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NONINITIALITY WITHIN SPELL-OUT
DOMAINS:

UNIFYING THE POST-SYNTACTIC BEHAVIOR OF
BULGARIAN DATIVE CLITICS®

BORIS HARIZANOV
University of California, Santa Cruz

Possessive (nominal) and indirect object (clausal) slifind clitics are homophonous in
the Balkan Slavic languages and Romanian. Pancheva (206d)sshat this syncretism
is not just morphophonological but that the two types ofaditonstitute identical feature
bundles bearing dative case. Yet, these dative clitics $eexhibit distinct behavior in the
nominal and clausal domains: in Bulgarian the nominaladitippear in second position
within the nominal phrase while the clausal clitics are vadpacent and non-initial within
the clause. Itis puzzling that the same syntactic objedtbésuch different distributional
patterns. | argue that in Bulgarian this seemingly distlmetavior follows from the in-
teraction of a distributional constraint on dative clititdONINITIALITY within Spell-Out
domains, and the different structural properties of theastic domains they are associated
with. In particular, a number of constituents can be préecin clauses because various
structural positions are available above the clitic, wiil@ominal phrases no comparable
positions are available. Besides the direct consequeri¢bs @pproach for the treatment
of cliticization, it also provides an insight into the nawf Spell-Out domains, nominal
and clausal structure, and the nature of syntax/PF inferact

1 Introduction

In Zwicky’s (1977) classification of cliticsspecial cliticsare those which are allomorphs of full form words
and are not derived from them by phrase phonological reglugirocesses. Two essential properties of
special clitics are that they lack lexical stress, depandmadjacent elements for phonological support, and
that they are found in positions where their full form wordinterparts are not. The indirect object and
possessive clitics in the Balkan Slavic languages (BulgariMacedonian, Serbo-Croatian) and Romanian
have different distribution from non-clitic possessord artirect objects and aspecialin Zwicky’s sense”

(1) Possessive clitics

Brat mu naxranikuceto.
brother3sc.m.possfed the.dog

‘His brother fed the dog.’ (Bulgarian)
(2) Indirect object clitics

Ucitelkata mu dadeknigata.
the.teacheBsG.M.DAT gavethe.book

‘The teacher gave him the book.’ (Bulgarian)

*| thank Sandra Chung and Jorge Hankamer for directing thik giace its inception. For numerous discussions and fedgba
I would also like to thank Judith Aissen, Pranav Anand, JimQlbskey, Andrew Nevins, and Maria Polinsky. For invaluable
comments on a previous version of this paper | thank Veraadola and Ruth Kramer. Thanks are also due to the remaining
members of CrISP (Matt Tucker, Ryan Bennett, Robert Hemgrshe participants in the UCSC Morphology Seminar (Fall
2009) and Research Seminar (Winter 2010), and the audiend®<CCFL 28, the GLS 2010 Conference, and LASC 2010. All
shortcomings and errors are my responsibility.

1Abbreviations usedsc— singular,pL — plural, F — feminine,M — masculineN — neuter, {1, 2, 3} - numbeRcc — accusative,
DAT — dative,POSS— possessiveaDJ — adjectival (inflection)Q — question particleRerL — reflexive,Foc — focus, ToOP— topic.
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The possessive and indirect object clitic paradigms in thl&dh Slavic languages and Romanian are
completely homophonous. Relying on evidence from diaghrpassessor raising, clitic doubling, and the
behavior of non-clitic possessors, Pancheva (2004) shaaighis syncretism is not morphophonological.
Instead, the two types of clitics are shown to constitutatidal formal objects bearing dative case features,
which can be interpreted as indirect objects or possessors.

However, the possessive and indirect object clitics appmdrave distinct placement patterns in
the two syntactic domains that they can be associated wiimimal phrases and clauses respectively. For
example, in Bulgarian the nominal clitics appear in secaopgitipn (2P) within nominal phrases following
the left-most head (Ewen 1979; Tani996b; Dimitrova-Vulchanova 2000; Embick and Noyer 20GiL):

(3) Nominal dative clitics (possessors)

a. knigata mi
the.booklsG.DAT

‘my book’

b. novata mi kniga
the.newlsG.DAT book

C. novata mi interesna kniga
the.newlsG.DAT interestingbook

d. trite mi noviinteresni  knigi

the.threelSG.DAT new interestingbooks

The clausal clitics, on the other hand, are left-adjacerth¢éoverb (4avs. 4b) unless this leaves them in
CP-initial position (4c), in which case they surface righjacent to the verb (4d) (Hauge 1976/1999; Tomi
1996a; Franks and King 2000; Boskow001,i.a.). That they are verb-adajcent clitics and not 2P clitics
can be seen in (4e).

(4) Clausal dative clitics (indirect objects)

a. Petkovinagi mi davabonboni.
Petkoalways1SG.DAT give candy

‘Petko always gives me candy.’

b. *Petkovinagi davami bonboni.
Petkoalwaysgive 1SG.DAT candy
Cc. *Mi dadebononiPetko.

1sG.DAT gavecandy Petko
‘Petko gave me candy.’

d. Dademi bonboniPetko.
gave 1SG.DAT candy Petko
e. *Petkomi vinagi dava bonboni.

PetkolsG.DAT alwaysgivescandy
‘Petko always gives me candy.’

Given these placement patterns, it is puzzling that idehfarmal objects are verb-adjacent and
non-initial in clauses, but 2P in nominal phrases. | argag ith Bulgarian this distinct behavior is only ap-
parent and is not indicative of a difference in the constsdimat govern clitic placement in the two syntactic
domains in question. Instead, clitic placement is showrotlm from the interaction of a single con-
straint on dative clitics, ININITIALITY within Spell-Out domains, and the different structuralgedies
of clauses and nominal phrases. In particular, the relaliffierence between these two syntactic domains
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is that a number of constituents can be pre-clitic in clabsesuse various structural positions are available
above the clitic, while nominal phrases cannot accommaatagere-clitic material because within them no
comparable positions above the clitic are available.

This paper is organized as follows. The next section sunm@saPancheva’s (2004) argument for the
formal identity of possessive and indirect object clitiosl ghe clitic placement facts in nominal phrases and
clauses. After outlining my assumptions about the syrddethavior of Bulgarian clitics in section 3, | focus
on their post-syntactic behavior for the rest of the papawhhe present approach derives the seemingly
different distribution of possessive and indirect objdittas from the interaction of MNINITIALITY and
the structural characteristics of nominal phrases andsekis explicated in section 4. The nature of the
NONINITIALITY constraint and how it is impossible to state it in prosodicnteare the themes of section
5. Section 6 concludes.

2 The Puzzle
2.1 Morphophonological Identity

For concreteness, | follow standard Minimalist assumggti@homsky 1995, 2000) and assume a modular
approach to the syntax-phonology interface with a Latertisemodel of morphology (Halle and Marantz
1993, 1994; Embick and Noyer 2001a.). Syntax manipulates abstract feature bundles withouhplog-
ical content and the resulting hierarchical structuresfede(Spell-Out) to morphology which may further
manipulate the syntactic structuresassume a Multiple Spell-Out framework with at least CP afid(But
not TP) as Spell-Out domains (Uriagereka 1999; Chomsky 200D After any morphological manipula-
tion takes place, terminal syntactic nodes are replacechbyadogical exponents at Vocabulary Insertion,
which serve as the input to the phonological component wpergodic domains are built. Most elements
which are descriptively called “clitics” are bundles of syttic, morphological and phonological features
which determine their behavior across the three modulegpaiticular, in the syntax clitics are merged
in argument or non-argument positions depending on thatufal content and can undergo feature-driven
movement. The morphological component can further regerdéime clitics based on their directionality pref-
erences (proclitic or enclitic). Finally, if position witlespect to a particular prosodic domain or boundary
is relevant for the placement a clitic, the clitic may unaefgrther movement after Vocabulary Insertion.
Indirect object and possessive clitics are homophonouseiBalkan Slavic languages and Roma-
nian, a type of syncretism which is well attested crosstlisiically (Szabolcsi 1994). In these languages,
nominal-domain possessive clitics have the same morpmobbgical form as clausal-domain indirect ob-
ject clitics across all possible combinations of persominer and gender values:

(5) Possessive and indirect object clitic paradigfrom Franks and King 2000)

| 1sG 2sG 3sG 3sGF | 1pL 2PL 3PL | REFL
Bulgarian mi ti mu i ni Vi im Si
Macedonian mi ti mu i ni Vi im Si
Serbo-Croatian mi ti mu joj nam vam im Si
Romanian Omi Mt i Mi ne v(@i) i Si

Such identity between the two paradigms could be the resudnainderlying identity of abstract Case
and ¢-features. Alternatively, it can be a surface phenomensulting from accidental homophony or
underspecification for Case features. Under the formerasternthere can be complete or partial identity
of formal features between indirect object and possesditiescas in (6) and (7) respectively. They can

2Here, | reserve the ter®pell-Outfor the point where the derivation branches into PF and LinWwith Chomsky (2004). In
other words, | také&pell-Outto be equivalent to the concept Bfansferintroduced in Chomsky 2001 and not with linearization or
the disappearance of hierarchical structure (which ta&eepilater”).
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be underspecified and still be spelled out identically bseahe shared features are realized by a single
exponent, as (7) shows. Crucially, under this hypothe#lithese clitics are dative in the syntax.

(6) Complete identity of formal features

a. Vocabulary Item
[1, sg, dative] /mi/

b.  Vocabulary Insertion
indirect object clitic: [1, sg, dative}> /mi/
possessive clitic: [1, sg, dative} /mi/

(7) Partial identity of formal features

a. Vocabulary Items
[1, sg, accusativedq /me/
[1, sg] & /mil

b.  Vocabulary Insertion
direct object clitic: [1, sg, accusative} /me/
indirect object clitic: [1, sg, dative}> /mi/
possessive clitic: [1, sg, dative} /mi/

Under the latter scenario where indirect object cliticsdative and possessive clitics are genitive (i.e. they
have distinct abstract Case features), the surface igeatitilits from accidental homophony or from under-
specification as in (8) and (9) respectively. However, axRava (2004) points out, accidental homophony
is unlikely given the complete syncretism of both paradigmstead, under this view the effect can be better
explained through underspecification for Case features.

(8) Accidental homophony

a. Vocabulary Iltem
[1, sg, dativel— /mMi/ind.ob;
[1, sg, genitivele /mi/pgss
b.  Vocabulary Insertion
indirect object clitic: [1, sg, dative}> /mi/
possessive clitic: [1, sg, genitive} /mi/
(9) Underspecification

a. Vocabulary Items
[1, sg, accusatived /me/
[1, sg] < /mi/

b.  Vocabulary Insertion
direct object clitic: [1, sg, accusative} /me/
indirect object clitic: [1, sg, dative}> /mi/
possessive clitic: [1, sg, genitive} /mi/

Relying on comparative data, Pancheva (2004) shows tlsasyhicretism in the Balkan Slavic lan-
guages and Romanian is not just morphophonological buirttimect object and possessive clitics constitute
identical feature bundles bearing dative case. Her maumaegts follow.

Consider first an indirect piece of evidence. Serbo-Crpafi@es not exhibit dative/genitive case
syncretism, i.e. there is a set of genitive clitics. Yet, qssive clitics, which are available only DP-
externally, are unambiguously dative and not genitive. sThhe fact that genitive clitics are prohibited
as possessors both DP-internally and externally in the Balitan language where we can independently
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verify the distinct status of genitive and dative cliticsg@es against possessive clitics being valued for
genitive case in the syntax.

Consider next Old Church Slavonic—the earliest recordagttS8lavic language, and the ancestor
of modern Bulgarian, Macedonian and Serbo-Croatian—whiath two distinct possessive structures. It
allowed unambiguously dative clitic, non-clitic pronorainand full-DP possessors within DPs as well as
non-clitic genitive pronominal possessors within DPs. Tilstorical data show that possessive clitics in the
Slavic languages were dative in a period when a morpholbdistinction between dative and genitive expo-
nents was still maintained. Positing that the abstract ahpessessive clitics became genitive exactly when
the phonological distinctions between the two paradigreampeared (or as a result of their disappearance)
is unmotivated. Overall, it then seems unlikely that thespasive clitics in the modern Balkan languages
are valued genitive and are identical to the indirect obgltive clitics because of morphophonological
syncretism.

The distribution of possessive clitics is not limited to B in South Slavic and Romanian: they
can surface in a DP-external position. The relevance ofgssss raising here has to do with the fact that
DP-external possessive clitics have the same distribatioimdirect object clitics in all these languages. In
addition, the“raised” possessive clitics also have theesarasodic/phonological behavior as clausal clitics.
The conclusion is that in these languages, possessivescliive the phonological, morphological, and
syntactic properties of indirect object clitics and mustréiore constitute the same feature bundles.

Consider next the behavior of non-clitic pronominal poseesand what it reveals about the abstract
Case features of the possessive clitics. In the Balkan Slamguages and Romanian, there is a special
genitive position within DPs in which non-clitic possessdiave to appear and which is associated with
properties not shared by clitic possessors. In particotam;clitic possessive pronouns can only appear pre-
nominally and bear special “adjectival” inflection histmily derived from Old Church Slavonic genitive
forms. Post-nominally, all types of non-clitic possesdmasge to be introduced by a preposition instead.

(10) a. Ivan-ova-ta kniga
Ivan-aDJ-the book

‘lIvan’s book’
b. kniga-ta *(na) lvan
book-theto  Ivan

The different behavior of possessive clitics, which aresgtswpost-nominal and not introduced by a preposi-
tion, compared to non-clitic and full DP possessors can bewted for as follows: pre-nominal DP-internal
possessors are valued genitive in the course of the synativation while post-nominal possessors are
not. Therefore, any postnominal possessors (includingslimust be instances of dative arguments real-
ized in the same manner that dative arguments in the claosahid are realized, dative clitics or PPs (in
the case of full DPs):

(1)) knigata mu nanego
the.book3sG.M.DAT to him
‘his book’

Finally, consider the fact that DPs in PPs and non-clitimprainals can be doubled by possessive
clitics in Bulgarian and Macedonian, as in (11). Panchey2304) argument is that possessive PPs in
the two languages are the morphological realization okdatase valued DP-internally and therefore, their
cooccurrence with clitics (and their forming a chain witkrf) suggests that the clitics themselves are dative
rather than genitive. In addition, clitic doubling with essive clitics is shown in Pancheva 2004 to have
the same cross-linguistic distribution as clitic doublimigh indirect object clitics: possible in Macedonian
and Bulgarian, but not in Serbo-Croatian. This is to be etquet the possessive and indirect object clitics
are the same syntactic objects valued for dative case.
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So far, this section has shown that possessive and indipgattaclitics in Bulgarian are homophon-
ous and that this syncretism is due to their underlying fehidentity. In particular, both types of clitics are
dative. This formal identity is particularly puzzling irglit of their distinct placement patterns across the
syntactic domains they are associated with.

2.2 Distinct Placement Patterns

2.2.1 Nominal Clitics

Nominal clitics in Bulgarian include DP-internal possegsstlitics, which happen to be homophonous with
indirect object clitics (Tor@i 1996b; Schoorlemmer 1998; Caink 2000; Dimitrova-Vulahan2000; Franks
and King 2000; Schick 2000; Embick and Noyer 2001; Statev® 28chircks and Wunderlich 2003:i.a.).
Their distribution is exemplified below. They follow the moif it is the only element within a nominal
phrase), the first nominal modifier, the numeral, quantiiegemonstrative, if one is present:

(12) a. knigata mu
the.book3sG.M.DAT

b. interesnata mu kniga
the.interestin@3sG.M.DAT book

C. xubavatanu interesna kniga
the.nice 3SG.M.DAT interestingbook

d. mnogotomu Xubaviinteresni knigi
the.many3sG.M.DAT nice interestingbooks

e. trite mu xubaviinteresni knigi
the.three3sG.M.DAT nice interestingbooks

f. vsickite mu tri  xubaviinteresni knigi
the.all 3sG.M.DAT threenice interestingbooks

g. tezi mu tri  xubaviinteresni knigi

these3sG.M.DAT threenice interestingbooks

Right-branching modifiers and coordinate constructiomwige evidence that the possessive clitics follow
the left-most head in nominal phrases (and not the left-plostse). For example, if an adjective is modified
by an adverb or a PP which follows it, the possessive cliticesicliticizes to the adjective and not to the
whole AP:

(13) a. [blizkija im [do nasta k oSta]] magazin
the.close3PL.DAT to the.ourhousestore
‘their store (that is) close to our house’
b. *[blizkija [donaSta koSta]]im magazin
the.closeéo the.ourhouse 3PL.DAT store

In addition, if two or more adjectives within a single DP aomrinated, the possessive clitic has to imme-
diately follow the first conjunct, as in (14). In these exaeplthe possessive clitic cannot appear anywhere
but on the left-most adjective and there can be only oneritistion of the possessive clitic in the whole
DP3

3Chung (2003) uses similar facts about the behavior of Chaamweak pronouns as one piece of evidence to argue for a

prosodic account of their placement (2P within PhonoldgRtarases). Such an approach to the Bulgarian nominal migses
clitics is untenable, however, based on data discusseaiiosé and the data involving adverbials discussed in tipeagix.
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14) a. Xubavatani i interesna kniga
the.nice 1SG.DAT andinterestingbook

‘the nice and interesting book of mine’

b. xubavatani, interesna i  evtinakniga
nice.the 1sG.DAT interestingandcheapbook

‘the nice, interesting and cheap book of mine’

A potential complication is introduced by the fact that ie firesence of what appear to be left-branching
modifiers of adjectives the possessive clitics still folltve adjective (and not the left-most head which
would be the modifier). These degree words and low adverbégm to challenge the generalization that the
possessive clitics follow the left-most head in nominalgsies. However, see the appendix for a treatment
of these modifiers as invisible to the placement of clitiost¢irms of Late Adjunction) under which they can
easily be accommodated in the current analysis.

To sum up, the descriptive generalization concerning thgiblution of possessive clitics can now
be stated as follows at a level of representation which ammiaformation about precedence relations:

(15) Generalization A:
Possessive clitics appear in second position within DPs.

2.2.2 Clausal Clitics

The Bulgarian clausal clitics include verbal auxiliarytict, the subjunctive marketa, the future marker
Ste the negation markeare, the yes/no interrogative clitic, and the pronominal object clitics (Dimitrova-
Vulchanova 1995; Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Hellan 1999mi®1996a, 2000; Rivero 1997; Rudin 1997;
Franks 1998, 2000; Franks and King 2000; Schick 2000; Bagk2®01, 2002). It is the pronominal dative
clitics that are the focus of this paper. The other types iitslexhibit distinct distributional and mor-
phophonological behaviors from the pronominal clitics anidinot be considered here. Table (16) contains
the accusative and dative paradigms of the pronominatliti

(16) Pronominal clitics in Bulgarian

| 1sG 2sG 3sGM/N 3sGF | 1pL 2PL 3PL | REFL
ACC me te go ja ni Vi gi se
DAT mi ti mu i ni Vi im Si

The pronominal object clitics form a cluster with rigid imel order: dative clitics always precede
accusative clitics. Here, | will only be concerned with théeenal distribution of the clitic cluster and not
with the syntax or morphotactics that determine the ordetiti€s internal to the cluster. While | explicitly
concentrate on the properties of the indirect object (datnlitics, everything that can be concluded about
them extends to the accusative clitics, since they have emti@l distribution (always right-adjacent to
the dative clitics). The clitic cluster in Bulgarian is leftljacent to the verb unless this leaves the clitics
CP-initial, in which case the cluster encliticizes to theve

17 a. Petkosinagi mi go dava.
Petkoalways1SG.DAT 3SG.M.ACC gives

‘Petko always gives it to me.’

b. *Petkovinagi dava mi go.
Petkoalwaysgives 1SG.DAT 3SG.M.ACC



Boris Harizanov

c. *Mi go dadePetko.
1SG.DAT 3sG.M.ACC gavePetko

‘Petko gave it to me.

d. Dademi go Petko.
gave 1SG.DAT 3sG.M.AcCC Petko

This generalization holds in both root and embedded clausémite complement clauses introduced by the
complementizete ‘that’, the subjunctive markegta (there is no non-finite complementation in Bulgarian),
or a wh-word, the clitics have to be left-adjacent to the etidleel verb. Note that they can never be CP-initial
in complements because either a complementizer or a wheeleisialways present:

(18) a. Marijaznae [Ce mi go dadePetko].
Maria knowsthat1SG.DAT 3SG.M.ACC gavePetko

‘Maria knows that Petko gave it to me.’

b. Marijaiska [dami go dade].
Maria wantsto 1SG.DAT 3SG.M.ACC gave
‘Maria wants to give it to me.’

C. Marijane  znae[koi mi go dade].
Maria knowsthat who 1SG.DAT 3SG.M.ACC gave

‘Maria doesn’t know who gave it to me.

It should be noted that finiteness does not play a role in thegphent of clitics in Bulgariarc{. Macedo-
nian, Spanish, Italian, Greek, etc. where clitics alwayl®fonon-finite verbs and precede finite ones).

This state of affairs is descriptively equivalent to the [@oiMussafia effect first observed in me-
dieval Old Romance (Tobler 1875 and Mussafia 1888). Thukjmiihe typology of Slavic clitics, Bulgarian
patterns with Macedonian and not Czech, Serbo-Croatiava®) or Slovenian, in that clausal clitics are
verb-adjacent rather than 2P (Wackernagel clitics). Thag&ian clausal clitics are not 2P elements is
demonstrated by the following example:

(19) a. [Tozipoet]mi napisastixotvorenie.
this poet 1SG.DAT wrote poem
‘This poet wrote me a poem.’

b. *[Tozi mi poet] napisastixotvorenie.
this 1SG.DAT poet wrote poem

Consider in addition (20a), where the clitics immediateljoiw the verb because it is in CP-initial position.
However, when the subject and an adverbial are preposed,(26h), the clitics immediately precede the
verb and, in particular, cannot appear further to the l&itj2This shows that if there is enough material in
various sentence peripheral positions, the clitics witloezupy the second position but will remain adjacent
to the verb.

(20) a. Dadeanu bonboniMimi.
gave 3sG.M.DAT candy Mimi

‘Mimi gave him candy.’

b. Mimi vinagi mu dava bonboni.
Mimi always3sG.M.DAT givescandy
‘Mimi always gives him candy.

c. *Mimi mu vinagi dava bonboni.
Mimi 3SG.M.DAT alwaysgivescandy
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Since the distribution of the clitic cluster depends on thsition of the verb, it is reasonable to
ask what happens in sentences that contain more than ora edgment such as a non-clitic auxiliary or
an additional verB. First, in the presence of a non-clitic auxiliary, it is thaixdiary that the pronominal
clitics need to be left-adjacent to and not the verb, as thé&rast between (21a) and (21b) shows. The same
preference is also observed when the relative order betiireeauxiliary and the verb is reversed in verb-
fronting constructions such as (21c). Finally, when theilauy is initial, the clitics immediately follow it
and do not immediately precede the verb, as in (21d).

(21) a. Petkami go beSedal.
PetkolsG.DAT 3sG.M.ACC had given
‘Petko had given it to me.

b. *PetkobeSemi go dal.
Petkohad 1SG.DAT 3SG.M.ACC given

C. Dal mi go besePetko.
given 1sG.DAT 3sG.M.ACC had Petko

d. BeSemi vsicko  dal Petko.

had 1sG.DAT everythinggivenPetko
‘Petko had given me everything.’

e. *BeSevsiCko mi dal Petko.
had everythinglsG.DAT givenPetko

Second, having more than one verb in a clause can also bedii¢ o VP coordination. However, this
construction is not informative for the present purposesbse each conjunct is independently required to
contain a clitic cluster even in cases of identity. Clitiagment then revolves around the verb in each of
the conjuncts according to the familiar constraints.

To sum up, the descriptive generalization that emerges thendata discussed above can be stated
as follows:

(22) Generalization B:
Clausal clitics are left-adjacent to the highest verb indlagise unless this leaves them in CP-initial
position, in which case they are right-adjacent to the ragkerb.

2.3 Summary

Clitics are assumed to be lexically specified for syntact@tires (such as Case), morphological features
(directionality of attachment: proclitic vs. enclitich@phonological features which are relevant for building
prosodic domains (Selkirk 1995). This section was devateshbwing that indirect object and possessive
clitics are formal objects which constitute identical featbundles with dative case features. However, we
have arrived at two different generalizations that desctiite placement of these two types of clitics within
DPs and CPs, repeated here:

(23) Generalization A:
Possessive clitics appear in second position within DPs.

(24) Generalization B:
Clausal clitics are left-adjacent to the highest verb indlagise unless this leaves them in CP-initial
position, in which case they are right-adjacent to the tggkierb.

“It is also interesting to note that in Bulgarian, the maindirate can be not only verbal but also participial, adjettior
nominal. These types of predicates behave like verbal ean#iweir interaction with pronominal clitics (see also Framiad King
2000:65) and, presumably, it must be possible to apply teegmt approach to them as well. For reasons of space thisitastkoe
the focus of future research.
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If these two generalizations are correct, the differenastribution cannot be derived from the lexical spec-
ification of the clitics since, as Pancheva 2004 has denmsiestrthey have the same lexical specification.
This state of affairs is paradoxical only under the assusnptiat identical formal objects should behave the
same way in different syntactic domains which, | argue, khbe adopted. Then in cases where identical
syntactic objects seem not to behave in the same way in &y domains they can be associated with,
we need to locate the difference in some property of the stintdomains themselves. Below, | identify
what this property is and how it interacts with the post-agtit behavior of clitics to yield the observed
placement patterns.

3 The Syntax of Cliticization

The post-syntactic behavior of clitics depends on theialih in narrow syntax to the extent that any post-
syntactic operations that apply to the clitics refer to thépat of syntax. It is necessary then, to outline
the concrete assumptions about what the structures thawnayntax produces look like, with a particular
focus on clitics. Due to the larger volume of work on clauggics in Bulgarian, | first turn to a discussion
of their behavior and then use it as the basis for the disonggithe behavior of nominal clitics.

Following Rudin (1997) and Pancheva (2005), | assume thiatadjacent clitics are not arguments
of the verb and are base generated VP-externally. The argarassociated with them appear in the usual
VP-internal theta positions. These arguments can be oftdht{Ps or PPs), which gives rise to clitic
doubling, or null (silent pro):

(25) a. Ivan g vidja prg.
Ivan 3sG.F.ACC saw
‘lIvan saw her.’
b. Ivanja; vidja ucitelkata.

Ivan 3sG.F.Acc saw the.teacher
‘lvan saw the teacher.

(26) a.  Azmu; IES dadahpro pro;.
| 3SG.M.DAT 3SG.F.ACC gave
‘| gave it to him.’
b. Azmu; ja; dadahknigata nalvan;.

| 3SG.M.DAT 3SG.F.ACC gave the.bookto Ivan
‘| gave the book to lvan.

| follow Tomic (1996a), Rudin (1997), Franks and King (2000), and Pareck2904) in treating
Bulgarian clausal clitics as heads. In particular, theyaabbeindle of case angifeatures merged as adjuncts
to the head of a functional projection in the extended pt@acf the verb that values dative case. This is
essentially a slightly modified version of Borer’'s (198&edgli's (1986), and Sportiche’s (1996) analysis of
pre-verbal clitics in Romance, in which the clitic is basmgrated as an adjunct to the verb and is associated
with a null pronominal in argument position.

The clitic-verb adjacency in Bulgarian discussed abovaukhbe encoded syntactically because
the clitics move with the verb: in questions, they undergoseneent to € together; in imperatives, they
undergo V-to-C movement together as well (assuming alotig Man 2001 that imperatives involve V-to-C
movement):
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(27) yes/no question with the question particlan C° and V-to-C movement:

a. Mariamu dadeknigata
Maria 3sG.M.DAT gavethe.book

‘Maria gave him the book.

b. Dadgli mu Mariat; knigata?
gave Q 3SG.M.DAT Mariathe.book

‘Did Maria give him the book?’

c. *Dadg li Mariamu t] knigata?
gave Q Maria 3sG.M.DAT the.book
‘Did Maria give him the book?’

(28) wh-question with wh-movement to Spec,CP and V-to-C enwent:

a. Mariamu dadeknigata.
Maria 3sG.M.DAT gavethe.book

‘Maria gave him the book.

b. Kakvq mu dadg Mariat; t;?
What 3sG.M.DAT gave Maria
‘What did Maria give him?’

c. *KakvodadeMariamu?

What gaveMaria 3SG.M.DAT
‘What did Maria give him?’

(29) positive and negative imperatives with V-to-C moveinen

a. Borzo mi go donesi!
quickly 1sG.DAT 3sG.M.ACC bring

‘Bring it to me quickly?

b. Nemu go davail!
Nnot 3SG.DAT 3SG.M.ACC give
‘Don’t give it to him!’

In addition, clitics are inseparable from the verb by anyo#yntactic constituents. The following examples
show that nothing can intervene between the clitics and: verb

(30) a. \eera Mimi mu go dade.
yesterdayMimi 3SG.M.DAT 3SG.M.ACC gave

Mimi gave it to him yesterday.

b. *Mimi mu go vCera dade.
Mimi 3SG.M.DAT 3SG.M.ACC yesterdaygave
c. *VcCera mu go Mimi dade.

yesterday3sG.M.DAT 3SG.M.ACC Mimi gave

The proposal here, in agreement with Pancheva (2005), tisitaaerb and the clitics form a complex head
prior to linearization of syntactic terminals and the ddiavee show that this complex head must be built by
head movement in the syntax.

5Some speakers allow certain adverbs to intervene betweenlitics and the two verbal heads in constructions invagvin
compound tenses (but see the appendix on the Late Adjunctiadverbs). While this fact slightly complicates the asayof

11



Boris Harizanov

The remaining question is whether that complex head is€ijhthad containing the clitic in its base-
generated position, (i) the highest functional head dairtg a clitic, or (iii) T°. All three answers have
been proposed in the literature. Here, along with Frank8§2@nd others, | assume that the verb and the
clitics move to the highest verbal projection available forch a complex head with it. In the clausal domain
this is T°. The assumptions outlined above are summarized in (31)eNfreIstands for the inflectional layer
available above VP which contains the adjunction site otthies.®

(31) TP

clitics*V*T FP
/\
tc] VP
/\
ty DP/pro

Turning to nominal phrases, | assume that in DPs the possaditics do not originate in argument
positions either. Rather, they are Case a+fdature bundles that are merged as adjuncts to a functieaal
that values dative case, this time within DP. They are agsso@ated with a null pronominal or an overt PP
in 8-position of a null possessive predicate with matchidigatures and unvalued case.

(32) a. knigata mu pro
the.book3sG.M.DAT
‘his book’
b. knigata mu [na Ivan];
the.book3sG.M.DAT to Ivan
‘lIvan’s book’

In DPs the clitics adjoin to a definite’thead (Tomi 1996b; Embick and Noyer 2001a.) but why they

do so is less clear (on the attraction of clitics by definiteedainers, see Cardinaletti 1998; Schoorlemmer
1998; Embick and Noyer 2001). A reason to believe that pesseslitics move as high as®s their
distribution when they cooccur with demonstratives. Insthgases, the possessive clitic has to follow the
demonstrative which occupies Spec,DP (potentially, aftevement; see Giusti 1997):

(33) a. tazimu Xubavainteresna knigi
this 3sG.M.DAT nice interestingbook

‘this nice interesting book of his’

b. onezimi tri  knigi
thoselsG.DAT threebooks

‘those three books of mine’
Assuming, in addition, that the clitic position is boundeoii below by adjoined adjectives or numeral (or

other kinds of phrases), it must be the case that the clitic . This yields the following structure (again,
FP below stands for the inflectional layer available abovg: NP

the syntactic behavior of clitics, it is inconsequential ttee NONINITIALITY -based analysis of their post-syntactic behavior since
it only relies on the resulting linear order of the cliticstin the Spell-Out domain. See Franks 2008 for a recent atagfithe
Bulgarian verbal complex that is consistent with the appinodefended here. For the present purposes | maintain theifyimg
assumption that the pronominal clitics and the verb formrafex head.

®Note that when precedence relations are introduced in thiegymtactic component, the clitics will get linearizedhe left of
the head they are adjoined to due to their lexical specifinati
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(34) DP
clitics *D FP
/\
tc| NP
/\
N PP/pro

To sum up, dative clitics in clauses and nominal phrases ase-generated as adjuncts in the ex-
tended projection of the respective lexical heads and a@caged with a (potentially null) argument in the
lower g-position. The clitics move to the head that encodes reéerémthe nominal and temporal domain:
DO and TP respectively. These assumptions about the syntactic lehaficlitics are fairly standard in the
literature on South Slavic cliticization, and Bulgariarpirticular. However, it is important to keep in mind
that here they are made just for concreteness and a diffeeeof reasonable assumptions would likely not
influence an account of their post-syntactic behavior asridesl below.

4 Clitic Placement across Syntactic Domains

In this section | present evidence in support of the claimdlpaarent clitic placement differences across the
syntactic domains that the clitics can be associated wsthliréfom the interaction betweendWINITIALITY

(see (35)cf. Franks and Bosko@i2001 and Anderson 2005) and the (un)availability of préegbositions
within the corresponding Spell-Out domains. This propdsaiies that different mechanisms are responsible
for the different distribution of clitics in DPs and CPs; tisad, the clitic orders possible in DP are only a
subset of the orders possible in CP due to the particulactstial property identified above and discussed
throughout this sectioh.

(35) NONINITIALITY
Dative clitics cannot be initial within a Spell-Out domain.

If, at the output of narrow syntax (i.e. the linearized stnnes (31) and (34)), dative clitics are initial within
a Spell-Out domain, they undergo PF readjustment whichrisntbem with the element to their right. |
suggest that the clitic cluster can only be inverted with@phosyntactic worgthe highest segment of an
X9 not contained in another % see Embick and Noyer 2001). Note that linearization heferseto the
introduction of precedence relations and that PF readprstmust apply at a level of representation which
contains information about adjacency and precedenceéamesdt

"There is an alternative approach that might initially sedmugible: nominal and clausal clitics are both 2P but thealarthat
counts for second position in the clauseis(Kahnemuyipour and Megerdoomian 2008, 2010). While @rnsting to try to reduce
verb-adjacent clitics to 2P clitics withivP (which could otherwise be a fruitful approach for othemglaages), in Bulgarian this
approach runs into trouble accounting for orders where litiescimmediately follow constituents which are undoutifeoutside
VP (e.g. focus, topic).

8Note that, as currently stated, the Clitic Metathesis dpmrgroposed here can potentially be identified with thedldislo-
cation operation (Embick and Noyer 2001), which works imgiof adjacency as well, and applies at or after Vocabulagrtion
(and thus, after linearization). However, an argument eandnstructed for treating Clitic Metathesis as a distimpsration ap-
plying “earlier” in the derivation than Vocabulary Inseni (and thus, Local Dislocation). Consider the possibaitgxtending the
present analysis to account for not only dative clitics s ¢he whole clitic cluster which happens to contain a datiitic. Now
note that in nominal phrases, this cluster includes the itefinarker which is a Bbut surfaces as a suffix on the left-most head
immediately preceding the dative clitic (see, for examfil2); see also Caink 2000 arguing for the existence of adltister in
nominals). Then consider the fact that allomorph seleatiohe definite marker depends on the phonological form (fpatty,
the final segment) of its host, the left-most head in the nafihrase (see Harizanov and Gribanova, this volume). Tdrere
Clitic Metathesis needs to displace the definite marker ¢ater the environment for allomorph selection (which happsnvo-
cabulary Insertion). This means that the Clitic Metathegisration must precede the point at which allomorph seledtappens,
i.e. Vocabulary Insertion. Since this is the point at or@&fthich Local Dislocation takes place, Clitic Metathesisstnalso precede
Local Dislocation. An interesting consequence of this dasion is the requirement that precedence relations bedatred before
phonological material is (for discussion of this posstiiee Embick 2007:fn.14). The timing of the Clitic Metatisesperation
proposed here is characteristic of the Enclitic Metathepiration proposed by Arregi and Nevins (2008) and NeviffgR for
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(36) Clitic Metathesis
a. applies after linearization of syntactic structure
b. if the clitics are initial within a Spell-Out domain
c. toinvert them with the element to their right.

4.1 The Analysis

The details of the analysis as well as an exploration of kslistions are presented next. The focus here is
on the interaction of the BININITIALITY constraint with the positions available in the left peripég of
nominal phrases and clauses.

4.1.1 Nominals

At the output of narrow syntax, clitics may be initial withime DP Spell-Out domain and will undergo Clitic
Metathesis:

(37) a. bp cliticstD [ [ modifier ] [, noun]]] (Syntay
[ clitics modifier noun | (Spell-Out/Linearization
__maodifierclitics noun (Clitic Metathesi3

(38) a. Praetox[,, novata mu kniga]
read the.new3sG.M.DAT book

‘I read his new book.’
b. *ProCetox[,, mu novata kniga]
read 3SG.M.DAT the.newbook

Alternatively, the clitics may follow DP-internal demoreives, which are assumed to occupy Spec,DP
following Giusti 1997, and will not undergo Clitic Metathes

(39) a. bp demclitics+D [ [ modifier ] [, noun]]] (Syntax
b. [ demclitics modifier noun ] Spell-Out/Linearization
C. demclitics modifier noun (No Clitic Metathesis
(40) a Praetox[, tazimu novakniga]
read this 3SG.M.DAT new book
‘| read this new book of his.’
b. *ProCetox[ tazinovamu kniga]
read thisnew 3sSG.M.DAT book

Note that a necessary assumption for this approach to slicedleat edge material (such as specifiers) is
part of the Spell-Out domain. This runs counter to the prapost forward by Chomsky (2000, 2001) where
a Spell-Out domain is the complement to a phase head:

(41) Phaset Spell-Out Domain
a. Phase: XP where%s a phase head
b. Spell-Out Domain: the complement of X

the Basque auxiliary. Extending the present analysis tavtiae clitic cluster in nominal phrases and clauses in the suggested
above is left for future work.
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Instead, the present account requires Spell-Out domainside completely with phases. This interpreta-
tion of the two concepts has been defended by Fox and Peqd@B8§), Ishihara (2007), and Svenonius
(2004), among others, on the basis of a wide variety of erglidata in the context of disparate theoretical
issues. This is the assumption that | adopt here:

(42) Phase- Spell-Out Domain
a. Phase: XP where%s a phase head
b. Spell-Out Domain: XP where%s a phase head

4.1.2 Clauses

Turning to the clausal domain, at the output of harrow syntéitics may be initial within the CP Spell-Out
domain and will undergo Clitic Metathesis:

(43) a. kp @ [;p cliticstV+T [, tv DP]]] (Syntax
[ clitics verb noun ] (Spell-Out/Linearization
__verbclitics noun (Clitic Metathesi3

(44) a. Dademi go Petko.

gave 1SG.DAT 3sG.M.AcC Petko
‘Petko gave it to me.

b. *Mi go dadePetko.
1sG.DAT 3sG.M.ACC gavePetko

Alternatively, the clitics may follow CP-internal matdrigcomplementizers, focus, wh-elements, topics)

and will not undergo Clitic Metathesis. First, consider filacement of focused constituents in root and

embedded clauses. Their interaction with the distributiboomplementizers and wh-elements, and in par-
ticular, the fact that they always follow complementizeicates that focused constituents occupy positions
internal to the CP Spell-Out domain:

(45) FocusinCP

a. (Samoknigata procetox_ .
only the.bookread
‘I read (only) the book

b. Mislja, [~ Ce knigata procetox__].
think thatthe.bookread
‘| think that | read the boo}_&oc.’

C. Ne pomnja[cp nalvan kakvopodarix__].
notrecall to Ilvan what gave
‘I don’t remember what | gave to lvan, ..

Second, consider topicalization (equivalent to Clitictl®fslocation; see Cinque 1990) which dif-
fers from focus in that the fronted constituent is doubledalnfitic. Note that clitic doubling is obligatory
since the absence of a doubling clitic results in a focugpnétation (and thus, only definite DPs can be
topics). Like focused constituents, topics follow compéarizers, (46b), and precede wh-elements, (46c).
Topics also precede any focused constituents, as (46dsshow
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(46) Topicalization (Clitic Left Dislocation) in CP
a. Knigataja procetox .
the.book3sG.F.Acc read

‘| read the boolfop.'

b. Mislja, [p Ce knigata ja procetoxa_ |.
think thatthe.book3sG.F.Acc read
‘| think that they read the bo%P.'

C. Ne pomnja[cp na lvan kakvomu podarix__1].
notrecall to Ilvan what 3SG.M.DAT gave

‘I don’t remember what | gave to Ivap,; as a gift.

d. Ne pomnja[cp na lvan za koledakakvo mu podarix__].
notrecall to Ivan for xmas what 3SG.M.DAT gave

‘| don’t remember what | gave to lvan, for Christma§oc.'

Evidence from anaphor binding, island sensitivity and ca@nectivity suggests that focus and
topicalization should be analyzed as movement within theSpeIl-Out domain (see Krapova 2004 for
similar arguments). Given that CP is the Spell-Out domait tontains the clitic cluster, the prediction
that the present account makes is that all material comtamée Spell-Out domain can satisfy theoN-
INITIALITY requirement of the clitics. Since focused and topicalizedstituents are internal to the CP
Spell-Out domain, they must be able to satisfpMNNITIALITY and the following examples confirm this
prediction (wh-elements follow the focused constituemaldbut have been omitted). All examples would
be ungrammatical if the clitics appear anywhere else:

47 a. p C[TopP [FocP { cliticstV+T [, vero DP ]]]]] (Syntay
b. [ comp topic focuglitics verb noun ] Epell-Out/Linearization
C. comp topic focuslitics verb noun No Clitic Metathesis
(48) FocusinCP
a. (Samoxnigata mu procetox_ .

only the.book3sG.M.DAT read
‘I read (only) the book - to him'’

b. *(Samo)knigata protetoxmu
only the.bookread 3SG.M.DAT

(49) Topicalization in CP

a. Knigatamu ja procetox .
the.book3sG.M.DAT 3sG.F.ACC read
‘| read the book to him.’

b. *Knigata proCetoxmu ja
the.bookread 3SG.M.DAT 3SG.F.ACC

4.2 Further Evidence

There exist constituents which are associated with a gipetl-®ut domain but occupy a (derived) position
external to that Spell-Out domain. The constructions thatlive such constituents present a useful testing
ground for the current proposal because it makes the piedidiat such constituents will be irrelevant for
the placement of clitics.
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4.2.1 Nominals

Nominal phrases tolerate focus movement and topicalizadi® well, but here it is suggested that they
target a position external to the Spell-Out domain define®ByTo begin with, non-clitic post-nominal PP
possessors can appear pre-nominally with a focus intatpgret as in (50b). The PP can be fronted in the
clausal focus position as well, as (50c) shows.

(50) Focusin DP
a. Polzvaq{,, casana Ivan].
used cup to Ivan
‘l used Ivan’s cup.’
b. Polzvaxna lvan ¢aSa_ .
used to Ivan cup
‘l used lvan's. - cup.

c.  Nalvan polzvax[,, ¢asa_].
to lvan used cup

‘l used lvan's. - cup.’

While (50c) involves movement to the very front of the ro@tude (non-clitic possessor raising), note that in
(50b) itis not clear whether the focused constituent oasipiposition internal to DP or has been scrambled
out of it. While | leave investigation into the exact natufeahas position for future work, here | claim that

it is external to the DP Spell-Out domain. One way to apprda@hissue is by exploring the interaction of
focus movement with the presence of demonstratives. Tlafiolg data show that they do not cooccur and
thus, demonstratives must block focus movement:

(51) a Polzvax, tazicaSanalvan].

used thiscup to Ivan
‘| used this cup of Ivan.’

b. *Polzvaxnalvan [, tazi¢asa_].
used to Ivan this cup
‘| used this cup of Ivap,c-

c. *Nalvan polzvax[,, tazicasa_].
to Ivan used this cup
‘I used this cup of Ivap, .-

Since demonstratives in the Bulgarian DP occupy Spec,Dé Gsesti 1997) and block focus movement,

Spec,DP serves as an escape hatch for movement out of thkd3e-fWe know that focus movement targets
a position outside the DP (and not Spec,DP) because the dtmaiire itself can move there as indicated by
the contrastive focus interpretation it receives and tlosquiic characteristics of (52b).

(52) a. Praetox[,, tazi mu novakniga]
read this 3sG.M.DAT new book
‘| read this new book of his.’
b. Praetoxtazi [, _ novata mu kniga]
read this the.new3sG.M.DAT book

‘I read thi§ZOC new book of his.’

If a clitic is present in the above examples of focus, thetidrtonstituent receives a topic interpre-
tation instead, just like in the clausal domain:
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(53) Topicalization in DP

a. Pr&etox[, knigata mu nalvan].
read the.book3sG.M.DAT to Ivan
‘| read Ivan’s book.’

b. Pra&etoxnalvan [, knigata mu 1

read to Ivan the.book3sG.M.DAT
| read Ivan’s boolﬁ,op.

C. Nalvan procetox|[, knigata mu 1
to lvan read the.book3SG.M.DAT

‘I read Ivan’s book
Like focus movement, topicalization is blocked by dematstes as well:

(54) a. Praetox[, tazimu knigana lvan].
read this 3sG.M.DAT book to Ivan

‘| read this book of Ivan.’

b. *ProCetoxnalvan [ tazimu kniga__ 1.
read to Ivan this 3sG.M.DAT book

c. *Nalvan procetox[ tazimu kniga_].
of Ivan read this 3sG.M.DAT book

Therefore, Spec,DP serves as an escape hatch for focus matvand topicalization which target positions
outside the DP.This is the consensus for Modern Greek and Hungarian (Hksrand Stavrou 1987, Sz-
abolcsi 1994, Haegeman 2004); see also Dimitrova-Vulcveaod Giusti 1998 on Bulgarian. The present
considerations then argue for a syntactic structure as5a)(5Given that DP is the Spell-Out domain that
contains the clitic cluster, the current analysis (coupdetth this structure) makes the correct prediction
that topics and focus cannot satishoNINITIALITY while demonstratives can, being the only constituents
internal to the Spell-Out domain that also precede thecslithmediately after linearization:

(55) a. TopP/FocP clitics+D [ [ modifier ] [, noun]]] (Syntax
b. topic/focus [clitics modifier noun ] GSpell-Out/Linearization
c. _ maodifierclitics noun (Clitic Metathesi3

(56) Topicalization
a. Pr@&etoxnalvan [, knigata mu 1
read to lvan the.book3sG.M.DAT

‘l read Ivan’srOP book.’

b. *ProCetoxnalvan [, mu knigata _].
read to Ivan 3SG.M.DAT the.book

‘I read Ivan’srOP book.’

9Note that focus movement and topicalization target difiepmsitions as the grammaticality of their cooccurrenagssts:

(i) nalvanza voijnataknigata mu
to lvanaboutthe.war book.the3sG.m.DAT

‘Ivan’sTOF> book about the W@roc’
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4.2.2 Clauses

In the clausal domain, a construction which involves a fedntonstituent in a position external to a Spell-
Out domain is Hanging Topic Left Dislocation (Riemsdijk ahaarts 1997:i.a.). Hanging Topic Left Dislo-
cation (HTLD) is similar to topicalization in that it reqeis clitic doubling. However, in HTLD constructions
it is not the hanging topic that gets doubled but the argurokthte verb associated with the clitic. Evidence
that the hanging topic is not this argument comes from thetfet a tonic pronoun can show up as the
argument doubled by the clitic. This full pronoun may ocaiving rise to clitic doubling, or not. These
facts suggest a non-movement analysis of HTLD, with the imgnigpic base generated CP-externally. Ad-
ditional evidence comes from the absence of case conngctsland insensitivity and the fact that HTLD
is a root phenomenon.
(57) Hanging Topic Left Dislocation (HTLD)
a. (kolkotodo) knigata, azja procetox(negja).
(as for) the.bookl 3sG.F.Acc read it
‘(As for) the book, | read it
b. (na)lvan,azmu dadoxknigata (na nego).
to Ivan | 3sG.M.DAT gave the.bookto him
‘(As for) Ivan, | gave him the book.’

HTLD interacts with focus and topicalization as illustichtin (58). The hanging topic precedes and is
separated by an intonational break from the clause in whigha@picalized and focused constituents appear
in this (expected) order:

(58) Nalvan, knigatg Marija mu; ja; dade(na nego)).
to Ivan the.bookMaria 3sG.M.DAT 3SG.F.ACC gaveto him
‘(As for) Ivan, Maria., - gave the boak,, to him’

These considerations lead me to posit the clause struct{®a) for Bulgarian. Given that CP is the Spell-
Out domain that contains the clitic cluster, the predictioat the present account makes (coupled with this
structure) is that hanging topics cannot satisfgMINITIALITY while all material contained in the Spell-
Out domain can which is, in fact, the case. The following epl® would be ungrammatical if the clitics
appeared anywhere else:

(59) a. hanging-topicc{P [1p cliticstV+T [,p tv DP]]] (Syntax
b. hanging-topic Elitics verb noun ] Epell-Out/Linearization
c. _ verbcliticsnoun (Clitic Metathesi3
(60) HTLD
a. Knigata,dadohmu ja nalvan.

the.bookgave 3SG.M.DAT 3SG.F.ACC to Ivan
‘(As for) the book, | gave it to him.

b. *Knigata,mu ja dadohnalvan.
the.book3sG.M.DAT 3SG.F.ACC gave to lvan

4.2.3 Summary

To sum up, in narrow syntax dative clitics target the heads ¢imcode reference in the temporal and the
nominal domain they occur in. A condition which preventsnthiom being initial within a Spell-Out
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domain forces the clitic cluster to undergo a PF readjustmgeration. The reason why the clitics appear to
be verb-adjacent and non-initial within clauses but 2P iwittominals is that the head to which they adjoin
in clauses (%) is not a phase head, while the head they adjoin to in nom{@sis. This difference then
gives rise to the observed state of affairs (summed up belMvere CPs accommodate pre-clitic material
internal to the Spell-Out domain.

(61) Structure of clauses and nominals

[HT] [opC [TopP [FocP [, cliticstV+T [,p 11111

[Top/Foc] [pp diticstD  [yp 11

4.3 Adverbial Participles

Support for the current analysis comes from a previouslyoaanthented parallel in clitic behavior in DPs
and tenseless adverbial participles (also referred to msds or verbal adverbs). Here, th©NINITIAL -

ITY approach to explaining the distribution of clitics in claesand nominal phrases is extended to such
adverbial participles. These are free adjunct constmst{&tump 1985) as opposed to nominative absolute
constructions and augmented absolute constructions:

(62) [Trogvaijki ot  Plovdiv sutrinta], Ivan pristignav Sofijapo objad.
leaving  from Plovdivin.the.morning)van arrived in Sofia at noon

‘Leaving Plovdiv in the morning, Ivan reached Sofia at noon.’

They feature unsaturated or obligatory control. Cliticiese adjuncts follow the participle which is always
the initial element within the adjunct (note the paralielig/ith 2P distribution in DPSs):

(63) a. Cetejkimu knigata, Marija zaspa.
reading3sG.M.DAT the.bookMaria fell.asleep
‘Reading the book to him, Maria fell asleep.’

b. IzpraStajkimu parite, Marija pomognanalvan.
sending 3sG.M.DAT the.moneyMaria helped to Ivan

‘Sending him the money, Maria helped Ivan.’

Adverbial participles are subjectless adjunct structwbich lack the articulated left periphery of full CPs.
In assuming that adverbial participles display an imparerd structure compared to that of finite clauses |
follow Babby and Franks (1998):

(64) Structure of adverbial participles
[1p cliticstV+T [, tv DP]]

As a result of the structural properties of adverbial patis, the clitics end up in initial position within the
adjunct at the output of narrow syntax:

(65) Spell-Out of adverbial participles
[ cliticsverb noun ]

NONINITIALITY requires the clitics to move to the right of the participlewasing that adverbial participles,
being adjuncts, are Spell-Out domains:

(66) Clitic Metathesis in adverbial participles
__verbcliticsnoun

20



NONINITIALITY within Spell-Out Domains

Note that, given the derivation outlined above, the pdisite between adverbial participles and
DPs is predicted. The possibility of successfully extegdime present analysis to all syntactic domains in
which dative clitics appear constitutes an argument foratsectness and emphasizes its utility in unifying
clitic behavior.

5 The Nature of NONINITIALITY

There have been various attempts to capture the Toblerdflassffects in the behavior of the Bulgarian
clausal clitics. The main question that all approaches t@al@ce is what the domain is within which clitics
cannot be initial. The domain relevant for non-initialig/usually equated with the intonational phrase and
the utterance. Such prosodic approaches assume differegdirs” of potential non-initiality violations,
depending on the framework of implementation. In an Optitydlheoretic framework, the effect can be
modeled as the interaction of three basic constraints (egeridre 2000 for an explicit proposef; Ander-
son 2005). Roughly, the interaction can be summarized bsv&l a constraint against initiality within the
appropriate domain is ranked higher than an alignment @instwhich places the clitic cluster to the left
of the verb; these two constraints are in turn ranked high&n Bin alignment constraint which places the
clitic cluster to the right of the verb.

(67) NONINITIAL > ALIGN-L > ALIGN-R

Another approach has been to suggest that the clitics vadeagodic Inversion (Halpern 1992/1995) which
inverts them with the prosodic word to their right (which alyg happens to be the verb) just in case the clitics
cannot find a phonological host to their left.

(68) a. mu (dade)(knigata)(ucitelkata)
3SG.M.DAT gave the.bookthe.teacher

b. ((dade)mu) (knigata) ((Eitelkata)

Another approach which preserves the Prosodic Inversimiition but dispenses with PF movement relies
on the copy-and-delete theory of movement (Bos&@®001). Under this account, there are two copies of
the clitic(s) in the underlying structure, one below and aheve the verb. Normally, the highest copy in a
chain is pronounced. However, a lower copy of a clitic can tmmpunced only if pronouncing the higher
copy would lead to a violation of the clitic’s prosodic regaments, in this case DNINITIALITY .

(69) a. X clitics V<clitics>
b. <clitics> V clitics X

The main drawback to prosodic approaches stems from theHatthey assume the clitics are
enclitic and use this to motivate PF displacement to the ggtthat the clitics find a host. This assumption,
however, is faulty, as has been suggested in Pancheva 3d65:and Franks 2008:99. The clitics do
not have a preference for the direction of attachment—tlagy e either proclitic or enclitic, as long as
they form a prosodic constituent with the verb. The othdgteel, drawback of these approaches is that
sometimes clitics do appear initially within the identifipdosodic constituents and no PF displacement
takes place. These facts, which will be discussed shortyedt unexplained by these approaches.

In concord with the work just described, the present propagas clitics to be subject to adw-
INITIALITY constraint which bans them from the left edge position of sage domain. Where it differs
from previous approaches is in the nature of the relevantastent-ollowing the discussion in the previous
section, the present proposal takes the relevant domaaritespond to a Spell-Out domain. This is inspired
by Franks and Bosko®i(2001), who show that the decision about which copy of &dlitpronounce (above
or below the verb in their framework) is made at a point in thawtion when the phase has already been
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spelled out. At this point, it is only the current phase thatees into the picture and nothing outside it is
available at PF. This allows them to correctly predict thewtwo CPs are conjoined, any clitics in the right
conjunct will undergo Clitic Metathesis (in the absence efger material) but when TPs are conjoined,
clitics in the right conjunct will not undergo Metathesishélreason is that since TPs are not Spell-Out do-
mains, the whole conjunct phrase will be a single Spell-Gumalin and the clitics in the right conjunct will
technically be non-initial within that Spell-Out domainthé output of narrow syntax. However, for Franks
and Boskowt (2001) the final decision about clitic placement dependdherPF/phonological requirements
that clitics have, in particular, their need to find a phogatal host to their left. | differ from them in
arguing that MNINITIALITY within Spell-Out domains is not prosodically motivatedstiad, the clitics
are sensitive to being (non-)initial within Spell-Out damsa The present approach is then an extension of
Franks and BosSkotis which, in that it makes full use of the concept of phaseb also allow us to capture
the distribution of clitics within other domains (DPs andrexbial participles).

In the previous section, it was demonstrated that the boyrttiat dative clitics cannot be right-
adjacent to is the boundary of Spell-Out domains. Here, Wstiat this boundary cannot be described
prosodically. To demonstrate thatoNINITIALITY cannot be prosodic, | discuss cases where a uniform
prosodic characterization of the domain of non-initialisyimpossible. These are cases where Spell-Out
domains do not map to (i.e. do not completely overlap witlospdic constituents.

First, the presence of unstressed proclitic elements téethef the clitics does not force them to
move. Note that clitic movement is incorrectly predictediena prosodic account because the clitics would
need a host to the left. However, as was pointed out eattierptonominal clitics have not preference for
directionality of attachment and simply form a prosodic evarith the verb (see also Pancheva 2005 and
Franks 2008).

(70) a. [...( mi go dade), Petkovcera]
and1sG.DAT 3sG.M.ACC gave Petkoyesterday
. and Petko gave it to me yesterday.’

b. [... (nomi go dade), Petkovcera]
but 1sG.DAT 3sG.M.ACC gave Petkoyesterday

‘... but Petko gave it to me yesterday.’

C. [... €e mi go dade), Petkovcera]
that 1SG.DAT 3SG.M.ACC gave Petkoyesterday

‘... that Petko gave it to me yesterday.’

Second, the presence of an Intonational Phrgdeo(indary to the left of the clitics does not force
them to move:

(71) a. \cera Petko(kojtoveCe si  trogna) mi go dade.
yesterdayPetkowho alreadyrREFL left 1SG.DAT 3SG.M.ACC gave. 3G

‘Petko, who already left, gave it to me yesterday.

b. Petko(kaktomoZe&dase ubedi§ sam) mi go dade.
Petkoas  able to REFL convincealone3sG.DAT 3SG.M.ACC gave.3G
‘Petko, as you can make sure yourself, gave it to me.

This placement pattern is observed with various kinds ofipitaeticals, all of which are typically assumed
to be phrased in a separate intonation domain: non-restriclative clauses, sentential parentheticals, and
(perhaps) comment clauses (see Dehé 2009). The Multiplk-Gpeapproach adopted here predicts that
the CP will not be sent to PF until the whole structure is buit that point, the clitics (which follow an
adverbial, the subject, and the parenthetical) are cleantyinitial and therefore do not have to undergo any
post-syntactic readjustment. Parentheticals, beingriat¢o the Spell-Out domain, do not change the fact
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that clitics are non-initial. Under a prosodic account ofitigitiality, movement of the clitics is incorrectly
predicted here because of the absence of a host. These #agtdben noted in the literature but have
remained unappreciated and without explanation (Frank8:200, Pancheva 2005:114, fn. 7, BoSkovi
2001:218, fn. 37):

(72) a. Sledkatosi Zivjal dostas  ednaZzena, ja poznavadnnogodobre.
afteras Aux.2sGlived a.lot witha  woman3sG.F.AcC know  very well
‘After you have lived with a woman a lot, you know her very well (Franks 2008)
b. Ot njakolkosedmici,az,194g., si imamprijatelka.
sinceseveral weeks | 19y(ears old)REFL have girlfriend
‘For a few weeks, |, 19 years old, have had a girlfriend.’ (Bnac 2001)

Finally, there are cases where in the absence of a prosoditdboy to the left of the clitics, they
still move. Consider object DPs, which are parsed in the dahmmological Phrase) as the verb and yet
the clitics are never DP-initial (73). While this is expeattethe DP Spell-Out domain is the relevant domain
for NONINITIALITY , clitic movement in this case is unmotivated under a prasadcount.

(73) a. Maria(procete[ novatamu kniga])
M. read the.new3sg.datbook

‘Maria read his new book.’

b. *Maria (procete[,, mu  novata knigal),
M. read 3sg.dathe.newbook

These diagnostics show that when prosodic constituentadrperfectly aligned with Spell-Out domains
(see Kratzer and Selkirk 2007 and Ishihara 2007 on the mgppirphases to prosody), the placement
of clitics is determined with respect to the edge of the SPeit domain. In other words, the domain of
NONINITIALITY of dative clitics in all the syntactic environments they wcin does not correspond to any
prosodic constituent.

This conclusion raises the following question: what is thece of the presently proposedoN-
INITIALITY constraint in grammar. Here, | assume that it is encoded asgauage-specific requirement on
dative clitics which is involved in PF well-formedness:

(74) Non-Initiality requirement (imposed at PF)
Dative clitics cannot be initial within a Spell-Out domain.

This requirement is directly affected by the syntacticion. In particular, if any constituents are Merged
higher than the (derived) clitic position, the PF requiretm@&4) will be met. However, if the clitics happen
to be initial within a given Spell-Out domain after it has bexent to PF, the NININITIALITY requirement
triggers what Embick and Noyer (2001) call a “support pretedn this case, this is the familiar Clitic
Metathesis operation sensitive to adjacency and precedetations between elements:

(75) Clitic Metathesis
Invert a clitic cluster (that contains a dative clitic) witie morphosyntactic word (MW(d) to its right.

The picture of the syntax/PF interactions that emerges &swtrinvolves language-specific PF
requirements that trigger certain PF “support processésthw however, can be bled by syntax. Note that
a similar model of such interactions has been proposed,X¥ample, to account for the distribution of
definiteness marking in a variety of languages: Swedish (Exdnd Noyer 2001:581), Danish (Hankamer
and Mikkelsen 2005:106), and Amharic (Kramer 2010). Inélasguages, syntax can bleed the application
of the available PF support processes. If it does not, howtherespective PF requirement triggers a rescue
operation such as Lowering or Local Dislocation. In additio displacement, PF requirements can also be
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satisfied by morphological epenthesis. Arregi and Nevi@&2 discuss the requirement on the Basque
finite T that it cannot be the leftmost morpheme within thedvddormally, this requirement is satisfied by
the syntactic attachment of an absolutive proclitic to Twideer, if no absolutive clitic is present, one of two
context-dependent rescue operations applies. Either@diti@moves to the left of T (Enclitic Metathesis)
or an epenthetic morpheme is inserted to the left of T (L-supp A parallel should be drawn between
Enclitic Metathesis and Affix Hopping on the one hand, andipport and do-support (see the appendix),
on the other. In each case a PF requirement is satisfied éyHevrear displacement or by morphological
epenthesis. Bulgarian utilizes the linear displacemetibopo satisfy the PF requirement of dative clitics.

6 Conclusion

At its empirical core, this paper is a study of the placemdntlitics across different syntactic domains
and explores the question of whether a uniform set of canstraan be found that govern clitic placement
across these domains in a particular language. The goaloya®pose that the distribution of Bulgarian
dative clitics is the result of a single constrainNINITIALITY within Spell-Out domains, and the PF dis-
placement operation that potential violations @M NITIALITY trigger. This approach unifies the behavior
of dative clitics in all syntactic environments they can eqpin. What appear to be superficial differences
in placement patterns across these environments were gbdaifow from the structural characteristics of
the corresponding syntactic domains and not from speciatcaints on the clitics themselves. In partic-
ular, the apparent differences in clitic placement wenebalted to the ability of the Spell-Out domains in
guestion to accommodate material above the clitic adjanatite. One consequence of this approach has
to do with the limited parallelism between clauses and nairphrases: on the one hand, DP parallels TP
with respect to clitic movement while, on the other, DP dalsICP by being a phase. Another consequence
of the present approach bears on the nature of Spell-Outidem@allowing recent work, | proposed that
Spell-Out domains must be equated with phases, contra dyqi@2300, 2001).

Furthermore, it was demonstrated that theNNINITIALITY requirement imposed on Bulgarian da-
tive clitics at PF and their linear displacement cannot lesqdic in nature. Any prosodic account would
be both empirically inadequate and incapable of unifyirg tileatment of dative clitics across the various
syntactic domains they can be associated with. On the ot lan account which explains clitic place-
ment in Bulgarian as a reflex of the interaction between MidtiSpell-Out, a PF requirement on dative
clitics, and a morphological reordering operation was afgto be superior. A particular view of the syn-
tax/PF interactions emerges as a consequence of the apptetended here. In Bulgarian, it involves a
PF well-formedness requirement ONINITIALITY within a Spell-Out domain) imposed on specific mor-
phemes (dative clitics) which could trigger one or more uesgperations (Clitic Metathesis which is sen-
sitive to adjacency and precedence only). Moreover, it wggassted that the same type of interactions are
independently necessary for the treatment of various phena in other languages.

The results of the present investigation could serve asppisig stone for further study of cliti-
cization in Bulgarian directed, for example, towards edirg the present proposal to the other clitics that
cluster with the dative ones. Moreover, this work opens tha tb further exploration and productive micro-
comparison of dative-clitic placement in the other langsathat exhibit the possessive/indirect-object clitic
syncretism: Balkan Slavic (Macedonian and Serbo-Croptiad Romanian. As a case study for the interac-
tion of syntax, PF requirements, and rescue operationstiicdysderivational modular model, the present
work makes clear predictions about the ways in which the \ehaf dative clitics in these language can
differ. More generally the question arises of whether thgreach defended here can be successfully ex-
tended to other languages that exhibit Tobler-Mussafiac&ffim their clitic placement. Furthermore, the
analysis offered here shows how what look like 2P cliticstendurface are, in fact, head-adjacent and non-
initial. In a similar vein, recent work by Kahnemuyipour akligerdoomian (2008, 2010) shows that the
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Eastern Armenian auxiliary, which looks neither like a 2P lilee a verb-adjacent clitic on the surface, is in
fact 2P withinvP. This line of work suggest that some puzzling types ofcchghavior can be much better
understood if we reconsider the relevant domains of diitton; in particular, it indicates that clitic posi-
tion can be computed with respect to phasal domains instieplrasal ones. At this point, the intriguing
guestions that arise as a result of this discussion have leftimpen.

Appendix

In this appendix, | address the issue raised by the placeaie®trtain adverbial modifiers within nominal
phrases and adverbial participles in Bulgarian. Initjaityappears that the behavior of these modifiers
challenges the descriptive generalizations arrived atenrést of the paper. Here, | outline a treatment of
these modifiers in terms of Late Adjunction which accountdtieir invisibility for PF operations based on
adjacency (such as Clitic Metathesis).

According to the PF merger analysis of English verbal molqupo (e.g. Bobaljik 1995; Lasnik
1995; Ochi 1999j.a.) TV is affixal and must merge with %/at PF under adjacency. The PF merger takes
place in (76a) where ®rand \P are adjacent but not in (76b) where the negative head intes/between
them (and do-support applies if PF merger fails).

(76) a. John ¥leave— e.g. ‘John left’
b. John P not leave— e.g. ‘John did not leave’ vs. * *John not left’

On the basis of constructions like (77), Bobaljik (1995)uag that adverbs, and adjuncts more generally,
are not visible for the post-syntactic relation of adjagemote that the adveruickly does not disrupt the
adjacency relation betweer? &nd \P (cf. Embick and Noyer 2001):

(77) a. John ¥ quickly leave— e.qg. ‘John quickly left’

b. An adverb P never disrupt adjacency e.g. ‘An adverb never disrupts adjacency’ (Bobaljik
1995:77)

In Bulgarian, similar effects are observed in nominal pbsand adverbial participles. For example,
degree modifiers of adjectives, as in (78), and adverbialifieosl of deverbal adjectives, as in (79), are
irrelevant for the placement of clitics in DPs. In each ofsth@xamples the clitic immediately follows the
adjective and not the modifier. The generalization that thiesin each of these examples occupies the
second position in the nominal phrase can be maintainee ifrthdifiers are assumed not to be present at
the point of Clitic Metathesis.

(78) a. mnoganteresnata mi kniga
very the.interestinglSG.DAT book

‘my very interesting book’

b. dostanovoto i kolelo
quite the.new3sG.F.DAT bike
‘her quite new bike’

(79) a (v&€e) razprostranenijam (vece) film
alreadythe.distributed 3PL.DAT movie
‘their already distributed movie’
b. (naskorokupenata mu (naskoro) kola
recently the.boughBsG.m.DAT car

‘his recently bought car’
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This behavior of the clitics extends to the adverbial pgficconstructions as well. The clitic in the ex-
amples below always follows the verb form regardless of twiean adverb is present in front of it or
not:

(80) a. (kbrzo) procitajki mu (borzo) knigata (borzo)
quickly reading 3SG.M.DAT the.book
‘quickly reading the book to him’
b. (vnezapnopodavajkimu (vnezapno) noza (vnezapno)
suddenly handing 3SG.M.DAT the.knife

‘suddenly handing him the knife’

As Bobaljik (1995) points out, it is well-known that the argant/adjunct dichotomy is relevant at
PF and he stipulates that this distinction plays a role in@&jcy phenomena. One possible way to derive the
transparency of adjuncts has been proposed by Lebeaux)(X988i (1999) and Stepanov (2001), among
others!® The intuitive idea is that adjuncts might be Merged “in aeiént plane” (Chomsky 2004). Ochi
(1999) suggests that PF merger &fand \P is possible in (77) because, in fact, it takes place at a pioint
the derivation when the two heads are adjacent, i.e. belffieradverb is Merged. In a Multiple Spell-Out
model of the syntax-phonology interface, the derivatiomcpeds as follows (Stepanov 2001):

(81 a. Create

[John leave]

b. Merge T, Move subject
John T [ leave]

C. Spell-Out, PF merger of T and V
John left

d. Merge adverb
[John quickly left]

e. Spell-Out
John quickly left

In the case of the Bulgarian DP in (78b), repeated here, therbdostamodifying the adjectivenovotois
only Merged after Clitic Metathesis has taken place to irtres clitics with the adjective:

(82) dostanovoto i kolelo
quite the.new3sG.F.DAT bike

‘her quite new bike’
(83) a. Create
[novotoi kolelo]
b. Merge D, Move clitic
i [novoto kolelo]
C. Spell-Out, Clitic Metathesis
novotoi kolelo

100ther possible treatments of the facts described here éxjstomising approach, especially for degree adverbs,ample,
involves adjunction of the modifiers directly to the heads/tmodify (Abeillé, Godard, and Muller 2003). That way, tlesulting
complex head will be anorphosyntactic wor@VWd) at PF treated as a single unit by the Clitic Metathepisration which would
invert any initial dative clitics with the whole modifier-aé complex yielding the observed orders. In addition, thenee been
other proposals in the literature, quite different in gpitesigned to capture the transparency of adjuncts to RiEewiy relations
(e.g. BoSkowt 2004; Lasnik 2001:i.a.). Future work involving more th&e Bulgarian data at hand is necessary to establish
whether any of the aforementioned analyses can be arguezintmte adequate than the other candidates. However, Ictetbiei
present discussion to Late Adjunction since my goal heretismlefinitive account of adjuncts but simply to show thay tten be
accommodated by the approach proposed in this paper witnesenting a threat for the analysis.
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d. Merge adverb
[dosta novota kolelo]

e. Spell-Out
dosta novota kolelo

The remaining question for this approach is why (84) is umgnatical. The derivation of this
examples involves a cyclically Merged adjunct (the advguiizkly) which disrupts the adjacency relation
between T and \P. As a result, PF merger of these two heads fails and do-suppplies accordingly:

(84) *John did quickly leave.
To translate this concern into Bulgarian: why do clitics erefollow an adverbial modifier, as in (85)7?

(85) *dostai novoto kolelo
quite 3sG.F.DAT the.newbike

‘her quite new bike’

Ochi’s (1999) answer is that adjuncts simply cannot be Meryelically at all. This solution is applicable
to Bulgarian where the adjuncts in question, which are fanmtbminal phrases and adverbial participles,
never affect clitic placement. However, then a further tjoasarises of why adverbs in Bulgarian are not
invisible to the mechanisms governing clitic placementlauses. In particular, why are adverbs able to
satisfy the NONINITIALITY requirement of clitics in examples like the followingf((80a)):

(86) a. Brzo mu proCeteknigata
quickly 3sG.m.DAT read the.book

‘S/he quickly read the book to him.’

b. *Borzo protetemu knigata
quicklyread 3sG.M.DAT the.book

| stipulate that in Bulgarian, adverbials found in the clusdergo Merge bgubstitution(“set-Merge”)
where the element they Merge with projects (thus, in esseheg are “specifiers”). On the other hand,
degree words, intensifiers, and adverbials that modifycsigis and participles undergo Merge agjunc-
tion (“pair-Merge”) creating a segmented object. While thigediénce might be related to the phasehood of
the phrases that the modifiers Merge with, future work is s&&&y to uncover a principled explanation for
it.!* The upshot is that only the elements Mergedadjunctionare Merged acyclically, i.e. undergo Late
Adjunction.
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