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Abstract

The preverbal and postverbal placement of clitic pronourisuropean Portuguese (EP) is de-
termined by any one of a specific set of words and phrases wertr@ position. Existing studies
by Vigario (1999), Gerlach (2001) and Crysmann (2002) argue thatfeectional analysis of EP
cliticisation is untenable on the grounds that proclitigders are not readily available to the mor-
phology. This paper builds on an earlier analysis bysLand Sadler (2003) and argues that the
syntactic conditioning of proclisis can and should be aoted for without invalidating the inflec-
tional status of the pronominal clitic system in EP. The pticccontexts are defined in terms of
f-precedence relations. These are mapped onto the mogphatw put in correspondence with the
morphological placement function. The interaction beti@fectional morphology and f-structure
information is formalised within the architecture of Leaid-unctional Grammar in combination
with the realizational theory of Paradigm Function Morgigyl, following insights by Sadler and
Spencer (2001), Llis and Sadler (2003), Sadler and Nordlinger (2004), Oto¢2003) and Lis
(2004). In connection with EP proclisis, we also discussafstructure representation of phrasal
affixes. We assume that proclitics constitute phrasal inflastend argue that their partly syntac-
tic and partly morphological properties follow from a misietabetween the morphological token
structure and c-structure syntax.

1 Introduction

Given the evidence that shows cliticization in European Portuguese (EBJittites an essentially in-
flectional phenomenon, this paper attempts to reconcile two apparentlyricitedie facts about the EP
clitic system: first, the fact that pronominal clitics are generated as veffbesand aligned to the left
or right of the verb by a morphological alignment function; and secomrdatt that this alignment func-
tion must have access to a specific set of syntactic contexts to determineendBsal clitics should
appear preverbally or postverballyAt issue then is the question of how inflectional morphology inter-
acts with the contexts triggering proclisis. In section 2, we present a lgetazous group of proclitic
contexts and survey previous inflectional treatments of the EP clitic systectiols8 summarises the
proposal sketched in listand Sadler (2003) for proclitic contexts, and section 4 presents alysan

we dfer an outline the basic phrase structure of EP (4.1) and investigate wayscim p¥itasal fixes
may be represented within Lexical-Functional Grammas)((4.2). We then formulate the idea that
proclitics (and their linear order) can be defined in terms of f-precedeations between triggers and
targets (4.3-4.4). Having laid out the necessatymachinery, section 4.5 examines in detail each one
of the proclitic contexts. A short summary is provided in section 5.

2 Overview

2.1 Proclitic triggers

In most Romance languages (e.g., Spanish, French, Italian), the alterbatween the preverbal and
postverbal placement of pronominal clitics is conditioned by the finiteneskeoferb. In contrast,
clitic placement in European Portuguese is sensitive to words and plimgseverbal position (Mar-
tins 1994). In the presence of such elements, pronominal clitics must peexgrbally. Compare the
alternation between enclisis in the first clause and proclisis in the secors# ¢taund in (1a) and (1b).

(1) a. O Pedroencontrouos, porque 0s procurou.
thePedrobrought -3pr.acc.m, becausépr.acc.m searched
‘Pedro found them, because he searched for them.’

We are grateful to Louisa Sadler and Andrew Spencer for the distisssince the early stage of this work. Various
parts of the paper have greatly benefited from the comments and ctaiicdy Ron Kaplan and Tracy Holloway King. We
also thank Ash Asudeh, Joan Bresnan, Miriam Butt, Andrew CarstaiGdvthy and Mary Dalrymple for their comments.
Remaining errors are ours. Ryo Otoguro gratefully acknowledgesribadial support of the University of Essex Sir Eric
Berthoud Travel Grant and Department of Language and Linguistiusersity of Essex.
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b. As professorasleram-lhes lapis, masnaolhes derampapel.
theteachers gave -3pL.par pencils;but not 3pL.par gave paper
‘The teachers gave them pencils, but they didn’t give them paper.

In (1), proclitic placement is determined by a clause-initial subordinatingioation, porque‘because’
(1a), and by the preverbal negation markéo ‘not’ (1b). In each one of the first clauses, clitics ap-
pear postverbally, in their default position. Other contexts triggeringigiesinclude embedded clauses
introduced either by complementisers (2a) or relative pronouns (aimteid focus phrases (2c); op-
eratoylike adverbs, such ammbém‘also’, até ‘even’ andja ‘already’ (2d); wh-phrases in main or
embedded clauses (2e), and quantified subjects (2f).

(2) a. Eusei queeleo encontrad.
I knowthathe 3.sc.Masc.acc wii-find
‘I know that he will still find it.’

b. A quem os entregaste?
to whom 2 pL.masc.acc give
‘Who did you give them to?’

c. Deste livio me lembro bem.
of-thisbook 1.sc.rerL. remembemvell
‘Il remember this book well.

d. Ascriancagambéno viram.
thechildrenalso  1.sc.masc.acc saw
‘The children saw him, too.’

e. Quantos presentese ofereceram?
how-manygifts 2.5G.DAT gave
‘How many presents did they give you?’

f. Todas as criancasos disserana verdade.
all.rL.rem the childrenl pr.par said thetruth
‘All the children told us the truth.’

2.2 Clitics as affixes

Enclitics, as shown in (1), constitute the default case in EP. As arguedysmann (2002) and lis
(2004), verb-final clitics exhibit a significant number dfigal properties. In particular, they a) cannot
be separated from the verb, b) may intervene between the verbal stetersmgagreement stixes,
b) induce stem allomorphy and d) undergo non-productive phonologiiteanation. In combination
with each other, pronominal clitics also display rigid ordering, idiosyncratio@currence restrictions,
fusion, syncretism, and cluster-internal allomorphy.

Unlike enclitics, proclitics display distributional and scopal properties thauatypical of verbal
affixes: they can have wide scope over two conjoined VPs as in (3) and de@dto be strictly adjacent
to the verb as in (4).

(3) a. Apenaa minhamae me [ajudoue incentivoul].
only themy motherlsc.acc helped andencouraged
‘Only my mother helped me and encouraged me.’
b. Acho quelhes [tinhamlido umahistoriae tinhamdado umlivro].
think.1sc that3prL.0arhad reada story andhad givena book
‘| think that they had read them a story and given them a book.’

(4) Eusei queeleo aindanaovisitou.
I knowthathe 3.sc.m.acc yet not visited
‘| know that he still has not visited him.
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Given the syntactic behaviour of proclitics, Vigo (1999), Gerlach (2001) and Crysmann (2002) argue
that the proclitic data seriously weakens the inflectional status of EP proabafitics. Luis (2002,
2004) however observes that proclitics and enclitics are formally exaahti@hl and display exactly
the same range of cluster-internal allomorphy and rigid ordering.

To capture the idea that enclitics and proclitics constitute the sdifixalaunit, Luis and Spencer
(In press) generate enclitics and proclitics as one and the sfiixe anit. Within a revised model of
Paradigm Function Morphology (Spencer ms), the scopal and distrillitiifierences are accounted
for through a morphological placement function, which aligfiisxal clitics either to the right edge of
a verbal stem, for enclisis, or to the left of a phrasal node, for proclisisder this view, enclitics
are derived as genuine verbalffsxes, while proclitics constitutphrasal affixes (i.e., #ixes that do
not form a morphological cohering unit with the verb, but instead attachpierasal position). This
paper assumes an inflectional view of cliticisation and adopts the distinction dretwerphological
sufixation and phrasal prefixation.

3 Previous Lre account of proclitic contexts

The need to reconcile the inflectional status of cliticisation and the syntacectasgf proclitic place-
ment has been investigated inikwand Sadler (2003), within the theoryet. In particular, they have
explored the idea that inflectional morphology may sometimes be just a refeexaifof marked syn-
tactic contexts.

To account for proclitic contexts, the view is taken that all proclitic consitvos are mapped onto
an abstract functional featurg ftyee) = Non-NEUTRAL, Which reflects the fact that proclisis is the marked
placement in EP. In (5b), for example, this feature is associated with éiveeganstruction.

(5) a. O Jaaonaome deu o livro
theJdaonot 1.sc.oat gavethe book
‘Joao didn’t give me the book.’

trigger

PRED "GIVE {SUBJ.OBJ,0B12) abstract syntactic feature for proclisis

POL NEG
TYPE NON-NEUTRAL

The idea of mapping all proclitic contexts onto an abstract functional fe&unotivated by the éliculty

in finding a common configurational or semaydiscourse denominator for the set of syntactic contexts.
The analysis further suggests that thee feature is placed in correspondence with the proclitic

placement rulgunction. (6) states that the linearisation rule ‘Proclitic-LR’, which ensuhe clitic

cluster is placed preverbally, applies only under the existence ofrg) = Non-NEUTRAL feature in the

f-structure of the verb.

(6) Proclitic-LR iff (T TYPE) =¢c NON-NEUTRAL

One of the problems with this proposal is that it merely assumes precedsatens between the
verb and the triggers but does not make the relations explict. The aim analysis is precisely to
emphasise the importance of the ‘linear’ order between the triggers anlitidee(cf. Crysmann (2002)
within upsG).

One further dfficulty is that it is not clear howf(tyPe) = NON-NEUTRAL iS associated with the various
proclitic contexts. One possible option would be to specify the feature in thealeantries of the
triggering elements (e.g., negative markers, complementisers and reladiveups). However, this
approach would not work for all the relevant contexts. In particulaGesvarious elements can be
fronted as focused phrases, it would be implausible to specifigu{T) TYPE) = NON-NEUTRAL in the
lexical entry of every word.
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4 Proposal

The properties of proclitics and proclitic triggers in EP can be summarisedllas/$: a) proclitic
triggers always precede the finite verb, but their preverbal positionatabe reduced to one single
phrase structure position; b) in preverbal position, clificxas select a phrasal host and behave therefore
like phrasal inflections; and c) proclitic triggers constitute a heterogengmup of elements which
contribute a wide range of information to f-structure (and other strudtubery account of EP proclisis
must properly capture these three points. We start our analysis of ERtiprsiggers by laying out
basic assumptions about EP phrase structure.

4.1 Basic phrase structure

The schematic c-structure for EP comprises the lexical projection VP arfdribtonal projections IP
and CP, as given in (7).

(7) CP
/\
XP

C
/\
C IP
/\_
NP/DP |
T
Adv/Neg | Adv VP

V NPDP

Briefly, we assume that finite verfagixiliaries are base-generated in | or C, whereas non-finite verbs are
generated in V (cf. Kroeger (1993), King (1995), Bresnan (2DOAdlverbs are leffright-adjoined to

I; and negations are treated as a typemincr (Sells 2001). Spec-IP is the position for the subject
NP/DP, annotated ag (susr) = |. Spec-CP is the position of a fronted focused phrase or a wh-phrase,
both annotated ag Focus) = |. We also assume that the discourse functianc appears in Spec-CP

(cf. Sells (2001) for Swedish). With respectteric, the data in (2) seem to suggest that it is adjoined
to IP, as assumed for English (Bresnan 2001:180-3):

(8) a. AoJao,a professoraleu(-lhe) umlivro.
to Jado theteacher gave(-3sc.acc.m)a  book
‘To Joao, the teacher gave a book.

b. AoJdo,o livro, a professoraleu-lho.

to Jado thebook theteacher gave-3sG.pat/3.56.4cC.M
“To Joao, the book, the teacher gave.’

In (8a) the fronted phrasao Jodoappears to be adjoined to IP; likewise, (8b) could be analysed as
two topicalised phrases multiply adjoined to IP. However, other data sutjgéshe topicalised phrase
appears in a higher c-structure position:

(9) a. Estdivro, dou-te eu
this book give-2sG6.pat/3.sG.acc.M |
‘This book I give it to you.’
b. Destdivro, lembro-me eu
this book,remember-kg.rRerL |
‘This book | remember.

In each structure in (9), the fronted topic phrase is actually followed byiite verb and the subject.
For clauses in which both topicalisation and subject-verb inversion ogeurould like to propose that
the subject is sitting in Spec-IP while the verb is base-generated at C eflie kiigher position makes
the Spec-CP position available for the fronted topic.

338



Following standardrc assumptions about c-structyfretructure correspondence, we also assume
that the functional head and its complement are f-structure co-headeefdte, VvV, VP, |, I, IP, C,C
and CP are all annotated &s| (Bresnan 2001:102). Finally, we treat the complement of V asaim
the f-structure.

4.2 Phrasal affixation?

Before we look in detail at the contexts triggering proclisis, we will need tiyess the phenomenon of
phrasal #ixation and examine its representation within. As summarised in section 2, both enclitics
and proclitics in EP are verbal inflectiondkiges. In particular, enclitics constitute genuindfises,
while proclitics are regarded as phraséibe@s. InLrG terms, it appears to be uncontroversial that enclitics
and proclitics contribute the same f-structure information (bei/oss2), however, at the level of c-
structure it is not entirely clear how phrasdlixes ought to be analysed. The issue then is how to
represent phrasatfixes within thecrg framework.

4.2.1 Previous Lrc analysis

Recent studies by lis and Sadler (2003) and Otoguro (2003) assume that phifisaltian must be
stated in the placement ryienction provided by the morphological component. For EP procliticss Lu
and Sadler (2003) formulate the placement rule ‘PreverbalkddR: [VP, V]>’ to ensure that proclitics
are attached to the left of a syntactic verbal domain. That is, morphologi@atment rules attach
inflectional exponents directly to a phrasal or preterminal node in theuctste (whereas postverbal
clitics combine with the verb in the morphology, like genuine verbébxes, as shown in (10b)).

In addition, Lus and Sadler (2003) assume that proclitics (i.e., phra$iaka) constitute fiixes
without c-structure representation and associate pronominal f-stetioformation with either a V or a
VP node (cf. (10)a¥. Among the arguments motivating this view, is the idea that the representation of
affixes as c-structure terminals constitutes a serious violation of one of the uilidicks of lexicalist
syntax, namely the Lexical Integrity Hypothesis (cf. Bresnan (200):98)this respect, the treatment
of EP phrasal flixation sketched by Lis and Sadler (2003) presupposes an unconventional view of the
LFG C-structure and f-structure correspondence. It assumes thaffitted proclitic selects a phrasal or
preterminal node, but the exponent itself does not appear in the d¢estruc

(10) a. Proclisis VP b. Enclisis VP
| |
1=l 1=l
(T oBJ PRED) = PRO Vv
nos=V |
| véem-nos
véem (T oBJ PRED) = PRO
‘(they) see us.’ ‘(they) see us.’

4.2.2 Alternative view

Building on the work by Lis and Sadler (2003), this section attemptstfera solution to the problems
posed by the c-structure representation of phrasal inflections. lir@tneatment of phrasalixes, we
assume that the morphology generates inflectional strings as sequémeepbological tokens (i.e.,
the stem-fiix combinations). We also suggest that these tokens and their corrésgpbondndaries con-
stitute an additional morphological ‘structure’ which resides in the morplwdbgomponent. Lexical

2We are indebted to Ron Kaplan for comments and suggestions which hedpledmulate the ideas contained in this
section.
3In Luis and Sadler (2003), proclitics attach to VP when they have wide scopeawelinated Vs or VPs (cf. (3)).
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word boundaries may, but need not, coincide with morphological tokendasies, and their correspon-
dence is defined at the interface between morphology and c-structui@aldor our analysis of phrasal
affixation is the claim that, by introducing a new morphology-internal structl@eement rules do not
need to refer to the c-structure configuration directly, as in previeuspproaches, but they simply
construct a well-formed string of exponents within the morphological compo@nce the inflectional
strings have been defined by the morphology, they will be properly mappiedthe c-structure (see
below).

To begin with, the string of formatives defined by the morphology is indegeinaf phrase structure.
This is achieved within Paradigm Function Morphologym) through the successive application of
Realisation Rules (RRs) to the root of a given lexeme (Stump 2001). In teadsed version ofrm
found in Spencer (2000, ms), a cluster éfxes is independently defined by a composition of RRs and
is attached to either the left or right of the stem by a placement function.eVised model of Paradigm
Function Morphologyxem) is adopted by Lis (2004) for EP pronominal clitics. Let us look at the two
types of clitic-verb combinations in (11).

(11) a. O Jaaoraramentene vé
theJadorarely  1.sc.par sees
‘Joao rarely sees me.

b. O Jaové-me raramente
theJAAo 1.sG.par-seegarely

It is the role of the morphology to specify each one of the above patterigiofalignment:

(12) a. {me, ¥
b. (vé, me

At this stage, the dlierence between each pattern is mainly a question of linearisation, i.e. intii&2a)
affixal clitic, me is placed before the stengyin (12b) it is placed after it.

Let us now see how the inflectional strings defined by the morphology appedaonto the c-
structure! In most cases, a morphologically single token is mapped onto a single c-struaitd. EP
enclitics are of this type, as shown in (13a). However, sometimes two or rasirecture terminals
correspond to a single morphological token. Phragatation is an example of that. In this case EP
proclitics are mapped onto c-structure as illustrated in (23b).

(13) a. PHVER, o)
- host: &
- exponence: me
- placement: Right
P fye,me
/\_ ///
NP | -~
Aﬁ, /\ ///
o0 Joao | _Adv
| -7

-~

vé-me raramente

4This process is similar to tokenisatiomire (e.g. Kaplan and Newman (1997), Butt et al. (1999), Kaplan et #104)).
50n the surface, the current proposal appears to be similar to Sad@é®1) Autolexical treatment of cliticisation. How-
ever, closer inspection shows that the morphological component paper is quite dferent from the one assumed by Sadock.
First, unlike in Autolexical Syntax, the hierarchical organisation of stenasafixes is not assumed M. Second, a mor-
phological token is not an extension of the c-structure bel8yeX found also in Andrews (1996), for example. In our paper,
morphological tokens are produced by the Paradigm Function (PReaitt therefore inside the morphological component.
6In (13), we represent the PF through abbreviated notations. Foraetaiéed formalisation, see i31(2004).
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b. PHVER, 0)
- host: \&

- exponence: me
- placement: Left

(me, \&)
P P
— 0
NP I ////
~ Ve //
0Joao Adv I Py
\ s
raramente C| Lt
|7 17
mé ve

We position the pronominal clitic under Cl in the c-structure and adjoin it¢ck Sadler and Arnold
(1994), Sadler (1997), Toivonen (2003)). We also assume thatifzaclusters appear under one Cl
node. They are generated as a sequence of cliticss (2004) and mapped onto one single phrase-
structure position. Interpolated elements, such adverbs and the negati®er,reaamplified in (4) are
allowed to undergo multiple %adjunctions, following the proposal by lsiand Sadler (2003).

(14)

/\
ainda Adv(Neg) I‘
|

nao visitou

Under this proposal, morphological formatives are allowed to behavgrdacsic objects. Even
though this idea appears to be in contradiction with the principles of realishtimrahology, closer
inspection shows that it is nétLet us consider, for example, Beard's (1995) Lexeme-Morpheme Bas
Morphology, in which inflectional formatives, as generally assumeddefiaed as grammatical mor-
phemes distinct from lexemes. For the present discussion, what is imp@rtdmat his theory also
assumes that grammatical morphemes can be realised as words (i.e.,fme®tjcal morphemes, such
as auxiliaries) and placed in syntactic positions (Beard 1995:44). It isfdrerworth emphasising
that there is no necessary correlation between the phrase structuse astdtthe grammatical mor-
phemgexeme status of a given formative.

The upshot of our proposal is that we have four types of mappingseleatmorphological token
structure and c-structure. In the first type of mapping, we have sinffi@tion: dfixes attach to the
stem and the whole stentiix string is mapped onto a single c-structure terminal, as in EP enclisis. In the
second type, we find periphrastic inflections: here the morphology tesegifammatical morphemes to
realise morphosyntactic properties (cf. Ackerman and Webelhuth (18p8hcer (2001, to appear)). In
this case, the lexeme is mapped onto a lexical head and the free grammatidaémerg mapped onto
a node in the extended projection of that lexical head (cf. Otoguro J200He two last types constitute
mismatch patterns: either a morphologically single token corresponds syaligdtictwo terminals, as
in EP proclisis, or the opposite holds (as in some types of compounding). ae tlee details of each
one of these mappings for further research.

’Our proposal may be incompatible with Anderson’s (1992) model apimalogy in which realisational processes involve
essentially phonological rules.
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4.3 F-precedence

Having examined the representation of EP proclitics (i.e., phrd8aég) withinLrc's c-structure, this
section will briefly outline the basic ideas of our LFG-treatment of proclitic odete EP. As observed
earlier, the triggers display two crucial properties: a) they constitute adgeteeous group of elements
and b) they always precede the clitic host. We will show thak f(unctional)-precedence is suitable
for capturing these two generalisations (Bresnan 2001:395):

(15) F-precedencef)
a <f B if the rightmost node iR ~1(«) precedes the rightmost node@®f(g)

F-precedence is defined in terms of the linear precedence relation batvs&®eicture nodes contributing
particular information to the f-structure. For instance, the constraint#€y) < (T oss) describes the
situation where the rightmost c-structure node among the nodes cordasgpada suss in the local f-
structure ¢~1(7 sury)) linearly precedes (c-precedes) the rightmost c-structure nodegathemodes
corresponding toss in the same f-structures( (1 osy)).

By applying f-precedence to EP cliticisation, we can neatly describeffeet®f proclitic contexts
on clitic placement. In particular, we will assume that the information contribuyeelalsh trigger f-
precedes the information provided by the pronominal clitic. Some f-precedelations are expressed
below:

(16) (7 rocus) <z (T oB1(2))

(T apsk) <t (T 081(2))
(7 suss spec) <; (T oB1(2))

For example, for clitic structures with preposed focus we will saytbats f-precedesss andor oss2
in the same f-structure. This can also be expressefim@s(s) <; (T osr). Each proclitic context will be
discussed in detail in section 4.5, including those which require a slightly noonelex descriptions.

4.4  Morphology-syntax interface

To begin with, we adopt the distinction between s(yntactic)-features antphtogical)-features, as
proposed in Sadler and Spencer (260ih) Lrc terms, s-features are operative at f-structure; these s-
features include grammatical functiosugs, oss, etc.), Tense, prRep and so on. M-features constitute
purely formal features which are crucial for defining a lexemes’ mdagahical paradigm. Sometimes
the same feature can be operative at both levels of grammarsaguy/Numser features not only play

a crucial role in syntactic agreement, but they also determine the structimfteofional paradigm).

The distinction between both types of features is formalised iis Bnd Sadler (2003) and Sadler
and Nordlinger (2004) who postulate a morphology-syntax interfacéwdhere explicit mappings from
f-descriptions to m-features are descriB@dn this paper we adopt the mappings proposed ifsland
Sadler (2003):

(17)  a. {Case:Acc, Pers:3, Num:Sg, Gen:M b. {Case:Acc, Pers:3, Num:Pl, Gen;M

(T oBJ PRED) = PRO (T oBJ PRED) = PRO
(T oBr PERS) = 3 (T oBy PERS) = 3
(T oBy NUM) = sG (T oBy NUM) = PL
(T oBIGEN) =M (T oBIGEN) =M

8Kaplan and Zaenen’s (1989) definition is slightlyfdient. This, however, does ndfect our argument.

%In effect, the mismatch between s-features and m-features is virtually abseut @tata and therefore nothing in our
analysis hinges on the distinction between these features.

0ynder diferent assumptions about morphology, a similar approach can be fioune’s lexical entries where tags assign
f-descriptions, e.g+Masccenp 1aG (T Genp) = masc (Butt et al. 1999:165)
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In addition, we assume that the contexts defined by the f-precedensteatots in (17) are mapped
onto the morphological markedness feature [Restricted:Yes], as scheligatpresentated in (18):

(18) (T rocus) <¢ (T oBi(2))

(T apse) <t (T oB1(2))

(1 suss spec) <t (T 0BI(2)) = [Restricted:Yes]

As the arrow shows, at the morphology-syntax interface, a formal notwgital feature is linked to
the contexts triggering proclisis, capturing the fact that clitic placement isrdigted by syntactic prin-
ciples. F-precedence constraints, on the left hand side, serve agaripe morphology. The formal
feature, on the right hand side, triggers the morphological placemettidarwhich aligns ffixal clitics
to the left of the clitic host, delivering proclisis.

Even though purely formal features should be avoided, EP is not thdardyage in which mor-
phological alternations are the reflex of phrasal properties(2004). A formal feature [Restricted:Yes]
also appears to be necessary in Somali inflectional morphology whepeadb conjugation class is
selected whenever the subject is focused (Svolaccia et al. 1995gr thedcurrent porposal, the syn-
tactic selection of the conjugation class is captured by assumingftkaty) = (T rocus) maps onto
[Restricted:Yes] at the morphology-syntax interface.

4.5 Analysis

In section 4.3 we looked briefly at the precedence relations betweenrriggd targets in EP, and
suggested that they should be captured through f-precedenceadatsstiin this section, we look in
detail at each one of triggering contexts referred to in section 2.1.

45.1 Fronted focus

As referred to before, clitics must be placed preverbally if a clause ic@rddocused element preceding
the verb:

(19) a. Dele se sabe pouco.
of him 3.sc.RerL knowslittle
‘One knows little about him’

b. *Dele sabese pouco.

The c-structure and f-structure associated with (19a) are given )nB28ed on this representation,
the dfect of focus fronting on proclisis is ensured by well-formedness caingsrin (21). The first line
describes the f-precedence relation between the proclitic trigger anlitibpronoun. This information
is mapped onto the formal feature [Restricted:Yes] at the morphologyssyri&aface. The second line
says that, in the morphology, any verb form associated with the featustriied:Yes] triggers the
alignment function ‘align (Left)’. The third line captures the idea, formuldtedection 4.2, that one
single morphological token (in this case the cliticised verb feersabgcan correspond to two nodes
in the c-structure. We recall that under the current proposal, gravefixes are X adjunctions in the
c-structure.
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(20) PRED 'KNOW (SUBJ,0BJ,0BLof )’ |
CP PCASE OBLgf
f\ PRED ‘PRO’
P c FOCUS |PERS 3
R
SN & i | —|ow s
VAN N 1 INDEX |
de ele CI C |
| SUBJ [“one"]
5‘\3 sabe | - .,
] ‘ PRED PRO
\ / pouco s 3
\\ II OBJ NUM  SG
\/ PRONTYPE REFL
(se, sab}a INDEX |
|OBLo f |
(21) a. ( rocus) <; (T oB1) = [Restricted:Yes] (morphologysyntax interface)
b. [Restricted:Yes}{ align(Left) (morphology)
c. a&f-Vgenralf = [x [c) aff [x Vstenrafl ]]] (morphology/c-structure interface)

Interestingly, unlike focused phrases, a fronted topic phrase do&sguyer proclisis. So, only (22a)
with a postverbal pronominal clitic is grammatical. Thé-structures associated with the constructions

in (22a, b) are shown in (22¢}:

(22) a. Estelivro, dou+to eu.
this book give-2sG.pat/3.sG.acc.M |
‘This BOOK, I give it to you’
b. *Este livrg to dou eu.

. ,
C. PRED 'GIVE (SUBJ,0BJ,0BJ2)’

CP .
SPEC [PRED ‘THIs’]

N c TOPIC ‘ )
N~ PRED .BOOK
Estelivio C P / |INDEX |

PN \ wpn
SUBJ [ | ]
—__[prED ‘PRO
OBJ PERS 2
v [NUM  sG
[PRED  ‘PRO
—
NP 5 PERS 3
OBJ
A_ NUM  SG
Estelivio C
| |INDEX |
douto”™ NP
AN
eu

The data suggest that EP grammar does not contain the rule assocfatisige) <t (T oBi(2)) with
[Restricted:Yes] at the morphology-syntax interface level. Therefbeestructure where the pronom-
inal clitic is placed preverbally is morphologically ill-formed. In the absencehefformal feature
[Restricted:Yes], the default placement ‘align(Right)’ must apply. Sineestam and fix string cor-
responds to a single c-structure terminal, the lower c-structure in (22&llidavmed.

4.5.2 Wh-questions

Wh-questions also constitute proclisis triggers. If a wh-phrase is frotitedpronominal clitic must
appear in front of the verb as shown in the contrast between (234pabit

For ease of expositionpric does not take a set value here.
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(23) a. O que lhes contaste?
thewhat3.pL.par tell
‘What did you tell them?’

b. *O quecontastethes?
If the wh-phrase i$n situ, as an echo question, clitic placament must instead be postverbal:

(24) a.*Lhes contaste @ué&?
b. Contastdhes o qué&?

A wh-fronted sentence and a wh-in-situ echo sentence hdkeretit f-structures. Only the for-
mer has a wh-phrase which is mapped amnicus and identified with one of thers. This f-structural
difference is illustrated in (25a, b) for (23a, b) respectively:

(25) a. [prRED  ‘TELL (sUBJ,08J,0812)' | b. [preD ‘TELL (SUBJ,0B1,0812)' |

FOCUS [PRED  WHAT’ ]— SUBJ [“you”]

Q j PRED ‘PRO’

SUBJ [“you"] oB] |PRES 3
PRED ‘PRO’ NOMPL

OBJ PRES 3 0BJ2 [PRED ‘WHAT’]
NUM PL

|0BI2 | )

Returning now to the f-precedence relations and to the description of tiiticms triggering proclisis,
(25a) shows that we do not need an additional constraint to accauptdalisis in clauses with wh-
fronted phrases. Instead, the well-formedness constraints adoptetl)ito(account for thefeect of
focus fronting on proclisis can also be adopted for the wh-context. fticpkar, we assume that the
f-precedence relation — formulated as(cus) <t (1 osy) in (21a) — also applies to fronted wh-phrases;
this information is mapped onto the formal feature triggering clitic left alignmespasified in (21b);
finally, we also assume a mismatch between the morphological token boundhtigeatexical word
boundary (21c). In fect, the well-formed constraints given in (21b) and (21c) apply invariédbly
all contexts. In the remaining discussion about proclitic contexts, we wiletbez not repeat these
constraints but simply assume that they are part oLsuaccount of phrasalffixation.

4.5.3 Adverbs and negation marker

Adverbs nicely illustrate how decisive the precedence relation betweerigber and the target can be
in determing where thefiaxal clitic will appear. While some adverbs can only appear preverballgroth
adverbs can appear both preverbally and postverbally either with thearanith a diferent meaning.
Particularly revealing are those adverbs which can occur in both posititim¢the same meaning. If we
take the minimal pairs in (26) with preverbal adverbs and post-verba&rbgywe notice that proclisis
can only occur if the adverb appears preverb&ly:

(26) a. O Jaaoraramenteme Ve.
theJdorarely 1.sG.pAT sees
‘Joao rarely sees me.

b. *O JAoraramentevé-me.
c. O J&o e+me raramente
d. *O Jdaome véraramente

2Semantically, it is interesting to observe that adverbsrikamenteare placed in preverbal position for emphatic purposes,
while the unmarked position is generally postverbal.
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The f-structure for the adverbial clauses in (26a) and (26c) is idéntaeach clause must be assigned
a distinct c-structure:

(27) a. P C. [prED ‘SEE (suBJ,0BJ)’
NP/\|_ SUBJ [“JOE\O”]
PRED ‘PRO
0Jodo Adv OBJ PERS 1
rarar‘nente Cl LUM SG }
PRED ‘RARELY’ ]}

NP |
oJoao | Adv

véme raramente

The syntactic information required to license the proclisis seems to be like (28):

(28) (1 apse) <; (T oBy)

However, upon closer inspection, this f-precedence isfiitgunt, given that not all preverbal adverbs
trigger proclisis (e.g.pntem'yesterday’). What we will assume for the present analysis is thatrbdve
triggering proclisis (including the negation marker) belong to a set of alersometimes referred to
as operator-like modifiers. We will therefore need to add more constrai(28}oThis is what we want

to say: a) the adverb which is mapped ombauncr in f-structure linearly precedes the c-structure node
mapped ontoss; b) adverbs triggering proclisis are operator-like modifiers. This idearmadlated in
(29):

(29) (T apse) = %orapy A (%Yopapy) <¢ (ToBs) A (%opaps PRED) = OpPMoD
OpMob = {'RARELY’ | ‘NOT’ | ‘NEVER’ | ‘ONLY’ | ‘ALREADY | ‘ALSO’ | ...}

Sinceapsunct constitutes a set, we need to specify the f-structure corresponding tigterimg adverb
by using a local name (Kaplan and Maxwell 1996), hekeAt. So, (29) says that thevsyunct corre-
sponding to the trigger f-precedes th@ and therrep value of thisabsuncr is OpMobp. The variable
OpMob can be anyrep value associated with the operator-like modifiers sudlaasnenterarely’, ndo
‘not’, nunca‘never’, s6‘only’, ja ‘already’ andtambémfalso’. (29) properly conditions the syntactic
context licensing proclisis which is mapped onto [Restricted:Yes].

4.5.4 Complementisers and subordinate conjunctions

When a clause is introduced by a complementiser or a subordinate conjyuticignnonominal clitic is
also placed before the verb as in (30a, c):

(30) a. Eledlisseramgqueo Jaaote magoou.
theysaid thatthe Ja&o 2.sG.acc hurt
‘They said that Jao had hurt you.’

b. *Eles disserangueo J&0 magooute.

c. A Anaficoucontentequandoelea convidou.
theAnawas happy when he 3sa.acc.Finvited
‘Ana was happy when he invited her.’

d. *A Ana ficou contentejuandoele convidoua

One way of analysing the sentences in (30) would be to treat the complemeotigenction as a C
projecting into CP. This assumption gives us the following structure:
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(31)

P PRED ‘SAY (SUBJ,COMP)’
T SUBJ [“they”]
NP | i
AN P COMPFORM  THAT
eles |

| C‘P\ PRED  ‘HURT (SUBJ,0BJ)’
disseram C——————— SUBJ [“Joéo”]
// ’
C P PRED ‘PRO’
PN OBJ

PERS 2

NUM SG

In (31), the complementiseueis an f-structure co-head to its complement headed by the verb. This
means that both are mapped onto ther in the f-structure. Based on this c-structure to f-structure
mapping, we formulate the proclisis context as in (32):

(32) (ompT) A (T COMPFORM) = THAT

The constraint in (32) says that the verb must occur within a clause thdgde complementiser. In
LFG, this idea is stated through an inside-out pathe 1) which defines an f-structure bearing the value
comp. The inside-out path designates the higher f-structure, namely thecftsicontaining the verb’s
own f-structure. Finally, since only the overt complementisers licensdigi@n additional constraint
is introduced identifyingomprorm @S ([ COMPFORM) = THAT.

An alternative approach might be adopted by treating complementiserscifsesp®fcomp. Under
this assumption, the g-structures would be like (33):

(33) = [PRED  “sAY (sUBJ,cOMP)’
NP/\i SUBJ [“they”]
I ) -
VAN ] EE_CN[PRED ‘THAT’]

eles | CP . ,
\ PN PRED ‘HURT (SUBJ,OBJ)
disseram X susr [“Joao’|

COMP
PRED ‘PRO’
OBJ PERS 2

NUM SG

I—

que |

)

o
3
Q>%‘

\
te magoou

Here,queis in Spec-CP and mapped onteec of comp in the f-structure. It makes a semantic contri-

bution to the complement clause, specifying the type of clause. Given thecsgirepresentation, we
define the proclitic context with the following constraints:

(34) (ompT) A (T spec) <i (T oB1)

Again, (comp 1) designates the higher f-structure containing the verb’s f-structurevakia ofcome.
Within comp, spec f-precedess.
For the sake of space, we will not discuss subordinate conjunctioas Bgcept for minor modi-

fications (such aspsunct instead ofcomp), the set of constraints just formulated for complementisers
also applies to conjunctions.
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455 Relative pronouns

Even though relative clauses share similarities with both subordinate ckngeg-fronted clauses (at

a purely descriptive level), withinre they are treated as specific syntactic constructions. This means
that in accounting for proclisis triggering, we need to postulatdfargint set of constraints. Let us first
look at the data:

(35) a. Aspessoas quemo contamosficaramsurpreendidas.
the people to whom3.sc.acc.m told were surprised
‘The people we told it to were surprised.’

b. *As pessoas guemcontamodo ficaram surpreendidas.

As (35) illustrates, within relative clauses, pronominal clitics must appdardothe verb. This supports
the claim that clause-initial relative pronouns constitute proclisis triggers.

Given the c-structure in (36), we represent relative clauses asdpftsed toN (or NP). The fronted
prepositonal phrasg quemis placed in Spec-CP. At the f-structure level, the fronted PP is mapped onto
the discourse functiororic, following standardrc assumptions. Theoric is also linked to one of the
crs through the constraint (roric) = (T RToricParn) annotated on the relevant PS rule. In addition,
the value of thekerLpro attribute must appear at the end of theRru within the toric f-structure, as
required by { reLpro) = (T Toric ReLPatH). The exact properties of RFicPsra and RiLParu in EP are
not crucial for clitic placement.

(36) P [PRED  ‘SURPRISED (SUBJ)’
/\ [ ‘ ’
- SPEC |PRED ‘THE
NP I [ ]
T~ T PRED ‘PEOPLE’
D N | Y, ]
‘ o ‘ ‘ PRED ‘PRO’
as N CP ficaram surpreendidas TOPIC PCASE OBLgoal ~
| - |
. I PRONTYPE REL
N PP € |
| PN \ RELPRO
pessoas p NP IP SUBJ ‘ )
PRED TELL (SUBJ,0BJ,0BLgoal)
[N ADJ
a quem SUBJ [“We”]
|‘ PRED ‘PRO
N OBJ PERS 3
C—t— — NUM  SG
\ \
0  contamos | OBLgoal ] ~

To account for the fact that relative pronouns constitute proclisis triggee may start by proposing a
constraint which says that relative pronouns must linearly precedditiicehost. This can be straight-
forwardly formalised asi(Toric) <; (T oBs). However, an additional constraint is necessary, given that
fronted topicalised phrases cannot trigger proclisis (cf. (22)). Boenthat theoric, which f-precedes
the oss is associated with the relative pronoun, we formulate an additional constmaimgly ¢ Topic
PRONTYPE) = REL. A complete description of the precedence relation between relativeymsramd clitic
pronouns is given in (37):

(37) (T ropic) < (ToBr) A (T TOPIC PRONTYPE) = REL

4.5.6 Quantified subjects

We conclude our overview of proclitic triggers by looking at quantifiedetils. In EP, if the subject is
modified by certain quantifiers, the pronominal object clitic must appeaegally. This is illustrated
in (38) with the quantifiepoucosfew’ which triggers proclisis.
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(38) a. Poucosalunos Ihe telefonaram.
few students3.sc.par phoned
‘Few students phoned him.’

b. *Poucosalunos telefonararihe.

Other quantifiers inducing preverbal cliticisation inclutenhunsnone’, todos‘all’, cada‘every’ and
so on. They have been classified as ‘downward entailing quantifisesh dhat their semantic property
appears to be downward monotonicity (Crysmann 2002). On the contranydownward entailing
guantifiers such aglguns'some’ do not seem to trigger proclisis:

(39) a. Algunsalunos telefonaramthe.
some studentphoned-3G.par
‘Some students phoned him.’

b. *Algunsalunoslhe telefonaram.

We propose the following gf-structures for the quantified subject sentence (38):

(40) P [PRED  ‘PHONE (SUBJ,0BJ)’
T SPEC |PRED ‘FEW’]
NP | SUBJ

T PRED ‘STUDENT'

D I 3 il

PRED 'PRO

poucos ajunos Cl——1 |ows PERS 3
‘ ‘ NUM  SG

lhe telefonaram

The proclisis context is defined through the f-precedence relaticosf spec) <+ (1 osr) which en-
sures that the quantified subject linearly precedes the clitic. In additioaJsseneed to exclude non-
downward entailing quantifiers. We therefore need to specify thatrirevalues ofsuss spec is as-
sociated with the natural class of downward entailing quantifiers. Thisf&pset of prep values, we
propose, belong to the natural class of the metavariablesubXe@hich compriserew’, ‘ ALL’  EVERY,
etc. The constraints are summarised as follows:

(41) (T suBrspec) <¢ (ToBs) A (T sussspec PRED) = DEQuaN
DEQuaN = {'rew’ | ‘ALL' | ‘EVERY’ | ‘'NO’ | ...}

Before summing up our paper, we will briefly refer to the case of quanfifiating. This type
of syntactic phenomenon also illustrates the idea, put forward in this pdwa¢mprecedence relations
are crucial in accounting for EP proclisis. In particular, the contrastdsen (42a-b) illustrates that a
dislocated quantifier can only trigger proclisis if it remains in preverbaltipogcf. (42a)). If a floating
quantifier occurs in postverbal position, then tifial clitic must be realised as a verbalfisx

(42) a. Osalunos todoslhe telefonaram.
thestudentsall  3.sc.par phoned
‘All the students phoned him.
b. *Os alunogodostelefonaranthe.
c. Os alunos telefonarathe todos
d. *Os alunodhe telefonarantodos

The observed féect of quantifier floating on proclisis might be accounted for in two ways.dddn
one analysis, we map the dislocated quantifier onto to the same f-structumeoasflaating one, i.e.
(7 suss spec). This treatment would account for the contrast in (42), given thetcaings formulated in
(41) for quantified subjects. Another option would be to treat the floatimgtifiers as amadjunction,
regardless of whether it appears preverbally or postverbally. Gliveihypothesis, the proposal made in
section 4.5.3 for adverbial triggers would straightforwardly accountife contrast between (42a) and
(42c).
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5 Conclusion

In this paper, we looked at a heterogeneous group of preverbiciyncontexts in EP and examined
their efect on clitic placement. Given our assumption that a) cliticization constitutes antiofial phe-
nomenon and that b) pronominal clitics are generatedia®sa, we have argued that i) the morphology
must have access to the information associated with the proclisis triggdssghd Sadler 2003) and
that i) the ‘linear’ position of proclitic triggers must be defined in terms ofdgadence relations:

(43) (7 rocus) <5 (T oBy)
(T apse) = %orans A (Y%opraps) <t (ToBs) A (%opaps PRED) = OpPMobD
(compT) A (T comprorM) = THAT / (compT) A (T spec) <i (T oB1)
(T Topic) < (ToBs) A (T TOPIC PRONTYPE) = REL
(7 suBsspec) <f (ToBs) A (T sussspec PRED) = DEQuaN

An explicit mapping has been proposed, which puts f-precedence relaticorrespondence with the
morphology. So, for each one of the conditions in (43), a placementi@umof the type align(Left)
aligns dfixal clitics to the left of the host (proclisis). In the default cagixal clitics attach to the right
of a verbal stem, through align(Right) (enclisis). By making use of fgueace, our paper shows that
neither purely configurational nor purely f-structural information cafirg proclisis contexts. Instead,
both c-structural linear order and f-structural function provide aroant of the alternation between
enclisis and proclisis.

In our attempt to understand the grammar of proclisis, we also investigatechémomenon of
phrasal &xation. The first results of our study lend support to the view, formulatédiia and Sadler
(2003), that this type offfixation requires a somewhat complex interface between c-structure syntax
and the morphology. To capture both the morphological and syntacticiespef phrasal fixes, we
have proposed an additional structure within the morphological compevigoh identifies the mor-
phological token boundaries of a cliticised verb (as opposed to the lexardl boundaries represented
under c-structure terminals). We show that the behaviour of phrébetss as partly inflectional and
partly syntactic units, results from a mismatch between these two structures.

One of the issues we have not touched up in this paper refers to the pioalitility to take wide
scope. Proclitics can be optionally shared over a coordinated verbgytasin (3a), or over a coordi-
nated auxiliary-verb structure, as in (3b). In both these constructibeglitic functions as the object
of two argument-taking verbs. Wide scope reading is not available fditieecas would be expected
of genuine sffixes which must attach to each one of the members of a yatbdiary conjunct. The
scopal behaviour of proclitic may pose problems to our c-structure asaliyphrasal flixation, given
that we suggest that proclitics adjoin t§.XThis assumptions predicts, contrary to evidence, that procli-
tics must appear on each conjunct, i.e., adjoined to each | or C underdir@ied! or IP (C or CP). To
correctly capture the data, we need to provide a mechanism by which disttifeatures receive formal
manifestations on only one of the conjuncts. This investigation will be leftuidhér research.
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