Dislocation in South Slavic

TheSouthSlavic languagesBulgarianandMacedonianshow a ‘suffixed’ definite
article,which has(1) a clitic-lik e distribution within theDP.7 Thetwo languages
show distinct patternsfor the operationthat placesthe definiteon a host,which
correspondto theoperationsof LoweringandLocalDislocationdefinedabove.

5.1. Bulgarian
TheDefinite in Bulgarianappearssuffixedto nominals,or, whenthesearemodi-
fiedby Adjectives,suffixedto thefirst Adjective in a sequence:

(19) Bulgarian
a. kniga-ta book-DEF
b. xubava-takniga nice-DEFbook

With possessivepronouns,theDEF appearssuffixedto thepronominalelement:

(20) moja-taxubavakniga my-DEFnicebook

Thepatternheremakessenseif examplesof this typearegeneratedwith
syntacticmovementof the possessive pronominalto SPECof DP. Ratherthan
Lowering,theDEFelementthencliticizesto thepronounin theSpecifierposition:

7Thereis an extensive literatureon this topic; cf. Elson(1976),Scatton(1980),Sadock
(1991),andHalpern(1992a),amongothers.
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(21) PossessivesandDEF

DP

Poss9 D

D

-DEF

NP#�9
In caseswith pre-nominalmodifierssuchasadjectives, the structureof the DP
is assumedto bealongthe linesof Abney (1987),in which adjectivesareheads
takingNP arguments.In this structure,theA headis thetargetof Loweringfrom
D:

(22) Adj/Noun

DP

D# AP

A

xubava-ta

NP

N

kniga

Whenotherelements,suchasadverbs,appearwithin betweenthe NP
andD, thereis a differentpattern. Adverbsmay not host the Definite element
(23a),nordo they block theMergeroperation(23b):

(23) Bulgarian

a. * mnog-� t
very-DEF

star
old

teat� r
theater

‘the veryold theater’

b. mnogostarij-� teat� r
Thepatterndisplayedabovefits well with theideaof Mergerat thelevel

of category, i.e. Lowering,which skipsinterveningadverbials. The Definiteel-
ementLowers acrossintervening material to the immediatelydominatedhead,
subjectto certainmorphophonologicalrequirements.Thefact thatDEF doesnot
appearon the adverb is thenpurely structural;whenDEF undergoesMerger, it
targetstheheadof its complement,statedin termsof syntacticheadedness.The
adverb,beinganadjunct,cannotbethetargetof this operation.
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5.2. Macedonian
Macedonianformsaninterestingcontrastwith Bulgarian;thedataaretakenfrom
Sadock(1991)andBörjars(1992). In additionto appearingon nouns,DEF ap-
pearson otherelements,suchasadjectives,within theDP:

(24) Macedonian

a. čovek-ot man-DEF
b. dobr-iot čovek good-DEFman
c. dobr-iot mal čovek good-DEFlittle man

It alsoappearson possessivepronominals:

(25) moj-ot časovnik my-DEFwatch

Up to thispoint thepatternis exactlyasit is in Bulgarian.However, with
adverbialsthereis a differentpattern;theDefinitemaynot appearon theadverb,
nor may it appearon the elementfollowing the adverb. The operationdoesnot
apply(comparewith theparallelBulgarianexamplesabovein (23)):

(26) Macedonian

a. *mnogu-ot/ta/to/tegolemčovek very-DEFbig man
b. *mnogugolem-iotčovek verybig-DEFman
c. onoj mnogugolemčovek that verybig man

Thuswhile adverbsmaynot hostDEF, exactly asin Bulgarian,theadverbshere
do block the Merger operation;otherwise(26b) would be grammatical,like its
Bulgariancounterpart.

Therearetwo factorsto considerin analyzingthebehavior of Macedo-
nianDEF. First, andpurely in termsof the locality of theoperationthis behaves
like acaseof LocalDislocation.Interveningelements,includinge.g.Adverbials,
will preventtheDEF from adjoiningto a following Adjective. At thesametime,
theoperationwill notsuffix theDEFto anadverb. This is wherethesecondfactor
playsa role. Sadock(1991)arguesthatwhat is relevantabouttherestrictionson
hostfor thearticleis morphological:it mayonly appearonNounsandAdjectives
becauseonly theseinflect for GenderandNumber. Thereis a further condition
requiringthatthehostelementbecapableof inflection:

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

For this reason,the DEF is preventedfrom undergoing Local Dislocationand
appearingon theAdverb.
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5.3. Discussion
Thepatternsof Definitesuffixation in BulgarianandMacedonian,althoughquite
similar, illustratethe two typesof locality constraintsassociatedwith Lowering
andLocalDislocation.

In Bulgarian,thefact thatDEF skipsoverAdverbsto appearon thefol-
lowing Adjective shows that the operationdoesnot apply underAdjacency. In
Macedonian,DEF doesnot bypassAdverbs;this pointsto ananalysisin termsof
Local Dislocation.At thesametime, DEF doesnot suffix onto linearly adjacent
Adverbs.Thereis apparentcategory-sensitivity in its hosts.Sadock’sposition,as
notedabove,wasthatMacedonianDEFonly attachesto elmentswith Desinences,
i.e. NounsandAdjectives. The operationin questionwould bedependentupon
the presenceof theseDissociatedpositions,i.e. late in the Morphology. This is
of interest,becausetheoperationin questionappliesto all DEFelements,without
referenceto what form they will take. Viewed from the perspective of the mov-
ing element,the operationis vocabulary insensitive. If Sadock’s positionabout
the hostsis correct,however, thenthereis a late-sensitivity suchthat only hosts
with certainmorphologicalpropertiesarepotentialtargets.Returningto Bulgar-
ian,giventhattheoperationmoving DEF is Lowering,thereis no possibilitythat
anAdverbwill be targeted,giventhat theAdverbwill never be the immediately
dominatedheadrelevantfor Lowering.

6. Refinementsof the Model: MWords and Subwords

Theprecedingsectionshave illustratedthecontrastbetweenLoweringandLocal
Dislocationandhaveshown how thelocality conditionsof eachareidentifiedwith
distinctstagesof themodelof grammarweespouse.In thissection,werefineour
definitionsof theelementswhich undergoMerger. We introduceadistinctionbe-
tweentwo typesof objectsin Morphology, whichwecall MorphosyntacticWords
andSubwords, anddemonstratethatmovementof eachby Mergerobeys distinct
locality effects.

6.1. Definitions
First,wedefinetheMorphosyntacticWord asfollows:

(28) At the input to Morphology, a nodeX � is (definitionally) a Morphosyn-
tactic Word (MWd) if f X � is thehighestsegmentof anX � not contained
in anotheranotherX � .

For example,considerthefollowing structure:

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

X

Y

Z�
Features

... �
Y�

Features
... �

X�
Features

... �

WP

In (29) X � = Z+Y+X constitutesanMWd but Y � = Z+Y is not anMWd (at least
afteradjunctionto X � ), sinceY � is dominatedby X � .

Second,wedefineSubword asfollows:

(30) A nodeX � is aSubword if X � is a terminalnodeandnotanMWd.

In (29), Z � , the lower segmentof Y � , andthe lowestsegmentof X � areall Sub-
words.8

In sum,any terminalwhich hasundergonehead-movementin syntaxto
adjointo anotherhead,or any dissociatedmorphemeadjoinedto anotherheadat
Morphology, will countasa Subword. As we will demonstratebelow, M-Words
andSubwordsarethebasicatomsof post-syntacticoperations,andthesedistinct
objectsimposeimportantrestrictionson the typesof operationthat may affect
them.

6.2. Two kinds of Local Dislocation

BothMWdsandSubwordscanbemovedby LocalDislocation.9 Weproposethat
whenan MWd is moved by Local Dislocation,it adjoinsto an adjacentMWd,
and when a Subword is moved by Local Dislocation, it adjoinsto an adjacent
Subword. This type of restrictionmirrors the commonly-heldassumptionthat
syntacticmovementtreatsheadsandphrasesdifferently. We first review an ex-
ampleof eachtypeandthenconsidertheformalpropertiesof Mergerthatleadto
this restriction.

8Thusin somesensea Subword is alwaysa terminalconsistingof a featurebundle,or, if
nodelabelsarerequired,anX immediatelydominatinga featurebundleandnothingelse.
9Our proposaldoesnot, however, allow subconstituentsof MWds to move by Raising
(Excoporation)or Lowering.
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6.2.1. Local Dislocationof MWds

TheLatin clitic -que, itself anMWd, attachesnot to thefirst Subwordof its com-
plement,but to thefirst MWd of its complement:

(31) a. [bon+̄ı [puer+̄ı [-que[bon+ae[puell+ae]]]]]

good+nom.plboy+nom.plandgood+nom.plgirl+nom.pl �
b. (afterMerger): bon+̄ı puer+̄ı bon+ae+quepuell+ae

‘goodboysandgoodgirls’

c. *bon+ı̄ puer+̄ı bon-que+aepuell+ae

Here -quedoesnot interpolateinsidethe MWd bon+ae, even thoughthis word
is, by hypothesis,internallycomplex. In otherwords,givena structureasin (32),
X an MWd, only (33a)is a legitimatetransformationof (32), while (33b) is not
possible.

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

(33) a. [[ : [ : W+Y]+X ]* Z]

b. [[ : [ : W+X]+Y] * Z]

Theappearanceof -quewhenit appearswith Prepositionalphrasesadds
a slight complicationto this picture. With disyllabicprepositions,-quetypically
attachesto thePitself; but with many monosyllabicPrepositions,it attachesto the
complementof P (ErnoutandThomas1951:120):10

(34) a. circum-queealoca‘andaroundthoseplaces’
contra-quelēgem‘andagainstthelaw’

b. in rēbus-que‘and in things’
deprōvinciā-que‘and from theprovince’

In suchcases,astring-vacuousvarietyof LocalDislocationappliesto phonologi-
cally light (monosyllabic)Prepositionsandtheircomplement,uniting theminto a
singleSubword:11

10Ernout/Thomasidentify exceptionsto this pattern, which are categorized into a few
groups.First,certainfixedphrases;second,casesin which thecomplementof thepreposi-
tion is eithera demonstrative or a form of thethird personpronounis; and,third, casesin
which thePrepositionis repeatedin eachconjunct.

11Supportfor this position,which makestheseprepositionsproclitic on their complements,
is foundin Latin orthography, whichoccasionallytreatedmonosyllabicprepositionsaspart
of thesamewordasthecomplement;seeSommer(1914:294),Leumannetal. (1963:241).

280



Post-SyntacticOperations

(35) -que* [ in * rē+bus] � que* [ in+rē+bus]

Subsequentto this,LocalDislocationof -queplacesit aftertheP+Nunit, ignoring
thePreposition,muchastheadjectivaldesinenceis ignoredin theexamplesin (31)
above:

(36) -que* [ in+rē+bus] � [ in+rē+bus+que]

Examplesof this type illustrate two importantpoints. First, thereare
two LocalDislocationsatwork, andthey applycyclically: thestring-vacuousone
unitingPandits complement,andthentheouterapplicationof LocalDislocation
placing -quewith respectto this derived unit. Second,the Mwd statusof -que
determineswhere it is placedin a derived object consistingof more than one
Subword: it is placedaftertheentirederivedMwd, notaftertheadjacentSubword.

6.2.2. Local Dislocationof Subwords

On theotherhand,whereLocal DislocationtargetsSubwords,it adjoinstheseto
adjacentSubwords.For example,in Huave,thereflexiveaffix -ayappearsdirectly
beforethefinal inflectionalaffix of averb,if any. Considerthefollowingexamples
(StairsanddeHollenbach1981;Reflexiveaffix bold-faced):

(37) a. s-a-kohč-ay
1-Th-cut-REFL

‘I cutmyself’

b. s-a-kohč-ay-on
1-Th-cut-REFL-pl

‘We cutourselves’

(38) a. t-e-kohč-ay-os
Past-Th-cut-Refl-1

‘I cut (past)myself’

b. *t-e-kohč-as-ay
Past-Th-cut-1-Refl

(39) a. t-e-kohč-as-ay-on
Past-Th-cut-1-Refl-pl

‘We cut (past)ourselves’

b. *t-e-kohč-ay-os-on

Past-Th-cut-Refl-1-pl
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Although -ay directly follows the root andprecedes-Vs ‘1st person’in
(38a), -ay ‘reflexive’ follows -Vs ‘1st person’ in (39a).12 We can accountfor
thesefactsby assumingthat -ay is structurallyperipheralto the verb+inflection
complex, but undergoesa LocalDislocationto left-adjointo therightmostinflec-
tionalaffix:

(40) a. [[s-a-kohč]on]ay � [[s-a-kohč]ay+on]

b. [[s-a-kohč]as]on]ay � [[s-a-kohč]as]ay+on]

6.2.3. Discussion

TheHuaveexamplesestablishthatLocalDislocationcannotberestrictedtoMWds.
Dislocationof Subwordsmustalsobe permitted. But movementof an MWd to
adjoinaSubword,or of aSubwordto adjointo anMWd, asin (33b),is apparently
impossible.To obtainthecorrectrestrictionon inversionoperations,it sufficesto
requirethat:

(41) If a Mergeroperationexchangesan adjacency relationbetweentwo ele-
ments
 and  for anadjunctionrelation,then 
 andtheheadof  are
eitherbothMWds or bothSubwords.

Clearly thesamerestrictionis standardlyassumedto hold whentheoperationin
questionis syntacticmovement:XPs adjoin to XPs andX � s adjoin to X � s (cf.
Baltin 1991for somediscussion).

For thepurposesof exposition,it will beconvenientto notationallydis-
tinguishbetweeninstancesof Mergerof an MWd versusMergerof a Subword.
To make explicit whethera particularDislocationmovesanMWd or a Subword,
wewill usethespecialsymbol ; to denoteadjunctionof oneSubwordto another.
Thesymbol+ will continueto denoteothertypesof adjunctionasis standard.

6.3. OpaqueDomains
Thetheorypredictscertaininteractionsconcerningdomainsthatareaccessiblefor
Mergeroperations,andconcerningtherelativeorderingof operations.

6.3.1. MWd Integrity

First, a complex X � createdin syntax(or by Lowering)cannotbe infixedwithin
anotherX � duringMorphology. In otherwords,‘second’positionfor anMWd is

12The1stpersonsuffix showsacomplex alternation,partly theresultof vowel harmony; we
denoteit heresimply as-Vs.
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after(or before)thefirst (last)MWd in a phraseandnowhereelse.13

(42) X * [ �(� Y * Z] –/ � [ � � Y+X Z], whereX is anMWd

6.3.2. MWds asIslands

Second,a Subword, i.e. a terminalnodewithin a complex X � createdby Rais-
ing or throughtheinsertionof dissociatedmorphemesin Morphology, cannever
adjointo anelementoutsideof thatX � . Schematically:

(43) X * [ � � Y * Z] –/ � Y+X [ � � Z], whereX is anMWd andY is asubword..

Theislandhoodof MWds for Local Dislocationhasimportantramifica-
tions for 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),showing thattheproposedmodelexcludescases
of clitics which arenot in factattested.

Beforedoingso,however, we illustrateSubword Local Dislocationfur-
ther throughan examinationof the StandardLithuanian verbal reflexive mor-
pheme.

6.4. The Lithuanian Reflexive
The behavior of the reflexive morpheme-si in StandardLithuanian(Senn1966,
Nevis & Joseph1992)providesanimportantshowcasefor theinteractionof Local
Dislocationsat theSubword level. In simpleverbssuchas(44a),-si appearsasa
suffix to thecomplex of verbstem+ tenseandagreementinflection(44b):

(44) a. laikaũ
consider-1S

‘I consider, maintain’

b. laikaũ-
consider-1S

si
REFL

‘I getalong’

13Klavans(1995)andHalpern(1992b)(amongothers)discusscasesin which secondposi-
tion appearsto beeitherafterthefirst wordor afterthefirst phrase.Onthepresentproposal,
positioningafter thefirst phrasecannotarisefrom Local Dislocation. It mustbe thecase
thateitherthe initial XP in questionhasraised(for exampleby a topicalizationfronting)
to sentence-initialposition,or elsetheclitic invertswith thefirst PhonologicalPhraseby
ProsodicInversion.
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In verbswith certain‘preverb’ prefixes,historicallyderivedfrom adverbs,-si ap-
pearsnot aftertheverb+ inflectionbut betweentheprefixandtheverb:

(45) a. iš-
PR-

laikaũ
withstand-1S

‘I preserve,withstand’

b. iš-
PR

si-
REFL

laikaũ
withstand

‘I holdmy stand’

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

(46) a. pa-
PR

žinti
know

‘to know [someone],to recognize’

b. su-
PR

si-
REFL

pa-
PR

žinti
know

‘to becomeacquaintedwith’

Furthermore,when a verb is negatedby the prefix ne-, the negationprefix ap-
pearsbeforeany preverbs,andreflexive -si is immediatelyto theright of negation
(examplesfrom Dambrĩunas,Klimas andSchmalstieg 1972):

(47) a. à̌s
I

lenkiù
bend.1S

‘I bend’

b. à̌s
I

lenkiúo
bend.1S-

-si
REFL

‘I bow (lit. I bendmyself)’

c. à̌s
I

ne-
NEG-

si-
REFL-

lenkiù
bend.1S

‘I do notbend’

Thegeneralizationemerging from thesedatais that-si appearsasa suf-
fix to the first 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-position,where,cru-
cially, the verb and inflection togethercount as a single ‘position.’ Like Latin
-que, Lithuanian-si cannotbe positionedbetweenthe stemand an inflectional

284



Post-SyntacticOperations

suffix; but unlike -que, -si canbepositionedinsideof anMWd, namelybetween
a prefixanda following stemor prefix.

Our analysisof thesefactsis asfollows. We assumethat in Lithuanian
the preverbsare adjoinedto the verb, and this complex moves to Negation if
present,andfurtherto Tense:

(48) [ !"� [Neg< +[PR+PR+V]6 ]+T [ =/>@?5�A#&% [ '�� . . . #76 ] ]

We take -si to be a DissociatedMorphemeinsertedon T in Morphology, left-
adjoinedto thehighestsegmentof T � , that is, to theentire[. . .V]+T complex.14

From this position, it undergoesLocal Dislocation. As a Subword andnot an
MWd itself, -si tradesits relationof left-adjacency to the[. . .V]+T complex for a
relationof (right-) adjunctionto theleft-peripheralSubwordwithin this complex,
namelytheleftmostprefix:15

(49) [-si * [PR. . .V * T ] ] � [ [PR ; si . . .V * T] ]

Thisproceduregivesthecorrectresultswhenevertheverbhasaprefixor
is negated.However, sincebothV and(thelowersegmentof) T areSubwords,we
incorrectlypredictthat-si will dislocateto betweenV andT in averbwith neither
Negationnor aPrefix:

(50) [-si * [V * T ] ] � * [ [V ; si * T] ]

Thereasonthis doesnot happen,evidently, is thatV andT form animpenetrable
unit to Local Dislocation. This fact reflectsanother, namelythat in most Indo-
Europeanlanguagessuffixesform closerphonologicaldomainswith stemsthan

14The si underdiscussionhereis classifiedas‘reflexive’ for convenienceonly. In fact, it
appearsin anumberof differentverbaltypesin Lithuanian,many of whicharenotactually
reflexive. This patternis typical of voice morphologythatdoesnot actuallyinstantiatea
syntacticterminal,althoughwe cannotundertake a detailedanalysisshowing that this is
thecasehere.For full distributionof this elementin LithuanianseeGeniǔsiene(1987).

15Thepositionof -si is not constantacrossLithuaniandialects.Endzelins(1971)provides
datafrom a dialectin which -si is suffixedto theverb+inflectioncomplex evenwhenthere
is apreverb:

(i) su-
PR

prãnta-
understand

si
REFL

‘(they) understandeachother’

In suchdialects,-si is presumablyright-adjoinedto (thehighestsegmentof) T B anddoes
not undergo any dislocation. Doubling of reflexivesalso takesplacein certaindialects;
Senn(1966: C 401)reportsthatin LowerLithuanian(Niederlitauisch) s(i) appearsafterthe
verb whennegation is present,but after verbalprefixeswhenthesearepresent;in these
lattercases,doublingis alsopossible,with a seconds(i) appearingafter theverb. We do
notattempta full analysisof suchformshere.
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do prefixes:prefixesaremore‘loosely’ attachedthansuffixes,andsuffixesshow
morepronouncedallomorphyconditionedby the stemthando prefixes. Where
thesuffix in questionis T, this closerphonologicalaffinity to thestemis directly
at oddswith the syntacticderivation, where,by hypothesis,T hasattachedlast
duringsyntacticheadraising(48).

To expressthis restructuring,we proposethat T in Lithuanianalways
undergoesstring-vacuousLocalDislocation,adjoiningto its left-neighborV:

(51) [V * T ] � [ [ ' � V ; T] ]

Recallnow thatLocalDislocationmanipulatesSubwords,wherethesearedefined
as the terminal elementswithin an MWd. BecauseSubword statusis defined
beforeLocal Dislocation, if the Subword T �D; -adjoinsto the Subword V � as
in (51), theresultis a singlecomplex Subword andnot two Subwords.It follows
thatsubsequentLocalDislocationwill treatthe[V ; T] unit asasingle‘position’.
This is indeedwhatwefind, since-si dislocatesto theleft of [V ; T] asa whole.

Theorderingof thetwo hypothesizedLocalDislocationsis notarbitrary:
it is predictedby theprincipleof cyclic application.Since-si is adjoinedto T, and
T is adjoinedto [. . .V], thenany dislocationoperatingoverT andV will precede
any dislocationoperatingover -si andT.

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

7.1. Intr oduction
In the precedingsectionswe have madeexplicit somerestrictionson the opera-
tionsby which ‘dependent’or ‘clitic’-lik e elementsaresituatedat their positions
of pronunciation. Specifically, we have proposedthat theseoperationsaredis-
tributedamongvariouscomponentsof grammar:movementin syntax,Lowering
andLocal Dislocationin Morphology, aswell asgenerationin situ, eitherin syn-
tax, or in Morphology(‘dissociatedmorphemes’).All theseoperationsaresub-
ject to distinct but clearly definedconditionsof locality which serve to restrict
the waysin which clitic-lik e elementsmaybe pronouncedin positionsremoved
from their syntacticallyunderlyinglocations.In this way, we departsignificantly
from Lexicalist theoriessuchasKlavans(1995)andKlavans(1985)accordingto
which thereexists a ‘unitary phenomenon’of cliticization. On the contrary, on
our view ‘clitic’ is no morethana descriptive term for a groupof itemswith a
heterogeneousderivationalhistory.

Thefollowing sectioncomparesthepredictionsmadeby our theoryver-
susprominentLexicalist approachesto clitic placementandbehavior. We will
show that insofar asLexicalist approachesmake empirically correctpredictions,
thesamepredictionsarisein our approach.Second,we show that therestrictions
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of locality thatarethemainfocusof thepresentpaperintroducenew andimpor-
tantfurtherconstraintsnot availableto Lexicalistapproaches.

7.1.1. Clitics vs. Affixes

Kanerva (1987),a studyof the Finnishpossesive (Px) suffixes,exemplifiesthe
argumentationnormallyusedto supporta distinctionbetween‘lexical’ and‘syn-
tactic’ processes.As is customary, Kanerva(1987)usesthetermaffix for asubpart
of acomplex structurecreatedin theLexiconprior to syntax,while thetermclitic
denotesasyntacticentitywhichhasspecialpropertiesasregardsplacementin the
string andphonologicalaffiliation. Basedon a variety of criteria, Kanerva con-
cludesthatFinnishPxsbelongto theaffix class.He concludeswith aparticularly
strongstatementof thereasonswhy treatingthePxsassyntacticallyindependent
itemswouldbeundesirable:

For elementslike theFinnishPx’s to beanalyzedasclitics, there-
fore,wouldgravely weakenlinguistic theory. Thiswould forceone’s
theoryto allow word-externalelementsto interactrobustlywith word-
internalstructure,even to the extent of conditioningallomorphyof
derivational affixes. Apparently any word-external elementcould
thenattachto aword,andfor all practicalpurposeswould look likea
truepartof it. Cuttingbackthis newly unleashedexcessof theoreti-
calpowerwouldgiveriseto acropof unsatisfyingstipulationsof the
very phenomenathatdeserve clearandrevealingexplanation.If un-
derlyingly independentitemscanoccurwith or on wordsin surface
forms,for example,why is it only thoseitemsthat interactmorpho-
logically with the hostword? If phrasalaffixes(clitics) occurboth
at phraseboundariesandon phrasalheads,why doesit appearto be
only theaffixesonphrasalheadsthatinteractdeeplywith theirhosts?
(Kanerva1987:520)

Let us considerKanerva’s objectionsin the context of the model ad-
vancedhere.Thereappearto betwo logical implicationsin Kanerva’sremarks:

(52) SomeImplicationsof theLexicalist Approach

a. If aniteminteractsmorphologicallywith its hostword,it occurs‘with
or on’ thehostin surfaceform

b. Affixes on phrases(i.e. clitics) cannotinteract ‘deeply’ with their
hosts

Of thesetwo strictures,only (52a)is worthyof attention,since(52b)is empirically
falsein ourview. Forexample,Miller (1992)providesadetailedstudyof so-called
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‘phrasalaffixes’ suchastheEnglishpossessive ’s. Suchelementsareaffix-lik e in
phonologicalbehavior, andenterintoallomorphyrelationswith theirhoststhatare
sufficiently ‘deep’ to qualify themin Lexicalist taxonomiesasaffixal, but havethe
syntacticdistribution of independentsyntacticheads,mostparticularly, they are
distributedat theperipheriesof particularphrases.16 To maintainthestrict bifur-
cationof affix vs. clitic while accountingfor themixedbehavior of phrasalaffixes,
Miller doesnot (aswe do)allow phrasalaffixesto occurasindependentsyntactic
terminals,but insteadelaboratesthesyntacticcomponentin sucha way asto en-
surethe properdistribution of wordswhich have beenaffixedby phrasalaffixes
in theLexiconprior to syntax.Onour theory, suchanelaborationof syntaxis not
required;rather, theoperationof MorphologicalMergerallowssyntacticallyinde-
pendentphrasalaffixesto mergeinsidetheirmorphologicalhostsaftersyntax.17

Stricture(52a),however, is an importantoneandwe now considerhow
our proposalimplementsit. Considera scenariowhich shouldnot be possible,
given(52a).

(53) ( E X [Y ) Z F ]

SupposetheconstituentG definesa maximaldomainin which elementscancon-
dition allomorphyin eachother, presumablytheMWd; supposelikewisethat H is
a phonologicalword, presumablythephonologicaldomainwhich would qualify
Y asbeing‘on’ Z in Kanerva’s terms. In (53) Y is morphologically‘close’ to X
but not to Z while at thesametimeY is phonologically‘close’ to Z but not to X.18

It shouldbe clear that (52a) resultsfrom constraintson the mapping
of morphosyntacticstructures(which definethe constituentsG ) to phonological
andprosodiccategories(which definetheconstituentsH ). Themannerin which
this mappingtakesplaceis the subjectof an abundantliteratureon the syntax-
phonologyinterface(seeInkelasandZec1995).19 Accordingto theEnd-or Edge-
basedapproachto thesyntax-phonologyinterface(Chen1987,Selkirk1986,Hale
andSelkirk 1987andsubsequentwork), themappingto phonologicalcategories

16For further casesin which syntacticallyindependentterminalsinteract‘Lexically’ with
their hosts,seeHayes(1990),andthecasestudyof Polishpresentedin Embick(1995).

17We cannotundertake herea completereanalysisof the casesstudiedin Miller (1992).
Miller carefullydiscussesa varietyof diagnosticswhich distinguishwhatarefor him true
syntacticheadsfrom phrasalaffixes, in particular, he considerscoordinationphenomena
in detail. The factsarequite complex, but in our view do not necessarilyentail a strict
ontologicaldistinctionbetweenclitics andaffixes.

18TheprecisedomainsI and J arenotdefinedhere:whatis importantis thatthemodelwe
espousecontainsthemeansto expressthecorrelationof domainsthat(52a)demands.

19This body of work, mostly Lexicalist in orientation,concentrateson the constructionof
phonologicalphrasesandlargerconstituents,ratherthanon phonologicalwordsandtheir
internalstructure.
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proceedsthroughmatchingthe edgesof certainsyntacticconstituentsto certain
phonologicalconstituents.Sinceonour theory‘word-internal’structuresarebuilt
from the sameformal typesas phrasalstructures,it follows that a generalized
edge-matchinggrammarshouldaccountfor theconstructionof phonologicaldo-
mainsof all types,includingphonologicalwords.20

To prevent the kind of impermissibleoverlapin structuresseenin (53),
what is neededis a contraintthatrequiresthatany phonologicalword containing
Vocabulary Itemsfrom distinct MWds mustcontainall the Vocabulary Itemsof
thoseMWds. We canformalizetheconstraintasfollows:

(54) Phonological ParsingConstraint
If a phonologicalword H containsVocabulary Items insertedinto mor-
phemesbelongingto distinct MWds, thenthe edgesof H correspondto
MWd-edges.

In (53), the left edgeof H is not matchedwith the left edgeof someG ,
so this is not an acceptablepairing betweenmorphosyntacticandphonological
structure.Comparethe impermissibleoverlapin (53) with the structuresbelow,
which arepossiblegiventhePhonologicalParsingConstraint:

(55) a. ( F [ E X ] [ E Y ] )

b. [ E ( F X ) ( F Y ) ]

In (55a)two MWds arecontainedin a singlePhonologicalWord. This common
situationariseswhenoneMWd is parsedwith another, in which caseoneMWd
is a ‘leaner’ in the senseof Zwicky (1985). A leaner, suchasthe Englishcon-
tractedcopula’s, attaches‘promiscuously’to any string-adjacenthostandforms
aPhonologicalWord with it. Whatis importantfor ourpurposesis thata ‘leaner’
constitutesanMWd asawhole,andnotpartof anMWd. ThePhonologicalPars-
ing Constraintdoesnot disallow an entireMWd from parsingwith anotherasa
phonologicalword. Inversely, in (55b),a singleMWd is dividedinto two phono-
logicalwords.Suchasituationmayarisein casesof compoundingthatresultfrom
head-movementin syntax.ThePhonologicalParsingConstraintfreely allows an
MWd to besplit into multiplePhonologicalwords,providedthatthereis no illicit
overlapasin (53).

20For work illustrating the complex relationship between morphosyntacticstructures
and phonologicalprocesses,see the detailed analysisof Romanceverbal systemsin
Oltra (1999)andArregi (1999).McCarthyandPrince(1993)exploresomeconsequences
of introducingconstraintswhichmatchmorphologicalconstituentedgeswith phonological
constituentedges,but it is not completelyclearwhetherthey intendto eschew a separate
Lexicon, asproposedhere: their concernis largely with the role suchconstraintsplay in
determiningphonologicalwell-formedness.
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In sum, if the Lexicalist distinction betweenaffixesand clitics is real
and categorical, then at leasttwo importantpredictionsare made. First, items
situatedvis-à-vis phrases,yet phonologicallydependenton a neighboringword,
shouldtypically be leanersin Zwicky’s sense.But the existenceof phrasalaf-
fixesunderminesthefundamentaldistinctionwhich Lexicalismis premisedupon
andremainsanembarrassmentto thattheory. Second,in theLexicalistapproach,
domainsrelevantfor allomorphicinfluenceandphonologicalcategories(particu-
larly the phonologicalword) shouldshow a direct correlation,inasmuchasboth
domainsareproducedby Lexical, asopposedto syntactic,operations.This cor-
relationis an importantone,but insofar asit is correct,canbedirectly modelled
within a generalizedtheoryof the constructionof phonologicalcategoriesfrom
theoutputof Morphology.

7.2. Ditr opic Clitics in Klavans(1995)
Klavans(1995)proposesaspecifictheoryof clitic typesaccordingto whichclitics
arelexical itemswith specialrequirementsbothfor positioningandfor phonolog-
ical affiliation. Theserequirementsaredefinedby threeparameters,Initial/Final,
Before/After, andEnclitic/Proclitic, which in turn define8 predictedtypesof cli-
tics. The Initial/Final parameterdetermineswhethertheclitic is positionedwith
respectto the left (initial) or the right (final) edgeof somesyntacticconstituent0 . TheBefore/Afterparameterdeterminesthepositionof theclitic with respect
to theperipheralelement� in 0 , eitherto the left of � (Before)or to the right
of � (After). TheEnclitic/Procliticparameterdeterminesthephonologicalaffil-
iation of theclitic: theclitic is incorporatedeitherinto thephonologicalword of
theelementto its left (Enclitic) or to its right (Proclitic):

(56) Klavans’Clitic Typology

a. Type1: Initial, Before,Enclitic [ 1 +cl X . . .

b. Type2: Initial, Before,Proclitic [ 1 cl+X . . .

c. Type3: Initial, After, Enclitic [ 1 X+cl . . .

d. Type4: Initial, After, Proclitic [ 1 X cl+ . . .

e. Type5: Final,Before,Enclitic . . .+cl X 1 ]

f. Type6: Final,Before,Proclitic . . . cl+X 1 ]

g. Type7: Final,After, Enclitic . . .X+cl 1 ]

h. Type8: Final,After, Proclitic . . .X cl+ 1 ]

Of the eight possibilities,types2, 3, 6 and7 receive a naturalinterpre-
tation within the model advocatedhere. In eachsuchcase,the peripheralele-
ment � in 0 is both the phonologicaland the 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 constituency andphonologicalconstituency, asdescribedin section7.1.1.
Types3 (suchasLatin -que) and6 (suchasHuave -ay) resultfrom Local Dislo-
cationinvertingtheclitic and � , but asidefrom this correspondto types2 and7
respectively.

Types1, 4, 5 and8 arenot well attested,andall of thesesharetheprop-
erty that their phonologicalhost is distinct from their structuralhostwithin our
assumptions.For example,in type4, theclitic mustbepositionedafter � through
MorphologicalMergerfrom anunderlyingpositionat theperipheryof 0 :

(57) [ 1 cl * [X * Z . . . � [ 1 [X+cl * Z . . . � X [ F cl+ Z]

But becauseatype4 clitic is proclitic, it mustalsobeparsedinto thephonological
domainof 2 . Hencethe clitic’s structuralhostis � while its phonologicalhost
is 2 . Becausesuchclitics areattractedoneway structurallyanda differentway
phonologically, we will refer to themasditropic clitics. Types1, 4, 5 and8 of
Klavans’typologyareall ditropic in this sense.

In view of thePhonologicalParsingConstraintintroducedabove,it turns
out thatditropismis in fact impossibleon our theory. To seethis, consideragain
(53), repeatedbelow:

(58) ( E X [Y ) Z F ]

Recallthat this mappingbetweenmorphosyntacticconstituentsG andphonolog-
ical constituentsH is prohibitedby the PhonologicalParsingConstraint(54). Y
in (58) schematizestheexpectedbehavior of a Type4 clitic: it hasX asits struc-
tural host,soX andY arein thesameG -domain,but it hasZ asits phonological
host,soY andZ arein thesameH -domain.If suchmappingsareprohibited,then
ditropismis likewiseprohibited.

Previousanalystshave not failed to noticethatamongthevariousclitic
typesproposedbyKlavans,somearebetter-exemplifiedthanothers(Sadock1991,
Spencer1991:378,Marantz1988),but thereis in fact somedisagreementasto
which typesarelegitimate.21

21In particular, Sadock(1991)disallows Klavans’types4, 6 and8 andnotesthateachsuch
caseinvolves procliticization, which he views as cross-linguisticallydisesteemed.The
modelproposedherehowever permitstype6 in principle. Therarity of sucha clitic type
probablyhasan independentexplanation,at leastfor clitics which areMWds (Huave -ay
is plausiblya Subword exampleof type 6). A type 6 clitic is placedat the right edgeof
someconstituentK , but thenmustundergo MorphologicalMerger to invert with thefinal
elementL in thatconstituent:

(i) Type6 clitic
. . .X cl M ] N . . . cl+X M ]
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Ourproposalprohibitstrueditropicclitics while admittingtheotherfour
possibilities.In thefollowing sectionsweconsiderexamplescitedin theliterature
of ditropic clitics, showing that nonetruly requirean analysiscontraveningthe
PhonologicalParsingConstraint(54). Insofar as this result is predictedby our
assumptions,we find direct evidencein favor of our approachover competing
alternatives.

7.2.1. Type1 and Type 8 Clitics

Considerfirst types1 and8.

(59) PeripheralDitropic Clitics

a. Type1: Initial, Before,Enclitic [ 1 +cl X . . .

b. Type8: Final,After, Proclitic . . .X cl+ 1 ]

Themuch-discussedcaseof Kwakwalaclitics from Anderson(1984)is
typically usedto exemplify Type1.

(60) la-i
AUX-PRO

ax
˙ O ed-ida

takes-the
tsP@� daqa-x

˙
-a

woman-OBJ-theQ lu O � lq R O idishes

‘The womantakesthedishes.’

As theaboveexample(takenfrom Sadock1991)shows,determinersin Kwakwala
may be internally complex, consistingof a case-expressingmorphemefollowed
by anarticle,e.g.x

˙
-a ‘OBJ-the’. We assumethat thecase-expressingmorpheme

is dissociated,andleft-adjoinedin Morphologyto D. Thesecomplex determiners
precedetheir argumentnounsin Kwakwala,but phonologicallyparseasenclitics
on aprecedingword.

While this examplequite clearlyshows the effectsof phonological‘re-
bracketing,’ thecase-marker+determinerelementdoesnotqualify astruly ditropic
in ourterms.Rather, thereis noreasonto construethestringpositionof theKwak-
walaD asrequiringa ‘structuralhost.’ Rather, D in Kwakwalais anMWd which
precedesthenounbecausethis is thesyntacticpositionin whichD is generated,as
in many languages.In (60) D doesnot requireMorphologicalMergerto arriveat

For theclitic to besituatedsyntacticallyat theright edgeof a constituentin thefirst place,
the languagein questionshouldbe head-finalin syntax. Becausehead-finallanguages
are normally preferentiallysuffixing languagesas well, it would be unexpectedto find
anelementwhich uponundergoing Local Dislocationwould left-adjoin ratherthanright-
adjoin to its host. Hence,we agreewith Sadockthat the paucityof Type 6 casesresults
from a generaldispreferencefor procliticization, particularly in syntacticallyhead-final
languages,but we donotelevatethis tendency to a formal constraintof thegrammar.
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its properstringposition. Consequently, theKwakwalaD is simply a left-leaner,
andnota ditropicclitic.

More generally, for an elementto qualify as ditropic in our terms, it
must itself be a Subword, having undergoneLocal Dislocationto adjoin to its
structuralhost(orhaving beenadjoinedin Morphologydirectlyonahead).Where
a syntacticterminal is in situ or arrivesat its locationby Lowering, it forms an
MWd on its own andthushasno ‘structuralhost’. Suchelementscannotthenbe
ditropic in therelevantsense.

No plausibleexamplesof ditropic Type 8 clitics areknown to us. Kla-
vans(1995)arguesthatclassicalGreekou ‘not’ requirestheseparametersettings,
but we agreeherewith Sadock(1991)that theGreekcasehasbeenmisanalyzed
andwewill not review it here.

In sum,plausiblecasesof Type 1 andType 8 clitics areeitherMWds
themselveswith phonological‘leaning’ propertiesor elsehavebeenmisanalyzed.

7.2.2. Type4 Clitics

Thereis generalagreementamongresearchersthattype4clitics arequiterécherch́e.
For this case,Klavans(1985)points to the subjectclitic pronounsof Tepecano
(Uto-Aztecan),drawing from thework of Steele(1977). It shouldbenotedfrom
theoutsetthatbecauseTepecanois no longerspoken,theTepecanodataaretaken
exclusively from an early grammar(Mason1916) andare far from completely
reliable.

Steele(1977)comparesthe behavior of clitics in the Uto-Aztecanlan-
guagesand arguesthat historically, the verbal agreementprefixes of Huichol,
ClassicalAztecandPochutlaarosethrougha reanalysisof second-positionclitic
pronounsasagreementprefixes.

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

Tepecanois alleged to representa caseintermediatebetweenthe two
stagesin (61);heretheclitic is saidto ‘fill bothpositionssimultaneously’:

(62) ndedos
my.fingers

n-an-ahohoinda
introducer-1sg.clitic-will.shake.them

‘I will shakemy fingers’(Steele1977:543citing Mason1916:403)

However, the dataprovided by Mason(1916) in no way establishthat
theTepecanosubjectclitics actuallyinstantiateType4, asKlavansseemsto have
concluded. While it is true that in the above examplethe 1st personsingular
subjectclitic an is situatedimmediatelybeforetheverbstemandalsooccursafter
the first word of the clause,thereis not in generalany requirementfor subject
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clitics to appearin secondpositionin theclause.The following examplestaken
from Mason’s texts show sentence-initialclitics, even in clauseswhich contain
morethanoneword:

(63) a. a-
3sg.clitic-

vic-
positive-

nagiu-
hang.intrans-

kat
continued.past.state

hooviit-
zapote-

aO bba
in

‘He (fox) wasin a zapotetree. . . ’

b. n-
1sg.clitic-

ic-
positive-

töO tN-
uphold-

it
APPL

höga
that

tödoOblue
tövwaG

heaven

‘I amholdingup theblueheaven’ (Mason1916:379–80)

Fromtheseexamples,we canconcludethatthesubjectpronominalclitics arenot
requiredto be in secondpositionin Tepecano,althoughwherethe verbhappens
to be the secondword in the clause,as in (62), they may occur thereby sheer
coincidence.

Inversely, we do not find any examplesin which thesubjectclitic is not
proclitic on the verb, as might be expectedif it were requiredto be in clausal
secondposition. As Masonstates(p. 336), “[t]he essentialelementsof 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
complementizer-like proclitics, including n- ‘relative’ (which Steeleglossesas
‘introducer’ in (62)),ku- ‘subordinate’,andnaaku-‘potential’ (Mason1916:338).
But astheexamplesin (63) show, theseprocliticsarenot obligatory(althoughin
textswe haveaccessto they arequitecommon).

In sum, thereis no direct evidencethat Tepecanosubjectclitics were
obligatorilyplacedin sententialsecondposition.Fromthelimited materialsavail-
ableon thelanguage,it appearsthatin Tepecanosubjectclitics arein factalways
proclitic on the verb word. Returningto Steele’s proposeddiachronicscenario
(61),wedonotdisputethatsecondpositionclitics in Uto-Aztecanmayhavebeen
reanalyzedas verbalproclitics, but from this we are not obligatedto conclude
that thereever existeda stagewith a Type 4 clitic, as Klavansconcluded. On
thecontrary, besidesbeingunattestedin any known Uto-Aztecanlanguage,such
an intermediatestagewould introducean otherwiseunprecedentedgrammatical
construction.

7.2.3. Type5 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
KuguNganhcaracase,delayingadetaileddiscussiontheMansicaseto section8.

KuguNganchara is an artificial nameusedamonglinguistsfor a setof
relateddialects(Uwanh,Ugbanh,Yi’anh, Muminh, Mu’inh and Iyanh) spoken
in North Queensland,Australia. All datahereare taken from Smith andJohn-
son(1985),who arguethat the clitic pronounsof this languageexemplify Kla-
vans’type5 clitic. In thesentencesprovided,theverbis in absolutefinal position
in theclause,precededby otherargumentswhosestringorderis saidto befreely
permutable.Clitics referencingsubject,object,dative andablativeargumentsare
normallysituatedimmediatelybeforetheclause-finalverb,but arephonologically
encliticon theprecedingword:

(64) a. nganhca
we.excl.NOM

nga’a
fish

-nhca
-1.excl.pl

yenta
spear

‘We spearedthefish’

b. nhila
he

nganyi
me-ACC

yupa
FUT

-nyi
-1sg.ACC

yenta
spear

‘He will spearme.’

c. nhila
he-NOM

pama-ng
man-ERG

ngathu
I-DAT

ku’a
dog

-thu
-1sg.DAT

waa
give

‘The mangavemea dog.’

d. ngaya
I-NOM

ku’a
dog

nhingkurum
you.sg-ABL

ka’im
NEG

-ngkurum
-2sg.ABL

kala-ng
take-1sg

‘I didn’t take yourdog.’

Smith & Johnson(1985:105)assert: ‘As a resultof the relatively free
constituentorderin Nganhcara,any constituentmayoccurin pre-verbalposition
andthusserve asa hostfor cross-referencingpronouns.’ Hence,any attemptat
construingthephonologicalhostof theclitic asits structuralhostis doomed;they
concludethattheimmediatelypreverbalpositionof theclitics showsthattheverb
is (in our terms)thestructuralhost.If so,thenNganhcaraprovidesanexampleof
ditropicclitics contraveningour proposedPhonologicalParsingConstraint(54).

However, Smith & Johnsonthemselvespoint to a potentialanalysisof
thefactswhich wepursuehere.They continue:

Theclosestapproximationto theNganhcarasituationis madeby
Walmathari(Hudson1978) whereit appearsthat the auxiliary and
theclitic pronounstogethermake up a free form in pre-verbalposi-
tion, whichmay, undercertainrhythmicconditions,cliticize ontothe
previousword. ThereareotherAustralianlanguagesin which clitic
pronounsmaycliticize ontoany typeof constituent,but in all cases
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thesepronounsare enclitics on the first word of the clause(Blake
1977).(Smith& Johnson1985:105)

Recallfrom the discussionof Kwakwala in section7.2.1that for anel-
ementto qualify asditropic in our senseand thuscontravenethe Phonological
ParsingConstraint,it mustbe a Subword which hasa ‘structuralhost’ to begin
with. Smith & Johnson’s remarkssuggestan alternative analysiswherebythe
clitic clusterin Nganhcarainstantiatesanauxiliarywhich is in situdirectlybefore
the verb. The relatively free string-orderof the remainingconstituentssuggests
that theseareadjoinedto the clauseasa whole, asproposedby Jelinek(1984).
Example(64a)abovewill thusreceive theanalysisbelow:

(65) NganhcaraClause

TP

DP

+I –you+pl

nganhca

TP

DP

Root

ngaO a
TP

T

T

Past

Ø

D

+I –you+pl

-nhca

VP

V

yenta

We analyzetheclitic pronounsasbeingadjoinedto T.22 In somecases,
suchas(65),T canbephonologicallynull, but neednotbe,asshown by examples
suchas(64b),wheretheovertsignalyupais insertedin aT bearingfuturefeatures.
Smith andJohnson(1985) report the existenceof several otherelementswhich
occupy thepositionwe identify asT, including -dhu ‘may’, -li ‘then’, and-m(a)
‘emphatic’; the pronominalclitics always follow theseitems if present,which
arealsoenclitic on the precedingword phonologically. It is clear that all these

22Whetherthey aregeneratedasAgr adjunctsto T in Morphologyor aredeterminerswhich
arrive at T duringsyntaxremainsunclearto usbut doesnot bearon thegeneralpoint: in
eithercasethewholecomplex is a singleMWd.
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elementscontainpropertieswhichareplausiblyattributedto aTenseprojectionor
to similarly situatedmodalprojectionsof varioustypes.

If our analysisof the factsis correct,thenNganhcarapronominalcli-
tics areratherunsurprisingin their behavior. They adjoin to T or to someother
functionalprojectionhigherthanVP andthusaresituatedin situ to theleft of the
verb. PhonologicallytheT+clitics complex cannotstandalone(unlessT is instan-
tiatedby afree-standingallomorphsuchasyupa’future’ asopposedto its enclitic
variant-pa). At PF thenthe T complex leansleftwardmuchlike the Kwakwala
Determiner.

In thisway, Nhanhcarapresentsamirror-imageof Warlpiri (Hale1973).
As Haleshows,theAuxiliary constituentin Warlpiri is situtatedin secondposition
in the clausewhenever it consistsof two syllablesor fewer (66a),but in other
instancesoccursclause-initially(66b):

(66) a. wawiri
kangaroo

ka-rna
PRES-I

pura-mi
cook-NONPAST

‘I amcookingthekangaroo’

b. kapi-r na
FUT-I

wawiri
kangaroo

pura-mi
cook-NONPAST

‘I will cookthekangaroo’

In our terms,the inversionseenin (66a)mustbea Local Dislocation,sinceit is
sensitive to phonologicalpropertiesof the Vocabulary, andthereforewill occur
only concomitantwith Vocabulary Insertionandnot before. But the important
observationhereis that like Nganhcara,while the AUX stemin Warlpiri canbe
phonologicallyovert (ka ’present’in (66a)andkapi ‘future’ in (66b)),it neednot
be:

(67) a. wawiri
kangaroo

-Ø-rna
AUX-I

pura-tja
cook-PAST

‘I cookedthekangaroo’

b. kula-Ø-r na
NEG-AUX-I

wawiri
kangaroo

pura-tja
cook-PAST

’I did not cookthekangaroo.’

WhereAUX is phonologicallynull, the clitic pronounswhich attachto
it structurallyareenclitic eitheron the precedingMWd (67a)or to NEG, which
we interpretasleft-adjoinedto AUX (67b). In this respect,Warlpiri Aux behaves
exactly like thepreverbalclitic complex in Nganhcara.23

23SmithandJohnson(1985)alsostatethat theclitic pronounclustermay follow theverb,
ratherthanprecedeit; hencethefollowing two examplesarealternatives:
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In sum,thedistibution of clitic pronounsin Nganhcaradoesnot require
an analysisthat treatsthemasditropic. Rather, the clitic pronounsareadjoined
to a (possiblyphonologicallynull) functionalprojectionsuchasT whosein situ
positionis immediatelybeforetheclause-finalverb. TheentireT+clitic complex
forms an MWd which if necessaryparseswith the precedingMWd during the
constructionof phonologicalwords.

7.3. Summary
To review, we have disputedthe distinctionbetweenclitics andaffixeswhich is
demandedby all theorieswhich adopttheLexicalist hypothesisin its strict form.
Of thecorrelationswhich Lexicalismsoughtto explain, we arguedthat theonly
onewhich appearsto beempiricallycorrectis that thereappearsto bea correla-
tion betweenthe domainin which two itemscanexert allomorphicinfluenceon
eachotherandthe domainof (approximately)the phonologicalword. We pro-
posedthat this correlationfalls out from a several distinct aspectsof our model
of grammar. First, we proposeda PhonologicalParsingConstraint,a speciesof
thesetof constraintswhich definesthemappingfrom morphosyntacticstructure
to phonologicalconstituency, longrecognizedto requireagrammarof its own for
phrasaldomains(InkelasandZec 1995). Second,this constraintwhencoupled

(i) a. nhinta
you.sg.NOM

putu
away

uwa-n-li-nta
go-2.sg-then-2.sg

‘Did yougo away then?’

b. nhinta
you.sg.NOM

putu-li-nta
away-then-2.sg

uwa-n
go-2.sg

‘Did yougo away then?’

Weanalyzesuchcasesof post-verbalclitics asinvolving optionalraisingof V to left-adjoin
to T, so that theentireclitic complex will follow the inflectedverb. However, Smith and
Johnson(1985)alsoindicatethattheclitic clustercanbeseparatedsothatonepronominal
clitic canappearin pre-verbalpositionwhile anotheris enclitic on theverb:

(ii) pupi-nh
firestick-3.sg.ACC

mama-la
hold-3.sg.NOM

‘He heldthefiresticks’

Admittedly, suchcasesareunexpectedgiventheV-to-T raisinganalysisof post-verbalcl-
itics. In theabsenceof moreexamplesof this phenomenon,we speculatethatsuchcases
may involve movement(or insertionin Morphology)of oneclitic to T andanotherto V.
SmithandJohnson(1985)do not provide exampleswhereanovert tense/modalclitic ap-
pearspost-verbally while a pronominalclitic appearspre-verbally. We predict that such
casesshouldbestrictly impossible,sincepronominalclitics canbepositionedpreverbally
only by raisingto T whentheverbhasnot alsoraisedto T. We leave thesecasesopento
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 theMWd it is containedin, andcannever ‘move’ to anotherphono-
logical hostat PF. The islandhoodof MWds calls into questionthepossibilityof
whatwe termed‘ditropic’ clitics, clitics whosephonologicalhostis distinctfrom
their structuralhost. Thesecorrespondto types1, 4, 5 and8 of the clitic types
in Klavans(1985,1995). We showed that all known casesof suchclitic types
do not in factqualify asditropic in our sense,sinceall of themhave eitherbeen
misanalyzedor areMWds themselveslackingany structuralhostin our terms.

8. Mansi Complementizers

The last remainingcaseknown to us of a potentiallyditropic clitic comesfrom
Mansi,aFinno-UgriclanguagerelatedtoHungarianandspokenin WesternSiberia.
Nevis (1988)drew attentionto the conditionalsuffix -ke in Mansi andfirst pro-
posedthatit instantiatesKlavans’Type5 clitic.

The conditionalsuffix -ke ( T -t́e T -t́i) ‘if ’, originally borrowed from
Komi probablysometimebetweenthe10thand15thcenturiesAD (Rédei1970),
variesin its placementdependingon thedialectof Mansi. We confineour atten-
tion to thenorthernor standard(Sygva) dialect,which shows anunusualpattern
of distribution for -ke. Nevis (1988:353)analyzesit asasecond-position(penulti-
mate)clitic which ‘selectstheverbof theconditionalclauseasits host’but which
prosodifieswith the immediatelyprecedingword. As the following examples
show, -ke canbeattachedto any precedingword,suchasdirectobject,Negation,
PP, adverb,or infinitive:

(68) a. nomt-́ti
thought-if

ōńś-̄e� - � n
have-PRES-2pl

‘if youunderstand(lit. havethought). . . ’ (Kálmán1976:98)

b. at-ke
Neg-if

wā� - l- � n
know-3sg.obj-2pl

am
I

lāw-ē� -um
tell-PRES-1sg

‘If you don’t know it, I (will) tell you.’ (Kálmán1965:45)
to PP

c. ti
that

kol-n-t́e
house-LOC-if

joxtit́-ew
enter-1pl

‘if weenterthehouse. . . ’ (Kálmán1976:90)

d. lo UWV ála-́te
downstream-if

jōmantíte-men
stroll-1du

‘If we (two) stroll downstream. . . ’ (Kálmán1976:85)
infinitive
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e. akw-́tit
one-two

V ōtal
day

ōl-uU kw-t́e
live-INF-if

lāw-we-s-am̄en
order-PASS-PAST-1dual

‘If we weregiven(lit. ordered)one(or) two daysto live . . . ’
(Kálmán1976:50)

Prosodicconsiderationsalonecannotaccountfor thesuffix’sdistribution,
Nevisargues,sinceif -kemerelyrequiresaprosodichostto its 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 parsedasa suffix with the precedingphonologicalword. If
correct,this analysisrequiresthat-ke betreatedasa truly ditropicclitic.

Onouraccount,suchbehavior is impossible.In orderfor -ke to beplaced
in thesecond-to-lastposition,i.e. immediatelybeforetheinflectedverb,it would
haveto undergosomevarietyof 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 shouldbeprohibited.

Thereare,however, fairly good reasonsto doubtan accountin which
-ke finds its string positionby a Mergeroperation. In the following section,we
argue that -ke instantiatesthe Complementizernodein Mansi and is in fact in
situ. Following recentproposalsfor thesyntaxof Hungarian,a relatedlanguage,
we proposethatmaterialpreceding-ke in theclauseoccupiesoneor morespec-
ifier positionshigherthanC. Specifically, we will arguefor thefollowing phrase
structure:

(70) In Situanalysisfor -ke

CP

XP CP

XP C

C

-ke

TP

V+T

To establishthis resultwefirst review someessentialfactsaboutMansisyntax.
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8.1. Mansi clausestructur e
NorthernMansiis a(mostly)head-finallanguagewith abasicSOV order;in neu-
trally orderedsentencesan inflectedverb nearly always appearsin clause-final
position(Rombandeeva1984):

(71) mēn
we

sāw
many

V ūlp
fishnet

ūnt-� s-men
throw-past-1du

‘We threw outmany fish nets’(Kálmán1976:146)

Weanalyzetheclause-finalpositionof theinflectedverbasevidencethattheverb
raisesto T, which is normallyat theright-peripheryof theclause.

An inflectedV appearsto theright of negation(āt T āt́i(m)); Negationin
turn followsotherargumentsin theclause(72).

(72) sūl’i-p ūt
clay.pot

pālēt
half

sip
hill

kot́ � l’-n
middle-LOC

at
NEG

jo V ti
go

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

Thefactthattheverbraisesto T acrossthenegationmarkershowsthatthismarker
is not a head(Neg� ); we assumeinsteadthat it is an adverbial elementright-
adjoinedto vP.

The basepositionof a verb is further diagnosedby separableprefixes.
Specifically, averbcanleavebehindanadverbialprefixsuchasV ot ‘out’ ornō(U ) V
‘up’, whichappearsto theleft of negationin aninflectedclause(73),but immedi-
atelyprecedesafinite verbin aclausewithoutnegationor acomplementinfinitive
(74) (Kálmán1965,Murphy1977).

(73) a. sōrńi U
golden

śērmat
saddle

V ot
away

at
NEG

wi-s-te
take-past-sg.obj-3sg

‘He did not take thegoldensaddleaway’ (Murphy1977:223)

b. wāssi�
anymore

noV
up

at
NEG

lāpi
rise

‘It (cannot)riseup any more’ (Murphy1977:224)

(74) a. jani�
big

māV m-an-uw
people-pl-1pl

V ot-t́ēnatas� t
out-grumbled

‘Our parentsgrumbled(that. . . )’ (Kálmán1976:50)

b. taw
he

nōUWV - V ul’i � l-aU kwe
out-emerge-INF

pati
begin

‘he is beginningto emerge(up)’ (Kálmán1964:57–58)
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We assumethat in finite clausesthe separableadverbial prefix remains
in situ in thevP, while V movesto adjoinT. Giventhesefacts,a reasonablefirst
approximationfor Mansiclause-structureappearsin (75).

(75) MansiClauseStructure(First Approximation)
TP

vP

vP

. . .Ptcl . . . t 9 Neg

at

V 9 +T

Giventhis structure,thepositionof -ke is quiteunexpected,sincethemostplau-
siblecategory for it would beC. We might, for example,construethepre-verbal
positionfor -keasarisingfrom aLocalDislocationof aclause-finalC to aposition
immediatelyto theleft of theverb:

(76) [ . . .V+T ] * -ke � [ . . . -ke+V+T ]

In sucha case,however, it would be unexpectedfor -ke to subsequentlyjoin
phonologicallywith the precedingMWd. For -ke to be able to ‘lean’ phono-
logically on its left neighbor, it shouldconstituteanMWd by itself, andto dothis,
it shouldnot haveundergoneany syntacticor morphologicalmovement.

Supposethenthat-ke doesindeedinstantiatean in situ complementizer.
To obtainthe constituentorderingwe have so far reviewed,we hypothesizethat
thevP raisesto Spec,CPpositionasshown below:

(77) MansiClauseStructure(Revised)

CP

vP9
vP

. . . t X . . .

(Neg)

C

Foc

-ke

TP

t 9 V X +T

Negation,a right-adjunctto vP, also raiseswith vP, yielding the observed con-
stituentorder. This typeof analysis,in which a lower verbalprojectionis raised
to a higherpositionin theclauseasa phrase,is directly relatedto the ‘predicate
fronting’ type of approachthat hasbeenproposedfor languageslike Malagasy;
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seein particularRackowski (1998),for the fronting of predicatesalongwith ad-
joinedmaterialin ananalysisof Malagasy.24

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

8.2. Subordination structur es

Subordinationin Finno-Ugriclanguageswasoriginallyexpressedeitherbygerunds
or participlesor throughparataxis,that is, by clausesconjoinedwithout a subor-
dinatingconjunction(Tauli 1966,Comrie1981),andthesedevicesarestill com-
monly employed in Mansi (Romandeeva 1984:140-149).Nevertheless,theredo
exist subordinateclauseswith overt subordinatingconjunctionsof varioustypes.
Theseappearto fall into two categories.Theconjunction(w)os, usedto introduce
hortative andpurposive clauses,hasthe samedistribution as -ke, but unlike -ke
doesnot ‘lean’ phonologicallyon the precedingword. Othersubordinatingele-
mentsappearto beessentiallyadverbials,which areeitheradjoinedto thevP or
arefrontedto sentence-initialposition.Thesetwo typesof subordinatorsandtheir
ramificationsfor theanalysisof -ke arediscussedin thefollowing sections.

8.2.1. Hortatory and Purposive (w)os

Theparticle(w)os, usedin purposiveandhortatoryclauses,alsoappearsbetween
Negationand the inflectedverb (Murphy 1977: 229), which is againseparated
from any adverbialprefix. In suchclausesNegationhastheallomorphul instead
of (āt T āt́i(m)). In thefollowing examples,wegloss(w)ossimply as‘that’.

(78) Purposiveclauses

a. ta
that

porat
time

V umi-t-� n
man-pl-with

lapl’ūl’awe,
covered

ēkwa-t
woman-pl

ul
NEG

os
that

suns-̄e� -t
see-pres-3pl

‘At this time he is hidden(covered)by menso thatwomenmay not
seehim’

24Onepoint which arisesin connectionwith this treatmentof Mansi syntaxconcernsthe
statusof the subject;in particular, whetherit moves independentlyof the frontedvP in
which it originates.As we have no clearevidenceon this point,we will not beaddressing
it in detail.
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b. tuwl
then

siraj-sis-� l
sword-back-INST

ūsli� ta-s-a� -e
menace-past-du.obj-3sg

jol
under

os
that

min-ē�
go-pres

nōUWV
up

ul
not

os
that

pājalt- ē�
rise-pres

‘Then he menacedthemwith the backof his sword, so that they go
down, sothatthey do not riseup.’ (Murphy1977:229)

(79) Hortatoryclauses

a. ji- U kwe
come-INF

ul
NEG

wos
that

wērm-e� -t
be.able-pres-3pl

‘Let themnotbeableto come’

b. ti
this

kol-um-t
house-1sg-LOC

ul
NEG

os
that

ōli
be-3sg

‘Let hernotbein this houseof mine’ (Murphy1977:229)

Similar examplesareprovided in Rombandeeva (1984: 155). We analyze(w)os
just like -ke: botharein situ complementizers.

8.2.2. Adverbial subordinators

Although(w)osoccursin thesamepreverbalpositionasdoes-ke, otherso-called
‘subordinatingconjunctions’suchasV uń ‘when’ and V umus‘how’, manri� ‘why’
and V ōt ‘where’ have the samedistribution asadverbialsor wh-adjuncts.These
elementshave two potentialpositions(someoccurin bothpositions,while others
seemto preferoneor theother).Thefirst positionis beforenegationandtheverb,
but following otherargumentsof theclause.

(80) kon
out

V uń
when

kwāli
go

‘When hegoesout . . . ’(K álmán1965:58)

(81) taw
he

ti �Y� l
from.here

oji � p-aU kwe
escape-INF

V umus
how

worāt-as
strive-past

‘How did hetry to escapefrom here?’(Rombandeeva1984:64)

Thispositionis a typical onefor adverbs:

(82) nāj��U -xap
fire-boat

ĺōUZV -e
path-3sg

ńēr- � l
foam-INST

pājtaxt-im
cook-GER

V ūl’ ī-te
leave-3sg.obj

‘The steamshipleavesits path(behinditself) foaming(lit. cookingwith
foam)’ (Romandeeva1984:59).
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We construetheseasright-adjunctsto vP, which, like Neg, raisewith vP to the
left of thecomplementizerposition:

(83) Adverbadjoinedto vP
CP

vP9
vP Adv

C

C TP

t 9 V+T

Alternatively, theseelementsmay occursentence-initially, eitherwhen
actingassubordinatorsor in matrixquestions:

(84) a. V uń
when

am
I

juw-śaltsum,
home-went,

omam
mother-my

noV -kwalum
up-got-PastPpl

. . .

‘When I wenthomemy motherwasalreadyup . . . ’ (Tauli 1966:95
citing Balandin& Vachrusheva1957)

b. V uń
when

oln-an� l
money-their

lākkwa-urt-s-an� l,
themselves-divide-past-them,

pi � riś
boy

śāń-e
mother-his

palt
to

jo V t- � s
come-past

‘When they haddividedthemoney amongthemselves,theboy came
to his mother’(Rombandeeva1984:152)

(85) a. V umus
how

taw
he

ti �[� l
from.here

oji � p-aU kwe
escape-INF

worāt-as
strive-past

‘How did hetry to escapefrom here?’(Rombandeeva1984:64)

b. tōwa
one

porat
time

mān
we

V ūntl-ēw,
listen-1pl

V umus
how

wōstuV
wind

pal-as-t
ear-hole-LOC

śiwgi
whistle.3sg

‘At timeswe listenhow theair (wind) whistlesin ourears.’

(Romandeeva1984:151)

(86) V ōt
where

pit́i
nest

ōli,
is,

V ōt� l
whence

nāU t́i
be.visible

‘Whereis thenest,from where(is it) visible?’ (Romandeeva1984:64)

We construetheseclause-initialconjunctionsnot as instancesof C but
ratherasadverbialswhich haveA’-movedto Spec,CP.As such,they canoccurto
theleft of theraisedvP, andhenceclause-initially:
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(87) Two Positionsfor SubordinatingConjunctions
CP

Adv CP

vP

vP Adv

C

C

(-ke/os)

V+T

The behavior of argumentwh-expressionsconfirmsthat thesemay be
eitherin situ or raisedto Spec,CP:

(88) In situ

a. towl ��U
winged

ūj- � t
animal-PL

V ōtal
day

palit
during

mān� r
what

wār-ē� - � t
make-PRES-3pl

‘What do thebirdsmakeduringtheday?’ (Romandeeva1984:63)

b. taw
he

xott́ut
who

l’ ōU -an� l
trail-3pl

ālp� l
early

wā-s-an-e
see-PAST-3pl.obj-3sg

‘Whosetrails did heseein themorning?’(Romandeeva1984:63)

(89) Raisedto Spec,CP

lāwēn,
say-2pl

man-xurip
what-like

pı̄l- � t
berry-PL

nān
you.pl

wā� -ēn
see-2pl

‘Say, whatkind of berriesdo you (pl.) see?(Romandeeva1984:63)

In sum,thedistributionof -ke is exactly likethatof anothersubordinator,
(w)os, usedin hortatoryor purposive clauses.Othersubordinateclausesareex-
pressedwithoutovertcomplementizers,but cancontainadverbialwh-expressions.
These,likeargumentalwh-expressions,canappearin bothmatrixandsubordinate
clauseseither in within the vP (andhence,beforean inflectedverb), or canbe
raisedto Spec,CP.Since-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
Sofarwehaverestrictedourattentionto sentencesin which -keoccursin whatwe
will call its ‘canonical’positionimmediatelybeforetheinflectedverb,following
negation,if present.We haveproposedthatthis is in factthe in situ positionof C
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in Mansi,andthatthestringorderobservedin suchclausesarisesthroughraising
of vP to Spec,CP, alongwith raisingof V to a clause-finalT.

However, thedistribution of -ke is subjectto somevariation.According
to Rombandeeva (1984: 152–53),herselfa native speaker of NorthernMansi,
the typical positionfor -ke is pre-verbalor, alternatively, -ke maybe attachedto
the inflectedverb itself. Riese(1984),in a studyof conditionalclausesin Uralic
generally, examinedthe distribution of -ke in a large corpusof Mansi texts. He
concludedthat -ke may have threedifferentclausepositions. In 67% of clauses
examined,-ke wassuffixedto theword immediatelyprecedingthe inflectedverb
(90), to the right of negation(91), if present,i.e. in the canonicalposition. In
12%of cases,theclausecontainedonly a single(prosodic)word; in suchcaseit
is suggestedthat therequirementthat -ke appearasa suffix necessitatesa clause-
final positionfor -ke (92).

(90) l’ ēw
lion

ēlmV olas-n� l-ke
man-from-if

pili
fear

. . .

‘If a lion fearsa man. . . ’ (Kálmán1976:140)

(91) not
lifetime

palit
through

at-ke
NEG-if

tinalaV tsmēn
do.business

. . .

‘If we hadnot conductedbusinessall of (our) lives. . . ’ (Riese1984:79
citing KannistoI:235)

(92) ēr� ptaste-ke
love-if

‘If hehadloved(me). . . ’ (Kálmán1976:126)

Assumingsomesort of prosodicexplanation(suchas ProsodicInver-
sion) for thepositionof -ke in (92), theexamplesabove requireno furthercom-
mentandcanbeaccomodatedwithin a varietyof analyses,includingNevis’ and
ours. However, Riesefound that -ke canoccurin two otherpositions:it canoc-
cur clause-finallyevenin clausescontainingmorethanoneword, or it canoccur
attachedto a constituentsomewhereto the left of the canonicalposition. In the
following sectionswe show that theseexceptionalexamplesactuallyconfirmthe
hypothesisthat-ke instantiatesC.

8.3.1. Final -ke

In 14% of clausesexaminedby Riese,-ke appearsinsteadasa suffix to the in-
flectedverb(93a),evenwhenthereexists a precedingphonologicalword which
couldhost-ke:
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(93) a. law V atneporate
promised.time

ēlipalt
before

aji-ke
drink-if

. . .

‘If he drinks beforehis promisedtime . . . ’ (Riese1984:69citing
KannistoIII:12)

b. nāj��U - V ap
fire-boat

roUWV altaV tı̄-ke
honks-if

. . .

‘If thesteamshiphonks. . . ’ (Romandeeva1984:153)

Suchcasesof ‘final -ke’ cannotbeexplainedby requiringaProsodicInversionof
-keandtheverb,sincetherewouldbenomotivationfor suchaninversion.Rather
eitherV+T mustmove to -ke or vice versa.If, ason our analysis,-ke instantiates
C, then the orderV+T+C canarisesimply by raisingof V+T to C, muchasin
ConditionalInversionin English.

(94) [ 1(� vP% [ V+T+C [ t % ]]]

Theprecisereasonsfor suchexceptionalraisingareunclear, but maybe
stylistic in nature. Nevertheless,it is obvious that sucha derivation is not at all
unprecedented.

8.3.2. Anomalous-ke

In addition,in afinal 7%of cases,-keappearsin someotherpositionnotpredicted
by Rombandeeva’sgeneralization(95):25

(95) a. naU -t́e
you-if

sārtn-sisi
first

ńow � mtē�[� n
move-2sg

. . .

‘If you moveasthefirst one(i.e. arethefirst to move) . . . ’ (Kálmán
1976:50)

b. am-ke
mine-if

sārt
first

tā� inti
falls-3sg

‘If minefalls first . . . ’ (Riese1984:70citing KannistoI: 205)

25Although both examplesin (95) contain the adverb sārt ‘first’ the following example
shows that-ke neednotoccurto theleft of sārt:

(i) na\
you

tānluwn
sinew-bone

sārta-ke
first-if

tā] inti
falls

. . .

‘If your sinew-stringbonefallsfirst . . . ’ (Riese1984:72citing KannistoI: 205)
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We will refer to suchcasesas ‘anomalous-ke.’ Riese(1984: 70) surmisesthat
in suchcases“emphasisplaysa major role in positioningof theparticle” andwe
concurwith thisview. Specifically, -ke is in thesecasesis phonologicallyattached
to a constituentwhich appearsto be a contrastive topic argumentlocatedat the
very left peripheryof theclause.

In thisrespect,MansiresemblesHungarian,whereargumentsundercon-
trastiveemphasiscanappearin a ‘left-dislocated’position(Kiss1984:80–83,Ke-
nesei,Vago& Fenyvesi1998:172–74):26

(96) HungarianLeft-Dislocation

Ebéd-et
lunch-ACC

János
John

főzött,
cooked

vacsoŕa-t
supper-ACC

pedig
on-the-other

Mari.
hand Mary

‘Lunch, Johncookedit, whereassupper, Mary (cookedit).’

Similar phenomenaappearto play a significant role in Mansi syntax
aswell.27 For example,althoughthe normalconstituentorder is SOV, Kálmán
(1965)notesthatanobjectargumentmayappearto theleft of thesubject(97).

(97) a. sun
sledge

lūw
horse

V arti
pulls

‘That sledgea horsepulls’ (Kálmán1965:57)

b. ti
that

nē
woman

am
I

wā� lum
know-1sg

‘I know thatwoman’(Kálmán1965:53)

The following exampleshows quite clearly the contrastive topic nature
of theargumentpreceding‘anomalous’-ke:

(98) wōr-t
forest-Loc

jaln
going

māV m-anuw
people-our

tān
they

wōr-uj
forest-animal

ńōwl’
meat

tājim
eating

jalas̄e� t,
go.aroundV ūl-t́e

fish-if
jot
with

wojlē� t,
take.away,

os
then

V ūl
fish

pājtē� t
cook

26Kiss (1984)arguesthatsincetheargumentundercontrastive emphasisis not subjacentto
its gapin the lower clause,suchargumentsarebase-generatedandnot derived by move-
ment.Whetherthesameis trueof Mansiremainsanopenquestionbut is irrelevanthere.

27LikeHungarian(Kiss1994)andseveralotherFinno-Ugriclanguages(Comrie1981:122),
Mansi alsohasa so-calledfocus ‘position’, normally the final argumentbeforethe Neg
V+T sequence.A full discussionof thesyntaxof focusin theselanguagesis beyond the
scopeof the presentpaper:what is importantfor presentpurposesis that left-dislocated
argumentsin Mansi,asin Hungarian,arenot in focuspositionandoccupy apositionhigher
thanfocusedargumentsdo.
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‘Our huntersnourishthemselvesduring the hunt with the meatof forest
animals,but if they have taken away fish for themselves,thenthey cook
fish.’ (Rombandeeva1984:69)

In (98) the objectargumentV ūl ‘fish’ is contrastedin the discoursewith wōr-uj
ńōwl’ ‘meat of forestanimals.’ Consequently, V ūl is left-dislocatedto the left-
peripheryof theclause.

Kiss (1994)proposesthat the positionof a left-dislocatedargumentin
Hungarianis not in Spec,CPbut in thespecifierof a higherfunctionalprojection
E(xpression).28 Adoptingthesameideafor Mansi,we proposethatC mustraise
to E in clauseswhereE hasan overt specifier. This providesa straightforward
explanationfor anomalous-ke, sinceit will immediatelyfollow the contrastive
topic argumentin Spec,EP:

(99) ClauseStructurefor Anomalous-ke
EP

DP E

E

-ke< E

CP

vP C

C

t < TP

. . . V+T

Our analysispredictsthat anomalous-ke mustalways attachto a left-
dislocatedargumentin Spec,EP. Indeed,in all exampleswe have availableto us,
thispredictionis borneoutandanomalous-ke is neverattachedto aclause-medial
argumentor in someotherposition.Suchexamplesincludeall casesin which -ke
precedesnegation.29 Wherethisoccurs,-kealwaysfollowsasingleclause-initial
constituent:

(100) a. [amki
myself

janmaltam
brought.up

a� im]-ke
daughter-1sg-if

at́im
NEG ^ ls� nbe-2sg

. . .

‘If you were not my brought-up-by-myself daughter. . . ’ (Riese
1984:77citing KannistoIV:38)

28But seeKeneseiet al. (1998)for possiblyproblematiccasesof unemphatictopicspreced-
ing ‘left-dislocated’argumentsin theclause.

29Riese(1984)seemsto have groupedthis structurewith canonicalsecond-to-lastposition
cases,apparentlyconstruingnegationaspartof thepredicate.
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b. [śāńe
mother

kos-́ter-pāU k]- t́e
fingernail-dirt-if

at
NEG

tēs
eat-past

. . .

‘If hehadnoteatenhismother’sfingernaildirt . . . ’ (Kálmán1976:76)

In contrast,where-ke is in its canonicalposition immediatelybeforeV+T, sev-
eralconstituentscanappearbefore-ke, andtheseappearin their canonicalorder,
with thesubjectprecedingany othernon-adjunctarguments,showing thatno left-
dislocationhastakenplace:

(101) a. SubjObj-keV+T

[pi � e]
son-3sg

[ti
this

nāń]-t́e
bread-if

tē�
eat-3sg

‘If hersoneatsthis bread. . . ’ (Kálmán1976:76)

b. SubjObj-keV+T

[pupi�
spirit

tawki]
himself

[ńāl]-ke
arrows-if

toti � -l � -s
bring-them-past

. . .

‘If theprotectivespirit himselfbroughtthearrows. . . ’ (Riese1984:73
citing KannistoI: 330)

c. SubjPP-keV+T

[sōrńi
golden

kāt� p
ray

V ōtal]
sun

[sam� n]-ke
eye-to-if

patapi
fall

‘If thegoldensunbeamsfall on (my) eyes. . . ’ (Kálmán1976:112)

d. SubjAP-keV+T

ā� i
girl

[[[pasan]
table

śōpitaU kwe]
clear-inf

saw ��U ]- t́e
bad-if

ā́tim
not-be

. . .

‘If a girl is not too lazy to clearthe table. . . ’ (Rombandeeva 1984:
152-53)

9. Summary

In sum,the distribution of -ke shows complicationswhich arenot explainedby
an accountwhich simply postulatesthat it selectsasits structuralhosta follow-
ing verb, asrequiredby the ditropic analysisof Nevis (1988). Rather, we have
shown that -ke behaveslike anotherirrealiscomplementizer, (w)os‘so that’, that
its distribution is unlike thatof adverbialadjunctsor wh-expressions,andthat it
mayoccurin positionsin theclauseasidefrom its typicalpre-verbalone.Thefull
rangeof factsis accomodatedwithin ananalysisin which -ke instantiatesC and
remainsin situ, with thevP (andadjoinedNeg and/orAdverbs)raisingto theleft
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of it. Atypical distributionsfor -ke arisewheneither(1) theV+T complex raises
to C, in whichcase-keappearsattachedto theinflectedverbitself, or (2) C raises
to E, a functionalprojectionabove C in which contrastive topicsarelocated,in
which case,-ke is attachedto a clause-initialconstituentundera certaintype of
discourseemphasis.

While uponfirst examination-ke seemsto exemplify Klavans’ Type 5
clitic, we have arguedthat this is a misanalysis.Instead,-ke is simply a ‘leaner’,
normallyin situsyntactically, whichparsesaspartof theprecedingMWd’sphono-
logical word. AlthoughMansi -ke at first glanceappearsto exemplify theother-
wise unattested‘ditropic’ clitic type, in fact, its behavior is perfectlyconsistent
with themodelof grammarproposedhere,whicheschewsditropismentirely.

10. Conclusions

Thetreatmentof Mergersthatwehavepresentedhereestablishesanumberof ba-
sicpointsaboutmovementoperationsin thepost-syntacticderivation.In termsof
locality, we have identifiedtwo differenttypesof operation,LoweringandLocal
Dislocation,which arelocatedin distinctstagesof a sequentialderivationon the
PFbranch.Theprimaryclaim hereis thatstructuralrelationshipsplay a definin-
ing role in determiningthe typesof post-syntacticmovementare licit, andthat
therelevantstructuresareinheritedfrom thesyntacticderivationandsubjectedto
further operations,suchasVocabulary InsertionandLinearization,which rede-
fine thenatureof subsequentMergers.Within this framework comesacorrelation
betweenthe type of operationthat an elementwill undergo andthe type of in-
formation requiredfor the applicationof the operation–the Local Dislocation
Hypothesis, which holdsthatVocabulary Specificoperationswill necessarilyap-
ply understrict linearadjacency. Thelocality restrictionsthatgovernMergerare
furtherconstrainedby theconditionthatMergeroperationsmergelike with like,
in termsof the objectswe defineasMwdsandSubwords; that is, Mwds Merge
with Mwds andSubwordswith Subwords. Finally, the sequentialnatureof the
theorythat we develop is highlightedin caseslike thoseexaminedin Latin and
Lithuanian,in which thecyclic applicationof post-syntacticMergersplaysa cru-
cial role.

Thesecondpartof thepaperconcentrateson a furthersetof effectsthat
arisewhentheobjectscreatedby Mergerareconsidered.Thedomainsof phono-
logical interactionandallomorphyassociatedwith clitics or affixal elements,held
in a numberof Lexical accountsto exemplify sharpdichotomybetweenLexical
(=pre-syntactic)andSyntacticphenomena,areshown to bederivablein theNon-
Lexicalist architecturethat we advocate. In addition,a further setof casespre-
dictedto exist by a Lexicalist typologyof clitics (Klavans1985)aresimply ruled
out,with apparentcounterexamplesreanalyzed.Takentogether, theresultsof this

312



Post-SyntacticOperations

paperprovidea generalmodelin which post-syntacticmovementscanbestudied
in termsof locality, morphologicalinteraction(allomorphy),andphonologicalin-
teraction;andthe modelmakesclearandempirically testablepredictionsabout
what the morphologicalcomponentdoeswith the outputof thesyntacticderiva-
tion.
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