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Abstract

The aim of this paper is to provide an HPSG analysis of linear positions of Polish pronom-
inal clitics.! The distribution of Polish clitics, though rather free, is more constrained than
that of other NPs. Polish clitics either occur preverbally or must closely follow the verb.
We treat all Polish pronominal clitics as syntactic items and propose an LP constraint to
account for their distribution. This constraint uniformly accounts both for preverbal and
postverbal positions of clitics. Moreover, it captures the adjacency contrast between prever-
bal and postverbal positions of clitics. We briefly compare our approach with two possible
alternatives: an analysis based on the lexical weight, cf. Abeillé and Godard (1998), and
on the topological fields of Kathol (1995). The former might turn out to be too general if
lite items in Polish are not restricted to clitics only. The latter, on the other hand, seems too
restrictive for a ‘free’ word order language like Polish.

1 Polish Pronominal Clitics as Syntactic Items

Polish pronouns may occur in two forms: weak and strong. The two forms can be
morphologically distinct, cf. (1), but most weak pronominals in Polish double as
strong forms, e.g., nas ‘us’ or im ‘them’, cf. Rappaport (1988) and Spencer (1991,
ch.9). In order to avoid confusion, we exemplify the behaviour of clitics only with
morphologically distinct forms throughout the paper.

(1) a Jan go / jego zobaczyt.
John himyeqr  hiMgirony Saw
*John saw him.’

b. Chetnie mu /jemu pomagamy.
willingly himyeor  himggrong help-we
‘We help him willingly.’

Weak pronouns are clitics, i.e., they are prosodically deficient items. Unlike strong
forms, they do not bear heavy stress and cannot be used in isolation.

(2) a. Jan zobacgytJEGO /*GO, a nie Piotra.
John saw himgirony himyeqx and not Peter
‘John saw HIM, not Peter.’

1T wish to thank Anne Abeillé, Adam Przepiérkowski, Marek Swidziriski for discussion and sugges-
tions, and two anonymous reviewers for useful comments. 1 benefited also from remarks from the
audience at the CLIN98 Meeting, especially from Frank Richter. Needless to say, all remaining errors
and omissions are my own.
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b.  Komu pomogliscie? Jemu / *Mu.
whom helped-you himggpong himyeqx
‘Whom did you help? Him.

They share also syntactic properties with weak forms discussed in Cardinaletti and
Starke (1994). Unlike strong forms, weak pronouns cannot be coordinated, (3a),
and can never be modified, (3b).

(3) a. Zaprosilismy Piotrai  jego / *go.
invited-we Peter and himgrong himyeax
‘We have invited Peter and him.’
b.  Zaprosilismy tylko jego / *go.
invited-we  only himgirong himyeqr
“We have invited only him.’

The grammatical status of clitics is usually difficult to establish since they
have both affix-like (morphological) and word-like (syntactic) properties, cf. e.g.,
Zwicky (1985), Zwicky and Pullum (1983), Miller (1992) for various tests to
distinguish properties of morphological and syntactic items. We treat all Polish
pronominal clitics as syntactic items? (postlexical clitics (PLC) in the terminology
of Miller (1992)).

Unlike affixes, Polish pronominal clitics do not form a prosodic lexical unit
with the host, cf. Rappaport (1988).3

(4) a. POdaj Piotrowi ksigzke! ‘Give Peter the book!’
give Peter  book
b. POdaj mu ja! ‘Give it to him!’
give himyeqr heryear

¢.  PoDAje Piotrowi ksigzke. ‘T give Peter the book.’
give-I Peter book

If (a sequence of) clitics follow(s) the word, (4b), the lexical (penultimate) stress
of this word (a host) is not affected, similarly to (4a). However, if an inflectional
affix is attached to a word, the lexical stress can be shifted, see (4¢).

Polish pronominals can be elided, cf. (5).

(5) A: Przedstawisz mi go? B: Przedstawie.
will-introduce-you meyeq himyeqr ~ will-introduce-I

‘Will you introduce him to me? (I) will introduce.’

2The reflexive clitic si¢ ‘self’ exhibits so-called haplology, e.g., Fowler (1993), Rappaport (1997),
Kupsé (n.d.). A single occurrence of si¢ can satisfy several requirements for this item. Cross-
linguistically, haplology is usually conditioned morphologically and is explained on morphological
grounds. We argue, however, in Kup$¢ (n.d.) that si¢ is a syntactic item and propose a syntactic analy-
sis of its haplology.

3Capital letters mark lexical stress.
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Such a property is characteristic for syntactic rather than morphological items, cf.
Bresnan and Mchombo (1995).

Polish pronominal clitics do not have a fixed position with respect to a (Iexical)
verb, cf. positions of go in (1a) vs. (5) and mu in (1b) vs. (4¢), in contrast to
inflectional affixes which have a rigid position with respect to the stem.

In §2, we discuss in detail the distribution of Polish weak pronominals, which
shows that their position in a phrase is not fixed, either.

2 Distribution of Polish Pronominal Clitics

The distribution of Polish pronominal clitics differs significantly from that in other
languages, e.g. Spencer (1991, ch.9), Halpern (1995), Franks (1998). Unlike e.g.,
in Romance and Bulgarian, Polish pronominal clitics need not be adjacent to the
verb, cf. (6a-b).

(6) a. Dziewczyna mu cierpliwie wszystko  wyttumaczyla.
girl himye, patiently everything explained
“The girl patiently explained him everything.’
b.  Dziewczyna cierpliwie mu wszystko wyttumaczyta.
¢.  Dziewczyna cierpliwie wszystko mu wyttumaczyta.

In contrast to, ¢.g., Serbian/Croatian or Czech, cf. Halpern (1995), Polish clitics
do not have a rigid position in a sentence. As (6) shows, a clitic may ‘float’ and
be attached to a preverbal item* (Rappaport 1988). Note that phrase internal posi-
tions are also available, (7). In Polish, this is not a unique property of clitics. As
observed in Borsley and Rivero (1994), Polish NPs and PPs can be split by other
external elements as well. We come back to this issue in §3.

(7) [Zadnego mu zadania]n p nie wytlumaczytas.
none him,,,x exercise not explained-you
“You didn’t explain him any exercise.’

As repeatedly noticed, e.g., Kubiriski (1982), Spencer (1991, ch.9), a pronom-
inal clitic cannot occur in the sentence initial position, (8).

8) *Go / sie Jan zobaczytw lustrze.
himy,eqy, / selfyeqr JOhn saw in mirror
‘John has seen him/himself in the mirror.’

Moreover, a clitic must remain in a clause, i.e., a clause boundary constitutes a
barrier for clitic placement, e.g. Dyta (1983), Dziwirek (1994), Rappaport (1997).

“Clitics cannot occur between the negative marker nie ‘not’ and the verb in Polish, cf. Spencer (1991,
ch.9). This fact can be immediately explained if nie, unlike pronominal clitics, is a verbal prefix, see
Kups¢ and Przepiérkowski (1999). Generally, a clitic cannot be a complement of a preposition, either.
This, however, seems to be a more general property of weak forms, see Cardinaletti and Starke (1994).
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(9) a.  Powiedziat nam, ze go / sie widzi  w lustrze.
told-he us COMP himyeak / Selfyeqr S€€S-he in mirror

“‘He told us that he saw him/himself in the mirror.

b. * Powiedziat nam go / sie, ze widzi  w lustrze.
told-he  us  himyeqk / Selfwear;, COMP sees-he in mirror

The contrast between the ungrammatical (8) and the correct (9a) shows that Polish
pronominal clitics are enclitics, i.., they require a preceding phonological host to
attach to.

Certain postverbal positions of clitics are possible as well, e.g., clitics may
occur immediately after the verb, (10).

(10) Dziewczyna cierpliwie wytlumaczyta mu waszystko.
girl patiently explained  himyeqx everything

“The girl patiently explained him everything.’

If postverbal, a clitic (unlike other NPs) can be separated from the verb only by
another clitic, (11a). Neither a strong pronoun, cf. (11b), nor a phrase, (1 1¢), can
be used instead.

(11) a. Jan przyjrzat mu sie doktadnie.
John looked himyeqr S€lfyeqr carefully
‘John watched him carefully.’

b. * Jan przyjrzatjemu sie doktadnie.
John looked himg¢rong Selfyeqx carefully

c. *Jan proyjrzat [nowemu koledze]np sie doktadnie.
John looked new colleague self carefully

‘John watched a new colleague carefully.

As observed in Rappaport (1988), if there are several pronominal clitics, either
all clitics float, cf. (12), or none, (11a).’

(12) a. Brat mi sie podoba.
brother meyeqk selfyeqr likes
‘I like the brother.

b. * Brat mi podoba sie.

Unlike in many other languages, Polish weak pronominals need not form a cluster
(Spencer 1991, ch.9; Franks 1998) .

(13) Terazmu takie ksiqzki sie nie podobaja.
now himy,eqx such books selfyeqx not like

‘He doesn’t like such books nowadays.’

5Tn fact, certain native speakers do not find (12b) fully ungrammatical, in contrast to our judgement.
All informants, however, consider (12b) degraded with respect to (12a).
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The distribution of Polish pronominal clitics has hardly ever been formalised.
One exception is Rappaport (1997) (but see also Franks (1998) for a tentative pro-
posal). Rappaport (1997) assumes that pronominal clitics are a spell-out of an
abstract (morphological) feature and have a fixed position within some phrasal
domain. He discusses in detail the behaviour of the reflexive clitic si¢ ‘self’ and
associates it with a post-onset position in some verbal projection, i.e., after (post)
the first element (onset) in the syntactic verbal domain. For example, if the syntac-
tic structure of (6) is represented as in (14), the clitic mu in (6a) is in the post-onset
position of IP (a clause), while in (6b) and (6¢) it is in the post-onset position of
a VP,

(14) [rp Dziewczyna mu [vp cierpliwie [vp wszystko wyttumaczyta]]].
girl himg,eqr patiently everything explained

“The girl patiently explained him everything.’

As discussed in Kup$¢ (n.d.), however, such a parametrization seems too rigid
for the placement of the reflexive clitic. In particular, it is problematic if several cli-
tics are present, e.g., (11a), (12a). The reflexive clitic does not occur immediately
after the first element (onset) of the clause in (11a) or a lexical verb (head of VP) in
(12a) as would be required by the ‘onset’ parameter. Moreover, Rappaport (1988)
notes that there is a phonological word barrier between a pronominal clitic and its
host. His observation is strongly supported by evidence from southern and western
dialects of Polish. In these dialects, the last consonant of the word brat in (12a) is
pronounced as [d], which is characteristic for inter-word rather than word-internal
voicing. Hence, if the sequence brat mi does not form a phonological word, the
first element of the domain (onset) in (12a) cannot be formulated in phonological
terms, either.

The analysis of (4b), (11a) and (12a) could be rescued if we assumed that if
there are several adjacent clitics, they form a cluster. Such a clitic cluster could be
represented as a single feature. In (5) and (11a), this feature would be spelled out
in the post-head of VP, as in the case of a single clitic, e.g., (10). Such a represen-
tation, however, seems redundant. Not only would each clitic be represented by an
individual feature but, additionally, there would have to be a feature representing
adjacent clitics.

Another problem is that adjacent clitics do not have typical properties of a clus-
ter, ¢.g., they do not seem to be arbitrarily ordered. Although Rappaport (1988)
claims that pronominal clitics occur in a fixed dat<sie<acc<gen order, other or-
ders are also acceptable, e.g., (15) vs. (12a).

(15) Brat sie mi bardzo podoba.
brother selfyeak Meyeqk,dat very likes

‘I like the brother very much.’

Moreover, Rappaport (1988) does not treat adjacent clitics as a phonological lexi-
cal unit.

Finally, it is not clear how Rappaport’s (1997) analysis could exclude examples
such as (12b). Note that each of (‘post-onset’) positions in (12b) is licit if only
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one clitic is present, cf. (6a), (6¢) and (10). We cannot exclude (12b) simply by
assuming that several clitics must form a cluster since this is not the case in Polish,
cf. (13).

In our account, §4, clitics are not assigned any specific position in a syntactic
tree and their distribution is regulated via a linear precedence constraint.

3 Polish Word Order

Before proceeding to the analysis of the placement of clitics, some general remarks
on Polish word order are necessary.

Word order in Polish is relatively free. Unlike in Germanic and many Romance
languages, the position of the subject is not fixed. In Polish, the subject need not
be sentence initial, cf. (16b—¢), and can occur inside a VP, cf. (16b) and (16¢).

(16) a. [sJan [vp lubi Marysie]].
Johny,om likes Maryg¢c

‘John likes Mary.’
Lubi Jan Marysie.
Lubi Marysie Jan.
Marysie lubi Jan.
Marysie Jan lubi.

e a e o

Jan Marysie lubi,

What is relevant here, if a preverbal clitic is phonologically licensed, i.e., if there
is a phonological host it can be attached to, the clitic may precede the subject,
e.g., (17).

(17) Codziennie mu Marysia czyta ksiqzki.
everyday himy,e,x Maryy,om reads booksgcc

‘Mary reads him books every day.’

Hence, the ungrammaticality of (8) is not due to the fact that clitics cannot outrank
the subject.

The order of VP elements is not fixed. Not only are dependents of a verb
unordered among themselves but the position of the verb is not fixed, either. All
24 possible permutations of (18) are grammatical in Polish.

(18) czesto Marysi daje kwiaty ‘(He) often gives flowers to Mary.’
often Maryg,; gives-he flowersgqe

Again, phonological licensing and general constraints on word order in Polish are
the only restrictions for preverbal clitic positions:

(19) kwiaty mu czesto daje ‘(He) often gives him flowers.
flowers himyqx Often gives
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As illustrated in (7), a clitic can occur inside an NP. This, however, is a more
general property of Polish: NPs can be split by external elements, cf. Borsley and
Rivero (1994).

(20) Ewy czytateS ksiazke. ‘You’ve been reading Eve’s book.’

Eve’s read-you book

Also PPs can be interleaved with external elements but this is more constrained.
Borsley and Rivero (1994) show that a preposition forms an unseparable unit with
the first element of its complement.’ Hence, such PPs cannot be split right after a
preposition, cf. (21).

2l a. [ppZ tymumdwita mezczyzna] Piotra.

with this set-she a date man Peter
‘She set Peter a date with this man.’

b. *[ppZ umdwila [N P tym mezczyzng]] Piotra.
with set-she a date this man Peter

As mentioned in fn. 4, prepositions generally cannot have a clitic complement’
but possibilities of clitic insertion into a PP are analogous to those of other items,
e.g., (22).

22) [pPZ tymgo mezczyzng] umdwita.
with this himy,e,; man set-she a date
‘She set him a date with this man.
In order to account for Polish data, we need a mechanism which orders not

only syntactic constituents but also allows them to interleave. HPSG offers such
an account, cf. Reape (1992) and Kathol (1995). In §4.2, we apply it to Polish.

4 HPSG Account

4.1 Representation of Polish Pronominal Clitics

As argued in §1, we treat Polish pronominal clitics as syntactic items rather than
as affixes as in Romance, cf. Miller (1992), Miller and Sag (1997) for French and
Monachesi (1995) for Italian. We distinguish clitics from other NPs by splitting
synsem into subtypes. Since Polish clitics correspond to signs, we represent them
via the type clitic, a subtype of canonical (synsem), unlike in the analysis of French
by Miller and Sag (1997), see (23).

(23) synsem

non-canonical canonical

non-clitic clitic

6 As shown in Rubach and Booij (1985), some prepositions form a prosodic word with the complement.
7The fixed expression (samo) przez sig ‘(it) by itself” seems to be the only exception to this rule in
Polish.
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As in Romance, see Monachesi (1995, 1997) and Abeillé, Godard and Sag
(1998), we assume that the reflexive clitic si¢ is always introduced lexically, cf.
Kupsé (n.d.). We treat si¢ as a syntactic item always present in the subcatego-
rization frame of (lexical) verbs it occurs with. We use lexical rules to derive
impersonal and middle verb forms, whereas inherent reflexive verbs have the re-
flexive clitic introduced directly in the lexical entry. Unlike in Romance, no lexical
mechanisms are necessary to ensure the correct representation of other pronomi-
nal clitics. We represent all Polish weak pronominals (including si¢) on a par with
syntactic complements, i.c., as elements of COMPS. We do not introduce a sep-
arate valence attribute for the reflexive clitic, unlike in our previous account in
Kup$¢ (n.d.). We constrain, however, the COMPS value to contain at most a single
reflexive clitic.® (As argued in Kup$é (n.d.), each verb may have at most one (syn-
tactic) ‘slot’ for the reflexive clitic si¢.) Since the value of COMPS is specified as a
list of synsems, both clitics and non-clitics can occur here. Being syntactic items,
Polish pronominal clitics are removed from the COMPS list via general syntactic
principles, i.e., the Valence Principle and ID schemata.

4.2  Ordering of Clitics

Facts presented in §3 show that in order to capture Polish data we need a more
powerful mechanism than ordering of sisters in a loeal tree, i.e., LP statements of
Pollard and Sag (1987). We use order domains of Reape (1992) and Kathol (1995)
to account for Polish linear order facts.

Order domains allow one to encode linear order independently of the syntactic
structure. We follow Kathol (1995) and assume that domain_objects (elements of
the DOMAIN (DOM) list) have the following architecture:

dom_obj
PHON phon

) ;
SYNSEM synsem

There are two basic operations which allow one to form order domains: shuffle
(domain union), cf. Reape (1992), and (partial or total) compaction, cf. Kathol
(1995). Roughly speaking, the former allows one to interleave elements from dis-
tinct order domains (‘shuffle’ them into a domain) while the latter (partly or totally)
‘compacts’ domains, i.¢., treats them as unseparable units, see Reape (1992) and
Kathol (1995) for details.

We assume that NPs and PPs® as well as VPs are not compacted phrases in a
higher domain, i.¢., they are not represented as a single domain object. Pronominal
clitics are individual domain objects in a VP order domain. Clauses, however, are
compacted phrases, i.e., they are represented as a single dom_obj in a higher order
domain. The domain representation of (9a) is schematically illustrated in fig. 1.

8The reflexive clitic is represented as a clitic:anu element on the COMPS list.
9See restrictions mentioned in fn. 4 and §3.
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S
[ DOM (powiedziat),{nam),{ze si¢ widzi) ]

\' N S-BAR
[DOM (powiedzial) | DOM (nam) || DoM (ze sig widzi)
ComMP S
[DOM (2e)] [DOM (siq,),(widzi)]

N v
[DOM (siq)] [DOM (widzi)]

Figure 1: Domain representation of part of (9a)

Linear precedence principles are encoded as general well-formedness con-
straints on DOM values, cf. Kasper, Kathol and Pollard (1995):

sign.
(25) [ e n] — LP( 1)
If no constraints are given, all permutations of the DOM elements are possible.

The following implicational constraint on the DOM values uniformly accounts
for preverbal and postverbal positions of clitics in a simple clause: '

dom_obj
dom_obj dom_obj
26) ( HEAD verb < [ ] < [ . ]
ss|Loc|cAT [VAL|COMPS ] Ss ss clmc
member )
= ( [ :(.;m clitic] & mcmhcr()

This constraint should be understood as follows: for all DOM values (the an-
tecedent of (25)), if it contains (at least) three elements X, y, z such that x is a
verb, z is an argument clitic of this verb and x precedes y which precedes z, then
y must also be the argument clitic of this verb (the consequent of (25)). Note that
this constraint does not restrict the DOM list to contain three elements. The DOM
list can be longer (or shorter) but no requirements on the order of other elements
are specified here.

10 A similar LP constraint has been previously proposed in Kupsé (n.d.) to account for the distribution
of the reflexive clitic.
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(26) ensures that if postverbal, an argument clitic, i.e., , can be separated
from the verb only by another clitic, i.e., | 2 | must be of type clitic. The ‘member’
relation ensures that clitics, i.e., | 2 |and | 3 |, are arguments (elements of the COMPS
list) of the verb. Since (26) is an implicational constraint, the antecedent may not
be satisfied. This constraint does not force clitics to be postverbal. In particular, if
there are no clitic arguments, the implication remains valid as well.

If we want to exclude (12b), we have to slightly modify (26). We must ensure
that all clitics realised as arguments of a verb either occur preverbally or postver-
bally. We formalise this as follows:

dom_obj i .
dom_obj dom_obj dom_obj
27 HEAD verb < < . ]
@7 ([ssm ] <1 ssiic [V|COMPS ] [ss ] [ss (3] citic
& member)
dom_obj dom_obj
e [ SS non-cl] e [ SS clitic] & mcmber)

According to (27), if one of the arguments, is realised as a postverbal clitic,

clitic co-arguments, i.., cannot occur preverbally. This is blocked since every
element preceding the verb (with postverbal clitics) must be a non-clitic. Note that
we do not require E] to be a complement of the verb. Hence, if we assume that the
order domain of a clause is flat (all permutations are possible, §3), this constraint
correctly rules out also (28) where the subject is outranked by an argument clitic.
(In a clause, a clitic can precede the subject as well, cf. (17).)

(28)* Codziennie mu Marysia pozycza go po pracy.
everyday (o-himye,r Mary lends  himyeqr after work

‘Mary lends it to him everyday after office hours.’

As previously, a postverbal clitic can be separated from the verb only by another
clitic, i.e., must be a clitic. Since (27) is an implicational constraint, it does
not require all non-clitics to occur preverbally. In particular, (27) remains valid if
there are no preverbal non-clitics at all, e.g., (5). Moreover, (27) does not require
preverbal, unlike postverbal, clitics to cluster. Thus, (11a), (12a) and (13) are
licensed.

Neither (26) nor (27) excludes (8). As the contrast with (9a) shows, the clause-
initial position of clitics is not excluded in general. We assume here that (8) is ruled
out by prosodic (or phonological) rather than linear or syntactic constraints. On
the other hand, the ungrammaticality of (9b) is accounted for by pure syntax. The
embedded clause in (9b) has an argument (clitic) unrealised whereas only fully
saturated finite clauses are grammatical. There is no way to license the clitic as
an argument of the main clause since in Polish clitics do not climb across a finite
clause boundary.
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4,3  Alternatives
4.3.1 Lexical Weight

Abeillé and Godard (1998) propose an account of word order in French based
on the weight of syntactic items. Certain lexical syntactic items are ‘lite’ while
others can be lexically specified as ‘non-lite’ or remain unspecified. ‘Lite’ items
must precede ‘non-lite’ ones. Abeillé and Godard (1998) show that ‘weight’ is
independent of lexical vs. phrasal distinction. They introduce a WEIGHT attribute
appropriate for all synsems. Although most phrases in French are non-lite, certain
phrases can be lite.

How would this approach fit the ordering of Polish clitics? As pronominal cli-
tics occur preverbally more freely, we could treat them as lite words, (Iexical) verbs
would be unspecified while other lexical items would be non-lite. Note, however,
that we cannot retain the French lite < non-lite precedence rule for Polish. As (19)
shows, non-lite complements may precede a lite clitic within a VP.

The easiest way of incorporating lexical weight into our analysis would be to
reformulate (27) as follows:

dom_obj
dom_obj dom._obj
29) ( [ J d < HEADverb < [ ]
ss|war| 1 | ss [L|C [v|cows ss
dom_obj
[SS|WGT itJ & member( [ WGT - J : |})

= ( dom.obj & dom obj
SS|WGT on-lite SS|WGT |2 |lite
member( [ WGT )

If clitics were the only lite elements in Polish, this constraint would be equivalent
to (27). Since the assignment of the WEIGHT value in Polish is unclear to us at
the moment, we retain the LP constraint for pronominal clitics in its more explicit
formulation, i.e., (27).

4.3.2 Topological Fields

An appealing approach to linearization has been proposed in Penn (n.d.). His
analysis derives from the idea of topological fields, cf. Kathol (1995), modified in
order to include prosodic factors which constrain linear order in Serbian/Croatian.

It is clear that the distribution of Polish clitics cannot be purely syntactic.
Prosodic factors involved in the placement of clitics in Serbian/Croatian and Polish
seem to be quite similar. Polish clitics are enclitics, i.e., they require a phonologi-
cal host to be licensed, (8). As in Serbian/Croatian, most Polish prepositions form
a prosodic unit with the first element of its complement, cf. Rubach and Booij
(1985). Clitics may occur PP-internally only after this unit. Due to such similar-
ities, it would be desirable if the prosodic approach of Penn (n.d.) were carried
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over to Polish. It seems, however, that a topological fields account is too rigid for
Polish.

In order to account for the distribution of clitics in a clause, one may assume
that the topology of a clause is organized around the verb.!* Three basic fields
could be distinguished: preverbal pre-vf, verbal vf and postverbal post-vf. Ad-
ditionally, the embedded field ef can be used for verbal dependents Gf any), cf.
table 1.12 On such an approach, vf could host a verb and clitics only. Addition-

pre-vf vf post-vf ef
(11a) Jan przyjrzat mu sig dokladnie
(10) Dz. cierpliwie wytlumaczyta mu | wszystko
) zadnego mu zadania | nie wytlumaczyla$
(9a) powiedziat nam ze go widzi w lustrze

Table 1: Assignment of topological fields in a clause

ally, clitics would be allowed in the preverbal field but would be excluded from the
postverbal field. Nouns, adverbs and prepositions could appear in preverbal and
postverbal fields.

As in Kathol (1995) and Penn (n.d.), the assignment of topological fields is in-
dicated as a value of the additional TOPO attribute of a dom_obj. The assignment of
topological fields can be lexical, e.g., as in the case of clitics or verbs, or syntactic,
e.g., a head-mark-ph phrase would mark its singleton domain object as [TOPO ef],
see the domain for S-BAR in fig. 1. Assuming that the order of topological fields
in a clause is as indicated at the top of table 1, such an analysis would correctly
account for all examples discussed in this paper but (12b) and (28). If we want
to rule out sentences such as (12b) or (28), we must additionally assume that in a
clause all pronominal clitics must have the same TOPO value, i.e., either pre-vf or
vf.

A problem with this analysis is that not all verbal dependents can be treated on
a par. In particular, we should distinguish verb clusters (VC, complementizerless
infinitival complexes) from sentential dependents. The former, unlike the latter,
allow much more flexible orderings. For example, an infinitive complement in VC
can be preposed, (30a), whereas it is not possible if the complement is introduced
by a complementizer, (30b).

(30) a.  Czytaé Jan zaczyna ksiqzki. ‘John begins reading books.’
read;ny John starts  books

b. * Czytaé Jan powiedzial, 2eby  ksiqzki.
read;, ¢ John said COMP books
‘John told (us) to read books.’

LI A similar idea has been expressed in Misz (1966) with respect to the position of the reflexive clitic sig.
12 A5 in Penn (n.d.), the internal topology of ef would be the same as that of the main clause.
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Therefore, it seems that an infinitive and its complements in VC, should not be
represented as a single domain object, unlike a subordinate clause in (9a) or (30b).

In fact, various permutations in VC are possible, cf. Przepiérkowski and Kup$¢é
(1997) for some examples, A natural assumption would be to represent all ele-
ments of VC as individual dom_objs. We have to introduce additional topological
markers in order to distinguish verbal fields in VC. As the ungrammaticality of
(31) shows, a clitic cannot occur just in any verbal field.

(B1)* Boimy zaczaf sie wybory.
fear-we star;n ¢ selfyeqx €lections

“We are afraid to begin the elections.’

In order to account for (30a), one might introduce an additional topological field
for preposed verbal dependents, e.g., ppf. In Polish, not only infinitives but also
their complements can be preposed, cf. (32).

(32) Czytalé ksigzki Jan zaczyna.
read;n s books John starts

It seems natural to assign ppf the internal topology analogous to that of the main
clause. Then, where should the complement ksiqzki belong to? Should it occur in
post-vf of the preposed field or rather in pre-vf of the main clause? The syntactic
structure of Polish VC is unclear, cf. Przepiérkowski and Kups¢ (1997), and this
issue cannot be resolved by syntax alone.

If possible at all, a topological fields account to Polish seems quite complex.
On the other hand, as shown in Kups§¢ (n.d.), a minor modification of an LP
constraint for a reflexive clitic in a simple clause accounts for its positions in
VC. Similarly, if we reformulate (27) to refer to realized clitics ([REAL+], cf.
Przepiérkowski (n.d.)), such a LP constraint is able to account for the distribution
of pronominal clitics in VC. Therefore, the analysis proposed in §4.2 seems both
simpler and more accurate for Polish than a topological fields approach.

5 Conclusion

In this paper we presented an HPSG account of the placement of Polish pronominal
clitics. The distribution of clitics in Polish is much less constrained than in other
languages. Most of their positions follow from general principles of Polish linear
order. We treat Polish pronominal clitics as syntactic items and use order domains
to account for their distribution. We propose a single (implicational) LP constraint
which uniformly accounts for all syntactic positions of clitics. In particular, this
LP constraint allows us to capture the fact that postverbal, unlike preverbal, clitics
must be adjacent to the verb. We briefly discuss also possible alternatives, i.e.,
an approach based on the lexical weight and topological fields. The former has
to be at least temporarily dismissed since the weight assignment in Polish is not
sufficiently investigated at present. The topological fields approach, on the other
hand, appears unnecessarily complex and might impose too strong constraints on
Polish word order.
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This paper does not exhaust the subject. We only mentioned verb clusters and
we did not deal at all with the distribution of clitics in other verbal environments,
e.g., tense auxiliaries, participles or gerunds. Moreover, the relative order of clitics,
in particular with respect to auxiliary clitics, has not been discussed. We leave
these issues for future study.
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