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ideas.

Material from two other chapters have appeared in print
elsewhere. Chapter VI iz a revised version of a CLS paper (13985).
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The idess and analyses in the present work did not appear
suddenly. They have cose sbout through extensive discussion with
Arnold Zwicky. Much of this dissertation is shaped by reactions to
Zwicky's line of research, which has, over the years, lured me to
his theoretical approach. The interface program first appealed to
me in & susmer seminar of 1981, when I was finishing my M.A.
thesia. An early draft of Zwicky and Pullum’s book (together with
Zwicky's lectures from the summers of 1981 and 1982) opened the
topic of clitic theory for me. Zwicky's grammatical model, however,
has umlergone several changes since then.

My own work has fallen in line with the interface program,
with in fact a strengthening effect on the framework. The current
version of the Interface Program sssumes GPSGC as a syntactic
approach, which was not in Zwicky and Pullum's earlier draft. I,
too, adopt GPSG for a description of Finnish syntax in chapter III,
though the results of chapter II are in fact atheoretical.
Unfortunately, the major book on GPSG was available too late to be
incorporated into this dissertation. Hence certain discrepancies
may exist between the version of the theory used here and the
revised version.

June 1986 Postacript:

This dissertation is being published as a volume of OSU WPL
from the original mansuscript with as few alterations as possible. I
have mnot made any substantial revisions, but I have seen to it that
typographical errors were corrected. The bibliography was updated
to the extent that unpublished manuscripts which have now been
published have had the benefit of some additional references. In
the original the Derbyshire (1979) reference was inadvertantly left
out. It has been added at the end of the document. Two pages have
also been removed, namely page v with my vita and page vi with my
publications list.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

1.0. Onm Clitics.

The mixed syntactic, morphological, and phonoclogical status of
cliticas has been the source for varied analyses and raging
controversies, One finds an assortment of views on clitics and
their status in the gramsar, ranging.from the suggestion that the
set of clitics constituent a linguistic prime, or at least have
unusual properties, to the argument that clitics are phrasal affixes
or bound words.

The mixed atatus of clitica can be seen moat clearly in the
independent syntactic and phonological parameters needed to
characterize clitics. Although both parsmeters frequently run
parallel (i.e. syntax and phonology provide the same results),
examples like Ewakwala below indicate that the two sometimes
diverge. Of apecial intereat here is the case marker in Ewakwala.
It forms a ayntactic copstituent with its following NP but a
phonological conatituent with the word that precedes it. In (1) the
object case sarker —x precedes its NP *the dishea' yet itluttac-.hm

to the preceding N "woman' of the subject NP 'the woman®.

(1)
5
vVE ¥ NP NP
DET H DE"I/\‘K‘H“N
DEl'H CASE DEM
la-i a.::;"ed-inla ts'adaga=-x-a futalg¥?i

AUX-FRO takes-the woman -0BJ-the dishes



In (1) the object case marker attaches to whatever precedes
the cbject NP, not just the subject NP in this V50 language.
Exomple (2) illustrmtes this point, since the same marker appears on
the verb when there is po intervening subject.

(2) kvix?id-i-x-a g'asa-s-is t'alwag™ayu
clubbed-he-0BJ=-the otter-INSTR-his club
'"He clubbed the sea-otter with his club’
(Anderson 1984)

There is no one satiafactory definition of the clitic
available in the literature. As Klavans (1982) points out, the
correlation between streaslessneaa and clitichood is imperfect. For
this remson I adopt an informal definitiem: the clitic is a
morphese haviog a mixed morphosyntactic status, having some
word-like charscteristics and some affixal characteristics.

Zwicky's (1984a) list of diagnoatic teats can be used in determining
mixed status.

This mixed status of clitics carriea over into analyses of
cliticization. Many analysts offer cliticization rules that
position morphemes syntactically and at the same time attached them
phonologically to some host. It is then claimed, contra Zwicky's
(1969) Principle of Phonology—Free Syntmx, that at least some
syntactic rules make refsrsnce to phopoological information.

1.1. On Clitic Theory.

Several recent proposala concerning clitics offer strong
argumenta that clisis operations must be distinguished from
syntactic operations on the one hand and phonological operations on
the other. Such arguments have led to a poaiting of a separate,
autonomous component for cliticization. Syntax is then left without
reference to phonological properties. In this work I will explore
some of the paraseters that have been proposed for the cliticization
component. [n particular I make some proposala ss to how such a
component should be reatricted in ita powers.

In examining the mixed atatus of clitics, I show that the
various properties of clitics are not so wysterious as some analysts
have suggeated. Inatead, I demonstrate that clitics should be
viewed either as bound words (bound lexewes) or mas phrasal affixes.
Thus, sentential clitics generally have a bound word status. Other
kinds of clitica msay be either bound words or phrasal affixes,
depending on the mnalysis of the facts.



1.2. Organizat Dissertation.

The information in this dissertation is arranged as follows.
Chapter I1 establishea our cbject of interest, nemely the Finmish
particle clitics, and motivates the clitic omture of the particle
c¢litics by demonatrating their mixed syntactic, morphological and
phonolegical atatus. I show how these morphemsa are best viewsed as
phonologically bound words. Later in the dissertation the particle
clitics are related to independent worda which function as
sentential adverbs (3.0 and 4.2). In order to support this
relationship, I present, within the framework of Generalized Phrase
Structure Grammar, a syntactic account of (sentential) connective
gnd epistemic adverbs su well ms the closely related class of
conjunctions {(chapter III).

In chapter IV, T comnect the sententisl adverbs to the
particle clitics on the basis of common syntactiec, semantic, and
prosodic properties. On the one hand, a distinction between merely
unstregaed words and words that are truly clitic becomes apparent in
wy examination of proscdy in Finnish. The difference between the
merely unstreassed words (called ‘semi-clitics') and true clitics
depends on the application of s liaison operatien or lack thereof.
On the other haml, bound words are formally distinct from phrasal
affixes.

In chapter V, I review the literature on cliticization,
focussing on the highly relevant proposals by Zwicky, Klavans, and
Kaisse. S5Since the particle clitics are sentential clitiecs, T
address the Kaisse's generalizations over the location of sentential
e¢lities., 1 return to Zwicky and Pullum®s {to appear) Interface
Program in the conclusion {chapter VII), where I show how my bound
word analysis can be proven to make the framework even more
restrictive than, say, Kaisse's (1985) approach. In particular, I
argue that the cliticization/readjustment wodule is made much more
uniform and autonemous if it is atripped of all syntactic power.

The issue of the morphosyntactic status of the particle
clitics is reviewed in Chapter VI, where I offer some external
evidence (nemely borrowing) for the Lound word status of second
position clitica.

The overall goml of this dissertation is & coherent, wyet
restricted notion of cliticization, one so constrained as to derive
alwost all properties of cliticization from other aspects of
grammar. The theory of cliticization presented in this work is so
restrictive as to deny the existence of the elitic per se in
lieu of clitics there are bound words (anmd phrasal] affixes which
have direct connections to other phenomena in language.



Endnote.

1. I use the following sbbreviations and conventions thoughout
this dissertation. For ease of presentation front-back vowel
harmonic variants are represented by archiphonemes, with no further
theoretical consequence. A represents the s/5 alternation,

O the o/5 alternation, and I the u/¥ alternation.

There iz no male—fesmale gender distinction in the pronoun Adn,

which mesns 'he, she'. There are (at least) two infinitives; listed
here as the I infinitive and the III infinitive. MNote also that my
glosses deliberately omit irrelevant gramsatical information.

ACC = mccusative

ADES = adessive

ADT = adjective

ADV = adverb, ADVL = adverbial
ALL = allative

COND = conditional

CONJ = conjuncticn

DER = derivational

EL = elative
EMP = emphasis
FIN = finite
GEN = genitive
= head
HAN = the -fdp morpheme described in section
2.1.1.1.

IFL = informal

ILL = illative
IMP = imperative
INDIC = indicative
INES = ineasive

N = poun, NP = noun phrase
NEG = negative
NOM = pominative
NIME = number

OBJ = object

PASS = passive

PL = plural

POT = potential

PRES = preaent tense
FRO = pronoun

PX = possessive suffix
Q = interrogative
REFL = reflexive

REL = relative

5 = sentence

56 = singular

SITA = the morpheme described in sectiom 3.2.5.1.
¥V = werb



CHAPTER II

THE FINNISH PARTICLE CLITICS

2.0 Introduction.

The particle clitics to be described are -hdn, —pd,
-k@, and —-kin/—k44dn. These have been described previcusly
in terms of their meanings and functions (Karttunen 1975a,b,c;
Hakulinen 1976; Hatman 1977); their structures have scarcely been
touched on (see, however, Penttild 1963:120 and Kaizae 19B2). As a
summary [ present an approximate semantic/pragmatic characterization
of each clitic, as well as a brief description of their
distributional facts {section 2.1). In section 2.2, T show why the
placement of the particle clitics iz a matter for syntax rather than
the lexicon. The clitic status of the particle elitics constitutes
section 2.3, from which my bound word analyzis becomes obvious.

i i =

Much of the literature on the particle clitics focuses on
their semantics and pragmatics, and as a side issue, on their
{morpho)syntactic distribution. I summarize the work on the
semantics and pragmatics of the particle clitics in section 2.1.1.
In section 2.1.2 I take a loock at other morphemes that have been
analysed by some as clitics. And in section 2.1.3, 1 address the
problem of the syntactic distribution of the clitics.

2.1.]1 The ticse tics of the Particle Clitics.

The meanings of the particle clitics are , first of all,
vague. Second, as Hakulinen and Karlsson (1979:327) tell us, their
semanl ice cannot be captured by reference to semantic properiies of
the morpheme only, but the pragmatics of the sentence must also he
taken into consideration, because they all have a textual or
interpersopal function. The particle clitics alsc share a third
characteristic: they do not interact with Lhe truth-conditicns of
the sentence in which they appear. Instead, they give some

Lo ]
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ohal meaning, such as that of a cooventional implication. The
importance of these properties will become apparent below in chapter
3 {especially sections 3.0 and 3.1).

2.1.1.1 The Meaning 0Of -hdn.

The clitic -hdn has attracted a great deal of attention
from linguists in recent years, especially Penttila, Karttunen, and
Hakulinen. The meanings of this clitic are so broad that Penttild
(1957) and the Dictionary of Modern Finnish {NSSK) merely liszt its
various functions. Karttunen (1975a) and Hakulinen (1976} attempt
to reduce these different meanings to one basic meaning.

According to Penttild (1957:120) -hdn gives a senlence a
flavor that is appealing to the listener (1), mitigating te an
expression {2-3), or explanatory of what was said before (4).

(1) ©Olet-han itsekin samaa mielta.
are—HAN self-too same opinion
"You are yourself of the same opinion, wou know.'

{2) Mitd-hién twolla tehd8sn?
what-HAN there does-PASS
'What's being done there, I gt

{3} On-ko-han moisessa per@a?
is-0-HAN such-INES truth
'Is there any truth in something like that, I wonder?’

(4} Han tuntee minut, on—han hidn opettajani
{8lhe knows me is—HAN {s)he teacher-my
*She/He knows me, he/she is, after all, my teacher.'

In a similar list, Karttunen {1975a) establishes a plethora of
usages -- amelioration (5), contradictionm (6), new discovery {7), or
a reminder of new truth (8).

(5} Puhu-han asiasta isalle.
talk-HAN matter—EL father-ALL
'Talk to father about it, why don't wyou.’

(6) Han ei ole kotona. -— On—pa—han!
{s)}he not be home iz—EMP-HAN
"He/she is not home. =-- She/he is sol

(7} Suomi-han on pieni maa.

Finland-HAN is small land

'Finland ia a small country, by golly. {T just Found it on the
map. )’



{B] Suomi-han on pieni maa.
Finland-HAN is small land
"Finland is a small country, after all. {You don’t have
to aim all that many rockets at it!)’

But then Karttunen tries to reduce these meanings to one basic,
abstract meaning: 'T am in a position to say this te you' (with
various extensions which Earttunen lists —— e.g. "vou don't
intimidate me, 1 am reporting something, I have just discovered it,
it is common knowledge' and the like). The basic function of

—-kdAn, then, according to Earttunen, is the acknowledgement of

the speaker's own authority.

Karttunen also considers the role of —hdo in subordinated
clauses. In embedded sentences, —hdn will convey this meaning
either from the point of view of the subject of Lthe matrix clause
(3), or from the speaker'a point of view (10}, depending on which
verb iz used in the matrix clause.

(9) Pekka sanoi ettd Swomi-han on pieni maa.
Pete said that Finland-HAN is small land
"Pete said that Finland is a small country’

{10} Pekka dlysi ettd Suomi-han on pieni maa.
Pete realized that Finland-HAN is small land
'"Pete realized that Finland is actually a small country.’

According to Karttunen (p. 44), in (9) Pete either said the sentence
Pekka sanoi ettd Suomihan on pieni mas or he said other things
which amount to this statement. In (10), Pete has expressed his own
opinion, but the speaker is asserting that Pete is now in agrecment
with what the speaker already knew.

-hdn is generally a main clause phencmenon. Tt is
permitted in embedded clauses only when the verb of the embedded
clause is one of a certain group of semi—factive verbs, as in (10},
or when there iz a discourse verb, as in (39). EKarttunen (1975a‘
points out that these semi-factive verbs require that the complement
clause be true. A discourse verb will refer to the viewpoint of the
subject of the main clause, a semi- factive verb the speaker’'s
viewpoint. This is confirmed by negation of the matrix werb (11-12:.

{11) Pekka ei saponut ettd Suomi-han on pieni maa.
Pete not said that Finland-HAN is small land
'Pete didn"t say that Finland is a small country.’

{12} Pekka ei alynnyt ettd Sucmi-han on pieni maa.
Pete not realize that Finland-HAN is smsall land
'"Pete didn't realize that Finland is actually a small
country.’



{11) can only be taken as a report that Pete did not happen to utter
that exact sentence. (12) means that Pete failed to realize what
the speaker knows to be true. Both classes of verbs permit the
introduction of new information, whereas other factive verbs such as
tietdsd "to know' generally do not permit this, (13).

(13} *Pekka tiet8i ettd Suomi-han on pieni maa.
'Pekka knows that Finland is a small country, after all.®

Hakulinen (1976) likewize begins with a list of the functions
of —fhdn before moving on to one basic, but vague, meaning of the
clitic. Her Tour distinct meanings for =hdn include the
following:

1} appealing to the listener, informing him about an obvious
or known fact, or reminding him of what has been zaid before;
2} coming close to the meaning of an explanatory conjunction;
3) expressing something newly discovered or something that has
Jjust happened; 4) making the expression milder a) in
statements, implying possibility and doubts, b} to express
modesty or indifference, ¢} in polite questions, 4) in polite
requests, and e) by means of coming close Lo the meaning of a
copcessive conjunction. (Hakulinen 1976:54)

Following Lauri Karttunen, she further reduces these four vague
meanings to twoe basic ones:

1} when attached to a verb, -har softens up questions,
assertions, and commands; 2) when attached to the first
constituent of a declarative sentence, -han marks

something that has just occurred to the speaker, old truths of
current relevance, or objection. (Hakulinen 197655}

Finally, Hakulinen produces the following single, core meaning for
-hdm: "to mark a sentence as a reminder of familiar

information, and not as a conveyor of new information” {Hakulinen
1976:58). All of the various meanings that have been listed above
result from combinations of this core meaning with the basic meaning
of the sentence and its possible other implicaticns. As a marker of
given or familiar information, -A4r cooccurs with the theme of

the sentence, but not always attached to it. Tn sentences
containing a theme with no topic, the clitic is located after the
theme. PBut in a sentence containing a topic in additien to the
theme, the clitic follows the topic, but precedes the theme.

Hakulinen's approach here iz repeated in her ather, more
recent work (1984a,b), where she emphasizes the textual, cohesive
nature of -fdp and the other particle clitics.

Vilimaa—Blus (1985) takes issue with Hakulinen's 137G
approach. Vialimaa-Blum finds it odd tha. -fdw would msark a
seatence as containing given information, since new/given



information is already marked by word order in Finnish {i.e. thems
precedes rhome).  Since the vast majority of sentences contain given
information, Hakulinen's appreach would actually predict that

—fidn could be appropriate for the majority of sentences in the
language {unless one adopts Hakulinen's ‘scale of givenness®). It
is not. Instead, it is characteristic only of spoken Finnish --
interpersonal discourse rather than written style [Hakulinen and
Karlsson 1979:330; Hakulinen, Karlsson and Vilkuna 1980:121).

Valimaa—Blum takes a somewhat different tack from Hakulinen.
She concurs that -fdr conveys a conventicnal implicature, but
differs when she emphasizes that -hdn indicates new
information rather than given. V&limaa-Blum distinguishes between
two types of new information: new to the discourse wvs.
{conjtextually new. -hdn sipgnals newness of the latter sart,
It shows a deviation from an unmarked, neutral textual pattern. She
says that the function of -hdp iz to signal that the "the
proposition expressed by the sentence is new with respect to the
preceding (non)linguistic context™ {(19B5:1). Thus, Vilimaa-Rlum iz
able to take intoc account the numercus functicns of -fdn, as
well as the restrictions on its occurrence. First, -fdp reveals
the speaker's attitude toward the proposition as it relates to the
reat of the discourse. The absence of —hdn indicates a more
formal, less interperszonal style. Hence the greater occurrence in
spoken dialogue than in written dialogue. Second, it can only
cooccur with certain verbs — e.g. =sanoa, muistaa, huomata,
#lytda, and the like -- which are used, by convention, to
indirectly convey new information (Harttunen 1975a:15: Vdlimaa-Blum
1985:6).

In sum, | note some agreement among Hakulinen, Karttunen, and
Vilimaa-Blum. They all insist that -hdn plays 8 role in text
cohesion.

2.1.1.2. The Meaning Of -k0.

-k is the interrogative marker for ves/no questions (110
and for if/whether-type subordipnated clauses {15). Its presence is
abligatory in bolh construciions.

(14} On—ko Pertti naimisissa?
is=Q Pertti married
'"Is Pertti married?’

{15) En tiedd on—ko Pertti naimisissa.
I-not know is—0Q Pertti married
'T do not know whether/if Pertti 1s married.’

In the neutral ves/no and whether clauses, the finite verb is
pogitioned at the beginning of the sentence and the -k morphemse
is attached to it. In topicalized constructions, the topic is
placed in clause-initial pesition and -40 is attached Lo it
(16=-17):



(168) Pertti-k# on naimisissa?
Pertti—-Q is married
'Is it Pertti who is married?”

{17) Naimisissa-ko Pertti omn?
married-Q Pertti is
'Is it married that Pertti is?’

2.1.1.3. The Meaning Of -pA.

-pA iz usually described asz an emphasis marker, as in
(18-19). But Hakulinen (1984a:21-22) reports that, in addition, it
functions as some sort of interperscnal mitigator, i.c. opening a
text (20) (though this exampl~ is rather formulaic and oot
synchronically productive); as an addition of contrastivenesz fo a
focussed element {21); or as a hortative additicn to an imperative
(22). The following examples have been adapted from Hakulinen 19%da.

(18) On-pa td#Ell8 kuuma!
is—EMP here hot
'It sure is hot!’

{19) Se-pd oli yllitys!
it-EMP was surprise
"It certainly was a surprise!’

{20} Oli-pa kerran ...
was—EMP once
'Once upon a tima ...

{21} MINA-PA sielld kavin.
I-EMP there wvisited’
"It was I who went there.’

[22) Tule-pa t&nne.
ccme-EMP here
'Come here a bit.'

A similar list of functions can be found in Earttuncn (1975h),
who deacribes the diversity of the use:z of -p4: it expresses
certainty (23), something just cbserved {24}, intensity in
rhetorical questions {as an appeal to common knowledge (253 .°, "wou
see” ag the beginning of stories (26}, a 'concessive' {27), or
cont.adiction {28). Examples taken directly from Karttunen
(1975b:4):

(23) Eylla-pd oli hauska.
sure—EMP was fun
'It sure was fun.'

{24) Antti-pa se on.
Andy-EMP it is
"Why it's Andy.’
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(256} Kuka-pa ei muistaisi kuinoka ...
who~EMF not remember how
'Who wouldn’t remember how ...'

{26) Olisin-pa rikas!
would-be-EMP rich
'If only I were rich!’

(27) Oli-pa miten oli.
was-EMP how was
"It was as it was.'

(28) Et saa. Saan—pa.
not get get-EMP
'You may not. Yes, I may.’

The various functions of =pd fall out from its basic, but
vague, meaning({s) of emphasis and/or exclamation {expressing an
extreme or unexpected state of affairs -- Hakulinen 1984a:22]
coupled with the context it appears in. Hakulinen (1584b} lakes the
approach that -pd is an intersentential connector with an
interpersonal function.

2.1.1.4. The meanings of —kin —kdin

The meanings of —&im and -&ddn have been described by
a number of analysts, including Bstman {1977}, Karttunen (19T3a-c!,
Karttumen and Karttunen (1976}, Hakulinen and Karlsson (19797,
Hakulinen {1984a,b).

2.1.1.4.1 ~kin.

After =fidp, the clitic -kim has received the most

attention from Finnish linguists. Its basic meaning is 'alsa, ipo,
even' (Karttunen and Earttunen 1978) as in (29}, but it does not
have sentential scope under this meaning. In its sententlal scope
it has a textual function, and sttaches to the Finite verb [Ostman
1977%: see (30) below., In this function it indicates something
unexpected or, if expected, then as having heen learncd or being
under discussicn (Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979:328-30, Hakulinen
198da: 231 .

(297 Jusei-kin kavi kotona.
Jack -also went home
*Jack, too, went home, '

{30} a. Odatimme sadetta. Tuli-kin pouta,
expected rain came-alse fine
'We were expecting rain. Bubt it became nice.'

h. Odot inme sadetta. Sade tuli-kin.
expected rain rain came-alsc
'We were expecting rain.  And the rain did come.
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J, but in its local use it can occur anywhere (31,

{31) Jussi kidvi-kin kotona.
Jack went-also home
"Jack did too come home.®

(32) Jussi kévi kotona—kin
Jack went home -also
'Jack came HOME, too.'

In its textual function, -kip can also indicate emphasis.

{33) [Liisa on todellinen ystdva hadéssh. ]
'Liisa is a true friend in need.’

Eilen—kin han teki kaikki kotitehtfvani vaikka en edes pyytinyt

yvesterday—kin she did all homework-my though I not even asked

'Just yesterday she did all my homework though T didn't even
ask.’

S0 it seems that this emphatic use indicates that —kinp may also
be a second position elitic.l I discuss the significance of the
attachment properties of -kip in chapter 5.

2.1.1.4.2 —kAAn.

The pelar opposite of —kip 'also, even' is —kddn
'neither'. The two clitics are in complementary distribution with
respect to sentential negation. A chenge from affirmative to
negative in a sentence requires an automatic concurrent change from
-kin to —kddn. Compare {34) below with (31} above.

{34) Jussi ei kéynyt-k33n kotona.
Jack not gone-peither home
'Jack didn't go home after all.’

lnder certain circumstances the two clitics may stand in
contrast with each other, so that there is some sense in which the
two morphs constitute separate morphemes (Hakulinen and Karlsson

1979: 330).

(35) Ei-ko Swan—37 maksa—kaan 400 000 mk?
not—0 Swan-37 cost-npeither 400,000 marks
'The Swan—37 doesn’t cost 400,000 Finmmarks, does it??

(36) Ei-kd Swan-37 maksa-kin 400 000 mk?
not-Q Swan-3T cost-also 400,000 marks
'"The Swan=37 does cost 400,000 Finmarks, doesn't it?’

And as Hakulinen and Karlsson (1979:330°7 point out, the twa
sentences carry different implicatures. Nonetheless, I treat the
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two morphemes as egquivalents for the purposes of this dissertation,
since the substitution of one for the other is nearly completely
automatic.

2.1.1.5. Clitic combinations.

Most of the clitic concatenations are semantically
compositional, i.e. their meanings are to be predicted from the
meanings of the individual clitics (cf. Karttunen 1975h). A few
clitic combinations are not predictable inm that way. In particular,
the combination of clitics =-pd ... -Kin/kdAr can have a
specialized meaning (A, Hakulinen 19B4a), as the following example
demonstrates, I treat such clitic combinations as discontinuous
constituents., This discontinuous clitic compound marks a sentonce
like that in (37} as a textual mark of "an additional example of
something that has been prezented before [in the text], amd an
extreme example at that™ (Hakulinen 1984a:22).

(37) [NEmd linnut ovat alkaneet levitd Eteld-Sucmeenkin.’
'These birds have begun to spread to Scuth Finland, too.®

On—pa joitakin pariskuntia tavattu Hankoniemen kirjesti-kin
is—EMP some pairs met Hanko-peninsula’s end
'Some pairs have even been found at the very tip of the
Hanko peninsula.’

Similarly, the sequence —pd-hdn mav have a specialized
semantics. Generally -pd has an emphatic meaning, but in
combination with —fhdr it is used as a clarifier and appears
entirely without emphasis {Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979:330:. Since
the meaning of the —-pd—-fdp unit is non—compositional, I treat it
as a clitic compound.

{38) Ei se mies ollut mikéidn pelkuri, oli-pa han tavallinen Kelkuri.
not that man been any coward, was-EMP-HAN regular vagabond
"That man was not a coward, (he) was a regular vagabond. '’

In general it is alse possible to predict which clitics may
cooccur or may oot cooccur on the basis of their bhasic meanings:
see the brief discussions in Karttunen (1975b) and Karlsson [1983.
I deal with this matter in section 2.1.3.

Penttild (1957:556-9) lists other compound combinations -- not

clitic compounds, but discontinuous word + clitic compounds. Jops

-kin *even ... too', Jog ... =kin "if ... alse’, niin
ros KUIR ... =Kip "both ... and also’, miip ... Jos ... -kin
*thus ... if ... too', niio fyvin ... kwin ... =kin* as well
as ... too', vaf ... =R 'or ... ?"(also =RO wal}. But to
my knowledge these are fully compositional in their semantics and
syntax.
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with another word to form a pon-—compeositional, morphologically
frozen unit. First there is walkkapa 'well, say, even', from
vaikka "although plus =-pd. Although waikka is a

conjunction, and thus ought te be zentence-ipitial, and -pd
likewise is a second position clitic, waikkaps may be used in
other positicns in the sentence than initial position:

(39) Lihdet8in hucmenna vaikkapa Pohjois—Karjalaan.
Let's leave tomorrow well North Earelia-ILL

'Let’s leave tomorrow, say, for North Karelia. ({Any old
place will do, but I suggest this one.}’

And second there is Jjopa 'even’, from adverb o 'already’
plus clitic —-pd. .Jopa likewize has a great deal of
syntactic freedom [uncharacteristic of true clitic -pd) and
lacks semantic compositionality.

2.1.2., o0Other Morphemes That Have Been Analysed As Clitics.

The literature on Fimnnish particle clitics includes several
ather morphemes which have been claimed to be clities. In this
gection I examine these putative clitics, and in some instapces, T
argue that the morphemes in question are not, in fact, clities, but
are affixal in nature. In other instances, I come to no conclusions
concerning the putative clitics, since I have insufficient data on
them.

2.1.2.1. The meaning of -=.

The putative clitic -5 is described as a marker of
informality (Harttunmen 1975a, 1970c; Hakulinen and Karlsson
1979:227). Again, the contribution of =s to the meaning of a
sentence can only be pinpointed by taking into account the meaning
of the whole sentence. HKarttunen (19753c¢) tells us that

-% ig very comson in colloguial Finnish, te the peint that
the omission of an expected -s makes a sentence sound
brusque and unfriendly rather than merely neutral. ...When
strong assertions are made with —pa, they usually contaln
-5, too, and the assertion iz both direct and personal.
Again, how this feels depends on the situation. Generally the
omission of -5 in speech has a negative feeling, but in a
gituation calling for deference, - could feel rude.
Deference is part of pleading, and when an imperative is a
plea rather than a command, -s is completely excluded, as
are —har and -pa.

(Karttunen 1975¢c: 235-36)

Earttunen includes —s among the particle clitios only
because it fita inte her clitic (ordering) grid (Karttuoen 1975b):

14
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~kin ~ko ~han
-kaan -pa -5

The morphemes —= and —hdn are mutually exclusive. They can
both attach to the firat constituent of a clause or to another
clitic {e.g. —=&0-hdn, -&0--=), but not to each other (#f-s-fdn,
*#-hdn-%) .

Tn this dissertation I take the position that -s is nolt a
true clitic. I adopt this stand because -5 exhibits more
affixal behavier than the other particle clitics. As I nete in
gection 2.2, the particle clitics are extremely promiscuous in host
gelection —— they attach to virtually anv word class. Affixes, on
the other hand, are generally more selective in hoslk attachment
{Fwicky and Pullum 1983). For instance, the Finnish allative suffix
-11# attaches only to nominal word forms == nouns, adjectives
and nominalized werbs, never to Finite verbs [ #fsufa-ile 'sing
[ALLY'Y. The morpheme -5 displays a somewhat restricted hest
selection, insofar as it cannot attach to just anything. The hosts
for -5 can be listed: the asecond person imperative verhs,
interrogative {and relative} proncuns, and certain particle clitics
{ -k, —pdi; ses Karttunen 1975c and Penttila 1957:121. In
addition, Penttild reports that -g attaches to et and
Jotfa in their interjective uses, and to a present passive verb
form (in which case the final » of the tA-An morphemes is
replaced by the -5, and the meaning becomes exhortative!. The
following sentences, from Penttild 1767:121, exemplify the host
requirements:

(41} Second person imperative:

a. Tule-s tanne!
come—TFL here
"Come here!!

b. Olkaa=s nyt hiljaa!
be-PL-IFL now quiet
'Be quiel now!?

{42 Interrogative and relative proncuns:

a. Mita-s tami on?
i What-IFL this is
'What is this?'

b. VYaimo, jonka-s minulle anpait
wife that-TFL me—-ic gave-2350
"The wife that you gave me'

c. FKuinka-s sitten kivi?
how-IFL then  went
*How did it go, then?’




16

il

a. Etti-s viitsitte!
that-IFL joke—2PL
"That you are joking!"

b. Jotte—s tieddt!
by—which-IFL know—25G
"By which vou know!"

(44) Particle clitics:

a. Tule-pa-s ténne !
come-EMP=IFL here
"Come here!’

b. EKuka-pa—s sen tietdd?
who—EMP-IFL it knows
'Who knows that?'

¢, Témé-ki-z huutamaan?
this-@-IFL yell-ILL
"And this one [started] to yell?'

In fact, all of the -5 forms may be seen as lexicalized
variants, rather than the result of an -5 attachment rule, The
forme ettéds and Jjoffss can be viewed as variants of efid
and Jofta. Particle clitics -pd and -AC have "informal”
variants -pds and —-kfs; the imperative morphemes (28G)

“—g™ {ag described in section 2.3.a) and (2PL) -kdd have

variants -# (where =g replaces the -v of the 253

morpheme) and -kdds, respectively; and the interrogatiwve/

relative pronouns all have variants ending in -s. Lexicalized
variants may exist for other words and morphemes as well, =.g.
kyllds in (45) as an alternative to regular fpifa.  And the

list may be expanded by the addition of other morphemes (such as the
dialectal present passive —fdds).

(45} Kylld-s zen itsekin hyvin tiedat.
certainly-IFL it self-too well know=25G
'Certainly you yourself know it well'

In other words, a fairly short list of morphemes that take
-z can easily be compiled, as in (46). It is not true, however,
that under this hypothesis all imperative verbs are to be listed in
the lexicon. Instead, -s variants are given as part of the
imperative morpheme, not as separate entries of word-forms in the
lexicon.
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(46) 28C imperative -z
2PL imperative -idds
Interrogative (and relative) proncuns kukasz, mikdz, Jokas,
kuinkas, ete, and members of their paradigms
ettds and jottas
Particle clitics —pds, -k0s
{and dialectal present passive —fdds)

Apparently no general rule covers the attachment of —z —— its
"hosts” are a list of idicsyntactically selected morphemes. Since
there is no reason that - must be analysed as a clitic, T

do not include it with my discussion of the other particle clitics.
Instead, I consider it lexicalized.

2.1.2.2. Om =kd.

Finnish has two morphemes -k4 which are traditionally
considered clitics. I have discussed both in some detail elsewhere
{Nevis 19B4c). One is the 'lative’? —fd found attached to
interrogative and relative pronouns (e.g. Joane ——  Jjonne—ka
‘whither’). The other is the negative copulative conjunction
-k4, which attaches to the negative verb, and has the meaning
'and’. Tt is this latter clitic that interests us now. IE might be
considered a ¢litic rather than strictly affixal insefar as it
attaches outside the person and number inflections on the negative
verb. In (47) -k& clearly lies outside the -p,-f, etc.
inflecticnal morphemes which mark person and number.

(47} en-k& "and I not'
et-kd 'and you (5G) not'
ei-ki# 'and he/shefit not’
emme-kE 'and we pot'
ette-kd 'and you (PL) not’
eivdt-kd 'and they not®

The syntactic status of -k4 is implied by it=s
complementary distribution with the regular copulative conjunction
Ja 'and”. The negative verb may cooccur with either -&4 or
Ja, but not both. In addition, -kd does not attach to
anything but the negative verb {i.e. not to affirmative verbs, nor
to other negative words!. In the following, (18! and (49} have the
same meaning., (49) is not terribly good {yet nmot toially
ungrammatical either): (507 is clearly ungrammatical.

(48) Lihden ulkomaille en—ki tule takaisin.
go-15G abroad not-and come back
'l am going abroad and (I am) not coming back.’

(49} Lihden ulkomaille ja en tule takaisin.
'I am going abroad and (I am} not coming back.’

(50} *Lihden ulkomaille ja en-kd tule takaisin.
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{clogely related} Harelian. The difference between the languamgos,
apparently, is the presence of vowel harmony in Finnish (indicating
an intimate phonalogical relationship between the host and -kd)
and its absence in Earelian (indicating that ks is a full word).

In spite of the syntactic functien and the morphetactic
properties that point to a clitic analysis for —&d in Finnish, I
exclude this morpheme from my corpus of Finnish sentential clitics.
The productivity of the particle clities {without including -s!
surely forces us to treat them as syntactic phenomena. By
comparison, clitic -k4 appears in only eleven word-forms — imn
the six non—imperative forms of negative e— (47) and in its five
imperative forms (51).

(51} @lé-k& "and don’t (5G)°
dlkoon-kd "and don’t let him/ her/it’
dlkddme—kE "and let's not, and don’t let’s’
dlkad-kd "and don't (FL)'
alkott-kd 'and don't let them®

The small number of word-forms in which -&d4 cccurs might easily

be accounted for in an inflectional paradipgm, rather than being
generated via cliticization. Affixal copulative conjunction —kd
iz a relic of a former productive clitic at an earlier stage of the
language, Relics of =44 also appear in lexicalized word-forms
such as elikkd ‘or’, tafhlikka ‘er’, vaikka ‘although’, =sekd
‘hoth®, and Joka 'every' [(Meviz 1985a). In a similar line,
Hakulinen and Harlsson (1979:327) say that -&d is highly
restricted in use, practically lexicalized.

2.1.2.3. Other Clities.

Penttild (1957) mentions a few other c¢litics that cccur in
Finnizh dialects. I liast these here for the sake of completeness,
but I leave them out of the reat of the dissertation, hecawse T do
not have enough information concerning their distribution. So far
as I can tell, there are po facts in these dialectal forms that
cannet be accounted for in my approach to the other particle elitics.

Some dialects have -md as a clitic. Penttild (1957:119)
cites three instances from various Finnish literary sources (52-517.

(52 hdrnd&n-ma hinta huomenna.
tease—I him/her tomorrow
'I"11 tease her/him tomorrew,’

{53) ajattelin, ettd otan-ma-han tuon, =illd muitakaan en saa.
thought-15G that take—I-HAN that by-which others not got
'I thought that I will take that, since I won't get any others®

{54) kiertelen-mé=hidn vield muutamia vuosia.
circle-I-HAN s5till several years
'T will circle for still several years.'



Penttild also cites Juwlemma I think' ¢ Juwlen miin)d lit.

"think I' (and its wvariant Juelenma), which is to be found in
Standard Finnish -— presumsably as a lexicalized entry. There are,
to be sure, other such lexicalized words in Finnish, a.g. nd ]

'I see' { pdeg m{in)d lit. 'see I'. In Penttild's examples, the
clitic -m4 appears in sentential second position, as do ather
particle clitics -fdn, —pd, &3, but in these examples it also
appears altached to the finite werb, as does clitic -&in/=kddm.

Its meaning is not, however, that of a 'particle’, but pronominal in
nature. I do not, therefore, consider —md a sentential elitic.
Instead, it would be easy to view -md as a cliticized wversion of

the pronoun m& (a shortened variant of ming) when it

satisfies certain conditions on syntactic positioning (either in 2P
or after the finite verb, or both). Even if it were to turn out
that -m4 i= a sentential eclitie, it would not be a problem for

my approach, since it would then be just another sentential second
position clitie.

Fenttild (1957:119) mentions another clitie, -std, which
tin contrast to -md) apparently is a sentential clitic., Tt is
the clitic counterpart to the adverb sit# discussed in seclion
3.2.5. Again, -std is not included in my ceorpus of particle
clitics, due to my ignorance of its distribulion facts.

2.1.3. The Syntactic Structures of the Particle Clitics,

The morphemes =fidn, -pd, -k sre enclitic to the first
constituent of the. sentence. This well-known principle for locoting
sentential clitics is called Wackernagel's Law, after Jacoh
Wackernagel®s (18392} classic exposition of {ancient! Indo Furopean
sentential elitic (and ‘"quasi-clitic’} particles, though [ prefer to
use the term ‘second position’ to refer to lhis slot. Socond
position can mean different things in different languages -- for
Ancient Greek second position means after the first word (Haisse
19RG:80), for Finnish it means after the first constituent, and for
luisefioc it can mean either (Haisse 1985;B5FF, Pullum 1981: Stecle ot
al. 1981).

Although it is true that —hdm, -pd, -4 occur after the
initially positioned constituent of a clause, attached ta the last
word of that constituent, as in nearly all of the examples above,
under certain circumstances they attach to some other word of this
preceding constituent.

First, when some material intervenes between the head noun of
an NP and the clitic, the clitic will attach not to the last word of
the preceding constituent, but to the head noun. This situation can
be found when a relative clause follows its head, rather than
preceding it, as in (55}.

(55) vanha mies-hén, joka smespui eilen ...
old  man -HAN who arrived vesterday
"The old man, who arrived yesterday ...
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te head noun mies.

The second situation in which second position clitic
attachment is not to the last word of the initially pesitiocned
constituent involves a Hﬂhpronuuna in an NP, as (58).

(56) Misséi~hin maassa me olemme nyt?
what-HAN land we are now
'In what land are we now, I wonder?®

*? Missd maassa—han me olemme nyt?

It is not clear to me whether or nmot this second exception is the
result of topicalization. Topicalizatien is responsible for the
difference between {57) and (58) below, where il looks as if there
is optional attachment in an NP between the head noun avfon and
the adjective wuden.

(57) Uuden auton—han hén osti
new car—-HAN s/he bought
'It was a new CAR that he/she bought.’

{58) Uuden—han auton hin osti
new —HAN car s/he bought
'It was a NEW car that he/she bought.®

I show in chapter 3.2.7 that topicalizatien is a syntactic rule that
makes the topic an immediate daughter of the 5 node, so that n topic
like uwden in (58) above will count as the first constituent in

the clause. T will henceforth assume that the WH-word is an
instance of topicalization.

In examples of topicalization of a subconstituent out of an
NP, such as (58), the rest of the NP is generally not separated from
its topicalized part in the clause; this is just a tendency in the
language, since there are examples in which the NP can be broken
up. Compare Karttunen's {1975a:41) examples, repeated here as
(59a-b), in which the adverb kewin freely leaves its NP for
fronting. Admittedly these examples are not very good, but not
completely ungrammatical either..

(59) a. Sind olet vield kovin nuori.
you are still quite young
"You are still quite voung.'

b. Fovin sind olet vield nuori.
quite you are still young
'"You are still AWFULLY young.'
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Attachment to the head and to a WH-word is due Lo a special
syntactic operation. I will present an account of these
morpheme-pecul iar facts in chapter 4.2. MNote here that the default
instance in cliticization is posilioning after a constituent, rather
than within a constituent.

In sum, then, the syntactic side of clitic positioning places
-hdn, -pd, and -A&2 in clausal second position {i.e. after
the first constituent of the clause, or in the special insiances,
within an initially located NP). The phonological side of
cliticization will merely require the attachment of Lhese clitics to
the word that immediately precedes it.

The above facts hold for second position clitics —bdm, —pd
and &0, but not for —kin/-k4dn. This last clitic attaches
to the finite verb in its sentential use — see chapter 5.3.

There are also some facts which indicate that the attachment
of the particle clitics can be blocked. The particle clitics will
not attach to copjunctions, because conjunctions are not actually
part of the clause in which the cliticsz occur. The zecond
positioned particle clitics attach to an initially positioned
sister in its 5 domain. For conjunctions [ assume a different
structure:

(607 5
CONI 5

This assumption accounts for the unacceptability of ‘8613,
where the clitic -hdrm is attached to the conjunction mutfa,
as well as for the acceptability of (62}, where =hdn attaches to
the first constituent Jussi in its 3 domain.

{61} ®Mutta—han Jussi ei ole sairas.
but -HAN Jack not be sick

(B2} Mutta Jussi-han ei ole sairas.
but Jack -HAN not be sick
"But Jack is not sick after all.’

These attachment facts can be used to determine whether a word i= a
true conjunction or just a semantically related connective adverhb,
In {B3}, for instance, the word miksi is not a conjuncticn,

zince it behaves az a daughter of 5 rather than a sister of 5 for
the purposes of clitic attachment.

(B3) Miksi-han Jussi ei ole sairas?
Why -HAN Jack not be sick
'Why isn't Jack gick, after all?’
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compatibility. An example of this is Mn_;unctlm—l ike Jos,
which accepts attachment of -pd, but not =hdn or

{B4) M3 en tiedd jos =zinne voizi jo WENDE .
I not know if there could already go
'T do not know if one could go there already.’
{a) ...%jos~han ...
(b) ::: Jjos—pa ...
{c) ...%jos-ko ...

These clitics are comparatively rare in subordinated clauses, so it
is not an easy task to find good examples of subordinators
cooccurring with particle clitics. In {64b), jos plus clitic

-pd 1s acceptable; in (B4a) and (Bdc) the Jos plus clitic
combination is not. In (B4a) this unacceptablity arises because
-hdn requires that the subordinated clause be true (of, 2.1.1.1)

~— (en tiedd) jos '{I do not know) if' indicates that the truth

of the clause is in doubt. In (Bdec) both Jos and —40 are
subordinators, and cannot therefore occur in the same clause {though
-k0 iz pleonastic in connecticn with words elsewhere).

Eaisse (1985)% notes that second position cliticization
interacts with another cliticization rule, namely negative
cliticization onto certain complementizers (65).

(65) a. Mutta Jussi ei ole sairas.
but Jack not be sick
'But Jack is not sick.’

b. Muttei Jussi ole sairas.
*But Jack is not sick."

Other examples include the complementizers in {665,

(66) vaikkei < vaikka ei "although not’
ettei ¢ etta ei 'that not’
jollei < jos ei *if not?
[ellei is a variant of Jollei. ]

When the negative verb (here ef) serves as the host for a sccond
position clitic {e.g. -hdn), negative cliticization is not
permitted.
(67) a. Mutta ei-hi#n Jussi ole sairas.
b. #Mutt'ei-hin Jussi ole sairas.
[{67b) is unacceptable with main stress on the mut- syllable,

but completely acceptable with main stress on the e syllable.
1 comment on thiz below. ]
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Kaisse (1982:11) points out that connective miksi does
permit both cliticizations:

(BB} a. Miksi Jussi ei ole sairas?
why Jack not be sick
'Why isn't Jack sick?’

b. Miksei-h#n Juszi ole sairas?’

Miksi is not a true complementizer, but is instead the first

word of the clause in which the clitic accurs, as in (69).

Miksel is likewise different from the examples above, (6Th) for
instance, becouse it behaves like a single morpheme rather than a
contraction of a complementizer and a following negative verb. This
fact is clear from stress assigmment, according to which we expect
main stress on the initial sylleble of a word. Mutteihdn is
acceptable only if stresa falls on the negative verb er (i.e.
muttsihdn), but not if stress falls on the initial syllable

{ #miitteihdin); hence the cliticization of the zeparate words

mutta and ei is revealed. In compariscn, mikseifidn has
stresz only on the initial syllable {i.e. mikseihdn, wgir-['.
points to a monomorphemic analysis for the word mikses. Thus
mikseihdn iz not due to a rule of negative cliticization.

{69) Miksi-hidn Jussi ei ole sairas?
'Why isn't Jack sick, I wonder?’

The facts and analysis I offer above are just suggestive of
work that needs to be done on the interaction of complementizers
{i.e. conjunctions and subordinators) and/or connective adverbs with
particle clitics and negative cliticization. T believe that, il
semant ic compatibility is present, the location of the particle
clitics in a clause can be used to determine the
conjunction/connective status of a word. In other words, if a
particle clitic like —hdw attaches to the word in question, that
word is a connective; if the clitic attaches to the first
constituent after the word in question (e.g. (67a! abowve), then that
word is a conjunction.

2.2. Syntax vs. the Lexicon.

The relevance of syntax to a description of these purticle
clitics needs to be established. I will argue in gsection 2.3 that
the particle clitics of Finnish are lexemes rather than inflectional
or derivaticonal affixes. Here, however, [ demonstrate that the
particle clitics are not to be listed in the lexicon alongside their
hosts. They are bound morphemes, but their positioning and
attachment is not duec to morphology as in the case of regular
affixation or compounding. The host+clitic construct is, instead, a
result of syntax and cliticizalion.
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the assumption that it is an affix unless otherwise demonstrated
(Zwicky 1984a:152). In the case of the particle clitics, we can
indeed demonstrate on three grounds that the morphemes in question
ara not affixes. First, there is the problem of the near-absolute
productivity in host+clitic combination — the clitics are
promiscucus in host selection., Second, one must meke a statement
about the linear positioning of the morpheme in the zentence,
something morphology never deoes. And third, one must be able to
handle optional locations within the phrase.

The particle clitics exhibit extreme productivity in host
zelection; they combine with almost anything (though with certain
semantic reatrictions). 1In this regard, cliticthost combinations
are much more like word+word combinations tham like affix+ztem
combinations {Zwicky 1984a:152). Inflecticnal affixes have
word-class restrictions on the stems to which they attach, and aften
display gaps in combining with certain stems (Zwicky and Pullum
1983). But in the casze of the particle clitics there arc no
arbitrary gaps -- only gaps predictable from the semantic properties
of the lexemes in question. If the particle clitics were lo be
listed in the lexicon with their hosts, every word in the language
would be listed several times, first alome, then with one or more of
the clitics.

Thus alcngside Helsinki, to take one example, there would
be Selsinki-kd, Helsinki-hén, Helsinki-p&, Helsinki-kd-han,
Helsinki-pa—=han, Felsinki-ki-=, etc. Then, in the genitive:
Helsingin, Helsingin=kd, Felsingin-han, Helsingin-pa, and so
forth for all thirteen productive ceses and two numbers. Karlssan
f1983:356, 1984a:3, 1984b:4) has pointed ocut that if particle
clitics were included in the paradigm for nouns, the number of
word-forms in each paradigm would expand to arcund 2000, For verhs
the number would be approximately 18,000 (Karlssen 1983:356-7,
1984a:3-4). The promiscuity of clitica with respeact to host
selection is apparent here.

Following fwicky (1985a) we can distinguish between inFflection
and cliticization an the one hand and derivation on the ather:

Rules of [inflection and cliticization] are purely
realizational, while the rules of word formatiom involve, in
addition to morphophonological cperations, principles of
semantic interpretation and two types of morphosyntactic
conditions: input conditions, on the base{s] to which a rule
applies; and output conditions, specifying the category and
morphosyntactic features of the word formed hy the rule.
{Zwicky 19B5a:fn 3}

The vast numbers of word-forms in the extended nominal and verbal
paradigms are indicative of the ¢litice® promiscuity in host
gelaection. And there are (for these clities! ne morphosyntactic
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input and output conditioms, nor are there any special semantic
interpretation principles needed (as in word formation rules).

One must still make a statement about linear ordering within
the sentence. The exact positioning of the clitics has to make
reference to the sentence as a whole, because the clitics -fdn,
=pd, and -k are placed in the second positicn of the
sentence, attached to the first constituent.’ Such reference to
syntax is not common for an affix. Further, in the GPSG framework T
adopt in chapter 3. syntactic rules may not have recourse to
information of the merphological structure of a word.

The third problem iz the optional lecation of the cliticg
within the phrase. There is tvpically strict ordering of morphemes
within the word, but looser ordering within the phrase (Zwicky
1977:71. HKarttunen (1975a:42) offers the Tollowing example of
optional location within the phrase:

(70} a. Némé monet hyvin kauniit omenat han
These many very pretty apples-HAN

b. Ném#i-héin monet hyvin kauniit omenat
These—HAN many wvery pretty apples

In (70} the clitic =fdn may attach either to the last word in
the phrase (here, the head noun) or to the initial determiner of an
NP.

I have prescnted three reasons to exclude clitic attachment
from the lexicon: host=-clitic combinations are too productive, too
decomposable, and too numerous to list in the lexicon. In additian,
clitic groups function like full words in their syntax though not,
of course, in their phonology). It iz therefare nol likely that
productive, decomposable complex phrases are to be listed in the
lexicon alongside other lexical entries.

Now that I have demonstrated that the placement of the second
position clitics is a matter for synlax, T have to determine the
syntactic status of these morphemes. This is the subject af the
next subsection.

2.3. The Clitic Status of the Particle Clitics.

In syntax, there is (at least] a distincticn between the
lexeme and the affix. Affixes, I assume hereafter, are assembled in
the syntax as feature complexes, but not as constituents in phrase
structures, whereas lexemes do appear as constituents. This binary
distinction correlates well with many chservaticns about the
behavior of lexemes and affixes. Lexemes may acht as governars,
affixes may not. Features sometimes are determined via agreement:
words typically are not.
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Following Matthews (1972,1974) and Zwicky [IEBEaPI 1 asaums

at morphosyntactic prapcr{1ss are Jistributqd in the gyniax of
grammar as features, and that the morphosyntactic featupres are
realized {via rules of exponence} as morpho{phono) logical
proceases in the morphological component. (Bundles of)
morphosyntatic features may correspond to the morphs/processes that
realize them in a one-to-one fashion, but not hecessarily so.
According to Matthews (1972:ch. B} there can be fused and cumulative
exponence, as well as extended and overlapping exponence. There can
be, then, many-to-one correspondence, one-to-many correspondence,
ane-to-none, none—to—one, etc. in the match-up of morphosyntactic
features and merphophonological cperations.

Wow, in order to determine the status of a morpheme, we Eurn
to the tests given by Zwicky and Pullum {1983) and by Zwicky
(1984a). Zwicky and Pullum {1983} offer criteria to distinguish the
behavior of an affix from that of a clitic. Zwicky (1984a) focuszes
on distinguishing a clitic from a word. Both works utilize tests
rather than definitions — that is, characteristic symptoms of words
and affixes as opposed to invariant properties. Clitics, it will he
seen, lie partway between words and affixes, exhibiting some
word-like and some affix-like symptoms.

In this section I compare the particle clitics to full words
ot the one hand and to affixes on the other, demonstrating the mixed
status of the morphemes in question. Section 2.4 contains twe
interpretationa of the results: the treatment of clitics as a
theoretical construct (separate from the Frammatical word, or
lexeme, and the affix), or as a non-basic category (bound word vs,
phrasal affix).

Clitics exhibit some word-like properties and some affixal
properties. One can contrast clitics and words by using the tests
listed in Zwicky 15B4a. I apply the tests to the particle clitics
and, by way of comparison, to the inflected word korjasi
'repaired, fixed'. When reference to an inflectional affix is
needed, I use the illative (=JJ&), Words may combine into
phonelogical and prosodic units called phonological phrases,
whereas clitics and affixes combine with lexemes into phonological
words. In the following T contrast the phonclogical word with the
phonological phrase (a-c).

a. Internal/external sandhi

Internal sandhi rules apply only within phonological words;
external sandhi rules apply within phonclogical phrases. A& marpheme
affected by or conditioning an internal sandhi rule is affixal in
nature; one that is affected by or conditioning a rule of external
sandhi is an independent word.

Finnish has several relevant sandhi rulea — word=initial
gemination and word-final t-assimilation are good examples of
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external sandhi phonological rules, and are indicative of word
boundaries rather than elitic or affix boundaries. &Slem formation,
on the other hand, is a clear indication of werd-internal sandhi.
Morphemes that are subject to this rule belong to the phonelogical
word; morphemes that are not subject to it belong to separate words,

Word-initial gemination takes place between adjacent full
waords, but never between a stem and its affix. It is &
marphophonemic {or "morphophonetic’ since it affects aphonematic
glottal contraction ["] and glottal stop [?] as well) rule that will
geminate the initial consonant of a word following certain morphemes
and morpheme classes. It is often indicated by a raised /%/ asz
represented by vene® 'boat', menng® 'to go’, tule* ‘come!’,
bietysti® "of course’, taleonse™ 'his/her/their house’. For example,
in the phrase vene tulee 'the boat comes', the final /*/ of vene
triggers gemination of the /t/ in tulee, and we get [venet:ule:].
On the subject of word-initial gemination, see HKarlsson 1933:348fF
and references therein.

In this regard, the particle clitics behave like independeni
words. We find [venek:in, men:&k:5, tulep:a, tietwystik:inm,
talonsah:an] rather than #*[venekin, men:idkd, tulepa, tietystikin,
talonsahan].

Word-final t-assimilatiom, ap optional rule, likewise
applies across word boundaries (e.g. mished fualivaf
Imiehek:uclivat] "the men died®, samenut sinuiie
[sanonus: inul:e] "said to you®) but not within words (e.g. pithd

*¥[pik:d] "long’, Jo—¢—ke ¥[jok:a] 'which (PLURAL}'}. Again, the
particle clitics pattern with the independent words by permlitting
t-azsimilation: er tieonpekdan [en tien:wyk:&:nl. This ability

to undergo external sandhi ruleas constitutes a strong argument that
the particle clitics are full words.

k. Prosedic phonclogy.

Zwicky (1984n) states:

Rulea of sandhi affect segmental foatures. But rules of
progsodic phanolegy=-rules assigning accent, tona, or
length——can also be sensitive to the distinction between
phonalogical words and phonclogical phrases, in that the
domain within which a prosodic feature is distributed can
be either the phonological word or the phonological
phraze {or some olher prosodic unit, like the syllable].
Conzequently if an element counts as belonging to ko a
phonological word for the purposes of accent, tone, or
length assignment, then it ought te be a clitic rathar
than a word on its own. And if an element counts as
belonging to a phonological phrase for these purposes, it
cught to be an independent word rather than a clilic
{Zwicky 1984a: 1510 '
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The accentual pattern of the Finnish phnnnlnficnl word is ope

ul aI ernating stress, slar[:ng w;EL initial primary stress;
secondary stress falls then on every other syllable except the last,
e.§. kayvtdnndllisdsss 'useful INESSIVE®, kirjoitéttavissa

'being written'. (Certasin exceptional patterns are ignored here far
the sake of simplicity — see Karlsson 18983:151). In this instance
the particle clitics behave as proper subparts of words:

{71} a. Péruna {*pérund) késvaa. 'The potato grows.®
b.  Pérundhan késvaa. °‘The potato grows, you know.’
= Lintakdhan? *Some snow??

In (Tla) #pdrund ias wrong because secondary stress is falling on

a word-final final syllable. When a particle clitic is attached ta
the word, them the =-na syllable is no longer word-final, so
secondary stress is acceptable in {71b}. Multiple instances of
particle clitica behave as if they were proper subparts of words ——
the third syllable, nonfinal &o in (71b} has secondary stress

Just like a veritable affix.

From this test we should conclude that the particle clitics
are affixes.

c.__ Word/phrase domain in segmental phonology.

By this Zwicky intends phonclogical rules that affect
sepgmental features, yet at the same time, are prosodic in nature
because their domains of applicability are prosodic domains.
Finnish has one such rule — vowel harmony — whereby vawels in o
phoenological word must agree in tengue advancement (with two
"neutral’ vowels /1 ef), operating in a left-to-right fashion.
Yowel harmony does not apply across words, only within words:

(72) a. tule-gga -- ¥tule-szsd ‘in the fire’
b hidne-ssd — *hane-ssa '"in him/her’

but:
c. tulee hi&n (— %*han) ‘comes he/shsa’

The particle clitics act as proper subparts of words for the
purpeses of vowel harmony:

(T3) tulee-han —- *tulee-hdn 'comes'
tulee-ko — *tulee-kd fcomes Q°
tule-pa -- #tule-pd ‘da come!’
ei tullutkaan -- #ei tullutké@n ‘didn’t even come’

Again, the particle clitics behave as if they were affixes.

d. Binding.

Tests d-g are morphological tests which rely on ochservalions
about the different morphological behavior of affixes and words.
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Zwicky states:

We expect bound elements to be affixes, frec elcments o
constitute independent words. (1984a:152:

As bound elements, the particle clitics are more affixal and less
word=1like than independent words. This can used as supportive
evidence only, since not all bound elements are affizes (cf. the
cranberry morphs cited in Aronoff 1976:10ff).

e. Closure.

According to EZwicky it is typical that certain inflectional
affixes 'close off® words to further affixation., An element that
closes off combinations to affixation is an affix or a clitic rather
than a full word. In the Finnish phonological word, case endings
close off words to further (derivational and inflecticnal!
affixation, but not to clitiecs (i.e., possessive suffisxes or particle
clitiecs):

ROOT - DERIVATION® - NUMBER - CASE - POSSESSIVE SUFFIX - CLITIC*

{The asterisks here indicate possible multiple occurrences of a
particular ending class.) In thiz scheme, CASE closes off
inflectional {and derivational} affixation, POSSESSIVE SUFFIX closes
off the rest of inflectional morphology, and CLITIC cleoses off the
rest of morphological combination.® Mo bound {inflectiocnal or
derivational) morpheme may be added after CLITIC. Thus CLITIC can
be seen to cause absolute closure (while POESESSIVE SUFFIX

triggers morpholeogical closure and CASE causes affixal closure’.

This test is not conclusive, but under it the particle clitins
are compatible with a word analysis.

f. Construction.

In Finnish, inflectional affixes combine with stems, whereas
wards combine with other words or phrases. An element whose
distribution is stated in terms of its ability ts combine with stems
is an affix. An element that combines with (potentially® mulbi-word
phrases is an independent word. Because the particle clitics do
not combine with stems, and because they do attach te fully
formed words and phrases, the particle clitics are clearly word-like
on this criterion, as c¢an be seen from the following allomerphy
facta.

Stem allomorphy is conditicned by affixes, never by full
words. OF the stem types below, only those in the first column
combine with words, while those in column twe combine with afFixes
fcf. the allative in column three!:
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WORD STEM ALLATIVE GLOSS

lely Je!e— kielEfllg ' tongue"
kaisi kdte- ldde-11le *hand'
hevonenll hevoge- hevose-1le 'horse
vene Vemnee- venee—]1le "boat'
varis varikse- varikse-lle "blackbhird®
kirves kirvea= kirvee-lle ‘ax'
Johdin Johtime- Johtime—1le 'derivative’
askel askele- askele-1le 'step’
lvhyt 1vhye— lyhye-11e 'short?

Likewise the comparative, superlative, and caritive morphemes have
sandhi-determined allomorphy differences:

iso=mpi iso-mpa- ise-mma-1lell  *higger

iso—in izo=impa= izso-imme-1lle!l! 'higgest’

raha—ton raha-ttema- raha—{toma-1le ’penniless, without
maney’

A morpheme conditioning stem allomorphy is sn affix; a morpheme
failing to condition stem allemorphy is a full word. Here the
particle clitics pattern with the full words -- thev attach to
nominatives rather than stems: Aieli-han [#kfele-hén). We have
now strong evidence that these are words.

£. Ordering.

The ordering of o morphems with respect to adjacent morphemes
is indicative of the word/affix status of that morpheme. Frasr
ordering is typical of full words, e.g. (Hakulinen & Karlsson
1979: 160-1)

(74} m. Leena korjaei laituria koko iltapiivin.
b. Laituria Leena korjasi koko iltapdivdn,
c. Keoko iltapdivdn Leena korjasi laituria.
d. Koko iltapdivan laituria korjssi Leena.
e. Rorjasi Leenn laituria koko iltapdivin.

"Leena repaired the dock all evening.’

Strict ordering is tvpical of (especially inflectional} affixes:
(751 linnu-i-1le -— *lipnu=1le-i 'to the birds®

The clitics show indeterminant behavior here. On the one hand, the
particle clitice show strict ordering with respect to surrounding
morphemes; on the other, they exhibit a slight degree of Troedom os
exemplified in 2.3.2 above. In a phrase such as the following NP the
clitic —fdn may fall in either of two slots:

(T6) a. ndmd kauniit omenat-fsp *these very pretty apples’
b. nimi-hdr kauniil cmemat ‘ibid, '



In this ctherwise free constituent order language the [rathar)
strict positioning of the clitics within the sentence stands out as
atypical of ayntactic words. In sum, then, the particle clitics are
atypical affixes insofar as they show a certain degree of freedcm
and atypical as words in that they lack the full freedom of
independent words. HNot all independent words in Finmish exhibit
gyntactic freedom in ordering, as I point out inm section 2.4 below,
uging several adverbs in the same semantic realm az the particle
clitics. Thus, this test is inconclusive.

h. Distribution.

Typically the distribution of an affix is governed by a single
principle. The illative, for example, combines with nominal words
{adjectives and nouns -— including deverbal adjectives and deverbal
nouns). But independent words rarely have distributions that are
easily describable in a single principle — the cambinatory
posaibilities for a verb like Korjasi are numerous. The
particle clitics behave like affixes with respect te this
criterion; they have simple statements that cover their
distribution == =fidn, =-pd, and -&0 combine with the
first constituent of a clause, {sentential) -kin -kddn combines
with the finite verb of & clausze. Thias test constitutes only
supportive evidence that the particle clitics are affixal. There
are a number of monomorphemic words in the same semantic/prapgmatic
field as the particle clitics which have the exact same
distribution. Thus thiz test cannot be uged as conclusive evidence
that the morphemes in question are affixes.

Complexity is introduced here when a pronoun accurs as part of
a noun phrase, since WH-pronouns tend to attract clitics away from
the end of the phrase {(Gstman 1977, Earttunen 1975c):

(77} a. missd maassa-han '"in which land'
b. miss@-hén maassa 'idem.’

This special attraction on the part of the WH-pronoun is predictable
and easily incorporated into our single statement of distribution;
see section 2.2 above and chepter 4.2. But they are indicative of
word status rather than affixal status.

i, Complexity.

Affixes are often morphologically simple, words are frequently
moerphologically complex. The particle clitics pattern with the
affixes of the language in that they are morphelegical simplexes --
menomorphemic and non-decomposable. By contrast, the verb
korjasi has not only a stem kerfait)-, but alsc the past
tense —{s5)i and an unmarked third person {cf, korfasi-n 'L
repairad’, korgjasi-f "vou repaired’, etc.)
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Although the particle elitics are lanmm;; h7nii ini Eﬂili,l'

of them as words is not incompatible with this test. There are
numerous clear words in the language which are monomorphemic,
including several in the same semantic field as the particle clitics
{e.g§. wuka 'supposedly’, foki "truly', end the like). This

teat may provide supportive evidence of an affix analysis, but would
not be strong evidence. This test is intended to provide strong
evidence for a word analysis only if a polvmorphemic element is
examined. Otherwise, only supportive evidence is provided.

j. Syntactic Rules: Deletion.

Syntactic rules normally affect grammatical werds {(which are
ayntactic units), which may or may not happen to be equivalent to
correspondent phonological words. Froper subparts of words,
however, are immune to syptactic rules. This section and the next
exploit this difference between words and affixes,

Zwicky tells us that

Proper parts of words are not subject to deletion under
identity; whole words may (in the appropriate
circumstances) undergo such deletions (1984a:153)

For example, the full word kerjasi may undergo deletion under
identity (a,b), while the allative suffix may not {c,d}.

(78] a. Leena korjasi laituria ja Seppo korjasi kelloa.
Leena fixed dock and Seppo fixed clock.
'Teena fixed the dock and Seppo fixed the clock.’

b. Leena Ekorjasi laituria ja Seppoc kelloa.
Leena fixed dock and Seppo clock.
"Leena fixed the dock and Seppo the ¢lock.’

¢. linnu—i-lle ja pu-i-lle
bird-FL-ALL and tree-PL-ALL
"to the birds and to the woods
d. *linnu-(i-} ja pu-i-lle
bird-PL and tree-PL-ALL
'to the hirds and woods'

The particle clities cam underge this deletion under identity, and
perhaps must undergo it.

(79} PPauto-lla~han ja bussi-lla—han he tulivat.
car-ADES-HAN and bus —ADES-HAN they came
'By car and by bus they ceme, you know.®

{80} auto-1la ja bussi-lla-han he tulivat.
car-ADES and bus—-ADES-HAN thev came
"By car and by bus they came, vou Kpow.®



Sentence (73) is not necessarily ungrammatical according to my
respondents, but seemsz to be unacceptable for other reasons. The
repetition of pragmatic particles iz in general disfavored, as in
the sentences with muks below. Thiz is as vet another way in
which the particle clitics pattern with full words rather than with
affixes.

(Bl} ?7PHe tulivat muks bussilla ja msuks autolla.
they came supposedly bus—-ADES and supposedly car—ADES
'They came supposedly by bus and supposedly by car.’
(82) He tulivat muka buszilla ja autolla.
they came supposedly bus-ADES and car—ADES
*They came supposedly by bus and by car.’

At any rate we can say now that the particle clitics do not pattern
with the affixes and do pattern with full words.

k. Syntactic Rules: Movement.

Affixes are not subject to 'movement rules’ (in the terms of
transformational grammar) and cannot serve as gaps in
'gap—-filler" relations with other constituents in a sentence [in the
terms of GPSG). Words such as korJjasi can be moved to virtually
any position in the sentence —— as in the topicalization in {74e)
above. The illative, in contrast, cannot be moved without its host.

Taking for the moment a transformational approach, such as one
found in Hakulinen and Karlsson (1979), we can cite several rules
that suffice to show interaction between the particle clitics and
syntactic movement rules. According to Hakulinen and Karlsson ‘p.
303ff), such rules include compensatory movements, heavy constituent
postposing, and textual cohesion.

Let us examine only the first two of the three types of
rules. As a compensatory movement rule, there is Compensatory
Thematization, which functions to move a constituent following Lhe
verb into sentence—initial position in the instance that the
(thematically neutral} verb would otherwise fall in thal positian.
For example, in the sentence below the indefinite wverh
asennetaan "one installs’ does not take an overt subjecl {well,
the subject is incorporated into the wverb as the suffix -fa-!.
Because nothing else lies in sentence-initial position, some other
{post—-verbal} constituent is positioned there as the theme of the
sentence {Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979:303):

{B3) Asennetaan talcon sahkolammitys
One installs house/ILI electric heating

-——>» Taloon asennetaan  sdhkdlimmitys
house/ILL one installs clectric heating

'"One installs into the house electric heating’



In the "bazic" word order there is a distinct ﬂvﬂim‘“

h lm”y neu[raH vvl—!nltial sentences in Finnish (Hakulinen

15984b}, so that this rule would apply in most instances —— except
when the verb is the only member of the sentence. Heavy Constituent
Movement can interact with Compensatory Thematization, when the
former applies to the theme. Tn the following the constituent
monet burleskit detaljit is postposed due to the application of
HCM, then Compensatory Thematicization fronts the NP filmid.:

Eeventéviat filmid monet burleskit detaljit.
lighten/3PL film many burlesque details

———» Filmid keventavdt monet burleskit detal jit.
film lighten/3PL many burlesque details

'Many burlesque details lighten a film.'

These various rules can move constituents in and out of
sentence—initial position. But no matter what constituent gets
placed or removed from initial position, the clitics -fudm,

-pd, and/or =kQ attach to the sentence-initial constituent.
Thus the first constituent in a sentence may be a subject, a theme,
a focus, a compensatory theme, etc.

All other affixes in the language follow the constituent to
which they are attached. The particle clitics exhibit remarkable
independence in this regard.

Susmary .

In the chart below I summarize the results of tests a-k. The
clitics pattern with the affixes with respect to certain of the
tests, with independent words with respect to olhers.

PHONOLOGICAL TESTS:

a. internal/external sandhi ward-1ike
b. prosodic phonelogy affixal
¢. word/phrase domain in segmental phonology affixal
MORPHOLOGICAL TESTS:

d. binding affixal "supportive
evidence)

e, closure word-like {supportive
evidence’

f. construction word=1ike

g. ordering word-1like {inconclusive
results’

SYNTACTIC TESTS:

h. distribution affixal {inconclusive
results)

i. complexity affixal (supportive
evidence)

J. deletion word-like

k. movement word-1like?
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From all of this we can aee that the particle clitics are not
quite affixal, not gquite word-like either. They seem to have an
intermediate status between that of an inflectional affix and that
of a full word. For this resson we shall continue to label these as
‘clities’. Later, however, I shall give up this lsbel in faver of
the bound word/phrasal affix division. Note, though, that the
phonological teats point to an affixal analy=zis (albeit a loosely
attached affix), whereas the morphological and syntactic teats
indicate that a word analysis is more appropriate. The
peculiarities that have emerged in the application of these tests
will be addressed in chapter IV, when I confront my bound word
analysis. The results here indicate we have the profile of a bound
word-—a separate word in syntax that is readjusted to form a
phonological word with itas neighbor.

In the following two chapters I examine the bound word
behavior of the particle clitics. In chapter III, I present a
fragment of Finnish syntax, with special reference to adverbial and
conjunctive members of the sawe semantic (and, as I will argue,
syntactic) eclass as that of the particle clitics. In chapter IV, I
elaborate a bit on the bound word analysis of the particle clitics.



1. Vilppula (1984) offers a few additional examples of
sentential -kin where the clitic has none of the above
functions. His corpus is so small that I do not take his analysis
into account in this dissertation.

2. -kA is labelled "lative' here because it attaches to
pronouns inflected for directional cases: illative (e.g. Johonks
'into which'), allative (e.g. Jolleks 'onto which’), and
translative (e.g. Joksiks °(becomes) which’). See Nevis 19R4a
for details.

3. By the terms WH-pronoun and WH-phrase, I mean the
class of interrogative and relative pronouns and their accompanying
phrases. These might also be labelled MI-words, since all are
related, at least etymologically, to the miksd paradigm.
Hakulinen and Karlsson (1979:283) cite alternative terms for
Wh-question, such as hakukysymys 'search question' and
taydennyskysymys *filler question’.

4. Apparently the source for Kaisse's Finmish facts is Lauri
Earttunen.

5. Haisse's data demonstrate a need for a taxonomy of
conjunctions and connectives and their interaction with particle
clitic attachment and with negative cliticization. The facts I
offer here are representative of a possible approach to take. The
attachment of particle clitice can in all likelihocd be used a= a
means to distinguish between a veritable conjuncticn and a
connective adverb.

6. My analysis accords with the intuition of my informant and
colleague, Riitta Valimaa—Blum.

T. The clitic -kin/~kAddn is not a second position clitic,
and is therefore not included with the other three here. This
clitic attaches to the finite verb, which I assume is the head of
the sentence.

B. Words like toisen—kin-lainen "ancther kind, too' and
mink&—han-lainen 'what kind, I wonder' are apparent
counterexamples, but a proper analysis of putative suffix
-laipen 'kind, sort' shows that the morpheme in question is
really a crantype wmorph (i.e. a bound word in the lexicon). In
these two intances, then, toisen "another (GEN)' and minks
'what (GEN)' are pronominal medifiers of bound noun —laimen.

., See also Karlsson 1983, Vesikansa 1977.
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%. The o rather than ¢ in kdde-sss is due to
consonant gradation, a regular morphophonemic rule in Finnish.

10. =pan words also have —s allomorphs in compounds,
e.g. svamslais—ugrilaipen "Finno—-Ugric' — cof. swamalainen
'Finnish, Fimnnic'. Strictly spesking, when 1 refer to stem
allomorphy °combination® here, I mean syntactic, rather than
morphological combination.

11. -mma— in both the comparative and the superlative
hers {(in place of -mpa-) is the result of the regular
morphophonemic rule of consonant gradation.



CHAFTER III

ON FINNISH SENTENTIAL ADVERBS

3.0. Intr

In the preceding chapter I noted the mixed status af tho
Finnish particle clitics, demonstrating that they pattern
syntactically with full words, phonologically with proper subparts
of words. I show in this chapter how the word-like properties of
these clitics can be captured in the syntax of the language {by
means of independently motivated syntactic cperations}. T hegin
with some general comments on the characteristics of sentential
adverbials (section 3.1). T follow up with a section (3.2) that
presents a framework to handle the syntax of the relevant adverhs.
This chapter provides the background for a syntactic treatment of
the syntactic parameters of the particle clitics (chapter 43,

The particle clitics belong semantically to the class of
modal adverbs (and the closely related set of
cenjunctionz}. The particle clitics, the modal adverbs, and the
conjunctions do not interact with the propozitional meaning or
truth-value of the sentence; they contribute only additional
information to the sentence and its truth conditions [Hakulinen and
Karlsson 1979:255-6). This set of adverbs iz semantically
heterogensous (Vuoriniemi 1973:283-4); that is, it has highly vague
and diffuse semantics (Hakulinenm 19B4a:15Y, In additicn, most
members of this class are inherently sfressless.

3.1. General Remarks op Finnish Sentential Adverbs.

I examine only the sentential functions of the adverbs in
questicn, bul note here that some of them can have zcope smaller
than the clause (Vuoriniemi 1973:283-4). For example, hoth full
adverh mpds and particle clitic -&7ns~&dd4n, meaning roughly
'also, even, too', have scope at different levels -- gentential
scape and local scope {of an X' or ¥ level}.

I follow the taxonomy of adverbials given by Hakulinen and
Earlzson (1979:202-6), who distinguish first between integrated and

a8



loose adverbials, and second, in the latter group, betwsen cosmment
adverbials and connectives:

Adverbials
integrated loose

comment connectives
adverbials

{Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979:202)

The integrated adverbials are sensitive te verbal properties
and sentence type. The loose adverbials, by contrasi, can appear in
a sentence independently of what type of verb there is in the
sentence and what sentence-type there is (Hakulinen and Karlsson
1979:203). Among the loose adverbials, then, 'comsment adverbials'
express the speaker’s understanding of the proposition’s degree of
certainty, truthfulness, or origin, often also the speaker’'s emotive
attitude to what she or he says. Comsent adverbials generally only
appear in declarative sentences, especially main clauses (or main
clause-like, non-restrictive clauses of a type that could be
considered subordinate clauses -- Hakulinen and Earlsson 1979:208).
Examples of comment adverbials include ebkd "maybe’,
mahdollisestl "possibly’, and suka "supposedly’.

Connectives, on the other hand, function as linkers to
sentences that came earlier in the discourse, and typically appear
towards the beginning of a sentence (due to their semantlics and
pragmatics). In this regard, Hakulinen and Earlsson tell us, the
connectives are closely related to the class of conjunctions. There
are two main differences between connectives and conjunctions:
conjunctions lic outside the sentence (i.e. Lhey are daughters of 57
rather than 5}, and connectives are open as a word class, whereas
conjunctions form a closed word class. Examples of conneclives arec
taas "again’', kuitenkin "however', lisaksi "in
addition”, entd "but, what if'; examples of conjunctions are
Ja 'and’, Jos "if", walkks 'although’, and koska
"when, since, because’.

I treat the comment adverbials, conpectives, and conjunctions
as members of the same general class, marked diacritically wilth some
arbitrary feature, say [class 41]. This [class 411 has subclasses,
as in Fligure (1}.

class 41: comment advl, connective, conjunction

class 42 class 43
{= comment adwvl}

class 15 class 44
daughter of 5 daughter of 5'
{- connective) = conjunction’

19



Among the subclasses of [41] are the comment adverbials {class

}l and connectives :nnJuncllnna class l& . |lelass 43) is composed
of two subclasses — connectives [class 45] and conjunctions [class
44]. The class of conjunctions, [class 44], subcategorizes for 5 as
g gsister node. Connectives [class 45], on the other hand, form a
subclass of [class 43] composed of adverbials swhordinafe to the

3 node.

I use arbitrary numbers here to refer to the relevant clusses
of adverbials in Finnish. This practice does not, ipso facto,
curtail the role of universal properties in determining the
membership within each class or subclass. 1 ignore here the issue
of the naming of these classes and the role of universal semantic
features in determining which adverbs may be members of these
classes and subclasses.

Adverbial clasa 41 consists of both simplex adverbs and
complex adverb phrases (as well as adpositional phrases):

.luihrl Advl Advl Adwl

| I
Adv Adv' Adp' "

Here we are interested in the simple adverbs. Thesge
sentential adwerbs {(of class 41) cannot be modified and tend to
cccur toward the beginning of a sentence (i.e. sentence initial
pogition or after the theme of the sentence). They are generally a
main clause phencmenon (due to their semantics). Many mesbers of
class 41 occur in declarative sentepces, but some are interrogative
by pature. These include anfid "what about®, kad “perbaps’,
kaiketl ‘probably’, varmaan ‘likely’, pdinokdhdn "this way?’, tokko
== tokkopa == tokkoban "hardly’, val ‘or’ and =kQ ‘whether’
(Penttila 1957:540). The interrogative adverbs seem to have a
greater chance of appearing in subordinate clauses than other
sentential adverbs; again this is a semantic fact rather than an
arbitrary syntactic fact.

3.2. Fragment of Finnish Syntax.

In this section I present a fragment of Finnish syntax,
couched in a modified generalized phrase structure grammar (GPSG!
framework. 1 offer amn account of the positicning of sentential
elements, including the members of the verb phrase in Finpigsh., T
demonstrate that at least some of the sentential adverbs of class
[41] make crucial reference to the left margin of a sentence. My
account of these sentential adverbs can then be extended eazily and
in a straightforward manner to handle the svatactic pesitioning of
the particle clitics.

3.2.1. On Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar.

Of the several versions of GPSG available in the literature, I
adopt that of Gazdar, Pullum, and Sag (1982) and Ga=zdar [1980;,
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incorporat ing however the medifications recommendsd by Gazdar
(1985). Gazdar {1980} establishes the basic tenetz of GPSG:  two
kinds of PS-rules, rule achemata, complex symbols, and feature
conventions.

There are no transformaticnas or coindexing devices., Gazdar
argues that GPSG is a highly restrictive theory of generative
grammar since it "is provably capable of generating only the
context-Ffree (CF) languages and is, to all intents and purposes,
simply a variant of CF phrase structure grammar' (1980:2). He
criticizes the continued use of movement and deletion rules,
non-local filters, and/or coindexing devices on the grounds that
such a framework is relatively unconstrained {or "at best one about
whose constrainedness we know very little™). This highly
conatrained theoretical framework will allow us to make very strong
universal claims about the properties of natural! language.

GPSG agsumes some version of X-bar grammar; in fact, Cazdar
(1980 assumes a two-bar system. Syntactic constituents such ns
noun, noun phrase, and the like are represented as complex symhnls.
'Noun' for instance is [+N,=V], though by conwventicn T continue to
use the cover symbol N and other familiar sywhols in lieu of
complex symbola like [+N,-V]. Features (located on the nodes) are
used in abundance -- cage features, verb types, classes and

subclasses of syntactic word groups, etc. —— and are determined hy
admissibility principles on the syntactic nodes in a structure.
Metarules are used to map rulez inte other rules (i.c. thoy

establish relationships between rules == of the sort "If I is

part of the grammar, then F is also part of the gremmar'’

Finally, GPSG allows twoe (and only twa) tyvpes of phrase structure
rules: immediate dominance (ID) rules and linesr preccdsence ‘LP)
statements. TD rules establish syntactic configurations and assign
semantic interpretations to constituents; LP statements give
relative orderings for sister constituents. All ID rules preceds
all LP statements. I turn now to the division of rule-tvpes in GPSG.

For a language like Finnish with a large amount of free
conatituent arder in the sentence, but rigid word order in
the phrases, it iz pecessary to keep immediate deminance separate
from linear precedence, All constituents have configurations
assigned by ID rules, but unless ceonstituents must oceur in a
particular linear order, they need not have LP statement=.

ID rules are formalized with three parts: firat anp
arbitrarily selected rule number; second, the structural
canfiguration (not unlike a traditicnal tranaformational ruled in
which the mother category lies to the left of the arrow anc
daughter categeries to the right; and third, a semantic
interpretation statement {about which I will have nolhing bta say and
therefore leave out},
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inr exalple, FlnnisL permits all six orderings of the constituents
in the sentence Juba Iyd Heikkid "Juha hits Heikki®. Some orderings
are clearly more favored than others; all are possible.

(1} Juha lyd Heikkid
Juha Heikkis lyo
Lyd Juha Heikkid
Lyd Heikki# Juha
Heikkid 1vd Juha
Heikkid Juha lyo

L T = T = ]

On the one hand, we want to =tate here that all three constituents (N
Juha, V Iyd, and N" Feikkid) are daughters of § (=V"). On

the other hand, we do not need to stipulate in the configuration rule any
(basic) ordering of the constituents. Hence I offer, tentatively, the
following rule to handle the sentences in (la~f}: (Rule <1: will be
replaced below by other, more adequate rules.)

<1y 8 —=—> N"rops}- Vo N'[+oBJ)?

In this rule, <1 is the rule mumber, a diacritic that can be used
elaewhere to refer to this rule. The daughter nodes K" [-abjl, ¥,

N" [+obj] are given in no particular order. Since there iz no
accompanying LFP statement to restrict linear order, all six orders are
permitted:

a. 8 b. &
N" y N ok W Y
[-ORT] [+0BT] [-ORT] [+OBJ]
;:;’fhh‘ﬁu. ,ji;fi“*ah
1I|- Nn N" x 1|il N" H,.
[-OBJ] [+0BJ] [+O0BJ] [-0BJ]
e. S f/{\
Nf/!lr\N" u v N
[+0BJ]  [-OBJ] [+0BJ]  [--ORJ]

The structures above correspond to the example sentences given in (1),
The symbol 5 is used in place of ¥F" for ease of expositioh. For

sll intents and purposes, every place that I use 5, the reader can
substitute F". V¥, here, is intended as the head of the sentence.

It should be noted that the use of relational notions Like [+ORT!
can be predicted from the semantic interpretalicn that has been left out
here. If I included a semantic interpretaticn with rule -1%, 1 would not
need to vee the feature [+0ORJ] above. My use of this "feature’ is purely
expogitory and empty of any theoretical claims. It is used only in lieu
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of the gsemantic interpretation left out of the rule. The general
practice in GPSG i= to use case marking, e.g. [+ACC]. But case
marking is of little help here since in Finnish a subject may be
case-marked either [NOMINATIVE] or [PARTITIVE] and an object marked
for one of [GENITIVE], [ACCUSATIVE], [NOMINATIVE], or [PARTITIVE].

T will not, however, address the case marking facts in this thesis.

Constituents are assigned configurations in which there iz a
head (alongside, possibly, other sisters) within the
constituent. The mother node is the same as the head daughter so
long as a rule does npot state otherwize (see Gazdar 1985 on default
head daughter assignment). 'Free' features will then be identical
for mother and head daughter within a constituent {agnin, unless
otherwise specified). Rather than having the head daughter
identical to the mother minus ohe bar-level, the noticn "bar level’
is determined in the same way as other "free' features, i.e. mother
and daughter are identical in the default case. Rule <1» could be
rewritten in the following manner:

€1; ¥ == F'[—gns]. H". N"[+0mI)>

Here H® would be assigned the value V" since it is identical to its
mother V", except for the specification of the zero bar level. 1
revise this rule below in section 3.2.3. where default feature
assignment plays a more central role.

ILP-statements: Although Finnish generally permits any
ordering for daughter constituents of V" {and V'), lower level
phrases have quite strict ordering requirements. This is the casc
for N"-s, Adj"-s, Adv"-s, and Adp’-s. As a simple example of how
strict word order is to be achieved, I examine the Adpositional
Phrase.

Finnish has a small ¢lass of prepositions and a large class of
postpositions, with a handful of words that go both ways. The ID
rule sets up the appropriate configuration:

<2; Adp® —> H®, N™

Then two LP statements establish word order for the pre- and
postpositions, which are distinguished diacritically through
arbitrary features: [class 1B], say, for prepositions, [class 127
for postpositions. Our LP statements leck like this:

Adposition ¢ K"
[class 18]

N" ¢ Adpositicn
[class 19]

Rule <2 in conjunct with the above LP stalements gives us the
following adpositicnal phrases:
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Adp N N° Adp
[clars 18] l [class 19]
ilman maitoa maiden kera

[ iiman majtos "without milk' has a partitive NP, whereas
maidon kera 'with milk® has & genitive NP.]

Adpositions like pitkin "along' appear to have dual membership:
pithkin siltan — siltas pitkin *along the bridge’

But actually, such *dual membership® adpositions are members of
neither class 18 nor class 19. As a result, no LP statement is
relevant to these freer adpositions, and both orders are, then,
predicted to occcur by rule <2>.

3.2.2. Sentential Elements.

A typical =sentence in Finnish may consist of more than a
subject N", simple V, and object N". There may also be sentential
and V' adverbials, as well as several finite and nen-finite verhs.
I revise rule <1* in the following manner:

3 et i, L B2 vE, N, Advl®, advl®
[-0BJ] [+FIN][-FIN] [+OBJ] [VP] [SENT] .

There are now several things to note about this rule. At this
point, I leave out the verh phrase node ¥'. On the surface thers is
not much evidence for a V' constituent (Hakulinen snd Karlsson
1979:228)., This iszsue will be addressed more directly in sectian
3.2.3 below. For now, however, it suffices to point out that a verb
(regardless of whether it is finite or infinitive) and its
complement may easily be separated, as in (2). More on the
infinitivea below in section 3.2.3.

{2} a. Hidn halusi sanca sen. 'He wanted to say it.’
k. Sen hdn halusi sanca. ibid.
¢. Sanoa hdn sen halusi. ibid.

Since no LP statement accompanies <1%, constituent order remains
free here.

I use the asterisk convention in rule <1} a=z a device to
allow any number of daughters of the same type, starting at zero.
Thys we can have several nen—finile verbz andfor several adverhials
{of both V' and sentential scope):
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{3) a. Hakijat msuks sentddn osaavat ruotsia.
"The applicants supposedly for all that know Swedish®.

b. Seuraava esiintvjd laulaa todenndlhdisesti Ryvin.
'The following performer sings apparentiv well.'

t4] a. Pertti haluaa 1&hfed juhlimsan.
"Pertti wants to go celebrafing.’

b. Lasten saattaa (&pfpd Jda0d kesiksi kaupunkiin.
'The children happen to have to remain in the city For
the summer.'’

In (3a) both adverbials muks and sentidn are sentential. Tn
t3b) todenngkdisesti is sentential and Ayvip is ¥'. (da)
exhibits two infinitives J[dhted and Jjuhlimaan in addition to
the finite verb Asfuss. (4b) displays infinitives faptrd

The adverbinla in rule ¢1'» may be interspersed among Lhe
other daughter nodes of 8. In (5a) both adverbials are sentential
adverbials; in (5b) ilmeisests is a sentential adverbial (a
comment adverbial in fact), farftavasfsi a verb phrase adverbial.

{5] a. Svomessa vastustetasn mybyvisin tupskanpoltioo,
'In Finland one nowadays opposes tobacco smoking’.

b. Ilmeisesti iséintd leikkasi paistin taitavests,
'Apparently the host cut the roast skififulle.”

3.2.3. On the Finnish °*Verb Phrase’.

The verb phrase (V') in Finnish is rather elusive. at first
glance there is not much motivation for a V' node (Hakulinen and
Karlsson 1979:225-28). In fact, we want to ignore it For the
purpeses of ID rule <1'» and free constituent order within the
sentence. Yet certain facts demand a verb phrase treatment
-—government, substitution, deletion, and ellipsis (in the
terminology of Hakulinen and Karlsson 19793,

First, object noun phrases and werh phrase adverbials can be
governed by a specific werb or verb class. For instance, the verhs
ruvets and alkas have the same meaning 'to start, begin®,
but idiceyncratically govern different cases:

{6) 8. ruveta + illative of TIT infinitive -
ruveta sata-ma—an ‘to start to rain’

b, alkea + I infinitive --
alkaa sata—a "to start to rain’
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verb chain. Thus, a verb like Epk#td, which means *to like' if

it governs the elative (but °to hold, consider® if it it takes a
regular object NP), will still govern the elative in the following
sentence, even though the 'higher' werb haluts *to want® takes

an object NP in the genitive, accusative or partitive:

(7) Haluaan tykdts aiits
I-want to—like it-EL
'IT want to like it’

(cf. Helusan sitd sen 1 want it' with partitive =itd or
genitive =em)

80, it is the lower verb f¢pkdtd that governs the complement rather
than the higher verb baluta.

Second, Hakulinen and Karlsscn (1979} posit three
tranaformational rules that refer to the notiom *VP'. In spite of
the non—transformational approach taken here, GPSG must have some
correspondents to these transformational rules. MNonetheless I
present the transformational account from Hakulinen and Karlsson
without offering any GPS3G replacement —— my purpose here is not so
wuch to formalize the relevant rules as to motivate the VP
constituent.

VP-substitution in Finnish replaces the verb phrase in the
gecond of two conjoined sentences with the adverb nifn
positioned clause—initially and the clitic -kip attached to the
subject of the second sentence (Hakulinen and Karlsson
1979: 225-226). It correasponds to English do so

(8) Marssivalmistelut jatkuivat pitk#@n, mutta piin neuvottelut-kin.
'The march preparations continued for a long time, but so did
the negotiations.®

Verb Phrase Deletion and Verb Phrase Ellipsisl delete the verb
phrase (except for the finite verb) in conjoined and subordinated
sentences (Hekulinen and Karlsson 1979:226,323-6). In the following
{9a) is the result of VF Deletion applied to (9b):

{9) a. Saat suttma, jos csaat @.
You may help, if you know how @.

b Saat auttaa, jos osaat auttaa,
You may help, if you know how to help.

S0, there iz evidence both for and against the verb phrase
conatituent in Finnish. In the framework of GPSG we can handle both
views, First [ offer some verb phrase rules that are used for case
marking and government facts and for the GP5G counterparts toc VP
Bubstitution, VP Deletion, VP Ellipsis, and VP Gapping. But then I
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make use of a 'Universal Liberation Metarule' that makes all
daughters of the verb phrase node daughters of the matrix 5 node.

There are some apparent verb phrases that fail to permit the
free ordering discussed above, cf. (10) below. These VP's all
invelve an infinitive head (of which there are numerous
possibilities for instantiation) rather than a finite verb. There
are good reascns for assuming that these apparent counterexamples
are actually not true verb phrases, but are instead full clauses
{i.e they are not daughters of the matrix 5, but of a subordinate 5).

(10) hén vaikeni [ sanottuaan sen).
PRO impressed PRO-having-said it
she/he impressed (us) as having said it.

*sen hdn vaikeni sancttusan.
ftsanottuaan hén sen waikeni.

One argument against a VP analysis here is based on case
marking. I noted in Nevis (1981) that the case marking of object
NP's in finite wverb phrases differs from that in clausal verb
phrases.

The daughters of these V'-s are, then, not also daughters of
the matrix 5, but are rather daughters of & lower 5 or V'. These
verb phrases can be identifed from the nature of the infinitive that
serves as the head. The first and third infinitives pattern
together as in {7) above, but others {to be discussed below! pattern
as in (10). This latter group not only forms a close-knit verb
phrase, it can be demonstrated to have certain sentential
characteristirs (as regards object case marking, possibility of a
genitival subject or the passive equivalent to a genitival
subject}. I henceforth assign to these infinitiwval wverb phrases the
structures in {11}:

(11) A. A?vl b. N" c. Adj"

| I

5 3 5

These adverbial {nominal and adjectival) clauses-include
varicus non—-finite passive constructions (passive inessive II
infinitive and the past and non-pazt passive participles) as well as
the two active participles (past and non-paszt), the tramslative I
infinitive, and the twe active TI infinitives {instrumental and
inessive). See, for example, Hakulinen and Karlsson on the
assignment of Advl to these constructions.

Now, the daughters of a subordinated V' {as in B-9 abovel will
not be sentential elements, and therefore will not be interspersed
among the various other daughters of §. Daughters of aubardinated
V* can only interact with esch other, Only sisterzs of the matrix
clause exhibit freedom of ordering with respect to one another,
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18 1 0 N 0 0

ters of 8; others are not. Our general rule <3 captures the
Emaral wverb phrase configuration (for the purposes of valence and
other assignments of morpho-syntactic properties).

3 ¥ > BT, ¥ HY, ADYH)
[-FIN]

In cenjunction with rule <3* we need a rule that introduces ohject
noun phrases and verbal adverbials as sisters of the bottom-most
verb. Rule <4) takes care of this need,

4; ¥ ===3 H", N", ADV'»

Rule <4> leaves cut all reference te feature values, such as [+FIN],
because this rule is so general as to encompass all kinds of V-3,
In other words, only this bottommost V' contains the object N
and/or a V' adverbial., It does not matter whether the head is
finite or nonfinite. My other V' rules do not intreduce anything
but werbs. and verb phrases. so they are inherently without objects
and adverbs.

I treat the Finnish verb phrase along the lines of the
presentation by Gazdar, Pullum and Sag (1982). The verb phraze (V')
has as its head, V. The symbol V here is a cover term for the
[+V,=N] categories. Certain features may be associated with V or V
tor V'"). Amcng these is the feature [+FIN]. The head of a [+FIN}
V' crucially involves [MODE], and it can take [PERSON] and/or
[NUMBER]. If [FASSIVE] is present, then the finite verb also take
the feature [PASSIVE].

3.2.3.1. On Finiteness.

Gazdar, Pullum, and Sag (1982:597) make the [+FIN] verb
tepsed, but in Finnish tense (i.e. [+PAST]) and mode are
separate from the perscn and number markings. Joseph {1983:ch, 2
argues that a single feature, such as fenss, cannot be
conzidered a universal defining property of the notian
finiteness; instead, he argues that we need a multi-factor
definition of a given notion or feature, and that overlapping
factors are central to our identification of the finite wverhb.

In Finnish one can distinguish between a finite verb and a
noenfinite verb on several grounds. First, the finite verh may not
be case-marked, though infinitives in the language frequentlv take
cage affixes (e.g. fule-ms—=s3 is the inessive of the MA—, or
third, infinitive). Second, a finite verbh may take a person and
number marker of a particular ending class [(i.e nat “possessive
suffixea’), whereas infinitives and participles either lack a
person/number mark entirely, or else have a person/number mark from
a different ending class {i.e they permit ‘possessive suffixes’,
which, by the way, cooccur with nominals?.
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Thus, in Finnigzh the MODE property (with which PASSIVE will
always cooccur if it is present at all) is the delermination ol
finiteness in Finnish. One problem for this approach is the
ninequivalence of the location of MODE (and PASSIVE) and the
location of the parson/number marks. The problem only arises in coe
type of construction, namely negative werb phrases.

3.2.3.2. On the Negative Verb.

In Finnigh, negation is instantisted by an idicsyncratic
negative verb {verb stem in e-). This verb might be lsbelled an
auxiliary verb because it requires a verb to follow it. It further
has irregular syntax as well as irregular morphology. First, the
negative verb lacks mode, except for imperative mode. The mode mark
in a negative V' lies on the negative complement.

{12} e=n sano-ne
NEG=-15G say-POT
"I might not say'

{13) e~t sano-isi
NEG-25G say—COND
‘vou would not say"

Second, since mode and tense are so tightly connected, the negative
verb also rejects tense markera:

(14) ei sano—nut
NEG/35G say—-PAST
'did not say’

*ei-nut

But as the above examples show, the negative verb serves as the
locus for the person/number markers in a V',

I assume, with traditional accounts of GPSQ, that the fipite
verh will host the subject agreement features. Howevaer, in Fipwish
thiz does not held for the megative verb, so T wfter a special rule

below that will ensure the locatien of perscn and nuwbar markers on
the negative verb, rather than on the finite verb.

6, 7 —> Y, H'>
[NEG] [NEG] [-NEG]
[+FIN] [PERS] [-PERS]

[NUME]

Rule <5: guarantees that when thec negative V' peceives its person
and number agreement features from the subject, the person mack
will he passed on te the negntive auxiliary verb, rather than the
Finite verb. The number Feature is still carried by the Finite
verb, as shown by {15=16%,
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MEG-1PL say-PAST-PL
'we did not say’

(16} e-n sano—nut
NEG-15G say-PAST/SG
'l did not say'

Such complicated rules as <5> above appear to falzify my claim
that the finite verb is the one marked for MODE. Perhaps the
negative verb is the Tinite verb. However, there is an independent
reasen to think that the complement to the negative in {15-16) is
the finite verb. The finite verb serves as the host for the
~kin/=kAddn clitic in its sentential use, cf. chapter 2.1.1.4.

{17} En tullut-kaan kotiin viime vond.
NEG/1SG come/PAST-ALSO home last night
'l did not come home last night either.’

*En-k38n tullut keotiin wiime yond.
3.2.3.3. 0n the Negative Imperative VP.

The Finnish imperative counts, in some sense, as a mode
feature., It does not cooccur with poetential or conditional
morphemes. But for the purposes of negation, the imperative does
not count., There is a special negative imperative verb (stem
#I1-}, which takes a special complement ¥'. In the following I
offer a rule to account for these facts:

<6; T == B, v
[+IMP] [+IMP]
[ +MEG] [+NEG]
[-FIN]
[PERS]
[NUME ]

The combination of features [+IMP, +NEG, -FIN! has a morphological
realization that depends on the person and number marks on {he heod
verh:

{18) &18 tule-¥* 'don’t come (3G)'
al-koon tul-ke *let him/her not come, den’t let her/him come’
al-kaa-mme tul-ko 'let's not come’
dl-kda tul-ke "do not come [FL B FORMALY'
al-koot tul-ko 'let them not come, den’t let them come®

In these V'-s the complement verbs all exhibit either the second
person singular morpheme /-*/ {see gection 2.3.a for the
instantiation of this morphophene} or the non-second singular ‘-kot.
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3.2.3.4. On the Pagaive VP.

What is usually termed ‘passive’ in Finnish is in fact not a
true passive. It does not promote an object NP to subject. Instead
it indicates that the subject of the verb is a human agent, but is
also indefinite (Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979:255ff). This approach
accounts for the sbility of intransitive werbs to undergo
passivization, (193, and the insbility of impersonal constructions
to undergo it, (20).

{19) nubu-ttiin *{gomelone slept’
aleep—PASS/PAST
(20} a. lunta sataa ‘it is snowing’
snow precipitates

b. #sade—taan '{somelone is precipitating’
pracipitate-PASS

I coptinue to use the notation PASSIVE in this dissertation, but
not 83 an equivalent to any universal passive, rather as a cover
term for the feature combinatien [+HUMAN, -SPECIFIED] (adopted from
Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979:256).

The rule for the passive iz the following:

7 v W, V'
[PASS]  [PASS]

This rule will operate in conjunction with the other V" rules given
above, rules {3-5>.

3.2.3.5. On the Infinitive VP.

As for the infinitives, these can occur multiply embedded.
The unmarked infinitive is the I infinitive (the TA-infinitive). IF
a verb is subcategorized for case, theugh, it must take the III
infinitive., Hence I posit the following feature coocourrence
restriction (FCR).

FCR 1 V[CASE, -FIN] 3 [+III infinitive]

Here the *feature’ [CASE] is used [informally) to stand for a
certain 1ist of cases {=such ss [ILLATIVE], [ELATIVE], and soa forthl.

8o for example, the verb rureta 'to start® (from above)
governs the illative case, and according to FCR 2, it must then take
the IIT infinitive. FCR 2 makes the correct predictions: ruvela
sata-ma-an "to start to rain', where satawaan *to rain' is the
illative of the third infinitive. The unmarked infinitive is [-III
infinitive], the marked infinitive is [+11T infinitive].
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captura valence properties and feature distribution. In this next
section I show what role these rules play in Finnish grammar.

3.2.4. Phantom Categories.

Now I have introduced conflicting V' and 8 rules. Rule <1°3
by-passes the V' and rules <3-T> elaborate various verb phrases.
These latter rules presuppose the introduction of a V' node, a= in
<8> below:

<B; 5 —> N", V', Advls>

The V' rules <3-8 are used to predict relations among
constituents and to predict actual rules of the language {such as
valence and other subcategorization facts). My V' rules, then, are
phantom rules {as suggested by Zwicky 1985c), which serve only
to provide antecedents for another set of ID rules. Phantem rules
are uged to predict actual ID rules, without serving to admit
branchings themselves. Following Zwicky’s train of thought,
atructures assigned by rules such as {3-8> above are made 'flatter®
by means of a single wuniversal Iihbaration metarule (ULM)

UM: IfFA—>B,X AMPBR —> Y THEN A -—> X, Y

(where A is any category, B any two-bar category other than %, and ¥
and ¥ any sets of categories).

Zwicky's UIM permits us to assign correct subcategorization
facts and semantic interpretations to V' units, yet allows us to
have the correct dominance configurations as in ¢1'>. The phantam
¥' node is introduced by rule <8 to establish subject-predicate
relations. Rules <3-7> bring about verb chains. V' might also be
necessary to handle verb phrase gapping and ellipsis [Hakulinen and
Karlsson 1979).

The UIM new predicts that daughters of V° will also be
daughters of 5. Both sentential and verb phrase adverbisls will now
be predicted to be daughters of 5 and both groups of adverbials can
be interspersed among other daughters of 3 {(the finite verbs,
non-finite verbs, and subject and object noun phrases’.

3.2.5. The Syntax of Adverbials.

At first glance it appears that sentential and verh phrase
adverbials have the same freedom of occurrenmce that other sentenlial
elements have. But free constituent order holds only for Adv'-s and
Adp®’-a. Individual adverbs that function ae adwerbials {i.e. [class
41], the.'logse’ adverbials of section 3.1} have a tendency lo he
characterized by more strict word order. OFf the numerous possible
adverbial placements predicted by rule <1':, members of this adverb
class can be restricted to anywhere from one te four particular

Z
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sentential slots, while other members can have no restrictiocns at
all. S5trict ordering will be captured by idicsyncratic features in
the lexicon scme of which correspond to ID rules, some to LFP
statements.

In the following I examine the restrictions imposed on the
adverbs of class [41]. These restrictions refer to just four slots
in the sentence: sentence-initial slot, sentence-sccond slot,
pre-verbal slot, and post-verbal slet. Some adverbs cccour in only
che slot (e.g. mypds "also’ in post-verbal position);, some occur
in two or more of these slots. The adverbs, such as enéd "but',
that do not have these restrictions are not assigned the appropriate
subclass features, and therefore will not participate in the rules
presented below.

The zlots themselves will be determined by the ID/LP format.
They are stated in such a manner as to refer to constituents rather
than individual words, This reference to constituents rather than
individual words will eventually be directly relevant to my
syntactic account of the syntax of the particle clities.

The notion second position may mean different things for
different Janguwages. For Finnish it meanz the zlat after the first
constituent of the sentence. For a language like Bulgariam it means
the slot after the first word of the =zentence. Languages such
as Luisefio permit both interpretations (Steele 1976, Kaisse 1985).
In what follows T present examples of sentential position in second
position; some of the examples may have initial constituents of only
one word — this is a fact about the average constituent lengih in
my examples rather than a generalization about what constitutes the
notion first in the sentence. Henceforth reference to the
notion (sentential) second position shall always be taken to
mean the slot after the first constituent of the sentence.

3.2.8.1. Sica.

Let us now examine a few instances of strict positioning of
modal adverbs. The adverb =s7t4 has been described by A
Hakulinen (1975}, It functions either as a marker of personal
axperisnce or else it indicates an emotional reading of the sentence
or even a metaphor., &S7#§ is strictly ardered in
sentence—initial position or after the first constituent of the
sentence.

(21 KEvlld sitd voi mennd maata-kin, Jjos funtuu,
certainly can go 5leaep—ALSO If feels
ettei endd  jaksa
that-not longer hold out
'Certainly you can go lie down, too, if you fecl that wou
can't held out anymore’
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iiil LR R Wmml ﬂllﬂ W ii

thinks that when goes married then sky At now

aukeas ja sita ollaan onnellisia elémiinsd loppuun asti

opens and one is happy 1ife/GEN/T end/TLL until
"You think that, when you get married, then the sky, it opens
up and one is happy until the end of life’

The regular position for sitd is second position. It cocurs
sentence-initially only when the finite verb immediately follows it,
as in both instances of sf¢4 in example [22). When thers are
combinations of several class [41] adverbs occurring im initial and
second positions, sitd will always be a second position adverb,
never in initial position. Example (10) shows this: the adverb
fkylld selects between either initial or second position (sectian
3.2.5.4); but in combination with (second position) sit# it

must be initial. BSince initial si#d must be followed by a

verb, it curtails the appearance of another zecond position adverh:
¥sitd adverb werb.

[41] [+fin]

An example similar to FyiJ§ + 2if4 can also be Ffound
in sitd + particle clitic =Adn. Particle clitic -hdnm
must accur in second position, but it cannot interrupt siéd plus
a following verb, so #sitd-fdan saatfof is ruled out. Instead,
the verb cccurs in initial position, with —fdr attached,
following by sit& sasttoi-han sitd "it happened’. Such
facts demcnstrate that -Adn interacts with word order in the
same way that a full adverb like Ayll& interactsz with word arder.

In the two examples abowe, the initial positioning of =i#&s
is evident. For clarification I give the clause boundaries [10° &
11°):

{21} [KEvlld sifd vel mennd maatakin [Jjos tuntuu {[ettel endd
Jaksa]l]

(22') [&itd luulee [ettd [kun mence naimisiin] [niin taivas se
aukeaa) ja [siéd ollaan onnellisia elimdnsd leppuun
asti]]]

Hakulinen (1975) suggests that the reason sitF precedes a
finite verb {under certain conditions! is that there is a tendency
to aveid verb—initial sentences, because such sentences have a
highly marked pragmatic function {for example, imperatives and
‘peutral’ yves-no questions hegin with finite werbz). Apparently ihe
avoidance of verb-initial constructions is stropger Chan the need to
locate sitd in second position, so sItd gets "bumped’ out of
second position inte initial positiocn.
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3.2.5.2. Muka amnd Todes

The adverbs muba 'supposedly’ and foki *truly’ are
always in the second position of the sentence in their sentential
USEeE!

{23) Vuoressa muka asuu  peikko.
mountain/INES supposedly lives troll
'In the mountain supposedly dwells a trall,®

{24) Sitten muks rucka oikein hyvaltd maistuu
then supposedly food right good tastes
"Then supposedly food tastes really good.’

(258) Rerro tefi, mitd sielld tapahtuit
tell truly what there happened
'fo tell what happened there!?

(26) Eun #oki raatsit pihajéniksen tappaa!
Az truly want  pet-robbit kill :
'That you really want to kill the pet rabbit!'

3.2.5.3. Vain, Tottas, and Kai.

¥ain 'only, just', totts 'true’, and kaf "maybe’
(in their sentential uses) have somewhat fewer restrictions an lheir
positicning. VFafn occurs in second position or is placed befare
the verb (27): kaf is usually sentence-initial or occurs in
second position (28); and fofis occcurs clause—initially or
before the non-finite verb (203.

(27} Onkohan vaip oikein j8rkeneviiii panna rahejean tucllaiseen,
is—G=HAN only right frustrating put monevs guch,/ILL
*Ten®t it just rewlly frustrating to pul one's money inta

something like that'

{2B) 8e kal sinun pitHisi tietss,
it maybe you should kpow
"THAT wyou should mavbe know.'

(29) Torta hin meidit irti laskeas.
true =/he us free lets
'No doubt he will let us frae.'

3.2.5.4, Evlld and Edes,

fylld "certainly’ and edes 'even’ have somewhat more
freedom than the above mentioned adwerbs. &3viJfd is generally
sentence—initial {30} or else occcurz in second position or before the
verb {313,
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certainly s/he is very rich
'He is certainly very rich.'

{31) Mind kyils tulen.
I certainly come
'T will surely come.’

Kylld will not ocour in second position when there is an initial
gitd, as I mentioned above (in 3.2.5.1). This is becausc

gitd will be initial only if it is immediately followed by the
finite verb. J

Edes, on the other hand, can occur anywhere except
clause=initially. This adverb does not oceur in ipitial position
because it is preempted by another word, namely the negative vorh.
Independent studies (Kangasmaa—Minn 1967) have shown that the
negative has a strong tendency to occur sentence-initially. Since
edes lacks the arbitrary restrictions found with the other
adverba of [class 41], it is left out from further discussion.

3.2.5.5. Mvos.

Finally, let us consider mvos *also, too' {described by
tstman 1977), In its sentential use it appears after the finite
verb (Hstman 1977:175):

(32) Han on myds ostanut auton.
(g}he iz also bought car
'She/he haa also bought a car.'

A= a variant of mwds, there is also pleonastic
mydekin/mydakdsn, with mpds plus ite clitic synonym
=kin/=kAdn.

3.2.5.6. Summary of adwverb positioning.

My data, then, exhibit four sentential slots, and various
combinations thereof, in which these adverbzs (that is, [class 4110
occur (ef. chart below)., Now, most of the members of class [41]
have no real restrictions, other than tendencies for certain
positions. 8o the default for this class is sans position
stipulation. For the other members, each restriction is an
idiosyncratic fact that must be listed somehow in the lewicon. I
address exactly how this listing is to be achieved below in section
3.2.6., but first I explore the restrictions imposed on fril4,
sitd, kai, totts, entd, vain, muka, toki, and wyis.
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Myos is the only adverb, so far as I been able to discern,
whose positicning makes reference to the postverbal pemition. Hence
mypos will have its own idicsyncratic mark in the lexicon. Among
the other adverbs, some generalizations con be made. First, all
eceur in either initial or second position. In additiom, the
fact that some alzo occur in the pre-verbal sleot is contingent on
ccocurrence in imitial or second position; I have found no memsbers of
class [41] that cccur exclusively in pre-verbal pesitien. This
coocourrence will be handled by an implicatiocnal statement,

To formalize the relevant restrictions, I establish the four
parameters in arbitrarily labelled, binary lexical features:

[A]l is the feature used for reference to initial position
[B} is * i B = o to second position
[C] i= to pre—verbal pasitiocn

[D} is * by i R T to post-verbal position

As memtioned above, only myds carries featurs [+0].  And anv
adverb having feature [+C] must also have either [+4) ar "+B’, The
following implicational statement handles this cross-cutting Fealwre:

(33) [+C] D [+4] v [+B]

Ae for the adverbs Lvlla, siéd, kai, toffa, entsd, valn,
muka, and tekl, these have the feollowing features assignments,
given in dizjunctive statementz. 1 have numbered the relevant
subclasges; and listed members of each subclass which I have already
discussed abave,

41.1 kylla {+A) w [(+BY u {4}
41.2 sitd, kai (+A) v (+B)

41.3 totta (+A) v (+0}

41.4 enta +A

41.5 vain (+B) v [-+0)

41.6 muka,toki +R

A5 T stated mbove, these features are idiosynoratically atlached to
certain members of class [41]1. Huch idicsyneratic features do nnt
belong in the syntactic component, as they do not serve any
grammatical inflectional function. Rather, they are lexical
features —- properties of items of the lexicon. The default values
fer other members of thisz class of adverbs are [-A,-B,~C!. Mambers

a7
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that are not marked with the plus-values of these features do not
have the restrictive pogition that I have discussed already.

So far as I know, these lexical features are properties cnly
of adverbs of class [41]. It might alsc be the case that imperative
verbs (which, as mentioned sbove in pesssing, aslso occur in initial
position) are assigned the feature value [+A], but for now I posit,
tentatively, the following implicational statement:

{34} [A,B,C] >  Adv
[CLASS 41]

Feature value [+A] corresponds to the syntactically distributed
feature [FIRST] (see section 3.2.6). As yet ancther implicational
statement, we have:

(35) [41] D [FIRST]
[+A]

This means that any member of class [41] having feature valuge [+4]
will be marked [FIEST]. 3uch a member is eptd. Enfd is

marked in the lexicon, [41.4]. Subclass 41.4 has the lexical
feature [+A], which is, according to implicatiopal statement (350,
linked . to the syntactic margin feature [FIRST]. I discuss Lhe
implications and implementation of the margin features belew in
section 3.2.6. For now, however, I point out that the distributicn
of such syntactic features iz a matter for ID, sc the location of
the adverbs marked with [+A] {such as erfd) in a sentence is
achieved through ID rather than LP.

L There iz no principled way to predict the essignment of the
feature [FIRST]) to subeclass [41.4]. Tt is inatead an idiosyncratic
fact that must be listed in the lexicon. In light of this, I muke
the feature [FIRST] an inherent property of this subclass, via
feature [A]. In this way any sentence that contains an adverh
marked with feature [A] (e.g. subclass (41.4]) cannot also contain
ancther daughter with the feature [FIRST]. 1 explain this in more
detail below in section 3.2.6.

By contrast the other features refer to positions assigned
through LP statements. Adverb class [41.6] (e.g. muka, tohi),
for instance, occurs after the first constituent of a sentence, hut
before all other constituents, and no other sentential slots are
available. The feature [R] handles thie. It will correspond to an
LP statement which refers to the slot after the first
constituent. An LF statement of this sort can be made in the
following manner, using conventional GPSG formaliam, but I will
argue below that a slightly different mechanism should be utilized.

X ¢ kv TN
[FTRST] (8] [FIRST: @]



This LP rule tells us that an adverb of class [41.6] must follow any
constituent marked [FIRST] and must precede anything marked
[FIRST:@]. [FIRST:@] picks out those bundles of features that

do not include [FIRST] specified for any value. Although this LF
statement accounts for the facts in an adequate fashion, I introduce
at this point another variant of the formalism, namely °<<° which
stands for "immediately precedes”:

X ¢ Adv
[FIRST] [B]

This rule produces the same effects as the conventional GSPG
statement above. But I deviate from standard GPSG theory in my use
of the notation "<<{" to stand for the notion ' immediately
precedes”. In regular GP3G notation, LP statements refer only to
'follows" or "precedes' without being sble toc specify immediately
contiguity. But I shall argue below that the notion immediately
precedence is crucially involwed in the slatements for the pre- and
post-verb adverb classes. I shall alsc argue that the standard
notation is not sufficient to replace "<{' with respect to the slots
that refer to the finite verb. In this way I am forced to make a
modest addition to the theory.

As an example of crucial adjacent positioning I repeat the
sentential location of the adverb mpds. It must follow the
finite verb with no other material intervening. I give mpds
subclass number [41.8]. Adverb subclass [41.8] cobligaterily takes
feature [D].

v ¢ Adv
[+FIN] o}

A mirror-image LP statement holds For the =lot that correspondas to
feature [C]:

Adv GF: =
[c] [+FIN]

The reader may wonder why I use both arbitrarily assigned
subclass numbers and arbitrarily labeled features that
correspond to an ID rule locating the feature [FIRST], and the two
LP statements above. The reason is that some adverk classes, such
as [41.1-3, 41.5], may have disjoint statements for location =-
including dizjunctive ID/LP statements as well as disjunctive LP
statements. GP5G does not allow disjunction between the autonomous
parts of syntax, ID and LP. Disjunction is, however, permitted in
the lexicon.

It is very simple to state sentential positioning for elements
accurring in only one slot in a sentence (i.e subclasses 41.4, 41.6,
41.8). Bub those occurring optionully in more than one slot need
disjunctive statements, which may refer to two different theoretical
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sentence-initial position or second position.

For this reason I opt for a lexical lreatment of the features,
with the disjunctive {and implicational) statements listed in the
lexicon, alongside other arbitrary facts. Furthermore, I have npal
listed the features [A,B,C,D] as lexical features of specific words,
but as features characteristic of certain adverb subclazszes., T have
done this in order to capture the generalization that several words
may pattern together with respect to their sentential location. For
example, sitd and kaj pattern together with regard to their
positional restrictions. It would be peculiar to have to state
separately the fact that sitd takes either [+A] or [+B] and that
kai takes either [+A] or [+B]. Instead I have grouped thesec
together inte a single subclass. It is now easy to account' for the
possibility that speakers of the language are able to add to or take
away from any particular subclass.

The seven LP statements above capture the relevant positicning
properties of the class [41] adverbs. It was necessary for me to
introduce some more Tormalizm -- dizjunctive statements are not used
in standard accounts of GPSG. But this is, again, only a minor
addition Lo the theory.

One can conceive of other position slots that could be
relevant to a language such as Finnish == for example, sentonce
final and penultimate positions, as well as combinations of the
various zlotz. These slots apparently do not oceur in Fimnish, but
there iz no reason to exclude them from the set of grommars For
other languages. It might turn out that the notion "penultimate’ is
relevant in Finnish for a statement of the positioning of the
conjunction Ja "and' ({in a parallel manner to English and
— Ja is, after all, a member of adverb class [411.

Instead, the absence of some of these LP statements that are
'missing’ from Finnish can be attributed to pragmatc—semantic facts
== midal elements have a nearly universal tendency to occcur towaris
the beginning of a sentence {Steele 1975}, Connectives and
conjunctions also tend to appear toward the front of a sentence
because of what they do.

Adverb [class 44] (i.e. the conjunctions, cf. section 2.17, im
particular, are daughters of 3". Rule <9 introduces this subset.

<9 Br-——X B, Advl>
[class 44]

This rule predicts that conjunctions occcur in only ocne of twe
positions:
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Advl 5 -] Advl
[class 44] [class 44]

Since conjuncticns always preceds 5, we need an IP statement to rule
out the righthand tree above

Adv] {5
[class 44]

3.2.B. Margins in GPSG.

In the LP statements from the last section 1 introduce the
features [FIRST] and [LAST] to refer te the margins of a
constituent. These features are distributed as part of ID
principles ; linking of features, such as [class 41.4] and [FIRST!,
or [class 41] and [LAST], is permitted. The margin features are
‘percolated’ from the mother node to one and cnly one danghter
node. In some instances it does not matter which node that is so
long as some constituent of 8 ipherits it. If Adverb [class 417
inherits the feature, then conflict ensues from the LP statements
referring to Xrprpgr]. ©On the other hand, some members of adverb
class [41] muﬂE i{be permitted te) oceur in sentence—initial position
-— these are the adverbs that are idiosyncratically marked [FIRST]
in the lexicon. The way this is done is through the linking of a
particular subclass, say [41.4], with the margin feature:
'FIRST:41.4].

Standard GPEG treatments do net permit refercnce to margins of
constituents, so that this proposal of margin features iz an
addition to the theory. Reference to the marging of a constituent
is clearly needed in syntax (of. Zwicky 1985b), on & par with head
and foot features.

2.2.7. Topicalizatjom.

Scme constituents which otherwise exhibit strict ardering of
daughter elements, for example subordinated clauses, permit one (bt
only one) daughter to be fronted to the left of the matrix olawse.
This is known {in the literature on Finmish syntax! as
"topicalization'. Topicalization may apply to whole constituenls
such as N", Adp', ¥, or any elshoraticn of Advl, or it may go into
cne of these constituents to find a smaller constituent ‘swuch us an
adjective, a noun phrase within a subordinated clause, etc.', In
this subsection T examine this rule and its implicatiens fur the
pesitioning of sententiml adverbs in Finniszh.

Although the daughter nodes of a subordinaled sentence mey not
be interspecsed omong the daughter nodes of the matrix sentence
{36k}, it is possible to cstablish cne fand only one’ doughier of o
subordinated clause in the ipitial slet of the metrix clause (36Gc',
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{36) a. Mattilan tévtyi myontdd Hertun oahneen Kullen,
'Mattila had to concede Kertiu's having seen Kalle.'

b. #Mattilan Kallen taytyi myontda Kertun ndhneen.
c. Kertun Mattilan téytyi myontdd ndhneen Kallen.

This is the rule of 'topicalization', as discussed by Hakulinen and

Earlsson (1979). Thiz rule will front any constituent in a senlence
(37), even out of a subordinated finite sentence (38):

(37} Hinet lowsi vhteysalus Kumlinge.
him/her found community HKumlinge
"The community Kumlinge found him/her.®

(38) ?Tdllaisesta tieddn, ettd hdn pitaa.
this type I know that (s)he likes

To handle these topicalizationa, I posit a rule of the sort
presenied by Gazdar, Pullum, and Sag (1982:602) and Pullum {1980);

9, & == a, §5/a
This 'slash’® notation means that the 3 dominates a node a and o
node S5/a, and that S/a is a regular sentence with an
a—type hole in it. Hence the structure in (39) is generated
{39) 5
a Bfa

As a more concrete example I offer the following phrase structure
tree for sentence (36) above:

it ///s\
NP S /NP
[FHi:m] m
Hanet v NF NP
|
l:':i:!-'si t

vhdeyzalus Kumlinge

In this structure the noun phrase hdnet iz topicalized, leaving
behind a trace, £ A similar similar structure can be scen in
41}

[



NP S/NP
Eertun
T;F ¥ 5/NP
|
Mattilan taytyi
JiFP' v NP
t ndhneen Kallen

Another example of topicalization imvolves the fronting of an
adverb or adjective, with or without its complement NP. Harttunen
(1975a:41-42) terms this "focus', but it is the same as
topicalization above:

(42} a. Kovin sind olet vield nuori.
quite you are still young
"You are still quite young.®

b. 3ind olet wield kowin nuori.
"You are still quite young.'

(43} a. Uuden-han auton hin csti.
new-HAN car s/he bought
"It was a NEW car that he/she bought®.

b. Uuden auton—han hén osti
"It was A new CAR that he/she bought.’

In (42a) the adverb kovin is topicalized, yet the adjective

nuer! remains at the end of the sentemce; in [42b} theres iz no
topicalization. In {43a)} the adjective wuden is topicalized: in
{43b)} it is the noun swfan (or the entire noun phrase). A
topicalized adjective or moun phrase will count as being first in
its clause, as can be seen by fdn attachment in F43%,

This holds true for WH-words as well, Since WH-pronouns have
a special attraction Tor the particle clitic, as in {34}, wea know
that they are marked as [FIRST] in their ¢lauses. T assume Lhat
this marking is achieved in the same way as topicalization.
WH-werde, then, are inherent topics.

(44} missi-han palkassas  sina asut.
what-HAN place/INES wyou live
'"In what place do you live, I wonder.'

?Mmissd paikassa—han sind asut.



Sentential adverbs and particle clitics which refer crucially
to the feature [FIRST] occur after the topicalized element rather
than after the first daughter of the slashed %, as is the case with
=hdn above. For this reason T assign the feature [FTRST] to the
topicalized element in rule (3's:

€9*; § —> a, S§/w
[FIRST]

In this way the positioning of the adverbial element is stated
correctly and the fronting of the topic is also captured — the
topic is marked [FIRST] and so does not appear linearly after

the 5—slash unit. This rule also prevents the asasignment of the
feature [FIRST] to any other deughter of 5, since the margin Feature
is assigned to one and only one daughter of 5.

i3, Sumsary,

In this chapter I have set the scene for a ayntactic approach
to the positioning of the Finnish particle clitics. I have shown
that, while the language is characterized by free constituent order,
certain aspects of word order in the language (for example, within
phrases) indicate that some linear ordering must be stipulated. I
have established cne class of sentential adverbs, class [41], which
exhibit a tendency to appear sentence initially. Certain members of
adverb rclass [41] show strict ordering; consequently I have posited
subclasses here for the purposes of linear precedence statements.

I have also presented scome basic immediate dominance rules to
account for the flatter syntactic configuration of Finnigh in
comparison to that of a language such as English (Breckenridge and
Hakulinen 1976). Finnish has no surface verb phrase, so my VP rules
are used only to predict facts about government. The daughters of
these VP nodes do not form a constituent of their own; rather, lhey
are used to license other phrase structure rules. VP constituents

get liberated into the sentence through Zwicky's Liberation Metarule.

Az a consequence of the above rules, ID rules establish
daughter nodes for a Finmish sentence (e.g. NP, V¥, infinitive,
S-adverbial, VP-adverbial, etc.). Unless LP rules of the sort
discussed in section 3.2.5 specify order, any constituent order may
occur for the trees licensed by the ID rules. For members of adverb
class [41], a complicated set of LP statements get the ordering
correct. First, there is reference to the margin of the sentence
{(the left margin, in fact, in the guise of a feature [FIRST]).
Second, the adverbs are positioned immediately before or immediately
after a constituent (i.e. reference to the notien 'immediate
adjacency'). And third, I had to introduce lexical features which
refer to syvntactic rules or statements, and which may have
disjunctive statements.

i
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I will point out in the next chapter that the syntactic positioning
of particle clitica is so strikingly parallel to that of the members of
adverb nlass [41] that repetition is introduced to a grammar of Finnish
if both componcents —— syntax and cliticization = permit exactly the same
operations to apply. Instead, I shall propeses to handle the syptactic
aspect of the positioning of the particle clities through the already
motivated operations from the syntactic component. Duplication of
function is especially questionable here becmuse of the close semantic
relationship between the particle clitics and adverb class [41]. In this
way, syntactic operations will be purged from the cliticization
component, and the component will form & more restrictive, more uniform
component of grammar.



1. Hakulinen and Karlsson (1979:325) mention also VP-Gapping.
which applies in the opposite direction of VP Deletion.



CHAPTER IV

TOWARD A SYNTACTIC ACCOUNT OF THE PARTICLE CLITICS

4.0. I on.

In this chapter I bring the material from the two preceding
chapters together into a single, enlightening account of the
syntactic behavior of the particle clitics. I show how the particle
clitics pattern syntactically with the modal adverbsz, connective
adverbs, and conjunctions (i.e. adverb class [41] from section
3.1). One crucial aspect of this gramsatical class is the strong
tendency for its membersz to occur without any phrasal prominence
whatscever (though wost permit emphatic or contrastive stress).
These adverbs are generally without phrasal accent, and at least one
member of this adverb class is inherently stressless. [ point
out that this unstressable adverb forms a link between the
independent adverbs of class [41] and the so-called particle
clitics. This will entail an examination of stresslessness with
respect to a broader theory of prosody. [ do not, however,
establish any working theory of a component of proscdy, although I
do discuss the basic units needed in such a theory.

In the first section of the chapter (section 4.1}, 1 examine
the basic units of a component of sentence proscdy, focussing on the
difference between the phonological word and the phonological
phrase. In section 4.2, I wake explicit my view that the particle
clitice of Finnish are really bound words, by demonstrating how
the particle clitics fit {syntactically and proscdically) into the
class of sentential adverbs and conjunctions. Amd in the final
section of the chapter (4.3), I contrast the bound word type of
clitic with another Lype of clitic, the phrasal affix.

1. A= of al Prominence.

In this section I explore the relationship between clitichood
and stresslessness. [ show that stress and accent are not
definitional for clitic status, though there may be some correlation
between prosody and clisis. Later in this chapter I drop the terms
"elitic' and 'eliticization® in favor of more appropriate

BT
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appellations, bound word and phrasal affix in place of eclitic,
limison in place of cliticization.

The clitic is notoriously difficult to define in any strict
sense, Investigators of particular languages and/or prosodic
phenomena have often defined clitica as inherently stressless
items. Selkirk (1984), for instance, tells us that the term
'"elitic' is used to designate a word that "is astressless and
immediately adjacent, juncturally or rhythmically speaking, to what
follows or what precedes” (p. 340). Likewise, Lehiste (1982a:4)
speaks of "lexical items {usually function words)} hav[ing] mno
inherent stress, so that when they appear in a spoken sentence, they
get attached to a neighboring word that does carry a certain degree
of stresas”. Contra Selkirk and Lehiste (or, at least, a strict
interpretation of their statements), T will argue in the following
that stresslessness is not a sufficient criterion for establishing
clitichood.

For remsoms to be discussed below, I adopt a different line
from that of Lehiste and Selkirk. It is true that a number of
grammatical function words do not bear stress or accent as a matter
of principle. But these can be distinguished from true clitiecs,
which have additicnal properties. Zwicky (1985a), in particular,
emphesizes that accent is susceptible te attack when used as a
principle for determining clitichood. Klavens (1982s) comes to the
same conclusion, and, in fact, cites a few examples of stressed
c¢litica from the literature on clisis. Some of these examples
invelve word-level stress, rather than phrase—level stress, but the
point is well taken anyway.

4.1.1. £ aness And Clitichood.

As an unproblematic example of the phencmenon of stressed
clitics, let us consider Klavans' (1982a:104-5) discussion of Dieter
Wanner's material on Southerm Ttalian (Tyrrhenian dialect), in which
clitics may accept word-level stress under certain conditions. The
regular location of mmin stress, on the werb host, is then the locus
for secondary stress or may even remain without stress entirely.
These stressed clitics can be seen in the following examples taken
from Klavans (1982a:104).

(1) {r)a~mménne — {r)d-me-na ’Give me (some)] of it!’
. glve—me-it

(2] térna-mé-llo 'Give it back to me!’
returt-me-it

{3) raten—gé-lle ‘'Give us (scme) of 1t}’
give-us-it
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{4) sposdre—sé-lla 'to get married to her’
marry-REFL-her

In the above examples, the clitics ~(mjme, -ge, and -se bear
main stress.

Klavans offers instances of stressed clitics also in French
and Hixkaryana. Her discussicns of English pronouns {e.g. him
ve. ‘m) and Ancient Greek ("Enclitic Accent Throwback") are not
particularly convincing, since one could easily make the case that
these are word/clitic pairs {i.e. suppletive allomorphs) rather than
an instance of restresaing. Of importance here, though, is Klawvans’
claim that stressed clitics in French and Hixkaryana {from
Derbyshire 197%) result from 'intonation rules that apply to whole
phrases (including sentences). The French case is dubicus on other
grounds —=— mainly the problem of establishing the notion werd.
The Hixkarvana example is, however, more convincing, as it involves
twe phrasal intonaticnal rules, nob-terminal and terminal. Both
rules permit enclitics (or accerding to Derbyshire (1979),
word-final bound words) to take intonational stress that is assigned
to the final syllable of a phrase.

Klavans also has a third set of examples —— those that permit
stress under conditions of emphasis or contrast (what she calls
'semantic stress'). For these she cites Turkish and 0ld Spanish.

Thuz, there are examples of stressed clitics (although nct
many). These are always due to a conflict of principles: some
general rule of proscdy (Klavans discusses word-level accentuation,
phragze—level accentuation, and emphatic/contrastive stress) assigns
prominence to a particular syllable, and owerrides the absence of
main word stress on a particular morpheme or word. But conflict is
usually avoided in wost languages, where, in lieu of stressed
clitics, one finds corresponding "full™ or "strong” forms. Conflict
avoidance is especially prevalent for those languages having
proneminal clitics, like Serbo-Croatian. According to Browne
(1967}, Serbo—Croatian exhibits complementary distribulion between
full and clitic (second position) pronouns., Full propouns are
called for when there is contrast or emphasis; clitic pronbouns
otherwise.

{5} a. Da ti dam knjigu?
CONJ 25G give book
*Should I give you the bocok?'

b. Da dam knjigu tebi?
COMT give book 250
"Should I give YOU the book?'

In {5a) the proncwn {7 iz a second positieom clitie; in (5b) it
iz a full dative pronoun.
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It is important to keep in mind the ohservation by Kaisse
(1985}, who notes that, although clitics may accept other kinds of
stress, they do not bear a stress independent of the word on which
they depend. From Klavans' description sbove, we can add: "... ar
independent of the phrase in which they occur.”

The relationship between clisis and stress will not be so
direct as Lehiste, Selkirk, and others indicate. Resides the
existence of stressed clitics, there are also reasons to want to
distinguish between true clitics om the one hand, and other
unstressed words on the other. Zwicky (1982a) makes the point that
clitics are characterized by idiesyncrasies not predictable from
their stresslessness, properties such as special syntax, special
morphology, or special phonolegy. Kaisse (1985) likewise makes the
point of distinguishing clitic versions of English words from their
merely unstressed counterparts. In particular, Kaisse ncotes that
there are, arguably, phonologically reduced forms of is, has,
don’¢, and who which are not the result of cliticization, but
which can be derived solely by normal phonoclogical rules of the
language. Other allcweorphs (such as [s8,z, gz] for Jix and
has, [d8] for don't, and [wal for won'f) are not so
derived, and are marked in the lexicon. In fact, a main point from
Klavans' (1982a) dissertation is the use of a feature [+ clitic] in
the lexicon to mark lexical items, since clitichood simply cannot be
predicted from stresslessness or other factors. These facts have
also led Zwicky (1982a) to predict stresslessness from clitichond
rather than the other way around (& suggestion he attributes to
Selkirk 1972). To combine Klavans®' and Zwicky's viewpoints, then:
[+elitic] implies [-stress].

4.1.2. Prosodic Units.

The discussion in the preceding zection reveals that clitics
are a subclass of stressless words (though see 4.2.2 and chapter
7). Clitics are inherently stressless (as are a number of
grammatical function words), but clitics bear other properties as
well. Such a view of the relation between clisis and stress is
exactly parallel to a distinction drawn by Sadeniemi {1949} and
Zwicky (198Za), among othersl, betwsen the phonological word and
the phonological phrase.

Sadeniemi (1949) establishes some rudimentary units of
prosody: the spllable, the measure, the phonological phrass,
etc. The phonological phrase (Finnish ‘pubetahés’; Lehiste
(1970:164) translates this as 'speech measure') iz composed of a
syllable with main stress followed Ly syllables lacking main
atress. Within the phonological phrase are seguences of 'measures’
« (Finnish ‘tabti”) which are composed of a stressed syllable
{prisary or secondary stress) plus any subsequent unstressed
syllables. Sadeniemi {1949) makes a peint of including unstressed
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conjunctions, modal adverbs, pronouns, and other grammatical
function words as part of the phonological p]'lrew.eE They attach
prosodically to the nearest main—stressed syllable, if they do not
become restressed for discourse reasons.

Zwicky (19BZa) likewise distinguishes between the phonological
word and the phonological phrase. His interest lies in
demonstrating the non-equivalence of notions such as word and
phrase at different levels of grammar. 2Zwicky discusses four
uses for the potion phrase: the syntactic phrase (i.e.
constituent), the semantic phrase, the lexical phrase, and the
phonclogical phrase. Of importance to us here is the last in the
group. Zwicky tells us that:

These phonological phrases [emphasis original] serve as

the domains within which external sandhi rules cperate, and
their boundaries are locations for the operation of
phonological rules conditioned by hiatus or pause; they also
serve as the domains for the assigneent ol stress and
intonation patternz, and as units of timing; and their
boundaries mark locations where parenthetical interruptions
can occur. It seems unlikely that a single btype of construct
will be able to serve all functions at once, but in at least
some simple cases we should be able to expect that the various
criteria demarcating phonological phrases will coincide.
(Zwicky 18982a:1)

Zwicky alsc assumes a principle whereby phonclogical phrases
{and words) are syntactic constituents (and words), unless
otherwise specified. What interest us here are the "principles for
recrganizing and reducing syntactic structures, to yield the
divisions appropriate for phonology" (Zwicky 19B2a:3). The proscdic
principles do not always provide a unique prosodic organization for
what may otherwise be a unique syntactic structure (cf. Zwicky 19BZDL
and Selkirk 1984); they may merely provide alternative
reorganizations. In a similar line of work, Lehiste (1982a.,b,c;
1883} assumes a mutual independence of syntactic and phonetic
structures, with some sort of "code™ to connect the two. Lehiste
(1982b: 123) reports, "the results obtained in this [phonetic] study
show that in a large number of cases, the suprasegmental realization
of a sentence cannot be predicted from its grammatical structure.”

I follow very closely Zwicky's, Lehiste's, and Sadeniemi’s
viewpoints in these matters. I shall restrict the discussion,
however, to the notions "phonological word' and "phonological
phrase' in Finnish, and to the lack of complete isomorphy of these
phonclogical-prosodic units with corresponding units of syntactic
structure.



T2

4.1.2.1. The Phonological Fhrase,

The Finnish phonolegical phrase can be signalled in several
ways: It iz characterized by one main stressed syllable in
conjunction with one or more other, non-main-stressed syllables.
Stress itself is signalled by duration, pitch, and intensity. Niemi
(1984} reports that stress, for word-level stress at least, is
markeid by a somewhat longer segmental duration in the prominent
s¥llable than in &8 non—prominent syllable (both as regards the first
vowel:second vowel ratio and a more comples measurement for ‘timing
precision’3}, by a F, peak cn the vowel nucleus of the stressed
syllable, and, with a comparatively decreased role, by anplitude.
The three parametera may vary in the role they play for individual
speakers. For some F, is perceptually more important; for others,
duration has the greater load.

These factors play a similar rele in English, where further
aszistance in demarcating a phonological phrase ia provided by
Jjuncture. Lehiste (1982a,c) reports that preboundary lemgthening
{as well as laryngealization, pause length, and postboundary
lengthening) is characteristic of English phonological phrases as a
signal of juncture, and may well play a bigger role than fundamental
frequency. PFuji=aki and Lehiste (1982) find similar facts for
Estonian speakers as well, but Niemi {1984:34ff.) denies that
particular rhythmic parameter for Finnish speakers. Instead,
Juncture may be signalled in Finnish phrases by "heightened
precizion” at the boundary of a nowinal phrase—internal boundary
(Niemi 1984:75).

4.1.2.2. The Phonological Word.

The phonclogical word in Finnish can be delimited on a number
of criteria. Several morphological and phonological rules have, as
their domains of application, the phonological word. First, thers
is Vowel Harmony. Back/front harmony applies within the
phoneclogical word, but mot across (phonological) words:

{6) twd alkaa -- ®tyd alkad
work begins

It is limited to the phonclogical word and does not extend to the
phonelogical phrase, as can be seen in (T) and (8). (7)) has a
particle clitic -hkdp, which does undergoc Vowel Harmony; (8) has
an unstressed adverb =ita, which does not underygo VH.

{7} tuuli-han — *twuli-hén "wind’
tyyli-hén — *tyyli-han 'style’

{B) gaattoi-han s{i}td —— #a{ilta
happensd-HAN 31T
"It happened’



Vowel Harmony, however, functions as a juncture indicator only
when there is a change in front/back harmony from one word to
another. It does not act as an indicator of juncture when both
words have the same harmony. For example, the phrase pian on
‘spon is', with two phonclogical words, is not distinguishable from’
gingle word piamon 'of the piano’ on the criterion of VH.

Another juncture indicater is the automatic insertion of
aphonematic glottalization {either laryngeal restrictiem ['] or
glattal atop [?]) before a word-initial vewel favata/ ——> [’avata]
-- [?avata] 'to open’ (Karlssom 18983:133). This clearly =erves to
mark the beginning of a word. In connected speech this aphonematic
segment may assimilate to a preceding consonant or may disappear
altogether: /saat avata/ ——» [saat’avata] —— [saat(:)avata] 'you
may open’ .

Yet ancther juncture—signalling rule is the assignment of
word=level stress. In Finnish, main stress is assigned to the
initial syllable of a (phonological) word, and secondary stress
alternates every other syllable thereafter, as in (9).

(9} ké‘}'t&nnglliﬂéﬂﬂﬁ ‘practical (INES)"
A main stress thus serves to mark the beginning of a word.

Karlsson (1983:150ff) wentions a few other means to indicate
{phonelogical) word boundaries -— shortening of two consonants after
a long vowel or diphthong in word-initisl pesition; lengthening of a
second syllable short vewsl after a short syllable; and lengthening
of a short conscnant after an initiel short wowel and before a long
vowel or diphthong. In many instances phonotactics serve the same
function {see Karlsson 1983, and references therein}.

4.1.2.3. The Finnish Phonological Phrase: Some Problems.

The phonological phrase inm Finnish can be recognized with some
certainty, and has been described since at least Sadeniemi’s time
{19497 . But the details of his analysis have yet to be explicated.
For instance, Sadeniemi does not answer the guestion he raises
concerning the determinants of the direction of prosodic leaning.

In {10} the promoun ming leans left to the conjunction mulfs
rather than to the verh robbenen, In (11) the pronoun fe
leans rightward onte the following main verl oleffe.

(10 mitta-mind réhkenen kiditenkin drvella ...
but I dare however to guess ...

T3
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DAL L.

HEL.PRO. influence-EL you are ended up this land to leave
‘under the influence of which you have ended up leaving this
land.’

{Both exawples frem Sadeniemi 1949:53, with the addition of some
standardization. Mote also the restressing of the pronouns. )

A second question raised by Sadeniemi (1949:56) is the
distinction between the attachment of mwain words to each okbher and
the attachment of the stressless words to main words. He posits twe
different juncture symbols: a hyphen and three dots. In (12} and
(13} the two kinds of juncture link main words together. Example
112) has kosttakss linked with sfis. Example {13} ha=
eldmin linked with vaibedta.

(12) kéetta- —kda- -siis [oivaltes minun S&nestd harras myStHtunte]
try IMP{2PL) then
'try then [to grasp from my veice the deep sympathy]

(13} énhdn-mind tdnne téidin-jékaisen £1dmdn...vdiheita-énki
not—HAN I know your(PL) every life vicissitudes-por
kdkemiksia
experiences
'T do not know the vicissitudes and experiences of each of your
life.’

[Again, standardized somewhat. ]

Under Sadeniemi's treatment, many of the grammatical function words,
such as pronouns, conjunctions, and certain adverbs, will never [or
will typically not) be the locus of the main stress of the
phonological phrase. Instead, these sstellite words remain
prosodically suberdinate to the wain stressed syllable of the phrase.

4.1.3. Leaners and Clitics.

In the following I demonstrate that a systematic differenco
betwsen clitics and prosodic leaners can be made for Finnish.

Sadeniemi (1949:81) poinis out that a potential difference
between purely grammatical and purely lexical accurrences of the
same word might crop up. He gives, as an example, the word

Juori 'just’.  In its grammatical function it is modal adverb
ti.e. a wember of class [41] that signals emphasis} and therefore
lacks phrasal accentuation, as in (14). In its use as a 'material

adverb’ it does not act as a graswatical function word, and permits
a certain degree of stress, as in (15).
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{14} Juuri hdn oli td&all4.
just (s)he was here
*Precisely she/he was here.’

{15) Jouri hin oli tdE114.
'He was just here.’

Satellite words of the sort discussed by Sadeniemi are
prosodically dependent on their stressed hosts, but they often may
also be restressed (as in the case of examples (9-10) cited abowve).

Such prosodically dependent words are termed 'leanera’ by
Fwicky (1982a). Words that optionally lean on another prosodically
may be called optionanl leaners. In addition, there are proscdic
leaners that must lean prosodically on a neighbor. These might,
then, Le labelled obligatory leapners in Zwicky's terminology,
or, according to Wackernagel (1B92), quasi- or semi-clitics.

The adverb =if& is precisely one such semi-clitic. As a
memher of class [41] (especimlly subclass [41.2]), it exhibits
syntactic independence, but is never stressed (it does not allow
sentential stress of any sort — not even emphatic stress).
Generally it loses its first vowel, sitqd » st&, even if it
leans to the right (e.g. std—ollean "one is'}. The resultant
word=initial consonant—cluster is peculiar on phonotactic grounds,
since Finnish lacks word-initial consonant-clusters (in its native
inventory). Hakulinen (1975:27) further notes that sitd cannot
atand alone in answer to a question.

(16T o Tenlis aite viEkreY:
here SITA gets mslong
‘One will get along here.’

b. Kuka wviihtyy taalls?
Who gets along here
'Who will get along here?’

*¥Sita.

Opticonal leaners and semi-clitics are not to be confused with
true clitics. True clitics exhibit phonological interaction
with their hosts, whereas leaners exhibit only prosedic
interaction. In the case of semi-clitic &if& and the particle
clitics, this difference lies in the absence or presence
{respectively) of the word-internal phonological rule of Vowel
Harmony. Sifd is not subject to Vowel Harmony in Standard
Finnish, whereas true clitics like -hdp, -pd, -k@, -kddn are
subject to this rule. Veritable clitics may then be viewsd as a
subset of leapers since they just like to leaners (in their
syntactic and prosodic parameters), only with the addition of



phonological interaction with the host., (See also Nevis 1985b for a
similar division of labor for clitics in Estonian. )

LEXEME AFFIX
Leaner
dent Word
Fhrasal Inflectional
Full Word Optional Leaner Sem1—011t1c Bound Word  Affix Affixn
'-“-_
Phanoluglcal Phrase FPhonological Word

Many works that purpert to deal with clitics actuallwy
treat sewi-clitics (or even optiomal leaners). Such is
probably the case with Russian interrogative =7’J which, sa far
as I can tell, cannot be proved to interact phonologically with its
hoat. Otherwize it behavea exactly like a second pesition clitic
would behave in a language. Along with Zwicky (1982a) and Kaisse
(1985), T propose that any serious work on clisis must take pains to
draw the division between clitics om the one hand and leaners (of
both types) on the other. This will entail a reevaluation of all
the phencmena that have been claimed to illustrate Wackernagel's
Law, for instance. Only a few studies make this important
distinction between leaners and clitics. EKaisse {1985) is one, who
in her discussion of English feo-contraction, Auxiliary
Reducticn, dop'f-cliticization, and wmfio—cliticization, makes
a concerted effort to keep the clitics separate from the leaners.

4.1.3.1. Additiomal Lesners and Clitics in Finnish,

My wodel of module interaction will alse perwit morphemes and
words to switch fairly easily from sewi-clitic to true clitic
through time. The immediate histerical predecessor to interrogative
clitic -2 iz mewi-clitic ko. Iwvariant &o 2till exists
in certain Finnish Jdialects {Sadeniemi 1949:43-44, 1. Hakulinen
1979: 8B} and in Karelian (lasnest I19B2) as an marker of
interrogativity. The crucial difference between clitic A0 of
{Standard) Finnish and semi-clitic ko of Finnish dislects and
Karelian iz the presence or absence, respectively, of phonological
interaction with the hest, in the guise of Vowel Harmony:

{17} a. clitic {Standard Finnish)} h3n-kd "he/she?’
b. semi-clitic {dialectal) hén-ko 'he/she?’

Similarly, in some Finnish dialects, the semi-clitic sitd
appears cliticized as —si4, pronowinal leaner wd {from full
pronoun mingd "1°) as -md, and copnjunction leaner ja
‘and' as -J4. I have already discussed the forwer two dinlectal

7B
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clitices above in chapter 2. The last can be seen in {18} where the
quality of the vowel in the l:c\rj.,h:lrm:1::‘Lc|n5 J4 is determined by the
host mies or npafnen. Mies conditions front-vowel

harmony, as in mies—hdn not #wies—han, sc the vowel assigned

to Jd is front vowel & ANaipen has 8 back vowel, a,

so JA4 is realized as Ja.

{18) mies—j& waimo—ja lapsi {Beronka 1922:89)
man and wife and child

4.1.4. On Prosodic Theory.

Let me now return to the discussion of proscdic theory. It is
true that the division between members of a major word class and
those that belong to a closed, grammatical Function-word class has
been long recognized, as well as the overall association of [(at
least the availability of} stress with major word classes and lack
of stress with minor word classes. The celebrated rule of English
Nuclear Stress Assignment describes these facts to a large extent,
but it remains controversial, and worecver, its applicability bevopd
Englizh is dubious at beat.

In the model of grammar that I present in chapter 7, I do not
connect cliticization directly with prosody. Instead, I locate the
two in adjacent components. Cliticization lies in a module of
grammar whose function is te form units of connected speech {in the
case of cliticization, phonelogical words). Proscdy constitutes
its own component, some of the purposes of which are to establish
phrasal stress and to build phonological phrases. These two
components, cliticization and prosody, share at least the property
of being located in the grammar after the syntactic component.

4.2. Argument for Particle Clitics as Words.

In chapter 2 I demonstrated the mixed status of the particle
clitics: on the bagis of Zwicky’s (19B4a) diasgnostic tests, the
particle clitics have the syntactic properties of full words, but
the phonological properties of affixes. In fact, if it were not for
the bound status of the morphemes as well as their phonological
interaction with the host, the particle clitics might well be
considered regular words, This is exactly the viewpoint that I
take: the particle clitics are syntactic words which happen to be
phenclogically bound.

Particle clitics -fdn, -pd, =k0 pattern prosodicallw,
syntactically and semantically with adverb subclasa [41.6], and
particle clitic —kins—kddr (in its sentential use) with subclass
[41.8] {i.e. sentential mpdsz). On sewantic grounds both groups
of morphs share vague semantics which do net interact with the truth
conditions of a sentence. On prosodic grounds they pattecn alike:



class [41] adverbs are generally stressless —— they are prosodic
leaners, usually opticnal, sometimes obligatory. And on syntactic
grounds the particle clitics and class [41] adverbs pattern alike in
terms of the restricted number of sentential slots im which they can
appear.

At the beginning of chapter 3, I discussed connective and
wodal adverbs as well as conjunctions. This set of grammatical
function words is characterized by the following properties:

a) vague and heterogeneous semantics; usually a discourse,
interpersonal, and/or textual function.

b} tendency to appear in certain sentential slots
{especially initial positicn, second position, before the
verb, or after the wverb), and in some inatances these
tendencies become absolute restrictions on cccurrence.

c) stresslesaness — either as a general tendency, or as an
inherent feature of the word (as with =itsd).

d) strong tendency te become prosodically attached to a
neighbor, as "leaners’, but not phonologically attached.

A brief comparison reveals that the particle elitics are
characterized by the exact same properties:

a') wvague and heterogeneous semantics, with a clearly textual
and/or interpersonal function.

b’} strict positioning in the sentence: either in second
pozition, or afler the finite wverb.

c¢') inherent stresslessness.

d'} phonclogical attachment to the last word of a preceding
constituent.

The overlap between the two sets of phenomena is too great to
attribute to accident. The particle clitics are surely a subaet of
the class [41] adverbs. The two groups are alike op semantic,
ayntactic, and prosodic parameters; the particle clitics further
exhibit a special phonoclogical property, liaisom, cf. below in
section 4.2.2.

Having set forth the claim that the particle clitics are
syntactic words, I now show how they Fit into the classification of
the class [41] adverbs discussed in section 3.1. Interrogative
clitic —&0 is semantically a conjuncticn. This i=s seen most
clearly in its 'whether, if" use, as in {19).



(19) En tieda on—ko izd tulosaa.
not know is-Q father coming
'I don't know whether/if father is coming.®

Emphatic clitic =pd can be paraphrased by jowri 'just®,

vain 'only', and simenomman ‘namely, especially’ — all

three are class [45] adverbs. Clitic =fdp operates as a
connective insofar as it has textual functions (of. chapter 2.1 and
references therein), so it, too, is subset [45]. And clitic
=kin/=kAdn can be paraphrased by another member of class [45],

myds (Getman 1977).

Second position clitica like —hdm, -pd, -k appear in the
same sentential slot as adverb subclass [41.B] — those adverbs
{ kai,muka) taking lexical feature [+B]. Particle clitic
~kim/~kddn appears in the same sentential slot as its synomym
myds, that is after the finite verb (a slot described by lexical
feature [+D]}.

Any separaticn of particle clitics and adverba of class [41]
will fail to capture the cbvious semantic, syntactie, and prosodic
overlap between the two. In section 4.1, I argued that clitice are
a subclags of dependent words. Here we can say that the particle
clitics are a special instance of class [41] leaners, dependent
words {not unlike semi-clitic sitsd) with one further
idiosyneratic property: phonological attachmwent to a host word,
that is, liaison.

Liaison is the only factor differemtiating the two groups,
particle clitics and class [41] leanera. 1In all other properties,
the particle clitics can be considered syntactic words (chapter 2},
members of adverb rlass [41] (chapter 3). The particle clitics,
then, are {phonclogically) bound wards.

4.2.1. Liaison.

The phonological difference between class [41] leaners and the
particle clitics can be attributed to the application of a
{post-lexical) rule of liaison (Klavans 1985}, which is responsible
for the phonological subordination of a syntaclic ward, such as
—hdn, —pd, k0, -kin, —kddn.

What I have in mind for liaizon a= a formal cperation is
merely phonological concatenation. It is not similar to affixation
insofar that liaison is not processual -- it cannct, for example, be
a stem change, reduplication, or infixal (¢f. section 5.4). Liaison
gubordinates one syntactic word to another. In terms of boundary
theory, liaison changes a word boundary into a clitic {or affix)
boundary. One previous mention of a liaiscn tule net given in
houndary theory is my "readjustment rule" for the clitic

i



postposition class in Estonian, whereby a syntactic postposition
becomes phonologically part of the preceding noun (Nevias 18HZ):

Bt P

NI'

/
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N F N=F

In Finnish, liaison concatenates all particle clitics
simultanecusly:

v

¥V ADV' ADV’ N v

- | l

ADV  ADV N

On ko han Pertti tullut
has @ HAN Pertti come
'Has Pertti come, I wonder?'

V"

V ADY' ADV HN“ v

s ol
ADV ADV N

On=ko=han Pertti tullut

1 take the tack here that one must specify for any liaison
operation, the direction of attachment {enclitic or
proclitic), as well as the syntactic conditicns, of which there
are none for the Fionish particle clitics. Other instances of the
cperation of liaison indicate a need to refer to syntactic
parameters like head of constituent, margin of constituent, and
c—command (see Haisse 198G:ch. 7).

The words which undergo liaison are marked in the lexicon by a
feature [+liaison], because clitichood cannot be predicted, cf. 4.1
above. Syntax is blind to this feature (as it is to other
phonological features), positioning such words ms it would other
members of [41.6] and [41.B] adverbs. In any event, the direction
of liaizon has to be specified separately from the syntactic
distribution of the particle clitics. (In Finnish all attachmant is
post-host, as there are no prefixes or proclitica—- see Appendix 117



The lexical feature [+liaison] may have some redundant
properties. In both English and Finnish, [+liaison] items are
monosyllabic: —hdn, -pd, -0, =kin, and —fddp are all
monosyllabic, while the closely related semi-clitic sitd is not.

4.2.2, On the Notion "Clitic”.

There is in the literature on the subject, a serious ambiguity
in the term 'cliticization’. Some analysts treat cliticization as a
syntactic operation, others as a phonetic cperation (cf. Lehiste and
Selkirk above). Elavans (198Z2a:ch. 3) summarizes this problem. She
notes a variety of approaches, from clitic {feature) copying, clitic
migration, and clitic placement {all syntactic operationsz), to
clitic adjunction or reducticn (phonclogical operations].

In this dissectation, however, I solve this problem, by using
the operaticn liaison, which is a phonological operation insofar
as it has the effect of creating phonclogical words. There is no
gpecial syntactic operation needed here, because the syntactic
positioning of the particle clitics is achieved by independently
motivated, more gemeral syntactic operations (within the ID/LF
format). This is to say, the syntactic properties of the particle
elitics "fall out” from the syntactic properties of class [41]
adverbs.

In the sane manner I want to avoid the problematic term
'clitic'. First, as I have pointed out in section 4.1, the tetw hasz
been used to refer to merely unstressed words in a language (i.e.
what I have called semi-clitics). And second;, clitics do not
form a unitary phenomenon {(contra Klavans 1982a, 1985). There are
two kindas of clitics to be distinguished here: the bhound word
(appropriate for Finnish particle clitics) and the phrasal affix
{appropriate for certain other clitic-like phenomena).

4.2.3. Bound Words: A Problem.

I have been arguing so Far that the Finnish particle clitics,
and by extension, all second position clitics, are syntactic words.
They are located in sentence—second position through the rules of
syntax. I have however ignored some of the special properties of
gecond position clitics. In particular, there is a discrepancy
among lemguages as Lo the actual determination of the notion
sentential second position. Some languages require that this
slot be after an initial censtituent; others allow this to be alter
to the first word in a sentence. And a few languages refer to both
determipations for second position.

To a certain extent, Finnlsh permits reference to both initial
constituent and first word, as I noted in 2.1.3. In (20) the clitic
does not occur after the noun phrase constituent as expected, but

Bl



after the first word ailld. In (21) the clitic attaches to
neither the first word mor the end of the whole constituent, but
rather to the head of the constituent {a fact that has previously
gone unnoticed).

(20) Milla-hén sivulla se on.
what-HAN page it is
'On what page is it, I wonder.'

(21) kyseessd oleva teos-han, mikd julkaistiin viime wuonna ...
question being work-HAN that one published last year
*The work under discussion, which was published last
year..."

The first, (20), resembles topicalization, as discussed in 3.2.7
and I assume that such is the case. The second, {21), howsver,
requires a special rule of syntax. T suggest that a relative clause
can be liberated from its NP, so that the relative clause becomes a
daughter of the 5 node. This has the effect of crealing the
illusion that a clitic is inserted into a constituent —- but what is
actually going on here is the location of & second position word
after the initial constituent {in (21}, kyseessd oleva teos)

before another daughter of 5 (in (21), namely mikd Jjulkaistiin
VIIime VUOINE) .

I will not formalize the liberation rule peeded for this, but
I do point out that the analysis I present here ia not unlike
English Extraposition from NP, as exemplified in ({22).

{22) I want to look the phone number up that I forgot to write
down vesterday.

In (22) the relative clause fthat I forgot to write down
yesterday happens to be separated {especially in colloguial
English)] from its head phope pumber.

4.3. On the Phrasal Affix.

Thus far I have focuszsed on the bound word type of clitic.
The Finnish particle clitics are syntactic words which happen to be
phonologically altached to sowe other word. There is nonetheless
another sort of clitic in the language, which cannot easily be
considered a bound word. This is a mr]é\heme having affixal
properties, but with phrasal attachment® rather than lexical
altachment. I call them phrasal affixes.

Phrasal affixes are quite similar to regular inflectional
affixes. There are, however, at least two reasons to keep the two
geparate. First, phrasal affixes attach to one daughter of a
constituent, sither the rightmost or leftmost daughter (or sometimes



the head). In languages having agreement, phrases will not show
agreement for phrasal affixes (whereas they will for inflectional
affixes). g

Second, even in languages not having airuunsﬁt..the phraszal
affix will lie more remote from the stem than will inflectional
affixes.

These two statements hold for both the English posseasive

‘¢ and the Finnish (se-called) possessive suffizes. [ conaider

these two instances of phrasal affixation in some detaﬂ in the
following.

First, let us consider the English possessive suffix ‘s
The English possessive is clearly a phrasal affix insofar as it does
not attach to the head of its NP, but to the end of the NP (Zwicky
1977:7, Janda 1980):

(22) The girl's car

{23} The girl whoe lives down the street's car
{24) %The girl's who lives down the street
(25) *The girl’s car who lives down the street
(26) The woman I interviewed's arguments

In English the possessive morph lies outside inflectioms,
including both neminal and verkbal inflections. The external
morphotactic positioning of ‘s can be seen in children’s,
where it lies outside the plural mark, and in Jnferviesed’s,
where it follows the past tenss morph edl

The Finnish possessive suffixes are affixal in all ways but
two: they do not permit the application of the morphophonemic rule
of Consonant Gradation (though some of them would be expected to),
and they do net undergo adjective-noun agreement (as do other
nominal inflectional affixes, for exauple the case endings):

{27} minun kirja+ni "my book’
my book +18G

(28) minun iso kirja+ni . ‘'my big book’

(29) minun iso—ssa kirja-ssatni  'in my big book®
fminun isg-ssa+ni kirja-ssatni

Inm Finnish the possessive suffixes do not attach to-the margin
of the constitusnt, but to the head noun, and they attach cutside
all other affixes — case and number morphs, as above,
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There is no reason to lump bound words and phrasal affixes
together into one class. The two are qualitatively different.
Bound words are treated syntactically as words, which undergo a
phonological operation of liaison. Phrasal affixes are clusters of
features that must be pesitioned by syntactic operations (e.y.
‘percolation’). Morphotactically, bound words always lie more
distant from the host than do phrasal affixes:

BOUND WORD - PHRASAL FREFIX -- INFL. PREFIXES -- DEH. FREFIXES - STEM
S8TEM - DER. SUFFIXES - INFL. SUFFIXES - PHRASAL SUFFIX - BOUND WOHD

These facts actually fall out from several pieces of my
framework. First, since phrasal affixes are attached already in the
syntactic component, but bound words do not get attached to their
hosts until after that component (i.e. in a separate component for
'cliticization®’, cf. chapter 7), the later attachment of hound words
predicts greater distance from the host:

after SYNTAN: [word + phrasal affix] [word]
after LIAISON: [[word + phrasal affix] + word]
{and the mirror image for proclitic words and phrasal prefixes,)

Second, this mwodel predicts for the phrasal affix a greater
potential to interact phonologically and morphologically with the
host then for the bound word., Such is indeed the case (at least)
for Finnish (Nevis 1984a). The particle clitics {as bound words)
undergo Vowel Harmony with the host, but the Possessive Suffixes
(phrasal affixes) wundergo other internal sandhi rules as well
{including stem formation and allomcrphy rules).

The other problem that remains to Le solved is the actual
syntactic mechanism responsible for producing phrasal affixes {as
opposed to regular inflectional affixes).

4.3.1. Phrasal Affixes: A problem.
I envisage the phrasal affix as an inflectional affix with
special properties -— frequently appearing are lack of concord and

attachment Lo a non—head. Given the existence of Lhe phrasal affix
that attaches at the margins of constituents, we have to account for
one universal property that distinguishes the phrasal affix type of
clitic from the regular inflectional affix: the external
morphotactic attachment of the phrasal affix to the host.? Phrasal
affixes always lie more distant from the stem then do Etrue
inflectional affixes. In the case of the two possessives {of
Fnglish and Finnish), Lhe phrasal affixes always follow of her
guffixes in the language. For example, Finnish Lirja-sgsa+ni,



above;, has the first person singular possessive suffix after the
inessive -ssa (with #rirjs-ni-ssa ungrammatical). In the

following phrase, English inferviewsd’s has ‘s after the

past tense suffix (with, of course, the reverse order ungrammaiical:
Finterview—"s-ed):

{30) The woman I interviewed's arguments

The problem iz this: how to capture in the grammar the
external attachment of phrasal affixes? For the bound word type of
clitic external attachment falls cut naturally. Phonological
attachment, or liaison, follows all of syntax. Therefore attachment
of a word te an inflected word will produce the desired effects:

EYNTAX  [word] [prefix-stem] [stem—suffix] [word]
LIAISON  word+[prefix-stem] OB [stem-suffix]+word

If, however, the phrasal affix type of clitic is to be classed with
other inflectional affixes (undergeoing, among others, percolation
rules), then nothing predicts the ordering of phrasal and
inflectional affixes.

4.3.1.1. Solution One.

One approach to this problem would be to place the various
clitic parameters — here, the percolation of a phrasal affix (in
Elavans® (1985) terms, the specification of dominance and
precedence), as well as its phonological attachment (liaison) -—
into a separate cliticization component which follows all of
syntax. This is apparently the tack of Zwicky and Pullum (1983}, in
spite of the fact that placement of phrasal affixes resembles very
closely that of inflectional affixes. Although Zwicky and Pullums
point out that ...

Except for the potential distinction between the
syntactic locus and the phonological host, such an
operation is formally like a rule of agresment -- or more
generally, a rule distributing marks of inflectional
categories. It follows that special cliticization and
inflection can look much alike. (Zwicky and Pullum
1983:511)

Zwicky (1982L) separates cliticization and syntax, positing the
former as a distinct component that follows the latter in the
syntax-phonology interface. And Kaisse (1985) provides further
support. See chapters 5 and 7 for more discussion of this point.

Complicating the clisiz component by the addition of
inflection-like rules is, all things being equal, simply a way to
achieve the external attachment of the clitic type in question.



This approach has no advantage over one in which it is
straightforwardly stipulated as @ separate statement that phrasal
affixves lie outzide inflectional affixes. Both solutions I view as
equally unmolivated, ad hoc complications of the grammar.
Furthermore, both types of cliticizaticn, phrasal affixation and
liamison, cannct be in the clisis component, zince we will have no
way to distinguish the two. And there will be po predictions made
as to which type should lie farthest fram the host.

4.3.1.2., Solution two.

A less wnmotivated approach is one that follews from the
principles already needed for immediate dominance and linear
precedence in GPSG. The marginal location of affixes will be
determined in the same fashion as the location of affixes on heads.
Feature percolation will proceed as in regular inflectional
mworphology, through feature-passing conventions. But, for phrasal
affixes the features are transmitted from the mother category to
exactly one of the daughter categories (which may or mway nat be the
head daughter). We koow from linear precedence statements that
syntax must have recourse to such notions as 'first® and 'last' in a
constituent, cf. chapter 3. The percclatiocn of a feature can thus
be linked to one of the following: [HEAD], [FIRST], [LAST!.

S0 far the location and percolation of phrasal affixes
parallels closely the percolation of inflectional lexical affixes
(except in the linking of the feature(s) to [HEAD], [FIRST], or
[LAST]). The difference between the two types of affix lies in
where the feature complex is realized as merphological
waterial/processes. Inflectional affixes get realized in the
morphelogical cowponent whereas phrasal affixes are realized in the
syntactic component. Such a distinction may appear ad hoc, but
actually the distinction captures ancther gemeralization to be found
in the grammnar —— phrasal affixes pattern more with other
grammatical function words (i.e. adpositions, adverbs, conjunctions,
ete. ), which are likewige realized in syntax.

For the syntactic realization of features, a precedent has
besn set by Gazdar's (1980} treatment of English dative fo [as
required for subcategorization by werbs) as a feature, [to]. He
also treats the conjunctions amd, or, etc, as features. In both
groups of examples, the feature complexes get realized
gyntactically as {grammatical) function words rather than
morphologically as inflectional affixes/process worphology.

English possessive ‘% will now be linked to the feature
[LAST], and thus must cccur on some lower branch of the NP which has
inherited the feature. It is not simply a feature on that daoghter
constituent, octherwise we cannot distinguish ameng lexical
inflecticnal features and phrasal features. In the case of the
phrasal affix, an additional branching is required.



This branching must be part of ID, so I propose that English
's, for example, is represented in the following structure:

Structures like this one containing phrasal affixes,require a
special ID rule which refers to margin features.

<10, X ——> X, [MARGIN:a]>
[MARGIN:a]

Here [MARGIN] represents the two margin features [FIRST] and
[LAST]. [a] stands for a particular linked morphosyntactic
property, such as the English possessive. This rule has the effect
of creating the equivalent of a grammatical function word, yet at
the same time chomsky—adjoining it to its lexical host.

Additional LP statements are required to ensure that the newly
created margin affix precedes its host if the affix is [FIRST], but
follows if the affix is [LAST].

X ¢ [LAST:a]
[FIRST:a] < X

The attachment of an affix like a Finnish possessive suffix,
which is linked to [HEAD], cannot be distinguished frem other head
features, ones that show agreement, such as case and number. So,
case, number and possessive features are all head features, but
possessive further requires branching. Branching thus ensures the
outer location of phrasal, as opposed te lexical, affixes.

This scheme has several advantages over the two presented
above in 4.3.1.1 — {1) the non-interaction of phrasal and
inflectional affixation falls out of principles independently
motivated in GPSG for the distribution and percolation of features;
{2) the similarities between inflectional morphology and phrasal
affixation are captured in the potions dominance apd
percelation (with certain differences, of course); (3} Lhe
difference in morphotactic location of the twoe classes of morphemes
is captured in the additional branching needed for phrasal affixes,
and parallels between phrasal affixes and grasmatical function words
come out here; and (4) the distinction beiween phrasal affixes and
bound words iz not blurred. In fact, we can see now that there are
very few shared properties in the two types of clitics (bound word
vs. phrasal affix), with two exceptions —— location at word margins
and (at least sowe) similarity to full words.



One final advantage for my proposal is the prediction that
inflectional affixes will be numerically predominate in the
languages of the world. Phrasal affixes will tend to be rarer
because they will reguire scwe additional machinecy in the syntax.

In this chapter I have argued that the Finnish particle
clitics are phonologically bound words, which are a proper
subset of semi-clitice (or 'leaners’ in general}. Bound words and
leaners share semantic, syntactic, and prosodic properties, but
differ in phonological behavior: bound words are leaners displaying
additicnal phonological interaction with some host., Phonological
interaction is the result of the application of a rule of
liaison, or phonological readjustment.

Bound words are to be kept distinet from another type of
clitic, namely *phrasal affixes’. The two are distinguishable on
syntactic. morphotactic, morphological, and phonological grounds.
The bound werd is a syntactic word (lexeme); morphotactically most
diztant from the host; morphologically discrete material; and
phonalogically barely interactive with the rest of the word. The
phrasal affix, by contrast, is a syntactic affix; morphotactically
less distant from the host than the bound word (but mare than other
affixes}; merpholegically heterogenecus; and phonologically highly
interactive with the host.

Gualitatively, too, the twe sets of clitic phenomena are
distinct., They each call for different 'sliticization’ operations:
bound words undergo liaison; phrasal affixes are attached already in
the syntax as feature complexes {and require a special branching
fram the host).



Endnotes.

1. Others include Fudge {1963}, who distinguishes the
grammatical hierarchy from the phonclogical hierarchy; Pulgram
(1970} who makes a similar distinction (he calls the phanoclogical
word nexus); Selkirk (1984:ch. 6); and the autosepgmental
phonologists.

2. Actually, he considers the inclusion of such streasless
words a syntactic-semantic unit, rather than just a phonolagical
phrase — his term is seofu "cell’. The main difference hotween
the puhbetshti and the selv is whether a phonelogical phrase
begins with a main stress or not. E.g. Ja-Rdko Suomen kansalle
'and to the whole Finnish people’ begins with stressless Jja so
is not a "puhetahti”™, but is a "solu". In other words, selu =
puhetahti + satellites.

3. By the term ’precision of timing", Niemi (19B84d) means the
inverse of variable timing: greater wvariation underlying some
arithnetic mean of sowe unit in speech preoduction correspeonds to
difficulty in controlling the timing of that unit; and conversely,
less deviation corresponds to greater control in the timing (Niemi
1984:61ff). Niemi defines his index for precision as "the
simple arithmetic wean divided by standard deviation" (p.62}. Tt is
relative to a base value.

4, A partial answer to Sademiemi’s queries can be found in
Leine's (1982) book on Finnish metrics. Leino offers a number of
prominence rules for the language. He attempts to predict, for
example, when phonclogical pauses are possible betweepn constituents
and when main stress is permitted on a grammatical function word.
Leino labels the negative verb, pronouns, copjunctions, and certain
adverbs as 'grammatical morphemes'. He further observes that when
two normally stressless grammatical morphemes ccour side by side apd
when main stress should be assigned to one of them by other
principles, there are three possibilities: neither takes main
stress (a); the first takes it (b); or the second takes it (c}.

a. Nyt taas shvelect silokkéiset
now again melodies sweet
'Now again the sweet melodies®

b. Tuo kétse, — nyt md tiedan,
that glance now I know
'That g¢lance, — now I know ...’

c. Ah, jés rikas, miorikin é&isin
oh if rich young-too would be-18G
*Oh, if rich, I would be young, too'



Leino's prosodic rules are rather sketchy, and are mainly intended
to be applied to Finnish poetry. Consequently I do not explore them
here.

5. In yet other dialects, conjunction clitic =jd is not a
conjunction, but serves as a replacement for clitic -kim, i.e.
it has the meaning "also, too’, as in the sentence Ming ftulen—ja
'l am coming, too’. Examples can be found in a variety of dialects,
whose descriptions are located in the Dialect Archives,
murrearkiste, at the University of Helsinki.

. B. I should also cite here Ravila's (1941:30-34) mention of
the German term suffixlockerheit used by Ernst Lewy in reference
to the dative —s and instrumental -af of Ostyak.

a. kur-en ué-en-s (*kur—-en—a uf-en-a) "zu deinen
Fiizssen, deinem Gewand’

b. tébettaigen, Jangeltdinen sar-jigk, mag-jigat
(*... sar—jipat, mag-jigpat) 'sie wurden genshri.,
getrankt mit Bier, mit Met'

These examples show that the dative -5 and instrumental -af
can have apparent phrasal attachment.

Suffixlockerheit is not gquite the same as phrasal affixhcood,
but may be used az a good indication of it.

T. The external attaclment of eclitics is seen in the
overwhelming predominance of enclitics and preclitics, but
the relative scarcity of endoclitics. See chapter 5.4 for
discussion.



CHAPTER ¥

ON CLITICS AND CLITICIZATION

5.0, L s

Previous work on the Finnish particle clitics is suggestive of
a treatment of them as syntactic words. Genetz, L. Hakulinen, and
Setila, among nthers,l explicitly coneider the particle clitics to
be members of adverb {and conjunction) word classes. Genetz (1892)
said that the cliticized particles are semantically adverbs and
conjunctions, and are positioned after the most stressed word of the
sentence, as a modifier of it.

The cliticized particles are, according to their meaning,
words on the border between adverbs and conjunctions,
which one is accustomed to using after the most stressed
word {usually the first) of the sentence, as a modifier
of it, and which have, through that, lost their stress
and adapted themselves to vowel harmony with the
preceding word. (Genetz 1B92:93)

Genetz placed the particle ¢lities in the ssme section of his book
as the adverbs, sc he probably considered them to belong to the same
ward class.

L. Hakulinen (1979} treats the particle clitics as full
words. He calls the clitic —fdn as adverb in Standard Finnish,
but also a copulative conjuncticn in the collequial languages {p.
75)1. The question clitic -40 he equates with the independent
{dialectal) conjunction 4o {as in se ko tabton = se kuka
tahtoo = ze joka fahtoo "he who wants', p. BB). 1In general
Hakulinen describes the clitic particles as adverbs (unless
otherwise specified, see p. 235). The adverb clitic particles,
then, are -s, —hdm, -kd (in some uses), -fddn, —&in, and
-pd. Clitics —&0 and —kd (again, in some wses only) are
lsbeled conjunctione. Hakulinen notes that the close relative of
-k, independent ko in the dialects, deoes not participate in

a1



vowel harmony: Adnko is used in place of standard Adnkao.

This makes ko a semi-clitic (like =it&) rather tham a full

clitic. This is to say, dialectal kv is a strictly positioned,
unstressed conjunction lacking the phonological interaction with the
host that signals a true clitic.

Setidla likewise treated the particle clitics -&0 and
~hdn as adverbs (1930:120).

Penttild (1963:115ff) has perhaps the most extensive and most
theoretically oriented treatment of the particle clitics. He
distinguishes among sane 'lexeme’, sapammuoto "word-form',
and sana 'word' (as well as tyvi "stem'). The sane, or
lexeme, is the abstract, fundamental unit of the lexicon. When
lexemes are realized concretely in phonclogical form, we are dealing
with the word-forms of the lexemes. The term word is
probably meant to be a conglomeration of lexemes and morphemes (3 la
Matthews 1974:26). Penttila considers the particle clitics to be
lexemes separate from the host lexeme. Thus, the word-form
tulenpas "1 am coming" contains three lexemes — tulen {composed
of lexeme twle— "come' and morpheme -p 15G), -pa, and-s.

He also considers instances in which specialized, lexicalized
clitics are to be viewed as inflectional or even derivational
morphology (cf. his remarks on Au—ka, mi-k&, and kuiterm—kin,
p. 119).

Penttild's inventory of particle clitics is much broader than
mine. He includes not only =-fdn, -kin/—kddn, -0, and —pd,
but also -kd, £ and dialectal clitics such as -md and
-sfd. He further lists clitic combinations. Lesxeme compounds

include Jjopa ... =kin "even ... tep”, Jjog ... -kip 'if ... alse’,
piin ... kulp ... =kin " both ... and ... also', niin ... Jos ...
—kin "(both) ... iF ... too’, bpifim Byvin ... kuib ... =kin 'boih ...
as well ws ...", wvai ... —&k0 {(also &0 ... wvaf ...)"or?’

{p. 556-559).

Penttild remarks (p. 555) that Finnish has a number of
'questicning sentential modifiers’ of which some are interrogative
conjunctions. The particle clitic -40, for example, is listed
alongzide several full words.

Of the scholars in the younger generation, most are interested
in the function of the particle clitics in diacourse. F. KHarttunen
examines the particle clitics® interactions with copnstituvent order,
ascribing to -fdr an illocutionary force. A. Hakulinen, J.-0.
tistman, M. Vilkuna, and M. Vilppula take similar lines. They argue
that the particle clitics straddle the boundary between syntax and
pragmatics. Generally they relate pragmatic clitics like =ldn,

-pA, —kin/-kAdn to other pragmatic markers (full words) like
nimencwaan and myos, so their work iz entirely compatible
with my own.



F. Earlsson, in various publications, looks at the particle
clitics from the point of view of a morphologist. He shows on a
number of criteria that the particle clitics are not in the least
affixal, cf. chapter II. He does not demonstrate that the particle
clitica are bound words, but his results are definitely compatible
with such an approach.

The sbove discussion reveals that the insights of native
Finnish linguists favor the bound word approach. Many of the
earlier investigators explicitly included particle clitics alongside
presentations of regular words. And the work of more recent
investigators is consistent with my bound word approach.

For the rest of this chapter I focus on the development of a
theory of cliticization. Earlier clitic taxcnomies are presented in
5.1. Three approaches to the status of clitics are discussed in
5.2. Some syntactic and phonological parameters of cliticization
are explored in sections 5.3 and 5.4. Finally, a few diachronic
studies of second pesition cliticization are mention in section 5.5.

: 1.1, t cti

A binary division of labor for all clitics was posited in
chapter IV. Clitics will be either bound words or phrasal
affixes. This is a rather novel taxocnomy, though not entirely
without precedent. There are some hints in the literature to the
effect that clitics may be considered one or the other, but these
remain inexplicit and language-particular. Nida (1946:104-6), for
example, cites English genitival -’z as an affix that occcurs
with phrases, but he does not actually consider this a clitic (nor
does he recognize any bound word phenomena per se -- instead he
lists separately, “"bound alternates of free forms™ and "clitics
which are not relatable to free alternates” (p. 106).

In the following three sections, I take a look at several
clitic taxonomies that have been preoposed in recent years.

5.1.2. Fwicky 1977.

Zwicky (1977) presented one of the first works pulling
together a unified account of clitics from a variety of languages.
He posited a tertiary division among clitics: the simple clitic,
the aspecial clitic, and the bound word.

The simple clitic is defined as a worpheme that has a free
alternate. There is a transparent phonolegical and ayntactic
relationship between the two alternants. English auxiliary verbs
constitute examples of simple clitics. English is, has, have
etc. have single consonant, clitic allomorphs /z/, 2/, /v/ beside



full 2z/;, /hez/, /hev/, respectively. The syntactic constraints
on ‘contraction’ {i.e., cliticization) are well-known (cf. summaries
in Kaisse 1983, 1985; Bissantz 1983/19B5), as is the fact that
phonological attachment is to the left, as demonstrated by veicing
assimilation.

{1) John[z] taking — #John[s] taking (i.e., mot John staking)

Proncuns in many languages have full and simple clitic allomorphs
under Zwicky's (1977} analysis.

Special clitics, according to Zwicky (1977}, also have
free alternants, but are characterized by idiosyncratic syntax
and/or irregularities in phonological shape {in comparison to the
free form). An example of this is the French pronominal clitic
Ie *him'. It differs from its free alternant fui in both
parameters — special phonology ([1(s}] is not relatable to [lyi]
through any productive synchronic phonological rule) and apecial
syntax (Je has a specific requirement to be adjacent to the
verb; Juwi is not always permitted in those slots -—— of. (2-4)
below).

(2} Je le vois — *Je vois lui —— *Je lui vois
I him see
'l see him'

{3) Doone—le-moi —— *Donne-lui-moi

give-himme
'Give it/him to me’

Finally, Zwicky places all clitics without any known free—-form
alternant intoc the bound word category. Latin —que, —-ne and
all the Finmish particle clitics are examples of bound words,
because there are no free—form alternants of these morphemes.

{4) Latin a. navigia mittantur, deis-gue iuwvantibus ¢ mient
ships should be gods—-and helping wi.l arrive
sent

*Ships should be sent, and with the gods' help,
they will arrive.® (Jansson 1976:238)

b. etiamne nobis expedit?
really-Q for us useful
'Is it really useful to us?

Klavana (1982a) has criticized Zwicky's (1977) tertiary
division on the grounds that the special clitic/bound word
distinction loses generalizations. She notes that there is in
Zwicky's treatment a strong correlation beiween pronominal clitics
(which very often have parallel ‘*strong/weak® -- i.e. full/felitic —-
allomorphs) and special clitic status, as well as between particle



clitics (usually adverbial or complementizer clitics that lack
‘atrong/weak' allomorph pairs) and bound word status.

Klavans alsc observes that the phencmenon of second position
enclisis is not captured in any straightforward manner under
Zwicky's (1977) approach. Some second position clitics are treated
as special clitics, others as bound words. Ngiyambaa, for example,
has both pronominal and particle second position enclitics.
Presumably the former would be labelled ‘special clitics’, the
latter *bound words®, if we follow Zwicky's 1977 taxonomy. The
shared syntactic behavior does not fall out of this early approach
of Zwicky's.

5.1.2 um snd Fwicky 1983.

Klavans' (1982a) criticisms of Zwicky 1977 led to Zwicky and
Pullum’s (1983} revision in favor of a binary clitic divisicn.
Simple clitics have the same status as before, but now the term
special clitic is used to cover both of Zwicky's (137T7)
categories, special clitic and bound word.

Simple clitics, then, have exactly the same privilege of
securrence as that of associated full forms. The only mechanism
required for these clitics is a readjustment rule (i.e. liaison]:

the formal device which creates phonclogical words
containing a simple clitic iz a readjustment rule
operating on the surface structure. (Zwicky and Pullun
19B3:510)

This is precisely the proposal I offer in section 4.2, as my rule of
liaison.

But Zwicky and Pullum lump together all other clitics under
the special clitic type:

411 other clitics are special clitics in our terminology
{Zwicky 1977): either no corresponding full forms exist,
as in Latin conjunctive particle —gue, the Tagalog

elitic particles, and the English possessive ‘s or

else the cliticse do not have the same distribution as the
corresponding full forms, as in the pronominal clitics of
many Romance and Slavic languages and of Modern Greek.
(Zwicky and Pullum 1983:511)

Thus they place bound words like Finnish particle clitics and Latin
=gue (as well as the Tagalog [semi-|clitics) inte the same
category as phrasal affixes like English -'s. This approach



will miss generalizations about the bound word/phrasal affix
distinction or will predict that bound words and phrasal affixes
should pattern together. But as I note in section 4.3, there ia a
qualitative difference between the two phenomena.

Zwicky and Pullum (1983) view special clitics as analogous to
affixes —- the two groups of morphemes are to be represented as
features and are to undergo rules of ‘percolation’ in ocrder to be
positioned syntactically (ef. 5.2.2 bLelew). But this feature
approach blurs the distinction between hound words and phrasal
affixes. Under their view, a clitic such as the English possessive
marker, -‘s, is treated in exactly the same manner as the
Eztonian clitie, or bound, postpositions (Newis 1982). The clitic
status of the Estonian bound postpositions is motivated, not on
their affixal properties, but on the syntactic parallelism with
regular postpositions. English -'s, however, can be motivated
as & phrasal affix (cf. section 4.3) and should then be handled via
a syntactic feature.

Ancther such contrast can be found in a single language,
namely Finnish. Finnish has two classes of clitics —- hound words
and phrasal affixes. These are both special clitics according to
Zwicky and Pullum’s {1983) approach: they =ither have no free
allomorph (as is the case with the particle clitics) or else there
iz no transparent syntactic and phonological relationship between
the clitic and the free form (as is the case, for instance, with
possessive enclitic -nd and its free allomorph mimwm, both
meaning “wy'}. A special clitic treatment of both the word-like
clitics -fdn, -pd, -0, etc. and the affixal possessive clitics
-ni, =si, -nsd, etc. faila to distinguish between morphemes that
call for a feature/affixal appreach and those that call for a bound
word approach.

Several recent studies of clitics make heavy use of this
simple/special clitic taxonomy, including Kaisse {1985) and many
analysts working within the government and binding framework (e.g.
Saxon l98S5).

5.1.4. Klavans 198Za.

Elavans adopls a different approach from Zwicky (1977): she
explicitly assumes Chat clitics constitute a unitary phencmenon.
According to Klavans, clitics are the same "thing®, though subject
te five parameters which take care of the clitics'® syntactic and
phonological positionings (F1-F5 below). There sre no types to be
distinguished (i.e. there iz no clitic taxonomy per so);
instead, variation arises as a result of the interaction of the
parameters,



Pl. Clitic Identity

PZ. Domain of Cliticizaticn

P3. Initial/Final Location within that Demain
P4. Before/After the Host Word

P5. Proclitic/Enclitic Attachment to Host Word

Parameter 1, clitic identity, is represented by a lexical
feature [+clitic]. Since clitichood cannot be predicted [cf.
section 4.1}, c¢litics are marked [+clitic] in the lexicon.
Parameter 2 refers to the node that dominates the clitic -- the
c¢litic is positioned syntactically with respect to the daughters of
that node, Parameter 3 refers to the margin of the domain -- is the
clitic placed before all the other sisters (i.e. left margin},
or after the other gisters (i.e. right margin}. The fourth
parameter determines the locus of clitic attachment with respect to
ita host word. And parameter 5 dictates the direction of
phonological attachment -— the clitic will either be emclitic or
proclitic.

To illustrate the use of the five parameters, 1 have selected
Finnish particle clitic —-A@. Parameter 1 will obwiously
obligate us to mark this word as [+clitic]. Tts dommin is that of
the sentence (i.e, it hasz sentential scope), so P2 = the §
node. —k¢ does not appear final in the sentence; rather it
refers to the left margin (my feature [FIRST] in chapter 3], so P3 =
initial in Klavans' terms. The clitic —42 appears after the
first daughter constituent in 5, so P4 = after. And finally
-k is enclitic, not proclitic.

g (F2)

(F3)
v [‘i? ADVP
N ADY
| |
on—ko isd tazlla
{P5}
is—Q father here

'Is father here?

This is the typical cowbination of parameters for the phenomencn of
second position enclisis (also known as Wackernagel's Law).

Tn the IULC edition of her dissertatiom (in & section of the
introduction entitled "How Five parameters Became Three"), Klavans
points out that cnly three, not five, parameters are actually needed
to capture the positioning of clitics. The lexical fealure
[+clitic] is really a part of the lexical entry of any lexical
item. Parameter 2 is redundantly stated in parameters 3 and 4: F3
refers to initial/final location within a particular dommin, and Pd
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to location before or after a particular daughter of that domain.
The three parareters now are:

Pl. Initial/Fipal
FZ. Before/After
P2. Enelitic/Proclitic

The above revised parametric system, leads ultimately to
Klavans® (1985) article in which she posits the same three
parameters, but with different lsbels:

Fl = Immediate Dominance
P2 = Linear Precedence
P3 = Liaison

I am in complete agreement with Klavans here, concerning the
parameters for ‘cliticization'. But I question whether P1 and P?
are truly parameters for ¢litics. It seems to be no accident the.
Tmpediate Dowinance and Linear Precedence are needed for both syntax
and cliticization. The term 'immediate dowinance' is taken from
GPSG, where it likewise refers to the configurativnal structures of
units — a domain (er node) has several wesbers {or daughters}. And
linear precedence refers to the linear ordering of the daughters of
that node (or actually, of the sisters under any shared node). The
only parameter that is not syntactic in nature is P3, which is the
direction of phonological attachment.

In particular, we note that the Finnish particle clitic
k7 has the following parameters, under Klavans®' 1985
treatment: ID = initial in 8; LP = after; and P3 = enclisis.
Klavans' approach has the unfortunate consequence that the clitic
parameters recapitulate the same syntactic ID/LP atatements for
class [41] sentential adverbs. Klavans thus introduces a large
amount of redundancy into the componential organization of the
grammar. The syntax and cliticization modules are governed by the
same operations: ID and LP. 1 postpone my discussion of the
implications of permitting such redundency among components until
the conclusion of this dissertation (chapter VII).

It should be noted that I am not taking issue with Klavans'
parameters per se, only with the componential allotment of the
paramelers. We can cut out repetitive operations between these twa
modules by allowing ¢litic ID/LP to fall out of syntactic ID/LP. I
proposed in chapter 4 that Klavans' ID and LP e relegated to the
syntactic component.

The coupling of Klavans' (1985) parameters with my proposed
revisions now reduces the noticn *cliticization' to liaison, or
direcliion of phonological attachment. Under this revision, there
are just two types of cliticizations: proclisis and enclisis. All
other parameters are determined by the syntax of the language in
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question. I have adopted Klavans' lexical feature [+clitie] in
section 4.1.1 where I have renamed it [+liaison] to emphasize the
fact that the feature involves no syntactic operation.

£.Z.Three Views of Clisie,

Analysts" views of the notion "clitic’ can be reduced
essentially to three basic approaches toward the status of clitics
in grammatical theory. First, there are linguists like Steele
(1975) who consider clitics to be linguistic primitives. Then,
there is the clitic—qua—affix camp, represented by Klavans (in
various publications, cf. 5.2.1 below}. Klavans argues that clitics
should be seen as affines with phrasal determination. And finally,
there is the bound word approach typical of Finno-Ugricists {section
5.0 above). In the following I examine these three viewpoints,
arguing that none of them is sufficient alone to handle the array of
data available in the literature. I offer instead a binary approach
to clisias: clitics will either be bound words or phrasal affixes,
depending on the cutcome of Iwicky's (1984a) diagnostic tests.

5.2.1. Clitics As Linguistic Primes.

One view of the status of clitic, that of Steele (13878},
dictates that clitics are linguistic primes. (See also Comrie's
remark in 5.5.1.) Steele comes to this conclusion after being
unable to find any motivation for second position enclisis. She
says, "asking the question: Why second position? is like asking the
questiocn: Why adjectives?" (Steele 1976:560).

This view does not have much to recommend it. If clitics are
viewed as basic units of language, then one must determine how such
units fit into linguistic theory. First, the notion must be defined
in such a way as to indicate its intermediate status between
the word and the affix. This is especially crucial for agglutinalion
facts, according to which diachronically words typically become
clitics on their way to affixhood.

Numerous affixes have arisen through the reduction of full
words. Most frequently there is not a direct reinterpretation of a
full word as an affix. Iostead there is an intermediate stage
during which the morpheme in question is a clitic:

WORD » CLITIC > AFFIX

The proponents of the linguistic prime approach must elaborate
on how such a primitive of language will Fit inte synchronic and
diachronic studies, child language acquisition, borrowing, aphasia,
language play, and the like. 1t is further not clear to me that
such a fundawental unit should have two and omnly two subtypes —— the
bound word and the affix. Are these each to be considered separate
units of grammar? Or is there some reason to have binary division
for this linguistic prime?
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defined in terms of other, independently motivated linguistic

primes, namely the word and the affix. Its intermediate status
between that of the word and that of the affix can be demonstrated
with Zwicky's (1984a) tests. Not just any combination of word and
affix properties is available. Rather, clitics exhibit a clustering
around two poles — word properties OR affix properties. Under my
view, then, the clitic is either a type of word or a type of affix,
and such clusterings lead to my bound word/phrasal affix diatinction.

In this dissertation I have taken the tack that the addition
of some new basic unit or some pew grammatical apparatus is to be
avoided. I have attewmpted to force as much as possible to fall out
from machinery already available in the rest of the grammar.

The analysis I have offered relies instead on independently
motivated mechanizms, with the exception of the lexical feature
[tliaison]. This feature is needed in order to account for the
inability to predict clitichood on the basiz of other factors (such
as stresalessness, semantic vagueness, and the like). So, this
feature is one amall piece of the grammar {not an entire component,
or set of percolation rules) that cannot be reduced to any existing
principle. But the feature serves to signal the patient which will
undergoe phonological liaison (i.e. marks a lexeme which will become
bound) .

5.2.2. Clitics as Affixes.

Groos (1978) attempts to create an inflectional theory of
clitics, based on data which highlight the similarities between
Spanish and French pronominal clitics and inflectional affixes.
Stump's (1980) detailed account of the French clitics places such
data in doubt as examples of true clitics. Stump provides an
inflectional account of the French pronominal and adverbial
clitica. He arguea that the clitics are represented as
morphosyntactic inflectional features on the werb, and that the
clitice are not derived from corresponding full noun phrases or
prepositional phrases.

Zwichy and Pullum (1983} present arguments for English o'f
as an inflectional affix, ending their article with a short
discussion of the parallels between affixes and clitics.? They
point out that the percolation of clitics parallels that of
affixes:

Phonological words containing a special clitic could be
regarded in transformational terms as created by a rule
that takes features associated with some domain
constituent (usually 5 or NP}: tranufers them to a
locus, & specific node within the domain {e.g. to an
initial or final sub-constituent, or to the head of the
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constituent}; realizes them as morphological material
situated either before or after the locus; and attaches
this material phonologically either to the right or to
the left (p. 510).

This rather complex scheme, based on Klavans (1982a), no doubt
captures the relevant positionings of clitica. But it has some
undesirable properties, most notably duplication of function and
missed generalizations. 1 have argued in section 5.1.3 that, for
the bound word type of clitic at least, ‘percolation’ rules of this
type will recapitulate what already has to be done in the syntax of
the language. Having one set of percolation rules for all clitics
further blurs the distinction among the two clitic types -— whether
that distinction be special/simple clitic or bound word/phrasal
affin.

Finally, I will argue in chapter VII that only liaison is
necessary to handle cliticization. Zwicky and Pullum's percolalion
approach, like Klavans' ID/LP approach, makes the cliticization
component too powerful. Allowing syntactic operations in that
wodule mixes phonology and syntax in a way that weakensz the theory.

On the other hand, Klavans (13739} notes several times that
there exists a distinction between clitics having categorial
membership and those having phrasal attachment (p. 62-83), and she
specifically cites a distinction in Turkish between enclitic words
and enclitic suffixes (p. 98ff). In later work, however, she takes
a different stand: she explicitly states that clitics are best
viewed as "phrasal affixes" (Klavans 1982a:xvi-xviii; 1983:104;
1985).

The phrasal affix analysis is clearly pot suitable for Lhe
Finnish particle clitics, as these morphemes are much more word-like
than they are affixal. But the concept is not to be thrown out
entirely, as it is peeded for clitics like English ‘s, as I have
shown in chapter V.

5.2.3. Clitics As Words.

Several investigators take the approach that clitics are
words. Hale (1972) presenta such an account of the Warlpiri
auxiliary. Steele and Demers (Steele et al. 1981) provide a similar
view of the Luisefio and Lummi auxiliaries. And Klavans® most
detailed account of clisis comes from her (1983) article on
Ngiyambaa. Ngiyambaa has amazing freedom in its constituent order,
but has a severe restriction on the placement of sentential clitics
into the second position of the sentence. HKlavans offers the
following frageent of a phrase structure gramsar for the language:

5 =—-» a (ENCL) ax
ENCL ———» PART[icle] PRO[ncminal]
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but in a base rule such as this, the use of the ENCL{itic] node is
unwarranted insofar as the clitic iz not on a par with other
syntactic elements. A clitic is not a word class, but

encompasses other word classes, such as "adverb, pronoun, and "any
morpheme class ... save (lexical) wverb and (lexical) noun™ (KElavans
15979:36). 1T agree with the position argued by Zwicky (1984a) that
all wordas are to be assigned a word class and that there are no
acategorematic words. Thus PRO[nominal] and PART[icle] may be used
as word classes, but ENCL[itic] may not. Nor can it be used as a
phrasal pode. Tt is true, however, that sometimes it is difficult
for the analyst to assign a word class, especially in the absence of
inflectional morphology on the word (as iz often the case for
cliticsg).

Another criticism of Klavans® phrase structure rules above
follows frowm an observation made by Zwicky {1982a), who notes that
clisis rules never feed or bleed syntactic rules (an cbservation
which leads toc his positing a separate post—syntactic cliticization
component ). Klavans® {1983) phrase structure rule is a glaring
instance of a mixing of lewvels: reference to encliszia iz included
among the basze structure rules of the language.

In an earlier work, Klavans (197%9) demonstrates that at least
some clitics are to be congidered members of "inflectable word
classes” such as noun and verb. This is because we can account for
the surface phencmenon of endoclisis if we assume that the
inflectional affix that appears external to the cliticthost unit is
not attached to the host, but te the clitic itself. Thus, in (5},
fram Ngivambaa, the suffix -bula (a duality marker) is affixed
te pronominal eclitic -pdu, which is itself attached to the hest
dftd: rbawa (with intervening clitic -mha):

(5) dhi:rba~wa -nha =wdu -bula gpivamba: niya-1i
know-GETTING-PRES-ZNOM-DUAL Ngiyambaa speak-PURF
"You two are learning how to speak Ngiyambaa.®
{Klavans 1979:71)

Suffix -bula never attaches to verbs like ghi:rbawa, but
always attaches to nouns and pronouns: bura:y-bula "(the) two

children’ and mindu—bula 'you two'. -pdu is the clitic form
of npindu, and -pdu-buls is then the clitic form of
nindu-bula.

Klavans concludes her interesting paper with a statement she
will later contradict:

In this paper 1 have argued that some clitics are
underlyingly words on the basis of their class membership
and their inflectability, and that the analysis of
clitics as morphological features is untenable. I have
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proposed that clitic words are always attached
externally to hosts and joined by Cliticization
Rules; that is; rules which create phooological words
from gramsatical words. (Klavans 1979:77)

As my discussion of the Finnish particle clitics demonstrates, I am
in wholehearted agreement with this statement. But not all clitics
are to be considered bound words {(cf. sections 5.2.2 and 4.3).

5.3. On the Syntax of Clitica.

Most investigations of clisis reveal that clitics tend to
attach to the margins of constituents (Zwicky 1977, Klavans 1982a,
Kaisse 1985). But I argue below that reference to the head of the
constituent is also an available option. In this section I address
and criticize Kaisse's wvery strong contention that sentential
clitica must occur in elausal second position.

5.3.1. N and rgins.

Several previous studies emphasize the fact that clitics are
located either at the edges of a constituent or attached to the head
of the constituent. Zwicky (1977) and Klavans (1982a), especially,
argue this point. Zwicky notes that "clitics whose source is within
a particular constituent {an NP or 5) will move either to one of the
margina of that conatituent or to the head of that constituent (the
Nor V)" (p. 1B).

Klavans echoes that view, and notes that there is a great deal
of overlap between Zwicky's discussion of the location of clitics at
the margins or head of a constituent, and Baltin's (1978) view that
‘movement’ rules in Chomsky's °‘move alpha’ theory of syntax refer to
only to margins {and head) of a constituent.

Kaisse (19B2, 1985) formalizes Zwicky's statement, and uses it
as a more general principle for her second position rule governing
the syntactic location of sentential clitics (see below in section
5.3.2):

A elitic originating as an immediate daughter XP may [be]
adjoined only to the leftmost or rightmost node of X7,
(Kaisse 1982:5)

In a footnote she appends the possibility of the head of the
constituent serving as the host:

. or to the leftmost or rightwmost node of X. (p. 13)

Kaisse's notions of constituent and head are purely syntactic --
they do not hold any special non—syntactic status. That is, the two
notions do not behave any differently in the cliticization component
than in the syntactic component.
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syntactic location of clitics. She wants to argue that clitics are

a type of phrasal affix, so she sssigns subcategorization frames to

them, just =s Lieber assigns such frames to affixes. But as I have

argued, many of the clitics are not affixal at all; they are instead
bound words.

5.3.2 On Wackernagel's Law.

Kaisse (1982, 1985) examines second position, or Wackernagel-
type, clitics within the (pretheoretic) framework of Klavans
(1982a), and altempts to impose restrictions on it. Using a corpus
of only six languages, she observes that there is a sigmificant
overlap between sentential clitics and second position clitics.
Sentential clitics have a very strong attraction for this sentential
slot. In Klavans' {1982a) terms, the following properties cooccur:
sentence initial, after the host, and enclitic onto the host.

Kaisse defines sentential clitics as the immediate daughters
of 58 or 5'. BShe then formalizes her very strong claim:

All those languages with 5' clitics place those clitics
in second poasition, after the first stressed constituent
{or word) of that clause, regardless of the category of
that constituent (or word). (Kaisse 1382:4, footnote
deleted here).

Unfortunately two problems crop up for Keisse's claim that all
languages with sentential clitics place them in second positicn.
First, mlthough she intially cites six languages which obey the rule
above, she mentions alwest as many languages <in which the sentential
clitics do not appear in second position: HRenyang, Ngancara, Welsh,
and Chrau.? Tn the discussion that follows, I present several octher
counterexanples to Kaisse's claim from the Finno-Ugric language
family.

Kaisse also fails to capture the notion 'sentential clitic’.
She offers a {universal) structural definition -- whatever is
imnediately dominated by the 5 or §' node. HKaisse can account for
adverbial sentential clitics with this definition, as well as
conjunctions and complementizers. The definition also covers
sub ject pronouns, but leaves out other pronouns (e.g., direct and
indirect object pronouns). Other problematic sentential clitics
include auxiliary verbs (which in English are enly centroversially
analysed as immediate daughters of 8) and tense markers. In my
syntactic account of Finnish all the above are daughters of § (or
'), and such a treatment could be extended easily to other free
word order languages.
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But in Kaisse's treatment, many pronouns, such as objects and
indirect object pronouns, as well as genitive pronominal clitic
attributes of a predicative NP, are daughters of the VP node, not of
the 5 node. In order to handle the second position placement of
these pronouns, she has to append a rider — the second position
clitic group can be extended by analogy. The positioning of the
subject clitics is generalized to include other pronominal clitics.

Haisse's law is empirically false. There is no exceptionless
principle that forces clitics into sentential second position. This
can be seen in the following data from Finnish, Veps, and
Permic-Ugric. In these languages, the finite verb holds a very
great attraction for sentential clitics.

I have collected a mr'puﬂ‘t‘ of nearly fifty languages having
second position clitics, all of them exhibit a great amount of free
constituent order. Some of these languages are, in Hale's (1981)
view, W-star, or non-configurational languages, others are not.
They all presumably have flat syntactic structures like those
proposed for Finnish in chapter III. Sentential adverbs and
conjunctions, auxiliary and finite verba, and various sorts of
pronouns would all be daughters of 5 (or 5")}. The only remaining
problematic instance is the genitive pronominal elitic attribute of
a predicative NP (ef. (6) from Pashto, where de is the genitival
attribute of wror, and is in the middle of a cluster of second
position [semi-]clitics). I cannot account for this loose thread at
the present time, but I note that there is a strong correlation here
between ergative pronouns and these gepitive attributes. This may
gimply indicate a flatter structure for noun phrases in these
languages. (See also Iwicky (19B5c) on similar flat structures fer
‘non-configurational’ language.)

{B) wror RO ba de ye lidslay wi
brother indeed must your he seen is
'He must indeed have seen your brother’
{Tegey 1975:158)

5.3.2.1. Fionish —kin.

I chapter II, T described the syntactic placements for four
sentential clitics. -Adn, -k0, -pd are second position clitics;
~kin/=kddn attaches to the finite verb. The sentential use of
the clitic —kip is of interest here, because it constitutes a
counterexample to Haisse's claim that all sentential clitics must
occur in second position.

Following the analysis given by Hstman {1977}, we can sort ocut
three basic uses for -kfim (i) as a constituent modifier, it
means roughly "too, alse', (ii) it can mark pure ewphasis, and (1ii)
and it can be a sentential adverb — i.e. it has a textual
funclion. In this last function it always attaches to the finite
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then as something having been learned or something currently under
dizcussion (Hakulinen and Earlassom 1979).

(7) Asetuksen antamista odotettiin, ja se annettiin—kin.
statute giving was awaited and it was given -also
'The giving of the statute was expected, and it was
given, too.’

The local, constituent modifier use of —kim can be distinguished
from its sentential use. In (8} it attaches to the main verb
ostanut ‘bought’, and is a modifier of that word. In (9) it
attaches to the finite verb, and is a sentential adwerh.

(8) EKalle on ostanyt-kin auton.
Karl has bought-also car
'Earl has alsc BOUGHT a car.,®'

{9) Kalle on—kin ostanut auton.
Earl has-alsc bought car
'Karl has also bought a car.’

In the case of simple verbs, there is a scope ambiguity. (10) can
have either local or sentential scope.

(10) Ealle osti-kin auton.
Karl bought-also car
'Earl also bought a car.’

Finnish -=kip is, then, a sentential clitic which does npot
occur in second position. Instead it attaches to the Tinite werl,
which under standard GPSG treatments iz the head of the sentence
{i.e. 5 is a one or two bar-level expansion of V).

5.32.2.2. Veps -(ilk.

Somewhat similar facts obtain for Veps -¢ilk, which can
occur either in secend position or after the finite werb (11-16).
-(ilk is one of several interrogative markers in Veps, according
to Kettunen (1943:532-34), on which I base this discussion. The
others include wva, Jo, se, and the Russian loanword -7°i.
[T include Hettunen's Finnish translations in the following
examples. |

{11) ertja jo Jjoudab-ik magata?
Ortya EMP go -@ sleep
'Is Ortya going to sleep? Joutaskopa Ortja makamaan?’

(12} ortja I-k vent pohjit’ sina sdigjarvhe?
Ortya nol—-Q taken bottoms there  S&igjarvi
"Didn't Ortya take the (shoe) botloms there to Saigjarvi?
Eikd Ortja vienyt kenganpohjia sinne Saigjarvelle?’
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{13) defonha md voifi-ik méndd pimedas?
village I can -@ go dark{INES)
'Can I go to the village in the dark?
-Voinke mind mennd kyldfn pimedssH?'

(14) mujoda md sinum bokad roht ifi-ik?
feel I ywyour side dare —Q
Do I dare feel your side?
Uskallanko mind tunnustella sinun kylkedsi?'

{15) pahofi-ik m& sdin?
much-G 1 ate
'Did I eat much? Kovastiko mind sdin?’

(16} kiizii piga—ik hénen [saharan] tobad.
ask s=oon—-Q it Sugar bring
*Ask if they will bring it [the sugar] SOON.
Kvsy, pianko he gitd [sokerial tuovat.®'

Examples {11-14) demonstrate the attachment to the verb,
regardless of the positiocning of that verb. The examples in (158}
and (16} show -(i}k in second position. The other interrogative
markers do not enjoy the same privilege of eccurrence. Jo
precedes the questioned constituent; it is not a clitic. Enclitie
ge occurs in a nusber of syntactic slots (as does its plural
me), predominantly second position or after the verb. wa
and the RAussian borrowing -1 °7 are second position [semi-]elitics.

{17) keskidi ufid va voib noustta?

widdle dream @ can wake up
‘Can one wake up in the middle of a dream?

Kesken unta voiko kerattéi?’

(18) jo se teile I1°end baifil” tiitrid” ot’itd kazatdihan?
Q you not-was gentlenen girls took maid
'Really weren't there the gentlemen's girls for you, you took a
servant girl? Tokkohan teille ei ollut (herrojen) herrcilla
tyttdria, otitte piian?'

What is clear from Veps —(1)k {and the other
interrogatives) is that it does not necessarily occur in clausal
second position. It can instead attach to the finite verb of the
clause. [t is fairly clear that -¢i)% i=s a sentential clitic,
because it makes reference to the sentence as a whole for its
positioning (and because it has the sentence as a whole in its
scope). Finnish =k¢ and Veps —¢i)k should be included among
the large number of interrogative clitics and semi-clitics from
languages all over the glebe: Tagalog be, Slavic ¥ o o3
Luigefio -#u, Dyirbal -ma, etc.
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5.3.2.3. Permic-Ugric -¥

As a final counterexample to Eaisse's principle, T discuss the
Permic—Ugric interrogative clitics. These have the same meaning as
the Finnish and Veps interrogative clitics cited above. Hungarian
-e, Oatyak -a, Vogul —-&, Ziryene —-e, and Votyak -a/ma) are
cognate morphemes. 1 assume as & starting peoint that these
interrogative morphemes are functionally and semantically equivalent
to the other sentential clitice of section 5.3.Z2.

These clitica do not occur in second position as KHaisse's
principle predicts; rather they attach to the head of the predicate
— one cannot simply say verb here because in Hungarian, at
least, present tense copula constructions are verbless, and the
clitic attaches to the predicate adjective or predicate noun. Some
examples of these clitics are listed below.

Hungarian (Koski and Mihafyly 1964:338):
{19) kivécsi volt, Jénos-e as a gyerek.
curious was John—Q that the boy
'"He was curious about whether that boy was John.®

(20 Vajon el jon—e Péter
whether comes—Q Peter
*(1 wonder) whether Peter is coming.’

Ostyak (Fokos—Fuchs 1962:110):
{21) mant num—tdrum Xujan jina juXtupteta omat taidan-a
me  upper man water bring strength have
*Bist du imstande (hast du die MBglichkeit), mich zu den
Mannergewissern der oheren Welt zu bringen?’

Vogul (Fokos-Fuchs 1962:110):
(22) tit Xujew-a?
here sleep
‘Werden wir hier schlafen?*

Ziryene {Fokos—Fuchs 1962:111; Fuchs 1949:184):
(23) men pofe-e led”t Sivni pristade? -- pofe

me may-Q descend landingplace may
*Darf ich zum Hafen hinuntergehen -- Ja. Licet-we mihi
deacendere? — licet.’

Votyak {(Fuchse 1962:184, 1937:319):
(24) kiZno baftom—a, wn—a basti
wife take -0 pot-Q take
*Nehme ich {mir) wohl eine Frau, oder nehme ich (mir)
wohl nicht?’
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5.3.3, The Case Against Kaisse.

The sbove three examples (Finnish —kim, Veps —(1)k,
and Permic-Ugric -F) demonstrate that senteptial clitics are
equally liable to attach to the head verb as to the first
congtituent of the sentence. And T have still more examples of this
phencmenon, but three such examples are sufficient for our
purposes, These are direct counterexamples to Kaisse's claim.
Hence we are forced to reject the principle on empirical grounds.

Even on theoretical grounds her principle is suspect. Tt is
not clear to me where in the grammar this statement should go.
Kaisae apparently intends this to be a condition on or rule of
cliticization; therefore it belongs in the clisis cemponent. But I
have argued in the preceding chapters that the gross svntactic
positioning of clitics takes place in the syntax module, and not in
the clisis component. Under my view, Halsse's rule is a syntactic
statement, of which I capture a part in wy lexical feature [+R], ID
feature [FIRST], and LP statement [FIRST] ¢ [+B]. If it is to he
considered a syntactic principle of ordering, then it constitutes a
mixing of levels: this syntactic statement contains reference to
clitic location. Following Zwicky and Pullum {forthceming), we note
that this additien of reference to non—syntactic items, i.e. clitics
here, would be a weskening of the theory (cf. chapter VII).

In sum, we find Kajsse's statement concerning the location of
sentential clitics of little use {(except ineofar as it characterizes
a genaral tendency). Tt is not exceptionless, as she herself
notes. Instead, we want to predict the locations of sentential
clitics frem the syntax of the language, especially the linear
precedence statements. Syntactic positioning can be determined in
this way for optional location, as was the case with Veps -/i)k
above (5.3.2), where the clitie occurs either in second position or
after the verb.

Hence I reject Haisse's very strong claim, in favor of the
heads /margins approach of Zwicky (1977) and Klavans (1982a), though
I argue that these facts fall owt from the syntactic description of
a language (cf. chapter IV).

5.4. On the Phonology of Clitics.
Many analysts have noted that clitics always attach externally
to hosts — as enclitics or proclitics. Indeed these two types of

clitics predominate in the literature. But there are a fow examples
of the phenomenon of endoclisis. Endoclisis is the phonological
location of a elitic inside its host.
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“ust of the nriginai examples of endoclisis cited by Zwicky
{1977) have been reanalysed as something else. Thus although Zwicky
cites Madurese, Eatonian, Turkish, and Hua as languages exhibiting
endoclitica, the data from these languages have been resnalysed as
either as the effect of a morph metathesis rule {Zwicky and Pullum
forthcoming) or as the result of the cliticization of an inflected
word (Klavans 1980). 1In the case of Estonian, the ‘endoclitic’

-&7 iz revealed to be a lexicalized, derivational suffix, which
i not connected synchronically to the [semi-Jclitic —gi (Newis
19844, 1985a).

It follows from these results that surface endocliziz is
always due to something else in the grammar {or lexicon), and shoul:l
not be incorporated into the cperations of a cliticization
component, Liaison is the phonological attachment of one ward to
another, and pot within ancther. Liaison does not include any
operation akin to infixation.

5.5. Clitic Diachrony.

In this section I address two issues, the arigin of second
poasition enclisis and the Agglutination Hypothesis. Section 5.5.1
deals with how words and clities come to be second positicn
enclitics, section 5.5.2. with the Agglutination Hypothesis., My
intent here iz not to resclve any of the controversies, but to
indicate how my bound word analysis of the Finnish particle clitics
can bring evidence to bear on diachrenic approaches tc the
phenomencn of Wackernagel's Law.

§5.5.1. Second Position Enclisis.

Steele (1975, 1977), Hock (19B2a,b), Comrie (1981}, and Cowan
{1384} are concerned with the tendency for auxiliaries and other
sentential clitics to ‘migrate' toward clausal second positicn, and
the implications of this tendency as a mechanisw of diachronic
change.

Comrie (1981:BB) says, "Second position is extremely rare as a
regquired pogition for aeparate words", and therefore second pesition
rlitics should be excluded pso Ffacto from work on word order
recopstruction, since they do mot (pecessarily) repreasent an earlier
word order.

In this dissertation I have taken a different vantage point.
Synchronic word order can indeed have recourse to such notions as
"(clausal) second position'. In particular, the second position
clitics of Finnish are very stable, dating back in some instances
(-pd, -k to Proto—Balte—Finnic (circa 100 BC) or beyvond. The
‘category' of second positicn clitic has been enriched Chrough the
addition of —bdn {and in some dialects, also -s£4). Similarly,
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Proto-Uto-Aztecan can be reconstructed with second position elements
(8teele 1981}, which are continued in a majority of the descendant
languages.

Following a suggestion by Steele (1977), both Hock (198Za,b)
and Cowan (1984) use Second Position Enclisis as a motivation for
constituent order change {80V > 8V0). Under their hypothesi=z, a
{clitic) auxiliary verb shifts to second position for some unknown
reagson (other than Steele’s ‘universal tendency'), then other Findte
verba follow suit, and finally, the pattern is generalized to
include all verbs:

SO0V B=aux OV > S L "8 ¥a
[+fin] [-fin]

I am in sympathy with Steele's line of work. There is a
tandency for members of certain semantic groups to ccour at or near
the beginning of a sentence. And since these semantic slements are
frequently realized as verbal affisxes and/or auxiliary werbs, this
weans that auxiliary verbs will enjoy an initial positioming {or
close by).

If clities are linguistic primes {as suggested by Steele
1976}, there is no logical connection between the motion ‘clitic'
and other word classes, such as auxiliary wverb. Furthermore, there
is no motivation for any generalization from zecond position clitic
to finite werb. But, if second position clitics are menbers of word
¢lasses, such as auxiliary verb, pronoun, adverh, and the like, then
we can easily account for the extension of a pattern from {clitic)
auxiliary verb to finite verb and ultimately to all verbs.

And since second position is available to full as well as
bound words, Hock's (1982a) appreoach need mot rely en the clitic
status of auxiliary verbs {though in fact he takes special pains to
point out the clitic astatus of Second position auxiliary werbs in
Germanic, Romance, and Hashwiri).

5.5.2. On the Agglutination Hypothesis,

My bound word/phrasal affix analysis has implications for the
agglutination eyele in language change. Here I dwell on cne amall
aspect of the theory, as the topic goes well beyond the bounds of
this dissertation. The point to be made here iz that second
position {sentential} bound words never complete the agglutination
cycle by becoming second position sentential affises.

Thiz cbeervation will have implications for the recomstruction
of word order on the basis of morphology (as in Givén's (1970)
zlogan, "Today’s morphology is yesterday's syntax"). What I claiwm
here is that the Finnish second position cliticzs are bound words.
An extension of this analysis will be the wuch stronger claim that
all sentential second position clitics are bound words. In fact, I

know of no true second position affixes. In the more carefully
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uisefio {Steele, 1976, 1977,; Steele et al. 1861}, Lumni (Steele et
al. 1981}, Latin (Janson 197E}, and Warlpiri (Hale 1973), the second
pesition clitics are all bound words. Such facts suggest that
second position bound words are unlikely to complete the
agglutination cycle. Thus bound words are not likely to become
sentential affixes in sentence-second position. These clitics are
not really part of word morphology, and do not contribute to the
methodology of predicting a former word order within a sentence from
a morpheme order in a word.

In particular I have have in mind some research on the
development of the Balto-Finnic second position clitics #-pa,
#-z, and #-ke in 0ld Estonian. In Finnish two of these
clitics, namely interrogative -&@ and emphatic -pd, are
clearly bound words — as demonstrated in chapters IT and IV.
Former clitic —= has become lexicalized, of. 2.1.2.1. In
Estonian the morphemes cognate to Finnish -£ and -pd are no
longer bound words, but are full words, and in coe instance have
achieved some extra syntactic freedom in sentential positioning.
Here we are dealing with the phenomencn of decliticization — a
former clitic takes on phonolegical independence to become a full
word (Jeffers and Zwicky 19B0:57-58). In the case of #-Ko, the
morpheme has not become a sentential affix in Estonian, but has
dizappeared entirely, leaving only a few relics in combination with
other morphemnes,

The data have been described in some detail by Ariste (19733
and Alvre (1976, 1981) —- all three works in Estonian {but For
sumnary and analysis, see Nevia 19B4a, to appear). I summarize
their results here. Estonian underwent apocope, as well as pumerous
other sound changes in its developwent from Proto-Balto-Finnic. Tn
sentence-initial words to which either #ko or #-ps was
attached, the fipal vowel of the bound word {i.e. —o and -a)
was apocopated. [n other words, where there was no bound word, same
other vowel was dropped — in many instances this vowel was & or
& (depending on vowel harmony), becasuse those two vowels occcur
wost frequently in case endings. The vowels of the case endings
were not apocopated before the former #-ps and #-%o enclitic
words [which thus acted prophylactically). 4s a result, the vowels
veeurred only before -p and -s, and were then reanalysed as
part of the -p and -% morphemes. Furthermore, in certain
non—initial ayllables, & became e, 80 that epsap and
e a8 were the outcome,

These two words underwent leveling in faver of the e—
variants,; yet retained their syntactic positioning in the second
glot of the clause:

$25) Niiid es tee ufBute (from 1695 New Testament, of. Ojansuu 1922)

now @ you believe
"Mow do wou believe?!
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(26) aselle kivi peal ep hkolgitigi neid riideid
this stone on EMP one-pounded these clothes
"On this stone one pounded these clothes.’
{from Saareste 1958, see also Ariste 1973:33)

This Old Estonian instance is really more complicated than mere
decliticization because there was at the same time morphological
split. Some ep and ez morphemes became separate words;

others became affix-like endings to existing words.

{27) eks 'isn’t that so’ ¢ %ei-ki-s (ei = negative verb, —-ki = Q)
ona “is it?" ¢ {on = 'im’)

{28} see'p se on "that's that® ¢ see-pd see on

Estonian ez and ep are full full words having clitics
as their etymological sources. Under my bound word analysis the
only major change to take place (other than the reanalysis of the
morpheme boundary before the atem vowel) was the loss of the liaison
rule from the grammar. Estonian seems to be typical with regard to
the diachronic behavior of second position bound words: the
morphemes in question do not complete the agglutination cycle in
becoming affixes. My discussion of dialectal ko in the Finnish
dialects (in chapter II) demonstrates that the second position
clitics can swing back and forth between bound word and semi-clitic
(and perhaps even full word).

By the same token, phrasal affixes are not likely to be
reinterpreted as words. That is, they will not decliticize so
readily as bound words.

5.6. Summary.

Many of the ideas presented in previous chapters (II-IV) are
refinements of analyses already existing in the literature. The
idea that words which underge liaison to become bound words are
marked in the lexicon with a feature [+liaison] is due to Hlavans’
(1982a) feature [+clitic]. My binary division of clitics into two
types is somewhat zimilar to that of Zwicky and Pullum {1983),
though the border is drawn differently. The independence of the
phonological and syntactic parameters is most strongly defended by
Klavans (1985), and in applying this distinction I have alsc drawn
on Kaisse (1985).

In chapter VI1I, the conclusicn, I examine a modular scheme for
grammar proposed by Zwicky and Pullum (forthcoming), Zwicky (1982a),
and Kaisse (1985). I incorporate my bound word analysis inte their
interface program, and on the basis of that, revise their
componential divisions. The result is an asutonomous readjustment
component, which is highly restricted in power.
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1. Notably missing from this list of prominent Finnish
linguists is the name of Paave S5iro. Sire, in hia {1977} book
Sijakielioppi (= Case Grammar), does not mention the particle
clitice. Case grammar focuses on accounting for ‘deeper’ semanto-
ayntactic grammatical relations, and thus ignores the 'asurface’
syntactic positioning of sentential adverbs, conjunctions, and
sentential clitics necessary for the description of sentential
clitics.

2. As I noted in wy LSA article (Nevis 1984), there are some
factual problems with this account. First, Aindi is not a true
clitic, instead it acts as host for the second positiom "clitics” of
Tagalog. Second, the second position morphemes of Tagalog appear to
be semi-clilics, not true clitics. " They are strictly positioned in
second position, and are unstressed, but these two facts are
insufficient to establish clitichood. Even Wackernagel (1892) noted
this in his use of the term '"Quasi-Enklitiken’ -— an unstressed word
in sentential second position.

3. Zwicky (1984a) argues that the German, Chrau, and Hidatsa
clitics are actually not clitics at all. They are all shown to be
something else —— full words or full affixes, depending on the
language. So Kaisse's data are in fact not counterexamples to her
own claim. However, the Finno-lUgric data are an embarrassment to
Kaisse's principle.

4. This corpus, collected for a 1984 seminar paper, includes
the 48 languages below, arranged by family (rather than phylum) —
according to the classification of Veegelin and Voegelin (1977).
The languages on this list exhibit at least one Wackernagel-type
clitic, though I have pnot distinguished clitics from semi-clitics
here.

Algonkian: Cree, Fox Abnaki (= Penobscot), Ojibwe

Arawakan: Parecis

Athabascan: Navaho

Balto-Finnic: Finnish, Veps, Votic, Karelian

Baltic: Latvian, Lithuanian

Costancan: Mutsun

Hellenic: Ancient Greek

Italic: Latin

Ewakiutlan: HEwakwala

Lappic: Ruija Lapp, Northern Lapp

Mavan: Tojolabal Maya

Miwok: Northern Sierra Miwok

Ngarga: Warlpiri

Nootkan: Nitinaht

Mumic {= Flatesu Shoshonean): Socuthern Paiute, Mono, Northern
Paiute, Shoshoni




Pama-Nyunga: Warusungu, Ngiyambaa, Dyirbal

Pamir: Pashto

Powo: Eastern Pomo

Sahaptin-Nez Perce: Sahaptin

{Coast) Salish: Lusmi, Halkomelem, Bella Coola
Siouan: Crow

Slavic: HRussian, Bulgarian, Serbo—Croatian, Czech
Sonoran: Pima

Tagalic: Tagalog
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Takic (= Southern California Shoshonean): Cahuilla, Cupefic, Luisefio,

Berrano

Tihatulabal: Tibatulabal
Wiyot: Wiyot

All of the languages on this list display a large degree of
free constituent order, and some have free word order as well.
Notably absent from this list are languages, like English, having
strict ordering of elements. Deviations from totally free
constituent order are verb—initial languages like Tagalog, Lummi,
Nitinaht, and a few others. MNote that the verb—initial languages
also have fairly free constituent order other than the initially

positioned verb; complements of the verb in these languages are not

so strictly ordered. Even so, a certain number of elements can

precede the verb (mostly words meaning ‘not', or acting as adverbs,

conjunctions, and topicalized nominals), in which case the
Wackernagel-type clitica precede the wverb and attach to whatever
occurs in initial position.



CHAFTER VI

LANGUAGE EXTERNAL EVIDENCE FOR CLITICS AS WORDS:
LAFPISH PARTICLE CLITICS

6.0. Int

In the preceding chapters I have argued for the position that
the Fionish particle clitics, and indeed all second positicn
clitics, are bound words rather than phrasal affixes or
linguistic primes. I motivated this position with synchrenic
language internal facts. In arguing a particular stance on the
word/affix status of clitics, linguists have, in general, focussed
on language internal evidence — formal aspects of these clitics®
synchronic syntax/morphonology — to the exclusion of language
external evidence {other than the diachronic developments of
clitics). In this chapter, then, I examine some external evidence,
showing that that the evidence supports a bound word analysis over a
phrasal affix.

Let me review some assumptions and arguments from chapter IT.
I assume that syntax refers only to the binary distinction between
words and affixes and that the latter are represented as
feature complexes (cf. chapters two and four). In addition, I argue
that clitics do not constitute a word class, but encompass other
word classes, such as adverb, pronoun, and "any word class ... save
(lexical) verb and (lexical) noun" (Klavans 1979:36). In addition,
I take the position, argued by Zwicky (1984a), that all words are to
be assigned a word class, and that there are no acategorematic
words. It is true, however, that it is sometimes difficult for an
analyst to assign word classes, especially in the absence of
inflectional morphology on wordas (as is often the case for clitics).

6.1. Evidence.

I turn now to typea of evidence used for argumentatiomn in the
subfield of cliticization. Most of those works cited above rely on
(language—internal) synchronic evidence, as do many other studies:
e.g. Hale 1973; Steele 1977; Steele et al. 1981; EKaisse 1981,1982;
Klavans 19B0,1982a,1983,1985; Smith and Johnson 1984; etc. Often in
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conjunction with the synchronic accounts are analyses of the
diachronic developments of clitics. These tend to focus on how
or why sentential clitics migrate to sentence-second position
(see, for exsmple, Comrie 19B0; Steele 1976; Hale 1973) or on the
interactions between Wackernagel's Law and basic word order (Hock
1982; Comrie 198l1; Cowan 1984; etc.), cf. chapter 5.5. That is to
say, examminations of clitic phencmena have been restricted to
synchronic and diachronic evidence. Other kinds of langusge—
external evidence, however, should be as revealing in the domain
of cliticization as it hes been in phonology (proper).

.2 Buterpal Evidence.

Ideally we want to reinforce argumentation with evidence from
several source-types. For this I turn to external evidence; some of
the external evidence used in the subfield of phonology may be
applicable here: child language acquisition, aphasia, orthography,
borrowing, language play, speech errors, and the like.

Orthography will be extremely difficult to evaluate.
Clitics are sometimes writtem together with the host, sometimes
not. Sometimes they are written together with each other (without
being attached orthographically to the host), sometimes not. In
many instances the written representation of clitics continues a
stage of the language at which the clitic was a free form.

In Lappish, for instance, various orthographies {from Korhonen
1881: Nielsen, Friis-Bergland-Ruong, Ravile-Itkonen, Arjeplog
Language Committee) represent the clitics in one of twoe ways —— as
free words or as morphemes bound to the host. To a certain extent
orthographic differences coincide with the Finnish-Norwegian
national boundary. On the Finnish side, in the Ravila-Itkcnen
syatem the clitics are written attached to the host as in Standard
Finnish; on the Norwegian side, the Nielsen system captures them as
independent words.

Child Language Acquisition. Children acquire clitics
according te the function and meaning of the morpheme rather than
word or affix status. In the acquisition of clitic morphemes,
function apparently overrides form. This is because the content
that clitics carry are equally likely to occcur in full words or in
inflectional affixes. Thus, Toivainen (1984) observes that of the
Finnish second position clitica interrogative -ko %d is acguired
rather early, along with certain interrogative pronouns. (Other
clitics, such as Finnish -han hib, the marker of shared
information between the speaker and heater, make a rather late
appearance, due to their vague meaning and low functional load.)
Similarly T. Itkonen (1981) claims that the emergence of
inflectional affixes in children's speech takes place at the same
time as the emergence of grammatical ("function") words. In Light
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acquisition any evidence that would bear on the word/affix status of
clitics.

Studies of the behavicrs of clitics in language play and
aphasia would be most interesting and most welcome.
Unfortunately I am not aware of any relevant studies. We would
want, of course, to determine whether clitics pattern with full
words or with inflectional affixes.

B.3. Evidence From Borrowing.

I focus now on the evidence from observations on the borrewing
of second position clitics from one language to ancther. So far as
I know, no such evidence has been presented in the literature.
Therefore I present some data from Finnish borrowings in Northern
Lappish to demonstrate how this type of external evidence can be of
usa.

Firat, scme general remarks cn borrowing: We know from
numerous sources (see Thomason 1978 for references) that words
are most frequently borrowed, inflectional affixes by compariscn
very infrequently. As an implicational statement, we can say that
if there are inflectional affixes borrewed from one language to
another, there will also be loanwords. The reverse, however, does
not hold true: if there are loanwords in a contact situationm,
inflectional morphology need not also be borrewed,

Following this line of reasoning, then, if we find loanwords,
we do not oecessarily expect to uncover loaned morphology. Tt
is this situation I argue to exist in northern Scandinavia. The
Lappish languages exhibit large amounts of borrowed wocsbulary from
Finnish, but little or no morphological interference. Alongaide the
loamwords are several second position clitics.

Before I present a detailed description of the Lappish
situation, I offer two other parallel instances of the borrowing of
second position clitics in morthern Eurcpe:

a. The Balto-Finnie clitic -par —pd {which marks emphasis)
has counterparts in the Indo-Eurcpesn Baltic languages --
Latvian ba and Lithuanian b&,b8, both apparently with

the same meaning. L. Hakulinen (1979} suggests that the
direction of borrowing has proceeded from Prote-Baltic to
Proto-Balto-Finnic aleng with numercus other loanwords.
Ariste (1973), however, suggests the opposite direction of
borrowing (FBF » PB) since he connects Balto-Finnic -pa
with Permic (Komi pd, Udmurt pe). This situation
resenbles the Finnish-Leppish one to be described below.
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b. The language contact area in northeastern Russia exhibits
several second position clitica. Lydic eand Veps possessa,
besides the native inventory of particle clitica (i.e. #ke,
#pa, #=z, as in Finnish}, also several Russian loans.
Larjavaara (1979) mentions, for example, wved’, -Fe

{=#Fo), and, as a loan—translation, Russian tfe » Lydic,

Veps se. (The use of these particle clitics in Russian is
not known in the western and southern dialects, but is
wide-spread in the esstern and northern dialecta; Larjavaara
1979:125, Huznetsov 1960:125-126). One finds in Veps also the
Russian loan -1°i. Again, this situation is like that of
the Finnish—Lappish situation discussed in more detail below.

Due to space considerations I cannot evaluate these two
contact situations here, but I cite them as suggestive evidence that
second position (and, generally, sententiml) clitics are easily
borrowed, and are therefore to be included with the class of
loanwords, rather than (the much more rarely borrowed) inflectional
morphology. T will, however, present in the following a description
of the Finnish-Lappish contact situation that supports my claim.

6.3.1. The Finnish-Lappish Contact Situatiom.

The origins of the Lappish language group have been open to
much speculation. It is on the surface the most closely related
(Finno-Ugric) branch to Finnish (that is, outside the Balto-Finnic
sister languages). The Lappish proto—language, "Common Lappish"
(circa 1000-T00 B.C.), can be reconstructed and appears to be very
gimilar to "Late Proto—Finnic" (i.e. Balto-Finmic, circa 1000-0 BC),
both of which derive from "Early Proto-Finnic" (1500-1000 BC)
(Korhonen 1981:27). The binary branching of Early FF has been
attributed by some to language contact —— language shift from some
hypothesized "Proto-Lappish" to Proto-Finnic (see Eorhonen 1981 for
a discussion), but this hypothesis remains controversial.

The time depth that I address here is nonetheless more recent
than the Balto-Finnic/Lappish split (3000-3500 years ago). For
example, the sound change #8)s in Lappish yields the third
person singular pronoun som, but #8234 in Finnish yields
the same pronoun as My, The Finnish pronoun alsc cliticizes:
~hanAdn (distinct in meaning and syntax from its proncminal
source). Lappish has two corresponding clitice — -son and
-han (both with the same meaning as Finnish —Adn). The
latter is clearly a loan from Finnish due to the presence of the
4 instead of native & and the former is suggested to be a
loan translation.

Many of these loana are quite old, though, as they appear in
all the Lappish languages, not just Northern Lappish. Thus, we
note, the adstratum situation has continued for numercus centuries.
This is not, by the way, an intensive contact nor cne of language
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Lappish-to-Finnish (Finnish dialects and Earelian) loanwords
(Korhonen 1981:39-40). This Lappish-Finnish situation involves
bidirectional cultural influence, rather than unidirectional
pressure on the part of the Finnish speakers.

In a typical borrowing situation, the first foreign elements
to be incorporated are words (Thomason 1978, 1980). If "there
is strong cultural pressure from the source—language speakers on the
borrowing-language speaker group then structural features may be
borrowed as well — phonological, phonetic, syntactic, and even
{though much wore rarely) features of the inflectional morphology”
{Thomason 1978:8). But the situation in northern Scandinavia
apparently lacks this strong cultural pressure on the part of the
Finnish speakers. The situation exhibits by far mostly loanwords,
little er ne phenelogical-phenetic borrewingl, and perhaps some
borrowed syntactic structures (e.g. the predicative copula Jae-,
several coordination and subordination constructions, and possibly
also SV0 constituent order; see Korhonen 1981:342-6). Clearly the
situation has not been so intense as to permit the (typically rare)
borrowing of inflectional morphology.

A word on this last point: Morphelogically (and
typologically) Lappish has wandered far from the agglutinative
parent language — of all the Finno-Ugric languages modern Lappish
tends most toward the flectional, or fusional- symbolic (Korhonen
1974, 1981:203). Balto-Finnic, by comparison, remains fairly
agglutinative in nature.

To support my claim that the inflectional morphology of
Finnish has not been incorporated into that of Lappish, I present in
the appendix an overview of the two systems. It becomes clear from
the presentation in the appendix that the Lappish inflectional
categories and msorphewmes have arisen through genetic inheritance
rather than interference from Finnish. (Since we are dealing with
syntactic eliticization, I treat here only inflectional morphology
and ignore derivational morphology.)

It is now established that Lappish evidences numerous
loanwords of Finnish origin, but no interference from Finnish
inflectional morphology. We arrive now at the maein topic of this
chapter: the borrowed particle clities.

6.3.2. Finnish and Lappish Particle Clitics.

The meanings of the Finnish and Lappish particle clitics are
strikingly similar:
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Finnis LgEEishz Meanings
-han/hén hdn, son shared information between speaker

and hearer

-pa/pi bd (be) emphasis

~ki ge ‘and’ (in conjunction with the
negative verb)

~ko/ko go marks a yes/no question, and

indirect gquestiona {the if,
whether' subordinated questions)
=kin/ ge *also, even'
—-kaan/kEgn

The clitic status of the Finnish morphemes -fan/héh, —ps/pd,
—kad, —foskd, and =kin kmen cddn has already been motivated
in chapter 2. As a review I summarize the main arguments for
considering these to be clitics. These morphemes behave lile words
in three ways = they condition external sandhi in three rules:
(l}) stem allemorphy, (2) word-final #-assimilation and (3}
word-initial geminatiom.

Word-final t-masimilation applieas only across words as in
(2a}, never within words, as in (Zb). The particle clitica permit
the application of this t-assimilation rule as in (2c), thus
behaving like full words. Word-initial gemination takes place
between adjacent words, but never between a stem and its affix. It
is morphophonemic (or *morphophonetic’ since it affects aphonematic
[*] and [?] as well) and will geminate the initial consonant of a
word following certain morphemes (often indicated diacritically by a
rajised /X/ as in vepe* 'boat', mennd* 'to go', tule® 'come!’,
tistysti® 'of course', talonsa* 'his/her/their house'). For
example, in {3a) the final // of vene causes gemination of the /t/
in tulee. (On the subject of word-initial gemination, see Karlsson
(1983: 348ff) and references therein.) In this respect, the particle
clitics behave like independent words. We find [venek:in, men:#k:&,
tulep:a, tietiistik:in, talonsah:an] rather than *[venekin, men:3kd,
tulepa, tietiistikin, talonsahan].

(1) stem allomorphy
nominative singular: hamnas *tooth’

stem: hampas— (e.g. genitive hampas—n, plural hempaa-t)
with particle clitiec: hmmas—han — *hawpas—han

(2) word-final f-assimilation (optional)

a. miehet huolivat [wiehek:uolivat] 'the men died'

b. pitka {pitka -- #pik:&] 'long’

c. en tiewnyt-kéin [en tien:ik:&:n] T didn’t even know'

(3} word-initial geminatiom
a. wene tules [venet:ule: —— #venetule:] °the boat comes'
b. wvene-kin [venek:in —— #venekin] "also the boat'
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they are bound morphemes, which interact with their host
prosodically as in (4) and, in a limited way, also phonologically
{i.e. vowel harmony yields perunahsn, not #perunabsn, and
minahdn, not #windhan). The prosody rule in (4) operates at

the word level, and is not to be confused with proscdic operations
at the phrase level.

{4} a. péruna (*pérund) kadsvaa "the potato grows'
b. pérundhan (*pérunahan) "the potato, you know'

This mixed status (word-like in syntactic and morphological
properties, loosely affixal in phonclogical properties) is the
profile of the bound word type of clitic, cf. chapter 2.

As for the Lappish particle clitics, one can say that there is
less phonological and proscdic interaction with the host than exists
in Finnish. So far as I know, no word-internal phonological rule
(such as vowel harmony in Finnish) applies between the host word and
the clitic nor does the morpheme interact prosodically with its host
(5), as it does in Finnish (4a,b). The prosody facts for Lappish
words are similar to those for Finmish: primary stress on the
initial syllable, secondary stress on subsequent odd syllables, with
the exception of the word-final ayllable. Sammallahti (1977:34ff.)
makes clear the siwilarities between the prosodic behavior of the
particle clitics and the stress pattern of compounds; thus the facts
indicate a word-like status for the morphemes.

(5) a. [téhka:pa —- *tdhka:pd] 'does, wakes (30U}’
b. [téhka:léa’pa] "does, makes (2DU)*
c. [tdhka:pako -- #téhka:pdko] 'does, makes?' (with
question particle go)
(Sammallahti 1977:92-93)

The Lappish particle clitic, then, is not a true bound word,
but illustrates the related phenomenon of semi-clisis {(cf. chapter
4.1). That is, the Lappish "clitics” are prosodically, but not
phonologically, subordinated to a neighboring word, and cannot stamnd
in isoclation or take phrasal accent. The semi—clitic class consists
merely of stressleas words in the same sentential positions as
sentential clitics. Zwicky (1982a)} refers to this class of
prosodically subordinated words as leaners.

This difference between the Finnish bound word and the
Lappish semi-clitic will not affect my argument below —— the
morphemes are positioned in the same sentential slots {either in
sentence second-position, as in {(6), or after the finite werb, as in
(7)., depending on the morpheme); they have the same morpheme order
when more than one occurs in the same slot (for example, Finnish
allows —pa-ban as does Lappish -bd=-hdn); they are subject to
the same cooccurrence restrictions; and they have the same meanings.
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(B} Finnish: Hyvdf-pa-hin siitd tuli.
good-EMP-HAN from—it came
'Some good came from it, you know.®
Lappish: buorr&—bé-hin dést bedii.
good-EMP-HAN from—it came
'det blev da noget godt av det.’
(Nielasen 1973:104)

{7} Finnish: Min& en tarkoita—kaan titd perintca!
I not wean-EVEN this inheritance
*I don’t even mesn this inheritance!’
Lappish: mon im ocaiveld-ge dém arbe.
I not mean-EVEN this inheritance
'Ich meine auch nicht diese Erbschaft.’
{E. Itkonen 1960:110)

The Finnish clitics -hean/bdn, -pa/pd, -8, ~koskd, and
~kinskaan/kédn have been borrowed by Lappish speakers as the
semi-clitics hansson, besba, ge, go, and ge. Many of these
morphemes have grammatical function or subtle meaning, perhaps
indicative of inflectional affixal status. However, they do fit
among the numercus conjunctions and subordinators borrowed from
Finnish into Lappish (e.g. J& ¢ Jja ‘and’, d#bj& < tahi 'or', vais
< vai ‘or’, muttd ¢ muttas ‘but’, AE¢E ¢ eftd ‘thet’, mid¥ ...
didE « mitsd ... s8itd ‘the more .. the more’, jos < jos,
vaikd, vaik&  vaikka ‘although’ — Korhonen 1981:34E).

There are two potential counterarguments to my analysis,
First, there might have been reanslysiz of the morphemes during the
borrowing from Finnish to Lappish; and second, the borrowed particle
clitics might indeed be inflectional morphology, only ne other part
of inflectional morphology has as yet been borrowed.

It is clear that the Leppish speakers have not borrowed the
Finnish particle clitics as clitics in the strict sense of the
term. So, cne could argue that there has been a reinterpretation of
original (putative) phrasal affixes as prosodic leaners. (Phrasal
affixes are, after all, the loosest of inflectional morphology. )
But this would not enable us to capture the fact that sentential
positioning and morpheme order are the same in the twe languages, as
are their cooccurrence restrictions. If the Finnish “"phrasal affix"
had been reinterpreted as some sort of proscdically weak word, why
would the new word have the same distribution as a sentential
clitic? It is at least clear that the prosodic subordination of the
morphemes has been borrowed along with the morphemes themselves.

Another potential problem crops up for my claim that the
particle clitics pattern in this borrowing situation with the
loanwords rather than with the (non-existent) loaned
morphology: even though no other inflectional affixes have been
borrowed between the two languages, it could be that the particle
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cll{ cg are L ea lnu ge oJ Lorruaad inflectional morphology.
Again, this is plausible because of the looseness of the attachment
of this class of morphemes. However, given the time depth that we
are dealing with, it is rather peculiar that no other inflectional
morphology has been borrowed in the centuries that have passed.
Furthermore, as noted above, the contact situation is not intenszive
encugh for the borrowing of inflecticonal morphology.

6.4. Summary.

I have argued that the phonologically bound word in Finnish
corresponda in nearly every parameter to the borrowed Northern
Lappish prosodic leaner — the only difference is phonological
interaction with the host word. The fact that the Finnish clitica
are so easily borrowed in such an adstratum situaticn as this
constitutes evidence that the clitics in question are bound
words, because the loaned clitics pattern with the loaned words
rather than with non—existent lcaned {inflectional) morphology.
Bound words are more easily borrowed under casual contact conditions
than are phrasal affixes because words are more readily borrowed
than inflectional affixes.



Endnotes.

1. There are, in fact, striking phonetic—phonological
differences between the two languages beyond the divergent phonemic
inventories. Northern Lappish has three degrees of length, Finnish
has enly two. Lappish has many more consonants but fewer vowels
than Finnigh. Finnish has vowel harmony -- lacking in Lappish.
Lappish has preaspiration, which is missing in Finnish . Although
both languages have Consopant Gradation, CG in Finnish is primarily
rhonological; in Lappish it is entirely worphological.

2. The list here is fairly complete for the Finnish particle
clitice — only =-# is missing. I argued in chapter 2 that
-& is not a true clitie, but wore affixal in nature. It is of
interest to note that this more affixal morpheme has not made its
way from Finnish to Lappish. I take this as a justification of my
analysis in chapter 2, in which I distinguished between the
word=-1like particle clitics —-hdn, -0, -pd, and -kin/~kddr on
the one hand, and affixal -z in the other.

The list for the Lappish particle clitics is not complete.
Here are some other second position clitics in Morthern Lappish:
(from E. Itkonen 13960)

-néi *auch, sogar® (cf. -ge, both occur in the same
glot in the sentence and word)

-rék, -rédkki({i}n an emphatic particle clitic

Collinder (1949:22B) mentions also a =ki,=k variant in place of
—ge, a8 well as an interrogative —paf (in questions

expecting the answer ‘ne') E. Itkonen {1969:110) lists -bas as
a variant of -fa, noting that it can be used in interrcgative
function rather than emphatic function.

The term 'Lappish’, by the way, seems to be falling into
disuge these days (since apparently it can have offensive
connotation in the Scandinavian languages). The native term 'Sasame’
is preferred now in Lappology. I retain the appellaticn 'Lappish’
as a correspondent of the Finnish word °lappi' becauwse it will
be much more familiar to the majority of English speakers than the
comparatively unfamiliar *Saame’.
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CHAPTER VII

CONCLUSION

7.0. Introduction.

In the preceding chapters I have detailed a propesal to treat
the Finnish particle clitics-as bound words. [ have shown that
the particle clitics pattern syntactically and prosodically with
class [4]l] sentential adverbs. The clitics -Adn, -pd, and
-k0 have the same distribution as adverb subclass [41.6]; clitic
-kin/=kdAAn has the same distribution as subclass [41.8].
Furthermore, members of this adverb class typically do not bear any
sentential stress; and in particular, at least one member, sits,
cannot bear phrasal stress. Although inherent stresslessness is
not equivalent to (not sufficient for) clitichood, the two notions
are gquite similar. That is, both clitic —-hdr and semi-clitic
sSitd are unstressed (syntactic) words; the difference between
them is the application of a rule of liaison to —hdn.

My goal has been to demonstrate that sentential and second
position clitics such as those found in Finnish are not to be
considered representative of a linguistic prime, clitic; they
are instead syntactic words that have lost their status as
phonological words. Nor are they to be considered phrasal affixes,
as demonstrated in chapters two and six. In chapter twe T showed on
language—internal, synchronic grounds, that the Finnish particle
clitics have very few characteristics of inflectional affixes, but
inatead have the ayntactic and even morphological gualities of
independent words. And in chapter six I presented some
language—external evidence from the borrowings of particle clitics
(from Finmish into Lappish) that indicates a word analysis of the
particle clitics is te be preferred over an affixal analysis.
Section 5.5.2. also mentions some diachronic evidence.

In this final chapter, I offer a model of module interaction
in the gramsar; a model fully consistent with Zwicky and Pullum’s
Interface program, which entails Zwicky's (1970} Principle of
Phonology-Free Syntax (henceforth, PPFS)} and Zwicky's (1963)
Principle of Superficial Constraints in Phonology (PSCP, as
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inatantiated by Kaisse 1985). My approach is also consistent with '
Klavans®' (1985) arguments to the effect that the syntactic and
phonological parameters of clitics work independently of cne
another. But, contra Eaisse 1985, I do not separate special
cliticization and simple cliticization into distinct components.
Instead I offer a highly restrictive, unified theory of liaison
(which iz to be kept separate from phrasal affixation).

Having purged the cliticization cowponent of its syntactic
powers, | can now reduce the notion 'cliticization' to mere liaison
— phonological subordination (or readjustment) of a word to some
host. Syntactic conditions, such as those referring to edge of
constituent, head of constituent, and c—command (pointed out by
Kaisse 1985), are permitted (cf. section 5.3}, but syvntactic
cperations, such as immediate dominance and linear precedence, are
not permitted in this component. This brings cliticization more in
line with other operations in this readjustment component ——
external sandhi, flattening, and the like (see below). Liaison and
external sandhi are phonoleogical operations with strikingly similar
syntactic conditions on their espplications.

7.1. sutonemous Components.

Zwicky and Pullus (to appear) offer a theory of grammar with
limited expressive power and high modularity. In their framework
the notion grammar is a cooposite of autonomous wodules, which
interface linearly. The *Strict Autopnemy Hypothesis® requirea that
grammars have, at least, four properties discussed by Sadock (1983b)
and Zwicky (1984c): nonupniformity, limited intetaction, sharpness
of boundaries, and neonredundancy of function.

First, separate components typically exhiblit nonuniformity.
That is, they are formally distinct pieces of the grammar. The
operations in one component should not have properties in common
with the operations in another component.

Now, Zwicky (1984c:3B6T7) argues that "Nonupiformity alone is
scarcely encugh to warrant a divisicn between components.” Instead:

True uniformity would make a strong case for a single
component embracing both the principles in [component] 1
and [component] 2. (Iwicky 19B8dc:367)

Second, separate components interact only in limited ways; the
rules and conditions governing one compenent have limited or even
o access to those rules and conditions governing another., A
metalinguistic principle restricting petential interactions here is
the PPFS, whereby the principles regulating the units and structures
of the syntactic module have no access to phonolegical information,
cf. section 7.1.1. This generalization follows from a strict
separation of the syntactic and phonoleogical modules.



However, in the linearly organized model that I assume here,
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preceding components. This is what Zwicky calls "backward
interaction’. With truly limited interfacing, even such bachkward
interaction is rejected in favor of that which is restricted to
output information of a preceding component. Thus, the

interface program does not permit inforsation from the input or
interior of another component, and global rules are disallowed.

One limitation on interaction is enforced by the PSCP,
according to which the enly syntactic information available to
phonological rulea is that which is represented in surface
atructure, cf. section 7.1.2.

Third, if modular boundaries are sharp, there should be no
rules having a astatus intermediate between twe autonomous
components, i.e. rules having some properties of one module, some of
the other. Dressler (1985) argues for such fuzzy boundaries, though
with the stipulation that transitions between modules are often
steep, rather than gradual. Highly relevant to our purposes here is
Sadock's (1983a) clitic cline, which supposedly constitutes a fuzzy
transition from syntax te clizis. I address this issue below in
section 7.1.3.

The transition between cliticization and syntax iz not fuzzy.
I argue below that cliticization is autonomous with respect to the
syntactic module. For pow, let it be noted that Zwicky (1982L,
1984¢c) offers the observation that cliticization cperations, which
have sometimes been claimed to constitute rules intermediate between
ayntax and phonology, are formally distinct from both ayntactic
operations and other phonological operations. In particular, no
cliticization rule ever feeds or bleeds a syntactic rule. Yet
syntactic rules do feed and bleed cliticization rules.

Fourth, autcnomous modules are nonredundant; they do not
duplicate one another's functions or principles from other modules.
This principle of autonomy is subject to some weakening, as
sugygested by Sadock {19&3:1)1 and Zwicky (1984c).

In the instance of the cliticization/syntax interface, I
believe that the two modules in question are nearly completely
sutonomous — there is little uniformity, no inleraction, sharp
boundaries, and no redundancy of function.

One challenge to my claim of nonuniformity is Haisse's (198G)
obzervation that rules of cliticization and rules of local syntax (&
la Emonds 1976) share reference to notions like '"c—command® and
‘margin of constituent®. Of course, GPSG makes no corresponding
distinction between local and nonlocal rules, so the extension of
her analogy to GPSG syntax will not work here.
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7.1.1. The Principle of logy-Free Syntax.

One restriction on the operation of syntactic rules is
Twichy'a (1969) Principle of Phonology-Free Syntax. According to
Iwicky (1969, 1982, 1984c) and Ewicky and Pullum (1984, to appear),
the syntax module does not have recourse to phonolegy. This means
that rules of syntax will not interact with rules of phonology. In
other words, phonological rules will never feed or bleed (or
counterfeed or counterbleed) syntactic rules. In additiom,
phonological information is excluded from playing any role in the
operation of syntactic rules.

One set of putative counterexsmples to this principle iz the
class of cliticization rules., An early view was that clisis rules
are a mixture of syntactic and phonclogical operations. Generally
these rules apply to words or morphemes, yet have phonological
consequences. In the case of second position enclisis, it seems
that a cliticization rule locates material after the first
constituent or word of a clause — a syntactic cperation —— and at
the same time attaches that material to some neighboring word — a
phonological operation.

In order to maintain the PPFS, Zwicky (1982b, 18B4c) separates
rules of syntax from rules of clisis, with the former preceding the
latter. Zwicky argues that there are no clear instances in which a
cliticization rule ever feeds or bleeds a syntactic rule, and that
there are many instances in which a syntactic rule feeds or bleeds a
cliticization rule. Therefore, all of syntax precedes all of clisis.

Bissantz (1985) claims that the monostratal GPSG frawework
actually requires a separate treatment for cliticization. BShe
demonstrates that the syntactic facts for Emglish auxiliary
reduction and complementizer contraction are predicted by GPSG
syntax, and that the framework forces liaison to constitute a
distinct component.

A similar separation of syntax and clisis is offered by Smith
and Johnson (1984).

7.1.2. The Principle of Superficial Copstraints in Phenology.

As a component separate from syntax, cliticization now appears
more phonological in nature. I argued in chapter 4 that the only
operation a cliticization component can have is the readjustment
operation of liaison {see alsc 7.1.3 below). Should this approach
prove too strong, one must still determine how much syntax is
available to the cliticization component.

I turn now to the PSCP (which iz the same as Kaisse's 1985
principle of "Irrelevance of Remote Syntactic Structure™).
Aceording te this principle, no backward interaction batween
phenology and any preceding component is permitted. Only surface
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Syntactic information that does not appear on the surface {auch as
my VP phantom rules from 3.3) cannot play a role in phonology.

I asgume that the same holds for a cliticization component. A
highly autonomous module of clisis is one where no backward
interaction is tolerated. Cliticization will not, then, refer to
syntactic inforsation other than that available at surface
structure. This makes clitic percolation rules of the sort
suggested by Zwicky and Pullum (1983) highly suspect. Such
percolation rules have the potential to interact with, for example,
phantow rules, which do not license phrase structures, but serve to
predict other PS5 rulea. I comment further on clitic percolation
rule below in 7.1.3.

The only syntactic information accessible to cliticization
{and external sandhi —— ecf. Kaisse 1985) is the following:

(1} conatituency
c—conmand relations
head of constituent
margin of constituent

These are all, in the wmonostratal GPSG framework I adopt here,
statable with reference the surface structure (plus the rules that
license those surface structures), the enly level of representation.?

7.1.3. Toward A Restrictive Theorv Of Cliticization.

A highly restricted cliticization component is one that
displays uniformity among its various principles. For this reason
it is important to exclude syntactic power from the cliticization
operation known as liaison. Otherwise we will find that some
cliticizations have purely phonological function, others have both
syntactic and phonclegical functicn.

I have in mind here a potential distinction between two kinds
of cliticizations: one that corresponds to Zwicky and Pullum’s
{1983) simple cliticization, and one that corresponds to their
special cliticization. The first type refers to clitics that have
the samwe distributions as their free wvariants. All that is required
for these clitics is a readjustwent of the symtactic structure so
that the word hecomes clitic to some host. I have labeled this
particular readjustment J[isisan.

The second type refers to clitics that have distributions
different from their free variants, or have no free form at all. If
special clitics are not positioned through syntactic operations, as
I argue in 4.2, then the sentential and phrasal location of the
clitics has to be posited for the cliticization component.
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A bound word like —hdn will then require the clisis module
to locate it after the first constituent of the clause in which it
pccurs. Cliticization recapitulates the LP statement that locates
certain members of adverb class [41] after the constituent marked
[FIRST]. This approach misases a generalization here —- second
position is the same for both syntax and cliticization -- and forces
us to posit some syntactic power to clisis operations.

Only the first type of cliticization can be unified with
external sandhi (and flattening). Such a tack is taken by Haisse
{1985}, who groups special cliticization together with external
sandhi, but keeps both separate from simple cliticization.

In this dissertation I have argued against the simple/special
clitic division in favor of a bound word/phrasal affix approach.
Under my view, only bound words are the result of a cliticization
operation liaison. FPhrasal affixes arise through a different source
(and in a different component).

I offer a more restrictive theory of cliticization than
Kaisse. My clisis module is, firast of all, uwniform. It is mot
aplit into two parts (ef. 7.2.2 below). There is only cne type of
operation that mpplies, phonological limison. Syntactic operations
are disallowed. As a phonological operation, cliticization can now
be unified with external sandhi, which is likewise a set of
phonological operations, sharing with liaison the fixed set of
syntactic conditions and constraints in (1).

This component, which I term readjustment, satisfies all
four of Zwicky's {1984c) and Sadock's (1983a) requirements for
autonomy and limited interfacing. It is composed of liaison,
external sandhi, and *flattening®’. The first two effect
phonological linking betwsen lexemes and phonological words;
flattening reduces hierarchical syntactic structures to linear
phonological structures. In English, for example, it linearizes a
sentence like (2}, so that the sentence will be grouped into a
phrasing like (3), among other alternative phrasings {adopted from
Zwicky 1982a).

e
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)] [whé did][you give][the préaent to]
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to do with the match—up between syntax and phonology, especially
phonological linking and grouping. There is no loss of uniformity
as with EKaisse's splitting approach. It also has sharp boundaries.
There seem not to be any principles intermediate between syntax and
readjustment. Readjustment and syntax do not interact, except in
limited acceptable backward interaction (conforming to Zwicky's
PSCP). And finally, the readjustment component I offer here does
not duplicate operations from syntax.

The syntactic operatioms that locate bound words are part of
syntax proper, not achieved via liamison. If the readjustment module
permits syntactic location of words (and/or morphemes), then syntax
and readjustment will be coextensive in this regard. Such potential
duplication of function points to a lost generalization, rather than
(3adock’s) inherent overlap -- the two principles are wholly
redundant and not simply partially redundant (see footnote 1).

The syntactic mechanisms needed for the positioning of bound
words —hdn, -pd, -k0, and -kin/-kddn are a proper subset of
those mechanisms needed for the positicning of certain members of
class [41] sentential adverbs. In effect these mechanisms are LP
statements that refer to second position and to postverbal
position. Duplication of function is avoided if we can use the same
LP statements for the positioning of class [41] adverbs and for that
peeded for the positioning of the particle clitics.

T2 terface Model.

The preceding discussion suffices to demonstrate that my
readjustment component constitutes a highly restricted, autonomous
module of gramsar. In the following I couch my proposal in the
broader schemes of Zwicky (1984c) and Kaisse (1585), with
appropriate revisions.

7.2.1. Zwicky 1982b and 1984c.
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Zwicky (1982L) sketches one proposal for the organization of modules
in grammar. He presents the following schemwe (repeated here from ZIwicky

1984c) .

(2) relational (= cyclic) syntax
surface (= posteyclic) syntax
read justment and cliticization
sentential prosody
free deletion
word formation
allomorphy
(nonautomatic) phonology (= merphenology)
surface filters
{autcmatic) phonology
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Zwicky (1984c) later revises this format. First, he adopts a
GPSG monostratal framework Tor syntax in place of a relational/surface
(ecyclic/postoyelic) division. BSecond, Zwicky is also willing to give
up his earlier component of free deletion and to redistribute these
principles to allemorphy and morphophonemics.

Zwicky (1984¢) maintains stoutly that syntax and cliticization
are to be kept separate, and that cliticlization and readjustment
constitute &8 common module, which follows syntax and precedes the
other components.

7.2.2. Kaisse 1985.

Kaisse's (1985) takes Zwicky's 1982b model as point of
departure. She incorporates a Government and Binding syntactic
framework, as well as a Lexical Phonology framework for wmorphology and
phonology:

Base Rules
Morphological Phonelogical
DEEP STRUCTURE levels levels

Movement Rules

SYNTAX LEXICON

] l
SURFACE STRUCTURE LEXICAL REPRESENTATIONS

LEXICALLY I TED SURFACE STRUCTURE

Simple Cliticizaticn
Sentential Stress
Allomorphy

Logical Form

A LOGY |
External Sandhi
Pause Insartiocn
Fast Speech Rules

l
CONNECTED SPEECH

Kaisse’'s accepts Zwicky and Pullum's {1883) simple/special
clitic distinction, with which I have taken issue, so she is compelled
to try to locate the two in separate components. Yet her conclusion
notes so many siwilarites between the two that a componential divisiomr
is put in doubt.

7.2.3. Selkirk 1984,

Selkirk’s wmodel of componential interaction is also amenable to
my proposal. Her primary interest is the syntax-to-phonclogy wapping,
a part of which is readjustment. Selkirk has two kinds of
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cliticization. Syntactic cliticization takes care of English

n't and to-contraction, and is permitted to interact with

other operations of syntax. BRhythmic cliticization covers the types
of cliticization I have addressed in this dissertation. Her
syntactic cliticization is dubious since Zwicky and Pullunm {1983)
have shown 't to be an affix. Likewise her to-contracticn

rule might also be affixation. And finally, some of the pronominal
clitica might simply be prosodic leaners. In addition, her binary
division of cliticization operations falls under the sawe criticisms
as discussed in chapter 5: it fails to capture the right
generalizations (with respect the the bound word/phrasal affix
division) and further fails to provide a unified account of liaison.

Selkirk tends to lump together cliticization and prosodic
operations. Her rule of AUX-contraction is one of a number of
metrical grid construction rules (coupled with destressing). I have
argued in chapter 4 that prosody and cliticization should not be
grouped together in the same component (a similar point of view
taken by Zwicky (1982a,b), for instance).

Selkirk’s scheme is reproduced in the diagram below: (p. 34)

Sentence Syntax
SURFACE SYNTAX
Agsignment of Intonational Structure

INTONATED SURFACE STRUCTURE (ISS)

Well-formedness LOGICAL
Conditions on ISS/LF * FORM
{LF}

Cyclic Phonclogical Interpretation
{including Metrical Grid Construction
and Destressing)
(UNDERLYING) SENTENCE-LEVEL PHONOLOGICAL REPRESENTATION
Phenological Rules
i
PHONETIC REPRESENTATION
7.2.4. Revised Organization.

In this dissertation I have maintained that the syntactic and
phonological aspects of cliticization are separate parameters. I have
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further argued that the syntactic positioning of clitics is a malter for

syntax rather than cliticization. This approach reduces the notion
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cliticization to mere liaison. Following Zwicky and Kaisse, we can
now say that all of syntax precedes mll of liaison.

Zwicky (1982b, 1984c¢) suggests that liaison (in his terms
aimple cliticization) is akin to readjusteent; therefore he
lumps the two together. I further suggest that external sandhi
might belong in this module, as it exhibits uniformity with liaison
operations (i.e. the conditions im (1)). I have also suggested that
liaizon takes precedence over sentence prosody. Hence I propose the
fellowing wodel of componential interfacing:

SYNTAX
(including phrasal affixation)

READJUSTMENT
{including liaison, external sandhi,
and SPE-type readjustment)

SENTENCE FROBODY
ete.

I will not take an unmotivated atand here as to the
interfacing of these components with other components of the
grammar, such as allemorphy. See instead Zwicky (1984¢), Kaisse
(1985), and Zwicky and Pullum {to appear).

The highly restricted model of interfacing and componential
organization presented here is compatible with Klavans® arguments to
the effect that syntactic and phonological parametera work
independently of each other in cliticizaticn.

7.3. Polysynthesis.

One potential extension of the framework that I have presented
here is in the realm of polysynthesis. I have argued that clitics
are either bound words or phrasal affixes. Bound words are lexemes
marked with the lexical feature [+ liaison]. I see no reason to
limit the assignment of this feature to words belonging to nearly
every word class, esxcept lexical nouns and lexical verbs
(Klavans 1982a). If we permit nouns and verbs to carry this
feature, then we can connect bound words of the sort I have treated
in this dissertation with noun incorporation and certaim other sorts
of polysynthesis. I am not claiming that all kinds of polysynthesis
should be included here.

In particular, I have in mind an analysis of Greenlandic
Eskimo by Sadock (1980), who distipnguishes two types of object
incorporation —— one where an inflected noun is incorperated {3),
the other where a bare stem is incorporated (d4).
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priest/REL house/35G-go to/INDIC/35G
"He went to the priest's house.'

{4) Nuu-liarpoq
Godthaab-go to/INDIC/35G
'He went to Godthaab.'

In {3), the possessed noun illus is incorporated into the verh;
it is inflected with a posseasive suffix. Its wodifier palasip
lies outside the incorporated moun + verb phonological word.

Sadock then suggests that

The incorperation of inflected head nouns is, I suppose,
closer to familiar sorts of cliticization than is the
sort of incorporation that results in the omission of
inflectional affixes. Yet it is strikingly different
from typical cases of cliticization, as discussed by
Zwicky 1977, in two major respects. First, there is
alwost never a free form of the affix that is
phonologically (or historically) related. [Footnote
deleted.] Second, the process results in a change in the
grasmatical class of the base form. (Sadock 1980:315)

If I am correct in associating this first kind of Greenlandic
incorporation with my liaison operation, then we need not expect
that there will be free forms for every word or morpheme nor that
any change in word class will take place. The Finnish clitics

-hdn, —pd, —-k0, and -kin/—kddn lack free forms entirely.

Also the result of the attachment of the Finnish lexemez is not a
change in word class, since limison is a phonological operation, not
a asyntactic operatiomn.

My suspicion is confirmed by Sadock's more recent work.
Sadock (1983b) indicates a change in his approach to noun
incorporation. He specifically refers to at least some of the more
productive verb hosts for the incorporated nouns as clitics —
apparently clitics of the bound word variety rather than phrasal
affixes.

I believe that a complex interaction of liaison and allomorphy
is at work in Greenlandic Eskimo. I leave this topic open for
pursuit at some later date. For now, however, I note that my
framework, sketchy as it may be, seems sufficiently flexible for
extension to such "postcyclic’ incorporation rules as those proposed
by Sadock (though not for his '"precyclic', or lexical,
incorporations). Since GPSG does not admit transformational rules
== hence there is no cyclic/poateyclic rule division -- Sadock’s
rules must belong to either syntax, or as he apparently now
believes, cliticization.
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7.4, Concluding Remarks.

I have, in course of this dissertation, argued for a strong
theory of cliticizatien. In the case of the bound word,
cliticization can be reduced to limison, which is a readjustment
operation that realigns syntactic structure in order te create
phonolegical words. It lacks syntactic powers, but not syntactic
conditions on its application. In the case of the phrasal affix,
cliticization was shown to be a syntactic cperation that locates
affixes at the margins of constituents or beside heads.

A byproduct of my analyses is the addition of some proposals
to GPSG concerning reference to margins of constituents, the notion
of immediate adjacency, the VP phantem rules in Finnish, and the
branching operation for phrasal affixes. I argue that reference to
margins, as well as heads, is a necessary option for syntax
(especially the immediate dominance part of grammar). The other
part of GPSG, the LP format, proved too poor to handle some of the
adverb positioning in Finnish, so I have proposed that the notion
immediate adjacency be added to LP. A VP constituent is needed
for some aspects of Finnish syntax, obtrusive for other aspects
{such as free constituent order). Consequently I have made use of
phantom ¥P rules, which de not directly license phrase structure
trees, but instead serve to predict actual ID rules of the
language. And finally, my discussion of the phrasal affix, although
initially supported by existing analyses in GPSG, required
additional branching in ID.

My proposals are, of course, based on the detailed description
of only five morphemes in Finnish: -Adn, -pd, -k0, and
—kins~KkAdp (coupled with somewhat less detmiled descriptions of
other data). I believe that the grammatical organization of Finmish
is unlikely to differ in amy fundamental way from that of any other
language; so, wy proposals entall a universalist approach to the
phenomenon of cliticization. To this purpose, I have already
suggested some possibilities for research in English and Greenlandic
Eskimo.
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1. Sadock {1983a) argues that rules of distinct components
sometimes have an inherent everlap in function -— without slao being
coextensive or complementary.

2. I =say ’statable’ here because these pieces of syntactic
information are not necessarily stated in the phrase structure
trees. The notion head of constituent is not actually mentioned
as part of a phrase structure tree. In order to retrieve this
information, one must take inte account also the rules that license
branching.



APPENDIX A

BOUND WORDS IN THE LEXTCON

The bound words examined in the text are located syntactically
before undergoing liaison. There is alsc a class of bound lexemes
that appear only in compounds. Under my bound word analysis the
bound compounding elements are lexemes that are marked [+LIAISON].
In all other respects these are regular lexemes in the lexicon and
syntax.

In English one finds "cran(berry)” morphs (Aronoff 1976},
which begin the word and lean rightward onte the host. In Finnish
theze are primarily leftward leaning words, often misconstrued as
derivational suffixes. These bound, stems appear to straddle the
boundary between affix and lexeme, but it is important to examine
thia diatinction because the morphemes in guestion attach cutside
inflectional affixes. Derivational affixes normally de pot attach
outside inflectional material. In (1) for example, -Jantd
'rather, somewhat® attaches to Jifkswvap, the genitive of
1ikava 'fat', atranding the inflecticnal suffix -n between
the stem and the putative affix.

(1) lihavanlintd *somewhat fat®

Several facts indicate that a bound word analysis is to be
preferred over a derivational affix analysis. The solution I
outline below avoids the malordering an affixal account
encounters. The bound stems in question are -laimen, -soioen,
-mdinen, —-1&ntd, and -piekks. They have two or more of the
following word-like properties, which distinguish them, from regular
affixes. All of them have the first two properties, and most of
them have the other properties as well.

({21 Word-like properties of bound weords:

A, attachment to a fully inflected form (NOM, GEN, PX}
rather than the bare stem

139
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secondary stress on its initial syllable, regardless
of which pattern is projected by the first stem

C. absence of vowel harmony with a preceding stem

D. permitting a particle clitic te intervene between
the first stem and the second "cran" stem

E. attachment to whole phrases
F. conjunction reduction

Bound word -lainen.

The bound word -Iainen *type, sort, kind® i=
etymologically an agglutination of the word #lajinen, itself a
derivation of Jlaji "type (plus derivational suffix -nen).

My bound word account of -lsinen recapitulates the history of
the word. Bound word -Jaipen is not to be confused with
derivational suffix =-idimen, which differa from the bound word
homophone in most of the relevant properties.

Bound word -Jfafpen does not attach to a bare stem as do
regular derivational affixes, but to a fully inflected stem, in this
case the genitive (3). Thus it requires that an inflectional affix
(genitive -p) be sandwiched between it and a preceding stem. It

also allows a possessive suffix to be stranded in the same position
(4},

{3) hyvanlainen 'a good kind® {cf. hyvd ’good’)
nykyisenlainen *a modern kind' (cf. nyhkyinen "modern’)
erdanlainen 'a certain kind' (cf. erds 'certin’)
vhdenlainen 'homogeneous' (cf. yksi 'one')
tdminlainenl "this kind® {cf. témd *this®)

{4) hin on aivan entise-nsd lainen
s/he is quite former-3 kind
*8he/He ia quite like her/his former ope’ (cf. PX -nsa
stranded between entinen 'former' and lainen)

—Jainen further lacks vowel harmony with what precedes
it. The examples in (3) show disharmony in vowel selection —— back
vowel 8 cooccuring with front vowels » and 4. Thus one
does not find #hypvdnldinen etc.

This bound word permits a particle clitic to intervene between
it and its host:

(5) toisenkinlainen — toisenlainenkin ‘another kind, too’
{cf. toinen *{an)other', particle clitic ~kin 'alsc’}
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-lainen attaches to whole phrases:

(B} edelld mainitun lainen kirjailija
prec. mentioned kind writer
'a writer of the kind mentioned abowve

edelld sanotun lainen
prec. said kind
‘of the sort just said’

Finally, =-laiven exhibite a certain smount of syntactic
freedom; it can participate in conjunction reduction (7).

(7} nykyisten ja entisten laisia auwtoja
wodern and former type cars
*modern and former types of cars®

Thus —Jainen has all of the six word-like properties
listed above. This bound word is very productive and can combine
with anything so long as that word or phrase is in the genitive.
One apparent counterexsmple to this claime is erilaipen
‘different’ {cf. eri "separate’}, but this occurs only because
erf iz an irregular adjective having no inflected forms, and
thus #erinlainen would not be expected anyway. A few instances
of bound word —Jainer show lexicalizaticn. Irregular
kahtalainen "of two kinda' and ghidldinen '"lidentical, equal’
have partitive hosts rather than genitive. Kaftalafnen is a
homonyn of kabdenlainen. ¥hidlainen, however, is not the
same as yphdenlaipen "homogeneous®. Sekalainen 'mixed,
heterogenecus’ has a nomipative host, seks-.

Az menticned sbove, there is a homophonous derivational suffix
=ldinen which lacka these properties. It has a different
meaning, 'a person or thing from'; it attaches to nominatives (not
genitives); it doea not violates the stress rules, attach to
phrases, undergo conjunction reduction, or permit a clitic to
intervene between it and the stem; and it does show vowel harmony
with the stem.

{B} helsinkil8inen *soweone from Helsinki® (*helsinginldinen)
suomalainen ‘someone or something from Finland;Finnish'
{cf. nominative suowi, irregular stem suoma-)

Bound Word -smoines.

Bound word —weimes means “such, like thet, kind', and is
aimilar to -laipmen. Etymologically it comes from the stem

woko— plus derivational suffix —{i'nen. -woinen
attaches to inflected genitive stems and lacks wowel harmony (3},
and permits intervening particle clitics (10). It alsc has a

certain amount of phonological independence ([(11-12).
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"nothing?)
#minkaanmoinen

(10) mink&~hiin moinen "what kind, I wonder® (cf. minkd
irregular genitive of mik# 'what’ and particle clitic
=hiin )

(11} moinen térkeys suorastaan kuvottas
(12) en ole moista ennen nahnyt

-moinen is apparently not a true bound word, as the
examples in (11) and (12) show. It iz probably an unstressed word,
a 'leaner’ in Zwicky's (1982) terminology, and very likely not even
an ohligatory leaner -- just an optional leaner.

-moinen does not apparently permit conjunction reduction
because of its restricted cccurrence — it is limited in its
combinatory possibilities. A few irregularities are found in
-moinen combinations. There are short stems of proncuns in
mimpoinen (winkdwoinen) ‘what kind’, Jjomwoimen (jonkameoinen)
‘which kind’, kusmofnen ‘what sort’® (cf. stem ku-), timmsinen
{tamdnmoinan) ‘this kind’. Vowel harmony occurs in this latter
word, t&mmoipen, There is assimilation of the final nasal
-p to the initial =-w of -moiper in all forms, including
the pronominal stems above,

Bound word -ldnéd.

=lénts "somewhat' attaches to genitives of adjectives
{14}. It violates word-internal vowel harmony, retaining its front
vowels po matter what the preceding stem requires for harmony.
-]dntd is not a productive formant,? and does met attach to
phrases, does not allow conjunction reduction, or perwit a clitic te
intervene between it and the stem (e.g. #lphpenkinlints).

(13) lvhyenl@ntd 'somewhat short, shortish’ (1lvhyt ‘short’}
Vakdlants 'shortish, somewhat short® is irregular in
having idiomatic meaning, cf. vahdn *few' (thus °somewhat few'
would be expected).

—fantd is claimed to be a deaffixation from dencminal
derivational suffixes -Jd plus -pfd (Rintala 1972).

Bound Word -niekia.

Bound word -niekks shows possession. It is a borrowing
from Russzian pfk. There is no vowel harmony with the host {14).
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(14) hénténiekka kettu 'a fox having a tail’
tail-NIEKKA fox

-niekks attachea to nominative stems rather than genitive stems,
compare nowinative Adntd "tail' with (14). My Finpish informant
tells we that miekksa is not productive, and aso does not combine
with phrases, permit conjunction reduction, or allow a clitic to
intervene between it amd the stem.

Bound Wol =mA f rresr.

-mdinen '-like’ exhibits similer behavior to the bound
words listed above, It attaches to nominatives {like -niekks,
but in a productive menner, of. (15)); it attaches to phrases and
permits conjunction reduction (16); it agrees in wvowel harmony with
its host (17); and it permits/does not permit a clitic between it
and its host.

{15) hammasmainen 'toothlike' (cf. hammas *tooth')
brigittebardotmainen "like Brigitte Bardot®

(16) puu- ja pensasmmisia kasveja "tree end bush-like plants*
pily- ja sumumaiset taistelukassut 'dust and fog-like
combat gas®

(17) saksimeinen *scissor-like’ -- &saksimiinen
kfisimAinen "hand-like' — *kiximainen

Conclusion.
In susmary I present a chart of the various word-like

propertiea that this set of bound words can have: (the letters
refer to the properties listed inm (2)

A B c 1] E F
—lainen + + + + + +
—moinen + * * S - =
-lenta + + + - - ?
-niekka + + * = - 2
~mAinen + + - - + +

In the framework I present in chapter IV -Jainen, -lénts, and
~niekka are not, strictly speaking, bound words {phonologically
attached lexemes), but are semi—clitics instead (prosadically
subordinated words). Moiper is a mere optional leaner, able to
stand alone sometimes. Only -mdimer shows the necessary
phonological interaction with the heat for inclusion in the class of
bound wordsa.

Rintale (1972:126) reports several other bLound words of the
type discussed above, including -puwoleisen, -sekainen, -sorttinen,
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4 a8LUu1nen, vinen, and —KoKolheh. lHIJMﬂH || ln

offera examples of words that appear only in certain compound
combinations: Jirto-, —huiskea, jalko-, keski-, kiiras-;, leivin—,
Idkd—~, ndésd-, piper—, -pide, pvos—, siite—, seko-, tferna-, teivio-,
—tuliku. These are for the most part unproductive stressless
lexemes, sometimes borrowings from Swedish.

Karlason's examples show that bound words and semi-clitics may
lean rightward or leftward. Another rightward lesning compounding
element is negative "prefix"” epd-, which appeara productively
for exsmple in epikobfelfas ‘Jepelite’, epawdSrdinen ‘indefinite’,
epd-suomalainen 'un-Finnish®, and the like. Although usually
described as one of the only prefisxes in Finnish, the following two
facts are compatible with a semi-clitic analysis. Eps- does not
agree in vowel harmony with its stem. It follows the regular stress
patterns of a compound {and as the initial element it requires
primary stress).

In conclusion, then, one finds in Finnish a number of bound
words and semi-clitics in the lexicen. I assume that most of thess
have regular word properties, but are marked [+LIATSON] or
[-STRESS], according to presence or absence of word-internal sandhi
rules, respectively.



Epdootes,

1. Some irregularities may be noted here. The short form of
timinlainen is téllainen (even with vowel harmeny in
colloquial Finnish: #&11dinen). Shortening, with subseguent
assimilation of the -n of the genitive to =1, is typical of
Pronouns:

jonkalainen — jollainen
winkdlainen — millainen

Assimilation occurs in spoken Finnish as a more general phencmenon

than just the above three forms -- e.g. fafkenlainen "all kinds®
[kaikel:ainen].

Only irregular phtdilainen 'identical, equal® and
colloquial ¢d7idinen exhibit vowel harmony with the host,

2. Rintala (1972) reports some dialectal usage of Jént#
that exhibits {a} productivity, (b} limited vowel harmony (e.g.
lapsenlanta "childish'), and {c) nominative hosts {(e.g.
heikkaldntsd 'somewhat weak').
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APFENDIX B

COMPARISON OF FINNISH AND LAPPISH MORFHOLOGY

1 sumsarize Horhonen's (1981) mein points of Lappish
morphology and compare it to Finnish morphology.

a) In its nominal system Lappish exhibits three numbers
{singular, dual, and plural) and eight cases. In compariszon Finnish
has only two numbers (singular and plural) but scme thirteen
productive cases!

Lappish Finnish
NUMBERS SINGULAR SINGULAR
DUAL i
PLURAL PLURAL
CASES HOMINATIVE NOMINATIVE
GENITIVE GENITIVE
(ACCUSATIVE)  (ACCUSATIVE)
ILLATIVE [LLATIVE
ALLATIVE
INESSIVE
LOCATIVE ABESSIVE
ELATIVE
ABLATIVE
COMITATIVE(SG) COMITATIVE
ABESSIVE ABESSIVE
ESSIVE (S3)  ESSIVE
- PARTITIVE
—- TRANSLATIVE

0f particular interest is the lack of the partitive in
Lappish, a prominent feature of Finnish morphosyntax. In Lappish
only the "genitive-accusative” is used (i.e. in Northern Lappish the
genitive), and there is no genitive/partitive division in the case
marking of objects. Another source of divergence between the two is
the local case system: the Lappish illative corresponds to the
Finnish illative and allative; the Lappish locative (historically a
mixture of the former inessive and elative cases) corresponds to the
Finnish inessive, elative, adessive, and ablative [(Korhonen
1981: 221} .
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Finnish has a formally plural comitative, whereas Lappish has
a singular comitative {with a clitic postpesition in the plural,
-guim}. The essive in Lappish asppears only in the singular,
while Finnish has both a singular and a plural. The abessives in
the two languages are rather different. Finnish has only the
invariant morpheme —-#taf*)/-tti¢*}); Northern Lappish has the
clitic postposition -tage (a desuffixation from caritive
#-pta + lative #-g + pleonastic lative #felk or
#fe)r). Other Lappish languages and dialects exhibit various
{clearly suffixal) forms of #pis: Southern Lappish —pth,
Western Lapplsh -ptd, Northern Lappish -£°ts. Also, there
is no productive translative in Lappish as one finds in Finnish.

Both languages have an absclutive/possessive distinction.
lappish has a three—way enclitic system for its possessive
declension {singular—dual-plural)}, whereas Finnish has only a
two-way enclitic system (singular-plural).

In the adjective clasa, both languages have a
positive/comparative/ superlative division, though the guperlative
is formally and etymologically different in the twoe languages:
Finnish —in:-imms—:—impa— vs. Northern Lappish
—mus  —wss F=; ~pusd-—mos ; —mis V- =bmus F-.  Furthermore Lappish
displays a predicative/attributive distinction in its adjectives
that does not cccur in Finnish (where there is only one form, marked
for case).

Finally, the adjectivenoun concord systems are radically
different in the two languages. Finnish has full concord; Lappish
has the so—called "partial concord”. In the Lappish system, most
adjectives do not agree in number and cese, but are ipstead in the
special attributive (or actually base) form. Only certain
word-forms permit "partial” agreement: the adjectives buorre
‘good' and babe 'bad’, the cardinal nusbers, the ordinal
pub'be "second’, and several pronouns. [Here thers is no
concord in the genitive, illative, or locative (in which the
attribute is in the genitive singular); the attribute can be in the
genitive plural in the genitive, illative, and comitative plural; in
other cases the attribute agrees in number and case. ]

b. The actual categories of verbal morpholegy are very
similar in both languages. Both have four modes, two tenses, three
persons, and nuwerous deverbal neminalized forms. Lappish and
Finnish diversge, however, in thelr nwibers — as with the nowinal
morphology Lappish has three numbers (singular—dual-plural} and
Finnish has only the two (singular-plural).

Both Finnish and Lappish have four verbal modes — indicative
{unmarked}, potential, conditional, and imperative. The Northern



Lappish potential is formally different from T l[ “Illllll

pls pulenjt.!.nl Laing cognate with the Finnish conditional)
and the Northern Lappish conditional is cognate with the Estonian
and Livonian conditional —-k= (though not with Finnish
conditional -isi-).

The two languages have similar tense systems (present, past),
though the morphological details differ somewhat. Likewise Finnish
and Lappish share a three-person verbal system, though, again the
details of form do not imdicate much (recent) language contact.

In the nominalized forms, however, there are several
divergences. The Lappish infinitive —t { #dék is cognate
with Finnish -a 8/ tast& « #—tak/tdak, both criginally deverbal
derivative #fa td plus lative #-k The Northern Lappish
"action" ending is -w, which is cognate with the Finnish third
infinitive -ms-md, but is usually translated into Finnish as the
verbal noun in -mimen or even derivational suffix -o.6.

The first and second gerunds in Lappish are very distinct from

Finnish. MNorthern Lappish has a first gerund —-ddiin/-deddiin
(¢ deverbal substantive formant #-nta/ntd + plural J +

locative #-pasn&) where Finnish has the second infinitive
inessive (infinitive -fe/de + inessive -ssa ssid). The

secopd gerund in Northern Lappish is -win (<fedne < verbal

noun #ma mi + essive-locative #pa/pa), which corresponds in
meaning to Finnish first participle (—va/vd) or third infinitive
in inessive or elative (masad + ssa -ssd or sta std).

The Lappish verbal abessive is -kaet"ta(i), -gaeftd (<
deverbal #kka kkd + abessive #pfaspta). The Finnish
abessive iz -maffs wdtts (= the third infinitive ma/ md +
abessive). Both languages have cognate verbal adverbs -- Nlp in
P, Fin —en.

The participles in the Lappish languages are rather different
from Finnish. In the Northern Lappish present participle there is
P {with a "contraction vowel"), —g'gje ¢ £j& ¢ ¥ia/j4. The
Finnish correspondents are the present participle -wa/vd {not
etymologically the same as Lappish) and agentive —ja-Jj&
{etymologically the sawe). The NLp perfect participle is
-m,—-mas ¢ #-we;, the Finnish perfect participle is -nut/nyt.

In swmation, then, all the inflectional categories and
morphewes in Northern Lappish are due to genetic inheritance rather
than linguistic interference from Finnish.

148



REFERENCES

Alvre, Paul. 1976. Vana kirjakeele kiisus@nu. Heel ja Kirjandus
1976.6.

Alvre, Paul. 198l. veelakstiilip kirjakeeles ja murdeis. Heel
ja Kirjandus 1981.1.

Anderson, Stephen R. 1984. Hwakwala Syntax and the
Government-Binding Theory. In Syntax and Semanticas 15:21-75.
tThe Syntax of Native American Languages.) Ed. by Eung-Do

Cook and Donna B. Gerdts.

Ariste, Paul. 18973. Eesti r@humdfirséna =p.

Suomalais-Ugrilaisen Seuran Aikaksuskirjs 72:33-37.

Aronoff, Mark. 1976. Word Formation in Geperative Grammsr. The
MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts.

Baltin, Mark. 1982. A Landing 5ite Theory of Movement Rules.
Linguistic Inguiry 13.1:1=38.

Beronka, Johan. 1922, Syntakviske iagttagelser fra de finske
dialekter i Vadsj# og Porsanger. Videnskapsselskapets
Skrifter IT. Hist.-filos. Klasse. 1921. No. 10. EKristiania
(0slo), Norway.

Bissantz, Anmette 5. 189B5. Syntactic Conditions on Two Types of
English Cliticization in GPSG. OSU WPL 31:84-121.

Borer, Hagit. 19B4. Paranetric Syntax. Case Studies in Semitic
and Homapce languages. Studies in Generative Grasmar 13.

Foris Publications, Cinnaminscn, New Jersey.

Breckenridge, Janet, and Auli Hakulinen. 1976. Cycle and after,
Parassession on Diachronic Syntax, pp. S50-68. Chicago
Linguistic Society.

Browne, W. 1974. 0On the Problem of Enclitic Placement in

Serbo—Croatian. [In Slavic Transformational Syntax, ed. by
Richard D. Brecht and Catherine V. Chvany, pp. 36-52. .

149



150

J01 WL [

Categories: A.‘muhg;;gg and Related Puzzles 1:69-98.
F. Heny and B. Richards. Foriz Publications, Durdracht

Collinder, Bjorn. 1949, The Lappish Dislect of Jukkas jicvi.
Skrifter utgivna av K. Humanistiska Vetenshkaps—-Samfundet i

Uppsala 37.3, Uppsala.

Comrie, Bernard. 1881. Morphology and Word Order Reconstruction:

Problems and Prospects. In Historical Morphology, pp. 83-96,
edited by Jacek Fisiak. Mouton.

Cowan, J. Renayne. 1984, Evidence for the Aux Cliticizatien
Hypothesis from Nuer. CLS 20:34-45.

Dixon, H.M.W. 1880. The Langusges of Australia. Cambridge
Language Surveys. Cambridge University Press.

Dressler, Wolfgang U. 19B5. Morphonology: The Dynamics Of
Derivation. Karoma Publishers, Ann Arbor.

Fokos-Fuchs, 0. R. 18962. dea Syntax in der Frage nach
Sprachverwandtschaft. Ural-Altaische Bibliothek XI. Otto
Harrazsowitz, Wiesbaden.

Fuchs, D. R. 1937. {lbereinstimmungen der syntax der
finnisch-ugriaschen Sprachen., FUF XXIV:292-322.

Fuchs, D. R. 1949, Der Komparativ und Superlativ in den finnisch-
ugrischen Sprachen. FUF XX:147-230.

Fudge, E. C. 1969. Syllables. Journal of Linguistics, pp-. 253-286.

Fujisaki, Hirova, and Ilse Lehiste. 1983, Some Temporal
Characteristics of Declarative Sentences in Estonian.
Preprints of Papers for the Working Group on Intonaticn, The
¥IIIth International Congress of Linguists, Tokyo, 1982.

Gazdar, Gerald. 1980. Phrase Structure Grammar. In G. K. Pullus
and P. Jakobson (eds.) On the Nature of Syntactic
Representation.

Gazdar, Gerald. 1984, The Head Feature Conventicn as a Default
Mechanism. Unpublished paper presented at the Annual Meeting
of the LSA, Baltimore. This paper will be incorporated into
Gazdar, Klein, Pullum, and Sag (in press).

Gazdar, Gerald, Geoffrey K. Pullum, and Ivan Sag. 198Z.
Auxiliaries aml related phenomena in a restrictive theory of
grammar. Language 58.3:5391-638.



Gazdar, Gerald, Geoffrey K. Pullum, Ivan Sag, and Ewan Klein. 1385.

Generalized Phrase Structure Gramsar. Harvard University
Press.

Genetz, Arvid. 1892, Suwomen partikkelimuodot. Sucmalaizen
Eirjallisuuden Seura, Helsinki.

Givén, Talmy. 1971. Historical syntax and synchronic morphology:
An archaeclogist's field trip. CLS T:394-415.

Groos, Anneke. 1978. Towards an Inflectional Theory of Clitics.
Manuscript, University of Amsterdam.

Hekulinen, Auli. 1975. Suomen si¢& pragmatiikan hei jastume
syntaksissa. ([English summary: Finnish sifd -- an
Instance of the Interplay between Syntax and Fragmatics. ]
Sananjalka 17:25-41.

Hakulinen, Auli. 1976. Liitepartikkelin —fan/hin syntaksia ja
pragmatiikkaa. Reports on text linguistics: Suomen kielen
generatiivista lauseoppia 2. (Meddelanden frién stiftelsens
for Abo Akademi Forskningsinstitut, no. 7:3-60.)

Hakulinen, Auli. 1984a. On Cohesive Devices in Finnish. In Text
Connexity, Text Coherence, ed. by E. Sozer. (Papers in Text
Linguisticse.) Busche Verlag, Hawburg.

Hakulinen, Auli. 1984b. Text Linguistics in Finland. Manuscript,
University of Helsinki.

Hakulinen, Auli, and Fred Karlsson. 1579. Nykysuomen lauseoppia.
Sucmalaisen Kirjallisuwuden Seuran teoimituksia 350, Helsinki.

Hakulinen, Auli, Fred Karlsson, and Maria Vilkuna. 1880. Suomen
teketilauseiden piirteitd: Evantitatiivinen tuthkimus.
Department of General Linguistics, University of Helsinki,
Publications No. 6.

Hakulinen, Lauri. 1979. Suomen kielen rakepne ja kehitys. Werner
Soderstrim Osakeyhtid, Porveo., (Originally published in
1967-50. }

Hale, Kenneth. 1973. Person marking in Warlbiri. In A Festschrift

for Morris Halle, edited by Stephen R. Anderscn and Paul
Kiparsky, pp. 308-44. Holt, Rinehart and Winston, New York.

Hale, Kenneth. 1981. On the Position of Warlbiri in a Typology of
the Base. Distributed by the Indiana University Linguistics
Club, Bloomington.

151



AL
II I m !!. 164 45 a motivation for werd or

chan;s Studies in the Linguistic Sciences 12.1:91-101.

Itkonen, Erkki. 1960. Lappische Chrestomathie mit grammatikalischem
Abriss und Worterverzeichnis. Hilfsmittel fiur des Studium der
finnisch-ugrischen Sprachen VII. Sucmalais-Ugrilainen Seura,
Helsinki.

Itkonen, Terho. 1981. Lapsi sucmen taivutussuffiksien oppijana.
(Review of Jorma Toivainen 18800 Virittdjs BS.2:152-156.

Jaeggli, Osvaldo. 1982. Topics in Rowance Syntax. Studies in
Generative Grammar 12. Foris Publications, Dordrecht,
Holland/Cinnaminson, New Jersey.

Janda, Richard., 198l. A Case of Liberation from Morphology inte
Syntax: The Fate of the English Genitive-Marker -{els.
Syntactic Change. Natural Language Studies 25:53-114.

Janda, Richard. 1984. Why Morphological Metathesis—-Rules Are
Rare: On the Possibility of Historical Explanation im
Linguistica. BLS 10.

Janson, Tore. 1976. Placement of Enclitics in Latin and the
Relation between Syntax and Phonclogy. Papers from the Third
Scandinavian Conference of Lingumistics, pp. 237—44. Edited by
Fred Karlasson.

Jeffers, Robert J., and Arnold M. Zwicky. 1980. The Evolution of
Clitica. Papers from the Fourth International Conference on

Historical Linguwistica, pp. 55-64, ed. by E. Traugott et al.
John Benjamins. Also in OSU WPL 24:55-64,

Joseph, Brian D. 1983. The Synchrony and Diachrony of the Balkan
Infinitive, Cambridge Studies in Linguistics, Supplementary
volume, Canbridge University Press.

Kaisse, Ellen M. 19Bl. Luisefic particles and the universal behavior
of elitica. Linguistic Inguiry 11:422-34.

Kaisse, Ellen M, 1982, Sentential Clitics and Wackernagel's Law.
Proceedings of the Firat West Coast Conference cn Formal
Linguistics, sdited by Daniel P. Flickinger, Marlys Macken,
and Nency Wiegard. Pp. 1-14.

Kaisse, Ellen M. 1983, The English auxiliaries as sentential
clitica. In Papers from the Parasessicn on the Interplay of
Phonology, Morphology, and Syntax, pp. 96-102. Ed. by Jobn F.
Richardson, Mitchell Marks, and Amy Chukerman. Chicago
Linguistic Saciety.

152



153

Kaisse, Ellen M. 1985. Connected Speech: The Interaction of Syntax
and Phonology. Academic Press, Orlando.

Karlsson, Fred. 1283. Suowen kielen SGnne- ja muotorakenne.
Werper Soderstrom Osakeyhtid, Porvoo.

Karlsson, Fred. 1984a. Tagging and Parsing Finnish. Manuscript,
University of Helsimki.

Earlsaon, Fred. 1984b. Parsdigms and Word Forma. To appear in
Papers from the Workshop on Matural Merphology, ed. by Roman
Lasikowski .

Karlgaon, Fred, and Benny Brodda. 1981. An Experiment with
Automatic Morphological Analysis of Finnish. Department of
General Li s, University of Helsinki, Publications
No. 7.

Karttunen, Francea. 1975a. The Syntax and Pragmaticas of the Finnish
Clitic -hen. Texes Linguistic Forum 1:41-50.

Karttunen, Frances. 1975b. More Finmish Clitics: Syntax and
Pragmatics. HReproduced by the Indiana University Linguistics
Club.

Karttunen, Francea. 1975c. Functional Constrailnts in Finnish

Syntax. In Papers from the Parasession on Functionalism, ed.

by Robert E. Grossman, L. James San, and Timothy J. Vance.
Chicago Linguistic Society.

Elavans, Judith. 1979. On Clitics as Words. The Elements: A

Parasession on Linguiastic Umits aml Levels, Chicage Linguiatic
Society.

Klavans, Judith. 1982a. Some Problems im & Theory of Clitics.
Distributed by the Indiana University Linguistics Club. 1380
Dissertation, University College London.

Klavana, Judith. 1982b. Configuration in a Non—configurational
Language. WCCFL 1:292-306.

Klavana, Judith. 18983, The morphology of cliticization. In Papers

from the Parasession on the Interplay of Fhonology,
Morpholo and Syntax, pp. 103-121. Ed. by John F.

Richardson, Mitchell Marks, and Amy Chukerman. Chicago
Linguistic Society.

Klavans, Judith. 1985. The Independence of Syntax and Phonology in
Cliticization. Language 61.1:95-120.



orhonen, a. I!l Z IL ‘1 auﬂnalais-u.(rilainen kantakieli
agglutinoiva? Eli mitd kielihistoriallisista

rekonstrukticista veidaan lukea ja mitH ei. Vipittdjs
1974 243-254,

Horhonen, Mikko. 1981. Johdatus lapin kielen historiasn.
Suomalaisen Kirjallisuuden Seuran toimituksia 370, Helsinki.

Hoski, August A., and Ilena Mihalyfy. 1964. Hungarian Basic Course
II. Foreign Service Institute Besic Course Series.
Department of State, Washington, D.C.

Kuznetsov, P. 5. 18960. Husskays Dialektologiva. Moskva.

Larjavaara, Matti. 1979. Lyydin se-pronomini ja -partikkeli.
Sivulaudatur—tys, University of Helsinki.

Lehiste, Ilse. 1970. Suprase 8. MIT Press.

Lehiste, Ilse. 1982a. Phonetic Manifestation of Syntactic Structure

in English.” The Tokyo Journal of Medical Sciences, val.
B9.1/2:1-22,

Lehiste, Ilse. 198Zb. Some Phonetic Characteristica of Discourse,
Studia Linguistica 36.2:117-130.

Lehiste, Ilse. 1983a. The Role of Frosody in the Internal
Btructuring of a Sentence. Proceedings of the XIIIth
International Congress of Linguista, Tokyo.

Lehiste, Tlse. 1983b. Signalling of Syntactic Structure in
Whispered Speech. Folia Linguistica XVIII.1/2:239-245,

Leino, Pentti. 1982. Kieli, runc, ja mitta. Suomalaisen
Kirjallisuuden Seuran toimituksia 376. Sucsalaisen
Kirjallisuuden Seura, Pieksfmaki.

Matthews, Peter. 1972, Inflectional Morphology: A Theoretical
Study Based On Aspects OFf Latip Verb Conjugation. Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge.

Matthews, Peter. 1974. Morphology: An Introduction to the Theory
of Word-Structure. Cambridge University Press Cambridge.

Nevis, Joel 4. 1981. Object Case Marking in Finnish. Unpublished
M.A. thesis, 08T,

Nevis, Joel A. 18BZ. Suffix Versus Clitic: Four Estonian Case
Endings. CLS 18:400-406.

154



155

Nevia, Joel A. 1984a. Possessive Suffix or Anaphoric Clitic: Five
Finnish Morphemes. 0SS0 WPL 29:174-207.

Nevis, Joel A. 1984b. The Clitic as Deviation from the
Prototypical Word. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of
the Linguistic Society of America, Baltimore.

Mevis, Joel A. 1984c. On Fionish Disyllables, Cliticization, and
Typology. Paper at the Third Uralic Phonology Conference
(Eisenstadt, Austria). Paper to appear in conference
proceedings.

Nevis, Joel A. 1984d. A Non—Endoclitic in Bstonian. Lingum
64.2/3:209-224.

Nevis, Joel A. 18985a. Current Topics in Estonian Clisis.
Presentation at the Third Anoual Meeting of the Finno—lUgric
Studies Association of Canada, Montreal.

Nevis, Joel A. 1285b. Decliticization in Old Estonian. To appear
g in OSU WPL 34 (13B6).

Nevis, Joel A. 1985c. Lenguage External Evidewce for Clitics as
Worda: Lappish Particle Clitica. CLS 21:289-305.

Nielsen, Konrad. 1979. Lapp Dictionary/Lappisk (Semisk) Ordbok,
Second edition. Volume I: A-F. Universitetsforlaget, Oslo.

Niemi, Jussi. 1984. Word Level Stress and Prominence in Finnish
and English: Acoustic Experiments on Production and
Perception. University of Joensuuw Publications in the
Humanities, No. 1.

Nykvsvomen Sanakirja (NSSKE = Dictionary of Modern Finnish). Werner
Stderatrom Osakeyhtid, Porvoo.

Ojansuu, Heikki. 1922. ItBmerensucmalaisten kielten prooominioppia.
Turun Suom. Yliopiston julkaisuja, B.1.3. Turku.

tstman, Jan—-0la. 1977. On Bnglish also, Fimnnish —kin, and
related matters: A contrastive spproach. In Contrastive
Linguistics and Error Analysis, ed. by R. Palmberg and H.
Rinbgom. Publications of the Research Institute of the Abo
Akademi Forskningsimstitut, no. 19.

Penttild, Aarni. 1957. Suomen kielioppi. Werner Siderstrom
Osakeyhtis, Porvoo.

Pulgrom, Ernst. 1970. Syllable, Wor us us. [Janua
Linguarum 81.] Mouton, The Hague/Paris.



156

A0 A

uralischen Sprachen. FUF XXVII.1-3:1-136

Rintala, Paivi. 1972. Suomen Jédrtdloppuiset adjektiivit.
Svomalaisen Hirjallisuwuden Seuran tecimituksia 306.

Sadeniemi, Matti. 1949. Metriikkemme perusteet (ja sovellutusta
moderneihin js sntiikin mittoihin}. Suomalaisen
Kirjallisuuden Seuran Toimituksia 238. Otava, Helsinki.

Sadock, Jerrold M. 1980. Noun incorporation in Greenlandic.
Language 56.2:300-319,

Sadock, Jerrold M. 19B3a. Linguistics as Anatomy. Presentation to
the 05U Linguistics Department.

Sadock, Jerrold M. 1983h. The necessary overlapping of grammatical
components. In Papers from the Parasession on the Interplay
of FPhonology, Morpholo and Syntax, pp. 198-221. Ed. by
John F. Richardson, Mitchell Marks, and Amy Chukerman.
Chicago Linguistic Society.

Sa.-al_].ghu. Pekka. 1977. Norjansaamen [ta-Enontekion murteen

danneoppi. Sucmalaisen Kirjallisuuden Seuran toimituksia 160,
Helsinki.

Saxon, Lealie. 1985. Agreement im Dogrib: Inflection or
Cliticization? Paper presented at the Sywposiunm on Canadian
Native Languages in Thecretical Perspective, SUNY at Buffalo.

Schachter, Paul. 1974. Constraints on Clitic Order in Tagalog.
ICLA Papers in Syntax 5.

Selkirk, Elisabeth 0. 1972. [ Phonology of English and
French. FPhD dissertation, MIT.

Selkirk, Elisabeth 0. 1980. Prosodic Domains in Phonology:
Sanskrit Revisited. In Juncture, ed. by Mark Arenoff and
Mary-Louise Hean. Anma Libri, Saratoga, Caflifornia.

Selkirk, Elisabeth 0. 1984. Phonology and Syntax: The Relation
Between Sound and Structure. MIT Press, Casbridge,
Massachusetts.

Setdla, E. N. 1930. Suomen kielen lausecppi. Otava, Helsinki.
Siro, Paavo. 1877. Sijakielioppi. Oy Gaudeamus Ab, Helsinki.
Swith, JTan, and Steve Johnson. 1884, Clitics as a derived

category. Paper presented at the Annual Winter Meeting of the
Linguistic Society of America, Baltimore.



157

Steele, Susan. 1976. On the Count u;f COne. In Studjes Presented to
Joseph Greenberg, ed. by Alphonse Juillend. Amma Libri and
Company, pp. 591-613.

Steele, Susan. 1977. Clisis and Diachrony. In Mechanisws of

Syntactic Change, pp. 539-T9. Ed. by Charles N. Li.
Blackwell, Oxford.

Steele, Susan. 1979. Uto-Aztecan: An Azsessment for Historical
and Comparative Linguisticas. In The Languages of Native
Awerica: Historical and Comparative Assessment, pp. 444-544.
Ed. by Lyle Campbell snd Marisnna Mithun. University of Texas
Press, Austin.

Steele, Susan, et al. 198l. An Encyclopedia of AUX: A Study in
Cross—-Linguistic Equivalence. MIT Presa.

Stump, Gregory. 1980. An Inflectional Approach to French Clitics.
OSl WPL 2B:1-54.

Tegey, Habibulalh. 1975. A Study of Pashto Clitics and Implications

for Linguistic Theory. Studies in the Linguistic Sciences
5.1:154-196.

Thomason, Sarah. 19T8. Are There Linguistic Prerequisites for
Contact-induced Lenguage Change? Faper read at the University
of Wisconsin—Milwaukee Symposium on Language Change.

Thomason, Sarah. 1980. Morphological Inmstability, With and Without
Language Contact.® In Historical Morphology, pp. 3589-T2. Ed.
by Jacek Fisiak. [Trends in Linguistics: Studies and
Monographs 17.] Mouton Publishers, The Hague.

Toivainen, Jarmo. 1980. Inflectional Affixes Used by Fipniah-
Speaking Children Aged 1-3 Years. Suvomalaisen Kirjallisuvuden
Seuran toimituksiam 359, Helxinki.

Toivainen, Jarmo. 1984, Eysymysmorfeemien ilmaantuminen
suomnlaislasten kielessd/The Acyuisition of the Interrogative

Morphemes of Finnish. Publications of the Department of
Finniah and General Linguiastica of the University of Turkuy 19.

Valimaa—Blun, Riitta. 1985. The Discourse Function of the Fimnish
Clitic —ham: Another Look. Paper to be read at the Sixth
International Conference of Nordic and General Linguistics,
August 1986, Helsinki, Finland.

Vesikansa, Juoko, 1977. Johdokset. Nykysuomen oppaita 2. Werner
Soderstrom Osakeyhtid, Porwoo.

Vilppula, Matti. 1984. Nurkikin jo I&hti. (On the Meaning of
the Clitic —kim). Virittdjs 88.1.



es. Elsevier, New York.

Vuoriniemi, Jorma. 1873, 0Ollin kieli nykysuowen kuvastimena.

Suomalaisen Kirjallismuden Seuran toimituksia 312.

Wackernagel, Jakob. 1892, Uber ein Gesetz der indigermanischen
Wortstellung. IF -I{1892}:333—436.

Zwicky, Arnocld M. 1969, Phonological Constraints in Syntactic
BDescription. Papers in Linguistics 1.3:411-63.

Zwichy, Arpold M. 1970, Auxiliary Reduction in English.
Linguistic Inquiry 1.3:323-36.

Zwicky, Arnold M. 1977. On Clitics. Distributed by the Indimna
UIniversity Linguistics Club, Bloomington.

Zwicky, Arnold M. 1982a. Stranded to and phonological phrasing
in English. Lingnistics 20.3-57.

Zwicky, Arnold M. 1982b. An Expanded View of Morpholegy in the
Syntax-Phonolegy Interface. Preprints for the Plenary Session
Papera, the XILITH International Congress of Linguists.

Tokyo, Japam. pp. 168-178.

Zwicky, Arnold M. 1984a. Clitics and Particles. OSU WPL
29:105-116. Also in Language 61.2:283-305.

Zwicky, Arnold M. 1884b. Welsh Soft Mutation and the Case of
Object NPs. CLE 20:387-402.

Zwicky, Arnold M. 1984c. Autonomous Components and Limited
Interfacing: Phonology-Free Syntax, the Hallean Syllogism,
and Their Kian. CLS 20:365-386.

Zwicky, Arnold M. 1985a. How to Describe Inflectiom. BLS
11.372-BG,

Zwicky, Arnold M. 1985b. Margins and Heads in GPSG. Abstract for
a puper.

Zwicky, Arnold M. 1985¢c. Free Word Order in GPSG. 050 WPL 32
(1986), pp. 125-132.

Zwicky, Arnold M. 1985d. Heads. Journal of Linguistics 21:1-23.
Revised version from 03U WPL 29: 59069,

Zwicky, Arnold M. and Geoffrey Pullum. 1983, Cliticization vs.
Inflection: English p't. Lenguage 59:502-513.



158

Zwicky, Arncld, and Geoffrey Pullum. 1984. The Syntax-Phonology
Boundary and Current Syntactic Theories. OSU WPL 29:105-116.

Zwichy, Arnold, and Geoffrey Pullum. To Appear. The Syntax—
Phonology Interface. Academic Preas.

Additional Reference:

Derbyshice, Desmond C. 1979. Hixkeryeua. Lingua Descriptive
Series [. MNorth Holland Publishing Co., Amsterdam.

ABBREVIATIONS:
BLS = The Proceedings of the Annual Meetings of the
Berkeley Linguistic Society
CLs = The Proceedings of the Anpusl Meetings of the
Chicago Linguistic Society
FUF = Finnish-Ugrische Forschungen
IF = Indogermanische Forschungen

080 WPL = The Ohio State University Working Papers in
Linguistics

WCOOFL = The Proceedings of the West Comst Conference on
Formal Linguistics



ot g ey S S, et e e i e 5 T, P O el

L L T . o T =
b 5 Frernr B T e L o e e S e S P T P e T e e
i - i

v - - v ——

o
wl
e

a2
- S

[ S

W] YL
» Gis
b
|
'i

i
. 3 13 : |

R
'3
:

* i,
Eaniaiy P
. S baml gl «rwe

i3
wirfaboanll

R P
T vttt ol Mmool tuwris

e o LM e
£

e TR R

sntfalga ] Laned
M
b
3
-

1 Pt cirlaiat

wir Bo ﬂlmm R Yo agnifsmit 1

# 3 Itetagall aesies
: M.J:nd wehga vl s i
:_-‘*’ I.Il| ﬁlll l b

al we Rekfael cllemenadl siett alét T JB) B0
T TRl H‘H Ll R R R )

1 SN # . W“ . 5 st : H,
E - Y 1 W

ar










