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1. Introduction

Clitics are a phenomenon on the boundary between words and affixes. A clitic
looks like an affix to some extent, yet fails to fulfill all characteristics one might
expect from a prototypical affix.! A typical characteristic of affixes is their
obligatory connection to a particular lexical class. Many clitics do not share
this characteristic, but most clitics will at least exhibit some kind of regularity
in their choice of host. The most elusive kind of clitics are those that show no
regularity at all in the kind of hosts onto which they can attach. In this article,
I will discuss various examples of such clitics. The host of these clitics belongs
neither to a particular lexical class, nor to a particular kind of syntactic phrase.
In contrast, the element on the other side of the clitic is easily characterisable.
This kind of structure is illustrated schematically in (1). In these structures,
the clitic host X is structurally and functionally highly variable. In contrast,
the constituent Y on the other side of the clitic is structurally either a partic-
ular lexical class or a particular kind of syntactic phrase, and functionally is
clearly related to the clitic. I will call this constituent Y the clitic’s attractor. In
such cases, the clitic appears to be attached morphologically on the wrong side.
Functionally, the clitic belongs together with Y, yet it is attached morpholog-
ically to X. Embick and Noyer (1999:291) have introduced the term ditropic
clitic for this phenomenon.

(1) a. [X]=clitic [Y]
b. [Y] dclitic=[X]
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As an example of a ditropic clitic, consider the Yagua object clitic in (2), to
be discussed in more detail below. The object clitic (in boldface) always di-
rectly precedes a coreferential full object NP (here ‘Anita’) but it is enclitically
attached to whatever constituent comes before the object, in this example the
prepositional phrase ‘inside the house’ Yet the object clitic has no semantic
relation whatsoever with this phrase — in particular, the prepositional phrase
does not mean ‘inside his/her house’.

(2) Yagua (Payne & Payne 1990:365, ex. 373)
sa-ptitichiy Pauro rooriy-viimu-nii Anita
3sG.suBj-lead/carry Paul house-inside-3sG.0By Anita
‘Paul leads/carries Anita inside a/the house’

In this article, I will present a survey of such preposed enclitics, i.e. structures
as shown in (la). In such cases the clitic is preposed relative to its attractor
Y, yet enclitic to a variable host X. In principle, examples of the mirror image
phenomenon — postposed proclitics as in (1b) — are just as interesting, but I
know of no convincing cases. I do not believe that there is any deep structural
restriction at work here, but simply a strong cross-linguistic preference for cli-
tics to be enclitic rather than proclitic, just as affixes show a strong preference
for being suffixes rather than prefixes (cf. Halpern 1998:119). As proclitics are
only rarely attested, and ditropic cliticisation is also a rare phenomenon, the
combination of these two rare phenomenena will be extremely rare.

2. Definition and demarcation

Two characteristics are crucial to establishing a ditropic clitic. First, the host
and the clitic must not form a semantic unit, in other words, there is a mis-
match between the semantic and the morphological structure. In morpholog-
ical theory, such mismatches are known as ‘bracketing paradoxes’ and have
been discussed extensively (cf. Sproat 1988 and Marantz 1988 on the relation
between bracketing paradoxes and cliticisation). However, such a mismatch is
attested in many kinds of clitics besides ditropic clitics, so a further demarca-
tion is needed. The second characteristic of ditropic clitics is that the host of
the clitic should defy all attempts at any unitary structural characterisation. In
all cases to be discussed in this article, the only possible way to describe the
surface position of the clitic is by stating that it is attached to whatever element
happens to come before its attractor.
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This second definitional characteristic distinguishes ditropic clitics from
several other types of clitics with semantic mismatches. First, second position
(or ‘Wackernagel’) clitics often have no regular semantic relation to their host.
For example, the Latin enclitic -que ‘and’ in hae-que canunt feminae ‘and these
women are singing’ has no relation with its host hae ‘these’ However, as already
implied by the name ‘second position), there is a clear structural characterisa-
tion of the clitic’s host, it being the first constituent (or first word) of the clause.
Another phenomenon involving no necessary semantic relation between clitic
and host is phrasal cliticisation. The most well-known case of a phrasal clitic
is the English genitive’s as in the queen of England’s hat. There is no semantic
relation between the genitive’s and its direct host England. However, there is a
clear structural characterisation of the clitic’s position, it being attached to the
last element of the possessor phrase.

Other bracketing paradoxes involving clitics will likewise not be further
investigated in this article because the clitic’s host is easily characterisable. For
example, the English auxiliary clitics (like ’l in I'll go there tomorrow) also seem
to be attached on the wrong side. Semantically, the auxiliary belongs together
with the verb, which follows the clitic. However, this is not a case of ditropic
cliticisation because the host of the clitic is not variable at all, it being the obli-
gatorily preverbal subject. Similarly, articles cliticizing onto prepositions (e.g.
French du < de-le, German vom < von-dem) represent a semantic mismatch, as
the article would be expected to cluster with the following noun. However, the
host is clearly strongly restricted lexically, it necessarily being a preposition.?
All these example of cliticisation are interesting in themselves, but they are not
as mysterious as real ditropic clitics, which attach neither to a semantically nor
to a structurally definable host.

3. Previous approaches

In recent years, much effort has been invested in building theories of cliticisa-
tion to explain the various kinds of clitic attachment as attested in the world’s
languages. One of the most influential analyses has been proposed by Klavans
(1985), who presented a typology of eight different kinds of clitics on the basis
of three binary parameters.® In this typology, the types 1, 4, 5, and 8 are kinds
of ditropic clitics: Types 1 and 5 are preposed enclitics, which are the subject
of this article.* Types 4 and 8 are the reverse cases, i.e. postposed proclitics.
Klavans’ analysis is widely acknowledged to provide an appropriate tool for
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approaching the diversity of clitic phenomena, though not all eight types are
believed to be equally important.

There is some disagreement in the literature as to which of Klavans’ eight
types can be considered to be solidly attested and hence in need of explana-
tion in a theory of linguistic structure. The existence of the ditropic clitics
in particular has been repeatedly questioned. Sproat (1988:351-353) accepts
all eight clitic types, though he argues that types 1 and 8 are only possible
for clitics, and not for affixes. Most other commentators are more critical.
Marantz (1988:267-269) criticises Klavans on a purportedly empirical basis,
as “her system [...] predicts several types of clitics that are not found in the
world’s languages”. In particular, he states that her types 4, 5, 6, and 8 are unat-
tested. Spencer (1991:380) has “some misgivings about types 4 and 5”. Sadock
(1991:76-77) considers types 4, 6, and 8 to be “vanishingly rare”. Halpern
(1995:34-36; 1998:117-119) questions whether types 4, 5, 6, and 8 exist. Fi-
nally, Embick & Noyer (1999:290-299) consider the ditropic types 1, 4, 5, and
8 to be impossible, coming back full-circle to the original impetus for Kla-
vans’ work, as she considered precisely the (apparent) existence of these four
types to be the “most interesting prediction of the system” (Klavans 1985:103).
Klavans gives examples of all four ditropic clitic types, though most of her
examples are not very convincing or factually doubtful, as has been repeat-
edly noted by her commentators. Only her examples of Kwakwala (of type 1)
and Kugu Nganhcara (of type 5) turned out to be factually irrefutable cases of
ditropic clitics.

There have been various strategies to disqualify ditropic clitics as a phe-
nomenon sui generis which must be included in a theory of cliticisation. The
most thorough argumentation against their existence is given by Embick &
Noyer (1999), following a line of attack first sketched by Marantz (1988:268)
and Anderson (1992:202-203; 1993:74-76). Anderson claims that the direc-
tion of attachment is a result of the “directionality of language-particular
phonological rules” (Anderson 1993:75), which makes ditropic cliticisation a
purely epiphenomenal effect. This argumentation is built on the fact that, in
many cases, the ditropic cliticisation is arguably a result of simple cliticisation
(‘simple’ in the sense of Zwicky 1977:6). If the clitic can be analysed as oc-
curring in its syntactically base position, but as being phonologically deficient,
then it is simply ‘leaning’ on whatever precedes it. In this way, Embick & Noyer
(1999) dismiss the ditropic clitics from Kwakwala (p. 293), Kugu Nganhcara (p.
297) and Northern Mansi (p. 311), arguing that all these clitics occur in situ.

Note that in this kind of explanation, the existence of ditropic clitics is ac-
cepted. Implicitly, Embick & Noyer grant that the direction of cliticisation is
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possibly different from the constituency of the clitics. In this way, they sub-
scribe to Klavans® original observation that the direction of cliticisation is in
principle independent of the constituency. The problem remains how it is pos-
sible that such an in situ element on a phrasal boundary can become a clitic,
given that the result of this reduction is a morphological bond between a clitic
and a host without any syntactic or semantic relationship. Embick & Noyer’s
analysis seems to make sense only when the clitic is an optional variant of
a regular full form (for example, conditioned by fast speech), which makes
the ‘wrong-sided’” bond a truly epiphenomenal effect. However, in many of
the examples to be discussed below (and also in the examples discussed by
Embick & Noyer), it is not the case that there exist both a clitic and a full
version of the same element. In most cases, the ditropic elements are obliga-
torily phonologically deficient, being unable to occur without a host in the
corresponding position.

Another way to view the examples of ditropic clitics as discussed in the
literature is formulated by Spencer (1991:380), who states that ditropic clitics
“should be excluded on general grounds, unless overwhelming empirical evi-
dence should turn up in their favour”.> Such empirical evidence is exactly what
I propose to provide in this article.

4. Cross-reference by ditropic clitics

The first set of examples of ditropic clitics mark cross-reference to the argu-
ments of a verb. In almost all examples to be discussed in this section, the verb
regularly occurs in sentence final position and there are cross-reference pro-
nouns occurring before this verb. Yet these pronouns are enclitically attached
to whatever constituent occurs before them. If the verb is the only sentence
constituent (so there is nothing in front of the verb to attach to), then the clitics
are in most cases ‘moved’ to be enclitically attached to the verb.

41 Kugu Nganhcara pronominal clitics

Ever since Klavans (1985:104-105) introduced Kugu Nganhcara (a Pama-
Nyungan language from Cape York, Australia) as an example of ditropic
cliticisation, this language has been discussed over and over again in the
relevant literature — primarily to show that it could be analysed differently
(Marantz 1988:268; Sproat 1988: 356; Spencer 1991:379-380; Embick & Noyer
1999:294-298). However, at least from a purely descriptional point of view,
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Kugu Nganhcara is a straightforward example of a language with ditropic clitics
(Smith & Johnson 1985:104—106; 2000: 397-404).

The Kugu Nganhcara ditropic clitics are optional bound pronouns. “Bound
pronouns do not occur obligatorily in Nganhcara [...] Nor has the use of
free pronouns been diminished by bound pronouns. Indeed [...] free pro-
nouns frequently occur alongside their bound counterparts in the same clause”
(Smith & Johnson 2000:402). Syntactically, the bound pronouns are enclitic to
whatever comes in preverbal position (3a). In constrast, the independent pro-
nouns can be placed rather freely in the sentence. If the sentence contains only
a verb, the enclitic is obligatorily attached to the verb (3b).

(3) Kugu Nganhcara (Smith & Johnson 2000:400, ex. 62; 401, ex. 66)

a. nhila pama-ng ngathu  kua-thu waa
35G.NOM man-ErRG 15G.DAT dog-1SG.DAT give
‘The man gave me a dog’

b. waa-ngu
give-35G.DAT
‘Give [it] to him’

The historical development leading to the Kugu-Nganhcara situation is recon-
structed by Dixon (2002:387-390). He argues that the clitics arose in reaction
to the loss of cross-referencing verb suffixes, which are still found in other
closely related Wik languages. Dixon adduces contact as a reason why the new
enclitics in Kugu Nganhcara should occur in preverbal position. “This develop-
ment can [...] be explained partly in terms of areal diffusion from its northern
neighbour, Wik-Ngathan, which has pronominal enclitics which normally at-
tach either to the word immediately preceding the verb or to the verb itself”
(Dixon 2002:388, 390).° Further, Dixon (2002:375) mentions the neighbour-
ing languages from the South Cape York Peninsular Group (Morroba-Lama,
Lama-Lama, Rimang-Gudinhma and Kuku-Waru, i.e. groups ‘Da-b’ in Dixon’s
terminology) in which bound pronouns generally follow the verb but can
immediately precede it. Hence, the structure of Kugu Nganhcara is not a singu-
larity. Ditropic clitics occur as an areal trait in various languages in its vicinity.

4.2 Djinang/Djinba reduced pronouns

There are two more languages in Australia, not contiguous geographically with
the previous area, that show ditropic cliticisation. Djinang and Djinba, two
closely related Pama-Nyungan languages from Arnhem Land, have both full
and reduced forms of the pronouns (Waters 1989: 30-36, 136-140). In contrast
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to Kugu Nganhcara, the reduced pronouns are used very frequently. “Reduced
pronouns may occur in the same clause as a coreferential full pronoun. When
this obtains, the full pronoun typically marks a switch in participant focus
[...]- Usually, however, once reference has been established in a given clause,
overt subject and non-subject NPs are omitted from surface structure, and
the coreferential reduced pronouns function as sufficient referencing forms for
the deleted NPs” (Waters 1989:136). The reduced form of the pronoun always
immediately precedes the sentence-final verb (4a). The vowel-initial short pro-
nouns irr ‘T" and il ‘we (dual inclusive)” are “closely bound to the preceding
formative (4b), while the consonant-initial enclitics are more able to stand as
free forms” (Waters 1989:281).” However, again in contrast to Kugu Ngan-
hcara, the reduced pronouns occur before the verb even when there are no
other words in the sentence (4c), so they appear to be not necessarily enclitics.
The ditropic effects as in (4b) are thus best analysed as the result of inci-
dental phonological leaning. The existence of reduced pronouns in Djinang
and Djinba is probably the result of contact with neighbouring non-Pama-
Nyungan languages. These languages have pronominal prefixes on the verb,
which might explain the strictly preverbal placement of the reduced pronouns
in Djinang (Waters 1989:279-281; Dixon 2002:379-380).

(4) Djinang (Waters 1989:237, ex. 72; 223, ex. 43; 245, ex. 255)

a. nambidi-ban  girri  prisoner-ban bili-ny  djin
inside.ALL-FOC COMP Pprisoner.ACC-FOC 3DU-ACC 3PL.ERG
yagirr-djin
insert-PAST
‘Inside (a prison) they then imprisoned them (as) prisoners’

b. nguli  wal-d-irr dirradji-la
that.Loc food.acc-?-1SG.ERG eat-PAST
“There I kept eating food’

c. bil gir-ali

3DL.NOM gO-PAST
“They (i.e. the two children) went’

4.3 Kherwarian pronominal suffixes

In various Munda languages the subject markers are suffixed either to the main
predicate or to the word that stands directly before the main predicate. Real
ditropic clitics are found in the Kherwarian languages, a group of closely related
and structurally very similar North Munda languages (e.g. Mundari, Santali,
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Ho, Bhumij). In all Kherwarian languages, exemplified in (5) by Santali, the
unmarked position of the suffix is on the preverbal constituent. This positional
rule holds independently of the kind of element that is present in preverbal
position — in (5a), for example, a complex noun phrase, and in (5b) a senten-
tial negator. However, in a few contexts, the suffixes are placed postverbally.
First, when the sentence consists only of a verb, then the subject is suffixed
to this verb, as illustrated in (5¢). Further, in imperative sentences the subject
marker is placed postverbally, independent of the presence of other preverbal
constituents, as illustrated in (5d).2

(5) Santali (Neukom 2001:203, ex. 5, 207, ex.31, 114, ex. 4, 147, ex. 1)

a. gam, kohni, kudum emanteak’-ko jorao-akat’-a
story tale riddle and_such-3pPL.sUB] compose-PERF-IND
“They have composed stories and tales, riddles and so on’

b. onate cet’-h3 ba-e met-a-e-kan-a
therefore anything-also NEG-35G.SUBJ say-APPL-3SG.OBJ-INPF-IND
“Therefore she was not say[ing| anything to him’

c. met-a-pe-kan-a-1
say-APPL-2sg.0-ipfv-ind-1sG
T tell you’

d. mase mit’ ghari doho-psg-en-pe!
pTcL one moment put down-little-1sG.0-2pL
‘Put me down for a moment!’

Ditropic clitics are not attested in Munda outside of the Kherwarian sub-
group, but two other Munda languages, Kharia and Gutob, show a similar
phenomenon. The default position of the subject suffixes in both languages is
postverbal, as illustrated in (6a) and (7a), but in some constructions the suffix
occurs immediately preverbally. In Kharia, the suffixes are attached preverbally
only when the sentential negator is present (6b). In Gutob, the suffixes are at-
tached to a variety of preverbal elements; Zide (1997:317-323) mentions the
wh-pronouns #idoj ‘when’ (7b), mono? ‘where’ and maz ‘why’ and the adverbs
eke ‘here), a? ‘now), begi ‘quickly’ and dapre ‘afterwards’ The clitics in Kharia
and Gutob are not ditropic clitics, as the clitic’s host is easily structurally defin-
able. Still, these languages show a situation intermediate between the ditropic
situation in Kherwarian and ‘normal’ verb suffixes as found in most of the
remaining Munda languages.
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(6) Kharia (J. Peterson p.c.)

a. am-bar hokar-te yo-te-bar
2-2.HON 3SG-OBL Ssee-PAST-2.HON
You (polite) saw him/her’

b. am-bar hokar-te um-bar yo-te
2-2.HON 3SG-OBL NEG-2.HON $ee-PAST
“You (polite) did not see him/her’

(7) Gutob (Zide 1997:317, ex. 9; 323, ex. ¢)

a. jom-lai  bu-0?-Nly
name-AcC beat-pAsT-1SG
T will beat up Jomy’
b. NIy idoj-NIy sorpei-o?-be?-tu
1s¢ when-1sG hand over-pPAST-AUX-FUT
‘When will/do I hand over (the girl to the tiger)?’

4.4 Udi subject person markers

In Udi, a Lezgian language from Azerbaijan, subject person markers occur en-
cliticised to various positions in the clause. The placement of these person
clitics has recently been described in great detail by Harris (2000; 2002). The
discussion here only amounts to a small excerpt of the many details in the po-
sitioning of the Udi person markers (cf. Ch. 6 of Harris 2002 for a complete
analysis of all variants). Roughly summarised, this subject marker is either en-
clitic somewhere on (or ‘in’) the verb (8a), or on a constituent directly before
the verb (8b, ¢, d). The verb is regularly sentence final (8b). Although some
word-order variation is possible, the clitic remains strictly preverbal (8c). The
preverbal constituent onto which the clitic is attached is most commonly an
object noun phrase, though other kinds of constituents can also function as
host (8d). At first sight, there does not appear to be a regular characterisation
of the preverbal constituent, so this would again be an example of ditropic
cliticisation. However, Harris (2000; 2002: Ch. 3) argues convincingly that the
preverbal position in Udi is used for the marking of focus. The preverbal
clitic is thus attached to a constituent that, although not identifiable seman-
tically or structurally, is characterisable pragmatically as it is attached to the
element in focus.

(8) Udi (Harris 2002:55-56, exs. 23, 27)
a. dyel-en pa e a-ne-q-e
child-erG two apple take-3sG-take-A0OR
“The child took two apples’
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b. dyel-en  pa es-ne aq’-e
child-erG two apple-3sG take-aoR
“The child took two apples’

c. dyel-en-ne aq’-e pa  es-n-ux
child-ErG-3sG take-AOR two apple-0BL-DAT
‘The child took two apples’

d. me xindr-en tiksa kKinig-iy-o  laxo-ne  fikirbeso?
pEM girl-ErRG only book-pr-paT about-3sc think
‘Does this girl think only about books?’

4.5 Northern Talysh clitic pronouns

The positioning of clitics in Northern Talysh, an Iranian language from the
border area of Iran and Azerbaijan, shows a remarkable similarity to Udi.’
In Northern Talysh, the agent (ergative) cross-reference marker is most com-
monly attested on the preverbal element, the verb being clause final (9a, b).
On occasion, the clitic can also be found on other elements of the clause, like
the first word in (9¢). When there is no preverbal constituent, the clitic will
be attached to the verb itself. For all cases, Schulze (2000:54-55) claims that
the position of the clitic is determined by focus. The clitic is attached to the
constituent that is in focus, and the most frequent position of the focussed
constituent is directly preverbal.

(9) Northern Talysh (Schulze 2000: 55, ex. 80; 53, ex. 72f.)
a. de Cic-2 epist-a?
2sG.PRON what-2sG tie Up-PERE
‘What did you tie up?’
b. cay long-on-am epast-a
35G.Poss leg-pL-1sG tie up-PERE
I tied up his legs’
c. albahal-am tifang ba po  pekarn-i
this moment-1sG rifle to down take up-AoR
‘In this moment I took up the rifle from below’

Schulze (2000: 52) states that this situation is “also present in a great variety of
other Iranian languages”. Somewhat more concretely, D. Stilo (p.c.) informs me
that such ‘floating’ clitics are attested in various Northwest and Southwest Ira-
nian languages. As far as I have been able to gather from published sources,
the same situation appears to exist in Southern Tati (Yar-Shater 1969:155—
157), a close relative of Northern Talysh (although the description does not
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allow far-reaching conclusions on the conditions of clitic placement) and in the
Jewish dialect of Hamadan (Stilo 2003:625-626). In all these languages, some
restrictions exist as to which constituents can take the clitic. In Hamadan, the
clitic cannot be attached to a possessed noun (which would result in a doubled
pronominal suffix), and both in Hamadan and Northern Talysh, the clitic can-
not be added to the subject. Also, the ‘floating’ clitics only occur in particular
tense/aspect forms, mainly past.

5. Clause-chaining ditropic clitics

The next set of examples of ditropic clitics involves clitics that link two clauses
together. In the examples from both Ingush and Northern Mansi, the verb
in the subordinate clause is clause-final and the clause-linking particle occurs
prefinally in this clause, being enclitic to whatever comes before the clause-
final verb.

5.1 Ingush clause chaining

In a direct attempt to prove the existence of one of the ditropic types in Kla-
vans’ typology, Peterson (2001) presents the enclitic particle % from Ingush,
a Nakh-Dagestanian language from the Caucasus (cf. Good 2003:301-331 for
a comparable account of ’a in Chechen, a close relative of Ingush). This par-
ticle has two main functions. First, it is used to mark some form of emphasis
on the element onto which it attaches (Peterson 2001:145-146). Second, and
most frequently, this particle is used in chained (subordinate) clauses (Peter-
son 2001:146-153). In this second function, the particle ?a is best translated
into English as ‘and’. In these cases, it is consistently enclitic onto the directly
preverbal element, the verb being clause final (10a). If there is no preverbal
element, the verb is reduplicated so as to host the clitic (10b).

(10) Ingush (Peterson 2001:147, ex. 10; 150, ex. 23b)

a. muusaa gaziet=7<a dies-az, aara vax-ar
Musa  newspaper-and read-conv out leave-PAsT
‘Musa left reading the newspaper’

b. doaxan daaza=?a~daaz-az hlea-¢a  ti=dax-ar
cows  graze=and~graze-CONV barn-Loc in=go-past
‘The cows grazed and went into the barn’
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5.2 Northern Mansi conditionals

In their discussion of ditropic clitics, Embick & Noyer (1999:299-310) exten-
sively discuss the case of the conditional particle -ke ‘if” in Northern Mansi
(Vogul), a Uralic language from Russia. This example was originally brought
up by Nevis (1990:353, 362), who claims that the conditional clause in North-
ern Mansi is verb final, and the conditional suffix occurs enclitic to whatever
word precedes this verb (11).

(11) Northern Mansi (Nevis 1990:353)'0
xum jot-ke dl-ey-em, faurem yani
man with-if live-pres-1sc child  cling.3sG
‘When I live with a man, the child clings to me’

In an in-depth investigation of conditional sentences in various Finno-Ugric
languages, Riese (1984:66-70) analyses a corpus of 223 conditional sentences
of Northern Mansi, and finds that in 67% the particle -ke indeed occurs enclitic
on the preverbal element, as in (11). In another 12%, the conditional clause
consists of a verb only, and -ke is added enclitically to this verb. In an addi-
tional 14%, the particle -ke is added to the final verb, even though there were
preverbal words available as potential hosts in the conditional clause. In the
remaining 7%, the particle is positioned elsewhere in the conditional clause.
Regarding these last cases, Riese (1984:70) comments that “it is very likely that
emphasis plays a major role in such a positioning of the particle”. Thus -ke nor-
mally occurs prefinally and sometimes finally, with a few exceptions (partly)
determined by pragmatic factors.

This situation is found only in Northern Mansi and not in the other Mansi
variants. The particle -ke originated in Zyrian, where it is generally attached
to the first or second element of the conditional clause (Riese 1984:134). The
particle has been borrowed into all Mansi dialects, but a preference for en-
cliticisation onto the preverbal constituent is found only in Northern Mansi,
geographically closest to Zyrian. In Western Mansi, the particle appears to be
rather free in its placement in the sentence (Riese 1984:90). In Eastern Mansi
it is generally sentence final, and thus regularly enclitic to the verb (Riese
1984:81). In Southern Mansi, the particle has been incorporated into the verbal
inflectional mood marking (Riese 1984:97-98). This dialectal variation proba-
bly reflects a grammaticalisation cline from Wackernagel-type second position
clitics to purely lexically determined verbal inflection, the ditropic position
being an intermediate stage.
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6. Ditropic clitics in noun phrases

Cliticisation ‘on the wrong side’ is also attested in noun phrases. In all cases to
be discussed in this section, some initial element of the noun phrase attaches
enclitically to whatever comes before the noun phrase.

6.1 Kwakwala (Kwakiutl) determiners

Beginning with Klavans (1985), the Wakashan language Kwakwala (Kwakiutl)
has been recurrently cited as a case of ditropic cliticisation. The description
by Anderson (1984) is quite clear on this issue. In Kwakwala, the NP-initial
deictics (often best translated as definite markers) are enclitic to whatever con-
stituent occurs before the NP. For example, in sentence (12), all three nouns
have deictics, but each deictic is phonologically enclitic to the constituent be-
fore the respective NP. Even the instrumental marker -s- of the noun ‘club’ is
ditropic, being attached to the preceding direct object ‘otter’.

(12) Kwakwala (Anderson 1984:24)
k¥ix?d-ida bag"anama-x-a qasa-s-is Palwag"ayu
clubbed-DEF man-oBJ-DEF  otter-INsT-3sG.Poss club
“The man clubbed the sea-otter with his club’

The same situation as in Kwakwala may exist in its close relative Haisla, though
the available description is not very informative on this point. Lincoln & Rath
(1986:43, 49) note that “in connected speech, several [...] proclitics, for in-
stance certain demonstratives used attributively, have the [...] tendency [...]
to behave as enclitics, without the loss of phonemic material” (Lincoln & Rath
1986:43). This statement clearly point towards a case of ‘simple’ cliticisation.
In Heiltsuk, another Wakashan language, though from a different subgroup
than Kwakwala, unstressed deictics likewise occur initially in the NP. However,
in this case the deictic is described as being attached proclitically to its own NP
(Rath 1981:87-88).

6.2 Yagua object doubling

A comparable situation is attested in Yagua, a language of Peru. Yagua has
pronominal objects that are often, though not always, used coreferentially with
a full object NP (a case of ‘clitic doubling), Everett 1989). The functional dif-
ference between a full object NP occurring with and without a coreferential
pronoun is unclear (Payne & Payne 1990:366). If present, the singular and the
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inclusive object pronouns are obligatorily enclitic. The other pronouns are nor-
mally free forms, though in fast speech they can also be enclitic (Payne & Payne
1990:364-365).

_ When the clitic ‘doubles’ the object, it is structurally ditropic. As was il-
lustrated in (2), repeated below as (13a), the object enclitic always occurs
immediately before the full object NP, being attached to whatever constituent
occurs to the left of this NP. The clitic always precedes the entire NP, as in
(13b), where the clitic is placed before the complex NP “Tom’s two bananas’ It
might be questioned whether the clitic truly belongs to the full object NP. This
strongly depends on the details of the researcher’s favourite syntactic analysis.
Most crucial in this respect are some phonological criteria and the fact that it
is not possible for any other element to occur between the object clitic and the
full object NP (Payne & Payne 1990:365-366)."!

(13) Yagua (Payne & Payne 1990: 365, ex. 373; 350, ex. 311b)
a.  sa-putichiy Pauro rooriy-vi#mu-nii Anita
3sG.suBj-lead/carry Paul house-inside-3sG.0Bj Anita
‘Paul leads/carries Anita inside a/the house’
b. ray-vaata-ra dna-jo-jity Tomddsa navda
1sG-want-3sG.0BJ.INAN two-fruit-two Tom banana
‘I want Tom’s two bananas’

6.3 Greek pronominal possession

Another example of this exotic phenomenon is found in the possessive mark-
ing of Ancient Greek. In Ancient Greek, the genitive pronoun, indicating the
pronominal possessor of a noun phrase, could occur initially, finally, or in sec-
ond position in the noun phrase (Taylor 1996:484-485). In all these positions,
the genitive pronoun is strictly enclitic. This results in a ditropic clitic when the
clitic is placed in NP-initial position, as shown in (14).

(14)  Ancient Greek (Taylor 1996:484, ex. 18a)
kai  peistheso-ntai-sou . tais rhema-sin
and trust.FUT-3PL.MED-2SG.POSS DEE.DAT.PL WOrd-DAT.PL
‘And they will trust your words’

In Modern Greek, the reduced possessive pronoun is regularly placed after the
noun phrase (15a). Sadock (1991:71-72) argues that the possessive pronoun
can also be placed immediately before the possessed noun, but retaining its en-
clitic nature (15b). He claims that no other positions are possible for the clitic.
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This would make the kind of structure in (15b) an example of ditropic clitici-
sation, as the head noun regularly occurs in final position in the noun phrase.
In direct reaction to Sadock, Halpern (1995:35-36) argues that an enclitic on
the first adjective is also accepted by at least some speakers. He further argues
that enclitics are possible on all adjectives.

(15) Modern Greek (Sadock 1991:71)
a. o-filos-mu
DEF-friend-1sG.Poss
‘my friend’
b. o-kalos palyos-mu  filos
pEek-dearest old-1sG.poss friend
‘my dearest old friend’

Neither Sadock nor Halpern (nor Anderson 1993:75, citing Sadock) appar-
ently found it necessary to check some general reference works on Modern
Greek. The literature quite uniformly describes a much less constrained situa-
tion. Joseph & Philippaki-Warburton (1987:163) say that “optionally, however,
when the noun is modified by one or more adjectives, the possessive may at-
tach enclitically to one of the adjectives, with no apparent change in meaning”
Mackridge (1987:222) notes in passing that “the possessive pronoun may also
follow an adjective or other premodifier”. He claims that there is a slight dif-
ference in meaning (without specifying in what respect),'” but a particular
placement also “appears to take place often for purely euphonic reasons”. Most
recently, Kolliakou (1999:32) argues that the possessive clitic has a ‘floating’
distribution, as “it can attach to a specifier, any prenominal adjective, or the
noun”. Contrary to Sadock’s claim, then, Modern Greek is not a case of ditropic
cliticisation.

7. Conclusion

The main conclusion of this survey is that ditropic clitics are indeed attested.
It is surely a rare phenomenon, and an extensive search was needed to find
examples among the world’s languages. Building on the work of previous
scholars, I have been able to enlarge the collection of known cases to the
present ten examples of ditropic clitics, many from languages which are ar-
guably part of a larger linguistic area or a small genetic group in which var-
ious languages show cliticisation on the ‘wrong side’ (cf. the examples from
Kugu-Nganhcara, Kherwarian, Northern Talysh, Ingush and Kwakwala). The
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examples discussed in this paper should be taken seriously by any theory of
cliticisation. Spencer’s (1991:380) proposal that ditropic clitics “should be ex-
cluded on general grounds, unless overwhelming empirical evidence should
turn up in their favour” is clearly refuted.

All the languages in this survey should ideally be compared on various
subsidiary parameters, like their suprasegmental structure, the segmental char-
acteristics of reduction in general and the nature of other clitic-like elements
in particular. However, already from this admittedly rather rough survey, the
various examples appear to be rather heterogeneous. This first impression sug-
gests that ditropic cliticisation cannot be explained simply by building one
overarching structural generalisation into one’s theory of morphology. In the
remainder of this conclusion, I will sketch some structural, pragmatic and
historical approaches to explaining this unusual phenomenon.

One possible explanation for ditropic clitics is to propose that they are sim-
ple clitics, incidentally leaning to the ‘wrong side’. This approach seems fruitful
for the case of Djinang and for the noun phrase clitics from Kwakwala, Ancient
Greek, and Yagua. In all these cases, the clitic is an optional variant of a free
form, and both clitic and free form have the same syntactic distribution. For
these languages, the ditropic cliticisation can thus readily be interpreted as an
epiphenomenal effect due to the particular adjunction rules of the language
in question.

In Kugu Nganhcara, the ditropic clitics are only sometimes used. However,
the corresponding free forms have a completely different syntactic distribu-
tion — they are rather freely positioned in the sentence. In this case, the clitics
cannot be interpreted simply as phonologically reduced forms of the full pro-
nouns. Even more telling, none of the remaining examples presented (from
Kherwarian, Udi, Northern Talysh, Northern Mansi, and Ingush) have any
alternative to the ditropic clitics. The clitics are an obligatory part of the con-
struction and cannot be left out. Nor are there any free counterparts that can
be used to replace the ditropic clitics. In these cases, the ditropic clitics look
more affix-like.

This division between simple cliticisation and the affix-like cases is roughly
mirrored in the positional variability of the clitics. In most of the affix-like cases
the ditropic position is not the only possible position of the clitic. When no host
is available before the attractor, then the clitic will appear after the attractor
as an enclitic to it. Such a switch of position is attested in Kugu Nganhcara,
Kherwarian, Udi, Northern Talysh, and Northern Mansi. In Ingush, the root of
the verb is reduplicated to host the clitic if there is no available preverbal host.
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In contrast, Kwakwala and Yagua always have at least a sentence-initial verb to
host a ditropic clitic from any following noun phrase.

Summarising, there is something special going on in at least Kherwarian,
Udi, Northern Talysh, Northern Mansi, Ingush, and perhaps Kugu Nganhcara.
These languages are all verb final, the ditropic clitics occur before this verb,
these clitics have no comparable syntactically free counterparts, and when there
is no preverbal constituent, the clitics are attached to the verb. The descrip-
tions of Udi and Northern Talysh present a possible explanation for these cases,
namely that pragmatic considerations play a role. The clitic is attached to the
element that is in focus, the regular position of focussed constituents being
immediately preverbal.

A final point of consideration is the diachronic dimension. Clitics are ar-
guably a stage in the grammaticalisation of free forms into affixes. A number
of authors have made various comments about the diachronic developments
leading to ditropic clitics. Unfortunately, most of these comments are made
only in passing and are not worked out in any comparative detail. A fur-
ther problem is that the few speculations available do not converge on the
same historical development. To the contrary, completely opposite develop-
mental paths have been proposed for apparently quite similar cases. For Kugu
Nganhcara, Dixon (2002: 387-390) proposes that the ditropic clitics are a stage
in the development of prefixes. Clitics in the Pama-Nyungan languages are
normally enclitics, so they normally cannot become prefixes. The situation
in Kugu Nganhcara, Dixon argues, could be a last step before the develop-
ment of prefixes. Unfortunately, there is no Pama-Nyungan language (yet?)
that has taken this final step.'® For the Kherwarian languages, Anderson & Zide
(2001:17-21) propose the inverse scenario. They argue that the affixes were
originally prefixes, and through a reanalysis of the boundary became suffixes
on the preverbal constituent. Note that this would constitute a strong case of
degrammaticalisation (but see Cysouw 2004 for a different interpretation of
the Munda diachrony).' For Northern Talysh, Schulze (2000:52) argues that
the word order was originally OAV, but has changed to AOV, with the excep-
tion of the pronominal clitics for A(gent). These clitics have remained in their
original location, giving rise to the ditropic situation. If these three different
scenarios describe the real historical developments, then there is little hope for
a unified historical pathway to ditropic cliticization. However, a thorough com-
parison on all cases discussed in this article might shed a different light on the
historical developments.

The present survey of ditropic clitics summarises one of the more striking
possibilities of human language, which should not be dismissed in the formula-
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tion of a theory of linguistic structure. Structural factors, pragmatic influences
and historical accidents all have their share in the genesis of these often rather
counter-intuitive structures.
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Notes

1. Cf. Zwicky (1985:286-290) and Zwicky & Pullum (1983:503-504) for a list of possible
factors distinguishing between clitics and affixes.

2. In the case of both French/German [preposition+article] and English [subject+auxiliary],
one might even see an instantiation of (phrasal) second position cliticisation — a line of
analysis that will not be pursued further here.

3. Inthis article, I will only refer to Klavans (1985), though basically the same content is also
found in her 1980 Dissertation from University College in London, which was distributed
in 1982 by the Indiana University Linguistics Club in Bloomington, and finally published in
1995 by Garland in New York.

4. The difference between types 1 and 5 depends on the parameter INITIAL/FINAL, which
determines whether the clitic occurs in the initial or final constituent of the phrase to which
the clitic belongs (Klavans 1985:97). I will disregard this parameter, as it does not appear to
have any interesting consequences.

5. To be precise, Spencer only makes this statement about ditropic types 4 and 5, but he
accepts the existence of types 1 and 8.

6. Dixon here cites the Ph.D. dissertation by Peter Sutton (1978), which I have been unable
to consult myself. :

7. In Waters’ (1989) grammar almost all reduced pronouns, including those with an initial
vowel, are written as separate words — example (4b) being the exception. However, note the
insertion of the apparently epenthetic -d- (unexplained by Waters) between host and clitic,
making a strong case for the reduced pronoun being an enclitic.

8. This summary of Santali suffix placement appears to hold for all Kherwarian languages,
e.g. for Mundari, see Sinha (1975:94) and for Ho, see Deeney (1975). However, Ramaswami
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(1992:128-132, 143-151) in his description of Bhumij gives many examples of multi-word
indicative sentences with the subject marking suffixed to the verb, which indicates that
preverbal placement is not the default position in this language.

9. As an explanation for this similarity, Schulze (2000:56) claims that Udi “is heavily influ-
enced by a yet unidentified (Talysh-like?) Northwest Iranian adstrate”

10. Nevis here cites a Vogul dictionary by Munkécsi & Kalman, which I have not been able
to consult myself.

11. In Everett’s (1989:354-355) analysis, this ‘wrong-way’ cliticisation is purely epiphenom-
enal, depending on case realisation and assignment.

12. C. Gabrielatos (p.c.) also mentions the possibility of a difference in interpretation.
His intuitions suggest that the clitic can be attached to any constituent that is used in a
constrastive sense.

13. In a different context, Steele (1977) has made a comparable proposal. In her analysis,
which deals with cliticisation in Uto-Aztecan languages, she proposes that the Aztecan pre-
fixes arose by reanalysis of originally second position clitics. At some stage, she argues, the
verb followed these second position clitics, and by reanalysis the direction of attachment of
these clitics changed from enclitics to proclitics to prefixes.

14. A further possible case of ditropic cliticisation is found in Kukuya, a Bantu language
from Congo (Hyman 1987:328-329, citing a reference grammar by Paulian 1974, which I
have not been able to consult myself). It seems to be the case here that the typical Bantu
subject prefixes have lost their morphological attachment to the verb, but are still posi-
tioned in front of the verb. What exactly the status of these morphemes is is unclear to
me, but they might synchronically be ditropic clitics. This would then be a strong case of
degrammaticalisation, alike to the proposal for Munda by Anderson & Zide (2001).

References

Anderson, Gregory D. S., & Norman H. Zide. (2001). “Recent Advances in the Recon-
struction of the Proto-Munda Verb”. In Laurel J. Brinton (Ed.), Historical Linguistics
1999 (pp. 13-30). (= Current Issues in Linguistic Theory, 215.) Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Anderson, Stephen R. (1984). “Kwakala Syntax and the Government-Binding Theory”. In
Eung-Do Cook & Donna B. Gerdts (Eds.), The Syntax of Native American Languages
(pp. 21-75). (= Syntax and Semantics, 16.) New York: Academic Press.

———. (1992). A-Morphous Morphology. (= Cambridge Studies in Linguistics, 62.)
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

— —— (1993). “Wackernagel’s Revenge: Clitics, Morphology, and the Syntax of Second
Position”. Language, 69 (1), 68-98.

Cysouw, Michael. (2004). “A History of Munda Person Marking”. Ms., Max Planck Institute
for Evolutionary Anthropology at Leipzig. (http://email.eva.mpg.de/~cysouw/pdf/
cysouwHISTMUNDA.pdf).

Deeney, J. (1975). Ho Grammar and Vocabulary. (= Xavier Ho Publications, 1.) Chaibasa: St.
Xavier’s High School.



36

Michael Cysouw

Dixon, R. M. W. (2002). Australian Languages. (Cambridge Language Surveys.) Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Embick, David, & Rolf Noyer. (1999). “Locality in Post-Syntactic Operations™ In David
Embick & Rolf Noyer (Eds.), Papers in Morphology and Syntax, Cycle Two (pp. 265—
317). (= MIT Working Papers in Linguistics, 34.) Cambridge, Mass.: MIT.

Everett, Daniel L. (1989). “Clitic Doubling, Reflexives, and Word Order Alternations in
Yagua”. Language, 65 (2), 339-372.

Good, Jeffrey Craig (2003). Strong Linearity: Three Case Studies Towards a Theory of
Morphological Templatic Constructions. Ph.D. dissertation, University of California at
Berkeley.

Halpern, Aaron L. (1995). On the Placement and Morphology of Clitics. (Dissertations in
Linguistics.) Stanford, Calif.: Center for the Study of Language and Information.

— — . (1998). “Clitics” In Andrew Spencer & Arnold M. Zwicky (Eds.), The Handbook of
Morphology (pp. 101-122). (Blackwell Handbooks in Linguistics.) Oxford: Blackwell.

Harris, Alice C. (2000). “Where in the Word is the Udi Clitic?” Language, 76 (3), 593-616.

— — . (2002). Endoclitics and the Origins of Udi Morphosyntax. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Hyman, Larry M. (1987). “Prosodic Domains in Kukuya”. Natural Language and Linguistic
Theory, 5,311-333.

Joseph, Brian D., & Irene Philippaki-Warburton (1987). Modern Greek. (Croom Helm
Descriptive Grammars.) London: Croom Helm.

Klavans, Judith L. (1985). “The Independence of Syntax and Phonology in Cliticization™
Language, 61 (1), 95-120.

Kolliakou, Dimitra (1999). “A Composition Approach to Modern Greek ‘Weak Form’
Possessives”. Gert Webelhuth, Jean-Pierre Koenig, & Andreas Kathol (Eds.), Lexical
and Constructional Aspects of Linguistic Explanation (pp. 31-46). (Studies in Constraint-
Based Lexicalism.) Stanford, Calif.: Center for the Study of Language and Information.

Lincoln, Neville J., & John C. Rath (1986). Phonology, Dictionary and Listing of Roots and
Lexical Derivates of the Haisla Language of Kitlope and Kitimaat, B.C. (= Mercury Series,
Ethnology Division, 103.) Ottawa: National Museums of Canada.

Mackridge, Peter (1987). The Modern Greek Language: A Descriptive Analysis of Standard
Modern Greek. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Marantz, Alec (1988). “Clitics, Morphological Merger, and the Mapping to Phonological
Structure”, In Michal Hammond & Michael Noonan (Eds.), Theoretical Morphology:
Approaches in Modern Linguistics (pp. 253-270). San Diego, Calif.: Academic Press.

Neukom, Lukas (2001). Santali. (= Languages of the World/Materials, 323.) Munich: Lincom.

Nevis, Joel A. (1990). “Sentential Clitics in Finno-Ugric”. Folia Linguistica, 24 (3—4), 349~
371. )

Payne, Doris L., & Thomas E. Payne (1990). “Yagua”. In Desmond C. Derbyshire & Geoffrey
K. Pullum (Eds.), Handbook of Amazonian Languages, Vol. II (pp. 249-474). Berlin:
Mouton de Gruyter.

Peterson, David A. (2001). “Ingush ?a: The Elusive Type 5 Clitic?” Language, 77 (1), 144-155.

Ramaswami, N. (1992). Bhumij Grammar. (= Grammar Series, 18.) Mysore: Central Institute
of Indian Languages.



Morphology in the wrong place

37

Rath, John C. (1981). A Practical Heiltsuk — English Dictionary with a Grammatical
Introduction. (= Mercury Series, Ethnology Division, 75.) Ottawa: National Museums
of Canada.

Riese, Timothy (1984). The Conditional Sentence in the Ugrian, Permian and Volgaic
languages. (= Studia Uralica, 3.) Vienna: Verband der wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaften
Osterreichs.

Sadock, Jerrold M. (1991). Autolexical Syntax: A Theory of Parallel Grammatical Repre-
sentations. (Studies in Contemporary Linguistics.) Chicago, IlL.: University of Chicago
Press.

Schulze, Wolfgang (2000). Northern Talysh. (= Languages of the World/Materials, 380.)
Munich: Lincom.

Sinha, N. K. (1975). Mundari Grammar. (= Grammar Series, 2.) Mysore: Central Institute of
Indian Languages.

Smith, Tan, & Steve Johnson (1985). “The Syntax of Clitic Cross-Referencing Pronouns in
Kugu Nganhcara”. Anthropological Linguistics, 27 (1), 102—-111.

———.(2000). “Kugu Nganhcara” In R. M. W. Dixon & Barry J. Blake (Eds.), Handbook
of Australian Languages, Vol. V (pp. 357-507). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Spencer, Andrew (1991). Morphological Theory: An Introduction to Word Structure in
Generative Grammar. Oxford: Blackwell.

Sproat, Richard (1988). “Bracketing Paradoxes, Cliticization and Other Topics: The
Mapping Between Syntactic and Phonological Structure”. In Martin Everaert, Arnold
Evers, Riny Huybregts, & Mieke Trommelen (Eds.), Morphology and Modularity. In
Honour of Henk Schultink (pp. 339-360). (= Publications in Language Sciences, 29.)
Dordrecht: Foris.

Steele, Susan (1977). “Clisis and Diachrony”. In Charles N. Li (Ed.), Mechanisms of Syntactic
Change (pp. 539-582). Austin, Tx.: University of Texas Press.

Stilo, Don (2003). “Hamadan IX: Jewish Dialect”. In Ehsan Yarshater (Ed.), Encyclopeedia
Iranica, Vol. X1/6 (pp. 623-627). New York: Bibliotheca Persica Press.

Taylor, Ann (1996). “A Prosodic Account of Clitic Position in Ancient Greek”. In Aaron M.
Halpern & Arnold M. Zwicky (Eds.), Approaching Second: Second Position Clitics and
Related Phenomena (pp. 477-503). (= CSLI Lecture Notes, 61.) Stanford, Calif.: Center
for the Study of Language and Information.

Waters, Bruce E. (1989). Djinang and Djinba: A Grammatical and Historical Perspective.
(= Pacific Linguistics, C 114.) Canberra: Australian National University.

Yar-Shater, Ehsan (1969). A Grammar of Southern Tati Dialects. (= Median Dialects Studies,
1.) The Hague: Mouton.

Zide, Norman H. (1997). “Gutob Pronominal Clitics and Related Phenomena Elsewhere in
Gutob-Remo-Gta?. In Anvita Abbi (Ed.), Languages of Tribal and Indigenous Peoples of
India: The Ethnic Space (pp. 307-334). (= MLBD Series in Linguistics, 10.) Delhi: Motilal
Banarsidass.

Zwicky, Arnold M. (1977). On Clitics. Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University Linguistics
Club.

— ——.(1985). “Clitics and Particles”. Language, 61 (2), 283-305.

— —— & Geoffrey K. Pullum. (1983). “Cliticization vs. Inflection: English n’t”. Language,
59(3),502-513.



