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The main claims (1)

Proto-Slavonic had 2P clitics.

Proto-Slavonic had clitic clusters in clausal
second position.

Modern Slavic languages could have inherited
2P clitics from Proto-Slavonic, but not clitic
clusters.

Different Slavic languages have different
clusterization rules, because some parts of
clitics clusters were filled after the disintegration
of Proto-Slavonic.



The main claims (2)

Clitic clusters in Early Slavonic languages merged clitic
pronouns with particles and auxiliary clitics.

Old Novgorod Russian is a consistent 2P language. The
sequence of clitics within each part of the cluster
corresponds to the order of cliticization.

Old Church Slavonic and Old South Russian were mixed
systems, where short pronouns behaved as verbal clitics
of the Romance/Balcanic type.

Cliticization of the present forms of ‘BE’-auxiliaries took
place in the dialect period. The 3d. person forms of ‘BE’-
auxiliaries were cliticized later than 1-2 person forms.



Zalizniak 2008

“CamMble gpeBHUE SHKINMUTUKKU (XKe, fiu, 60) OTHOCATCA K
HayarnbHbIM paHram, camble Monogble (M5 U T.4. eCMb U
T.O. 6b1/TB) K KOHEYHbIM. ... [lofITHoyaapHbIe crnoea,
nepexoasiiue B Xxode NUccriegoBaHns B KaTeropuio
SHKMUTUK, NONagarT... B KOHEL Y>Ke MMerLLmxcs 6110KoB
SHKNUTUK. TemM caMbIiM CUCTEMA PaHIroB OKa3blBaeTCH
CBOEro poaa «okamMmeHeBLUen uctopmen» qpopmMmpoBaHuUs
9HKNUTUK. HO yKa3aHHbIN OBLLUI MPU3HAK BCE Xe He
HOCUT abCOonTHOro Xxapakrepa. B yactHocTy,
OTHOCUTESIbHO MOo4asa SHKNNTUKa bkl BHeapuach B
LleNOYKY SHKIMUTUK NeBee SHKITUTUK paHra 6 (Mu u 1.4.),
NMeILLNX apeBHee npoucxoxaeHue” [16, 47].



Zimmerling 2002

“Bce yacTuubl B 4peBHEHOBropoACKOM CUCTEME CTOAT JfieBEE
SHKIMUTUYECKMUX MECTOUMEHUN, @ BCE IHKITUTUYECKNE MECTONMEHUS
— JieBee CBSA304YHbIX OOpPM CBA3KM "ObITh". ... Tak Kak KpaTkme
MECTOUMEHHblIE (POPMbI BUH.M. MA, MA, CA, Hbl, 8bl, Ha, 8a CTanm
KIMMTUKaAMM 3HAYUTENBLHO NMO3Xe popM. AaT.M. U COXPaHUIN B
OPEBHENLLNX CINaBAHCKMX NaMATHMUKaX cnebl akueHTHOW
CaMOCTOATESIbHOCTMU. ... BCA NMpaBas YacTb Tadbnnubl MOXeT
oTpaXkaTb NPOLECC NO3TArNHOro rnpespalleHnsa SHKNMHOMEHAbHbIX
CrioBO(POpPM B KINTUKK. [lepByto rpynny SHKNMHOMEHOB COCTaBMSAT
KpaTKne MeCTOMMEHHbIE (OOpPMbl B BUH.M.....BTOpYytO, Bornee
NO34HIO0, FPYrny 3HKIMHOMEHOB COCTaBMAT (DOPMbI CBA3KU
"ObITh", 3aHMMalOLWME KpanHe npaBoe MECTO B LIENoYKe, npu 9TOM B
pa3psn KNUTUK NepexoadaT He BCe YreHbl NnapagurmMbl, a Nnb
npe3eHTHbIe popMmbl 1-2 1.

(i) XP..... ClDat | > XP..... ClDat ] ClAcc ]
(i) XP..... ClDat + ClAcc ] — XP..... ClDat + ClAcc] Cl Aux]”
[18, 70], cf. [19, 181-182].



What is 2P: prosody or syntax?

Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian

a) Dobar=se covjek lako prepozna “A good man
IS easily recognizable” (Split Constituent Rule,
SCR).

b) [Dobar Covjek]= se lako prepozna (Complex
Constituent Rule, CCR).

c) [Dobar covjek] || lako=se prepozna (Barrier
Rule, BR).

d) prepozna || =se lako dobar Covjek (prosodic
Inversion).



Clusters and splitting of a cluster

« A. Clusters are both prosodic and syntactic units at once.
Clusterization and ordering of clitics is largely triggered
by prosody (Anderson 1995; Zaliznjak 1993).

« B. Clusters are prosodic, but not syntactic units. Clitics in
a cluster can be heterogeneous, some of them being
true 2P clitics, the other ones being capable of moving
out of the cluster and attaching to adjacent verbal heads
(Franks 2007).

« C. If contact positioning of clitics is not obligatory, a
language has no clitic clusters (Boskovi¢ 2002).



2P typology: Wackernagel's Law as

a Macroparameter

« Languages, where 100% of clitics/clitic cluster
take clausal 2"d position, do not exist.

« Languages with 2P clitics are similar and share
a number of non-trivial syntactic features [18],
[19], [20], [21], [22].

* All or most systems with verbal clitics of the
Romance/Balcanic type originate from systems
with 2P clitics.

* Phrasal clitics tend to restrict their syntactic
domain. The evolution from systems with verbal
clitics to systems with 2P-phrasal clitics is not
attested, contrary to [26].



Reconstructing Proto-Slavonic
clusterization

The data from the early period (XI-XIlII centuries) are
Incomplete. We are left with 2-3 well-attested syntactic
systems — OIld Novgorod Russian (ONR), OIld Church
Slavonic (OCL) and, probably, Old South Russian (OSR).

It IS necessary to go beyond the templates of clitics in a
cluster and analyze the behaviour of clitics, especially the
factors, that trigger late placement of clitics and splitting of
clusters (=Barrier rules [17], [18]).

A reconstruction must explain how either the ONR system can
be derived from the OCL/OSR system, or the OCL/OSR
system can be derived from the ONR systems.

A reconstruction must explain how modern Slavic systems
with 2P clitics (cf. Czech, Serbian/Croation/Bosnian,
Bulgarian) shouln be are derived either from the ONR type or
from the OCL/OSR type.



Two caveats

The term ‘OSR’ is not used here in a pure geographical
sense. It refers to a body of bookish texts, which have been
written down in Old South Russia, and not to a common
ancestor of all present-day dialects, which have a South
Russian/Ukrainian localization. The term ‘ONR’ is used both
In a geographical and textological sense. It refers to a body of
vernacular texts, which have a North-West Russian
localization. We lack vernacular OSR texts and cannot tell for
sure, which features in the ONR clitic system are dialect-
bound and which are not.

Slavic clitics have different prosodic features, which are either
observable or reconstructable, cf. [6], [11], [12] [13], [14]. 2P
cliticization is about syntactic clltlcs not prosodic clitics, since
It takes effect on clitics with widely different prosodic features
cf. the ability of clitics to take stress over from adjacent
enclinomena.



Migdalski contra Zalizniak

 Migdalski 2007 [8]: Proto-Slavonic was not a 2P
language. It was close to OCL, where short pronouns
are verbal clitics. 2P phenonema in Modern Slavic
languages are a recent development.

« Zalizniak 2008 [16] basing on Jakobson 1935. Proto-
Slavonic was a 2P language, but only a part of Early
Slavic languages, incl. ONR conform to this principle.
The system of OCL/OSR lithurgic/bookish texts is a
reduction of an ONR-type system.

« Zalizniak 2008: The latest layer of Slavic clitics
(pronouns, BE-auxiliaries) behave as 2P clitics in ONR,
but as non-clitic words in OSR.



Old Novgorod Russian (1)

Rigid order of 2P clitics. Long sequences (up to
5-6 elements in a cluster).

Mixed syntactic/prosodic ordering: the particles
come first, the pronouns precede auxiliary clitics.

The order of clitics in each fragment of the
cluster corresponds to their relative ‘age’ and
may reflect the chronology of cliticization.
(Zimmerling 2002 [18]), (Zalizniak 2008 [16]).

3d person auxiliary clitics are absent from the
system.



Old Novgorod Russian (2)

Complex Constituent Rule is lacking. 2P clitics
attach to the first phonological word.1t word ~
1St constituent variation is absent from the
system.

Two non-clitic words can form a clitic host only if
one of them Is an enclinomen, cf. ce2o dHe, oxe
oalb.

Limited possibilites to form clitic words
consisting of a proclitic + an enclitic. Cf. da=li,
but not *ne=li.

Barrier Rules can move clitic clusters to the
right. (~ ‘Skipping’ effect).




Old Novgorod Russian (3)

Sentence categories, which act as Barriers, can split
clitic clusters.

Barriers can be ‘blind’: in this case they move the whole
clitic cluster n steps to the right.

Barriers can be sensitive to a particular type of clitics: in
this case, splitting of a cluster takes place.

Usually, splitting takes effect on reflexive clitic cs: ca
moves to the right and ends up after the verb.

Occasionally, clitic copying may occur. The left copy is in
the 2P position, the right copy is in a verb-adjacent
position.



Old South Russian

‘Strong’ clitics = clitic particles. Usually are not
moved by any Barriers. In terms of Migdalsky [8]
strong Slavic clitics are 2P particles, which mark
the lllocututionary Force/Clause type.

‘Weak’ clitics = clitic pronouns. Are frequently
moved by Barriers, which leads to cluster
splitting.

Accusative clitics move out from clausal 2P
position more frequently than dative clitics.

Auxiliary clitics move out from clausal 2P
position even more frequently than accusative
clitics.



Barrier Rules and late placement of
clitics in ONR

« Ha monopors // ganb=ecemb pybensb. (BB) ‘As for the
malt, | have given a rouble’, lit. ‘'On malt // gave=CL.Aux.
rouble’.

« A [apoyxunHa mosi] usHemorna=ca [1187] n. 227 06. ‘And
my army fource broke down=Refl'.

* Toro=cqa kato ‘| repent that’, ‘| am sorry for that'.

« [Toro Bcero] kato=cs [1151] n. 151 06. ‘| am sorry for all
that'.

« *[Toro Bcero] =csa kato. NOT ATTESTED.

* Fronted Vocatives, fronted Adresses, fronted Topicalized
& Focalized constituents and fronted long initial
constituents consisting of more than one accented word
form act as Barriers in ONR.



Selective (Discriminating) Barriers

ONR: A Barrier moves particle nu:

A oy KoporieBa=ecu myxa // cnblwan=nu o TOMb YeCTHOMb
KpecTb 16606. ‘Did(‘'nt) you hear about this worthy cross
from the king’'s man?, Lit. ‘And from king’s = CL.2Aux man //
hear=CL.Q about that worthy cross’.

Macedonian: A Barrier moves reflexive clitic =se:
Ti (1)=ne-Neg (2)=si-Aux2Sg (3)=mu-DatSgm (4) pomognal
()

? Ne-Neg (1)=se-Refl (2) voznemiruvajte=Imp2Sg ! = |[Ne]|
(1) voznemiruvajte(2) se (3) [3, 103].

OSR: A Barries moves reflexive clitic =cq:

61=060 oyxe nuue nero // nN3meHnno=ca 32B; * 6H=060=cs
oyxe nuue vero nameHun. NOT ATTESTED



Clitic Copying: Birch Bark letters.

SLOVO & ONR Chronicles

Mub=cqa // He moxxeT=cqa (BB 124n)

[N cb HUMB Monoaaa mbesaua, Oflers um
CBATbCNaBb] // TbBMOKO=CS NOBOJIOKOCTA U B
Mopbk norpysucta (Slovo 103)

Tamo=csa Hanb3e=cg MOYXb pOoOOMDb
[TonoB4nHBb MmMeHeMmsb J1aBop [1185] 1. 226 006.

N HbNb3b=0b/= HbI=CH C HNMMN TOIO PBKOIO
butb=cs nonkom [1148] n. 132 o0O.

M nakbl Kako=cg no Hac nana=ck Pyckaa semngd
BcAa [1151] n. 152 06. (NB: the second =cb has
been scraped off in the manusript).



From 2P clitics to verbal clitics

* 1) N Hbnb3b=6bI= HbI=CSA C HNMU TOI PBKOIO
outb nonkom. (Clitic Cluster, base variant).

* 2) = W Hbnb3b=6bI= HbI=LJ; C HUMU TOK PHBKOIO
ouTb=cs; nosikom. (Discriminating Barrier, late
placement of a reflexive clitic after the verbal
head).

* 3) = W Hbnb3b=6bI= HbI=LJ; C HUMU TOK PHBKOIO
outb=cs; nosikom. (Clitic Copying, left copy
acting as a 2P clitic, right copy acting as a verbal
clitic).



Weak clitics in OSR: verbal clitics
or non-clitic words?

« Descriptive statement. In OSR, weak clitics (clitic
pronouns and 1-2 BE-auxiliaries) are not placed at
random, but show up after verbal heads. They can also
sporadically occur in the 2P position.

 Reconstruction. If one assumes that weak clitics were
treated as non-clitic words in OSR, the distribution in
ONR and Modern Slavic languages is a mystery. Since
these clitics represent the latest layer of cliticization, one
has to assume that in a group of Slavic dialects they
developed as non-clitic words, while in the other group of
Slavic dialects these most recent clitics suddenly lost
their clitic status during a short period of time.

« Conclusion. Zalizniak’s explanation can be movitaved
only by a wish to explain the distribution of 2P clitics by
pure prosodic factors. This approach is not tenable.



Conclusions

The ONR system of clitic placement could not be derived from
the OSR/OCL system, but the latter could be derived from a
ONR-like system.

Modern Slavic systems with 2P clitics originate from a ONR-
like system.

Zalizniak’s claim that ‘weak clitics’ (dat., acc. pronouns, BE-
auxiliaries) behaved as non-clitic words in OSR/OCL is not
tenable.

In the OSR/OCR pronouns and auxiliaries behaved as verbal
clitics. This fact implies that after the disintegration of Proto-
Slavonic clitics belonging to the latest cliticization layer, did
not have 2P-properties any longer.

The BE-auxiliries could still cliticize and develop in the
direction of 2P clitics in a group of conservative Slavic dialects
(ONR, Slovene, Carpatian Ukrainian).
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