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ABSTRACT

This thesis investigates the first langaaacquisition (L1A) of pronominal object
clitics in Cypriot Greek (CG) by typically developing (TD) children, focusing on
an exceptional form of neadult-like clitic placement attested in early data. The
aim of the present study is twofold. On the onadhat aims to sketch the
developmental stages in the course of L1AQGE in relation to other clitic
languages. On the other, it investigates whether and to what extent syntactic
(Agouraki 2001, Terzi 1999a, 1999b), prosodic (Condoravdi and Kiparsky 2001)
and interface approaches (Mavrogiorgos 2012, Revithiadou 2006) can account for
early clitic production.

Research on L1A of clitic pronouns has demonstrated both clitic
realisation and omission in child languages. However, no instances of clitic
misplacemat have been reported for early European languages, with the
interesting exceptions G (Petinou & Terzi 2002) and European Portuguese
(Lobo & Costa 2012).

The present thesis examindse L1A of CG in the age range£2 on the
basis of spontaneous and experimental data, -esesgBonal as well as
longitudinal, with a focus on clitic placement. Spontanequeesh data were
collected from 8 children, and one of the children was also followed
longitudinally for a period ©6 months. An elicited production task performed by
50 children was used to generate 3rd person singular accusative object clitics. The
results of the study indicate that, for CG: (litic placement in enclisis
environments is addllike from the onsein structures involving single clitics and
clitic clusters, as well as in Clitic Doubling and Clitic Left Dislocation; ¢lijic
misplacement is attested in proclisis contexts in a subset of children &gted 2
3;0; (iii) clitic misplacement does not gelate with early nogfinite forms; (iv)
occasional realisation of two copies of the clitic is attested in some children aged
2;6 to 3;0; (v) by age 3;6, TD children manifest alflike clitic placement.

These findings raise issues regarding the accunsdf clitics in different
classes of languages (Toldbtussafia, finitened€sensitive languages, languages
exhibiting second position restrictions), as well as the role of syntax, prosody and
the syntafphonology interface in clitic L1LA. The current stuslyggests that only
TobleEMussafia languages display clitic misplacement, as attested in the L1A of
CG. Clitic misplacement in CG is interpreted within an interface account in line
with Revithiadou (2006) and, following the spirit of $ovi¢ (2000), it &
assumedhat the placement requirement imposed on CG clitics Ocan be captured
in its entirety through a filtering effect of the phonology on the syntaxO
(2000:105) Clitic placement in CG is an interface phenomenon: the syntax
provides two copies of cid pronouns (Franks 1998) and the syntactic outcome is
filtered through a phonolo@ontrolled procedure.
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INTRODUCTION

Cardinaletti and Starke describe clitic pronouns as severely deficient pronominal
elements (1999:168). This deficiency has, however, proven inversely proportional
to the attention they have received in the literature. The past two decades have
seen a proliferation of scholarly work on cliticisation from a theoretical as well as
from an acquisition perspective.

The present thesis investigates the first language acquisition (L1A) of
pronominal object clitics in Cypriot Greek (CG) by typically developing (TD)
children, focusing on an exceptional form of nonkEadultBlike clitic placement
attested in early data. The aim of the present study is twofold. On the one hand, it
aims to sketch the developmental stages in the course of L1A of Cypriot Greek in
relation to other clitic languages. On the other, it investigates whether and to what
extent syntactic (Agouraki 2001, Terzi 1999a, 1999b), prosodic (Condoravdi and
Kiparsky 2001) and interface approaches (Mavrogiorgos 2012, Revithiadou 2006)
can account for early clitic production.

Research on L1A of clitic pronouns has demonstrated both clitic
realisation and omission in child languages. However, no instances of clitic
misplacement have been reported for early European languages, with the
interesting exceptions of Cypriot Greek (Petinou & Terzi 2002) and European
Portuguese (Lobo & Costa 2012). Following the tribpartition of clitic languages
proposed in Mavrogiorgos (2012), most Romance languages, including Catalan,
Italian, Spanish and Romanian, as well as Standard Modern Greek, are
categorised as finitenessBsensitive; languages such as SerboBCroatian adhere to
second position restrictions; while Cypriot Greek, Galician and European
Portuguese pattern alike in obeying the ToblerEMussafia law.

The present thesis aims at showing that a correlation holds between clitic
misplacement in child language and the ToblerEMussafia properties of the
language being acquired. This is implemented by systematically examining the
L1A of Cypriot Greek (CG) in the age range 2—4 on the basis of spontaneous and

experimental data, cross—sectional as well as longitudinal, with a focus on clitic
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placement. Spontaneous speech data were collected from 8 children, and one of
the children was also followed longitudinally for a period of 6 months. An elicited
production task performed by 50 children was used to generate 3rd person
singular object clitics. The results of the study indicate that, for CG:

(1) clitic placement in enclisis environments is adultBlike from the
onset in structures involving single clitics and clitic clusters, as well as in Clitic
Doubling and Clitic Left Dislocation;

(i)  clitic misplacement is attested in proclisis contexts in a subset of
children aged 2;6 to 3;0;

(iii)  clitic misplacement does not correlate with early nonEXinite forms;

(iv)  occasional realisation of two copies of the clitic is attested in some
children aged 2;6 to 3;0;

(v) by age 3;6, typically developing children manifest adultBlike clitic
placement.

These findings raise issues regarding the acquisition of clitics in different
classes of languages (ToblerEMussafia, finitenessEsensitive languages, languages
exhibiting second position restrictions), as well as the role of syntax, prosody and
the syntaxEphonology interface in clitic L1A. The current study suggests that only
ToblerEMussafia languages display clitic misplacement, as attested in the L1A of
CG.

Clitic misplacement in CG is interpreted within an interface account in
line with Revithiadou (2006) and, following the spirit of Bolkovi" (2000), it is
assumed that the placement requirement imposed on CG clitics “can be captured
in its entirety through a filtering effect of the phonology on the syntax”
(2000:105). Clitic placement in CG is an interface phenomenon: the syntax
provides two copies of clitic pronouns (Franks 1998) and the syntactic outcome is
filtered through a phonologyErontrolled procedure.

The thesis is organised as follows. Chapter 1 provides an overview of the
language examined and lays out the basic assumptions with regard to the CG
clause structure. Chapter 2 focuses on the morphoBEphonological properties, as
well as the distribution of object clitic pronouns in CG, and chapter 3 reviews the

syntactic, prosodic and interface accounts that have been put forward for their
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placement. Chapter 4 reviewsa number of studies conducted on the L1
acquisition of clitics cro®inguistically. Chapter 5 presents the methodology
adopted in theurrentstudyand chapte6 preserd the result©btained The thesis
concludes withchapter 7 which discusses the theoretical implications of the
findings of the present studipr the developmental patterns attested in the course

of clitic L1A, and evaluates the formal accounts proposedlifizisationin CG.
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CHAPTER 1: THE CYPRIOT GREEK CP

1.1.Introduction

Cypriot Greek (henceforth CG) is a &y of Modern Greek spoken by
approximately 70,000 peopléresiding in the Republic of Cyprud deliberatéy
use the ternvariety instead ofdialect or language Whetter CG constitutes a
dialect of Modern Greek or a separate language is a highly debatable issue.
Arvaniti (2010, and a host of references therein) offers a thorough presentation of
the socidinguistic siuation in Cyprus and a review dahe scholarly work
accomplished on various aspects of it, including the status of CG as compared to
StandardModern Greek the development of a Cypri#toinZ and of dialectal
levdling on the island, the manifestation of c@dwitching and/or codamixing,
the speakersO awaess of the linguistic varieties spoken on the island, the
language attitudes amongst Cypriot speakears] the relationship between
education and language. This thesis examines the acquisition of CG, the variety
that young Greek Cypriot children acquiréoetlesdy and in a nativBlike way,
whatever its statugndhenceleaves asidsociolinguistic aspects of theguistic
landscape in Cyprus

The Greekspeaking population of the island uses CG in everyday oral
communication and Standard Modern Greekn@feforth SMG), one of the
official languages of the Republic of Cyprus (the ottveo being Turkish and
English), in written texts,as well as informal speechacts. From a diachronic

1According to the most recent census carried out byStagistical Service of Cyprus, in 2011
667,398 Cypriot citizens  were residing on the island gource:
http://www.mof.gov.cy/mof/cystat/statistics.nsf/populationcondition_22main_en/populationcondit
ion_22main_en?0penForm&sub=2&se]=Rccessed in September 2012, File: POPULATION
ENUMERATED BY CITIZENSHIP, SEX AND POSTAL CODE, 20}1the vast majority of
whom are nativespeakers of CG. Apart frotme residents of the island, the dialect is spdken
sometens of thousands of Greek Cyprigthmigrants who reside with their families in foreign
countriesjncluding Greecethe United Kingdom, South Africa and Australia.

% The island®s population is comprised of Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cyphiets are also
other ethnic and religious groups, including Armenians and Maronites.

3 ¢f. Arvaniti (2010) for a description afhat she callypriot Standard GreekArvaniti (2010)
argues that SMG as used in Cyprus has beereasingly diverging from thet&dard variety as
spoken in Greece arnle twoare recognizably different.
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perspective, C@volved from the KoinZ standard of the HellenisticigerThe

purpcse of the currenthapter is to offer a brief description of @gpriot variety

from a synchronic perspectivas well asto highlight the points of convgence
and divergence from thea&hdard varietyThischapteris an overview of thenain

characteristics othe morph&syntax of CG. This overview will constitute the
backgroundor the specifictopic of the currenthesis, namelyhe acquisition of
object clitic placementy youngGreek Cypriotchildren The various properties
of clitic corstructionsin CG can only bediscussedwithin a clearly defined
framework regarding the syntax tfe variety Therefore,l first formulate the

clawse structure ofCG in the currentchapter before then proceethg, in the

following chapteyto a discusgn of the structursunder investigationMoreover,
it is crucial to highlight the similarities dndifferences of theCG clauseas
compared tahe SMG clausethat allowfor a direct comparison @fcquisitiondata
from CGDand SMdspeaking children.

The first section (1.2) discusseshe left periphery of theCG clause,
namely the functionahead projectedabove IP, andin particular their relative
order and feature specificatioRoussouOs (2000) proposal dorarticulated ®
in SMG is adopted and adaptéar CG. Hence, greliminaryformulation of the
CG CPis offered in thdirst section which will thenbe refinedn the subsequent
sections The rest of the chapter is devotedthe following topics addressed in
separate sectionthe Topic andCOp(erabr) heads(1.3), whbguestion formation
(1.4) andthe syntax of fxlefts(1.5).

1.2.The articulated 6structure in CG

The phenomena observed in child language with regard to clitic placement are
directly relatedo inflection, as well asd the functional pojections aboveR, and
in particular the heads where negativparticles, modal paricles and
complementizes are realisedit is thereforeclear that the structure of the CP
needs particular attention.

| adopt RoussouQOs (2000) propdeathe SMG leftperiphery asoutlined
in (1). Roussou2000) suggestghat the SMG clauwse structure involves three C



heads each carrying different featigethe lowestone (CM) is specified for
modality, the middleone (COp) has a claudgyping featureand thehighestone
(C) hasafeaturefor subordination

(1) [c pu [Topic/Focus dop oti/fan/na/as Neg dhen/min v tha/na/as [ cl +
V.G (Roussou 2000:79)

CG behave similarly to SMG in many respects Smilarities in the
properties andlistribution of differentmodalparticlesandnegaors, in the use of
topicalisal phrasesandin whBguestion formatiorarethe points of convergence
between the two varietieBuilding on th@ae common properteandthe similar
distribution of modal and negativearticlesin CG and SMG, | will attemptto
offer a firstformulation ofthe CGCP.

CG, like SMG, makes use of the particles, naandtha. The particlena
has beetraditionally analysd as the subjunee maker (Veloudis & Philippakb
Warburton 1983), whildt hasalso beerproposed thaha is a complementizer
(Agouraki 1991, Tsoulas 1993). The partith@ has been traditionally treated as
the future particle, whil@s is a hortative particle found inoot contextsalone
(Roussou 2000:65)Revithiacdbu and Spyropoulos (2008) indicate that major
grammaticalization processes that affected the mégymvax of the verb group
in Greek(see Hrrocks1997,PhilippakbwWarburton& Spyropoulos 2004among
others)havecreated the particless naandtha as follows:afesOlet® as ina
(COMP)! na, andthdo ina OwantoQ tha.

As andnaare only compatible with the negatoin in SMG andits CG
equivalentmeri, and they obligatorily precede s shown in examples @) and
(3), in CG negative clausesa andasimmediately precedenen patterninglike
their SMG counterpis.

(2) Na (men(CG)/ min(SMG)) to feri.
M NEG itBCL.ACC bringEBS
Cs/he should(not) bring itO

% The resemblance of the two forms is obvious and their properties and distribution do ndt differ.
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As (men (CG) / min (SMG))to feri.
M NEG itBCL.ACC bringBS
Q.et hinvher(not) bring itO

The particletha is used in both CG and SMG farture tensdormation

This is the reason why has ben traditionally analysed as the future paetiyet

while tha in SMGis used in both affirmative and negatiwure clausesin CGit

is only usedin negatedfuture clauseq(4) vs. (5)). The particle usedn CG

affirmative future clauses isnna’ (4). Apart fromthe differencein the specific

form of theparticle usd, CG resembles SMG in all other respects of future tense

formation. To be precisethe CG particles enna in affirmatives and tha in

negativescombine with the verbhat bearguture morphabgy and giverise toa

periphrastic futuréense

(4)

(5)

Enna(CG)/ Tha(SMG) to feri.

M itBCL.ACC bring8BS
Gs/he will bring itO

(Dh)e(n) tha (CG & SMG) to feri.
NEG M itBCL.ACC bringeBS
Gs/re will not bring itO

As shown in (5the particletha in negated future clauses both CG and

SMG, is only compatible withthe negator(dhje(n). There are however,two

points of divergencan the formation of neded future clauses in the two

varieties. Firdy, while in SMG two particles are usedavith the negative particle

dhe(n) immediately precedinghe future particletha, in CG negated future

clauses araisually headed by the particletha alone. The latteconstitutesan

amalgam fornwhich combinegdh)e(n) andtha. However, wherthe CG clauseis

heaad bythe complementizesn, negéed future clauses are formed likeeir
counterpart SMG structures with the reation of both(dh)e(n) andtha (6). With

® Ralli (2006:136) observethat tha originates from the verbielo (Qvant@®, which takes aab
complement(tha<thelo+na). Notice the morphological similarity witthe CG future particlenna.!



respect to feature specification, each of the two particles, dhen and tha, bears a
different feature: the former denotes negation and the latter futurity. Hence each
spells out a distinct functional head: dhen realises NegP and tha CM. Thus, the
CG particle etha expresses both negation and futurity and spells out the two

corresponding functional heads.

(6) An dhe(n) tha mu to feris,
COMP NEG M me-CL.GEN it-CL.ACC bring—2S
thelo na to ksero.
want-1S M it—CL.ACC know-1S

“If you will not bring it to me, I want to know it”

Secondly, negated future clauses in CG may also be headed by enna
immediately followed by the negator men (7), a structure absent from SMG. In
this respect, the distribution of enna is reminiscent of the distribution of na (8) in
that they both occur with the negator men (CG); specifically, they obligatorily

precede it.

(7) Enna (men) to feri?
M  NEG it-CL.ACC bring—3S
“Will s/he (not) bring it?”
(8) Na (men (CG) / min (SMQG)) to feri.
M NEG it-CL.ACC bring-3S
“S/he should (not) bring it”

The preceding presentation of the properties and distribution of the
particles as, na and tha in CG shows that these particles behave like their SMG
counterparts. [ adopt Roussou’s (2000) proposal for the SMG CP in (1) for the CG
CP as well, and I assume that na/tha/as realise CM®, the C head encoding

% Observe the similarity of Roussou’s (2000) proposal to Philippaki—Warburton’s (1987, 1998)

with respect to the functional projection in which na and as are realised. In Philippaki—Warburton
(1987, 1998) these particles appear under the Mood Phrase, a head that encodes modality and
hosts na, as, the indicative marker and the affix marking the imperative.
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modality,in bothvarieties Yet, for CG, the CP proposalin (1) has tobe extended
to includethe CG particle ennaas well, sinceennahasthe samedistributionas
na. It is thusassumed thatnnais also merged under CNhgether withna/tha/as

RoussouQs (2000) argumentation as to watha/as are modal particles
merged unde€M rather tharnnflectional particlesnerged withinthe inflectional
domainis basel ontwo points. The firstrefersto the distribution ofnatha/as, and
thar position in relation to pronominalitics. The secondis relatedto the status
of these particleandthe various interpretationassignedo clauseshattheyhead
depending on théemporal and aspectusppecificationon the verbinvolved

As for the first argument natha/asin SMG precedepronominalclitics
and can take Odepende(fQast, +perfective) verbal form{®oussou 2000:66)
Both observations also apply tbe behaviar of na/ennatha/asin CG, asshown
in (9).

(99 As / Na/ Enna / Ethao feri.
M itBCL.ACC bring8S
Q.et him /He should will / will not bring itO

Current syntactic analyseg oliticization in SMG (Mavrogiorgo2009
2010) and Romance languages (Roberts 2088sume that clitics adjoin to a
functional projection withinthe inflectional domainTaking into accounthe
placementof CG na/enndtha/asin relation to pronominal cliticd, suggestthat
these particlesrerealised in some functional headyher tlan 1. ThelowestC
head in (1) namely CM,;seems to be legitimatecandidate fona/ennatha/asto
adjoin.

As for the seond argument Roussou (2000:#I2) focuses on thstatus
andthe propertieof naandtha in SMG to show that theyare not inflectionabut
rather modalparticles. Following Roussou | assumethat althoughna and tha
have been traditionallyanalysed as the subjunctive (Veloudis & Philippaki
Warburton 1983) and ¢hfuture particle respectivelyhey camot be onsidered
inflectional particls. In particular it seens that thecontexts of usef naandtha
are not restricted to clauses bearingsubjunctive and future interpretation



correspondingly, but the particles in discussaso participatan clauses with
various modal readings.

Consider for example clauses headed by the Bsalled subjunctive
particle na. Even thoughua is usedfor the formation of suunctive clausesin
both CG and SMGit is not an inflectioal element ofthe mood paradignas it
does nobearmorphological inflectionthe subjunctive morphology ipresenton
the verlal host The sameargumentappliesto as, which lacksinflection in both
CG and SMG as well asto the CG future particles enna and tha, as te
morphological realigtion ofthe futuretensein clauses headed laytna andzha is
only present a theverh

In addition enna andtha do not necessarilymark futurity, andthus trey
do not behave likduture particlesalone Instead, lhey occurin a number of
modali®d, notfuture contexts.Roussou(2000) indicates thatthe particles
na/tha/as in SMG GutBcategorise for all possible inflected verbal forms along the
+past, +perfectie specifications(000:72)and the interpretation of thelause
headed byheseparticlesis not only based ortheindividual particle involved put
alsodependson thetemporal and aspectual specificatiminthe verlal host Both
points apply to the paclesna/tha/as as used in CG, as well asdma. Examples
(10B11) illustrate how the interpretation otlauses headed hyina andetha is
modifiedwhen the tense afat the aspect of the veib changed

(10) Enna/ Etha to feri / ferni [+/BPERF]
M / NEG M itBCL.ACC bringE8S
Cs/he will / wonObring itO

(11) Enna/ Etha to efere / efeme[+/BPERF]
M / NEG M itBCL.ACC broughi8S
C5/he would/ wouldnGhave brought itO

The previous discussn shows thatthere areno indicatiors that
na/enna/tha/as are located within IRn the CG clauseRecall thatthe particlesn

" Note thateven though the examples inOfLL1) involve clauses headed byna andetha alone,
all the particles in discussiorebave similarly in this respedience CGeclauses headed by, tha
andas mayalsohave anumber of different modal readings depending on the verbal specification



gueston do not form inflectional paradigmand alsahatclauses headed higem
canhavevariousmodalinterpretationsTherebre | follow proposals inrRoussou
(2000 in assuminghatthese particlearemodalratherthan inflectionaklemens.
The formerterm better captura their status, their properties and thewerall
behaviar. Moreover it is well known thaimodality, unlike mood, is not tied to
verbal forms andan be expressed lojfferent meansthe use oparticlesbeing
one of them Corsequently na/enna/tha/as could beaccommodated under a C
head with modal specificatioRoussouOs (2000M (see (1)) a C head sp€id
for modality, seems to enappropriate host

However, there is an important difference betweefanna/as andtha in
CG with respect toheir interaction with negators, whicteeds to be captured as
well. In particular,na/enna/as andtha differ in the choice of negative particlas
well as inthe order of the negator and the modal particle. As previously
discussedenna/na/as are only compatible witheen and must obligatorily precede
it, while tha can only occurwith (dh)e(n) and must immediately dllow it.
Roussou(2000) has proposed that andas in SMG undergo movement from
CM to C(p, an Operator position between the highest and the lowest C in her
tripartite C systemThis proposalis adopted for their CG counterpasd is
extenedto enna aswell. In this way, the dference betweena/enna/as andtha
in their choice ofhegatorsand their orderingvith respect to thens adequately
accommodated.

Turning now tothe Neg hedtl the discussioon the interactiorof modal
particles with negatorsas showrthat theclause structure proposed by Roussou
(2000) in (1)can accommodate the CG faatswell,merelysubstituing the SMG
negatormin by its CG counterpartien. As for he negator/ien, | assume that it
appears under NegP both SMG and CGlIn this way, given thaNeg is the
functional head immediately preceding CMhere tha is reali®d, the order
dhe(n) tha as well aghe formation of the CG negatew:a easilyfollow.

The clausal structure in (LBepresents the left periphery of t8& clause
as has been formulated faron the basisf the abovediscussionNa/enna/tha/as

8 ct. Alexiadou (1994) for a discussion on whetlgen andmin adjoin to a singléNeg heador
each adjoins to a distinct ohe.
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are located under CM, the lower C hedtie CG particleetha, compesed of a
negative and anodal particlespels out the two corresponding C heads, namely
Neg and CMFurthermoretha can only appear under CMnd,therefore spelk

out only this headia/enna/as, on the other hanaian realise both CM and COp
and, correspondingly spel out both a modal and a clatidging feature
(Roussou 2000:74)he postulation ofin additional C projection aboveM in

the CGCP (12) is in line with proposals in Agouraki (2010&s well, who
postulates the Force position introduced by Rizzi (1997). This position is identical
with Roussou®s (2000) COp position for SM&(®hich istheanalysisl adopt

(12) [copnalenna/asikg (dh)e(n)/men g na/enna/as/d;...J111]

Rousso®s(2000) proposal for the left periphery diffefsom RizziOs
(1997) representation in a crucial resp it involves a tripartite Estructure,
whereasRizziOsnvolves only two C headsin andForcé™. It is important to
note that RoussouOs CM projectamresponds to RizziOs Fin he&bussou
2000:73. RizziOs Fin head carries information about finiteness including mood
specification, tense, aspect and agreetnBoth RoussouOs CMnd RizziOs
(1997) Fin may well serve asljunction site for the verb

The discussion so far has shown that the functional heads CM, NEG and
COp are projected in this order above IP in & clausestructure The
articulated CG CHncludes the higest C headas well, a head specified for
subordination (Roussou 200@),whichthe complementizesu is realigd n both
SMG and CGTheslightly modifiedCG CP, extendedoy comparisorto the one
in (12), is outlined in (13 The structue in (13 featuresa tripartite @structure
for the CG clause, along the lines of RoussouOs (2000) proposal for &MG

only minor differencefrom the SMG structure, as outlined in.(1)

° Agouraki points out that in terms of Rizzi997)discussion of the claudeft periphery, CG
provides evidence for the presence of another functional projection, namely of Neg/Aff, the head
hosting Negation and Affirmation (20543). Nevertheles, | considethe postulatiorof Neg/Aff

in the CG Chhotto bejustified.

10 Theonly point of divergence concerns the terminology adopted: Agouraki (2010) follows Rizzi
(1997) and refers to a Force position, while Roussou (2000:73) adopts the terminology of Manzini
and Savoia (1999) and refers to a (t@jad.

" Force inRoussouds proposal (2000:i80plit intotwo headsCOp and the highest C head



(13) [c pu [copoti/an/na/asyegdhen/min pm tha/na/as|..]11]]

1.3. Topic andCOppositions

According toAlexiadou and Anagnostopoul@t998),subjects in SM&nd other
proEdrop languagedike CG, occupy the Topic positio®bjects in OVS order
also occupy the Topic positioandthe DP that constitutes the object of theuse
must be doubled by a pronominal clitic formingh(itic) £L(eft)-D(islocation}?
structure(14), unless the objectfdhe clause is an XP bearing contrastive focus
(15). Objects in CG may also appear in R{)gD(islocation)(16), as well asn
Clitic Doubling and CL(iticiR(ight)ED(islocation)constructions. CRD and CD
structures are kb represented in exampl&7) with the presence or the absence
of a pause immediately before tiieubledobject DP differentiating the two ppgs

of constructionsSpecifically, (17) is considered a CLRIBonstruction if there is a
pause immediately before the RDed constituentoro, but aCD construction if
there is no pause between the clitic andditigbledobject phrase.

(14) To Kkoritsaki endisa to.
The girlPACC.DIMUN dres®dblS itBCL.ACC
OThe little girl | dressedO
(15) To Kkoritsaki endisa oi to aghoraki.
The girlPACC.DIMUN dresse@1S NEG the boyPACC
OThe little girl dressed, not the littledyO
(16) Endithike mesa se pende lepta [PAUSE] i Maria.
Got des®dEBS within  five minutesPACC the MaryENOM
OShe got dressed within five minutes, MaryO

12 5As shown in Agouraki (1993) fBMG, CLLDed objects have bothB*and ABproperties. The

claim extends to the CG data as well. The evidence that CLLDed object8Banaperties relates

to binding, the existence of subject+verb idioms and discontinuous idioms, quirky subjects,
pseudérelatives, subje€briented adverbs and control verbs. In all these cases it is shown that
there is no asymmetry between subjects ant@&d objects. In Agouraki (1993) the piecefs
evidence for the Aproperties of CLLDed objects were taken to be, firstly, the fact that this is not
a thematic position and, secondly, theerpretation of TojzalizationO (Agouraki 2010:528).

|



(17)  Endise to [PAUSE] to moro.
Dressed—3S it-CL.ACC the—-ACC baby—ACC
“S/he dressed him/her, the baby”

Anagnostopoulou (2006:546-547) offers a very good diagnostic for
differentiating between CD and CLRD constructions that can be applied in
constructions like (17) which involve an object phrase doubled by a pronominal
clitic at the left of the object DP. Such a clause should be considered a Clitic
Doubling construction if it allows a subject that is not pre—supposed and bears
main sentence stress to appear at the end of the clause, forming a construction of
the type CLi—V—XPi-S. And, conversely, if a non—presupposed subject bearing
main stress cannot appear at the end of such a clause, then it should be considered
a CLRD construction. If we want to use Anagnostopoulou’s diagnostic to decide
whether (17) is a CD or a CLRD construction, we should test whether a stressed
DP can appear at the end of the clause, as in (18). If it can, it is a CD structure,

otherwise it is a CLRD structure.

(18) Endisen to to moro [T mama tu].
Dressed—3S it—-CL.ACC the baby—ACC the mum—-NOM his—POSS
“She dressed the baby, the baby’s mum”

The topic position in CG is occupied by DPs that appear as topicalised
subjects or objects (19), as well as preverbal universal quantifiers. These are

occupying the [Spec,TopicP] position (Agouraki 2010).

(19)  Ulus tus mathites edhokamen tus vivlia.
All  the students gave—1PL them—GEN books—ACC

“To all the students we gave books”

As shown in the previous section, the left periphery of the CG clause
involves a COp position as well, above which all the other pre—verbal stressed

constituents, including wh—phrases, existential quantifiers (20), negative



quantifiers (21), negative polarity items (22) and anaphoric/deictic proforms (23)
appear. For Agouraki (2010) all these constituents adjoin to a Force position. Yet,
as has already been noted, Agouraki’s (2010) Force is identical to Roussou’s
(2000) COp, which I have adopted instead (see (13)). Thus, terminology aside,
my proposal concerning the adjunction site of the elements in question coincides

with both Roussou (2000) and Agouraki (2010).

(200 O kathenas enna mboruse na to kami.
The everyone-NOM M  could-3S M it—-CL.ACC do-3S
“Everyone could have done it”

(21)  Kanenas etha mboruse na to kami.
None-NOM NEG M could-3S M it—-CL.ACC do-3S
“None could have done it”

(22) Pote etha mborusa na to kamo.

Never NEG M could-1S M it-CL.ACC do-1S
“I could never have done it”

(23) Tutos mbori na to kami.

This=NOM can—-3S M it—-CL.ACC do-3S

“He can do it”

Notably, within Agouraki’s (2010) approach, these pre—verbal stressed
constituents function as operators that check an [Emphasis] specification on C.
This point is directly related to the account she has proposed for the syntax of CG
clitics which is built on the idea that CG has a filled C—domain requirement'>. The
filled—C requirement is also incorporated into her proposal on focus strategies in
CG (Agouraki 2010), where she discusses a number of constituents appearing in
the left periphery of CG. In particular, she argues that a filled—C is necessary so

that the specification of the sentential force on C is checked in overt syntax

B3 Agouraki’s (2001) proposal for clitic placement in CG is discussed in detail in chapter 3.
Briefly, she proposes that pre— and post—verbal placement of CG clitics depend on the filled C—
domain requirement of the variety. She claims that, if the C position is occupied by some element,
the verb does not move to C, but rather remains in IP. Thus, given that in her account clitics adjoin
to a functional projection higher than I, proclisis follows. If, however, the C position is not filled,
the verb moves to C to fulfill the filled—C requirement; in this case, the clitic appears post—verbally
and enclisis follows.!



24

(2010542). Therefore, [Spec,CP] stressed constityeimtscomplementy
distribution with stressed fBC and stressed NBgBEC, check an [Emphasis]
specification on C. Emphasis is assumed to be one of the possible specifications
of sentential force on C, denoting emphasis on the Evdrte validity of the
aforementioned proposal depenan the behavis of CG clitics and in
particular,on whether the verbal host iritec constructions undergoestx6bC
movementassuggestedan Agouraki(2001).This thesisis intencedto shed light
on issues related to the syntax of CG ditiand hence,check the validityof
AgourakiOs (2m) filledBC requirement requirement for the specificaticof the
sentential force on C

With respect to the relative order thle COp and the Topic projections in
theCG CP, it should baotedthat boththe Force head iAgouraki(2010)and the
correspading COp head in Roussou (20Gippearlower thanTopicP. | adopt
this approachon the basis othe following fact (Agouraki 201053CE81): in
clauses involving both a topicalised phrase amdlementin the SpecForce/COp
head, suclasa whBelement, theopicalised constituent always precedes the other
congituent; compare grammatical (24) with ungrammatical).(25terestingly,
(25) is equally bad with a pBsanda posbverbal clitic, indicating that irrespective
of where theclitic appearsthe relative order of the constituentgppearing under
TopicP andSpecForcéCOpis not freé®. The right order irshownin (24).

(24) To vivlio pu to evales?
The boolACC where iECL.ACC puERS
(25) *Pu to vivlio to evales/ evales to ?

Where the bodRACC itBCL.ACC pufRS

4 The evidence she offers for the Oemphasis on the eventO interpretation of clauses involving
preverbal stressed constituents includes: O(a) the absence of new information/contrastive readings
for [Spec,®] stressed constituents, (b) the availability of weak readings alone for quantifiers, and
(c) the possibility of having a [Spec,CP] object existential quantifier and an object CP in the
canonical object positionO (Agouraki 2010:536).

15 Having RizziOs (199 articulated CP in mind, onmay claim that there ia Topic position
below Force/COms well Yet this position is not availablén SMG/CG. Apparent CCEY opic
orders,such asin example (1) are derived by movement wf from COp to the higher C
(Michelioudakis p.c.):
1. Ksero oti ta mila (dh)en ta efaen i Maria.

KnowBblS COMP the appd®ACC NEG thenDACC at&BS the MarNOM

O(1) know thatas for the appledary didnOt eat themO



“The book, where did you put it?”

Agouraki (2010) makes an interesting point about scope positions in the
CG clause. She examines the position(s) and properties of preverbal stressed
constituents and convincingly argues against the postulation of a Focus position in
CG (2010:539-540). The basis of her argumentation is that clauses involving
stressed constituents in CG do not have the characteristics shared by clauses
involving syntactic foci, namely (a) across—the—board application, (b) contrastive /
new information interpretation, (c) a Focus—Presupposition structure, and also that
(d) it is not the case that only foci can bear stress in CG. In relation to (a), she
argues that preverbal stressed constituents in CG form a small closed set and she
gives an exhaustive list for constituents that can appear stressed in preverbal
position. Her list comprises the following elements: universal quantifiers, also—
phrases, even—phrases, existential quantifiers, negative quantifiers, negative
polarity items (NPIs), only—phrases and anaphoric/deictic proforms. As for (b),
she claims that the contexts of use for preverbal stressed constituents in CG do not
support a contrastive / new information interpretation. The existence of a Focus—
Presupposition structure is rejected as well. She argues that the semantic content
of some of the preverbal stressed items, including existential quantifiers, negative
quantifiers and NPIs, is incompatible with presupposition marking. As for
anaphoric/deictic proforms and on/y—phrases, she claims that their contexts of use
show that they do not have a presupposition structure. She also mentions that
since [Spec,CP] is not a necessarily stressed position, it cannot be a Focus
position. Agouraki’s (2010) proposal is in line with Grohmann et al.’s (2006:89)
argument that CG, unlike SMG, “has bona fide cleft structures in lieu of syntactic
focus movement”.

Following Agouraki (2010), and departing from Roussou (2000), I assume
that the left periphery of the CG CP has two scope positions in its surface syntax:
the Topic position and the Force or COp position, but not a Focus position. The

refined CG clausal structure including a Topic projection is outlined in (26).

(26)  [c pu [Topic [cop Oti/an/na/as [neg dhen/min [cm tha/na/as [1...]]]1]]
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1.4.Whbgueston formation

This section discusses ®juestion formation it€G as compared to SMGn CG
and SMG alike, whBargument questions are headed by the propeon(OwhoO)
inflected for mminative (27, accusative(28), or genitive (29 case. Examples
(27), (28, and(29) constitutea subjeddquestion a direcBobject questionandan
indirecEobject questionrespectively the pronoun isappropriatelyinflected for
number and gendePcos can be either used alone, in which casettheslation
offered in (@) applies or as a quantifiethat has scope over sori#, in which
casethetranslationin (b) apgdies. Other pronouns usad both CG and SMGor
the formation of wBargument questionare posos (Ohow muchQ(80) and ¢
(OwhatQB1). Posos andti patternlike pcos, namelythey can either appear alone
or as quantifiers that have scope over someTie wibwords inqueston share
the same morphological properties @G and SMG modulo phaological
differences.In CG alone, however, they optionally combine with the dialectal
elementembu (<en+pu)*°, which has the meaning of O(it) is thatGaffirmative

clauses and Ois (it) thatO in interrogatives.

(27) Pcos (mathitis) (enbu)"’ irte?
WhoENOM (studenENOM) isBEBS COMP caméBS
a. OWho came?0
b. OWhich student came?0

(28) Pcon (mathiti) (emby idhes ?
WhoBPACC (studenbPACC) isEBS COMP savRS
a. OWhan did you see?0
b. OWhich student did you S¢@

1% As for the derivation ofembubquestions, there arevo main approache The first one,
suggested byAgouraki (2010), Grohmann et al. (2006) and Tsiplakou et al.5j2@8sumes that
embubstructures are cleft structures. The second one, adopted by Grohmann and Papadopoulou
(2011) assumesthat embuBstructures involve a OfossilizedO complementizer, which fills the
interrogative CI will return to the syntax ofmbuExlauses in the next section.

1t is assumed thabaostructionsnvolving the dialectal elemerinbu are clefts and thiaheform

embu derives from thecontraction of thecopulaen (OisOwith the factive complementizg
(OthatO)Therefore the transliterationin the exampledothin this sectionand the following one

arein accordance with this assumption.
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(29) Pcu (mathiti) (embu) to edhokes?
Who-GEN (student—-GEN) is—3S COMP it-CL.ACC gave-2S
a. “Whom did you give it to?”
b. “Which student did you give it to?”
(30) Posa (enikia) (embu) epleroses ?
How many—ACC (rents—ACC) is—3S COMP paid-2S
a. “How much did you pay?”
b. “How much rent did you pay?”
(31) Ti  (traghudhi) (embu) ipes?
What (song) is—3S COMP said-2S
a. “What did you say?”
b. “Which song did you sing?”

Wh—questions in both CG and SMG can also be headed by quasi—
arguments, like pu / pothen(“where”) and pote (“when”), as well as by true
adjuncts, like pos (“how”), and jati (“why”) (32). The distribution of wh—words
used for question formation in CG is the same in matrix and embedded clauses. A
comparison of the matrix clause in (27) with its corresponding embedded

structure in (33) is indicative.

(32) Pu / Pothen / Pote / Pos /Jati (embu) irte ?
Where / When / How / Why is—3S COMP came-3S
“Where/When/How/Why did s/he come?”

(33) Arotise  pcos (mathitis) (embu) irte.

Asked—3S who—NOM (student-NOM) is—3S COMP came-3S
a. “S/he asked who came.”

b. “S/he asked which student came.”

As shown in the above examples, both CG and SMG typically exhibit the
ex situ strategy for wh—question formation, i.e. the wh—element undergoes
movement from the position where it is merged into the left periphery. The

landing site of the moved wh—expression in CG is assumed to be the specifier of



COp In situ questionsare also licitin both CG (Grohmann & Pagdopoulou
2011) and SMG(Vlachos 2010)under certain pragmatic amd/discoursrelated
conditions Examples 27E81) can be felicitously constructed as in gjwestions
as well the only difference being that the dialectal elememibucannot be
involved in in situ question3 ake br examplethe ex situ quegtn in (29), which
can also appear @ in situ questior§34). Its interpretationremairs unaltered
Observe though, thdifferent pattern foclitic placemenin (29) as compared to
(34), an issudo which Ireturn inchapter3.

(34) Edhokes to pcu (mahiti)?
GaveERS itBCL.ACC WHOBEGEN (studenBGEN)
OYou gve it to which student?0

As shown in gamples (2882), a number oiwvhBwordsused forquestion
formationin CG are identical to their SMG counterpartspdulo phonological
differenes.However,there are also some E&pecificwhbwvords namelyinda®
(Owhad / Owhat f@r OwhyPandindalos (OhowO)indain CG corresponds to
both an adverb meaning OwhyQ) @& apronouninvariant in gender, number
and caseArgumentalindacan be useditherpronominally(36) or préenominally
in complex wibexpressiong,e. as a quantifier that has scope over some 3R (
When argumentaihda is used pronominallyt is obligatorily followed bymbu
(36) and they together forrmdambd® (Grohmann et al. 2006, Grohmann &
Papadopoulou 2al Tsiplakou et al. 208). Inda cannot @pear in in situ
guestions, unless it is used fmeminally (38), in which case its Boccurrence
with (e)mbuis excluded.

18 Grohmann ad Papadopoulou (2@} cite Simeonidis (2006:217xho indicates that historically
inda derives from the interrogative pronotinda OwhatO that was used in Assizes (a corpus of
texts that constituted the legislation for the island of CyprukémMiddle Ages when the island
was under the dominance of Franks (1B9489))!

19 The status ofindambu depends on the theoryne adoptsfor its derivation.There is no
consensus in the literatureGrohmann ad Papadopoulou (2@) consider indambu a

grammaticalizedorm, while Pavlou (209) assumes thahda and (e)mbucombine syntactically
to form a cleftFor Grohmann andPapadopouloindambuconstitutesa fossilized fornmerged in
or moved to the left periphery of the cleft as a u@iven that an account thattsdactorily

accommodategndambuis still pending, | donot provide transliterations fanbuin the given
examplesso that thi interpretationis not bound by any ad hoc assumptiooacerninghe status
of indambu
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(35) Inda (mbu) irte ?
Why / what for MBU camiE8S
OWhat did s/he come for?0

(36) Inda *(mbu) ipe?
What MBU saifBS
OWhat dighe say?0

(37) Inda doro (embu) efere?
What prese®ACC isEBS COMP broughBS
OWhat presenlid s/he bing?O

(38) Eferen inda doro (*embu)?
Brough&8S what prese®ACC isEBS COMP
OS/he broughthat preseO

Another CG wibword used in question formation isdalo(i)s a derivative of
inda, a manner adverb that has the same measpgs(OhowO(39). Indalo(i)s
can only appear in ex situ questions and optionally corabimh (e)mbu The
distribution ofinda andindalo(i)sis identical in matrix and embedded clauses.

(39) Indalqi)s (embu) to efere?
How i8S COMP itBCLPACC brough&3Ss
OHowdid s/he bing it?0

In a nutshellin casesn whichCG and SMGshare the wbword, whb
formationis also similay this, of courseexcludesthe formation ofinterrogative
cleftsin CG. In this respectt is not necessary tifferentiatethe CG CPfrom the
SMG CP However whBEguestion formatiorin CG may also involve CG wb
words, and/or thedialectal elemenf{e)mbu The syntax of questions headed by
inda differs from that of other wibstructuresEven sg a satisfactory account of
the properties oinda and the syntax ahdaBclauses is still pendindvioreover,
the availability of(e)mbuin CG is an important point of divergence from the



standard variety*’. The co—occurrence of embuwith wh—words points to important
differences in the derivation of the relevant constructions. In particular, it is
assumed that interrogatives involving (e)mbu employ the clefting strategy
(Agouraki 2010, Grohmann et al. 2006, Tsiplakou et al. 2005). The next section

discusses the syntax of clefts and revisits the structure of the CG CP.

1.5. Clefts

This section presents the clefting strategy in CG, which is absent from SMG, in
order to illustrate whether further modifications in the CG clausal structure are
required in order to accommodate these facts. The discussion revolves around the
syntax of structures involving the dialectal element embuthat have been treated as
clefts by Agouraki (2010), Grohmann et al. (2006) and Tsiplakou et al. (2005). As
mentioned in the previous section, CG has two strategies available for wh—
question formation: the first involves wh—fronting and is shared by both CG and
SMG, and the alternative option, available in CG alone, involves the use of embu

Consider the examples (27-33) from the previous section. (33), cited
below as (40), and (41) illustrate the distribution of (€)mbu which is identical in

matrix and embedded clauses. Its use in CG wh—questions is optional, unless the

% There are three important parameters concerning the presence of (€)mbuin CG wh—questions,
as indicated in the literature (Grohmann et al. 2006, Grohmann & Papadopoulou 2011, Tsiplakou
et al. 2005). First, embuis excluded from in situ questions, even in cases where the wh—expression
involved allows in situ question formation (see (38) for example). Second, it may optionally
appear in ex situ questions, unless the wh—word is bare and argumental inda, in which case the
presence of mbuis obligatory (36). When mbuadjoins with inda, several phonological variants of
mbuarise, such as nambuy tamby ambu and innambu(Pavlou 2009). These reduced forms of inda
(@a, @a, @), together with the fact that inda is not a “stand—alone” form (1), could be used as
evidence that inda displays clitic—like properties (Tsiplakou et al. 2005). Third, the distribution of
(e)mbuis restricted, as it can only appear either immediately after the wh—word or immediately
after the complex wh—expression, which consists of the wh-word and the quantified NP.
Grohmann and Papadopoulou (2011) summarise this as in (2).
1. [unintelligible]

Inda *(mbon(i))?

mbon(i)<mbu+en

What (it) that is

“What is it?”
2. a. [cp WH ((e)mbu) tWH ]

b. *[cp ((€)mbu)XP ((e)mbu)... WH ((€)mbu)... ((e)mbu)]



whBbword involved isbare and argumentaida, in which casembu obligatorily

follows inda®*.

(40) (Arotisen) pcos (embu) irte?
AskedBS whobENOM isEBS COMP cameéBS
C5/he askeavho (is it tha) camed

(41) (Arotisen) indambu ipe?

AskedBS what MBU sadEBS
OS/he asked whs it tha) s/he saidO

WhBquestionsinvolving any wibword other thaninda, and declarative
clauses involvingmbu, such ag42£43), areunequivocallyperceived as clefts
the literaturg{Agouraki 2010,Grohmann et al. 2006, Tsiplakou et al. 200 his
approachassumes thatmbu derivesfrom the copulaen (is) that(syntactically
combines with the factive complementizer and,arguably, in PF (Grohmann et
al. 2006) contracs to yield embu. The clefted constituent may be an argument
(44) or an adjunt (43), while argumenilessembubstructuresarealsolicit (42).

(42) En pu etilefonise
ISEBS COMP calledBS
Qt is because s/he calledO

(43) En ehtes pu etilefonisame.
ISEBS yesterday COMP callietPL
Olt is yesterday that we calledO

(44) En/ Itan emis pu etilefoniame.
Is’\Was€BS uENOM COMP caledBlPL
Olt i/ wasus thatcalledO

The accourtt of clefting in CG follow two different lines. he first
assume that the clefted cwtituent is bad@yeneratedin the cleft clause

21 This showshatinda, when used as an argumethdes not allow regularhEfronting like other
whBwordsbut always employs the clefting stratelgy.



(Agouraki 2010) The second assumsehat the clefted constituent is extracted
from the pukclause, wheret is originally mergeal, undergoes movement and
ultimately adjoins to the Specifier of the cleft clay&ohmann et al2006
Tsiplakou ¢ al. 2005).

Agouraki®g2010) proposal can besummarsed as follows: the clefted
constituenis not merged in its thematmosition and movwaentdoes not occur. It
is insteacbas@yeneratedn the cleft claus€2010:553) The direct merging of the
clefted constituenin its surfice positioris seeras an instance of lagaturatiorf2.
For Agouraki, f the C position of the cfeclause is filled by the complementizer
pu, the Spec CPposition cannot balso filled. She suggests instead that the
clefted constituentdjoins to the cleft claus@he higher CP comprised of the
clefted constituent adjoined to the lower CP isaeteced by a thematically null
copula.The clause struare she proposes shownin (45), following the tre®
diagramnumbered28) in Agouraki(2010553).

(45) [CPm en [TPm T [AsppmASP [va VvV [me V [CPC Clefted Constituentc[:c [c! pu
[red 1IN *°

Grohmann et al. (200&)apitalses on the fact that clefts are a focusing
strategy an@dops a spliBCP analysis involving Focus projection. As shown in
(46) (based on the tree structunesmbered(25) and (26) in Grohmann et al.
2006.90E01), thecleft clausess reali®d in the specifier of the Fo@d the matrix
clause appears as the complement bfi€declarative cleftsthe CARdomainof
the cleft clause remairempty, while in whixleftsit is filled with the whEphrase
and an mterrogative & In both delarative and whlefts, the matrix clause is
introduced by the complementizen. The structure of th cleft clause is givem
(47) and involves a Small Clausa this waythe relationship of predication that
holds between théocused element and the matrix claiseapturedMoreover,

22 ps for the semantic composition of CG clefdgjourakiassumes that the cleft clause denotes an
incomplete propositionwhich is saturated by the clefted constituent (201@E652). The latter is
interpreted as new information because it is filled in last in the structure.

23!C‘)Subscrip'm stands formatrix clauseand subscriptc stands forcleft claus® (Agouraki
2010:553)!



the predicate of the Small Clausehavedike a claus&selecting nominal D, such

as the Greek determinir (OtheO) that selects subordinate clauses.

(46) [rocpCleft clause]roc FOP [cp[c C°pu IPE 1]
(47) [Cp [c' CO[|p [|' |Oen[scDP 0 XambiDP Q]]]]]

Within such an analis, declarative clefts like (3#4are captured in a
straightforwad manner: the copula appearstie cleft clausewith the overt
subject appearinmsidethe small clauseyhile the matrix clause is headed iy,
As for interrogative cleftg40), Grohmann et al. (2008ttribute their derivation
to the application afideward movemefit

Tsiplakou et as(2006) analysiscapitalses on the fact that the verbal
elementendoes not inflect for number, person, and tense praposs that en
involved infocudandwhixlefts in CG is not copulabut existentialFor them, a
structure such apcos embu irteris interpreted a€wha [is it the case [that; t
came]Q In this way, tie embeddedlause headed hyuis not tobe treated as a
relative clause, but rathexs thecomplement ofen Within their analysis the
cleftedwhbor focused expression is extracted out of the complemaeart dhey
further claim thathe extracteavhbword checks its disjunctive feature the Spec
of the matrix CP and its existential featumethe Spec of the embedded CP, the
pubclause.The movement of the wibexpression from the embedded clause to the
matrix clauseleaves awhEfeature on the C of the emiddedclause hencethe
realisation of thecomplementizepu instead obti or pos(OthatD

Examples like (44) can be taken asdenceshowingthatextraction of the
clefted constituenbut of the pubclausetakes place (Tsiplakou et al.2005).
Observe te agreement between the verb of fhiéxlause étilefonisamBLPL)

24 Grohmann et ali2006)propose that thevhEphrase in CGnterrogativeclefts movessidewards

and the derivation proceeds as follows: théwbrd, i.e.pcosin (40) for instance, is merged in its
thematic position and it is assigne@iole by the verb othe matrix clauseHowever it bears an
additionaloExole and a whfeature. Its firsbbrole is checked inside the matrix clause, but neither
its secondbrole nor its witfeature can be checked (since the matrix clause is headpd, by
norBinterrogatie complementizer), therefore the ®Word is copied and placed into the
derivational workspace. Oncebraerged with the predicate of the small clause, both its sei#dnd
role and, upon subsequent movement to the SpecCP of the cleft clauseEfg@atweks a
checked. As for the copulan it appears as the predicate of the small clause and at PF it is
contracted wittpu to formembu!



and the clefted constituenerfi€lPL), on the one hand, and the lack of
agreement betwedtan (wa€BS) and the extracted constituesrhis(usbLPL) on
the other.This constitute corroborate evidence for Tsiplakou et al.C9G)
analysis.However interrogatives headed bgda, arguably another type of cleft
constructiof®, challenge all the analyses for clefting in CG including Tsiplakou et
al.0s2006), since noneansatisfactorily accont for the derivation ahdambu
Turning now to te structure of the CG clausasoutlined in (26, the
accouns by Agouraki (2010) andTsiplakou et al. Z0(6) do not requirethe
postulation ofadditional functional projections, while Grohmann et a(2066)
analysis requires a Focus projection. idt as yetunclear why the clefted
constituent cannot adjoin to the COp h@aGrohmann et al.Os (2006) analysis as
well, together with other p&rerbal stressed constituents, followipgposaldn
Agouraki (2010); his would rendea Focus headnnecessary. In the absence of
corroborative evidencéor its presence in the CG CPassumehat the clause
structure in (2P suffices?® for accommodatin@G clefts as wellThe CG CP(26)
differs from the SMQCP (1) in a crucial respect: only the latter inves a Focus
head. Thus while focused anstructions in SMG involvanovement of the

focused element tBocP, in CG te clefting strategis usedinstead.

1.6.Summary

The discussionn this chapterrevolved around #aproperties andhe distribution

of modal and negative particlethe (norBrealisation of the Topic and Focus
projections whEquestion formationandthe syntax of cleften CG. This led to the
formulation of theCG clausestructure outlined in (26 Havng sketched the basi
aspects of the syntax of CGwill now proceed taa discussiorof the properties
and the syntax o€onstructions involvinglitic pronouns, inchapters2 and 3

respectively

%5t inda followed either of the clefting strategies described abowspitld coBoccur withembu
However.,it doesnotcombire withembueither as an argument asan adjunct

26 However, the specifics of the clefting strategy in CG point to important differences presumably
concerningthe feature specification of theelevant functional projections. These differenaes

only evidentupon a careful investigation of the syntax of CG cléftssissueis beyond the scope

of the current thesjsindis left for future research.



CHAPTER 2: CvYPRIOT GREEK CLITIC

PRONOUNS

2.1. Introduction

This chapter descrbes the systemof clitic pronounsin adult CG, which
constitutes the targetgrammar for CGBspeakingchildren. The discussionis
organisedas follows:the first section presents tingain properties of CG clitics,
including their morphological paradigm, their distribution and their behaviour
with respect to coordination and modification, their semantic and phonological
propertiesandtheir categoral status. The secorsgction deals ith issues related

to clitic placement. It constitutes an overviefwtthe proclisis and enclisontexts

in CG for single clitics and clitic clusteran both matrix andembedded
environmens; the syntactic contextthat allowfree orderingare also discised.

CG is compared with languages exhiigtsecond positior§2P) restrictions like
SerbdCroatian, and languages with similar clitic ordering, like European
Portuguese and Galician.

2.2. Basic properties o£G ditics

This section presents the morphol@jiparadigmof CG clitics as well ashar
phonological, semantic and syntacpcoperties The discussionof the basic
properties of clitics in CQuses the criteria for giinguishing clitis and strong
pronouns proposed by Mavrogiorgos (20883 Tsimpli and Stavrakaki (1999p
describethe counterpartlitic system inSMG. Based on théripartite typology of
Cardinaletti and Starke (1998hd KayneOs (1975) critefidavrogiorgos(2009)
apples (a) morphological (morphological deficiency)(see alsoTsimpli &
Stavrakaki 1999 (b) syntactic (distribution, coordination, modification, °Xs.
XP properties), (cemantic(animacy/human, referential properti@smpersonal,
expletive and ndireferential usesjsee alsdr'simpli & Stavrakaki 199Pand (d)

(morpho)Ephonological criteria (sandhi rules, prosodic restructuringherent
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stress)to SMG cliticsin orderto demonstrate the respects in whitley differ
from strong pronounsThe applicationof MavrogiorgosGand Tsimpli and
StavrakakiOsriteria to the CG clitic system will highlight the points of
convergencand divergencbetweenCG and SMGPronominal clitics in CG and
SMG share morphphonological and semantic propertiashile their main

differences lieon the syntactic level

2.2.1. The morphological paragm

CG, like SMG, has two typesf @ersonal pronouns: strong pronouns and clitics.
The morphological paradigm of clitic and strong pronoungiven in tables 2.1
and2.2 respectivelyPronominal clitics in Greek, boih CG and SMG, function

as (i) direct and indirect objects to verbs in (3), (i) complements to nounsa
vivlio mu (the book mCL.POSS), adjectives Kaliteros mu(better (than) me
CL.GEN)), determiners gnan tus(one (of) therBCL.GEN)) and quantifiers
(kathenas mageach (one of) BCL.GEN)), and (ii) complements tadverbs
(konda mu(close (to) mBCL.GEN)) (Holton et al. 1997:3@B07). This thesis is
concerned with the acquisition of object clitic pronouns in @ltherefore the
term clitic in the remainder of this thesis will be used to refer to clitic pronouns

that function as (in)direct objects to verbs.

Number/ | 1st person| 2nd persor 3rd person

Case Masculine | Feminine | Neuter
Singular

Genitive mu su tu tis tu
Accusative me se to(n) ti(n) to
Plural

Genitive mas sas tus tus tus
Accusative mas sas tus tes ta

Table 2.1: The morphological paradigm@ clitic pronouns.
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Number/ | 1st person| 2nd person 3rd person
Case Masculine | Feminine | Neuter
Singular
Nominative egho esi/u tutos tuti tuto
Genitive emena(n)| esena(n) tutu tutis tutu
Accusative | emena(n)| esena(n) tuto(n) tuti(n) tuto
Plural
Nominative emis esis tuti tutes tuta
Genitive emas esas tutus tutus tutus
Accusative emas esas tutus tutes tuta
Table 2.2: The morphological paradigm@& strongpronouns.

Both strong and clitic pronounsubstitute for full NPs (1). Two

representative examples with clauses involvit@rg) and cliticpronours are
offered in (2) and (Brespectively Taking into account that, on the one hand, CG
(in fact, Greekn general) only has pronominal clitics, as it lacks the reflexive and
auxiliary clitics of the Spanish/Italian and Seliooatian type respectively (Terzi
1999a:86, footnote 2), and on the other, that it only has object clitics, the term
clitic(s) will henceforth exclusively refer to pronominal object clitics

Eferen to vivlio.
Brough&8S the bookPACC
OS/hdrought the bookO
Tuton
ThisPACC brought8S
OS/hdrought thisO
Eferen
Brough88S himbCL.GEN itBCL.ACC
Gs/hebrought itto himO

(1)

eferen

(2)

tu to.

3)

The discussionf the status and properties of clitiosCG will reveal thar
structural deficiencyin Cardinagtti and StarkeOs (1999) serase compared to

! Both CG andSMG have pro subject pronouas well which will not, however, be discussed in
this thesis.
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strong pronounsThis deficiencyis refleced in their morphological, syntactic,
phonological and semantizoperties

Let us start with thie morphological compositiarA comparison ofables
2.1 and 2.2 shows thathe twoseries of personal pronouns CG carry almost
identicalnominalfeatures: they are botimarkedfor nominal inflectional features
such ascase fiominative (for strong pronouns onlyaccusativeand genitive,
which hastaken over the uses of the old dajjveumber g§ingularandplural) and
person {st, 2nd and 3)d The 3rd persn forms of both strong and clitic pronouns
are also inflected for gender (masculine, feminine and neuter). sfrbag
pronoun forms in & singularand plural are in essence demonstrative forms, like
their counterpart SMG forms (Mavrogiorgos 2009:14), amd declined as
adjectival forms ending ivs, B, .

Mavrogiorgosindicatesthat although it is not a trivial task to match
features such as number, gender or cade théir morphological exponentiie
to the fusional character of the language, thsrsufficient evidencehat the
segments /m/, /s/ and /t/ realise a person feature (2EE2Pd SMG. His claim
applies toCG as well: otice the presence of /m/ in dlst persorforms in tables
2.1 and2.2, with the exception oégho, as well as the psence of /s/ and /t/ in all
2nd and 3rdpersonforms. As Mavrogiorgos points out, /m/, /s/ and /t/ mark the
1st, 2nd, and 3rd person, respectively, across nominal and verbal paradigms in
SMG:; this claim holds for CG as wéll

Turning now to casethe gentive (singular and pluralpbject clitic
pronoun forms t@ble 2.1) are homophonousvith the possessive pronouns
However Mavrogiorgos (2009:34, footnote 21) offeesidencefrom Northern
Greek dialects showinthat thér underlying structurdiffers. It is well known
thatin Northern Greek dialects the accusative clitic is usegkrbal constructions

2 Mavrogiorgos offers the following two argumertts justify his claim (2009:2(22), both of

which apply to CGas well,and hence are exemplified in CG in the followifigst, the segments

/m/ and /s/ realise the 1st and 2nd person, respectively, in the verbal paradigm of the copula (1st
person:ime, imaste, 2nd personise, isaste), and the medi&@passive / nobactive forms (1st
personypliniskome, pliniskumaste, 2nd personpliniskese, pliniskeste). The segment /t/ realises the

3rd person, as is evident from the corresponding nipdisive / noBactive present forms in CG:
pliniskete, pliniskunte. Second, the above segments are found in the corresponding persons in the
possessive pronoun paradigm as well (/m/ in the 1st perspmas, /s/ in the 2nd personu, sas

and /t/ in the 3rd persom, tus).



3¢

instead of the dative clitic, i.eM@ (ACC) ekan® ((S/he) did to me) (Northern
Greek dialectsys. Mu (GEN) ekan® (SMG) and Ekame muGEN)O (CG).
Neverheless with regard to the possessive pronquNsrthern Greek dialects
pattern likeSMG and CGn using the genitive form of the clitice.o pateras mu
(theENOM fatheENOM myBEPOSS),to vivlio tis (theENOM boolENOM hetb
POSS)

A direct comparison of theorresponding cells in tabl@sl and2.2 shows
that cliticand strong pronouns CG are morphologicallydistinct butrelated.In
fact, he clitic forms constitute the reduced morphological variants ohet
corresponding stronfprms®. For Tsimpli and Stasakaki (1999:3#89) the third
person clitic pronoun in SMG is a reduced foofmthe (strong) pronouafton,
aftin, aftoand in their view, this reduction in the number of morphemes of clitic
pronouns illustrates their morphological deficiency as compacedstrong
pronouns An analogous claim can be put forward for CG clitics as.welboth
tables, there are some cells thhare the same form. For example,the clitic
paradigmthe same form reaks both the genitive artie accusative casef the
1g¢ (mag9 and 2nd person plural(sag. Moreover,the formtus is used for the
genitive case adll three genders ird person pluralas well as fothe accusative
case of the masculineThe aforementioned cases constitute syncretic forms,
namely forms tht spellout more than one ceh the morphologicabaradigm

One of the most important and obvious differences between strong and
clitic pronouns in CG and SMG alikasindicated by Mavrogiorgos (2009:03
15), is ther morphdphonological composition. FRty, in terms of syllable
length while clitics are monosyllabic elementtyong pronouns are at leasbbi
syllabic. Seconl¢, strong pronouns carry inherdekical stress, while cliticare
unstressedThirdly, only strong pronouns can stand alone m ¢lausewhereas
clitics need some host ttiticise to (see example (14))

A second differenckéetween strong and clitic pronoyrandin fact their
only difference in terms of feature compositias that CG clitics, unlike strong

3 This asymmetric morphological relation between strong and clitic forms in the pronoun
paradigm is not unusu&br European languageA representative example is the strbvgald

clitic triplet found in Italian (3rd person plural forme loro, loroandgli) which reveals a gradual
morphological deficiency from the strong to the weak and finally to the clitic.
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pronours, are not inficted for nominativease.This is a point of divergence of
CG from SMG as well Notably, 3rd person nominativelitic forms are used in
SMG, but only in conjunctionwith eitherthe interrogativgpu(n) (< pu (where) +
@ (< ine (is)), Owhere isY@r thedeictic na ((here/thereld(Marinis 2000:261,
Mavrogiorgos2009:1%16). These points arellustrated in examples (Hnd (6).
Examples (5) and f7highlight another inportant point: the interrogativeu(n)
andthe deicticnain SMG can also conjoiwith aclitic in the accusative forfnln
CG, on the other handp nominativeforms of the clitic are usedlike their SMG
counterpartsthe accusative forms of CG clitican be usetbgetherwith pu(n)
ande, the CG dialectal variant afa, as shown in exam@g5) and (7).In this
type ofstructureghe cliticmaybe doubled by a fulNP (4b7).

(4)  Pun(<pu + On (ine)) tos (0o StavrosP (SMG)
where is heECL.NOM the Stavro®NOM
(5)  Pun(<pu + On (dne)) ton (to StavroP (SMG & CG)
where is BEL.ACC the StavrsPACC
OWhere is h¢gStavrosPO
(6) Na tos (o Stavros) (SMG)
Here/thereheBCL.NOM the StavroENOM
(7) E (CG) / Na (SMG)to(n) (to Stavro)!
Herelthere heBCL.ACC the Stavro®ACC

OHere/there tis (Stavros)O

Leaving aside the aminative forms that exist oly in SMG, the
morphological paradigsfor clitics in the twovarietiesextensivelyoverlag. This
convergencss illustrated by airect comparison between taldd above for CG
clitics and themorphological paradigm of SMG cliticgiven by Mavrogiorgos
(2009:15, able 1) Revithiadou and Spyropoulos (2008kimpli and Stavrakaki
(199936, table 2among others

4 Apart from 3rd person clitics, in SMG, 1st and 2nd person clitigsalsoconjoin withna as in

Na me!(Here | am) andNa sas (Here you (PL) ee).

® Anotherdifferenceconcerns the genitive plural form of the feminine 3rd person clitic: while in
SMG bothtis andtesare available, in CG only the fortesis licit.
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The genitive and accusatided persorsingularforms as well as the 3rd
personaccusativeplural form of the clitic paradigmare homophonaiwith the
corresponding forms of the definite iak¢ (table 2.3). However, his is not a
unique property of CG. Uriagereka (1998)serveghat articles and 3rd person
accusative clitics in Romance look alike morphologically and behave alike in
syntacticand sematic respects. Thenorphological paradigeof determiners and
(3rd person clitic pronours extensivelyoverlapin SMG (Mavrogiorgos 2009: 1D
20, Tsimpli & Stavrakaki 199®6), Galician (Uriagereka 1995:88nd Italian
(Guasti 1993/4:18)nter alia

Number / Cas¢ Masculine | Feminine | Neuter
Singular

Nominative o] i to
Genitive tu tis tu
Accusative to(n) ti(n) to
Plural

Nominative i i ta
Genitive ton ton ton
Accusative tus tes ta

Table2.3: The morphological paradigm of definite aeigin CG.

3rd person ong pronouns in CGand SMG alike pattern like real
demonstrativesMavrogiorgos (2009:26, footnote 1d4hd Tsimpli and Stavrakaki
(199937) describe their properties as followsirst they can be usedither as
pronouns(Tutos ite OThis came@y as adjective§Tutos o psilos irtéThis, the
tall one, cameO¥econd they may have deicticor an anaphoritise. In their
anaphoric useas shown ir(8), the referent is provided by the linguistic context.
In their deictic use, theireferent is identified by various indicas the extr®
linguistic context such as locative advertihame (Ohere®) addame(Othered)
used together witlstrongpronouns the former isusedtogetherwith tutos (9),
while the latter is used togetheith dzinos(10).

(8) O Stavros en tutos o psilos.
The StavroENOM isEBS himENOM the tallENOM
OStavros, his the tall oneO
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(9) Tutos dhame irten protos.
HeENOM here cameEBS firsttNOM
Ok overhere came firstO

(10) Dzinos dzameirten protos.
HeENOM there caneBBS firsttNOM

(He over there came firstO

As for the morphBsyntactic status of clitic pronouns CG, it is well
known that cros&linguistically, clitics are both wordBlike and affixBlike
element® Clitics in CG patternwith their counterparforms in Romanceand
SMG: they have at the same tim@ropeties typically related to woidevel
elements, such as the ability to bind antecedastsyell asproperties typically
found in affixes, such as the application of pbtogical rules in cliti€verb
combinatiors. Crucially, CG clitics and SMG clitics alikean cdoccur with full
DPs in Clitic Doubling (CD) constructionsThishas been used as an argument
favour of the claimthat Greek clitics are not real arguments but agreement
markers Of course,being an agreemé marker does not entasin affixBlike
status, sinceot all agreement markers dreund morphemes.

PhilippakPWarburton andSpyropoulos (1999argue against theffeal
status of clitican SMG on the basis of phonological and morphological evidence
and claim thatlitics behave as the arguments proper of the clareeithiadou
and Spyropoulos (2008)rovide further evidencéor the argumeral status of
clitics on the basis ofCD constructions. In particular, theargue that the cliti®
doubled DP objects are d@wfbBcycle elementsand do not exhibit argument
propertie$, while the object role is undertaken by the clitic

® The idea that clitics are affixes (either whBiadsel or phras&level) and, hece, morphological

parts of their hosts constitutes the basic tenet of lexicalist accounts. Syntactic aomouhts

other handdo not consider clitics parts of their hosts, but rather independent words or morphemes
(Mavrogiorgos 2009:@62; see sction 2.2.3 for an argumentation in favour of syntactic
accounts).

" Revithiadou and Spyropoulos (2008) claim that the following facts justify their clainclitie®
doubled DPobjects havébeendeprived of their argument status: first, they cannotosalised
Second, no extraction can be manifested from within a ffitiabled DRPobject. Third,
phonological evidence shows that the chitioubled DPobject is mapped onto a separate
prosodic constituent from & whichthe verb is mapped onto.
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Given the close resemblance between CG and SMG clitics at the
morphological level, their similar behaviour in Clitic Doubling constructions, and
the syntactic and semantic properties they share (as will be made obvious in
subsequent sections), [ take Mavrogiorgos’ (2009) and Revithiadou and
Spyropoulos’ (2008) claim that SMG clitics are independent words / morphemes

to hold for CG clitics as well. I now turn to their distribution.

2.2.2. Distribution

CG clitics (both single and clitic clusters) are obligatorily verb adjacent and no
other element can appear between the clitic and its host (11-12). Hence, CG lacks
interpolation, found in languages such as Serbo—Croatian (Terzi 1999b), where
the clitic and the verb may be separated by some other element. Two patterns of
clitic placement are available in CG: proclisis and enclisis, exemplified in (12)
and (11) respectively. In this chapter, the notions of proclisis and enclisis have
only descriptive value and refer to clitic placement with respect to the verbal host:
the former refers to the pattern with the object clitic immediately preceding the
finite verb and the latter refers to the pattern with the object clitic immediately

following the finite verb.

(11)  Eferen (*amesos / *1  Maria) to
Brought-3S immediately = the Mary—NOM it—-CL.ACC
(amesos / 1 Maria).
“S/he (Mary) (immediately) brought it”
(12)  Prepi na (*amesos/ *i Maria) to feri (amesos / 1 Maria)
Must M it-CL.ACC bring-3S
“S/he (Mary) must bring it (immediately)”

If we consider the requirement of CG clitics for verb adjacency, it
straightforwardly follows that they cannot appear in isolation. As shown in

examples (13—14), only strong pronouns or full NPs, but crucially not clitics, can
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be involved in verb—less clauses used as answers in narrow—focus questions, even

if their antecedents are established in the discourse.

(13) Ti  eferes?
What brought-2S
“What did you bring?”

(14) *To / Tuto / To aftokinito.
it-CL.ACC / this—ACC / the car—ACC
“It (*CL / strong pronoun) / The car”

As already mentioned in chapter 1, clitic pronouns in CG can appear in
Clitic Doubling (CD) and Clitic Left (CLLD) and Right Dislocation (CLRD) in
which they double overt DP—objects. Just as in the counterpart structures in SMG
(Revithiadou & Spyropoulos 2008), the clitic-doubled DP—object can appear in

clause initial, medial or final position (15).

(15) (To vivlio) eferen to (tovivlio) i  Maria (to vivlio)
The book—ACC brought-3S it-CL.ACC the Mary—-NOM
“As for the book, Mary brought it”

Unlike strong pronouns and full NPs, clitic pronouns cannot focalise. In
terms of structure building, this implies that they never adjoin to a Focus
projection. As has been argued in the previous chapter, CG lacks syntactic focus
movement and the CG CP does not involve a Focus head (Agouraki 2010). In CG,
in lieu of focus constructions, it—clefts are employed, while structures involving
stressed constituents in the left periphery of the clause are also licit. Examples
(16) and (17) constitute constructions involving stressed constituents and it—clefts
respectively, and reveal the discrepancy between strong pronouns and full NPs,
which are licit in both construction types, and clitic pronouns, which are banned
from both. Moreover, as shown in (18) and (19), clitics are not compatible with

focalised / stressed strong pronouns or full NPs involved in CD (19), CLLD (18)
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or CLRD (19) constructions, as they cannot double focalised / stressed strong

pronouns or full NPs (see Theophanopoulou—Kontou 1986/1987, Tsimpli 1995).

(16) *TO / TUTO / TO VIVLIO  thelo.
it—-CL.ACC / this—ACC / the book—-ACC want-1S
“It / This / The book I want”

(17) En *TO / TUTO / TO VIVLIO pu thelo.
Is—3S COMP want-1S
“It is it / this / the book that I want”

(18) *TO VIVLIO / To vivlio thelo to.
The book—-ACC want-1S it—-CL.ACC
“The book, I want it”

(19) Thelo to ([PAUSE])® *TO VIVLIO / to vivlio.
“I want it (,) the book”

However, a clarification needs to be made in relation to clitics’
incompatibility with emphatic stress. Despite the fact that clitics are typically
unstressed elements and cannot focalise or be used emphatically, under certain
conditions they can be semantically focused and hence can bear emphatic stress.
This can only happen when they are involved in constructions under the
repair/correction interpretation, such as (20) for instance. Notably, in order for this
type of construction to be felicitously uttered, both of its constituent parts must be
present, i.e. the part including the old/known information (“na MU pis™) as well as

the corrected part (“na TI1S pis”).

(20) Na TIS pis, oi na MU pis.
M her-CL.GEN tell-2S NEG M me-CL.GEN
“You should tell HER, not me”

% The presence or the absence of a pause immediately after the left dislocated NP renders the
structure a CLRD or a CD construction (see chapter 1 for a discussion of Anagnostopoulou’s

(2006:546! 547) diagnostic for differentiating between the two).
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Mavrogiorgos calls this type of focu@netdbgrammaticad (200956,
footnote 40), antieindicatesthatits differencefrom contrastive focus is thahly
the latter seems to hasemantic propertiedotably, this type offocus may apply
to sulEparts of words as well, as in OTheLIS, oi theLUNO ((You) want, not (they)
want), which showsthat theres norequiremenfor the focusectonstituento be

inherenly stresed

2.2.3. Coordination and Modification

Clitic pronouns in CG cannot be coordinated and cannot be maqdifiditte
strong pronouns and fuNPswhich pattern alike in this respedExamples (21)
and (23 illustratethe behaviour of clitics versugtrong pronouns anfiill NPs
with regard to coordination and modification respectivelf¥his divergence
betweenrstrongpronours andfull NPs, on the one han@nd clitic pronounsn the
otherhasled Cardnaletti and Stark€1999) and Mavrogiorgos (2009 include
coordination and modificatioamongthe syntactic criteria for the classification of

pronominal elements.

(21) Ksero tuton / to mitsin / *to dze
KnowBlS hinPACC / the boyPACC / himBECL.ACC and
tutin / tin koruan / *tin.

hePACC / the girlPACC / heCL.ACC
Ol know him (strong pronoun) / the boy / *him (CL) and her (strong
pronoun) / the girl / *her (CL)O
(22) Mono wton / to mitsin / *to ksero.
Only hmBPACC / the boyPACC / himBCL.ACC knowBlS
Ol only know him (strong pronoun) / the boy / him (CL)O

2.2.4. Semantic poperties

CG clitics exhibit similarsemantic propertie® SMG clitics (Mavrogiorgos 2009
Tsimpli & Stavrakaki 1999 they can beeither referentialor norbreferential,
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while they @n be also used deicticallyAs adequatly described by
Mavrogiorgos, in their referential usditic pronouns are anaphoric, Oin emse
that they pick up their referent via a prominent antecedent, which is provided by
the previous immediaténguistic context@2009:33), a in example (28 Tsimpli

and Stavrakaknote that cliticsdue to their lack of aeferential indexrefer by
virtue of their ability to point (via indexing) to an antecedent, which, in turn,
refers to an individual in the discourse,Cardinaletti and Starke(1999)terms
(1999:39) Clitics may be also usd deictically, as in example (24n which case
their referent is identified ireither of the following ways: the utterance may be
accompanied by pointingr the antecedent may bsufficiently salient in the
discoursgTsimpli & Stavrakaki 1999:33

(23) O Stavros en 0 andras mu.

The StavroENOM isEBS the husban@NOM myBEPOSS

Eksanaghoriseston ?

RebBmeetlS himbBCL.ACC

Cstavros is my husband. Have you met him again?
(24) Kseris  tin?

KnowERS heBCL.ACC

ODo you know he€?

In relation to the anaphoric aneidtic uses othe clitic pronouns, it is
worth mentioning Heim and KratzerOs ()9&@hterion that they are not really
distinct, given that in both cases the clisassigned its referent vialdeference
with a prominent antecede(tited in Mavrogiolgos 2009:33, footnote 20T his
ties in with the inhereh property of clitic pronounghat they referto entities
alrealy established in the discour€Esimpli & Stavrakaki 1999:381t is in this
sense that Mavrogiorgos considers thepicalizes. In hisown wording, a clitic
constitute a definite headptionally merged in the left periphery of ttdirect
or indirect) object DP of the clause rendering it a tOp{2009:9)

CG ditics can also be norbxeferential Mavrogiorgos (2009) mentions
three types of norbxeferential usesn SMG (see alsoTsimpli & Stavrakaki
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199938), all of which areoperativein CG as well CG clitics may be used as
variables bound either bynorEreferential antecedes)tsuch asguantifiess as in

(25), or by referential antecedsnsuch as proper nouhsThis is illustrated i
example(26), wherethe clitic in the elided conjuncimay receive, apart frora
strictreading,a sloppy identity reading. In the former casevill be bound by the
subject of the first claug@), while n the lattercaseit will bebound by the index

of the subject of the second claubg. In addition,3rd persorclitics canbe wsed

in idioms. h theseuses, the clitic alone has no antecedent, but it combines with
the verb to form an idiof27ER9). Someexpressionsnay be ambiguous between

an idiomatic and a literal interpretatiof28E29), while for others the only

availableinterprettion is the idiomatione(27).

(25) Kathe athropos kamni dzino pu ton / tu
Every marENOM ddEBS thisbPACC COMP hinbCL.ACC / DAT
simferi.

iISEBS in his interest
(Every man does what is in his inte@st

(26) O Stavros ipen oti ton peripezi.
The StavroENOM sadEBS COMP hinBCL.ACC foolEBS
Dze o Marios to idhio.

And the MariosENOM the same
a. Cetavros said thats/he fools him And Mariog also [=said thashe
fools him]O(strict)
b. OStavrgsaid thats/hefools him;. And Marios; also [=said thashe
fools himJO(sloppy)
(27) Idhen tin arhighos.
SawblS heCL.ACC chieENOM
OS/he behaves as ifesih the chiefO (idiomajic
(28) Ipan mas tin.
ToldEBPL usECL.GEN heBCL.ACC

° See TheophanopouldiKontou (1986/1987) and Tsimpli1999 for a discussion on the
distribution of clitic pronouns and null prdn restrictive and ne-restrictive relatives and
interrogatives
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a. OTheyold it to usO (liter}l

b. OWe were told off (by them)@idmatic)
(29) Epira ta.

TookBlS themBCL.ACC

a. Ol took themO (liteyal

b. Ol was furiousO (idiomatic)

Human reference and coordination are the two criteria that have been
proposed by Cardaletti and Starke (1999)r pronounclassification According
to them both strong and clitic pronouns fall into the following twoonoun
classesregardless of whethéhey aremorphologically distinctclass 1 pronouns
can be coordinated bwanonly have human referents, while class 2 pronouns
cannot be coordinated becsainhave both human and ngmuman referentlassl
pronounsmay only be strong pronounswhile bothweak andclitic pronouns fall
into class 2.Clitic pronauns in CG cannot be coordited while theirreferents
can be either humaor norEhumanentities Therefore, CG dics fall into class 2
of Cardinaletti and StarkeOs classification, together with SMG clitics
(Mavrogiorgos 2009:26).

The criteria for pronoun classification proposegdCardinaletti and Starke
(1999) arenot applicable toall clitic pronounsin CG. 1st and 2nd person
pronouns have the inherent propertyreélisinghuman entities alone, as they
refer to the speaker and the addressee respectively, thus the human eeferenc
criterion is not applicable theircase However if the aforementioned criteria for
inclusion in class areapplied to 3rd person CG clitidsoth arefulfilled.

In sum the semantics of clitic pronouns in G&an becharacterisecs
follows: they can be referential or ndineferential,can refer botha human and
nonEhuman entitiesthey can béound variables or free pronouns and cande=
idiomatically, andtheir antecederimust beprominent in the discourse
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2.2.5. Phonological poperties

Focusingon the phonological properties GG clitics, | will try to illustrate the
propertieghatdeterminetheir realisationas parts ot ProsodicWord (henceforth
Prw). Following Revithiadou (2006, 2008)will first briefly outline somebasic
aspects of CGhonology® and will then focus on therpsodicproperties of CG
clitics.

The descriptionl give of the prosodic system irfCG, largely based on
Revithiadou (2006:884), focuses onvarious aspects of thephonological
componentat the lexical and pddexicd level. At the lexical level,CG, like
SMG, has a thressyllable stress window,with default stress on the
antepenultimate syllable, as in [¢karisen] (G{he) cleanedO), unlestezically
determined sessapplieson the (pen)ultimate syllable, as[kathdros] (OcleanO).
Moreover,this rule states that nor®® may be stressed beyond tBel syllable
from the right. An important difference between CG and SMG regaritiag
threesyllable stress windovs that in SMGit is never violated. In contrasth CG
it may be violatedeven within a singlelexical word as for examplén the proper
nameHadzikiriakos that may bepronouncedas follows[hadzikiriakod. When
CG clitics incorporate intheir host©Prw (Revithiadou 2006, 2008}he threed
syllable stess windowrule is applicable, henceerlEclitic combinations also
adhere to it. In effect,they occasionally trigger a secondary/rhythmic stress in
order to avoid violation

At the posBlexical level, a number of sandhi rules are applicable in CG.
Suchrules only apply within the Prosodic Wo(BrW) domain and involvesb
voicing assimilationand &deletion The following sets ofexampleqRevithiadou

10 With regard to the phonetics of CG, Arvaniti (201&23) points out three characistics
which distinguish it fronSMG. The first of these ishe phonemic contrast between geminate and
single consonants in CG, which is absent from SMG. For example, observe the contrast between
the phoneme [n] irenna (modality marker used for future foation in CG; seehapterl),
pronounced as a geminate consonant, and in the nummeadOene)) pronounced as a single
consonantThe £condis the wide use of therenasalisedoiced stopg™], ['d] and [g] in CG
that usually replace the SMG voiced stops [b], [d], and [g], respectivhly.tilid is the posb
alveolar fricativeg"] and B, whichare part of the phonetic inventory of CG alone.

1 ¢t Arvaniti (2010) whoclaims that while in SMG a word stged on thentgenulimate
syllableacquires an enclitic stress when followed by a clitic, CG lacks ttigierstress of SMG;
shegives the following example from C(is taftotitas t Ohis identity(®010:25)
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2006:84)illustrate this point. The first set shows the application sbvoicing,
namelythe assimilatiorof a voiceless /s/ to the [+voice] value tbe following
fricative or nasal The following PWs involve the voicing of [s] so that it is
pronounced as [z] in front of [m&nd [v} zmili (OneedleOjzmini (OlsminiO,
proper name)prozvallo (OoffendO)ghaazmenos (OagedO)The next set of
examplesshows the application ofBdeletion namely the deletion of the first
unstressed /ah a sequence afccurrences of the same phonemevided that
the resultingclusteris phonotactically weliformed: puliste (<pulisBete OsellO),
ferte (<ferbete ObringO), bghrapsete/*rapste (<ghrapfete OsellOBoth the
aboverulesare applicablén clitic constructionss well

Turning now toCG clitics | start from theirwellEknown properties,
namely theirunstressed ral monosyllabicstatus and discusssome issuesn
relation to theformer. Even though cliticsare typically unstressedinder certain
conditions theymay appearstressed. One such case is whay are involed in
corrective constructions; see discussiosection 2.2.2 and example (20).

Another case in which clitics bear stress is when hiatus resolution applies.
Hiatus resolution is the coalescence of the final vowel of the clitic and the initial
vowel of he verb. The cliti®verb cluster in the followmg example /e tu to
edhoka/ (NEG hiBBCL.GEN itBCL.ACC gave)may be pronounced as follows:
['en.tu.to'e! o.ka]. However if hiatus resolution is appliedsowel deletion(of
phoneme[e] heading the initial syllable of the verkgkes place followed by
prosodic restructuring and the cliticbverb clusteris pronounced as follows:
['en.tu'to.! 0.ka]. In the latter case, the clitic engp carrying the lexical stress of
the Prw within which it is realed together with its verbal host.

Crucially, the clitic does not bear inherent/lexical strestherin corrective
constructionsor in utterancesn which hiatus resolutiorapplies In corrective
constructions it bears metdgrammatical focus, which, asvas previously
mentioned, is not contingent on tlawailability of inherent stressin clauses
involving hiatus resolutiorstress shifappliesfrom the verb to the clitic upon the
application ofa phonological process.

CG clitics, on a par with their SMG counterpartsare monayllabic and
morphdphonologicallydeficient elementgin terms of syllable structurehence
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theydo not form a foatln effect,they lack inherent/lexical stres®nthe basis of
the Metrical Stress Theory (Liberman & Prince 197%t)ess is assiged to a
syllable within a foatMoreover,clitic pronouns inCG cannot form BVs, which,
according to the Prosodic Hierarchy (8&d 1995, are the minimal prosodic
constituentsonto which a morphBsyntactic constituentnay be mappedPrWs
mustat least contain #ot, hence the inability of CG ¢ics to form PWSs. Since
CG clitics (along withtheir SMG countepartg cannot formPr\Ws on their own
they obligatorilyrestructure int@ (verbal)host.

On the basis of the discussion so far, | assume that CG clitics are
inherently unstressed and prosadiy deficient elements, whicherd tocliticise,
andhence prosodically restructure into their h&stidence for he fact that CG
clitics form a RW together with their host is offered by the applicatdrsandhi
rules in cliticEhost combinations. écdl that sandhi rules arenly applicable
within PrWs. SBvoicing for examplecan apply in cliticBverb clustes, either in
proclisis(30) or in enclisis (3} contexts

(30) Enma mas mundari (! mazmundar).
M usbCL.ACC attackBS
Gs/re will attack usO
(31) Edhokes mu (! ‘edhokezmy.
GaveEPS mebBCL.GEN
OYou gave n@

EBdeletionin CGtypically applieso theending ofthe 2nd person singular

of the imperativeverb (stres&less vowel [e])whenfollowed bya clitic pronoun,

as in (32. This processnay also be combined withsbvoicing, as in (33. ED
deletionis an optional process in SM®avrogiorgos 2009)whereas in CG i
subject to the phonatic wellEformedness of the resulting cluster; compare
['afisto] (Oleave itQ]'thkjavago] (Oread itGynd ['ferta] (Obring itO) witltkapse

to] (Oburn itO]kopseto] (Ocut itOand['filakse td (Ohide itONeverthelesseD
deletionseems to havevider application on verlitic clustersin SMG than in
CG: compare 'kopsto],['kapgo] and [filaksto] SMG/*CG.
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(32) Fer (<fere) mu lefta.
BringE2S mebCL.GEN moneypACC
OBringme moneyO

(33) A(Hise mu(! ‘af)izmu) lefta.
LeavdlS méCL.GEN moneypACC
Q.eave moneyor meD

As Revithiadou (2006:84)observe, in CG (and SMG alike) a
secondary/rhythmic stress is developed to repair violatiorteothre@syllable
stress windowaused by thaddition ofa clitic pronoun Specifically, apart from
the stress on the syllable pritarthe antepenultimatsyllable a secodary stress
is appliedto the penultimatayllable eitherthe last syllable of a polysyllabic verb
or thelst syllable of thenclitic. The following examples taken from Revithiadou
(2006:84) illustrate this pointekames to(Qfyou) did itO)parsed as'¢kdmes to]
fipe mu to/(Qs/hg told meOparsed as'ipem 'mu th The former constitutes a
single clitic and the latter a doubdditic construction. Thesecondary/rhythmic
stress is also triggered mourbBpossessive pronowombinations, as ifdhaslalos
mu/ (Oteacher myOpalised as[dhaska'lozmu]. Notably, asndicated by
Revithiadou, it is a matter of dialectal variatiowhich stress peak isnore
prominent 2006:84 note 6).

With regard to thgrosodic organization of proclitics and encliticsdf,

a detaileddescriptionwithin RevithiadouOs (2006, 2008) approagirésentd in

chapter3. The basic assumptios that CG clitics are prosodicallprganisedn

the following three ways

1. As internal encliticsposBverbalclitics incorporate ito thePrW of the verbal
host

2. As affixal proclitics: prebverbal cliticsrecursively adjoinwith the unstressed
function wordinto the PrW of the verb

3. Asprosodic wordsprebverbal cliticsincorporate into the Prw of theceding
stressedunctionword.

It hasbeen suggested, onettbasis ofacquisition data, that enclitics are

more salient than proclisgMastropavlou et ak014). Both cros8&linguistic and
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cros€dialectal evidence are justifying this suggestidn. particular it has been
shown that po&verbal clitics emerge earlier than Bxerbal ones in early
Romanian Avram & Coene 200and in early SMEStephany 1997, Tzakosta
2003, 20044, 2000hbit has also been shown ttliae production of clitipronours

in impaired populationsn a language/varigtthat manifests predominantly the
enclisis pattern is higher than clitic production impaired populations in a
langua@/variety that manifests predominantly proclisiMastropaviou et al.
2014, which arguably again points to the salience of egslitver proclitics. On
the basis othese studigshe Osalienceasd the enclisis pattern ovethe proclisis
patterndenotegshe earliest emergenemdthe higher degree adiccessibilityof the
former (as manifested in langu&gapaired populations)with no further
theoretical implications at the discourse levelill return to the issue of saliency
in Chapter 7, in which Will elaborate in the light of new evidence from the L1A

of clitics in CG

2.2.6. Phrase tsucturestatus

An issue that has received a lot aftention in the generative literatuom
pronominal clitics is their syntactic status, namely whether they constitute
maximal projections (XPpr heads (¥). This is relatedto the two kinds of
approaches discussed in the literatse Romance cliticisaton: the DP
Hypothesis and the Affix Hypothesis. According to tfemer, clitics are
generated as heads of DPs and thiegn move to a functional projection
(Uriagerekal999. Within the latter approagltlitics are consideredsaffixBlike
elements merga undera functional headDuarte & Matos 2000).Focusing on
CG, all the syntactic accounts so far proposed (Agouraki 2001, Terzi 1999a,
1999b) assume thaltitics in CG are heads. As for SMGJlavrogiorgos(2009
has convincingly argued that SMG cliticsvbaa number of head properties

I will apply the four diagnosticsusedby Mavrogiorgos (2009:360) for
the OheatkssO oBMG clitics to clitics in CG. Thesediagnostics are based on
argumerg put forward by Cardinaletti dnStarke (1999) tatest the head
properties of clitics cro&linguistically. The first is their ability to participate in



CD andCLLD (15) constructionsThe second is that they shouttbve together
with their verbalhost 34) andthe third thatthey do not move across other heads
thesepropertiedrivially follow from theirrequirement for verb adjacendyourth,
they should get deleted alog with the auxiliary verb (35 Crucially, it is not
possiblefor clitics to getddeted individually, no matter whethéreir verbal host
is an auxliary or a nain verb (3. This is ony possible when the verb of the
second conjunct can be used intransitively as well,ifatiee clitic is deleteda
differentinterpretation arise(37).

(34) To vivlio (akoma) dhen to (*akomg eferen (akomja
The bookACC yet NEGIitBCL.ACC brough£BS
OThebook, s/he hasnOtdarghtit (ye)O

(35) Ichen ta kanonismena

HadEBS thenmBCL.ACC arrangebBEPPACC
dze simfonimena pu dzeon.
and agreetPP.ACC from long timeACC
(8/he had them arranged and agradmhg time ag®
(36) Eghorasa to dze dera *(to) 2
Bough®lS itBCL.ACC and broughilS
Ol bought it androughtitO
(37) Ethkjavasa tin dze ipoghraps¥.
ReadlS he®CL.ACC andsigredblS
Olread it and signed

I will return to the phrase structure of CG clitics and their head properties in
Chapter 3, inwhich | discussthe formal accountdor cliticisationin CG that have
sofar beenproposed

121 order for a grammaticgbr the intended interpretation to arise, clitics cannot be deleted
individually and they should surface in the 2nd conjunct as well. In langsagbsasEuropean
Portuguese, in which clitics may be deleted in conjunction, clitics have been argued to have
phrasalstatus (XP) (Mavrogiorgos 2009:69) CG, however, only the vekblitic cluster can be
deleted This confirms that CG clitics are not phrasal elements

13 The referent of the clititin could bei dhiatrivi (the thesis) while the verb in the second
conjunct is interpreted as having a distinct referent, i.e. some other document.
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2.3.  Clitic placement in CG

This section aims to describe clitic placement in CG. Enclisis and proclisis
contexts are presented, as well as contexts allowing free clitic ordering. This
overview summarises the descriptive sections of a number of papers (Agouraki
2001, Chatzikyriakidis 2012, Revithiadou 2006; 2008, Terzi 1999a; 1999b), and
also highlights particularly interesting data.

CG is a language that adheres to the Tobler—Mussafia law, whose basic
tenet is that clitics are banned from clause initial position'*. Tobler (1875/1912)
and Mussafia (1886, 1898) first recognised this pattern of clitic placement in
medieval stages of Romance languages (Revithiadou 2006:80, footnote 2).
Following Mavrogiorgos (2012), I assume that clitic languages fall within three
categories with regard to the factors “regulating” the proclisis—enclisis alternation:

(a) Finiteness—sensitive languages, in which the enclisis—proclisis
alternation depends on the finiteness of the verbal host'”.

(b) Tobler—Mussafia languages, in which clitics are banned from clause
initial position and clitics appear pre— and post—verbally depending on the
syntactic context.

(c) Languages exhibiting second position restrictions, or the so—called
Wackernagel pattern, in which clitics typically occupy the 2nd (or Wackernagel)
position in the clause.

CG is a Tobler—Mussafia language, hence clitics cannot appear in the first
position of the clause, but may appear in various other positions, as illustrated in

(38). CG clitics must be verb—adjacent, and therefore they obligatorily precede or

' Note that in some Tobler—Mussafia languages (mainly old Romance), clitics may occupy clause
initial position; see examples (19a) and (19b) in Mavrogiorgos (2012), taken from Fontana (1996)
cited below as (1) and (2).

1. S’est il donques corrouciez a nos? [Old French]
“Himself is he then vexed with us”
2. Oy dia en Grecia lo traen por... [Old Spanish]

Today in Greece it.cl bring.3pl for...

“Today in Greece they bring it as...”
15 Mavrogiorgos (2009) suggested that proclisis in SMG correlates with non—restricted/full person
agreement on T, while enclisis correlates with restricted person agreement on T.
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follow the finite verd®, regardless of their linearderwith respecto the rest of

the constituentsTheir placement is contingent on the syntactic context. The
remainder of this section presents te&vant contexts for the manifestation of
the enclisis and the proclisis pattern.

(38) (I  (pio poli) fitites (mu)) (shedhon)
The most studentBNOM myBEPOSS almost
eteljosan tin (tin erghasia).

finished®BPL heBCL.ACC the essaypACC
OMost of my students almdstished it (the essay)O

2.3.1. Enclisis and proclisisantexts

Declarative clauses in CG involve a ga&rbal clitic,unlike Romance languages
and SMG. This divergence between CG and SMG with respetitic placement

is reminiscent of the divergenceetiveen Bulgarian and Macedonian: compare
examples (39R40) (Franks &Boskovi¢ 2001:17% with (41£42).

(39) (Bg: */ Mac: OK) Mi go dade Petko vcera.
MeBCL.DAT itBCL.ACC gave Petko yesterday

(40) (Bg: OK/Mac: *) Dade mi go Petko vcera.

(41) (CG:*/SMG OK) Mu to edhose o Petros (e)htes.
MeBCL.GEN itBCL.ACC gave the Peter yesterday

(42) (CG: OK/SMG:*) Edhoke mu to o Petrastes.

CG clauses do noypically involve an overt subjectsince CG is a piD
drop language. Yet, evehan overt subjects realied the clitic follows the finite
verb (43, providedthat the subjectis not emphatically or contrastively focused
(44). The pattern of clitic placement igesno questions resembles clitic
placement in declarativesiith the clitic appearing pddterbally (43), unless an

1% cG has no infinitives, whilgerundive constructionsyvhich are assmed to involve a defective
person feature in SMG (Mavrogiorgos 2009), are occasionally used in CG (see next section), but
not productivéy.
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emphatically or contrastively focused subjednigolved, in which casehe clitic

precedeshe finiteverb (44). The enclisis pattern is also méested in imperative
clauses (45)the imperative clause one of the twdypes of structure@he other
beinggerundive constructions) in whidloth CG and SMQGnanifest enclisis

(43) Esi eferes to (?).
YoubENOM brough£eS itBCL.ACC
OYoubrought it /Did you bring i?O

(44) ESltoeferes (?).

Ot was / Was it you whorought iPO

(45) Fer(e) to.
bringERS
OBring it!O

Gerundive constructionare occasionally used in affmative clauses in
CG (46) and SMGalike. However gerundsare not productivdy usedin CG
(Terzi 1999a:115, footnote Rtheydo not have across the board applicatidth
different verbsandthey sound unnatural when negatadlike SMG gerunddt
is, thus, not surprising that none of the accounts@G cliticisation takes into

consideratiorclauses involving gerunds

(46) (*Mi) Fkalondas ton pu ti mesi,
NEG taking himbCL.ACC from the middI&ACC
enna(e)shis to pedhion elefthero
M  haveERS the fieldPACC fredACC
QWithout) Taking him out of the way, youOll have the field@ree

At this point, it is worth discusghg the behaviour of CG etfitics in
indicative clauses whetombined with certaisuffixesin order to illustrate the
status in relation to their verbal hoSpecifically, | will offer someexampleso
showthe incompatibility of CG cliticswith certainsuffixes. The first suffix with
which CG encliticscan nevercoboccur is the 1sperson plural suffixte. The
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suffix Bte can be used with complement—less verbs, like eferamente(bring—
IPL.+PAST+PERF.nte), as well as with overt objects (47), or proclitics (49).
Crucially, though, Ete is incompatible with enclitics (48). According to Agouraki
this suffix seems to behave as an “optional marker of V—in—C checking Emphasis
on C” (2010:538, footnote 5)'". The second suffix with which enclitics are
incompatible is Busi/Basi, which is a different ending for the 3rd person plural and
is used interchangeably with Bunin [BPAST] tense, e.g. fernun / fernus{*bring”),
and Ban in [+PAST] tense, e.g. efer(n)an / efer(n)asi. The suffix Busi/Basi
behaves similarly with £te, in that it can co—occur with overt objects (47) or
proclitics (49) but not with enclitics (48). This behaviour of CG enclitics is
indicative of their morpho—phonological status and the way they prosodify to their

verbal host; I return to this in the next chapter.

(47) Eferamente / Eferasin to krevati.
brought—1PL.nte / brought-3PL the bed-ACC
“We/They brought the bed”

(48) *Eferamente / *Eferasin to (CL.ACC).
“We/They brought it”

(49) Na to ferumente / ferusi.

“We/They should bring it”

Turning now to CG proclitics, there are a number of environments in
which CG clitics can only surface pre—verbally, immediately preceding the finite
verb, patterning with the order manifested by SMG. CG clitics are preverbal when
preceded by:

1. Modal particles
Wh—elements
Negative particles

The factive complementizer puand complementizers an/otan/ama/afu

wok w N

Stressed constituents in the left periphery of the CG CP

17 Agouraki (2010) postulates that in CG the specification of sentential force on C has to be
checked in overt syntax.
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These are discussed in the following subsections.

2.3.1.1.Modal particles

CG makes use of a number of modal particles, namalyas,tha and ennd?®
which surface at the CM head C headecified for modality (Roussou 2000)
na andas may moveto CQp as well.When clitic constructions are headedriay
as,thaor enng the clitic oblicatorily appears p&verbally, as in(50).

(50) Na / As / Ennd Etha (<(dh)e+thajo fero.
M NEG M itBCL.ACC bringblS
Ol should / Let mél will / wonObring itO

2.3.1.2 WhEelements

Matrix or embeddethterrogative clauséSheaded by wielementgequire a pr®
verbal clitic in CG This ircludes whBargument question$51) and quasb
argument questiont2). Whbelementsin CG may optionally conjoin with the
dialectal elemenemby with no alternation with respect to clitic placemembile
bare and argumentahda (OwhatOpbligatorily conjoirs with mbu (53). WhD
exclamativeslso requirgrebverbal cliticplacement (5%

(51) (Erotisen) Pkjos (embu) to efere?
AskedEBS WhoENOM IBCL.ACC brough£8S
dS/he askedyVho brought it?0
(52) (Erotisen)Pothen /Pu / Pte /Indalos (embu) /Pos /Jati to efere?

Fromwhere when how how why
O(S/he aske®rom where/When/How/Why dighe bring it?0
(53) (Erotisen Inda *(mbu) su eferan?

18 Seechapterl (1.2) for a thorough discussion on the properties and distributias ofa, tha
andenra.

19 Seechapterl (1.4) for a discussion on whuestion formation in CG.
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What youbBCL.GEN
dS/he askedwhat did s/he bringp you?O
(54) Pos/ Indalosta ekataferen omos o atimos!
How thenBCL.ACC managefBS yet the crod@dNOM

OHav he managed, yet, tlieookO

2.3.1.3.Negativeparticles

In CG, two negatiormarkers are usethe negatordh)e(n), used wih verbs in the
indicative moodand immediately precedinthe future particlerza®®, and the
negatormen, used with clauses headed by rabparticles. Both (dh)e(n) andmen
trigger proclisig55E66).

(55) (Dh)en (tha)to efere
NEG M itBCL.ACC broughi8S
C8/he didnOt bringvouldnOt have brough®it
(56) Enna / M men to feri.
M NEG itBCL.ACC bingEBS
G5/he will / shouldnot bring itO

The negative particlesdh)e(n) and men may combine with the
coordinating® conjunctiondze (dialectal equivalent of the SMG conjunctibe)
to form the clustersndze andmendze respective. Whenendze andmendze head
clitic constructions, enclisis tsiggered, as illustrated in (B88).

(57) Edze (<en + dze)eferen to / enna to feri
NEG and
Cs/he didnGtwonObring itO

20t usually combines with it to form the fossalized foemia, unless itis preceded by the
complementizean (see previous chapler
2L pze can also function as a subordinating conjunction (Agouraki 2001). This is illustrated in
example (13) in Agouraki (2001:8) repeated below as (1):
1. Akui tin dze ial

HeaEBS heBCL.ACC and saiBS

OHe heard her sayO
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(58) Medze €&men + dze)feri to.
NEG and
OS/he should nbting itO

This pattern can be expl&adon the basis of thmherent properties afze
in CG, whichcan oftenconjoin with different particles Apart from thenegative
particles,a number of other particles includitgmporal ones likama, andanand
oson(Qvher() andthe question markemmpaand(m)enbacan appear conjoined
with dze As with the negative particleswhile amg andan oson ampa and
(m)emba generally trigger proclisis, whenconjoined with dze they trigger
enclisis.| assume, bllowing Agouraki(2001:&0), thatdzetypicdly functions as
a coordinating conjunction that conjoins two CRfencombined witha particle
the particleappearsn the first conjunctyhich constitutesan elliptical CR(with a
missing predicate, psiblyen(OisO)Dzeappearsinder the conjunction heaahd
the verb surfacein the second conjuhddence, if a clitids realisedn the second
conjunct it will not appear clause initially but will follow the finite verb.

2.3.1.4.The factive complementiz@u and ©omplematizers an/otan/ama/afu

Pu is characterised as a factive complementizer as it follows factive predicates,
contrasting withcomplementizerti and pos which follow nonEfactive ones
(Ralli 2006: 128129¥% Following Roussou (2000), | assenthatpu and an
appear in the higher C head of the clause. | take her claim to hold for
complementizerstan, amaandafu as well.As shown in example$¢B60), when
eitheran/otan/ama/afwor pu headthe clausgethe clitic is realisd pré&verbally.

(59) An / Otan / Ama / Afu ton dhi.
If / When After himBCL.ACC se&BS
Qf / When / After s/he sees himO

%2 puexlauses in Greek agrgumentalyet they resishominalsation (Roussou 1991, 1994). This
may be due to the fact that is lexically specified as nominal. This can be indicated by the
following facts: first,pu can occur in subject positicend second, verbs that do not assign case
cannot takeubxlauses as their complemefifsakali 2006:178180, footnote 2)
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(60)  Eharika pu se idha.
Was—1S happy COMP you—CL.ACC saw-18S
“I was happy that I saw you”
!

2.3.1.5. Stressed Constituents in the left periphery of the CG CP

Full NPs, strong pronouns and adverbs that receive emphatic/contrastive focus or
narrow/new information focus appear in the [Spec,CP] position of the CG clause
(Agouraki 2010). When these constituents head a clause involving a clitic,
proclisis is triggered. Notably, under the heading “stressed constituents”, a
number of different phrasal constituents are subsumed. Thus, irrespective of the
categorial status of the constituent in question, if it is stressed, proclisis is
triggered. This constitutes evidence for the important role of prosody in clitic
placement in CG. This is relevant for the discussion of syntactic and prosodic

accounts of cliticisation in CG outlined in the next chapter.

(61) A:Tuto EPSES to eferen i Maria. [Narrow Focus]
This last night it—-CL.ACC brought-3S the Mary—NOM
X: EGHO to efera, oi i Maria! [Contrastive Focus]
I brought-1S NEG

“A: This (one) it was only last night that Mary brought it.
X: I brought it, not Mary!”

2.3.2. Free ordering of pronominal clitics in CG

In some contexts, CG clitic pronouns can optionally appear either pre— or post—
verbally. These contexts include clauses headed by the complementizers oti and
pos (Terzi 1999b:237, note 7), as illustrated in (62—63), the clausal conjunctions
jati and epidhi (“because”) and the complementizer afu with the meaning of
“because” (65-66) (Chatzikyriakidis 2010, 2012). However, if an unstressed overt
subject is realised in the embedded clause, immediately following the COMP
(67), the preferred position for the clitic is the post—verbal one (Terzi 1999a:109—
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110, unless the overt subject is stredgsee section 2.3.1.5 for asdussionof

stressed constituents in the left periphery of the CG CP)

(62) Lali oti / pos to aghapa

SayEBS that himBCL.ACC loveEBS
(63) Lali oti / pos aghapa ton.
(64) Lali oti / pos dzini aghapton.

SheeNOM

OS/he says that sleges hin©
(65) Jati / afuton aghapa

Because
(66) Jati/ afu aghapton.
(67) Jati/ afu dzini aghapa ton.

ShéeNOM
OBecause she loves himO

Mavrogiorgosargues thathe free ordering of object clitics in C&iband
poscorstructions(62663) can be attributed to theealisationof high and low
complementizers;dalsoassumes thatti (and subsequentlyos occupies the B
position only in constructions like (62)(201235E86). An alternative acountis
possible however,if we adopt a prosodic or interfaeaecountof cliticisationin
CG. Following ideas inBo!kovi" (2000) we could argue that the optionality in
clitic placement in the contexisnder discussion is due to the fact that Olt is
generally possible to assign more than one prosodic structure to a single syntactic
structure, depending on how it is pronoed® Bo! kovi" 2000:108, footnote 35
For Bo'kovi" the domain ofcliticisation is the Intonational Phraseffhrase)
Therefore,a pause immediatelgfter the complementizer in (68ould indicate
the boundary of a differentBhhraseand podiverbal clitic placement would

follow.

23 Seechapter 3 for a detailed discussionMévrogiorgo©s proposal faliticisationin Toble®
Mussafia languages.



2.3.3. Clitic clusters in CG

Single clitics and clitic clusters in CG adhere to the same positioning restrictions
Clitic clusters are placed @er posbverballydepending on the syntactic context,
as described i@.3.1, and they havé&ee ordering in the environmerdgscusgd in
2.3.2 The order in whiclclitics appearin CG clustersis strictly CLparBCLacc
(contra Terzil999a), unlike in SMG, wherée dative and the accusative clitic
exhibit flexible ordering inimperative and gendive constructiongboth CloarD
ClLaccandCLaccBCLpat are mssible).Certain person restrictions dine possible
combinations between indireqtO) and direct object(DO) clitics that are
operative in SMG (ldlton et al. 1997: 192194, (PhilippakP)Warburton 1977)
are applicable in CG as welh particular,only a 3rd person clitic pronoun can
appear aa DO within the clusterwhereaghere is no person restriction for the 10
(1st, 2nd and3rd personclitics can all appear as 108) (Revithiadou &
Spyropoubs 2008).Thesefactsarecaptued within the weliknown PersoBCase
Constrait (Bonet 1994: 48), cited in (§8.

(68) If DATEPERS, then ACEBrd.

2.3.4. CGclitics andsecond position restrictions

Given thatCG is a prddrop language, the finite verb usually sugaalause
initially and clitics often appear inthe second positior{2P) of the clause.
However CG clitics are not subject to2P restrictions and CG is not a
Wackernagel languageinlike Serbd@Croatian andAncient Greel®. This is an

24 Ralli described the positional restrictions imposed on SMG clitic clusters as follows:
1. 1st and 2nd person pronouns do nébcaour,

2. 1st and 2nd person pronouns precede 3rd person ones,

3. A genitive pronoun predes an accusative one (2006:146).

2 Eor the acquisition of the PerddPase constraint in Greek, sEgakali andVexler(2003.

26 According to Horrockg1997:59)clitic pronounsin Ancient Greektypically collocated with
sentence connectives in 2P. In thellenistic period the verb would appear clause initially and the
clitics would follow in 2P, unless clause initial position was occupied by an
emphatically/contrastively focalised element or by some clausal operator expressing negation,
interrogation or radality, in which case the order F(ocus)/O(perdBHEV would surface. This
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issueoriginally broudht to attentionby Terzi (1999b), who offerample evidence
against an analysis of CG as a language &PRhrestrictions A comparison
between arembedded clausim SerbdCroatianand its CG equivalent trivially
illustrates the divergence between the twanguages with spectto clitic
placementin the SerbdCroatianexamplein (69), takerfrom Terzi (1999b) the
clitic (ram) in the embedded clause immediately follows the complemeliftizer
in 2P. In the equivalentCG structure(70), however, the subjecf the embedded
clause is realesd immediately after the complementizeos], the negato
immediately follovs it, while the clitic ¢nas) appears in the third positiasf the

clause

(69) Ivan kaze da nam Olga nista ne daje.
Ivan sag that uBCL Olga nothing NEG gives
(Terzi 1999a:229, example 10)
(70) O Ivanlali oti i Olgaen mas dia tipote.
The Ivan says that the Olga NEGSEXCL gives nothing
Qvan says that Olga is not giving us anyttfng

In order to accommodate the SdbBooatianfacts,Rivero and Terzi (1995
in Terzi 199®:229) assume thdhe element that swates clausé&initially moves
to the Spec CP or to C depenthg on its Xbar status, andC takes the
Wackernagel Phrag®VP) as its complementThe clitic is realied in [Spe¢WP]
((8) in Terzi1l99%:229, repead below as (7).

(71)  [cplcolwe CL [wol(negd [ip [iolve [vaE-TITII]

Bo!kovi" (2000/2001) offers a different account whose basic tenet is that
clitic placementn Serbd@Croatianis regulated by some PF filters. In particular,
he suggests th#te following PF filters are applicable: a. #_and b. suffix ((73) in
Bo!kovi" 2000:107) The former indicatethat SerbdCroatian clitics appear in

the initial Intonational Phrasefjbhrasé of their clauseand the latterttat they are

dual distribution of clitics continued into medieval Greek and is preserved in contemporary CG as
well.
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specified as suffixes in the lexicon. The relevanceBofkovi"Osanalysis for

cliticisationin CG s illustrated ad discussed in the lashapter

2.3.5. CG, European Portuguese aBGalician

CG, European Portuguese (henceforth BRJ Galicianadhereto the Tobleb
Mussafia law,wherebyclitic pronouns are banned from clause initial position.
Clitics appeaposbverbally, unless a proclisisigger heads the clitic clauséhe
proclisi€triggering contextsin CG, EP (Duarte & Matos 2000, Lobo & Costa
2012)and GalicianUriagereka 1995¢xtensivelyoverlap

EP exhibitsthree patterns of clitic placement: plisis (prédverbal clitic),
enclisis (podverbal clitic)(72) and mesoclisis (clitic within the verb). Proclisis is
contingent on specific triggers, mesoclisis is manifested in future and conditional
tenses in enclitic contex{g3), and enclisioccursin all other contexts. Proclisis
triggers in EP include negation mark€rd), negative(75) and quantified subjects
(76), some preverbal adverb§t, tambZm sempre s— ainda) (77), finite
subordinate clausd38), a filled P (wHbquestionq79), whBexclanatives,Z que
BExlefts) and focused initial constituen80). The following examples takemam
Lobo and Costa (2012) illustrate these points.

(72) O Jo<olavolbse.
The Jo<«o washedCL.3S.Refl
OJo<avashed himse®

(73) O Jocolavambsebt.
The Jo<«o wash CL.3S.Refl will
OJocowill wash himsel©

(74) O Joo no se lavou.
The Jo«o NEG CL3S.Refl washed
OJo«adidnOt wash hims€élf

(75) NinguZmse lavou
Nobody CL.3S.Refl washed
Nobody washed himse&f
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(76) Todos os menirose lavaram
All the boys CL.3PL.Refl washed
QAll the boys washed themsel@s

(77) O Jo«o j* se lavou

The Jo<o already CL.3S.Refl washed
QJo<o already washed himsélf
(78) O Joc«o disse que se lavava todos os dias.
The Jo<o said that CL.3S.Refl washedall the days
QJo<o said that he washed himself every Gay
(79) Quemse lavou?
Who CL.3S.Refl washed
QVho washed himself?0
(80) MUITA ¢ GUA se perdeu!
Much water  CL.3S.Refl lost
(50 much water was lost!O

The overlapping contexts for @eerbal clitics in EP and CG include
clauses headed by negatinearkers/ subjects,whBelementsor focusedinitial
constituentsMoreover,a filled CPand some preverbal adverbs triggeoclisisin
EP, while in CG this applies to eonfined sé¢ of complementizers/adverbs
Finally, quantified subjed trigger proclisisin EP (6) but not in CG (Terzi
1999hb:237 note 6)(81). With regard tonegative quantiérs, CG and EP pattern
alike, as in CG these aobligatorily followed by the negation mark&?2) which
triggers proclisimnyway

(81) O kathenas vlepi to.
The everybodNOM seé&BS itBCL.ACC
(Everybodysees itO

(82) Kanenas *(en) to idhen.
NobodypNOM NEG iECL.ACC sawkEBS
ONobody saw@
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As for Galician, pre—verbal clitics are triggered in wh—questions (84),

negatives (85), clauses headed by quantifiers (86) or emphasised XPs, as well as

in subordinate constructions (87); the examples are taken from Uriagereka (1995).

All these contexts, except clauses headed by quantifiers, require pre—verbal clitic

placement in CG as well.

(83)

(84)

(85)

(86)

(87)

Ouvimo—lo.
Hear—1PL.it-CL

“We hear it”

Quén o ten ouvido?
Who it—CL has heard
“Who has heard it?”

Non o ten ouvido.
NEG it-CL has heard
“S/he hasn’t heard it”
Todo o mundo o veu
Everyone it-CL saw

“Everyone saw it”

Quero que o oiades.

Want—1S that it—CL hear—2S

“I want you to hear it”

Table 2.4 summarises the contexts for pre—verbal clitic placement in CG, EP and

Galician and highlights the points of convergence and divergence between the

three languages.

Syntactic environments CG EP | Galician
Negation markers YES

Wh—questions YES
Focused/Stressed/Emphasised XPs YES
Complementizers [YES] YES YES
Quantifiers NO YES YES
(Some) Pre—verbal adverbs NO YES YES

Table 2.4: Proclisis contexts in CG, EP and Galician.
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2.4. Summary

This chapter discussed the basic properties and the syntax of clitic pronouns in
CG. It outlined their morphological, semantic and phonological properties, their
distribution, their behaviour with respect to coordination and modification and
their categorial status. Clitic placement in CG was also discussed. An overview of
the proclisis and enclisis contexts, as well as of contexts allowing free ordering of
clitic pronouns, was followed by comparisons with 2P languages and languages
exhibiting similar positioning restrictions to those of CG. A number of proposals
put forward to account for clitic placement in CG will be discussed in the next

chapter.
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CHAPTER 3: ACCOUNTS OF CLITIC

PLACEMENT IN CYPRIOT GREEK

3.1. Introduction

This chapter presents syntactic proposals, a Prosodic Inversion account and
interface approaches' for clitic placement in CG and addresses a central
theoretical dilemma: is the placement of clitic pronouns in CG the result purely of
syntactic operations or is it constrained by certain phonological well-formedness
constraints? The discussion is organised as follows: the first section presents
syntactic accounts put forward by Agouraki (2001) and Terzi (1999a, 1999b),
which suggest that enclisis in CG derives from proclisis with the manifestation of
syntactic movement of the finite verb to a higher projection. The second section
discusses a Prosodic Inversion (PI) account by Condoravdi and Kiparsky (2001)
that assumes an enclitic template for CG clitics that triggers movement at PF. The
third section presents two interface accounts, within which both syntax and PF are
involved in cliticisation in CG. The first is an analysis of cliticisation in
Tobler—Mussafia languages suggested by Mavrogiorgos (2012) and the second is
a proposal by Revithiadou (2008) assuming a PF—controlled spell-out of copies
of clitic pronouns. A number of interim conclusions are outlined in the last
section.

An important point should be made regarding the use of the terms proclisis
and enclisis. These terms are typically used to indicate the directionality of the
phonological/prosodic dependence of clitic pronouns upon their host. Specifically,
they indicate whether clitics procliticise or encliticise to their host, independently
of their relative order with respect to the verb (pre—/post—verbal). In this chapter, I
will use the terms proclisis and enclisis descriptively to refer to clitics’ pre—, and

post—verbal placement, correspondingly, unless otherwise indicated.

! This chapter discusses accounts that try to accommodate the phenomenon in synchronic terms.
For a discussion of the diachronic development of clitic pronouns in Greek, which is also relevant
for the distribution of CG clitic pronouns, see Pappas (2001, 2004).
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3.2.  Syntactic accounts

To date, three syntactic analyses of CG clitic placement have been offered,
namely those of Agouraki (2001), and Terzi (1999a) and (1999b). All assume that
enclisis derives from proclisis upon the manifestation of verb movement past the
clitic. However, they attribute verb movement to different operations and propose

different landing sites for the finite verb.

3.2.1. The V! to! M analyses for finite enclisis

Terzi (1999a, 1999b) adopts Kayne’s (1994) antisymmetry proposals. She
assumes that clitics are heads (Xjs) >’ in both SMG and CG and that they adjoin
to the same functional head.

In her first proposal (1999a), she departs from the idea of a designated
adjunction site for clitic pronouns, namely a functional head where clitics adjoin
in all syntactic environments. Instead, she advocates “a bipartition with respect to
the type of functional heads which serve as adjunction sites for clitics” (Terzi
1999a:87), in both CG and SMG. She proposes that clitics adjoin to T in
tense! defective contexts (when tense features are weak) and to F, an empty
placeholder devoid of verb! related features, in all remaining contexts. The
configuration for clitic constructions in non tense! defective contexts in CG (and

SMG alike) is the following (Terzi 1999a:93):

(D) [c...[F to [rO [ diavasa; [Agr ei [v eil 1111
it read! 1S

% Terzi adopts a line of reasoning that builds on the similarity between 3rd person clitics and
determiners in Greek in order to argue for the head! ness of clitics (1999a:86, footnote 2). She
takes into account clitic doubling facts such as Ton idha ton Yianni‘him! CL saw! 1S the
John! ACC”, and assumes that the doubled phrase is the specifier of a determiner head, following
Uriagereka (1995). Thus, she considers Greek clitics to be X°s. Notably, this similarity between
3rd person clitics and determiners exists in both CG and SMG. So, provided this is the right
criterion for deciding upon the status of clitics, any conclusion that can be drawn should apply to
both varieties of Greek.

3 See also section 2.2.6 of chapter 2.
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TerziOs Fead isOa functional head partially reminiscent of the head of Clitic
Voice of Sportiche (198) (but significantly different from UriagekaOs (195)
F)O (Terzi 1999a:9B Crucially, TerziOs (1999a)d6es not check features of the
verb overtly, thus the verb does not move through F.

In CG (as opposed to SMGhe finite verb undergoes movemeatst Fto
the M(ood) head which gives rise tdhe orcer V! clitic (Terzi 1999a). Mis the
head of the Moo#hrase and encodes modality.ts! M is manifestedn all clitic
constructionsexcept clauses headed bfunctional heads with operatdike
properties, such as M, Neg and the Focus héadording to Terzi (29%),
V!to! M movement in CGs relatedto the Infl makéup of CG,andspecifially
to the feature composition of.M

With regard toimperatives, Terzi (1999a) assumésilowing Beukema
and Coopmans (1989}hat the imperative Tense involves [! Tense] Ink
(1999a:94). A Twith weak verbal features, eithgpecified as![T] (as argued for
the imperative verk or involving a defective Tengas is the case fanfinitives),
becomes a legitimate adjunction site foliticss within her aralysis. The
argumenttion is developed as follows: since tingperative verb does not raise to
T in the overt syntafor feature checking requirements/en if the clitic adjoins
to T, a configuration of multiple adjunction is not createferziOsproposa is
economical withrespect to the adjunction sifer clitics, in the sense that, in
contexts where sonfanctional head thatonstitutesan eligible host (Tjor clitics
is presentthe F projection is precluded (138%4, footnote 12).

The imperative verb will ultimately ndergo movement to C. This
movement is triggered by illocutionaryateires in C (1999a:89). As a!lproduct
of the verb movement to C, the imperative verb willially raise to T Once it
has its Tense features checkéberzi 1999a:9596), it ultimatelyraises to CThe

4 ¢t Terzi (1999a:93, footnote 10) for a comparison between SporticheOs Clitic Voice and
UriagerekaOs F.

®In finite contexts, T is not a legitimate adjunction site for clitics, since in languages like Greek
the finite verb raises as high as T anduadfion of clitics to T would create a configuration of
multiple adjunction, which is ruled out by KayneOs Linear Correspondence Axiom (Terzi
1999a:92).

® For this to happen, Terassumes that the Linear Correspondeng®m does not apply after

spell out. In other words she considers the LCA not applicable in Land hence multiple
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movement of the imperative verb to C obligatorily proceeds via T because
skipping the latter would violate the Shortest Move Requirement (Ferguson and
Groat 1995). According to tighortest Move Requiremer@acategoy moving to
check fature(s) of a given type may not skip moving into an immediate relation
with the closest lccommanding head whicchecks features of that typél@rzi
1999a:96) Therefore, for Vto! C movementto be manifesed the verbmust
left! incorporate into the clitic, which has already adjoined to T, and check its
tense features. Then the complex congistf the imperative verb and the clitic
moves to 01999a:97 98).

TerziOs first proposal is based on the idea that the InfigicEgstemin
CG and SMGdiffers (1999a) and two pieces of eviden@ee offeredto justify
this claim (1999a:110, note 24lhe first is the absence ofhe future particleha
andthe seconds the unavailability of compound tensesCG. | will return to this
argumentfter discussin@per seond proposk

In her second proposal, Terzi (1999b) leaves the imperative verb adide an
discussedlifferentfinite contextan CG. She suggests that CG clitics adjoin to the
featureless functional head F which takes IP as its comple(@¢n(Terzi
1999b:231)Her claim regarding the pdsterbal position of clitics in CG remains
unaltered. As in her original proposal (1999a), she assumes that the finite verb
undergoes movement with M as its landing site. &fects the possibility of
V!to! C movemat on the basi®f constructions wherkexical complementizers
(like oti for example) that occupy the C position in the CG clauaseco! occur
with post verbal cliticg. As to what triggers verb movemenferzi (1999b)
attributes V to! M to the licensing requirements of CG clitics, which havédo
satisfied.Shepropo®sthat CG clitics have stronfgatures that must be licensed

in the internal domain o& functional head with operatdike propertiesbefore

adjunction is not ruled out (1999&! 96). This assumption is contra Kayne (1994), who assumes
that the LCA applies at all levels of representation, but is in accordanc€mathsky (1995).

" Terzi does not ignore the possibility of an analysis involving recursive CPs in CG, within which
both a lexical complementizer and the verb cahocour (1999b238, note 14). She rejects it,
though, as there is no independent evidenciyirey eitherthe presence of recursiveP€ or the
manifestation of Vto! C movementn CG.
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spelll out® . Such functional heads are the Neg head, the M(ood) head,
wh! elements and the head of the Focus phrase. In her own wording, this type of
licensing involves a head! complement rather than a Spec! head relation (Terzi
1999b:233). In the absence of such a functional head, the verb undergoes
movement to M and clitics surface post! verbally. Verb movement in Terzi

(1999Db) is seen as an operation of last resort.

(2)  [cp [cc COMP [wmp [m [rp [ CL [¢ [1p [ve [v:....]1111111]]

Terzi further compares clitic! left dislocation (CLLD) and clauses headed
by focused XPs; in the former the clitic surfaces post! verbally and in the latter
pre! verbally. In CLLD the dislocated XP is assumed to be either CP! adjoined
(Cinque 1990) or IP! adjoined (Anagnostopoulou 1994). Terzi wants to show that
only functional heads (i.e. the Focus head), and not just any kind of head, can
license clitics. She compares structures with an empty C (an enclisis context) and
clauses in which the C head has wh! features (a proclisis context), in both matrix
and embedded environments, to show that it is a prerequisite for the functional
head to have operator! like properties in order to license clitics’ (1999b:234! 235).

Terzi’s (1999a, 1999b) proposals raise a number of important issues. In
the first place, with regard to the proposed movement of the verb past the clitic, it
is not clear how the verb can skip the clitic on its way to M, without violating the
Head Movement Constraint (HMC)'®. Recall Terzi’s (1999a, 1999b) claims that
clitics in both CG and SMG are heads (Xjs). Recall also the HMC: “Head

511

movement of X to Y cannot skip an “intervening” head Z” . In this case, verb

movement to M cannot skip the intervening'> clitic.

8 Despite the key role of the notion of licensingin her analysis, some aspects of it are not clearly
defined, i.e. the internal domainof the respective element, the set of proposed licensers and the
properties that operatott like elementave.

? As for clauses headed by the factive complementizer pu, she argues that the Specifier of pu! CPs
is occupied by an empty operator (Anagnostopoulou 1994).

10 But note that Terzi adopts the Shortest Move requirement which weakens/relativises HMC.

' Cf. Roberts’ claim that the Head Movement Constraint does not exist (2010:193).

2t is, of course, questionable what counts as a possible intervener (cf. Iatridou 1994) for Terzi

(1999a, 1999b). Noteworthy, Terzi notes that with respect to this issue she follows proposals in
Beninca and Cinque (1993).
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Secondly, an important aspect of the movement analysis concerns the
reason why it occurs. Terzi’s (1999b) assumption that the finite verb moves to
satisfy requirements of the clitic pronoun is problematic. Following Chomsky
(1991, 1993), the movement of any given element is driven by morphological
requirements of the element that moves; this is something Terzi acknowledges
(1999b:233) as well. On the other hand, if verb movement is triggered by strong
verbal features, it is not easy to see how these features are satisfied when
movement is not manifested, i.e. when M or Neg head the clause (Terzi
(1999b:233).

The third point concerns Terzi’s claim about the properties of CG and
SMG Inflection. She argues that CG Infl is different from SMG Infl in several
aspects (1999a:110, note 24; 1999b:238, note 18) and that what differentiates the
two varieties is the feature composition of M. She provides two pieces of evidence
to justify her claim: first, that CG lacks the future particle tha of SMG, and
second, that compound tenses are not available in CG (1999a:110, note 24;
1999b:237!1 238, note 5, 11 & 18). However, CG does not lack a future particle.
The dialectal equivalent of tha is enna'’; this is shown on the basis of their
identical distribution (see section 1.2 in chapter 1). Moreover, negated future
clauses in CG are headed by etha, an amalgam form which combines the negator
(dh)e(n) and the future particle tha. With regard to the compound tenses, I agree
with Terzi that not all the compound tenses that are available in SMG are
available and productive in CG as well. Greek Cypriots use simple past forms for
events that SMG! speakers express in the present perfect. However, although
present perfect forms are not productive in CG'*, as already pointed out by
Arvaniti (2010) and Terzi (1999a, 1999b), past perfect forms are. Past perfect in
CG is formed with the past form of the auxiliary efo (“have”) and the participle'”.

13 Terzi assumes that enna is a derived form that consists of the modal na and the copula. In her
analysis future structures in CG utilise a sentential complement (headed by na) of an impersonal
verb: E (is) na (M) pao (go) (1999b:238, note 11).

" Cf. Arvaniti (2010:28) for some examples in which the Present Perfect is used by Greek
Cypriots, but with a concrete time reference, something that is ungrammatical for most speakers of
SMG.

15 Moreover, in CG and other Greek varieties, perfect tenses may be built with the finite forms of
the auxiliary efo (“have”) or ime (“be”) and the past participle of the verb (Ralli 2006:133! 135).

1. Eho / Iha ta thkjavasmena.
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Furthermore the arguments for thebipartition with respect to the
adjunction site for CQlitics in Terzi(1999a)are not strongSheargues that in
CG the relative order of the dative and the accusative dflitidouble clitic
constructions depends on theiteness of the verb involved: in finite contekte
dative clitic dways precedsthe accusativewhile the imperative verb (bearing
[! tense] Infl) allows free orderin@Lpat! CLaccor Clacc! Clpar *9). However,
the argument is disconfirmdyy the fact thain CG neither the finite verb nor the
imperative verballow free ordering of the dative anile accusative clitic in
double clitic costructions. The relative order is fixed and is always
Clpat! Clacc.

| agree with Terz(1999a, 1999babouta crucial aspecthe positionof
thefinite verb inCG clitic constructions. Terzi claims that the finite veltesnot
move higher than M1999a, $99b) Following proposalin Alexiadou (1997¥or
SMG, verb placement has an overt correlate m rislative ordering of adverbs.
Hence, TerziOs (1999a, 1999b) claims with regardetb placementan be
(dis! )confirmed on the basis of adverb placementhim relevant structure$he
relevant position of the vekblitic combination in CG in relation to the position
of adverbg3), and, in particular, of aspectual adverbs suckcagdor(4), in root
and nal clausesshows thatthe finite verb in CG clitic canstructions does not
move higher than M. Corroborative evidence is offered by the identical order of
the verbExlitic combination in CG and SM@). Recall the standard assumption
that inSMG clitic constructionshe finite verbadjoirs to a functional heatbwer
than M (T in Mavrogiorgos 200%nd Terzi 1999al in PhilippakbWarburton
1998)

Have / Had 1S themhCL read PP.3PL.ACC

Ol have/had done nmpmeworkO
18 \within Terzi®s (1999a) analysis, double clitte®y either adjoin each to a different functional
head CLacc to the lower andCLpar to the higher), or both to the same, with @le;ar adjoined
to the accaative and their complex  (in finite contexts) or T (in imperatives) (see (32) and (33)
in Terzi 1999a:1M). In CG finite contextghe W to! M movement is not manifesteda F (where
the clitics adjoin), because F is devoid of verbal features. So verb movement causes no alternation
in the relative order of the dative and the accusative clitic. In contrast, the imperative verb moves
to C through T. If the former is manifested, thgperative verb incorporates into the lower clitic,
namely Clacc, they skip over Cgar and the following order surfaces: gde! CLpar. If the latter
option is manifested, the imperative verb incorporates into the lower clitic, namely the dative, they
move asa complex to C and thel\CLpat! CLaccorder surfaces.
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3) Panda prosehis ton (CG) / na ton prosehis (CG & SMQG).
Always take care—2S him—CL.ACC M
“You always take care of him”

4) Shedhon edhere me / na me deri.
Almost beat—3S me—CL.ACC

“He almost beat me”

3.2.2. The filled—C requirement

Agouraki (2001) offers a different analysis, which is built on three tenets. First,
CG clitics head clitic phrases located between CP and IP'". Second, clitic
placement in CG does not involve syntactic cliticisation, but it only depends on
verb placement; in fact, it is an epiphenomenon of verb placement. Third, CG has
a filled C requirement for clause—typing purposes. Let us start from the last point.
Agouraki analyses CG as a verb second (V2) language. However, she dissociates
the two component parts of V2, namely V—to—C and filled [Spec,CP], arguing
that they constitute two distinct requirements'®, and suggests that CG only has the
former requirement. For Agouraki (2010:542) the filled—C requirement is
basically a requirement for the specification of sentential force on C to be checked
in the overt syntax”.

Thus, in CG clitic constructions, if the C position is not filled, V-to—C is
manifested to satisfy the filled—C requirement, whereupon the verb appears in C
and the clitic surfaces post—verbally. If, on the other hand, the C position is filled,
V—to—C raising is blocked, hence the verb adjoins to I and the clitic appears
pre—verbally. For Agouraki (2001, 2010) the default pattern for clitic placement is

enclisis, and proclisis obtains when some element fills the C position.

"'In Agouraki (2010) she elaborates on this idea and argues that clitics are AGR—O(bject) heads,
in line with Sportiche (1996), and AGR—-O in Greek is above T and lower than NEG and C
(2010:531).

¥ support of her proposal, Agouraki mentions the case of Old Irish, a language for which it has
also been proposed that it only has a filled C but not a filled [Spec,CP] requirement (Carnie,
Harley & Pyatt 2000).

19 Agouraki (2001) assumes that the C position in CG has the morphological feature [Declarative],
[Interrogative] or [Emphasis], which is checked either by the verb or by a complementizer with the
relevant feature. In Agouraki (2010:542) [Emphasis] as a specification on C appears to be in
complementary distribution with [Assertion], [Question] and [Situation].
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Agouraki(2001)furtherassums that he C position in CG can hosither
ovelt or null complementizersboth of whch block M to! C raisingand yield
proclisis As shown inchapter2, apart from the factive complementizer and
the complementizenn, a number of otheelemens trigger proclisis in CG,
including negativenarkers, whelemens, focalised XPsaandmodality markers. In
order to account for these facts, Agouraki makes a number of assumptions for the
relevant headd$-or Neg she arguethatit is either generated wor raisedto Cin
complementizérless clausesAs for moddity markers she assumes th#tey
occupy the C position For wh! questions andsentences with XHoci, she
suggestghatthe C position isoccuped bythe null complementizes WH and F
respectively,and the [Spec,CP] positiorby whl phrasesand focalised Rs
respectively. Hencé/! to! C is blocked and proclisisbtains. She further assues
that the[Spec, CP]position can be filled with ptererbal existential quantifiers
and préverbal stressed operators (with the exception of universal quantifiers
also! phrases andven! phrases (201831)). The structure in (6 based on the
clause sucture in (7 in Agouraki (20015), illustrates her assumptionsith
regard tahe architecture of the CG CP.

(5)  [cPWH/F/Top[coC (WH/F]) [negr[negNEG [cip [cioCl [ip [isl VPIITII]

Agouraki (200} discusseghe syntax of verbal modifiers in Hungarian
aiming to show thaterbal placementandeterminethe placement of sonwher
constituent Verbal modifiers in Hungariatypically appear preverbally, as in
(6). In negaive clauses (7), syntactic foci and Mdtauses however, they appear
post verbally. Theseare syntactic contextghat trigger proclisis in CG.Even
though the aforementioned heads trigger the reverse pattern of placement for CG
clitics compared tdHungaran verbal modifiersvith respect to the vermamely
proclisis in CG and enclisi8in Hungarian,Agouraki focuses on the fact that
both caseserbal placement determines the order between the verlsand
otherconstituent

2n Hungarian, Yto! C is manifested when some constituent (i.e. focused XPphrase) fills
the [Spec,CP] position (Agouraki 2001:11).
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(6) Péter be ment a hazba.
Peter into went the house
“Peter went into the house”
(7) Péter nem ment be a hazba.
Peter NEG went into the house
“Peter didn’t go into the house” (Agouraki 2001)

Agouraki (2010) further develops her account of the filled! C requirement
of CG. The essence of this proposal is that the C head in CG has a clause! typing
feature that must be checked in narrow syntax. This feature can be checked by an
appropriate complementizer, the Negation head or the verb. Otherwise, an
appropriate operator in [Spec,CP] can also satisfy the requirement; recall that
Agouraki (2001, 2010) takes filled C and filled [Spec,CP] to be in complementary
distribution in CG. Notably, Agouraki (2010) argues that this proposal is in line
with Rizzi’s (1997) proposal concerning what marks clause! typing
cross! linguistically”'.

Some points need to be raised with respect to Agouraki’s (2001) proposal.
First, there is a lack of independent evidence that CG has one of the two
component parts of V2 languages, namely the filled! C requirement. Second, the
assumption that V! to! C is manifested unless the C position is filled is challenged
by CG clauses where complementizers like oti and posco! occur with post! verbal
clitics (see section 2.3.2 in chapter 2). Third, one of the basic tenets of Agouraki’s
(2001) analysis, namely the assumption of V!to! C movement in CG finite
clauses, is challenged on the basis of the similarity between CG and SMG with

respect to adverb placement (see previous section).

3.3.  Prosodic inversion account

Condoravdi and Kiparsky (2001) offer a prosodic account for clitic placement in

Greek dialects aiming to capture the syntactic variation and change with respect to

2! 1n Rizzi’s wording “Force is expressed sometimes by overt morphological encoding on the head
(special C morphology for declaratives, questions, relatives, etc.), sometimes by simply providing
the structure to host an operator of the required kind, sometimes by both means” (Rizzi 1997:283).
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cliticisation They take a diachronic perspective and adopt a
comparate—historical approachThey suggest that finite digis in varieties like
CG?is due to prosodic inversion that alters the relative order between the clitic
and the verbal host.

Condoravdi and Kiparsky2001) argue that clitics in modern Greek
dialects are ofthree distinct types. Type A clitics are™X elements and
syntacticallyadjoin to a maximal projection. Clitics of thigpe appear in pre
and postverbal position but they alwaysencliticise to their host Type Bclitics
are Xs, hence theyntactically adjoin to a lexical head, atitey are either
proclitics (Kozani) or enclitics (Ponticlype Cclitics (as in SMG) arelexical
affixes and theyattach to prosodic words in the lexicdhis assumed thaCG
clitics are of type Aon the basis ofther similanty in distribution with type A
clitics in other Greekvarieties Specifically, clitics of type Acomparable t€CG
clitics immediatey follow the finite verb, unless they appear in negative clauses,
in subjunctive or future tenselauses,in wh—phrases, after relative pronouns
(Janse 1998)or after subordinating complementizers and preverbal phrases in
focus; in all the aforementioned syntactic contexts clitics immediately precede
their verbalhost.

Condoravdi and Kiparsk{2001:5)assumehe dause structure i(8) for
all Greek dialects with X*clitics.

(8)  [cpSpec £aC [zp Spec £52° [tnspCl [tspSpPec frsdTns’ VPN

They further assume that finite verb®we from V to the head of TnsP and that
there is a higheinflectional projetion P, composd of NegP, MoodP, and
FodP* (cf. Laka 190, Pi—a 1993),dominatingTnsP.ZP is headed by negative
and modal particles, while focused XPs and emphatic negatives suarfec8pec
position. According toCondoravdi and Kiparsky (2001glitics adjointo TnsP,

22 The proposal des not discuss CG data in particular, but rather data from a set of dialects that
includes CGThe analysis presented applies to varieties spoken in the following istaad: Asia

Minor (Cappadocia, Bithynia), the Cyclades, some Dodekanese islands tti¢arpalos,
Astypalaia), two localities on Lesbos (Ajassos, Plomaid the TaurRoumeic dialects of
Ukraine (Marioupoli/Azoy. LateMedieval Greek is a Greek variety of this type as well.

23 condoravdi and Kiparskindicate that their analysis would bensistent with an expansion of

>P into itscomponent parts, namely the relevant h€2091:34, note 10).
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the functional projectionto whose headhe verbmoves to.Their pla@ment is
attributed to gprosodic requiremerdccording to whicha prosodic wordshould
appearon their left within the same CPThis posodic word should be a
norl adjoined constituent, i.e. dexical (overt) complementizer (in ¢, a
wh! element (in SpecCPh matrix or embedded interrogatives negative or

modal particle (in"°

), or a focused constituent (in SP&Y. If no suitable
prosodichost is availablethe cliic pronours encliticise onto theverb on their
right by prosodic inversion (Halpern 1995).

From an Optimality theoretic perspectiv@ndoravdi and Kiparskyiew
prosodic inversion as amptimisation strategy whichaims at satisfing both the
prosodicandthe syntactic requirements clitic pronouns. Tcatisfy theformer
clitics haveto encliticise to some constituent on their lefo satisfythe latterthe
input orderhas to bepreservedn the output, withclitics remainng within the
same CP

As Condeoavdi and Kiparskyindicate (2001:7) within their account the
default case for clitic positioningn type A dialectsis the préverbalone The
post verbal placemeninvolves an extra step Moreover, theyassumethe same
clause structure fdype Aandtype C dialectssuch a<CG andSMG respectively.
They attribute the differensein clitic placement to the different prosodic
requirements of clitics ithe two types ofialect (2001:16) Spoecifically, they
claim thattype C clitics are affixeswhich subategorize fora phonological word
on their right while type A clitics subcategorize for a phonological word on their
left. Hence type C cliticsdo not attach syntacticallp TnsPbut lexically to the
left of a finite verB®. The cliticEverb clustethen moves as a wholéo Tn<P. In
contrasttype A cliticsmove to TnsP in the overt syntaiithin Condoravdi and
KiparskyOs accoun{2001) CG clitics are inherently enclitic andattach
phonologically to any preceding constituent thateets their prosodic
requirements

However, Condoravdi and KiparskyOs account (20&#) bechallenged
on the basis of the followinfacts. Firstprebverbal NPs in Topic position trigger

24 Theirassumption for the phrase structure status of type C clitics, hence for SMG clitics as well,
is that they are wotdevel affixes that is,affixes that attach to words, not to stems (like subject
agreement morpheme@001:16)
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enclisis, whereasomplementizers liketi andposcan cdoccur with podbverbal

clitics. Second, operations such as movement lamehrisation of constituents are
standardly perceived as syntactic. Within such an analysis, we need to assume a
very powerful PRhat is ableto move syntactic constituents and OregulateO the
linear order of the clae.This is not theoretically desirable aisdsomething that

diverges from typical PF operations

3.4. Interface acounts

Mavrogorgos @012 and Revithiadou (2008have proposed analyses that
capitalse on the role othe syntaXEPF interfacdor clitic placemenin CG. These
are discussed in the following subsections.

3.4.1. The syntakPF interfaceanalysis for Tobl&Mussafia languages

Mavrogiorgos 2012 discusses theroclisidenclisis alternation in finitenelbs
sensitive and TobleMussafia languages. Thesectionsummarses his proposals
focusingon the aspects of the dysis that are relevant for CG.

Following Pancheva (2005Mavrogiorgosassumes that TobEviussafia
languages impose the following PF requirement on clitics:nafitmen the initial
position of aprosodic domain, e.g. of the utteranide.suggests that finite enclisis
in TobleEMussafia languages in general, and in C@articular,derives via verb
movement across the cliticizationesivhich is yet triggered by BFequirements.
To elabortée, according toMavrogiorgos (2012) finite enclisis involvesa
F(unctional) head,an abstract syntacticategory, which immediately B
commands the cliticisation site }(TThis CEhead, which is linked to enclisis in
both finitenesBsensitive and Tobl&Mussafia languages, is a phase head; a
syntactic Agree relationship is established between Ehedél and the lowerEr
head (2012:3882). The F heactarries (CPrelated® syntacticfeatures, which

2 Eor Mavrogiogos whatlifferentiates the £head involved in finite enclisis and thdttead
involved in noEfinite enclisis is the fact that the latter carries featuras dhelinked to subject,
tense and/or mood agreement, while the former carri€se@fed features (2012: 280).
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are taken by Mavrogiorgos to be affifaland a PF requirement

If an appropriate XP or X is merged at the edge of the F head and has
established a syntactrelationship with it, the FEfequirement of these features is
satisfied; notably, the relevant XP or X must be related in terms of syntactic
features with thedature(s) on the head. The F head may surface with different
features, including the followg: neg, foc, wh, inter, topidn CG negative
clauses for example,as well as in clauses headed by Belements or modal
particles, inter alia, the features of thehead are satisfied, so the verb does not
move higher than the cliticization site and proclisis obtaiMisen no appropriate
XP or X is availabldo satisfy the PErequirement of the relevant feature(s), the
verb cannot be spelled out in the lower T posi and moves to F at PF to satisfy
the PErequirementthis is possible as both the en T and the F head share a
VHfeature.Verb movement is manifested in another two instances. First, when an
XP or X is present but cannot establish a syntactitioakhip with the BEhead.
Second, when an XP is present and able to establish a syntactic relationship with
the FEhead but unable to satisfy the PF requirement of the relevant feature(s) (i.e.
when it is not merged at the edge of tigejection) (Mavrogirgos 2012:33).
As aresult, reordering of the clitiverb cluster is manifested at PF and enclisis
obtains.

Crucially, the main assumption within Mavrogiorg@s©ount is the PF
nature of verb movementin finite enclisis: the verb moves to F, if the
PF/maphologial requirement imposed by thd&tead has not been satisfied at

syntax.

3.4.2. ThePF-controlled speltout of copies

Revithiadou (2006) offers anterfaceaccountfor cliticisationin CGin the spirit
of Franks (1998, 2000), Bo!kovi" (2000, 2001) and Franks and Bo!kovi" (2001).

She proposes th#te syntaxdeals with movement operat®m@ndprovides pairs
of equally well-formed syntactic structurgsvith the cltic placed both pre and

26 Mavrogiogos takes these inflectional features to dffxal, hence, the triggering of &
movement to the relevantBead at PF (2012:30, fowte 11).



post-verbally) andphonology has a filtering rolen the syntactic outpu#\ basic
tenet of heranalysis is that the prosodic system not only deterntio@s clitics

are to be incorporated in the ogodic structure as Prosodic Wrds or
Phonological Rrasa), butalsowhether hey will precede or follow the verb

Revithiadouclaims thatsyntax alone cannot provide a satisfactory account

for the CG factsand bases her gumentation on examples like<®0), which
show thata complementizer does not always provaleontext fora pre-verbal
clitic (9) andthat the presence dad heavy whphraselike pjos pu ulus tus
athropusin (10) cannot guarantee thaitic—verb order (Revithiadou2006:93.

She takeshese factdo indicatethat constraints orphonological phrasingre

involved in cliticplacement.

9) Lali oti / pos ton aghapa/ aghapaton.
Say-3S that hirCL.ACC love-3S
OS/he says that s/he losO

(10) Pjos pu ulus (tus d@hropus) ethkjavasento?

Who of all-FACC.PL (the peopleACC.PL) read3S it—CL.ACC
OWhich oneutof all (the people) read it?0

Revithiadouexterds Bakovi¢Os (2001) analysi$ secondosition effects
in Serbad Croatianand Bulgarian to account fafitic placement inrCG. Bakovi¢
(2001) proposes that syntax places the clitics Ipp&ér and postverbally and
pre-specified phonological matesselect the optimal cas&his analysigs buit
upon ideas in Franks (19%8nd Franks and Bkovi" (2001) where it is
suggestedhat pronunciatiorof chaing’ creaded by movement of some elemést
decided in PFand hencethe deletion of copieds phonologically motivated
Within this account, he default case iBr a chainto be pronounced in the head
positiorf® %, unless tts leadsto a PF violation. In the lattease a lower member

27 Chomsky (1993, 1995) argues that an element that undergoes movement leaves behind a copy
so that syntaxdoesnot create new elements (Inclusiveness Condition). Syntactic operations
conform to the IC and only tarrangement of elements alreaifgerted from the lexicon is
possible.

28 This is imposed byhe HEAD CHAIN, aconstrainthatdetermineghatthe highest apy of the

chain is realised. Revithiadou claims thaistconstraint is based olRBNOUNCEHIGHEST (see

footnote 29). The Ohead ofchainO ishe highest copy in a series of copleft behindby the



8€

of the chainis pronouncedwhich best satisfies the prosodic requiremeritthe
language

Within Revithiadou (2006) accountlitics in CG ae generated in VP
andthey then left adjoin to the inflectional head to which the verb raises. The
decision of which copyf the clitic will be pronounced relies on the prosodic
system, which performs theverall prosodicorgangation of the syntactic strings.
The assignment of prosodic stture to all syntactic strings! to clitic
constructions as well adheres tohe languagespecific hierarchy ofprosodic
constraints (! constrainty, comprised ofprosodic domiation and alignment
constraints The copy of the clitichat best satisfiethese constraints igltimately
spelledout

In CG, when no other material is located before the vérb,lower copy
of the clitic namely the onenmediatelyfollowing the finite verbjs obligatorily
realised Corversely when some element that can satidffie cliticOs prosodic
requirements is presenihe head of the chain is pronouncedmelythe ditic that
immediately precees the finite verb In imperatives, howevenvherethe verb
raises as high as C (Terzi 19994)e phonology has no option but parsethe
lower clitic.

Turning now to the specifics of thprosodsation of pronominal clitics in
CG, | offer a summary oRevithiadouOs (2006pm@roach which is formulated
within Optimality Theory (Prince &molensky 1998andis built on SelkirkOs
(1995) assumptions on throsodsation of function words RevithiadouOs (2006)
centralclaim is thatthe ranking of p! phrasing constraints determinast only
how CG clitic pronours are prosodicdy organsed, but alschow theyare ordered
with respect to thererb. SheusesSelkirkO£1995) prosodic typology of clitics
cited below (1) (Revithiadou 2006:84) to show how CG clitic! host

combinationsareprosodicallyorgansed!

(11) a. [word clpw internal clitic

b. [[wordlprw cl]piw affixal clitic

movemenbf some elemen(Revithiadou 2006:96, note 18).

9 Eranks assumes the constrafRONOUNCE HIGHEST that states thadbwer identical copies
are silen® 2000:28).
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C. [[word]erw cl]ppnfree clitic

d. [word}w [Cl]prw prosodic word

According to thefour major patternsutlined in (1}, clitic pronouns can be
realisedas
1. Internal clitis (11a), when dominated by the Prw of the lexical word, i.e. of
the verb.
2. Affixal clitics (11b), whenthey adjointo the PrW of theirhost, forming a
nested PrW structure.
3. Free clitics (11c), in which cas they skipthe intermediate PrWWevel andare
parsed by the higher phonological phrase (PPh).
4. Indegendent prosodic words, as in ()1
The patternsn (11) arise from the interaction of Selkirk@mstraintson
prosodic domination (Selkirk 1995:443), outlined ({h2) [where C = some
prosodic category], and a set of algent constraints outlined in (L3
(Revithiadow2006:85.

(12) a. LAYEREDNESS No C dominates a Cj > i.
b. HEADEDNESS Any C must dominate a'C.
c. EXHAUSTIVITY : No C immediately dominates’ < i - 1.
d. NON RECURSIVITY: No C dominates €j = i.
(13) a. WORD CONSTRAINT (WCON): Align (LexWord, L/R; PrW, L/R)
b. RW CONSTRAINT (PCGON): Align (Prw, L/R; LexWord, L/R)

The alignment constraints control thmapping of morphlosyntactic
constituents to prosodic structure and require that the edges pobsodic
constituent are aligoe with the edges ofa morphd syntactic constituent
(Revithiadou 200@5). For Revithiadou (2006:85, 2008:1399 areferences
thereir) the alignmentconstraints refer only to the edges of lexitait not
functional categoriesHence, vith respect to clitic constructionshe alignment
constraints are biased towards an output in which the verb sustains alignment

between its morphological and phonoladiedges and thereforean output in
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which the clitic prosodes with the function word and not with the lexical word,
I.e. the verb, is favaed.

Revithiadou adopts theonstraintoon prosodic dominatiom (12) and the
alignment constraintdn (13) to develop the constraintanking for clitic
prosodsationin CG, outlined in (14. Apart from the constraints in (12) and (13),
(14) alsoincludesFAITH, a constraint thagpelk out the following ruleOPreserve
an inherent accent of the input in the outp(R@vithiadou1999 2006:87).
Moreover, two constraints on prosodic domination gmeecluced from (14,
namelyLAYEREDNESSand HEADEDNESS This is because both constraiate,
according to Revithiadou, universally inviolabland can therefore nobe
dominated in Optimality theoretic terms. In contrastXEHEAUSTIVITY andNON
RECURSIVITY are violalble and favour an alignment that cause the fewest
violations.In effect, therankingof EXHAUSTIVITY andNON RECURSIVITY has
an important role to play iclitic prosodsation and placementAll in all, the
hierarchyin (14) determineghe prosodsation of clitic pronouns in CGnamely
whether they prosodically incorporate into theost or adjoin tat, as well as
their ordering with respect to the veidotably, whenalignment constraints are
outranked by the constraints on prosodic domination, clitic incorporation into the
PrW of the hosis induced

(14) FAITH (acc), XH, WCON (L), NON REC >> PCON, WCON (R)

On the basis of SelkirkOs (1995) clitic typology, Readtbii (2006, 2008)
argues that CG enclitics are identifiediarnal clitics,in thatthey incorporate
into the same prosodic word (Pr\&8their verbal host. She justifies her claim on
the basis of the following facts. Filgtsandhi rulesapplyin verld clitic clusters;
recall that the domain of application of such rules is the FiX#mples such as
lipes mu/ (Oyou told meO) parsed 'a®zmubw, Wheres! voicing appliesand
I'fere to/ (Obring itO) parsed aer{opw, Wheree! deletion appes, offer the
necesary pieces of evidence. Sectnda secondary/rhythmic stredgvelopsto
repair violations ofthe thred syllable stress window ruleaused by clitic
insertion. For example double clitic construction likéipen mu to/ (Os/he said it
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to med)will be stressed as follows'ipem 'mu to/ (Revithiadou 2006:84, 2008:
section 3.2.%: see also the discussion in section 2.2 &hapter 2.

Within RevithiadouOs (2008009 analysis clitic pronouns in CGieed to
havesome other constituenn ther left in order to appear preerbally. Function
words such as modal markers, negaganticles and complementizeovided
they lackstressincorporate together with the clitic into the verbal h@stcially,
the function wordexlitic sequencein CG remairs un—-footed and adjoins
recursively to the Prw of the veuds follows: [fnc cl [V]pm]prw. IN this case,
clitics arerealised as affixal elementsEvidence that the function word, the clitic
and the verbal host are parsed into the same PrW is offered by thetappldéa
sandhi rules, such as -woicing and intervocalic voiced fricative deletion
(Revithiadou 2006; 2008) in this type of constructioff. Examples (15),
(Revithiadou 2006:86) and (L6(Revihiadou 2008:1403)espectively offer

evidence for the applicatiaof these operations

(15) /pos mas ghi‘refki/
COMP us—CL.ACC looksfor—3S
OThat s/he looks for usO

Parsed as: [poz maz ghkfki]

(16) /na mu ‘dhokis/
M me-CL.GEN give-2S
OTo give meO

Parsed as: [na makis]

30 The use of thi secodary or rhythmic stress in verblitic combinations isalso mentioned by
Mavrogiorgos as evidence in fawoof the argument that enclitics in SMG attach to their hostOs
Prw (2009:54-55).

31 Revithiadou (2006:86, 200&ection 3.2.2) assumes that irGCapart from svoicing and
intervocalic voiced fricative deletiormnother rule is applicable, namely the fusion of the /u, o/ +
/el sequece into [0]. | use example (1Révithiadou2006:8§ to illustrate this point. However, in
my grammar, the fusion @@/ + /e/ sequence into [0] in such an example is not felicitous, unlike
the fusion of the /o/ + /e/ sequence into [0], which is; see example (2).
1. /pos tu 'tiekjavaseh

COMP him-CL.GEN read-3S

OThat s/he read to hiin
Parsed as: [pos tthkjavaseh
2. /pos tu to &hkjavaseh

OThat s/he read it to himO
Parsed as: [pos tu (tlihnkjavaseh
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Revithiadou points out the difference elbween an enclitic which
incorpaates into the same Pr\&s its verbal host,and a proclitic withan
unstressed function wordvhich joins into a ecursive PrW structure with the
verb. She dkes the following observation as evidencefor her claim:
rel syllabification is only allowed withenclitics as in/'ipes mu/['ipe.zmu] (Oyou
told meQ)but is blockedwith proclitics, as illustrated ifpos mas gitrefki/
[pozmazghi'refki] (Othat s/he looks for ug@)06:86)

If the function word that heads the cli constructionis stresseda
different picture ariseghe clitic attaches to théunction wordto its leftto form
with it an ndependent prosodic coitgentand the verls realsed into a separate
Prw. Exampleq17! 18) taken from Revithiadow?Q0687)llustrate this point

(17) ['pcos tu e'thkjavasen
who him! CL.GEN rea! 3S
OWho read to hirdO

Parsed as!fjostyprw [€'thkjavasetprw

(18) [/'ennasas ‘dhoki/
M you! CL.GEN give! 3S
OS/he will give youO

Parsed ag:ennasagp,w ['dhokilprw

A piece of evidence that supports the proposed prosodic pattern comes

from vowel epenthesis (Revithiadou 20D802. Whenepenthesis occuia CG

the epenthetic vowe is insertedbetween the clitic and the verb in order toaiep

illicit consonant clusters, as i(19) (Revithiadou 2008:1402Crucially, vowel
epenthesis does not apply within the PrW domdihis swggests that the
functional wordklitic string is prosodically hostetly the verb but only aa
recursive level if the clitic were prosodically incorporatednto the verh
assimilation rather thavowel epenthesigould apply.

(19) [ennaton bi b'ftasd
M him CL.ACC reactolS
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“T will reach him”

Revithiadou (2006) claims that further evidence in favour of the argument
that the clitic and the verb do not belong to the same PrW in constructions with
stressed functional elements is offered by examples like: /'pcos tu e'thkjavasen/ in
which vowel! fusion (of an underlying /u, o/+/e/ sequence into [0]) between the
final vowel of the clitic and the initial vowel of the immediately following verb is
blocked, and /'enna sas 'dhoki/ where s! voicing of the final /s/ of the clitic is
blocked, even though it is immediately followed by a fricative. Recall that
s! voicing and vowel fusion are PrW rules.

The alignment for the clitic! verb cluster when preceded by a stressed
function word is determined by the ranking of the constraints on prosodic
domination outlined in (14). Specifically, since FAITH is ranked above PCON, the
prosodic boundaries of the clitic pronoun cannot fuse with the prosodic
boundaries of the verbal host. Moreover, the incorporation of the pronominal
clitic into the stressed function word elicits fewer violations of PCON, since the
latter prohibits the matching of non! lexical morphological boundaries to prosodic
ones.

Coming back to example (9), let us see how this can be accommodated
within Revithiadou’s (2006) account. The alternation in clitic placement is the
result of variation in p! phrasing and, in particular, of the enforcement of the
binarity requirement. This constraint requires that pairs of PrWs are grouped
together in p! phrases. The p! phrasing when the clitic is post! verbal is performed
as follows: [[la'li]pyw ['oti]psw ]ppn, With the first p! phrase complying with binarity.
The p! phrasing when the clitic is pre! verbal is performed as follows: [['oti
ton]prw [agha'palprw]ppn, With the second p! phrase complying with binarity.
Following the same line of reasoning we can accommodate (10) as well: while a
wh! element and the clitic form a single p! phrase, the heavy wh! phrase in (10)
forms a p! phrase individually, forcing the verb and the clitic to form another
p! phrase, within which the clitic occupies the position on the right of the verb.
The same line of reasoning applies to constructions involving adjuncts. The

blocking of cliticisation across an adjunction boundary can be attributed to the
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fact that pepheral adjuncts, such as clitaoubled DPs, form independent
p—phrases (Revithiadou 2006:93).

Finally, underthe proposed framework, the dialectal variation betw&@&n
and SMG is captured agell®>. SMG adheres to thélEAD CHAIN constraint
hencethe highest copy of the chain is alwagsilised and proclisis obtairs. The
lower copyis only realised when the verbaises taa functional projectiorhigher
than | i.e. in imperatives and gerundfn CG the surface position of clitics is
regulated bythe prosodic systepon thebasis ofthe languagespecific constraint
rankingoutlined in(14).

In sum, within RevithiadbuOs (2006) analis, CG clitics appear
pre-verbally when a functional constituerd realisedin the same Cien the left
of the cliticand postverbally when no such element gesent With respect to
the prosodsationof clitic constructionsn CG, it is suggested th#tisis regulated
by the constraintranking in (14, specifically concerningthe hierarchy of
constrainton prosodic domination (J2&nd thealignment constraints (13Clitic
pronouns in CGare prosodically organsed in the following thee ways
(Revithiadou 2006:922008:1404:

1. As internal enclitics: [V clw
2. As affixal procltics (with unstressed functiamords): [fnc cl [V]emw]prw
3. As prosodic wordswith stressed functiowords): [fnc cl]pw [V] prw

Post-verbal clitics are alwaysincorporatedinto the PrW of their verbal
host On the basis of theonstraim ranking in (14, repated here for ease of
reference:[FAITH (acc), EXH, WCON (L), NON REC >> PCON, WCON (R),
WCON L], the optimal structure for the clitits to incorporate into th&rW of its
verbal host[V cl]prw and notto recursively adjoin to itfcl [V]prw ]piw (Or its
mirror image).Pre-verbal clitics are either parsed together with the preceding
(stressed)function wordor they join into a recursiv®rW structure with the
(unstressed) function word and the veMYhen a stressed function word is

involved, he template [fnc chw [V] prwis preferred over [fnglw [Cl [V] prw]prw,

32 Revithiadou (2008) takes this claim one step further and suggests that the phonological
component determines the evolution bficdsation in Greek and, more specifically, the transition
from a system with (mostly) second position clitics (2P), like CG, to a2®system, like SMG
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so that the verb (lexical word)will keep the transparency of its edges
(Revithiadou 2008:1408With unstressed function word$et template [fnc cl
[V]ewlprw is preferred oveffnc [V] piw Cllpiw becausen the formercasethe verb
preservest least its right alignmentith the Prw(Revithiadou 2008:140®9).

All in all, RevithiadouOs (2006) proposaterlines the tiy interface-dependent
nature ofcliticisation in CG and offers an account ekactly how the syntax
interacts with phonology.

3.5. A dynamic account

Chatzikyriakidis (2010, 2012) has recently put forwardynamic account for

clitic positioning in Cypriot Greek. This account is developetithin the
framework of Dynamic Syntax (DS), a processing oriented framework. Its basic
tenet is thahatural language syntax can be seen as Othe progressive accumulation
of transparensemantic representans with the upper goal being the construction

of a logical propositional formulaO (Chatzikyriakidis 2012:688) DS syntactic
differences across languages derive from different lexical specifications. As
regards clitic placement in CG, and in geneiglis treated as a lexical
phenomenon. In particular, it is assumed that clitic pronouns are inserted as
lexical entries anthree generalized parsing stratedgsneral actions of structure
building, i.e. thaunfixed node strategy) are employdépendng on the structural
context,as triggers for parsinthe clitic pronounsPositioning restrictions are,
thus, viewed as a number of triggering points that, if satisfied, regulate clitic
positioning. This approach wonOt be further discussed as the frakneitbin

which is developed is at odds with the assumptions regarding the computational
system adopted in this thesis. The interested reader is direc@ddtzkyriakidis
(2010, 2012) for a thorough presentation of both the framework of Dynamic
Syntax ad the proposed analysis for clitic positioning in CG.
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3.6.  Interim conclusions for clitic placement in CG

On the basis of the above discussion and taking into account the various aspects of

clitic placement in CG, a number of conclusions can be drawn:

1. The requirement of CG clitics for verb adjacency illustrates their structural
and/or prosodic dependency on their verbal host.

2. Their ban from clause initial position illustrates the effect of prosodic
requirements on the well! formedness of clitic constructions in CG.

3. CQG clitics are not inherently enclitics.

4. Syntax plays an important role in clitic placement in CG.

5. The enclisis! proclisis alternation in CG is not contingent on the finiteness of
the verbal host.

6. The enclisis! proclisis alternation in CG cannot be attributed either to pure
syntactic or to pure prosodic operations.

Let us briefly discuss these concluding remarks one by one.

3.6.1. Verb adjacency and structural and/or prosodic dependency

The requirement for verb adjacency imposed on CG clitics illustrates the
structural and/or prosodic dependency of clitic pronouns on their verbal host. This
property is not adequately accounted for in the majority of the accounts proposed
so far. Terzi (1999a, 1999b) and Mavrogiorgos (2012) assume that the clitic and
the verb adjoin to distinct functional projections. Condoravdi and Kiparsky (2001)
suggest that clitics in CG are prosodically required to encliticise to a constituent
on their left, with no special reference to the (always adjacent) finite verb.
Agouraki’s proposal (2001) is even weaker in this respect, as it treats clitic
placement as a mere epiphenomenon of verb placement. However, within

Revithiadou’s (2006) account this is adequately accommodated.

3.6.2. The ban from clause initial position

CQG clitics can never appear clause initially. This Tobler—Mussafia effect indicates
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that their placement depends on prosodic constraints as well. However, the
position that clitics occupy in the clause does not seem to depend on any inherent
preference for enclisis, as argued by Condoravdi and Kiparsky (2001). The
approach I adopt with respect to the ban of clitic pronouns from clause initial
position in CG is in line with Mavrogiorgos’ (2012) proposal: this seems to be
related to an absolute PF requirement stating that clitics cannot appear in the first

position of a prosodic domain represented by the utterance.

3.6.3. CG clitics are not inherently enclitics

Revithiadou (2006, section 3.1.) discusses the prosodic behaviour of CG clitics
and shows that they do not always encliticise to a constituent at their left, but
occasionally procliticise to a constituent on their right. She bases her
argumentation on constructions such as: /pos mas ghi'retki/ parsed as follows:
[poz maz ghi'retki] (“That s/he looks for us”) (2006:86). In such a construction
s—voicing, whose domain of application is the PrW, is applied on the clitic—verb
cluster, showing that the clitic ultimately procliticises to the verb; it recursively
adjoins to the PrW of the verb together with the function word. These facts
question the assignment of an enclitic template to CG clitics (as per Condoravdi

and Kiparsky 2001).

3.6.4. The role of syntax

A general theoretical conclusion regarding the proclisis—enclisis alternation in CG
is that it complies with various structural rules and restrictions imposed on clitic
pronouns. As already discussed, CG clitics must be verb—adjacent. Moreover,
clitic placement in CG is regulated by the presence/absence of a functional head
c—commanding the cliticisation site (Agouraki 2001, Mavrogiorgos 2012, Terzi
1999a, 1999b). The selective blocking effect of different types of XPs/Xs on
enclitic orders establishes the crucial role syntax plays in clitic placement in CG.
Finally, as observed by Revithiadou (2006:92), clitic constructions obey locality

restrictions.
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3.6.5. Enclisis-proclisis alternation and finiteness

In Mavrogiorgos02012 classification clitic languageselong to two different
groups depending on whetheffiniteness determines clitic placemenin
finitenes8&sensitive languagesuch asSMG, Romanian Italian, Catalan and
Spanish, proclisis is manifested with finite verdnsd enclisis with noffinite
verbs (orverbal hosts which are defectiireterms of tense, mood and/or subject
agreement In TobleEMussafia languagesin the other handooth fnite and
non-finite enclisisis attestedindicating thatfclitic placement is not contingent on
the finiteness of the verbal hostG, European Portugues@Ild Romance and
Medieval Greek belong to thatter type.

However, wth regard tothe deiivation of nonfinite enclisis CG
resemblesSMG and other finiteneBsensitive language# that it involves
syntacticmovementof the verbpast thecliticisation site. The assumptiorof the
manifestation o/—to—C by the imperative verls in line with themajority of the
approaches discussed aba/Agouraki 2001, Terzi 1999&evithiadou 20086 |
adoptMavrogiorgo$(2009) proposalthat norfinite enclisis correlatewith the
presenceof an unvalued person feature in(Juggestedor SMG imperatives)
andargue that this alsaccouns for CG imperative on the basis of the similarity
between CG and SMG imperative clauses (2@codding to Mavrogiorgoshe
blocking effect of modal and negative particlesn the movementof the
imperative verb in CG can be gplained in syntactic terrs it is either an
intervention effect oran instance oftomplematary distribution between the
(modal or negativeparticleand verbrelated feature@01219-20).

(20) (*Na / *Min) Fer to piso amesos(CG / SMG)
M NEG bring! "# it—CL.ACC back immediately
O(*To/Not) Bring it back immediatelyO

In sum,finite and norfinite enclisisin CG cut across different lingsn
spite ofthe similarities in the spelbut structureThe V-to—C movement of the

imperativeverb in non-finite enclisisis attributed tosyntax while finite enclisis
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is the result of operations at the syntax—phonology interface.

3.6.6. Enclisis—proclisis alternation: neither pure syntax nor pure PF

Clitic placement in CG cannot be attributed either to purely syntactic or to purely
prosodic operations. A purely prosodic account, like the one put forward by
Condoravdi and Kiparsky (2001), is challenged on the basis of the following facts.
First, CG clitic pronouns can be both proclitic and enclitic to their host (cf. section
3.6.3). Second, it is not the case that any preceding element can satisfy their
PF-requirements: some of the elements that surface in the CP domain trigger
proclisis (e.g. the factive complementizer pu), while others trigger enclisis (e.g.
topics). Moreover, complementizers like oti and pos trigger both patterns. In
addition, as Revithiadou (2006:92) observes, it is theoretically undesirable to have
an excessively powerful phonology that can move syntactic entities.

However, prosody cannot be disregarded either and a purely syntactic
account is also ruled out on the basis of the following facts. First,
PF—requirements that are independent of the clitic PF properties play a crucial
role in clitic placement in CG, as clitic constructions are subject to certain
phonological well-formedness constraints, e.g. the ban from clause initial position
(section 3.6.2). Second, all the syntactic analyses so far proposed lack any real
motivation for verb movement™, which is claimed to constitute the triggering
force for post—verbal placement in finite enclisis (cf. section 3.2.1, 3.2.2).

Notably, as Terzi (1999b:232—233) observes, verb movement in CG
cannot be attributed to strong features of the finite verb, in line with proposals for

EP (another Tobler—Mussafia language). For EP there is independent evidence

33 Mavrogiorgos (2012:23—24) has shown that for SMG the verb movement across the
cliticisation site is not a sufficient condition for enclisis. Compare examples (1) and (2). It is
obvious that no re—ordering of the verb and the clitic is possible irrespective of the position that
the clitic—V / V—clitic cluster occupies.

(1) Ta kerdhi tu schedhon ta triplasiase
The winnings—ACC his—POSS almost them—CL.ACC tripled—3S
o Jianis.

the John—NOM

(2) Ta kerdhi tu ta triplasiase schedhon o Jianis.
“John almost tripled/already tripled his winnings”



98

justifying this line of reasoning. First, EP is a language with inflected infinitives.
Second, EP, unlike CG, allows VP! deletion in examples like (21) (Terzi
1999b:232). Thus, it is not unjustified to assume that the strong " or F features of
the EP verb trigger V!to!" or V!to! F movement, which results in enclisis.
However, given the absence of both inflected infinitives and verb deletion, this

assumption cannot be extended to CG.

(21) Deste! lhe o livro
Gave him the book
(Sim), dei.

Yes, gave.

Finally, as Revithiadou (2006:82! 83, 89) observes, both the prosodic and
syntactic approaches fall short in explanatory power with respect to constructions
headed by wh! elements. While wh! words typically trigger pre! verbal clitic
placement, in some (heavy) wh! phrases the clitic pronoun encliticises on the

verbal host (cf. section 3.4.2).

3.7.  Summary

This chapter has discussed a number of accounts of clitic placement in CG !
syntactic, prosodic and interface—based — offered over the last twenty years. The
review has included the V! to! M proposals for finite enclisis put forward by Terzi
(1999a, 1999b), Agouraki’s (2001) proposal for the filled! C requirement of CG,
the syntax! PF interface analysis for Tobler—Mussafia languages by Mavrogiorgos
(2012), Revithiadou’s (2006) proposal for a PF! controlled spell! out of copies,
and the Prosodic Inversion account by Condoravdi and Kiparsky (2001),
summarised in the last section. The discussion in this chapter provides the
background for the hypotheses and predictions to be tested in the empirical

section.



9¢

CHAPTER 4: THE L1 ACQUISITION OF CLITICS

4.1. Introduction

This chapter discusses first language acquisiiid®) of clitic pronours cros®
linguistically. Recall thatfollowing Mavrogorgos(2012) | adopt a tdbpartition
with respectto the types of clitidanguages distinguishingfinitenes&sensitive
languageslike Catalan, Italian, Romanian, Spanish &tdndard ModerGreek
amongst otherg, TobleEMussafia languageglike Cypriot Greek European
Portuguesand Galicial), andsecond positiotanguagege.g.SerbdCroatiar).

Clitic production in early language hawo aspectsthe emergenceof
clitic pronours and their placement The focus of the majority dftudies e far
conductedon clitic L1A has beerclitic realisationand omissiorand theattested
dichotomy among earlglitic languagessome exhibitclitic omissionand some
othersexhibit adulilike clitic productiort. The discussion ogarly CGand early
EP datareveals aather interestingalbeit undeBstudied,apect of early clitic
production: tle phenomenon dflitic misplacementThis phenomenois absent
in the majority of clitic laguageswith the interesting exceptisof CG and EP.
The presence/absence afitic misplacementin early grammas offers an
alternativeway of classging clitic languagedvasedon theplacement rather than
on theemergencef clitic pronoungn child language

The organgation of the currentchapter folbws the afoementionedtrib
partition: the first section discusses acquisition studesinitenes&sensitive
languagesincluding Catalan,ltalian, Romanian,Spanishand SMG The second
sectionfocuses on SerliCroatian a representative example of a language with
second position restrictions with regard to clitic placem@e third section
presentacquisition éta fromDutch,a language exhibiting clitic scramblingnd
the fourth section discusses clitic LiA TobleEMussafia languages, including
CG, EP and Galician

! See Tsakaland Wexler (2004)Tsakali (2006) and Wexler et al. (2004) for a proposal put
forward to account for thidivergencebetween clitic languages.
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4.2. FinitenesBsensitive languages

Clitic placement in most Romance languages, includiagjan, Romanian
Spanish and Catalafwith the interesting exception of [ERas well as inSMG
depends on thénitenessof the verbal hodt hencereference will be made to
finitenes&sensitive languages, a ternsuggestedby Mavrogiorgos (2012) A
number of ifluential studies on clitic L1A inCatalan, Spanish (Wexler et al.
2004), Italian (Guasti 19924, Schaeffer 2000 Romanian Avram 1999 Avram

& Coene2007, Babyonyshev & Marin 208) andSMG (Marinis 2000 Stephany

1997, Tsakali 200% have revealed pattes of clitic omission for some of these
languagesto agreater or lesser degree, whereas instances of clitic misplacement
were sparselattested.

4.2.1. ltalian

The L1 acquisition of clitic pronouns in Italian was investigated by Guasti
(1993P4) and Schaeffef2000), amongst others, on the basismdntaneouand
experimental data respectively. Clitics in Italigrgrallel to other finitenesdd
sensitive languages, surface frerbally in finite clauses and p&serbally in
infinitival clauses. When the infitive is governed by modtlacausative or
aspectual verbghe clitic may either immediately follow the infinitive or
immediately precede the finite verb; the latter pattern is known as clitic climbing
(Guasti 19934:13).

Guasti takes clitic placement as aliable cue to stablish childrenOs
knowledge ofthe (orBfinite nature of therelevant verbal hostand studied
natural production data fror® monolingual Italianchildren: Martina (1;&R;7),
Diana (1;1@82;6) and Guglielmo (2£2;7) (CHILDES databaseMer analysis is
based on a total of 534, 660, and 217 utterances for Martina, Diana, and

2 An interesting proposal put forward by Mavrogiorgos (20089}ds on the correlation of nén
finite enclisis with the presence of an unvalued person feature in T to explain the Bprdddisis
alternation in SMGa proposal that may be applicable to other languages that fall within this

group.
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Guglielmo, respectively, and the individual results are summarised in table 4.1°*.
The table presents raw numbers of (pre—verbal) clitics produced or omitted in
finite contexts. As for infinitival contexts, no child produced any post—verbal
clitics following an infinitive before the age of 2; Martina produced 1 clitic
between ages 2;1 and 2;7, Diana produced 2 clitics from age 2;1 to 2;6 and
Guglielmo produced 5 clitics between 2;2 and 2;7 years of age (see table 8 in

Guasti 1993/94:18).

Age Martina Diana Guglielmo
Omission | Pre—verbal | Omission ‘ Pre—verbal | Omission ‘ Pre—verbal

1;8 |3 8

159 |- 2

1;10 | 5 4 1 4

1;11 [ 14 2 2 1

2;0 3 3

2:1 |3 |5 4 13

2;2 2 7

23 |8 17 1 3

24 |6 18 1 14

25 |1 11 2 47 - 10

2;6 7 107

2,7 |2 [ 25 4 | 42

Table 4.1: Production of pre—verbal clitic pronouns in early Italian (based on
tables 57 in Guasti 1993/94:15-16).

The results obtained reveal that Italian children have low clitic production
up to the age of 2;3. From approximately age 2;5 onwards (2;3 for Martina; 2;5
for Diana; 2;7 for Guglielmo) their clitic production is good. Guasti attributes the
rather delayed acquisition of cliticisation and the optional use of clitics at the

onset of L1A to difficulties in forming A—chains’ (in line with Antelmi 1992) and

3 Guasti disregards from her calculations clitics for which a corresponding complement does not
exist, including impersonal si, inherent si or the clitic ¢i, which is not used in Standard Italian
(1993/94:17).

‘1 only report the results for the production of clitic pronouns, leaving aside the other two types of
syntactic elements produced by children and reported by Guasti, namely cliticisable complements
and pre-syntactic devices. In Guasti’s wording the latter constitute “undifferentiated phonetic
segments that are likely to be the precursors of certain syntactic entities” (1993/94:17).

> Guasti assumes that clitics are originally inserted as heads of a maximal projection in the
complement position. Then, they undergo A—movement to the Specifier of AgrOP and from there
the head containing the clitic undergoes head—movement to the designated functional head I
(1993/94:18-19).
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to the optionality of functional categories in child Italian granfmar

A legitimate objection to GuastiOs argumentation is that the absenBe of A
chainsfrom child Italan grammarshould result in clitic realisation in bas®
generation positns, as already pointed out by a review#99394:19, footnote
9). GuastOsresponse to this criticism ihat Italian cildren are aware of the
phonological properties of clitics, hich force them to moveand hence clitics
never appear where originally insertddoreover, t remains unclear why clitic
production in infinitival contexts in early Italian is delayasl compared ténite
contexts, given thatlitic placement in infinival contexts is assumed to involve a
onebstep ABmovementsimilar to thatin finite contexts. Guasti refers to the
delayed production of clitics with infinitives (1993/20, footnote 12) and
assumes that this is due to the fact te&vantinfinitival contexts namelythose
in whichthe infinitive is not governed by some matrix verid he use of a b
verbal clitic is obligatoryare rather infrequent in child languagéis results in a
restriced number of contexts imposinige use of a po&verbalclitic, hence the
low productionrate

Returningto clitic placement, Guastepors that systematic errors of clitic
placement were naittestedn the databasexaminel: whenltalian children use
clitics, their placements adulBlike (1ER) (Guastil99394:14).

(2) Lo naccondi su.
tBCL hideERS up
O(You) hide it upartina,1;8)
(2) Mi vieni prendere?
Me com&RS picleInf up
ODo (you) come (to) pick me up@dglielmo, 2;3)

SchaefferOs (2000) study confirms GuastiOs 9#99Bidings In fact,
SchaefferOs results are more rolusthowingthat clitics are omitted in early

® The claim advanced in Guasti (1993/94) is that Italian children optionally project functional
categories, such as clitics, at the onset of L1A. Shibuaties this optionality taheir incomplete
mastery of the referential system asated with the relevant category.
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Italian. Schaeffer studied clitic production in 35 Italian children, aged 2;1 to 5;11.
Her methodology was a combination of a truth value judgement task with an
elicited production task. She elicited constructions involving single and double
clitics in the following contexts: present tense constructions, restructuring verb
constructions and passato prossimeoonstructions (with and without agreement)’.

Table 4.2 summarises Schaeffer’s results.

Age (in years) | Overt clitics Omitted clitics Full NPs

2 .22 (22/99) .64 (63/99) .14 (14/99)
3 .62 (179/290) .15 (43/290) .23 (68/290)
4 .89 (237/265) 0.0 (0/265) 11 (28/265)
5 91 (227/250) 0.0 (0/250) .09 (23/250)
adults 1.0 (439/439) 0.0 (0/439) 0.0 (0/439)

Table 4.2: Overall proportion of overt and omitted direct object clitics and
production of full NPs (in obligatory clitic contexts) (Table 7 in Schaeffer
2000:76)

The most striking results are the significantly low proportion of obligatory
clitics produced by 2—year—olds (22%) and the huge developmental leap from 2 to
3 years of age in which the proportion of obligatory clitics produced nearly trebles
to 62%. An example of an elicited clause with an omitted clitic is offered in (3)
(Schaeffer 2000:78). Schaeffer attributes this outcome to the optional marking of

referentiality in early Italian grammar®.

(3) Raja: Il  coniglio lava il  pupazzo!
The rabbit  washes the puppet
“The rabbit is washing the puppet”
Child: No, pettina!
No combs.

“No, (she) is combing” (A 2;5)

7 In adult Italian in root clauses clitics precede the finite verb, in passato prossimehey precede
the auxiliary and in clitic climbing constructions they either precede the finite modal or follow the
infinitive (Schaeffer 2000).

*In particular, Schaeffer claims that “if the non—overt pro object is not marked for referentiality, it
does not move to SpecRefP and therefore cannot license the [referential] feature of the clitic. If the
clitic’s [referential] feature is not licensed, it cannot be spelled out” (2000:76).
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Clitic omission in ItaliarRByeafoldsis attested ifoth Schaeffe©$2000)
and GuastiOs (1993} studies On the basis of SchaefferOs results, eBpea
olds ae not aduBlike with respect to clitic production, whileband Byeabolds
perform at ceiling. With respect to clitic placeme@uyasti explicity mentins
that no systematic errorsegattestedh early Italian

4.2.2. Romanian

Romanian resembldtalian andother finitenesBsensitive languagesith respect
to clitic placementdirect object cliticsare prebverbal as in(4), exceptwhen
combinedwith gerund and positive imperative forms, whtrey are po&verbal

However,the accusative 3rd person singuiaminine clitico (OherOdxhibits an
exceptional pattern of placement periphrastic constructions thatilise the
auxiliary avea (OhaveOit surfaces po8verbally (5Y (Babyonyshev& Marin

2006:2).

4) Elefantul D / ib / leb a stropit
Elephanithe hinbCL / thenbCL.M / thenBCL.F has sprinkled
(pe baiat / kuieti / fete
on boy / boys [/ girls
OThe elephant sprinkléin (the boy/boys/girlg

(5) Elefantul a stropito pe fat.
Elephanithe has sprinkldghetbCL on girl
OThe elephant sprinkled the girlO

® Marin (2004)attributesthe exceptional behaviour afto morphdphonological requirements on
clitic combinations Avram (2000) attributes it to a coalition of factors and, building on evidence
in Avram (1986), claims that one of thenpisonological. Avram (198g)oints out that theandhi
rule is optional en the masculine clitic precedes the lexical vavieg whereas irthe auxiliary
uses ofaveathe use of thesandhi variants obligatory. This divergence is exemplified irE@)
(Avram & Coene 20@:13P14, footnote 8) On the basis othis observation Avram (2000)
suggests thahefeminine clitico cannot appear pBeerbally becausé lacks a sandhi variant.
1. I am / IBam

CL have

Ol have
2. | Bam vazut / *"I am vazut

CL have seen

Ol have seen hiin
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Avram (1999)was the first to studthe L1A of cliticobjects in Romanian
(Babyonyshev& Marin 2006, Tsakali 2006147148). She administeredan
elicitation experiment modeled after Schaeffer (30@0 16 monolingual
Romaniarchildrenaged 2 tdb, comprising3 age groupsShe reports an omission
rate of42% (15/25)for 2Byeabolds (N=3) 25% (32/133) for Byealnlds (N=8)
and 10% (7/56) foabyearbolds (N=5) and concludes theitic omissionin child
Romanian ignitially high anddecreases with ag@/ith regard to clitic placement
Avram (1999) doesot reporttargeBdeviant occurrencegven with the clitico
(Petinou & Terzi 2002:17, footnoté3).

Avram and Coend2007) studiedthe emergence ofcausativedirect
object clitics (ADOCs) in Romanianon the basis ofongitudinal datafrom 2
monolingual Romanian childremBianca (1;0522;10 and Antonio (1;098;05).
They calculated lkitic omissionand clitic production ratesgainst theaumber of
identified obligaory clitic contexts andeport early emergence of clitics both
corpora(at age 2;Gor Bianca and at agk9 for Antonio), clitic omissions at the
onsetof L1A andsubstitutionerrors. Children in Avram and Coer@s studiave
90% targefflike clitic productionby age 3 Bianca atage2;10and Antonio atage
2;11) This outcomechallenges AvramOs (19968xim that 3Byeabolds omit
clitics 25%of the time.

Contrastingly Avram and Coerf@s Z007) results aresupported by
Babyonyshev and MarinOs (8p8tudy.Babyonyshewand Marinadministered an
elicitation task for direct object cliticsbased onSchaeffer (2000)to 25
monolingual Romanian children, ag&d0 to 3;10 The independent variables
testedwere tense [HEPAST], gender [FEM/MASC]and type of direct objet
([+DEF] DP/Proper Mme); a sample experimental item is offered in (6)
(Babyonyshev &Varin 2006:29).Genderis of special interesif us, given that,
as mentionedabove,the positimm of the feminine clitic differglepending on the
tense of the clause.

(6) Experimenter:Q.ook what else | have here, a bad dinosaur and a snake

and look, the snake is swallowdx is in the dinosaur's mouthO
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Ce i—- a flcut dinozaurul la "arpe?
What him has done dinosaur—the to snake?
“What did the dinosaur do to the snake?”
Child (2;4): L- a— nghifit.
Him—CL has swallowed

“S/he swallowed/ate him”

They report significantly higher production rates for direct object clitics in
3—year—olds (N=13) (93%, 361/387), while clitic production in the group of 2—
year—olds (N=12) only reached 38% (94/193), with an object omission rate of
60%'? (96/193), a figure much higher than the 42% reported in Avram (1999). In
a follow—up study Babyonyshev and Marin (2006) administered an elicitation task
for direct and indirect object clitics to 18 monolingual Romanian children aged
2;5 to 3;10. They report comparable production rates for 2— and 3—year—olds for
both direct clitics (86% (76/88) for 2—year—olds and 86% (73/86) for 3—year—olds)
and indirect clitics (82% (114/133) for 2—year—olds and 74% (101/122) for 3—
year—olds).

In sum, the results reported for clitic L1A in early Romanian differ:
Babyonyshev and Marin (2006) and Avram and Coene (2007) report adult—like
clitic production by age 3, while Avram (1999) reports that even 3—year—olds omit
clitics 25% of the time. Taking into account that Avram has tested only 16
children, while Babyonyshev and Marin’s (2006) database comprises data from
43 children, the latter seems to be a safer basis for conclusions. Finally, the
substitution errors reported in Avram and Coene (2007), as well as their indication
that post—verbal clitics emerge prior to pre—verbal ones, are of crucial importance

for the purposes of the current investigation: I return to them in Chapter 7.

10 . . . . .. .

Babyonyshev and Marin (2006) attribute the instances of clitic omissions to production
limitations, namely to the inability of very young children to produce clitic constructions of the
required length.
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4.2.3. Spanish / Catalan

Clitics in Spanish and Catalan manifest the pattern attested in other finiteness—
sensitive languages: they precede the finite verb and follow the non—finite verb.
Wexler, Gavarr6 and Torrrens (2004) have studied clitic production in early
Catalan and Spanish aiming to highlight the correlation between clitic omission
and participle agreement. Spanish and Catalan are two closely related languages
that differ in that only the latter exhibits (optional) participle agreement with the
preceding object. Wexler et al.’s (2004) proposal is that in languages with
participial agreement like Catalan, object clitics need to enter a double checking
relation with two functional projections: the Clitic Phrase (checking of a
D(efiniteness) feature) and AgrOP (checking of an agreement feature). By
adopting Wexler’s (1998) UNIQUE CHECKING CONSTRAINT (UCC) according to
which “the D—feature of a DP can only check against one functional category”,
they assume'' that checking of more than one feature in clitic constructions is
impossible in child language, and one of the functional categories is not projected,
hence leading to optional clitic omission.

Wexler et al. (2004) administered an elicited production task modelled
after Schaeffer (2000) to 31 Catalan and 28 Spanish children aged 1;10 to 5;1. An

example set of the experimental material is offered in (7).

(7) Experimenter 1: Aquest mati el cuiner ha comengat a preparar el dinar. Ha
agafat el trencanous i les nous i mira qué ha fet.
“This morning the cook started preparing lunch.
He took the nutcracker and the walnuts and look at what he
did”
Experimenter 2: Ja sé que ha fet: s’ha menjat les nous.
“I know what he did: he ate the walnuts”

Experimenter 1: No! Digues—I’hi tu: Que ha fet el cuiner amb les nous?

My fact, Wexler, Gavarr6 and Torrrens (2004) assume that the UCC acts in conjunction with the
Minimise Violations constraint, which requires that the derivation violates as few grammatical
properties as possible.
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ONo! You tell her: What did the cook do with the walnuts?0
Expected responsées ha trencades.
OHe broke themO

The resuis obtainedhowedthe following three patterns
1. Ceiling percentageof correct clitic placement in both language groups,
all syntactic contexts: laldren placd clitics before finite verbsand after
infinitives. The authors take this to indicathildrenOsensitivity towards the
finite/norEfinite distinction, and the raising of the finite verb to T.
2. Significant differencebetween Catalan and Spanidtildrenwith regard
to the rats of clitic omission in all age groups. Clitic productiaith [EPAST]
verbs reached22.6% in Catalan2byeaBolds, 68.2% in3byeabolds andd5.7% in
4byeatkolds clitic/object omissionreached’4.2%, 25%, and4.2%, respectively,
for the 3age groupsClitic production was at ceilingn Spanish childrena single
instance of litic omission was attestedn the group of3Byeabolds. Clitic
productionwith the verb in the present perfectcurred at a rate df2.9% in
Catalan2ByeaiEolds, 71.4% in 3ByeaiEolds, and85.1% in 4ByeaiEolds'? the rates
of clitic/object omissionwere 83.9%, 1%, and6.4% respectively for the age
groups The ditic productionratefor SpanisibyeaBolds was 100%97.5% for
3byeaBoldsand81.2% for 2Byeabolds
3. Spanishchildrenfrom all age groupproduce no norEtarget clitic forms
A few errors wereattested in Catalachildren: 3byeabolds produced3 incorrect
clitic forms in [EPAST] clauses, whilen the present perfect clauses, errors in
clitic form reached @0% for ZByeaknlds, 76% for 3byeaboldsand11.4% for 4D
yeaEolds. Al the errorsatteste in early Catalaninvolved substitution of the
feminine, plural formeswith the masculine, singular (unmarked) foiéh

In sum, the outcome &Wexler, Gavar— and TorrrensO (20€1idy is that
the distribution ofobject cliticswith respect to the verin Catalan and Spanisé

12 catalanchildren did not produce agreement between the participle and the direct object clitic,
but they produce the default masculine singular form for the participMéexler et al. 2004)In
particular, 2Byeatolds producedtlauses with agreement R8.8% of the relevant contexts and
withoutin 76.1% of them; the ratefor 3byeatnlds were 10.7% and89.3%, respectively, and for
4pyeabolds 28.9% and71.1%, respectively Notably, no statitically significant difference was
found between the clitic omission rate in children who producedcjaetiagreement and those
who didnot.
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children ae targeflike by age 3, while Catala@byeatkolds still omit ditic
pronounsl9% of the timewith a verb in the present perfect and 25%hef time
with [EPAST] verbs.

4.2.4. StandardModern Greek

Clitic production inearly SMG hasbeen studied by Marinis (20Q0%tephany
(1997) and Tsakali (2006) amongthers.SMG patterns like othefinitenes®
sensitive languages ardhibits pr&verbal clitic pacement with finite verbs and
posBverbalclitic placementvith gerundsandimperatived®,

Stephany(1997) built a corpus of spontaneous dateze Stephany Corpuys
consistingof the recordings o4 monolngual Greelchildren:Spiros, Janna, Mairi
and Maria, availablefrom the CHILDES databasen the basis of which she
studiedthe acquisition of clitic pronoundVith respect to clitic production, she
points out(1997:239)that at age 1;10 Spyros omits 3rd person neuter accusative
singularto in 91% of obligatory contexts (N=34)as in(8), or uses a phonetic
placeholderwhile in imperatives he correctly usesenclitically, as in(9). Mairi
and Jannat age 2;4 and Maria at age 2;10 pseclitic object pronoung more
than 90% of obligatory contextStgphany 1997239).

(8)  Aniki Ula.
OpeBS UllcENOM
[Intended @terance: Na to aniksi i Ula]
M itBCL.ACC opeiBS the UIIENOM
OUlla shall open it@piros 1;10
9) Pa(r) to!
takeERS itBCL.ACC
Orakeit!O

131 follow Mavrogiorgos (2009)n assuminghat the imperative verb in SMG has an unvalued
person feature in.T
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With respect to clitic placemenBtephanynotesthat by age 1;10, Mairi, Janna
and Spyros use accusative and genitive clitics encliticatig, proclitics occur
only in the data fronMairi and SpyrosShe takes this to indicate thaicétics are
usedproductively before proclitic61997238). Ske also repod a few errors with
clitic placement. In particular, 3 tokens wiisplaced cliticsoccurred in MairiOs
data at age 1;10 and in MairiOs and MariaOs data at age 2;@whathafvolved
an encliticused with a noBimperative verbas in(10) (Stephanyl997:272)

(10) Epese me.
FelEBS m&CL.ACC (instead of OnubCL.GEN epese)D
Ol dropped it@Mairi 2;4)

Marinis (2000) studied the emergen@nd placemendf object clitics in
SMGin single ditic, Clitic Doubling and CliticLeft Dislocationstructuresherel
report figures for the overall clitic productionrespetive of the construction
type His sudy is based on two longitudinal corpora, the Christofidou corpus,
consistingof (69) weekly recordings of spontaneoutata from a monolingual
Greek child, Christos, from age 1, 2;8, and the Stephany Corpmentioned
above coveringages 1;9 to 2;9. Eraw numbers of p@@and podbverbalclitics
in the Stephany corpuwnd the Christofidou corpwse reported in tables 4ad
4.4respectively.

Child Age |MLU |Preb/Posb | Total Total Rate of Clitic
Verbal Omission
(Marinis 2000) (Ts&kali 2006)

Spiros |19 |1.6 3 3 6 10 195
Janna 111 |14 1 5 6 10 155

25 |24 46 4 50 50 011

2,9 |28 37 0 37 b b
Mairi 1,9 |20 102 |41 143 143 .056

2,3 |22 122 | 62 184 184 .048

2,9 |25 151 |11 162 b b
Maria 2;3 |23 18 13 31 31 .059

2,9 |29 67 20 87 87 .006

Table4.3: Clitic productionin early SMG: the Stephany Corpus (based on table 4

in Marinis 2000269 & table 14 in Tsakali 2006:152).
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[Christog Preb/ Posb | Total | [Maria] | Total | Rate of Clitic
Age / MLU verbal Age Omission
Christofidou Corpus (Marinis 2000) Doukas Corpus (Tsakali 2006)
1;7 12 0 0 0 b b b
1;8 1.1 0 0 0 b b b
1;9 1.1 0 0 0 b b b
1;10 1.3 0 0 0 b b b
1;11 1.4 0 1 1 b b b
2,0 2.0 0 0 0 2;0.24 6 .041
2;1 2.1 23 3 26 b b b
2;2 2.2 13 3 16 2;2.8 39 .025
2;3 2.2 22 5 27 2;3.18 46 .037
2;4 2.0 26 6 32 b b b
2,5 2.4 49 4 53 2;5.4 46 .020
2,6 2.6 79 2 81 2;5.24 36 0.0
2;7 2.6 134 6 140 2;7.1 37 0.0
2;8 2.9 181 | 14 195 | 2;8.27 35 0.0
527 |41 571 245

Table 4.4: Clitic production in early SMG: the I@istofidou Corpus lfased on
table 3 in Marinis 2000:267) and tB®ukas Corpusbased orable 16 in Tsakal
2006:153/154).

The mostrelevantresults from MarinisO study (200re summarsed

below.

1. A stage in which no clitics are present is found in ChristosO data radone
clitics are produced from age 1,7 to 1;10, while only one clitic is produced
from age 1;11 to 2;0.

2. No correlation is atteted between the early fdimite verb fornsin SMG
(realised with the suffixBl; seeVarlokosta et al. 1998) anobjectclitic
omissiort”.

3. PreDand podiverbal clitics emerge simultaneousjyrebverbal clitics are
usedin the indicative (11) and subjunctie (2000:267 and posBverbal
clitics follow the imperative verb(12) (2000:268. No gerunds are
producel in the corporaxaminel.

4. No instances of clitic misplacemeare attested

14 Marinis (2000)subsumes clitic omission under object omission and claimsbjatt drop is

attested in early SMGHowever these do notunequivocally constitute instances of clitic omission

with the exception of three cases (2000:270, footnote 33).
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(11) To chalacie (target verb: chalase)
ItBCL.ACC destroyed@BS
OS/he destroyed itOhristos 2;1.14)

(12) Pa (target verb: par(e)) .to
TakeERS itBCL.ACC
OrakeitO(Spiros 1;9.11 & Jannal;11.6

Marinis (2000)argues, on the basis of tl®servationghat (i) preb and
posBverbal clitics emege simultaneouslyand (ii) clitic misplacement is not
attested that GreekchildrerOsclausestructureis adulflike (at least with respect
to the projections involved in clitic placemgandthat it projects at leastup to
M(ood) (following PhilippakbWNarburton 1998) omup to C (following Terzi
1999a) The wavailability of cliticsin Christodatadoes nofalsify this claim,
sincewithin MarinisO argumentatidrmay reflectanincomplete lexicoror object
omissiort’in general

Tsakali (2008 investgatedthe rates otlitic productionand omissionin
early SMG onthe basis ohaturalistic and experimental data. Shemired the
files of the 4 children from the Stephany Corpusnd the Doukas Corpys
consisting ofdata fromone monolingual Greelchild, Maria, recorded monthly
from age 2;0.24 t@;8.27.Theresults & heranalysis of theStephany corpuand
Doukas Corpusire reported in tables 4.3 and 4.4 respectividgkalOs outcome
(2006) confirms MarinisO (2000 claim as to the low level of cliti¢object
omissiort®in early SMG

Tsakali also performed an elicitation task witB5 monolingual Greek
children aged 2;4 to 3;6 to test clipcoductionin obligatory contextsShe used a
pictureEbased task modelled after Schaeffer (2000) in which childvere
prompted to produceonstructions involving aingle direct objectclitic. A
sampleexperimentaitem is offered in (13. The experiment aimed at elicig 5

15 The fact that object omission in early SMG does not correlate with the esalpmorfinite

verbal forms shows that the former is not the result of @&aduBlike phrasalmarker (Marinis
2000:277).

1 The only point of divergence between MarinisO (2088) TsakaliOs (200@palysis of the
Stephany corpuare the number of cliticeeported forSpiros at age 1;9 and Janatage 1;11
Marinis (2000) reports thagach child produce@ clitics, while Tsakali (2006) reports thefch
produced 10.



11¢

clitic constructions per child, hend&5 overall Children produced 124 clitics,

with only one child (aged 2;6) omitting clitic on one occasion

(13) Experimenter Questioii kani edho to agoraki sto koritsaki?
What is the boy doing here to the little girl?
Expected Answer: To (CL) filai.
(He) is kissing her.

On the basis of the threstudies (Marinis 2000, Stephany 1997, Tsakali
2006) carried outon clitic L1A in SMG it can be claimed that SMEBpeaking
childrenhave good clitic productiofiom age 2;2 onwardsvith low rates of clitic
omission, while their clitic placement is adilike, with the exception of th&
misplacemengrmrors reported in Stephany (1997)

4.3. Second position clitic languages

Language like Serb&Croatian, aSouttESlavic prddrop language,adhere to
second positiorf2P) restrictions with respect to clitic placemeaditic pronouns
undergo obligatorycliticisation and appearaised in2P. The reason whylitics
never appeaunraisedin utterance&final positionis that they cannot bear focus
(llic & Ud Deen 20@).

llic and Ud Deen (200 investigated clitic productioand clitic placement
in early SerbdXCroatianon the basis of naturalistic aegperimental data fromeB
yealbnld monolingual speakers of SeBfiiroatian Naturalistic data were
collected from Marija, Marko, and Ivan, whiMarija, Ivan and Lan&ok part in
an elicited productiortask a sample test item is offered in J14he results
obtained from the analystf naturalistic dataresummarisedn table 4.5andthe
experimental results itable4.6.

(14) Researcher: Zmiya Ka hochye da poyede Mogliya. Shtaniga Ka da
uradi Mogliyu?
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OThe snake Kaa wants to eat Mowgli. What is the snake going to do with
Mowgli?O
Child: Daga (CL)poyede.

OTo eat him upO

Tables4.5 & 46: Clitic placement in child Serlroatian (based on tables 5 and
6 respectively idlic & Ud Deen 20@)

Clitic Raised| *Unraised| Total
pronouns

Marko 32 2 34
Marija 76 0 76
Ivan 17 0 17

Table 4.5 Naturalistic data

Clitic Raised| *Omitted | Target
pronouns

Marija 33 2 35
Lana 35 0 35
Ivan 33 2 35

Table 4.6 ExperimentaData

The results reporteshow highrates of clitic productionin SerbdCroatian
children Moreover, theyappropiately raise clitic pronouns tilne clause&P from
as early as 3 years of agenly sparse instances of unraised clitieurredin
naturalisic data(2/127; the 2 erroneous productions occurredlamkoOs data; see
table 4.5) while the results of the experimental taglow that whenever a clitic is
produced, it appears the raised position.

In sum, he studycarried out byllic and Ud Deen(2004) shows that
SerbdCroatianchildrenhave high rates of clitic production and a#like clitic
placementby age 3’. The few instance®sf omitted orunraised clics may
indicatethatthey omit or leave clitics unraiseat earlier stages @flA; as d yet,
no suitabledata are available testthis hypothesis.

7 lic and Ud Deen (200) take this result to indicate th&erbdCroatianchildren have learned
thecorrelation between specificity and raisindexical objects and object personal pronouns.



11t

4.4. Clitic scramblinglanguages

In Dutchall direct objectswhich cdrefer with an antecedent in the preceding
discourseobligatorily scranble over a numbyeof elements including negative
partides and adverbsSchaeffer(2000 investigated thedistribution of direct
objects, including clitic pronounsn 49 Dutch children, whose age ranged
between2;4 and 6;10. | report the esults for pronominal elemengone since
this is therelevantaspectof SchaefferOs studgr our investigation Schaeffer
employed atask combining truth value judgement and eliciteadoductionand
tested3 different types of constructions, each involving one of the following
elements(over which an object can be scrant)idow adverls (manner),high
advebs (temporal, locativeand negationThe results obtaed aresummarisedn
table4.7, showingthe proportions of pronouns produced per age group.

Age Full objecs Demonstrative | Strong persong Clitics
(years) pronouns pronours

2 .52 .26 .06 .16

3 15 .26 .01 .58

4 .07 .07 .0 .86

Table 4.7: Proportionof full objects, demonstrative pronouns, strong personal
pronouns and clitics in Dutch clitic scenarios (Table 8 in Schaeffer 2000:80)

As shown intable4.7, Dutchchildren neveomit objecs', even a@ge?.
However Schaeffer reports low rates of scrambleeérsonal (33%) and
demonstrative pronour(d7%) in Dutch 2byeaBolds Considerablalevelopment
towards adufilike performance is obsesd at age 3, when the prduction rates
for scrambled personal and demonstrative pronoureach 95% and 78%
respectivelyNote thatDutch adultsalways scrambl@ersonal and demonstrative
pronouns

What is relevant forthe current thesis is thaall personal pronominal
objeds thatappear unscrambldéd SchaefferOs studye full pronounsnot clitic
pronouns. This indicates that clitic placement in early DutchdidBlike (15)

18 Schaeffer claims that the type of the verbs used in the elicitatjperiment contributed to the
low rates of object omission: all the verbs involved in the Dutch clitic scenarios were particle
verbs, hence telic, which require an overt object (2000:81).
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(Schaeffer 2000:83), irrespective of the low rates of clitic production'” for the 2—
and 3—year—olds.

(15) Bert gaat 'm niet kleuren, de kikker.
Bert goes CL not color-INF the frog
“Bert is not going to color him, the frog” (L 2;8)

4.5. Tobler—Mussafia languages

Cypriot Greek, European Portuguese and Galician are languages that adhere to the
Tobler—Mussafia law; hence, clitic pronouns are banned from clause initial
position. All these languages exhibit finite and non—finite enclisis and finite
proclisis (see section 2.3.1 for a discussion on the relevant syntactic contexts for
CG and 2.3.5 for the corresponding contexts in EP and Galician). This section
focuses on studies investigating clitic production and/or comprehension in early

CQG, early EP and early Galician.

4.5.1 European Portuguese

European Portuguese is a Tobler—Mussafia language which exhibits both pre— and
post—verbal clitics and resembles CG in many respects with regard to contexts that
trigger the one or the other; see section 2.3.5 in chapter 2. The current section
discusses a number of experimental studies conducted on clitic L1A in EP. The
focus of the majority of these studies is clitic omission in early EP. Various
aspects of the phenomenon are studied, including its relation to null objects, and
its contingency on clitic type (reflexive, Ist & 2nd person clitics) and syntactic
context (i.e. strong islands), while a proposal is put forward to accommodate the
data. In recent work on clitic placement in early EP Lobo and Costa report

instances of clitic misplacement. An overview of their work is also provided.

¥ Schaeffer (2000) attributes the low rates of produced clitics in Dutch children to the optional
marking of referentiality in child language. Scrambling is not allowed with non-referential objects
in Dutch, since discourse—relatedness is not established, and the movement (scrambling) of the
element in discussion to SpecRefP/SpecDiscP is not motivated. When the pragmatic system
develops, this optionality is no longer attested.



Costa and Lobo (@7a) investigated whether the correlation that holds for
many clitic languagebetween clitic omission and participiagreement (Tsakali
& Wexler 2004 Ts&ali 2006) holds for EP as wethustesting theapplicability
of WexlerO8JCC in early EP. Theymodelled a productiotask after Schaeffer
(2000, with a puppet commenting on an adedt story, and elicited accusative
3rd person cliticsn enclitic and proclitic environmesit Strong islands were also
included in the test in order to control for théetence between tardgike null
objects and targBtleviant clitic omissiongiven the availability of null objects in
adult EP, strong islands, in which null objects raled out, area suitable context
for disambiguating between object drop and cldinission. An example item
from the entisis condition is offered in ()§Costa & Lobo 2003).

(16) Experimenter: Olha! Estt aqui o Urso Pooh. Ele hoje encontiiogre e
achou que digre estava muito despenteado... Ah! Ele tem uma escova!
Olha para o que Booh fez ad’igre.

OLook! HereOs Pooh. Today, he maieFignd he thought his hair was not
niceEAh! He has a comb! Look at what Pooh did t@derO
Puppet: Eu sei! Ele lavouTagre!

Ol know! He washed Tggr'O
Experimenter: N<o...n<o lavou nada. Dihe | o que o Pooh fez daayre!

NoEhe did not. Tell him what Pooh did to ggerO
Expected response: pent&)
Ocombeghim)O

The test was administered 28 nonolingual speakers of EP fromage
groups: BHto 3byeaboldsand £yealbolds. High rates of null forms were attested
in all contexts (enple clauses and strong islahdn both age groupsclitic
productionreachedlL0% for 2bto 3Byeabolds andl13.9% for 4byeaBolds. Clitic
production within strong islands was28% for the fomer age group and a#®
for the latter. Costa and Lobo take the maspraportian of null complements in
strong island contexts to indicate that these are instances of omitted clitics rather

than null objects. They base their claim on the significantipdri DP production



11¢

in strong island contexts (as compared to simple declaratives) observed in both
age groups, which shows some sensitivity to the special characteristics of these
domains.

Clitic omission in arly EP challenges thebasic tenet of thdJCC.
However Costa and Lobo (2007ao not interpretthese resultsas counted
evidence for thedJCC. Instead, they assume that clitic omission in EP ia of
different nature than clitic omission iather languagesFor them,UCC is
maturational in naturécf. the correlation with the Root Infinitive stag&o, n
languages in which omission is a result of the U@Qlevelopmental effect is
attested by age 3children have a@ultBlike production In EP, on the other hand,
4Byeaibolds still omit clitics Therefore the UCC is argued not to be responsible
for the EP dataFor Costa and Lobo (2007aglitics and null objects in EP
compete to convey the same message, while the choice between the twB is post
syntactic and discourBeonditioned

Moreover, Costa and Lol@007a) attribute the rates of clitic omission in
early EP to complexity factors. On the one hand, the availabiliylbbbjectsin
adult EPobliges thechildren b learn the contextsin which null objectsare
legitimate andhe onesn which they arenot. On the othertherealisationof both
enclisis and proclisis in finite contex(Puarte & Matos 2000) results in extra
burden for childrenCosta and Lobo (2007assume, following Reinhart (1999),
that this complex clitic systeriorces young childremo decde betweenmultiple
convergent derivations, which resultsioblems in production.

What is not clear from Costa and LoboOs (2007a) study is whether clitic
placement is a relevant variable for determining rates of omission in early EP. The
resultsreveal different rates of clitic production in enclisis and proclisis contexts:
7.3% and 12.8% respectivey for 2D to 3ByeaBolds and 4.8% and 22.7%
respectivly for 4Byeabolds. However, a definitive answer would require the
results to be statisticallyalidated Finally, afurther aspect of Costa and LoboOs
results which they did notfurther investigate, butvhich is relevant for the
purposes of our investigation, is thedme of the few cliticattested irproclitic

environments wereealised pos®verbdly. This outcome confirms Duarte and



MatosO (2000) observation that there is a tendency fspE&kingchildren to
overuse enclisis.

Costa and Lobo (2009) looked at comprehension mataxder to offer
corroborative evidence for their claim that the algseof clitic pronounsn the
early production of EP is the result of tbeergeneralsation of targetlike null
object construction(2007a), rather tharthe result of targdideviant ditic
omission They adapted to Portuguese a tratiiue judgment taskesteloped by
GrYter (2006)xnd administered it t®20 EPEspeaking childreraged 3;2to 5;0.
GrYterOs task aimed assessg the comprehension of structures with a null
argument in French and Engligtildren. The experimental material involved
intransitive structures, structures with superfluous DPs, superfluous clitics, object
clitics and null objects. All these constructions were tested in two contexts: in
simple clauses and in strong islan@asta and Lobdypothessed that the EP
childrenOs abilityo assign a transitive interpretation to a completfless verb
would constitute an indication that they have acquired the null object construction.

The results obtained showed that: (1) EP children master transitivity, since
they reject superfluous argumermandtheir interpretation of intransitive structures
is adulBlike, (2) they interpret clitics in an adéltke way, (3) they accept null
objects in simple clauses like adults do, but (4) they accept null objects within
strong islands as well, unlike dtiu Overall, children performed very similato
adults (above 8 correct responses in all conditions) with the exception of the
condition testing null objects in strong islands, in which children assigned
transitive interpretations twomplemerilessverbs.

For Costa and Lobo (2009)hese results areompatible with the
assumption that clitic omission in early EP is due to the overgesagi@iof the
null object constructionEP children are aware of the availabjliof this type of
construction, gt, unlike adults, theyovergeneralisat to contexts with strong
islands as well. The reason fooing sois that they have not yet developed the
more restrictive adullike grammar, within which the distribution of null objects
IS constrained.

The symmetnpetween production and comprehension data in early EP, as
revealed by the similar results reported in Costa and Lobo (2007a) and (2009), is



120

at odds with the asymmetry observed in early French, as reported in GrYter
(2006). While French children omit accusative clitics, they reject the transitive
interpretation for null object constructions (rejection rate: 85%). This divergence
in the performance between EP and French children reveals that clitic omission
does not seem to be a uniform phenomenon cross—linguistically (Costa & Lobo
2009).

The hypothesis developed by Costa and Lobo (2007a, 2009) that EP
children overgeneralise the null object construction at the onset of L1A is fully
justified on the basis of the evidence from two other studies reported in Costa et
al. (2008). The first one conducted by Costa and Lobo (2007b) elicited reflexive
(1st, 2nd and 3rd person singular) and non-reflexive (3rd person singular)
accusative clitics. The second one carried out by Silva (2008) elicited non—
reflexive Ist, 2nd and 3rd person singular dative clitics in two contexts: simple
clauses (enclitic and proclitic contexts) and strong islands. Reflexive clitics, as
well as 1st and 2nd person clitics, do not freely alternate with null objects, thus
patterning with clitics in strong islands. The methodology of both studies was
based on Schaeffer (2000). 24 EP—speaking children aged 3 to 4 participated in
Costa and Lobo’s (2007b) study and 11 in Silva’s (2008) study.

The results obtained from both studies showed that EP children omit
clitics in all construction types, even in contexts in which this is illegitimate in
adult language, i.e. reflexive clitics and 1st and 2nd person clitics. This outcome
confirms Costa and Lobo’s (2007a, 2009) hypothesis that the null object
construction is overgeneralised in early EP. Yet, some important asymmetries
were detected between the different clitic subtypes. Costa and Lobo (2007b)
report a significantly higher production of reflexive clitics (47.4%, 104/219), as
compared to non—reflexive ones (13%, 13/100). Higher rates of omission were
attested for 3rd person non-reflexive clitics as compared to 1st and 2nd person
non-reflexives (Silva 2008). In enclitic contexts, clitic production was low for 1st
and 2nd person clitics (31.8%, 7/22), while no 3rd person (0/22) clitics were
produced. In proclitic contexts a few 1st (9.1%, 2/22) and 2nd person (31.8%,
7/22) clitics were produced, while no 3rd person (0/22) clitics were produced. The
rates of production for non-reflexive dative clitics (8.8%, 35/396) (Silva 2008),
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and for non-reflexive accusative clitics (13%, 13/100) (Costa & Lobo 2007b), are
comparable. Finally, no difference in dative clitic production was attested in
enclitic (10.6%, 14/132) versus proclitic (6.8%, 9/132) contexts (Silva 2008).

This outcome is indicative for the two hypotheses that are invoked to
explain the pattern of clitic omission in EP: Wexler’s (1998) UCC and Reinhart’s
(1999) post—syntactic complexity. Given that all clitic types tested are similar in
terms of feature specification, UCC predicts similar omission rates in all
conditions. Contrastingly, on the basis of Reinhart’s theory of post—syntactic
complexity, production rates are expected to differ depending on the clitic
subtype. Recall that reflexive clitics and 1st and 2nd person clitics do not freely
alternate with null objects. Thus, no multiple convergent derivations arise and
post—syntactic choices are not imposed on children. As a result, the system’s
complexity is reduced, hence higher production rates are expected for 1st and 2nd
person clitics as well as for reflexive clitics. The results obtained clearly favour
the latter hypothesis, since considerably lower omission rates were attested for
reflexive clitics as compared to non—reflexive ones (Costa & Lobo 2007b) as well
as for 1st and 2nd person clitics as compared to 3rd person clitics (Silva 2008).
Crucially, though, it seems that children have not yet reached the state of adult
knowledge concerning the illegitimacy of null objects in these contexts.

Turning now to clitic placement in early EP, in a recent study Lobo and
Costa (2012) report instances of clitic misplacement in EP children at 5 years of
age. Recall that EP exhibits 3 patterns of clitic placement: proclisis, enclisis and
mesoclisis®®. Lobo and Costa (2012) elicited se clitics, a type of clitic less
frequently omitted in early EP (cf. Costa & Lobo 2007b), in enclitic and proclitic
contexts in 20 EP children aged 5 to 6. The following proclitic contexts were
elicited: clauses with negative markers, negative subjects, quantified subjects, the
adverb j¥ (“already”), as well as embedded complement and adverbial clauses.
Simple and coordinate clauses that constitute enclitic contexts were also elicited.
The control group, which consisted of adult speakers of EP, produced 217/240

clitics in enclitic contexts all of which were placed post—verbally. In proclitic

20 Cf, section 2.3.5 in Chapter 1 for a discussion on the syntactic contexts in which each pattern of
clitic placement is manifested.
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contextsthe control group producetb5/480prebverbal clitics 88.8%). Children
producedl67/240posBverbalclitics in enclitic contextsand 362/480in proclitic
ones.Interestingly prebverbal clitic placement in proclisis contexts in children
(25.8%)was muchlower than in the adult grouB8.8%), but also much lower
than posBverbal placement(74.2%). Notably, some cases of double clitic
production, with the clitic placed both @and podbverbally, were also attested,
butonly very rarely 0.4%, 3/720.

Closerexaminationof the results revealhat pr&verbal clitic placerant
in proclitic contexts variedepending on the syntactic enviroent. On the basis
of the results obtained the following ranking with respect to the percentages of
targetlike responsefin parenthesisgmerges
negatives (60.8%)
negated subjects (48%)
embedded complements (47.1%)
adverbial clauses (34.3%)
embedded ackrbials 8.7%)
quantified subjects5(2%).

o a0k w N PE

Lobo and Costa (2012) conclude that only proclitic context$rake problematic

for young children They hypothesis¢hat variation in the input may be a factor
that can explain the delay the acquisition ofclitic placement in EP. However,
they do not assume that child production is merely a reflex of a variable input.
Instead, they take the ddeay tendency to indicate that this output is constrained

by grammatical factors as well.

4.5.2. Galician

Galician resemles CG andEP in terms of clitic placement. It ia Toble®
Mussafia languageexhibiting pos®verbal clitic placement inroot clauses
bicouno (CL) (O(s/he) kissed himQ), icéCL) (Oto kiss himO) (Grohmann et al.
2012) and prebverbal clitic placementin whBguestios, negatives, and clauses
headed byguantifiersor focused XPs, as well aa subordinate constructions
(Uriagereka 1996



123

Children residing in Galicia, in the northwest of Spain, are exposed to both
Galician, a Tobler-Mussafia language, and Spanish, a finiteness—sensitive
language. Grohmann et al. (2012) tested clitic placement in 12 Galician—speaking
children aged 5 to 6 residing in the area of Pontevedra. They used the COST
Action A33 tool adapted to Galician. However, they elicited simple declaratives
rather than because—clauses, since most subordinate constructions, such as those
used in the original A33 tool, trigger pre—verbal clitic placement in Galician. An
example of the experimental material is offered in (17) (Grohmann et al. 2012).

The elicited clause could involve either a finite or a non—finite verb.

(17)  Neste debuxo temos un neno e un balon.
“In this picture, we have a boy and a ball”
O neno fixo algo.
“The boy did something”
Qué fixo o neno co balén?

“What did the boy do with the ball?”

Overall, 144 constructions were elicited, 131 of which involved a clitic
pronoun (91%). Only 55 of the 131 elicited clitic constructions (42%) involved a
finite verb, while the remaining 76 (58%) constituted infinitival constructions.
Children’s clitic placement was target-like 97% of the time, irrespective of the
context, with only 4 misplacement errors out of the 131 responses.

This result is a clear indication that Galician—speaking children acquire
adult grammar with respect to clitic placement by age 5. An earlier age of
acquisition is not precluded, and this is an issue worth exploring. Likewise, it is
worth exploring whether clitic misplacement is manifested in the course of
Galician L1A. For this purpose, younger children should be tested and the

experimental material should involve proclisis—triggering contexts as well.
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4.5.3. Cypriot Greek

Petinou and Terzi (2002) were the first to study the acquisition of clitic pronouns
in CG. They were also the first to observe and report the phenomenon of clitic
misplacement. A second study carried out by Grohmann and colleagues (2011,
2012) studied clitic production and placement in CG—speaking children aged 3 to
5 and offered useful insights regarding the reflection of the sociolinguistic
situation in Cyprus in language use.

Petinou and Terzi (2002) investigated the L1A of CG clitics on the basis
of a corpus consisting of data from 5 typically developing (TD) children®' and 5
children diagnosed with specific language impairment (SLI). The TD group was
followed longitudinally and recorded bimonthly over a period of 4 months (at 32,
34, and 36 months), while the SLI group, whose age ranged between 48 and 60
months, was tested once; the two groups were matched for mean length of
utterance in words (MLUyw), gender, and socioeconomic status. Petinou and Terzi
calculated misplaced clitics out of children’s overall clitic production in na-
clauses and negatives; recall that both contexts require a pre—verbal clitic in adult
grammar (cf. Chapter 2). Examples of clauses involving a misplaced clitic are

offered in (18-19) (2002:8).

(18) (N)a kolisume ta ! tetradhio mu.
M  stick—-1PL them—CL (on-the) notebook my
“(To) stick them on my notebook” (LK)
Adult Production: “Na ta kolisume sto tetradhio mu”
(19) Oi, en aresi mu.
No NEG please-3S me—CL
“No, I don’t like (it)” (LK)

Adult Production: “Oi, en mu aresi”

! Petinou and Terzi (2002) call this group childrenwith normal language development (NLD)
use the term typically developing childrefor the same subset of the overall population.



125

The phenomenon of clitic misplacement was attested in both groups with
clitics placed post—verbally. The relevant results are summarised in tables 4.8 and
4.9. Table 4.8 shows the proportion of clitic misplacement (PCM) and MLUy in
the children with SLI and table 4.9 gives the same information for the TD
children.

Child | Age (inmo.) | MLUw | PCM™

LK 60 3.8 1.0 (33/33)
FI 48 2.7 1.0 (47/47)
GK 60 4.0 1.0 (20/20)
SK 48 2.4 1.0 (31/31)
EP 54 2.9 1.0 (16/16)

Table 4.8: Proportion of clitic misplacement in children with SLI (based on table
3 in Petinou & Terzi 2002:13).

Child 32 mo. 34 mo. 36 mo.
PCM MLUw | PCM MLUw | PCM MLUw
0OX |0.10(3/30) 3.0 0.02 (1/52) | 3.6 0.0 (0/61) 3.3
NA | 0.66 (16/24) | 2.8 0.28 (5/18) | 3.1 0.12 (4/33) | 3.3
AM | 0.07 (2/26) 2.8 0.0 (0/17) 3.2 0.0 (0/34) 4.0
Al |0.21(3/14) 2.4 0.14 (3/21) |3.0 0.05(2/37) | 3.4
AX ]0.62(20/32) | 2.9 0.44 (13/29) | 3.1 0.0 (0/38) 4.0

Table 4.9: Proportion of clitic misplacement in TD children (based on table 2 in
Petinou & Terzi 2002:13).

Paired comparisons revealed significant differences regarding PCM in the
TD group between 32 and 36 months, t(8)=1.92, p<.05. No significant differences
were found between 32 and 34 months, t(8)=0.74, p>.05, or between 34 and 36
months, t(8)=0.98, p>.05. Finally, PCM was significantly larger (and invariant) in
the group with SLI (M=1.0, SD=.00) when compared to the TD group (M=0.31,
SD=.29), t(8)=6.93, p<.05.

In a follow—up test, the PCM and MLUy of 3 additional TD children were
measured, but no instances of clitic misplacement were attested; the relevant data

appear in Table 4.10.

%2 The first number in parentheses refers to the number of misplaced clitics, and the second to the
overall clitic production (misplaced and correctly placed) per child (Petinou & Terzi 2002:13).
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Child | Age (inmo.)| MLU | PCM

Al 28 2.8 0.0 (0/4)
IP 28 3.0 0.0 (0/7)
OK 28 3.0 0.0 (0/11)

Table 4.10: Proportion of clitic misplacement in 3 youngerchildren(based on
table 4 in Petinou & Terzi 2002:15

Petinou and Terzi (2002nterpret their resultollowing proposals in
Terzi (1999a). Specifically, thegssume thafinite enclisis in CG derives from
proclisis with the manifestation of verb neswent past theliticisation site and
that verb movement from T(ense) td(ood) is an alternative mechanism
employed to satisfy the strong verbal features of M: these features are satisfied by
the inflectional particles heading MP, i.e. negators, moddigb@s If no such
particle heads the clitic clauseEX¢EM obtains. Clitic misplacement is interpreted
along these lines as the result of twergeneralisationf verb movement to M.

This behaviouris attributed to childrenOs misanalysis of tibax staus of the
inflectionalparticles heading MRwhile these particles in adult CG are heads (of
MP) and thus able to satisfy the feature checking requirements of M, in child
grammar they are perceived as phrasal specifiers (located in the SpecMP) or
adjuncts hence their inability to check the verbal features of M. As a resblt, V
toEM is manifested even in their presence and the following order derives:
particlebverbExlitic.

Petinou and Terzi (2002) offer two pieces of evidence in support of this
analysis. Fst, they take th@a omissions in children with SEias evidence for
problems with the M(ood) head. Second, they take some uses of the inappropriate
negative marker by a single child with SLI to indicate the phrasal status of
negative particles in ear@G**. However, their claim is weakened by the fact that
both pieces of evidence are found in SLI data alone. Petinou and Terzi mention
that none of the TD children either omitted the modal partiel®@r made the

%3 The raw numbers and the relevant percentages ofmissiors in total numbers ohaEXlauses
involving clitic pronouwns for the groupvith SLI areas follows GK: 12% (4/33); LK: 15% (7/47);

Fl: 27% (8/30); EP6% (2/31) and SK: 28%9/32) (Petinou &Terzi 2002:17).

24 This childused constituent negatioah(), which is phrasal, instead of sentential negatétiref
andmin), which is conglered an X (Petinou & Terzi 2002, and references therein); but, crucially,
not vice versa. Petinou and Terzi (2002) take the nature and the direction of the substitution as
evidence thathe child hasattributed phrasal status to all the negative paricknd theyextend

their claim to the modal partictea.



wrong choice of negative particle; moreowanly 1 out of the 5 children with SLI
used the inappropriate negative marker (2002:24).

A number of conclusions can be drawn on the basis of Petinou and TerziOs
(2002) study First, CA»speakingchildren seem to learn the basic grammatical
properties of atics quickly; no inflectional errors have been reported, not even
for the SLI populationThis constitutes corroborative evidence Retinou and
TerziOglaim that children have no problems with clitigsr se In the second
place, anegative correlatiorseems to hold between MiJJand PCM: PCM
decreases as MLpJincreases. A third point is that the first set of data (TD
children) poins to a developmental path, with the age of 32 months (or younger)
as the starting point, with (fewer or more instancgschiic misplacement, and
the age of 36 months as the Bpdint, with adulBlike clitic placement. However,
this outcome is not confirmed by the follBup study, with 3 children as young as
28 months exhibiting targétke clitic placement. This result ra&s issues
regarding thegeneralisabilityof the phenomenon, especiallytlife small number
of participants is taken into accouMoreover,the results reported in tabké.9
vary with regard to childrenOs performance at the age of 32 months: PCM ranges
betveen 7% and 66%; in fact only 2 children (N.A. & A.X.) have relatively high
PCM. At the subsequent two stages (34 and 36 months) PCM decreases rapidly
for all the participants relative to their performance at the age of 32 months. The
latter point raisesssues regarding the robustness of the phenomenon obdarved.
the fourth placethere is a striking difference between TD and SLI children: only
the latter group misplaces clitics across the boBedinou and Terzi take this
observation one step furthamdhsuggest that ceiling percentagesaobrrectclitic
placement across syntactic contexts constitutes a clinical marker for SLIEn CG
speaking children. Finally, the proposal put forward by Petinou and Terzi relates
the overgeneralisationof enclisis wih the Xebar status of thanflectional
particles. On the basis of such a proposal, clitic misplacement is expected to
correlate withthe omission or wrong use of the relevant particles, i.e. negative and
modal particles, as well as any other particle hep®iP. However the evidence
provided does not adequately justify this claim.

Let us now turn to the studies conducted by Grohmann (2011) and
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colleagues (Grohmann et al. 201®jthin COST Action A3%8°on CG clitics.
Grohmann (2011) administereB30sliticsBinBislands testgdaptedor CG) to

24 TD children aged 5 to years, as well as to a group of 10 TD children aged 3
to 4years. Grohmann et al. (2012) administered the same t&$7t®D children
aged 2 to 7 years.

The test developed within COST Acti&83 and used by Grohmann and
colleagues (2011, 2012) is an elicited production task for 3rd person singular
accusative object clitics within syntactic islands. An example of the experimental
material useds offered in (20 after the introductory sentemdollowed by a
question, children were confronted with an embedgid (Obecauseid)ause,
which they were prompted to completbg bracketed part indicates the target

structure

(20) | mama xtenizi ti gorude i korua en omorfi.
OMommy is combing the gand the girl is beautiful®
Jati i korua en omorfi?
OWhy is the girl beautiful?O
| korua en omorfiati i mam:a tis litenizitinBCL]
The girl is beautiful because momngombsher].

All the 8 adults in the control group of GrohmannOs study (2011)qedu
exclusively podiverbal clitics. Grohmann takes this outcome to indicate that the
targetlike grammar for C&speaking children requires the enclitic pattern. On
the other hand, Leivada et al. (201uotedin Grohmann et al2012, report a
mixed patern of clitic placement in the adwdontrol group witha preference for
enclitic placement (76.6%)The results reported in Grohmann (2011) and
Grohmann et al. (2012) asesmmarisedn tables 4.104.13.

25 COST Action A33 is a project aiming to investigate the linguistic performance of typically
developing children at the age of 5 across Europe(an languages) with respect to five areas of
grammar inclding clitic production.
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Agegroup | N Clitics Omission | NP No answer | Other
3;0-4:0 120 | 110 (.92) |2 (.02) 3(.02) |0(0.0) 5(.04)
(N=10)
5;0-6;0 288 | 276 (.96) |2(.01) 2(.01) |1(0.0) 7 (.02)
(N=24)

Table 4.11: Clitic production in TD children aged 3 to 6 years for clitics—in—
islands test (Grohmann 2011: tables 1 & 2)

Clitic placement | 3;0-4;0 (N=10) | 5;0—6;0 (N=24)
Pre—verbal 0 (0.0) 137 (.496)
Post-verbal 110 (1.0) 139 (.503)
Overall 110 (1.0) 276 (1.0)

Table 4.12: Clitic placement in TD children aged 3 to 6 years for clitics—in—
islands test (Grohmann 2011: tables 1 & 2)

Clitic 2;0-2;11 | 3;0-3;11 | 4;,0-4;11 | 5;0-5;11 | 6;0-6;11 | Adults
Overall .986 .867 .885 .943 .873 1.0
Post-verbal | .90 .89 .88 .68 47 1.0

Table 4.13: Clitic production and clitic placement for all age groups for clitics—in—
islands test (Grohmann et al. 2012: table 3).

Grohmann (2011) and colleagues (2012) take the enclisis pattern
manifested by children aged 2 to 4 (tables 4.12—4.13), which resembles the adult
pattern, to indicate that CG—speaking children acquire adult-like clitic placement
at around 3 years of age. They attribute the mixed pattern exhibited by 5— and 6—
year—olds®® to the fact that the CG grammar of these children gets “muddled” by
the interference from SMG at school; recall that at age 5;6—6;0 children in Cyprus
enter the school system, where SMG is the language of instruction. In sum, they
interpret their results within the proposed (domain—specific) Socio—Syntax of
Development Hypothesis that primarily concerns the domain of schooling.

Nevertheless, the study reported in Grohmann (2011) and Grohmann et al.
(2012) raises some issues. In the first place, the objective of COST Action A33

was to test clitic production rather than clitic placement. The choice of clitic

%% As mentioned by Grohmann (2011), the 24 children aged 5 to 6 who performed the clitics—in—
islands test can be grouped as follows: (i) 10 children who use predominantly proclisis, (ii) 10
children who use predominantly enclisis and (iii) 4 children who use the two patterns.
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constructions involving an embeddgdiEclause in the clitiddnBslands test is
perfectly suited for eliciting clitics from languages with high percentages of clitic
drop, like European Portuguesktitxlauses, howevesre not ideal to test clitic
placement in CGPappas (2011) carried out a magnitude estimation asaif/s
acceptability for clitic constructions in CG and showed, timegubjecEless causal
clauses headed byuzi, both enclisis and proclisis are equally acceptable.
However, if a prBverbal subject is realised, as in the experimental material in the
cliticsBinEislands test used by Grohmann and colleagues (2011, 2012), focus is of
crucial importance for clitic placement. Papg2811)tests the effect of focus for
prebverbal subjects and reports the following. With contrastive focus, there is no
preferencebetween the proclitic/enclitic pattern; with information focus, on the
other hand, proclisis is preferrednd when there is no emphasis on the DP,
enclisis is strongly preferréd Grohmann (2011) reports that the 8 adults of the
control group producednly posBverbal clitics injatibclauses, whereas Leivada
et al. (2010 quotedin Grohmann et al. 2012) report a mixed pattern of clitic
placement in the adutontrol group The latter outcome confirms PappasO (2011)
results: the CG targegrammar allows fo both enclisis and proclisis iju#ib
clausesthis is also independently reported ®@lgatzikyriakidis(2010, 2012)

Moreover, what is of crucial importance for an acquisition study is the
grammaticality of a given structure. SinegeiBclauses exhibit dlactal variation
with regard to clitic placement (@eerbal in SMG and (mainly) pd3terbal in
CG) both proclisis and enclisiare grammatical in some variety. Hence, the
results reported by Grohmann and colleagues (2011, 2012) are relevant for issues
pettaining to codBswitching or to sociolinguistic parameters in linguistic
environments such as that of GrEseaking Cyprus, which Grohmann (2011)
calls OHXO. In relation to the former point, heentions that extensive cddle
switching takes place (in sdtions that require formal and polite styles) by Greek
Cypriots, who use (some form of) SMG or what Arvaniti (2010) calls Standard
Cypriot. From an acquisitionistOs perspective the most important outcome of the
aforementioned study is that €peaking chdren as early as 2 years of age have

27 Grohmann et al. (2012) acknowledge thessibility of a bias against podverbal clitic
placement in CG in subject initial declaratives.
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adullike clitic production, i.e. they do not omit clitics (Grohmann et al. 2012).

4.6. Interim onclusions

A number of conclusions can be drawn on the basis of the various sitidiis
L1A in a number bEuropeandnguages.

With respect to clitic production, alivergence is observed in the
performance of children acquiring different languagesome languages, tts
are omitted while in othersthey are producedrom very early on.Children
acquiring CypriotGreek (Grohmann 2011, Grohmann et al. 2013panish
(Wexler, Gavarn— & Torrren22004) Standard Modern Greek (Marinis 2000,
Stephany 1997 Tsakali 2006),SerbdCroatian [lic & Ud Deen 20@), and,
accordirg to Babyonyshev and Marin (26800and Avram and Coeng2007),
Romanian have adtilike clitic production by age litics hare been found to
be problemati@and omittedby children older than B Catalan(Wexler, Gavar—
& Torrrens 2004)European Portugues€dsta & Lobo 200 et seq. Costa et al.
2008), Italian (Guasti 1993/4, Schaeffer 2Q00fhd, according toAvram (1999),
Romanian Low clitic production is alsareported for early Dutch (Schaeffer
2000).

Early clitic omission has been attributed ddferent factors Cost and
LoboOs (20@Y analysis ofEP refers to complexityfollowing ideas in Reinhart
(1999), while Guasti (1993/94) memns difficulties in forming ABchains.
According to Tsakali and Wexler (2003) andexler, Gavar— androrrrens
(2009, the UCC in early grammars results alitic omisson in languages with
past participle agreement alorfechaefer attributes the low rates giroduced
clitics at the onset of L1A of Dutch the optional marking of referentiality in
childEDutch.

Clitic placement inmost early languages, includinGatalan Italian,
Romanian, Spanish, SMG and SédBooatian has been reported to be ddilk,
with the interesting exceptisrof CG (Petinou & Terzi 2002) an&P (Lobo &
Costa2012) in which clitic misplacement has been attesiéds is anintriguing
and undestudiedphenomenonwhich deserves closer examinatiarorderfor its
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nature to be fully understood. This is precisely the focus of the empirical section
of the current thesis. The methodology implemented and the results obtained are

outlined in the following two chapters respectively.
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CHAPTER 5: METHODOLOGY

5.1. Introduction

The discussion in this chapter revolves around various methodological aspects of
the two studies conducted to investigate clitic L1 acquisition in Cypriot Greek: a
spontaneous speech study, and an elicited—production experiment. The research
questions posed, the hypotheses sketched and the predictions made are outlined in
the first section. The second and third sections present the profile of the
participants, the method and the materials used, as well as the analysis conducted

on both the naturalistic and the experimental data.

5.2. Hypotheses of the present study

The goal of the present study is twofold. On the one hand, it aims to explore clitic
L1 acquisition in CG and to answer a number of research questions in relation to
the developmental stages that CG—speaking children pass through until they reach
the target grammar. On the other hand, it aims to investigate the theoretical
implications of the developmental patterns attested and to accommodate the child
data within a formal account of cliticisation in CG.

The results obtained by Petinou and Terzi (2002) for early CG, as well as
those by Lobo and Costa (2012) for early EP, are taken as the starting point. In
Petinou and Terzi’s (2002) study, only 2 (out of 5) typically developing (TD)
children had relatively high percentages of misplaced clitics, even at the earliest
stage reported (2002:13, table 2), which raises several questions about the
generalisability of the phenomenon attested across participants. The current study
investigates the acquisition of object clitics in a systematic and thorough fashion
with a large number of children.

The first set of research questions is addressed from a developmental
perspective:

1. Is the phenomenon of clitic misplacement attested in early CG?

2. What is the age range of the children exhibiting clitic
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misplacemeri

3. Is it generalise@cross participantsithin the relevanage range
4. If not, what proportion of the overall populationexhibits the
phenomenon?

Concerning the theoreticaiplications of the above questiorthe folowing
hypothess is developedif the phenomenon of clitic misplacemengmsneralised
acrossall (or a large proportion dthe participantsvithin a definedagerange,it
marks a distinct developmental stage the course of.1 acquisitionof typically
developingCGBspeaking childreh (Hypothesis 1)

In the second place, what is of crucial importance is to establish whether
the targefdeviant pattern attested is part ¢hild grammar Hence,l next ask
whetherthe childrenOgroductionis characterisedy real optionality (see Parodi
& Tsimpli (2005) for a definition ofeal andapparentoptionality in the context

of L2 acquisitior) or not

5. Is clitic misplacement attested in both encligiad proclisis
contexts?
6. If it is only attested in either proclisis or enclisis contexts alone,

doesit occur in all the syntactic contexts exhibiting the relevant p&tern
| am assumingthat the manifestation ofeal optionality in childenOsclitic
placementwill resultin the arbitraly choice of eithethe pré® or thepostverbal
positionirrespective of the syntactic conteRs a result, clitic misplacementill
occur in both enclisis and proclisis context©n the other hand, the
overgeneralisatioof either theone or the ther patterrwill showthatchildren are
consistent albeit nomadulElike, in their clitic (mis)placementOn the basis of
the above considerations, the following hypothesis is developedilitic
misplacement occurs in both enclisis and proclisis cositéx comparable
percentages,it shows real optionality in childrenOsclitic placement. The
overgeneralisatioof eitherthe enclisis or the proclisgatternin all clitic contexts
provides evidencethat child gramma is not characterisedby real optionaty

! petinou and Terzi (2002) claim thacrosgtheBboard clitic misplacement is attested in SLI
populations alone and, presumably, constitutes a clinical marker for language impairment(s). It
would be, therefore, interesting to check whether atbaEboard clitic misplacement is attested

in typicallyEdeveloping (TD)populations on the basis of a much larger database.
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(Hypothesis 2

If a systematic pattern is attestdlge nextstep isto identify which aspect
of child grammar appears to liefective Following MarinisO 2000:258260)
viewsin assuming the Minimalist Progra(@homsky 1995, 1998)s well aghe
SynaxEMorphology Interface asdefined in the framework of Distributed
Morphology (Halle & Marantz 1993}he formal features of clitic pronoursn
be checkedprior to spellBout, while lexical itemsare inserted afterspellbout.
Within such a framework,litic omission coulgotentially be attributedboth to
an impoverished lexicon and/tr an impoverished grammé&f. Guasti 1993/94,
Wexler et al. 2004 inter alia)Clitic misplacement, howeveould only be
attributedto an impoverishedrammar Moreover,it has beertlaimedthat CGb
speaking children have adtlike clitic production from as early as 2 years of age
(seetable 3 inGrohmann et al. 2012 hiscan be taken as evideniz® the early
construction of the relevant lexical items in the dbdexicon.Hence,childrenOs
targeBdeviant performancén clitic placementwould unequivocally constitute
evidence for aefectivecomputational system.

Clitic placement, as shown inhapter 3, is directly related to the
inflectional domain of the clause. Whigtthereforeof crucial importance is to
investigate whether clitic misplacement correlates vd#iective l. In many
Europearnanguageshe use of optional infinitives indicates that the IRasfully
specified.Varlokosta Vainikka andRohrbache(1998) claim thatthe early no®
finite verbal forms attested in early Greesrrespond to theptionalinfinitives
attested in other early languagkadopt Varlokosta et al.Os (1998) proposalland
hypothesse that if the proportiorof early noffinite verbd forms in constructions
involving misplaced cliticss significantly higherthanthatof finite verbs targeb
deviant clitic placementmay correlate witha norbadulBlike I(nflection)
(Hypothesis R If, howeverthe proportiorof finite verbs in these cstructionss
higher, no such correlatioholds. The (nol)existence of a correlation between
clitic misplacement and early nBimite forms wouldprovide useful indications
for the second set of research questions.

From a theoretical perspective this eéstigationaims at explaining the
child data inthe contexbf a formal acount of clitic placement in CGA number
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of different proposals have been put forward over the past two decades to account
for clitic placement in CG.Chapter 3discussedpurely synactic accounts
proposedby Agouraki (2001) and Terzi (1999a, 1999b), a purely prosodic
account by Condoradi and Kiparsky (2001) and interface accounts by
Mavrogiorgos(2012)and Rewuihiadou (2006, 2008 Acquisition data constitute a
goodtool for teging the adequacy of thegeoposalsAll the syntactic accounts
assume théfinite enclisis derives from proclisi3.hus,for enclisisto obtain the
manifestation of additional syntactic (movement) operatisrequired namely
VEoBC in Agouraki(2001) and VEXoEM in Terzi (1999a, 1999p On the basis of
this account, a legitimate predictias that proclisis, being the less demanding
pattern derivationally, wilemerge first in childgrammar.The same prediction
follows with respect toCondoradi and KipaskyOs (2001jaccount buton
different grounds. In their accoumtroclisis appearasthe default pattern, while
enclisis esults from the application of Prosodm/érsion.Hence, proclisis is less
demanding derivationally in the sense that it doessreguire the application of
Prosodic hversion.

In MavrogiorgosO (2012) and RevithiadouOs (2006, 2008) acoouifts,
other hand the derivation ofproclisis and enclisisare two independent
proceduresThe former account suggests thatproclisis the sytactic features
and the PF requirement of the F head are satisfied by a teadungruent XP oK
and clitics surface in functional head immediately commanded by F, while in
enclisis tle verb moves to F to satisfy Ffeatures andhe PF requirement.
Revithiadou (2006) assumes that syntax provides two equally farelied
structures with a pteand a postverbal cliti respectively and PF filters the
syntactic output on the basis of prosodic constraifiais, in all the above
accountsexcept those dRevithiadouGsnd MavrogiorgeQ proclisisis considered
the defaultpattern as theless demanding derivationally, whiler enclisisto be
manifested additional operations are requif@eérb movement or Prosodic
Inversion) Consequently | take the claithat proclisis is the default pattern as
Hypothesis 4 in this study.

The present study is based on corpora of spontaneous speech, badih cross
sectional and longitudinal, as well as on experimethdity and assumethat not



only the brge number of partipants butthe different types of methodologies
will also increase the reliability of the results obtain€de databasduilt for the

purposes of the current investigation consists of data frochifierf overall

5.3.  Spontaneus cta

The first study is &sed on @orpusof naturalisticdata.Given that no corpora of
early CG are available in databases accessible to the research community (e.g.
CHILDES), the first step for the current investigation wasdbestructionof a
corpus ofspontaneouspeech.

5.3.1. Participants

Eight typically developing (TD) GreeCypriot children,3 females andt males,
whose age ranged between 2;3 apdyearstook part in this study, and one of them
was alsofollowed longitudinally It should be noted that the original deswjrthe
study involved the building oflongitudinal corporafor all the eight TD GredR
Cypriot children.However, the building of such a large corpus of longitudinal data
ended up being much more tiBvensuming thamriginally estimatedSo, | had to
rethink what methodologywould better serve the aims of the curnenestigation

Our firm view was thata larger pool of participantsould increasehe relability of

the results obtained his wasrelevantfor our studysinceone of the maimesearch
questios it aimed to answer vgawhether thgghenomenon under investigationsva
manifested by a large proportion of the populatiodiscussionl alsothoughtthat

the inclusion of both experimental and spontaneouswiasaof equal importance
So, | decided tacollect cros®sectionaldatg both naturalistic and experimenth.
addition,| decided to build #ongitudinal corpusfor a singlechild. The underlying
rationak for this wasthe following: even thoughfollowing longitudinally a single
child comes with the usuallimitations that case studies imply could still offer
useful indications for the robustness and the duration of the phenomena under

2 The children that participated in the spontaneous speech study are different from the children
who performed the elicited production experiment.
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investigation The selection of the childlho wasfollowed longitudinally wasnot
arbitrary he was the younge participantwith ceiling percentages of misplaced
clitic pronouns

All the participants were monolinguspeakers of C& with a monolingual
CGBspeaking background and no history of cognitive deficits or lamguag
impairments.They were all residing in imassol, CyprusThey all belonged to
middleEclasshousehold$§ut no detailedsociddeconomianformaion was collected
The profiles of the participants of the spontanepegsh studynd the longitudinal
studyare sketched irables5.1 and5.2 respectiely.

5.3.2. Method

Samples of spontaneous speech were collected footpes In order to achievéhe
optimal level of interest and comfort for the participantthe study, the recordisg
took place at each childOs home. The experimentehenehildOparentswell in
advance, so thahey could introducéner to the children as a friend of ithe A
number of prompts, including picture books, wooden puzzles and stickers, were used
by the experimenter for the elicitation of naturalistic datdah a focuson the
elicitation of constructions involving object clitics. The child was abecorded
while s/he interacted with the experimenter. The recordings were performed with a
digital voice recorder, introduced to the children as the experimenterOs mobile phone
In this way, therequiredproximity of the voice recorder to the interlocutors was
maintained which resulted in good qui recordings, while the distcéon for the
participant was kept at low levels. Each recording session lasted approximately an
hou and each child was recorded on@é&e youngest participant of the study [S1]
was followed longitudinally andecorded everyfil.5 months over a period of six
months.

Data transcription was performed in accordaacthe CHAT conventions
of the Child Laguage Data Exchanggystem CHILDES), the largest database for

3 All children born in Greek Qyriot families and brought up in Cyprus are exposed to two
varieties of Modern Greek, namely CG and SMG (see Arvaniti 2010 and a host of references
therein). Therefore, the termonolingualin the Cyprus linguistic context refers to children that
were notexposed to any other languggle
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child language, as outlined in MacWhinney (2012a (electronic edition), 2000 (last
printed edition)). To be precise, the data were transcribed following the standards set
by mid—-CHAT, as described in MacWhinney (2012a:20-21). These transcripts
constituted the corpus of utterances for each child. A sample of the transcribed data

is offered in (1).

(1) [Neokleous corpus: S5, 2;10]

@Begin

(@Languages: cgr

@Participants: CHI S5 Child, EXP Theoni Investigator, MOT Mother, FAT
Father

@ID:  cgr|theoni|CHI|2;10.0|| Target||Child]|

@Date: 20-JAN-2010

*CHI: &ina epa(r)kara!uto.

*EXP: eparkares mu to ?

*EXP: pundo "iko mu ?

*CHI: eto "ame (.) en tuto .

*EXP: u (.) estamatise (.) jati: ?

*CHI: jati elip! e i pe"ina tu <pale> [?] .

*EXP: e ti ena kamis kalo ?

*CHI: pailita[/]!i#a.

*EXP: tora pu elipsen i pezina tu ti ena kamis ?

*CHI: o:pai!li#a[/]!i#a.

*EXP: pai sita [/] sita .

*CHI: ena vano k' ali pe"i(na) jati elip! e .

*CHI: to(r)a ena [/] ena pai "inata .

*EXP: emena ti ena mu kamis tora pu elipse dz' emena ?

*CHI: eva(l)alute!ena.

[...]

*EXP: ti na tis ka(m)umen tora tis mamas tus ?

*CHI: to[/]to(r)aenaet!etalo.

*EXP: ti: ?

*CHI: to(r)a enaetetal oti.

*EXP: ena tin eksetasis ?

*EXP: ise jatros tipote ?

*CHL: ne.

*EXP: ne:, <ti tin kamnis> [/] ti tin kamnis ?

*CHI: ena va(l)o ti xame te na ete:tal o ti .

*EXP: (n)a ti valis xame dze (n)a tin eksetasis ?

*EXP: hm (.) ti eshi, xtipa i kar"ja tis ?

*CHL: ne.

*EXP: e simeni e(n) zondani (.) a ?

*EXP: tak [/] tak [/] tak xtipa i kar"ula tis (.) a ?

*CHI: to kefalin ti! ?

*EXP: to kefalin tis en kala ?
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*EXP: ma ti ena tis kamis ?

*CHI: enava(l)o .

*CHI: poni <t' eva(l)a ti(s)> [/] t' evala ti(g)ipi .

*EXP: titis evales ?

*CHI: eva(l)a ti(s)ylipi .

*FAT: yrapse tis farmakpCHILDOS NAME]

*CHI: a: [/] afu ef)lata ti(s) .

*FAT: yrapseg(t)is farmaka na pkjasi .

*CHI: <(e)na felo k' alo> [/] ena felo k' ala xxx jati ena .
*CHI: e [/] e [/] e(n)dikobi .

*CHI: ja[/] jati ena po(n}i pola .

*EXP: ti ena kamis tis arkias ?

*CHI:. &ep enate [/] te ena felo alo jati e [/] erbeteba to akona .
*CHI: jati ena po(njii <pola> [>] .

It was essential to strictlyadhere to the conventions of the CHAT
transcription format in order for theLAN (Computerized Language Analysis)
commands to run successfully on these files. CLAN magrammepurpased
designed for the analysis of data transcribed in the CHAT foflhat\Whinney
20123). All the calculations reportedh the current lbapter were performed by
CLAN. Tables 1 and 2 report the numbetwins,utterances and words proddce
per recording segm by the participantsn the spontaneous speech staaiyl the
longitudinal study respectivelyhe three righthost columns report the ratio of
wordsper turn utteranceper turnand wordger utteranceThe MeanLength of
Utterance in Words (MLW) for the purposes of the current study is identified
with the number ofwords per utterance The MLUw rate is considered a very
good way to measurehildrenOs linguistidevelopment. fie unit of linguistic
analysisusedfor the calculation of the Mean Length btterance is, thus, the

word rather than theiorpheme. This issue is discussed in the following section.
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Child/Age Number Ratio
Utterances| Turns | Words | Words/ | Utterances/ | Words/
Turns | Turns Utterances

S1 |24 |464 464 1104 2.379 | 1.000 2.379
S2 |29 |462 400 1285 3.213 | 1.155 2.781
S3 |29 |440 392 1704 4347 |1.122 3.873
S4 |2;10 | 732 629 2190 3.482 |1.164 2.992
S5 |2;10 | 469 461 1028 2.230 |1.017 2.192
S6 | 2;11 | 503 437 1399 3.201 |1.151 2.781
S7 |34 | 440 396 1302 3.288 |[1.111 2.959
S8 | 3;4 | 828 644 3258 5.059 |1.2& 3.935

Table 5.1'Responses elicited the spontaneous speech study.

Child/Age Number Ratio
Utterances| Turns | Words | Words/ | Utterances/ | Words/
Turns | Turns Utterances
S1 |24 |464 464 1104 2.379 | 1.000 2.379
2;5 422 409 886 2.166 | 1.032 2.100
2:8 | 437 421 1159 2.753 |1.038 2.652
2;10 | 520 482 1338 2.776 |1.079 2.573

Table5.2: Responses elicited the longitudinal study.

5.3.3. MLT analysis

The computation of the ratio of words turns, utteranceso turns and wordgo
utterances waperformedby the CLAN program as part ofthe Mean Length of
Turn (MLT) analysisdescrbed in detail inthe CHILDES manual(MacWhinney
2012:4547, 11B113). The following definition is adopted for the temwrn: a
sequence of utterances spoken by a single spdaklwing standard practice in
the acquisition literature, | amasingthe ratio of wordgo utteranced$o assesthe
childOs language developmeRte computation of MLUwis essential for the
purposes of our investigation, as the chronologigm is not always eeliable
indicator for thedevelopmental stagef young children in terms of language
abilities

The reasn for calculating the mean length of utterance in w@kdisUw)
rather tharthe mean length of utteranoemorphemegMLU) is twofold.First, a
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morpho-syntactic (MOR) lexicon® for CG has not yet been constructed. MLU
rates correspond to the ratio of morphemes over utterances, and thus MLU
depends on the correct morphemic analysis of words. The calculation of MLU in
files transcribed in the CHAT format is performed by the MOR program. It is
essential that the MOR and POST programs are used to construct a morphemic
analysis of the language of the transcribed data on which the analysis is to be
performed; this requires a good MOR grammar and a POST disambiguation
database (MacWhinney 2012b:143-182). Since neither a MOR lexicon nor a
POST database is available for CG, the automatic tagging of the corpora in
question in terms of morphemes could not be performed. Secondly, the
morphemic analysis takes the morpheme, which usually corresponds to a lexical
or functional word, as the unit of analysis. However, defining morphemescross
languages has been proven to be a controversial topic in the acquisition literature,
especially in highly inflected languages such as Greek. Contrastingly, taking the
word as the unit of linguistic analysis has the positive result that the respective
computations are not theory—bound. Moreover, the computation of MLUw is
expected to correlate with the MLU rates. MacWhinney (2012b:116) indicates
that for English (Malakoff, Mayes, Schottenfeld & Howell 1999), Spanish
(Aguado 1988) and Irish (Hickey 1991) a very strong correlation was found
between MLU rates and MLUw rates (a correlation of 97% for English, of 99%
for Spanish, and of 99% for Irish).

MLT calculations, as performed by the CLAN program, included all
utterances and words produced by the child in a single file. Turns that involved
unintelligible vocalisations transcribed as xxx were also counted as utterances
and/or turns, but the unintelligible strings were excluded from word counts. MLT
calculations also excluded material followed by [/], [//] and [///], as well as the xxx
symbols from the word counts. Moreover, pairs of utterances that use the +, and

+. continuation codes were counted as single utterances.

4 MOR grammars exist for the following languages: Cantonese, Chinese, Danish, Dutch, English,
French, German, Hebrew, Japanese, Italian and Spanish and are available in:
http://childes.psy.cmu.edu/morgrams/.
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5.3.4. Data aalysis

Data analysis included only )(afully intelligible, (b) multBword, and (c)
spontaneously used utteranc@sitations and immediate sElepetitions were
discarded)andinvestigatectlitic pronounproducton andplacement in early CG.

The first stage of data analydmcused on clitic productionn order b
evaluate and analysshildrenOperformance in the employment of clitics, all the
contexts requiring thenm adult languagéadto be measured and arysled.The
discussion on the L1 acquisition of European Portug(@ssta& Lobo 2007aet
seq, Silva 2008 in chapter 4 has shown that it is not trivial dambiguate
between object drop anclitic omission in childdata. Consider example (1),
which consitutes anexperimentalquestiofanswerpair taken fromCosta and
LoboOsZ007a)study.

(1) ExperimenterDizBlhe |f o que o Pooh fez ao Tigre!
Orell him what Pooh did to Tigér
Expected response: Penteot(0)
Ocombefhim)O

The expected respse is obviously onehich involves a clitic pronoun.
However, if the elicited responsepsnteouwhat is unequivocally missing is the
direct object, which could have either been a clitic pronoun or a full DP. Given
that the referentT{igre) has alreadyeen introduced into the discourse, the target
response should involve a clitic pronoun and not a fullvidbi®se usagevould
render the response pragmatically inappropriate. However, Costa and Lobo
(2007a) report significantly higher DP production in strasland contexts where
null objects are ruled out in adult language. This shows that children may use a
full DP even in contexts where adults don't. In this case,wie get a
grammatical, albeit pragmatically o®formative, utterance. In a similar
fashion,as forutterances lacking an overt objeittis difficult to decide whether
they constitutanstance of object drop or clitic omission. Taking all the above

into account, | consider all these cases as instances of object omission, without
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disambigiating between clitic omission and object drope computations in the
corpora examined werégence,performed as followsthe absolute numbers and
the relevant percentagesf object realisation versusbject omission were
calculated and only cases thateguivocallyinvolved a missingclitic pronoun,
I.e. structures that requireditic doubling orCLLD, were identified asnstances
of clitic omisson.

All the clitic constructions producedere thenclassified agproclisi® or
enclisi€triggering context®n the basis of adult languageerite contexts vhere
an adult would produca prebverbal clitic were taken as proclisis contextsile
the ones in which an adult would producep@s®verbal clitic were taken s
enclisis contextsThe absolute numbers @ithe respective percentages of clitic
constructions produceper condition were calcukdl. The absolute nhumbers of
clitics produced in different syntactic contexts falling within these two conditions
were also ourted. In particular, enclisis contextsvolved root clauses and
imperatives, while proclisis contexts involved negatives, clauses headed by the
modality markersna and enna, whBPelements and other procliBisggering
elemens. Theabsolute numbemwere then computedf Single Clitic (SC) Clitic
Doubling (CD) and Clitic Left Dislocation (CLLDgtructuregproduced

The second stage of dadaalysisfocused orclitic placement in enclisis
and proclisiscontexts. In the first placéhe absolutenumbers and the respective
percentages otlauses in wWich clitic placement wasargetlike and targed
deviantper conditiorwere calculatedThe next stage investigated clitic placement
by syntactic contexton the one handpot clauses and imperativeand on the
other, negatives, clauses headed by the aflibd markersna and enna, whb
elements and any other procl&isggers. The absolute numbersf clitics in
adulBlike and noladullike positionwere counted

5.3.5. Clitic misplacement and finiteness

Thefinal stage of data analysis investigated whetherreelagion holds between

clitic (mis)placement and finiteness in early CQitic pronounsaretaken to be
inflectional elementandit has been assumed that their emergence is a result of a
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fullyEfledged IP. In the literaturen L1A a correlation has beeiound to hold
between clitic omission and the optional infinitive stage (Guasti 1993/94aktam
et al. 1996, Haegeman 1996):has been shown thatluring this stageclitic
objects are omittedClitic production n early CG, according to Grohmann et al.
(2012), is at ceiling from as early as 2 years of &gevever clitic misplacement
has been attested (Petinou & Terzi 2002) phenomenon absent from most
European clitic languages.

An intriguing question is whether thtargeBdeviant performances the
resut of an impoverished(hflection) in the early clause. It ighus of crucial
importance to investigate the role of finiteness in the manifestation of clitic
misplacement. The question is whether a correlation holds betwedD)adul®
like clitic placement ana (horB)fullyEfledged lin early CG. Such a correlation
would strongly suggest that clitic misplacemesthe resultof an impoverished
clausestructure.

CG, like SMG, is a language with no infinitival form&/arlokosta et al.
(1998) propose that the stageat which SM@@speaking childrenoveiuse
perfectiveverbswith the suffix B (Tsimpli 1992inter alig® corresponds to the
root infinite stage inanguages with infinitivé’. The suffixBi in SMG and CG
alike constitutes the 3rd person sirsgu[PPAST] suffix, as well as the active
participle. For Varlokosta et al. (1998perfective B8 forms in child Greek
constituteearly nortfinite forms They convincindy argue in favar of the nol
finiteness of thdd formson the basi®f their distribution (i.e. overgeneralisation
to norEBrd singular contexjsas wellas their incompatibility with overt subjects
(only rare occurrences attestenf)d finiteness®. Thefact that theoveruse of thé

® This staged characterised by the use of idorm for over half of the occurrences of a verb,
while a large proportion of these occurrences involveBBahsingular contexts. Moreovethe

use of noBl formsis relatively low and there is no evidence for the asitjoh of tense or modals
(Varlokosta et al.1998:19% 98).

® See Hyams (2002) for a sound argumentation ag¥adbkosta, Vainikka and Rohrbaclis
(1998) prefunctional grammar hypothesier early Greek, namely the hypothesis that Gi@ek
speaking childre pass through a stage during which their grammar lacks functional categories.
"Verbal forms inBi do not emerge along with modals and verbs with productive tense and
agreement morphology, while their use correlates with the absence of an overt sobjket; i
acquisition literature it is assumed that overt subjects are licensed by a functional projection
(Varlokosta et al. 1998:1€899).

8 Hyams (2002) argues that such a hypothesis is not empirically supported by acquisition data in
the light of crosBlinguistic bndings of early morphosyntactic convergence on the target grammar.
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form at the onset of L1A in child Greak moreprominentwith the perfective
stemthan withtheimperfective stenhas been taken byarlokosta et al. (1998p
indicate that the B form attested inchild Greek corresponds to the active
participl€ (which in adult Greek requires the perfective Steather tharthe 3rd
singular suffix.Their proposal is based ¢ime fact that irGreek both verbal stems,
the perfective and the imperfective, may occur with the 3rd pdissuifix. If it
was assumd, however,that the B form attested in child Greegonstituts the
finite 3rd singular formthe fact thatthe perfective stenns favoured over the
imperfectivestemin child speech would remain unaccounted Tidre view that
the early verbal forms il are identified with the participles also supported by
the noiifinite properties of the participlen Greek i.e. no agreement with the
subject

Varlokosta et al. (1998) exploRizziOs 199304) truncation theoryand
the notion of markedneds account for themergence oéarly nortfinite forms
in child Greek According to their markedness hierarchy, infinitives are the least
marked verbal forms followed by participles followed by finite verbs
markedness, in their analysiglates to syntactic complexityThey hypothesise
that young childreninitially preferthe verb&form that allows them to use (or
project) as little of the functional hierarchy as possil#ie(child) structure
truncated at the Bevel yields an ibnitive, a structure truncated at the ASPP
level yields a patrticiple, and the projection to AGRS yieldide verlkal form.
According to Varlokosta et alghildren make use of the smallest tree that is

compatible with a weliformeditem of the verbal padign. SinceGreek has no

She, further, claims that Greek children show an early convergence on the adult target as well. She
puts forward the following two arguments. First, the rates of correct agnéewith 1st and 2nd

person verbs and 3rd person imperfective verbs fothalthildren in the corpora examined by
Varlokosta et al. (1998) are higher than predicted under the hypothesis that children lack
functional projections. Second, the use of modatiples in these corpora is greater than predicted

by the prefunctional grammar model. However, the high proportion of 3rd person perfective verbs
occurring in noBBrd person contexts, on the one hand, and the considerable change in frequency
of modals baveen children in Stage | and children in Stage IlI, on the other, seek for an
explanation.

° Hyams (2002) rejects Varlokosta et al.Os proposatttbaperfectiveBl form attested in child
Greekis a participleon the basis of its interpretation. For Hysiifi the B form wasa participleit
shouldhavehad a perfective, i.e. completiveneanirg contrary to factsince vebal forms in&i
receive a modal interpretatiom particular she argues thaincechildren do not typically assign
wrong aspectuabr modal meanings to frectional formsshowing anearly convergence othe
target fornbmeaning correlates, the mismatch between the modahing and participle foris a
strong argument againahalyzing thebl form as a patrticiple.
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infinitival forms, GreeBspeaking children cannot have a functional structure
truncated at the VP level. The least marked form that is available in Greek is the
participle, hence the truncation at the ASPP [8vel

Following proposas in Varlokosta et al. (1998pr early SMG, | take the
perfectiveverbal formsending inB to constitute early ndglinite formsin early
CG as well The analysis conductedere aimed to investigte whether clitic
misplacement in C@&orrelateswith the use othese early ndifinite forms. For
the purposes of this analysis, teta fromchildren exhibiting ceiling percentages
of misplaced cliticsvas usedand all constructions involving a misplaced clitic
pronoun found in theidatawereanaly®d. In line with Varlokosta et al.Os (1998)
proposal the verbal forms used in constructions with misplaced cslitvere
classified as finite oearly norifinite. All the verbal forms irEl were classified as
follows: the formswith the perfective sterasearly norEfinite andthe forms with
the imperfective stemas finite. All verbal formsovertly markedfor any other
feature, including [person] and [numbexfre also classifieds finite.

It should be notedthough,that in (Cypriot) Greek as well as Standard
Modern Greeksomeverbslack a perfective steni,e. verbs likeka(m)ni (OdoO)
for which the stenka(m)nb has both perfective andmperfective uses These
verbs wee excluded from the analysis; however, the raw numbesuciverbs
that appear in structes involving misplaced clitics is reporte@ihe absolute
numbers and the resg&ve proportionf finite andearly norEfinite verbswere
computedwith the aim of showingvhetherthe use of early ndinite verbal

formscorrelates with targBtleviantclitic placement

10 Hyams Q002 rejecs Varlokosta et aDsharacterization operfective forms irbl as participles

and propose an alternative thaprimarily aims tocapturethe modal interpretatioof thes
structures. She assunsethat under appropriate structural conditions certain ternlfaspectual
features maylicense the MoodRand proposes that theerfective forms inBl in Greek is an
instance of aspectually licensed mpadparticular,the perfective feature ithe verblicenses the
active MoodRunder AttractSuch an analysis invoésthe interaction of the following projections
Tense, Aspect, and Mood, hertbe rejection of Varkolosta et al.Os proposal that child structure is
truncated in ASPP
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5.4. Elicited production eperiment

Elicited productionexperiments allowthe experimenter teonstructa situation
that requireshe productionof the target structureOn the basis of the results
obtained from the spontaneous speech stubg, d@m of the experimental
investigationwas to elicit object clitics inspecific typesof constructions A
pictureEbased productio experimentwas designed and implemented for the

purposes of the current study

5.4.1. Participants

FiftyBone GreekCypriot childen were recruited fronb nursery schools in
Limassol, Cyprus, after approval from the directors and upon written parental
consentIn a subsequent stage, one of the participants (S28yemasvedfrom

the data analysis, sieche was unable foerform thetask Thus,ultimately, data

from 50 children were analysed@he participantsvere divided intd3 age groups,
namelyAge group A=2;6E8;0, Age group B3;1E8;6 andAge group C3;704;0.
Table 3 showthe age rangén years and in monthsjhe mean agén months)

and the standard deviatiqisTDEV), as well as the number of childré€N)
includedin each age grou@heoverall number of male and female participants is

also reported in the table.

GROUP| AGERANGE | N MEAN AGE | STDEV SEX
A 2;6D3,0 18 33.5 2.20 F:12/M:6
(30D36 mo.)
B 3;1D3;6 22 39.7 1.91 F:8/M:14
(37942 mo.)
C 3;7D 4,0 10 44,2 1.32 F:6/M:4
(43D48 mo.)
Overall 2;6D4,0 50 38.4 4.48 F:26/M: 24
(3048 mo.)

Table5.3: Participants: elicited productioxpgeriment
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5.4.2. Method

Each experimental session involviee implementation of a pictukased task
preceded by a waidip sessionThe teacher introduced thexperimenteito al
the children inthe classroomThe teacher themformed themthe experimenter
had somenice puzzles and books with which they could pfay a while.Many
children volunteered to perfor the task and the ones who hadrental
permission were chosefhe testingook place in aquietroomin the respective
nursery schoal Eachparticipantwastested individuallyin a single sessiothat
lasted for approximately 20 minutes. Thexmgerimental sessionwere audid®

recorded as were the spontaneous production sessions

The puzzle task

A sembstructured etitation task the puzzletask, introduced byEisenbeiss
(2009), was used asvearmBup sessionTwo puzzleswere usedeach consisting

of awoodenboard withslots for pieces, and the puzzle pieces that fitted in the
slots One of themhad anumber of jungle animaldepicted on its pieceand the
othe had thecharacters of the wé&known cartoon ODora the Exploreiie
children were initially encouraged familiarisethemselves with the puzzles and
they werethenasked toguide the naeve experimenter to place the pieces in the
correspondingslots Throughouttheir interaction with the experimentethere
weremany prompts for theseof clitic constructions, includingpoth enclisis (2

and proclisis contexts).

(2) EXP: Ti nakamo ton elefanda?
What M doBLS the elephanbACC
QWhat shall | dawith the elephant?0

CHI:  Var ton dhame [Elicited Clause]
PutERS himbCL.ACC here
CPut it her®
(3) EXP: Hori ti Dora dhame?

FitE8S the DoraBACC here
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“Does Dora fit here?”

CHI: Oi, en ti hori. [Elicited Clause]
No, NEG her—-CL.ACC fit-3S
“No, she doesn’t fit”

The picture—based task

The picture-based task is an elicited production task for 3rd person singular
object clitics. Seven pictures chosen from the book “First Hundred Words in
English” (edited by Amery & Cartwright 2009) were matched with 8 questions
related to the situation depicted on the corresponding picture. The pictures
presented two—role transitive activities, e.g. the dog doing something to the girl,
the boy doing something with his socks, etc. In particular, situations were selected
in which only a specific sentence, the target construction, was felicitous.

The task was designed for the elicitation of two types of constructions: (1)
root clauses and (2) clauses headed by the modal particle na and the future
particle enna'', within two conditions: enclisis and proclisis contexts. Root
clauses constitute enclisis contexts, while clauses headed by modal particles
constitute proclisis contexts. Four clauses per condition were elicited. The verbs
that were chosen for the elicited constructions had to fulfil two requirements: they
had to be part of the child’s vocabulary and they had to be transitive. The
following 4 verbs were selected: thkjevazo (“read”), foro (“wear”), pkjano
(“take™) and valo (“put”). The experimental questions for the elicitation of root
clauses involved the verb kammno (“do”) and the experimental questions for the
elicitation of modality clauses involved the modal particles enna and na and the
verb kamno. No particular attention was paid to the tense of the verb involved in
the prompts. Mastropavlou, Petinou and Tsimpli (2014) have shown that typically
developing (TD) CG-speaking children, as well as children diagnosed with SLI,
were not affected by the verb tense in the production of object clitics.

Only 3rd person singular object clitics were elicited; see the forms in bold

in table 5.4. I controlled for both genitive and accusative case and all the three

11 . o
Structures headed by particles na and enna are subsumed under the same category, as it is
assumed that both particles are realised under CM; see the discussion in chapter 1 of this thesis.
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genders to be represented in the ta&kcomplete listof the experimental

materias used can be found in Appendix

Number Case 1st 2nd 3rd person
person| person| Masculine| Feminine| Neuter
Singular Genitive mu su tu tis tu
Accusative me se to(n) ti(n) to
Plural Genitive mas sas tus tus tus
Accusative | mas sas tus tes ta

Table5.4: The morphologicalgradigm of CG clitics

The testing procedure was simplee tchildren werel®wn the pictures one
at a time. e experimenter would poi@att a picture (see sample picture below)
and ask a question related to the atian depicted ot (4), in order to elicit a
clitic construction ($. Notably, the antecedent of the elicited clipconounwas
introduced by the experimenter, i.e. metexanple material in (Bb) the DPto
kadhro is the antecedent of the clitio. This is essentialigen that only a
linked definiteobject appears in a clitic form

In the case of a n@answer, thejuestion would be repeated ontkthe
child still gave noresponse, no further help would be provided and the
experimenter would proceed to the nigain. Over the duration of the experiment,
the child was prompted to answeEB2filler questions that aimed to elicit
constructions involving intransitive verbs.pilot study was conducted with adult
speakers of CG and two young children ptimthe administration of the teso

the participants of the experiment

CONTENT REMOVED FOR COPYRIGHT REASONS
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4) EXP: Kita dhame tutin tin ikona. | mama krata mia sponda.
Q.ook at this pictureMumis hdding a nailO
Ti theli nakamito koritsakito kadlro?
QWVhat dos the girl want to davith the fram@0

(5) CHI: Nato vali / kremasi (sto diho)
M itBCL.ACC put  hang8S on the walPACC
Oro put / hang it on the wa [Elicited Clausenabclausé

ChildrenOs responsesthe experimental questiomgere entered in answer
sheets (see Appendix. INo responsg and other answergi.e. production of an
interogative or a root clausen a context that required a modal clausesre
calculated but disregarded from furtteralysis All the modal clauses produced
after an experimental questioaiming to elicit a modal clausand all the root
clauses produced aftarcorrespoding experinental question wereategorized as
targetand nottargetresponsesOnly structures involving a clitic pronoumere
categoried as target responsdgonttargetresponsesncludederrors of(clitic)
omission e.g.[na kremadiinstead of fato kremad, ard the e of afull DP
object instead of a clitic, e.fjna kremasi to kadhjoinstead of fhato kremad.
Inflectional erors relatedo the features of the clitic, i.e. person, number, case and
gender, were not taken into consideration for the inclusidhe elicited clause in
the relevant categoryTo give an exampldf the child produce a clauseheaded
by a modal particlesuch as(7) as a response tive correspondingriggering
guestion (&, the elicitedclause would beategoried asennaxlause irrespective
of the inflection of the clitic pronounexample (&7) is a questio®answer pair
takenfrom one of the gxerimental sessis (participantP37). In theexperimental
guestion(6), a neuter definite object is involvede. tu moru(the bab¥GEN).
However the child arbitrarily assigns female gender to the balyis response
and uses a female clitic to referito(7). Irrespectively of the gender mismatch
between thenteceded and the object cljittbe child utterancevascategoriseds
enraExlausesince itwas produced in the appropridtggeringcontext
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(6) EXP: Ti ema kami o papas tu moru ?
What M doEBS the dacENOM the babybGEN
QWhat is dad going to do to the b&YJExperimenter]
(7) CHI: Enna ti voithisi navali ti fanelan tis.
M hePACC helpEBS M putEBS the BshirtbACC heEPOSS
(He will help her to put on heBshirtO[Elicited Clause]

Elicited clause were thencoded as correctand incorrectas follows: a
clitic construction was coded asrrectif the clitic was placed p&verbally in a
proclisis environment (na/enn&xlaus@ or posbverbally in an enclisis
environment(root clause)andincorrectif the clitic was placed pdSterbally ina
proclisis enwonment or preverbally in an enclisis environmenginally, the

absolutenumbers and theespectivegpercentagewerecalculated.

5.4.3. Double realisation of the clitic pronoun

An unexpected pattern attested in pontaneouslataof some of the children
the double realisation of the clitic pronoun in two positions: immediately
preceding and immediately following the verbal hasguired further scrutiny
Thus,it wasdeemecdecessary to study whether this particular pattern occurred in
the data of more chiren. In order to explore thisssue the entirerecorded
experimentalsession from a subset of trehildren that participated in the
experimental investigatiowastranscriled andexamined

The first step washoosing ae of the5 nursery schooldrom which
participants were recruited. The selection was basddowriteria. First, allthe
age groups thto be equally represented in the chosen group of participants, and,
second,the representation of the two genders in the chagenp had to be
balancedAt the chosen school, 11 children had been teStethle and female,
whose age ranged from 2;8 to 38l 3 age groups were represented: 3 children
from age group A, 5 children from age group B and 3 children from age group C.
Table5 providesinformation about theingeandthe number ofurns,wordsand
utteranceghey producedper experimerdl session. fie ratio of wordsto turns,
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utterancedo turns and wordso utterance (MLUw )™ are reported in the table.

This subset representnetfifth of the overall group of participantsin the

experiment.
Child Number Ratio
Age Utterances| Turns | Words | Words/ | Utterances/ | Words/
Turn Turn Utterances
P6 | 2;8 | 347 341 757 2.220 | 1.018 2.182
P13 | 2;11 | 317 310 588 1.897 | 1.023 1.855
P18 | 3;0 | 200 195 407 2.087 |1.026 2.035
P22 | 3;2 | 362 352 833 2.366 | 1.028 2.301
P26 | 3;2 | 151 146 486 3.329 | 1.034 3.219
P30 | 3;3 | 231 231 515 2.229 | 1.000 2.229
P35| 3;5 | 126 113 462 4,088 |1.115 3.667
P37 | 3;:6 | 119 114 362 3.175 | 1.044 3.042
P44 | 3:;7 | 148 142 496 3.493 | 1.042 3.351
P48 | 39 | 131 125 377 3.016 | 1.048 2.878
P50 | 3,9 |74 73 197 2.699 | 1.014 2.662

Table5.5: Subset of participants: elicited productioperiment

The audi@recorded material for each of these childreomprisingthe
implementation of both the puzzle task (w&8up session and the eliciteB
production taskwastranscribedaccording to the conventions thfe midBCHAT
transcription format(MacWhinney 2013); see section 5.3.2 othe current
chapter These transcripts constituted the corpus of utterances for eaclarmthild
were examinedn order toidentify instances oflouble realisation of the clitic
pronoun in two positiongreDand poddverbally.

Having now introduced the methodologthe next chapter will present the
resultsobtained

12 A detailed discussion fMLT calculationsis givenin section 5.3.3 ahis chapter
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CHAPTER 6: RESULTS

6.1. Introduction

This chapter presents thesults and analysisf the two studies conductethe
spontaneous speech study, involvimgth crosBsectional and longitudinadlatg
andthe elicited production experimenthe results are prested in the form of
tables and graphs, while the statistical analysis is repdolexiving standard
practice The chapter isorganisedas follows: thefirst section presentslitic
production andclitic placementin naturalistic data The second section
investigateghe pheomenon of clitic misplacemein the bas of experimental
data.Thethird section presents amexpected phenomenon attestethe corpora
examined namelythe double reatation of the clitic pronounn both pré and
posBverbalpostion. The last sectiosummariseshefindings

6.2. Spontaneousala

Two corpora of spontaneous speech, the first consisting obBsexd®nal and the
second consisting of longitudinal data wesgamined;see tables 5£b.2 in
chapter 5for more information about the corporm queston. The focus of the
investigation was clitic placement gnith particular,the phenomenon of clitic
misplacement attested in early CG (Petinou & Terzi 200@&jal inspection of
spontaneous production offered useful indarat as tothe nature, thgenerality
and the robustness of the phenomen@arther analysis of spontaneous data
provided informationaboutthe use of simpleral complex clitic constructions,
with a focuson the production and placement of single clites,well as clitic
clusters, in three types of constructions: Single Clitic (SC), Clitic Doubling (CD)
and Clitic Left Dislocation (CLLD).The presence omabsence of a correlation
betweenthe targebdeviantclitic placementattested in a large group of ahmén
andtheproduction of early ndtfinite formswas also investigated
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6.2.1. Clitic production and clitic placement

Tables 6.1-6.5 report the outcome of the first stage of data analysis on the first
corpus consisting of cross—sectional data from 8 monolingual CG-speaking
children. In these tables, as in all the tables in this chapter, the participants are
identified by a serial number that appears in the first column. These serial
numbers were assigned to the participants of both studies on the basis of their
chronological age: a serial number starting with an “S” for the participants of the
spontaneous speech study and with a “P” for the participants of the experimental
study. The chronological age and the MLUw calculated by the CLAN tool for
each participant (as described in section 5.3.3) are given in the second and third
columns respectively.

The first stage of data analysis focused on clitic production and clitic
placement. To evaluate and analyse children’s performance in the employment of
clitics, all the contexts requiring them in adult language were identified and
analysed.! The discussion in chapter 5 has shown that it is not trivial to
disambiguate between object drop and clitic omission in child data, hence, the
analysis in the current chapter does not disambiguate between the two. There are,
however, cases where the missing complement is unequivocally a clitic pronoun,
such as Clitic Doubling (CL) or Clitic Left Dislocated (CLLD) structures. These
cases were identified and are reported in table 6.1. It should also be noted that
some of the structures with a missing object produced by the children are
grammatical in adult language, like the one in (1). These structures were

disregarded from the analysis performed.

(1) *EXP: eshis kane(n)an arkudakin pkjo oreo pu to diko mu pu enen oreo?
“Do you have a nicer teddy bear than mine which is not nice?”
*CHI: pa(o) na fero.
go—1S M bring-1S (54, 2;10)

“I’m going to bring (one)”



Repetitions were lso disregaded from the calculationgrovided that the
exactform of the verb wasepeatedTo exemplify,considerexample (2) and (3)
Example ) involves two consecutivehdd utteranceswhile the first utterance
involves a clitic, the secondnelacksone The use of the clitic pronoun in the
first instanceis an indication thathe child is aware thatclitic pronounshould be
provided such cases may arguably constitperformance errar Hence, for the
purposes of the current analysis, seeondchild utterance in (2) wadisregarded
from data analgis. Example (3 involves twosimilar child utterancesthe first
onelacks a cliticwhile the second involvesne However,the form of the verb in
the two utterances differthe first utterance involves trseibjunctive formof the
verb(na valg while the second involves the past tense of the v&ral§. For the
purposes of the current analydie utterance lacking a clitic pronoun (3) was
calculated aaninstanceof object/cliticomission.

(2) *CHI: kame to
doEeS itbCL.ACC

*EXP: ti?
what
*CHI: kame

doERS (S5, 2;10)
(3) *CHI: (n)a valo?
M putblS
*CHI: evala su.
putblS youbCL.DAT (S2, 2;9)

Table 6.1 reports the raw numbers of oved amitted objects/clitis and
the respctive percentages in parentresehe percentages of clitic produmi
were calculated by dividing the raw number of clitics produced by the raw
number of clitic contexts identified in the respective corparaAnd, the
percentages of clitic/object omission were calculated by dividing the raw number
of complemeriless struaires by the raw number of clitic contextdentified in

the respective corpardhe cases that unequivocally involve a missing clitic



158

pronoun, such as clauses involving Clitic Doubling or Clitic Left Dislocation, are

reported in square brackets.

Child Age MLUw | Clitic Production | Clitic/Object
Omission

S1 2;4 2.38 69/74 (.93) 5/74 (.07) [1/5]

S2 2;9 2.78 69/82 (.84) 13/82 (.16) [6/13]

S3 2;9 3.87 110/116 (.95) 6/116 (.05) [1/6]

S4 2;10 2.99 134/156 (.86) 22/156 (.14) [2/22]

S5 2;10 2.19 68/75 (.91) 7/75 (.09) [1/7]

S6 2;11 2.78 120/131 (.92) 11/131 (.08) [2/11]

S7 3;4 2.96 63/68 (.93) 5/68 (.07) [3/5]

S8 3;4 3.93 279/296 (.94) 17/296 (.06) [6/17]

Table 6.1: Clitic production and clitic/object omission (Spontaneous data).

Examples of children’s utterances involving an omitted clitic/object are

given in (4-10). In examples (4-7), the experimenter asks a question aiming to

elicit a clitic structure, given that the antecedent is already introduced. Yet,

children’s responses involve a verbal form alone with a missing clitic. In example

(8), the child fails to use the standard expression Olataferno taQ“I can make it”)

which obligatorily involves a clitic pronoun. The strong pronouns tuto and kino in

examples (9) and (10) are clitic doubled in adult CG when used as direct or

indirect objects. These children, however, failed to produce the adult-like

structure and omitted the clitic. These cases unequivocally constitute instances of

clitic omission.

4)

*EXP: ti enna tin kamis tin kamilopardali pu kratas?

“What are you going to do with the giraffe you are holding?”

*CHI: epetatfa.
threw—1S

Target structure:

(S4, 2;10)

epetaksa tin.

threw—1S her—CL.ACC



(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

9)

(10)

*EXP: ama swoko mja faneldti enatin kamis)?
Of | give you a Bshirt (what are you going to deith it)?0
*CHI: (n)a foriso.
M  weablS (S6, 2;11)
Targetstructure (n)a tin foriso.
M  heBCL.ACC weaBlS
*EXP: ti na ka(mume ta nihja tu?
OWhat shall we do with his nails?0
*CHI: tipote (.) edze 6a kotsume
nothing NEG M cutblPL (S2, 2;9)
Target structure:  edzeena ta kopsume
NEG M thenBCL.ACC cutblPL
*EXP: ne(.) ala ti ena tu kami o kigds?
Ores, butwhatwill the hunter do tdim?0
*CHI: ena kami.
M doEBS (S5, 2;10)
Target structure:  enatu/ton  (+verb)
M himBCL.DAT/ACC
*EXP: (n)ase \0ifiso?
OShall I help you?0
*CHI: kataferno
makebl S (S7, 3;4)
Targetstructure katafernota.
makeblS themBCL.ACC
Olcanmake itO
*CHI: na valo tuto.
M putblS thisPACC
Q shallput thi) (S6, 2;1)
Targetstructure (n)a to valo tuto.
M itBCL.ACC putblS thisbACC
*CHI: ena pkjahjo kino.
M takeblS himPACC
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“I will take him” (S3,2;9)
Target structure: ena ton pkjaso  kino.

M him—CL.ACC take-1S him—ACC

S2' and S4 have the lowest rate of clitic production (84-86%). As for S2,
almost half (46%) of the structures involving a missing complement identified in
her corpus constitute cases of clitic omission (6/13). In the vast majority of the
structures with an omitted clitic (5/6), the child does not clitic double the strong
pronoun dzinos, as in (11). In a similar fashion, the accusative form of the first
person singular strong pronoun emena in (12) is normally clitic doubled in adult
language unlike in S2’s utterance. S4 has the second lowest rate of clitic
production (86%) but, unlike S2, only 9% of the structures with a missing

complement identified in his database constitute cases of clitic omission (2/22).

(11)  *CHI: !elo (n)a valo  dzino dzame (s)to  poi
want—1S M put-1S that-ACC over there to—the leg
mu.
my—POSS
“I want to put that over there on my leg” (S2, 2;9)

Target structure: I'elo (n)a to valo  dzino...
want-1S M it—-CL.ACC put-1S that-ACC

(12) *CHI: jati e(n) "exete n’ akani emena?

why NEG agree-3S M bite-3S me-ACC

"1t should be noted that S2 produced 3 complement—less clauses involving the verb fkalo (“take
out”), which is a transitive verb in adult language. These structures, however, were not taken as
instances of object/clitic omission because a closer inspection revealed that the verb fkalo (“come
out”) was used in her corpus in contexts which required the use of the verb fkeno (“take out”);
corroborative evidence for this conclusion is provided by the fact that no form of the verb fkeno
(“come out”) was used by S2. An illustrative example of this weird syntax of fkalo is offered in
().
) *EXP: #iris to (.) en pirazi.
“Turn it. It doesn’t matter”
*CHIL:  e(n) (fkali?
NEG take out-3S (S2,2;9)
Intended structure: e(n) fkeni?
NEG come out-3S
“Doesn’t it come out?”



QWhy doesnOt lagreeto bite me® (S2, 2;9)

Targetstructure

jati e(n)

I exete

na me

161

akani

why NEG agreéB8S M mebCL.ACC biteEBS

emena?
mebPACC

Table 62 reports the absolute number of constructions involving single

clitics (SC) and clitic clusters(CC) in enclisis and proclisis contextdhe

proportion of theoverall clitic productian that arises in each type obntext is

given in parenthess. It can easily be seen frotable 6.2 that a comparable

number of enclisis and proclisis conteatefound in naturalistichild data This

indicatesthat thecontextsrequiringpreDand podiverbal clitics areapproximately

equaly represented in chilghroduction a crucial factor for the purposes of the

current investigation

Child | Age | MLUw | Enclisis Contexts| Proclisis Contexts  Overall
sc_ |[cc sC cC sC [cc

S1 |24 |238 |26 9 33 1 50 |10
35(.51) 34 (.49 69 (1.0)

s2 |29 [278 [26 |1 39 [3 65 |4
27 (.39) 42 (.61) 69 (1.0)

S3 |29 [387 [49 |2 49 |10 98 |12
51 (.46) 59 (.54) 110 (1.0)

S4 [210)299 |79 |2 53 |0 132 [2
81 (.60) 53 (.40) 134 (1.0)

S5 [210(219 (|31 [3 30 |4 64 |4
34 (.50) 34 (.50) 68 (1.0)

S6 [2111278 |51 |6 62 |1 113 [7
57 (.47) 63 (.53) 120 (1.0)

S7 |34 |29 |27 |4 29 |3 56 |7
31 (.49) 32(.51) 63 (1.0)

S8 |34 [393 [110 [17 130 [22 240 |39
127 (.46) 152 (.54) 279 (1.0)

Table6.2: Production of single clit&€andclitic clustes in enclisis and proclisis
contexty(Spontaneous data

Table 63 reports clitic production inmperatives and rootclauses both

requiring pos®verbal clitic placementThe table presents ttadsolute numbeof
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clitics producedoer construction type while the numberin parenthesemdicates

the number otlitic clusters Examples of lildrenOs pragttion of root clauses

and imperativearegivenin (13) and (@4) respectivgy.

(23) Oi, vali mu to imama mu .
NEG puEBS mé&CL.DAT itBCL.ACC the murBNOM myBPOSS
ONo, my mum puts it for @S3, 2;9)

(14) Pe mu to
TellE2S mebBCL.DAT itBCL.ACC thiPACC
OTell me this oneO (S8, 3:;4)

tuto.

Child | Age MLUw Clitic Production
Imperatives Root Overall

S1 2,4 2.38 15 (6) 20 (3) 35 (9)
S2 2,9 2.78 2 (0) 25 (1) 27 (1)
S3 2,9 3.87 1(0) 50 (2) 51 (2)
S4 2;10 |2.99 33 (1) 48 (1) 81 (2)
S5 2;10 |2.19 11 (3) 23 (0) 34 (3)
S6 2,11 | 2.78 10 (3) 47 (3) 57 (6)
S7 3;4 2.96 3 (2) 28 (2) 31 (4)
S8 3,4 3.93 60 (13) 67 (4) 127 (17)

Table 63: Clitic production in enclisis contexts: imperas/ and root clauses
(Spontaneous data

The absolute numbers diitic structureproduced improclisiscontexts are
reported in tablé 4. In particularthe number ofclauses headed lige modality
markersna and enna (M), negative particle¢§NEG) and whelements(WH) is
reportedin separate columnsvhile all the other contexthat requireprebverbal
clitic placemeh including clauses headed by focalized XPs, the factive
complementizepu and other particles, are subsumed under the cateyaey.

The number of clitic clusteiis givenin parenthesis.
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Child | Age | MLUw Clitic Production

M NEG WH | Other Overall
S1 2;4 2.38 30 (1) 2 (0) 0 2 (0) 34 (1)
S2 2,9 2.78 29 (2) 7 (1) 5(0)]1(0) 42 (3)
S3 2,9 3.87 52 (10) |4(0) 0 3 (0) 59 (10)
S4 2,10 | 2.99 49 (0) 4 (0) 0 0 53 (0)
S5 2;10 |2.19 21 (3) 12(1) [1(0)|0 34 (4)
S6 2,11 | 2.78 60 (1) 0 3010 63 (1)
S7 3;4 2.96 25 (3) 5 (0) 1(0)]1(0) 32 (3)
S8 3;4 3.93 125(19) |18 (3) |2(0) |7 (0) 152 (22)

Table 64: Clitic production in proclisis contexts: clauses headed by modality
markersand other proclisBriggering elemenfs negatives and wiguestions
(Spontaneouslata).

Examplesof childrenOs productiari negative clauses and clauses headed
by na and ennaare given in (15016) and (17D18) respectively The reasomwhy
clauses headed by the modal particéand the future particlenna are subsumed
under the sameategory for he purposes of data analysighseefold. First, both
construction types constitute proclisis contexts. Second, it is assumed, and has
been adequately justified ichapter 1, thatna and enna occupy the same
functional headn the CG clausenamelyCM (Roussou 2000). Third, in many
cases its difficult to identfy which of the twoforms is used in child datagiven
thatnais often pronounced as [a], whigena is often substituted by its reduced
form [na] or [a](as in(17)). Moreover,in some casethe childwould repeatn

utterance with thearticleema using thereduced form [na] theecondime.

(15) E(n) me afini o papa(s)tora
NEG mé&CL.ACC leEBS the daBNOM now
addoesnOt let mowO  (S2,2:9)

(16) Papa [/] papa [/] papa [/] papa e(n) mO afini  na pao
Dad NEG méCL.ACC leEBS M gdlS
(s)ti  &iafia) ti Lenja
toEthe aunBACC the Leni®ACC

% The constructions subsumed under the cate@ther in the table above are headed by the
following elementsfor S1,[2 pu]; for S2,[focalized XR; for S3,[1 ama 2 pu]; for S7,[1 pu]; for
S8,[4 ama(n) 1an, 1emby 1pu].
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“Dad, s/he doesn’t let me go to aunt Lenia” (S5, 2;10)

(17) (Enn)a to valo eyo dzame [/] tame.
M it-ACC put—1S [-NOM there
“I will put it there”  (S2, 2;9)
(18) Enna tu(s) kedisi  tuto(s) (o) po(r)tokalis.

M them—CL.ACC win—3S this—=NOM the orange—-NOM
“He will win them this one, the orange” (S3,2;9)

Table 6.5 reports the absolute numbers of correctly placed and misplaced
clitics in enclisis and proclisis contexts, while the respective proportions are given

in parentheses.

Child | Age Enclisis Context Proclisis Context
COR INCOR COR INCOR
S1 2;4 35/35 (1.0) 0/35 (0.0) 0/34 (0.0) 34/34 (1.0)
S2 2;9 27/27 (1.0) 0/27 (0.0) 38/42 (.90) 4/42 (.10)
S3 2;9 51/51 (1.0) 0/51 (0.0) 58/59 (.98) 1/59 (.02)
S4 2;10 | 81/81 (1.0) 0/81 (0.0) 1/53 (.02) 52/53 (.98)
S5 2;10 | 34/34 (1.0) 0/34 (0.0) 32/34 (.94) 2/34 (.06)
S6 2;11 | 57/57 (1.0) 0/57 (0.0) 1/63 (.02) 62/63 (.98)
S7 3;4 31/31 (1.0) 0/31 (0.0) 30/32 (.94) 2/32 (.06)
S8 3;4 127/127 (1.0) | 0/127 (0.0) | 146/152 (.96) | 6/152 (.04)

Table 6.5: Correct and incorrect clitic placement in enclisis and proclisis contexts
(Spontaneous data).

One conclusion easily drawn on the basis of the results reported in table
6.5 is that, in enclisis contexts, all the children performed in an adult-like way and
placed the clitic post—verbally; not a single instance of clitic misplacement is
attested. In proclisis contexts, on the other hand, a subset of the participants (S2,
S3, S5, S7, S8) performed in an adult-like way, with correct performance levels
ranging between 90% and 100%. However, the remaining participants (S1, S4 and
S6) exhibited ceiling percentages of incorrect clitic placement, as they were
producing post—verbal clitics at rates of 98% and 100%. This bimodal distribution
of children’s clitic production in proclisis contexts is illustrated in figure 6.1; the

figures reported on the graph show the proportions of incorrect placement.
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M Incorrect

M Correct

Sl S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8

24 29 29 210 2:10 2:11 34 34
Figure 61: Clitic placement in proclisisantexts (Spontaneouta)

Tables 66E6.8 reportclitic placement in different syntactic contexthiey
report the absolute numbers and, in paremthethe proportionsof correctly
placed and misplaced cliticfable 66 presents the figures fanperative and root
clauseshoth requiringpos®verbd clitic placement Table 67 reports figures for
clausesheadedby the modality markersna and ennaand the negativeparticles
dhenandmen requiring préverbal clitic placemet, and table @ reportsfigures
for clauses headed by ®flements and other procliBisggers, also requiring
prebverbal clitic placementlt is worth remarkingthat childrenOs performance
with respect to clitic placemerd similarirrespectiveof wheter the construction

involves a single clitior aclitic cluster hence, the numbef clitic clustersis not

reportedseparately
Child | Age Imperatives Root Clauses
COR INCOR COR INCOR
S1 2;4 15/15 (1.0) | 0/15 (0.0) 20/20 (1.0) | 0/20 (0.0)
S2 2,9 2/2(1.0) 0/2 (0.0) 25/25 (1.0 0/25 (0.0)
S3 2,9 1/1 (1.0) 0/1 (0.0) 50/50 (1.0) | 0/50 (0.0)
S4 2.10 |33/33(1.0) | 0/33(0.0) 48/48 (1.0) | 0/48 (0.0)
S5 2;10 | 11/11(1.0) | 0/11 (0.0) 23/23 (1.0) | 0/23 (0.0)
S6 2;11 ]10/10(1.0) | 0/10(0.0) 47147 (1.0) | 0/47 (0.9
S7 3;4 3/3 (1.0) 0/3 (0.0) 28/28 (1.0) | 0/28 (0.0)
S8 3,4 60/60 (1.0) | 0/60 (0.0) 67/67 (1.0) | 0/67 (0.0)

Table6.6: Correct and incorrect clitic placemantenclisis contexts: imperatives
and root clauses (Spontaneaiasa).
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Child | Age Modality Markers Negatives
COR INCOR COR INCOR
S1 2;4 0/30 (0.0) 30/30 (1.0) 0/2 (0.0) 2/2 (1.0)
S2 2;9 26/29 (.90) 3/29 (.10) 6/7 (.86) 1/7 (.14)
S3 2;9 52/52 (1.0) 0/52 (0.0) 4/4 (1.0) 0/4 (0.0)
S4 2.10 | 1/49 (.02) 48/49 (.98) 0/4 (0.0) 4/4 (1.0)
S5 2;10 | 20/21 (.95) 1/21 (.05) 11/12 (.92) 1/12 (.08)
S6 2;11 | 1/60 (.02) 59/60 (.98) 0 0
S7 3:4 23/25 (.92) 2/25 (.08) 5/5 (1.0) 0/5 (0.0)
S8 3;4 120/125 (.96) | 5/125 (.04) 18/18 (1.0) 0/18 (0.0)

Table 6.7: Correct and incorrect clitic placement in proclisis contexts: negatives
and clauses headed by modality markers (Spontaneous data).

Child | Age Wh—questions Other proclisis—triggers
COR INCOR COR INCOR

S1 2;4 0 0 0/2 (0.0) 2/2 (1.0)

S2 2;9 5/5 (1.0) 0/5 (0.0) 1/1 (1.0) 0/1 (0.0)

S3 2;9 0 0 2/3 (.67) 1/3 (.33)

S4 2;10 |0 0 0 0

S5 2;10 | 1/1 (1.0) 0(0.0) 0 0

S6 2;11 | 0/3(0.0) 3/3 (1.0) 0 0

S7 3:4 1/1 (1.0) 0(0.0) 1/1 (1.0) 0/1 (0.0)

S8 3:4 2/2 (1.0) 0(0.0) 6/7 (.86) 1/7 (.14)

Table 6.8: Correct and incorrect clitic placement in proclisis contexts: wh—
questions and other proclisis—triggering elements’ (Spontaneous Data).

Examples of children’s production of misplaced clitics are given in (19—

25). Negative clauses involving a dative and an accusative clitic are given in (19)

and (20) respectively, while enna and na-clauses involving a dative and an

accusative clitic are given in (21) and (22) respectively. Clauses headed by the

complementizer puare given in (23-25).

(19)

(20)

E(n) mila

mu.

NEG talk—3S me-CL.DAT

“S/he doesn’t talk to me”

En  eplinamen to.

(S4, 2;10)

3 The constructions subsumed under the category Otherin the table above are headed by the
following elements: for S1 [pu (2 correct)]; for S2, [focalised XP (correct)]; for S3, [ama(correct),
pu (1 correct & 1 incorrect)]; for S7, [pu (correct)]; and for S8, [an (1), aman(4), embu(1) correct,
pu (incorrect)].



NEG washeBlPL itBCL.ACC
OWe didnOt wash it(54,2;10
(21) <Ena'it"o "u> [/l nalit"o"u.
M showblS youBCL.DAT
Ol will showyouO  (S4,2;10)
(22) E(n) mboro na (fkalo to.
NEG ca®lS M takeoutBlS iBCL.ACC
Ol can@akeit outd (S4,2:10)
(23) Ke: [/] ke: e: [/] eklee Kini I #ineka
And was cryiiS thabNOM the ladygNOM
pu: e: [/] e(s)tavrohja(n)o(n) i kaki
COMP crudfiedEBPL himBCL.ACC the wicke@NOM
to  hri(s)tuli kO eva(l)a(n) to(n).
the ChrisPACC.diminutive and puBBPL hinECL.ACC
OAnd that woman was crying that the wickediéied the Christ and put

himO (S3,2;9)

(24) (N)a'!i ta I mami pu
M  se&BS thenBCL.ACC the mummgNOM COMP
feramen ta

broughBlPL thenbCL.ACC

QFor) mummy ¢ see temthat we brought themQS1, 2;4)
(25) Kafki tora pu dp to.

Burn€8S now COMP I81S iBCL.ACC

Oltburns now that | lit itO (S8 3;4)

The youngest participandf the spontaneous speech stu®4] was
followed longtudinally for a period of6 monthsfrom age 2;4 to 20. S1 had
good clitic productia from age 2;4 but exhibited ceiling proportions of rtaspd
clitic pronouns in negatives, clauses headed by modality markers and other
proclisis triggers The aim of the longitudinal study was to investigatiee
robustness of the phenomenainclitic misplacementn terms of magnitude and
durationin the speech o661 This participantvas recorded 4imes and higlata



16¢

were transcribed and analysed in the sameasayne croddinguistic data.Table
6.9 reports cliticproduction as well aslitic/object onissionin S10s speech
contexts that require an ovetitic/object in adult CG

Age MLUw Clitic Production Clitic/Object Omission
2;4 2.38 6974 (.93 5/74(.07) [1/5]

2,5 2.10 99/109(.91 10/109(.09) [1/10]

2;8 2.65 76/83 (.92 7/83(.08) [0/7]

2,10 | 257 99/107(.92) 8/107(.08) [0/8]

Table 6.9: Clitic production and clitic/object omission (Longitudinal data).

Examples of S10s utterances involving an onttiicfobject are given in
(26E81). In exampls (26) and (27, the experimenter asksgaestion aiming to
elicit a clitic pronoun whi the childsresponse involves a structure with an
omitted clitic/object In the second caseyen thoughhe correct form of the clitic
pronounis usedin the experimenter@gmiestion, the childdoes notuseit. In
exampls (28) and (29 the child freely utters two structures exhibiting
object/clitic drop. Thechild utterances in 30) and 1) involve the strong
pronours tuto (tutos, —i, —o) and ulo (ulos or olos, —i, —o0) respectivelyas direct
objecs. In adilt CG, tuto andulo in contexts such as the @ia (30) and @1) are
normallyclitic doubled unlike in the childOgroductions

(26) *EXP: ti na kanume ta molivakja, dze to svistiri, dze tskal, hm?
pe mu! inata dzO en akusa.
OWhat shall we dwith the pencils, and the rubbeand the
scraper, hm7ell me louder, | couldOt hear yd
*CHI: (n)a valo mesa.
M  puttlS in (S1, 2;5)
Targetstructure (n)ata valo mesa.
M  thenBCL.ACC putblS in
O shallputtheminO
(27) *EXP: to psall aki pu e(n) spasmeno ti prepi na to kaneutoa?
Orhe scissors that are brokevhat shall we davith them?0
*CHI: fkjaksume



fixBLPL (S1, 2;10)
Target structure:  (n)a to fkjaksume
M  itBCL.ACC fixBlPL
QVe shouldix it O
(28) *CHI: oi (n)a svisis
no M erasé€lS (S1, 2;10)
Target structure:  oi (n)a to svisis
no M itBCL.ACC erasé€RS
Orou shouldnot erase D
(29) *CHI: edo pu vazis
here COMP putERS (S1, 2;8)
Target struture: edo pu to vazis
here COMP itBCL.ACC putERS
(Here you shoulgut itO
(30) *CHI: efkjaksa mamatuto.
fixedBLS mum thisPACC (S1, 2;4)
Targetstructure efkjaksa to mama tuto.
fixedBlS itBCL.ACC mum thisPACC
Ol fixed that, mu@

(31) *CHI: ulo () felo ulo.
allPACC.MASC wanflS allPACC. MASC (S1, 2;5)
Targetstructure ulo () felo to ulo.

allPACC.MASC wan®ls itBCL.ACC all
QAll, | want it allO

Table 6.10 shows his clitic production in @ad and proclisis contexts.

Age | MLUw | Enclisis Contexts Proclisis Contexts Overall
24 12.38 35 (.5) 34 (.49 69(1.0)
2,5 210 64 (.65 35 (.35 99 (1.0)
2,8 | 2.65 39 (.5) 37(.49 76(1.0)
2;10] 2.57 40 (.40) 59 (.60) 99 (1.0)

Table 610: Clitic production {ongitudinaldatg).
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On the basis of the results reported, S1 has good clitic production in both types of
contexts. His data resemble the cksestional data irexhibiting comparable
percentagesf enclisis and proclisis contexts.

S1, as alreadghown has ceiling percentages of misplaced clitics in all
proclisis contexts fromik first recordingat age 2;4As revealed by the analysis
conducted on his data, ishnorbadulBlike pattern ismanifested in hisclitic
production up to the age of 2;10able 611 reports his clitic productionin
different syntactic contextsThe leftmost columns report the number of clitics
produced inimperatives and root claus€snclisis contexjsand the rightmost
columns report the number of clitics producedhegaives, whBquestions pub
clauses andclauses headed by the modality markessand enna (proclisis
context$. No figures forcorrectincorrectclitic placementregivenin the table
sinceall the clitics S1 producedwere placed poBrerbally in both encsis and
proclisis contextswith only one exceptiorliscussed belowlhis applies to both
single and double clitic constructionkgtfigures irparentheseshowthe absolute

numbers otlitic clustersproduced.

Age | MLUw | Enclisis Contexts Proclisis Contets
IMP Root M NEG WH PUExlauses

24 [238 [15(6) [20(3) |30(1)][2() |0 2 (0)

35 (9) 34 (1)
25 (210 [25(1) [39(5) [33(2)]2(0) |0 0

64 (5) 35 (3)
28 (265 [6(0) [33(12) [21(0]9(00) |51 [2(0)

39 (2) 37 (1)
2210257 [8(4) [32@) [53@)][30) [20 [1(0)

40 (5) 59 (0)

Table 611: Clitic productionin enclisis and proclisis contexiisongitudinaldata)

The figures reported in table14. reveal that S1 has good production of root
clauses and clauses headedmrayand enna, while his prauction of negative
clausespufxlausesand whguestions is relatively lowS1 produced a few wib
questiond, all of which involed a misplaced clitic. Exampldéavolving an

4 See sectiod.4 in dapter 1 for a thorough discussionwhEformation in CG.
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argumental wBguestionand a question headed by tlpiasbargumentpu are

givenin (33) and B2) respectivéy.

(32) *EXP: a: (.) kita (.) alon &rio zoon .
OOh, lookanother wild animaD
*EXP: ti en tuto ?
QWhat is this®
*CHI: pu vazun to?
where puBBPL itBCL.ACC
*EXP: vazun to: +/.
(They) it itE
*CHI. €'o!
here! (S1,2;8)
(33) Pkjos etarakse  mu to ?
whoENOM movedBS m&CL.DAT itBCL.ACC
OWho moved for me20  (S1, 2;8)

There is a single instance of correct clitic placement in a procbsitext,
in S10shird file (age 2;8. This isa clause headed by the negaten® and it is
cited in B4). However this isan extractof a welEknown folk song; the adult
version (intended utterance) is cited below. Thugpaaently does not constitute

productive usef the clitic pronoun involvedoutis part ofa memorisedinit.

(34) Palakalo sas t&imata me(n) mu ksipnate .
Ask you thewaves NEG mebCL.DAT wakebupERPL
Parakalo sas kimata me mu (@L)BeEksipnate. [ntended utterange
OWaves, I0m asking you not to wake he($hQ;9)

The resultsobtained fom the longitudinal studyindicate that clitic

placement irenclisis contextss targeBlike, and,in a reversely analogous pattern

® See sectior.2 in dapter 1 for a thorough discussiontbe interaction of the negatafsen and
men With the modal particlesa, tha, enna andas.
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clitic placement in proclisis contexts targeBdeviant throughou the period
studied.S18consisteny with regard tancorrect clitic placement faas long a$
months is a strong indicatiasf the systematicnature of thepatternattested its
magnitude and itpotential duration. In sum, this outcome mirrors the robustness

of the phenomenon ichild grammar

6.2.2. Clitic ordeing within clitic clusters

Turning to clitic ordering within clitic clusters, the vast majority of th@uses
produced adhere to the adult placemBueicall thatle ordering of clitic pronouns
within clusters in CG is strictly GdarBCLacc (see setion 23.3, chapter 2).No
child produced a clitic clustewith the orderCLaccBCLpar except forS1. S1
produced27 double clitic constructionsveralt 25 with the targélike order
(CLpaTECLAcc) and 2 witha targeBdeviant order (ChccBCLpat). At age 2;4, he
produced10 construttons involving clitic clusters6 in imperatives, 3 in root
clauses and 1 in mabxlause.Of these, all excepine imperative clausgjvenin
(35), adhereto the adult orderingAt age 2;6, heproduced 8 clitic cluster
constructions, In an imperative clause, 5 in root clauses andrzabtlauses, &l
of which had correct orderingith the exception obne root clause repeated twice
(36). At age 2;8, hgroduced 3 double clitic constructions, 1 in abgnestion
and 2 in root clausesnd at age 2;106 double clitic constructions, 1 @root

clause, 4 in imperatives and 1 imaEclause, all with correct ordering.

(35) Anikse ta mu .
OperBS themBCL.ACC mebCL.DAT
OOpen them for me(B1, 2;4)

(36) Espasen to mu .

BrokeEBS iECL.ACC meéCL.DAT
OS/hédoroke it for me(B1, 2;6)

Two pointscan beraised with respect t89). First, theverb involved in
the clause in35) appear®n another 4occasionsn the same filS1, 2;4)in the
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same type of awstruction the respective occurrencaecited belowas(37£40)),
in all of which the order is the correct on€l{patBECLAcc). Secondan identical
clitic construction in termsfdeature specification iotind14 lines after 35) and
on the second occasi the clitics in the clitic cluster appear tine correct order
(39.

(37) Anikse mu to.
(38) Anikse mu ti

(39) Anikse mu ta
(40) Anikse mu to

These data show that the utterancé3B) does not constitutestrongevidene that
clitic ordering withinchild CG clustes is incorrect. limay be takertogether with
(36), as an indicatiorthat clitic clustersin early CGmay not alwaysbe targeb
like. However no robustconclusions can be drawn on the basisheke sparse
instances of incorrect orderingjnce the vast majoty of the ditic clusters
produced adhen® the adulpatern

6.2.3. Production of Clitic Doubling and Clitic Left Dislocation

The purpose ofthe analysis in this sectionis to investigate whethethe
participantsin the study ee able to produce more colap construction types
involving clitic pronouns. Following Marinis (2000:272, footnote 34), the
calculationsreported belowncluded clauses in which the clitic was doubled by
either a full DP (D+NP), as imtf), or a strong pronoun, &s (42). The absalte
numbers of the relevastructure (single clitic (SC), CD and CLLDproduced
aresummarisedn table 6.2. Table 6.8 reports the absolute numbers of full DPs
and strong pronouns prodeetin CL and CLLD constructions, whilaldles 6.2

and 6.5 presen the different syntactic structures that appear in CD and CLLD

respectivey.
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(41) (N)a to rotiso ton papa mu an ehi pilo.
M  it-CL.ACC ask-1S the dad—ACC my-POSS if has—3S concrete
“I should ask my dad whether he has concrete” (S8, 3;4)
(42) Ehu(m)e to ke mi(s) (s)piti mag(s) (e)kino .
Have—1PL it—-CL.ACC and us—NOM home-ACC us—POSS that-ACC
“We have it, us too, at home that one” (S3,2:9)
Child | Age Clitic Production
SC CD CLLD Overall
S1 2;4 57 (.83) 6 (.09) 6 (.09) 69 (1.0)
S2 2;9 63 (.91) 3(.04) 3(.04) 69 (1.0)
S3 2;9 84 (.76) 26 (.24) 0 110 (1.0)
S4 2;10 123 (.92) 11 (.08) 0 134 (1.0)
S5 2;10 |62 (.91) 6 (.09) 0 68 (1.0)
S6 2;11 89 (.74) 23 (.19) 8 (.07) 120 (1.0)
S7 3:4 52 (.82) 8 (.13) 3 (.05 63 (1.0)
S8 3;4 250 (.90) 27 (.10) 2 (.01) 279 (1.0)

Table 6.12: Production of Single Clitic (SC), Clitic Doubling (CD) and Clitic Left
Dislocation (CLLD) (Spontaneous data).

Child | Age Clitic Doubling CLLD
Pronoun DP Pronoun DP
S1 2;4 6/6 0/6 4/6 2/6
S2 2;9 3/3 0/3 2/3 1/3
S3 2;9 9/26 17/26 0 0
S4 2;10 6/11 5/11 0 0
S5 2;10 4/6 2/6 0 0
S6 2;11 22/23 1/23 5/8 3/8
S7 3;4 4/8 4/8 3/3 0/3
S8 3;4 11/27 16/27 0/2 2/2

Table 6.13: Production of strong pronouns and DPs in Clitic Doubling (CD) and
Clitic Left Dislocation (CLLD) (Spontaneous data).

Child | Age Clitic Doubling
IMP Root M Neg Other
S1 2;4 2/6 1/6 2/6 1/6 0/6
S2 2;9 1/3 0/3 1/3 1/3 0/3
S3 2;9 0/26 11/26 13/26 1/26 1/26 (pu-clause)
S4 2;10 1/11 5/11 5/11 0/11 0/11
S5 2;10 1/6 4/6 0/6 1/6 0/6
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S6 2;11 | 1/23 5/23 16/23 | 0/23 | 1/23 (wHBbquestion
S7 3;4 1/8 2/8 5/8 0/8 0

S8 3,4 7127 4/27 10/27 | 5/27 | 1/27 @markxlause)
Table 6.8: Production of Clitic Doubling (CD) per syntdic context

(Spontaneous data).

Child | Age Clitic Left Dislocation

IMP Root M Neg
S1 2,4 1/6 4/6 16 0/6
S2 2,9 0/3 1/3 0/3 2/3
S6 2;11 | 0/8 6/8 2/8 0/8
S7 3,4 0/3 3/3 0/3 0/3
S8 34 0/3 2/3 0/3 0/3

Table 6.5: Production of Clitic Left Dislocatio (CLLD) per syntactic context
(Spontaneous data).

The same calculations were perfodnen the longitudinal daté6.16b

6.18). The purpose of this analysis twofold. Firsly, it aims to investigate

whethemore complex constructionsiich a<CD and CLLDclausesemerge later

than less complex ones. Sechndt aims to offersomecharacterisation othe

emergence of Cas compared tG€LLD structurestaking into account the debate

in the literature regarding their underlyingture(cf. the Uniformity Hymthesis

of Sportiche(1992 andarguments against it lknagnostopoulo1994).

Age Clitic Production

SC CD CLLD Overall
2;4 57(.83) 6 (.09) 6 (.09) 69(1.0)
2;5 94 (.95) 4(.04) 1(.01) 99(1.0)
2;8 70(.92) 6 (.08) 0 76(1.0)
2;710 |92(.93) 7 (.07) 0 99(1.0)

Table 6.5: Production of Single Cliti¢SC), Clitic Doubling (CD) and @lc Left
Dislocation (CLLD) (Longitudinal data).

Age Clitic Doubling CLLD
Pronoun DP Pronoun DP
2;:4 6/6 0/6 4/6 2/6
2;5 3/4 1/4 11 0/1
2,8 4/6 2/6 0 0
2;10 5/7 207 0 0
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Table 6.7: Production of strong pronouns and DP<litic Doubling (CD)and
Clitic Left Dislocation (CLLD)(Longitudinal data).

Age Clitic Doubling
IMP Root M Neg PuExlause
2;4 2/6 16 2/6 16 0/6
2,5 14 14 14 1/4 0/4
2,8 0/6 16 2/6 0/6 3/6
2;10 17 417 207 0/7 0/7

Table 6.B: Production of Clitic Doubling (CD) per syntactic context
(Longitudinal data).

Age Clitic Left Dislocation

IMP Root M Neg
2;4 1/6 4/6 1/6 0/6
2;5 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1

Table 6.D: Production of Clitic Left Dslocation (CLLD) per syntactic context
(Longitudinal data).

The results show th&GBspeakingchildrenhave a good command 6D
from as early as 2;4Moreover, while SC and CD structures are available and
productively used by all the participants of gtady, CLLDs are not attested in
all the corpora examined.

6.2.4. Clitic misplacemenandfiniteness

As mentioned in the previoushapter, what is crucial for our study is to
investigate whether the (mis)placement of clitic pronouns in early CG correlates
with finiteness.For the purposes of the current analytsis corpora of the 3
children who exhibited clitic misplacement acrélss board(S1, S4 and SGee

table 6.5 and figure 6.1yvere examined andll the constructions involving a
misplaced clitic pronauwere identified Following proposals in Varlokosta et al.
(1998) for early SMG, | take the perfective verbal fowigh the suffix Bl to
constitute early ndtinite forms in early CGData analysis was performed as
follows: all the verbal forms irBl with the perfective stem we classified as ndh

finite formsandall the other verbaorms (including imperfective forms with the



suffix B as well asverbal formsovertly markedor the [person]or the[number]
featurd were classified afinite®. As for the verbs that lack a perfective stem and
appeaed in structures involving misplaced cliticshey were calculated but
excluded fronfurtheranalysis

Overal only 4 verbs lacking a perfective stemere identified in the
corpora examinedfkali (Otake outQkam(n)i (OdoO)yali (OputQ)vyali (Otake
outO) while plini (OwashQyas also disregarded from data analysisse verbs
appeared 22 time$he verbkam(n)i (OdoQ¥ the dialectal equivalent of the SMG
verb kani (OdoO), which also lacks a perfective stim. dialectal equivalents o
the SMG verhvyazi (Otake outO) afleali andvyali and the dialectaquivalent of
the SMG verbvaz (OputO) igali. For theSMG verbvyazi, vyalDis the perfective
stemandvyazb the imperfective stemwhile as regardsts dialectal equivalents,
vyali and fkali, the only difference between theperfective and imperfective
stens, vyalD and fkalb respectively,is the following: their perfective stems
involve a lateral [[]while thar imperfectivestemsinvolve a geminate laterdl].
The same holds fothe CG verbvali, whose imperfective stem involves a
geminate lateral. It is not, however, easy to discrimibateveernthe twotypes of
lateral soundsn child languagehence, all these verbal forms neetaken as
lacking a perfective stermfs regardshe form plini (OwashQijt was used ashe
dialectal equivalent aihe SMGverb plen in the corpora examined. Howevar,
adult CG the verlpliniskiis in useas the dialectal equivalent pleni andplinbis
its perfectivestem However, the verbpliniski did not occur in child data. It was,
thus, unclear whetheplini was used as a shortened form phihiski or as a
perfective formand was, thereforelisregarded from data analysis

As regardsS10sarliesttwo corpora the oneat age 2:4ndthe secondit
age 2;5 only one orm from each corpyswhich only appeard once was
excludedfor further analysisnamelyplini (OwashQyhich appearedh the first
corpus andvyali (Otake outOyhich appearedn the secondThus, while S1
produced34 verbal structures with misplaced cliti@at age 2;4and 35at age 2;5,
only 33 and 34formsrespectively wes furtheranalysedAs regards his latest two

®a single verbal form from S40s corpus whose inflectional ending could not hiéicdemas
excluded from the analysis
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corpora, the one at age82and the other at age 2;10, only two formach of
which appeared ondgre each corpuswere excludedrom further analysis, namely
vali (putO) andkali (Otake outOThus, while S1 produced7 verbal structures
with a misplaced clitic at age 2;8 an@ &t age 2)Q, only 35 and 5%orms
respectively wee further analysedis regardsS40s corputhe following2 forms
that appead 6 times were excluded from the analysisuli (OputO) anglini
(OwashQ). Thusnly 46 verbal structuresut of the52 that involve a msplaced
clitic were further analysedAs for S60s corpusami (OdoOylini (Owash&ynd
vali (OputO), whichppeaed 11 times were excluded from the analysigus, only
51 structures out of thH&2 structures witta misplaced clitic we aralysed

Table 620 reports theabsolute numbersf early norfinite as well as
finite formsusedin constructionsn which the cliticis misplaced the proportions

of each type of fornaregivenin parentheses

Child Age | MLUw | Early norifinite | Finite forms Overall
forms

S1 2,4 |2.38 9 (.27) 24(.73) 33(1.0)
2,5 210 16 (.47) 18 (.53 34 (1.0)
2,8 |2.65 11 (.31) 24 (.69) 35(1.0)
2,10 | 2.57 21 (.37) 36 (.63 57 (1.0)

S4 2;10 | 2.99 4 (.09 42 (.91) 46 (1.0)

S6 2;11 | 2.78 14(.27) 37(73 51(1.0)

Ovenll 75 (29 181(.71) 256(1.0)

Table 620: Use of finite and early ndfinite forms in constructions involving
misplaced clitics

As shown in table 6.2@he overall percentageof structures involving a
misplaced clitic and a finite verbal forifY1%) outnumber thepercentageof
structures involving a misplaced clitic and an earlyBlioite form (29%). In fact,
the use of inflectional morphemes in these structures is produtide 621
reports the absolute numbef finite verbal formsused in stuctures involving a

misplaced clitic broken down lpersomand number



Child Age Singular Plural Overall
Ist |2nd |[3rd |1st |2nd | 3rd
S1 2;4 15 0 0 9 0 0 24
2,5 11 1 1 4 0 1 18
2,8 6 1 8 2 1 6 24
2;710 |24 4 3 4 0 1 36
S4 2;710 |29 0 3 10 0 0 42
S6 2;11 | 30 1 1 5 0 0 37

Table 6.21 Finite forms in constructions involving misplaced clitics.

As shown in tablé.21,children mostly use the 1st person singular suffix,
while the least used inflectional suffix is the 2nd person plural suffix. The
distribution of theseinflectional affixes in out study resembles the distribution of
norEBSG verb forms inVarlokosta et al.061999 study For the sake of
comparison, | cite their resuls the distributiorof the norEBSG verb formsn
table 6.22. Note, hosver, thatvarlokosta et alexcludethe copula, modals and
imperativesfrom their analysiswhile | report all proclisis contexts with a
mispaced clitic (including modals)

Child Age Singular Plural
1st 2nd 1st 2nd 3rd
Spi, St 19 4 2 5 0 4
Jan,St | 1;11 7 0 11 0 3
Jan, St. 1l | 2,5 58 20 19 2 6
Mai, St. Il | 1;9 29 8 19 0 1

Table 6.22 The distribution of the ndBSG verb forms (excluding the copula,
modals and imperative§)able7 in Varlokosta et al. 1998998).

The resultssummarisedn table 620 show thatchildren who misplace
clitics use both finite and noHfinite forms and, in fact the percentage of
structures involving a misplaced clitic and a finite verbal form outnusribher
percentage of structures involving a misplaced cliticamearly noffinite form.
Hence, no correlatiors evidentbetweenthe use ofearly noitfinite forms and
targeBdeviantclitic placement.
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6.3. Elicited production gperiment

This section presents the results frima experimental investigatigiocusing on
clitic production and clitiplacementRecall that lhe children who performed the
experimental task are different fralmose who provided the spontaneous daid
were diided into 3age groups A: 2;668;0, B: 3;0E8;6 andC: 3;6B4;0". Proclisis
contexts apear to be problematic for a seb®f children from age group Avho
misplace clitic pronouns.Betweesygroup comparisonswill show that

chronological agés an importat factor for clitic placemenht early CG

6.3.1. Clitic production

The experiment aimed telicit structures involving clitic pronouns in two
syntactic contexts: root clausasd clauses headed by the modal partickeand
enna As mentioned in the previous chapter, only structuresntbegproduced in
the relevant contes were categorised atarget responses. To be precise, after an
experimental question aiming to elicit raot clause,only a root clause was
categorised as target response. Likewise, only a clause heade@ byodal
particle was categorised as a target response after animegmeal question
aiming to elicit anablenndxlause

The participants would occasionally remain silent (even after the
experimental question was repeated oncApsence of responseas recorded as
No Answer The participantswould sometimesproduce a diffeent type of
structure than theequiredone To exemplify the experimental question in (43)
aimed at elicitinga root clauseThe child in (44) produced a negative utteraase
a replyto theexperimental question aiming to elicit a root claasd the hild in
(45) produceda norexlitic structure response®f this typewere coded a®ther

Answers

’ See table 5.3 in the previous chapterftdr demographidnformationon thepaticipantsin the
experiment



(43)

Target Structure:

(44)

(45)

*EXP: Ti ekamen i korua tin alin klatsa?

OWhat did the girl do with the other sock?0

*CHI: en

Evalen/Eforisentin.

put onworeEBS itBCL.ACC
OShe put it on/wore itO

tin evalen

kala

NEG heBCL.ACC put oiBS well (S28, 3;3)
OShe didnOt put it on wellO

*CHI: e(n)

foli alin

klatsa

NEG weafBS anothersockbACC
CBhe doesnOt wear another sock@511,2;11)

181

Table 6.23 reportshe raw numbes of ndanswers, other answers and

clauses otherequred typeproducedper experimental conditioras well as the

relevant percentages parenthese It should be noted thaable 6.23 as well as

table 6.24 repargroup results; the individual results aferedin Appendix I

and Appendix Il respectively

Age N Root Clauses
Group Root Clauses No Answers OtherAnswers
A 18 | 5372 (74) 6/72 (08) 13/72 (18)
B 22 | 6888 (79 3/88 (03) 17/88 (19)
C 10 | 30/40 (75 5/40 (12) 5/40 (12)
Overall 50 | 1527200(.76) 14/200 (07) 35200(.17)
Age N Nab/ Ennd&xlauses
Group Nab/ Enn® No Answers Other Answers
clauses
A 18 |41/72 (57) 21/72 (29) 1072 (14)
B 22 |61/88 (69 23/88 (.26) 4/88 (05)
C 10 | 29/40(.73) 8/40 (.29 3/40 (07)
Overall 50 | 132/200(.66) 52/200 (26) 17/200(.08)

Table 623 Productionof targetresponsesotheranswersand no answerger age
group perexperimental conditio(Elicited productionexperiment).

The results summarisednitable 6.23show that overall 282arget

responsesvere elicited: 151 root clauses and I#HenndxclausesThere was a
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relatively high proportion of No Answersand Other Answers on both
experimental conditions. In particular, after a question aiming to elicit a root
clause, the participants would provide no answer or another answer 24% of the
times on average, while after a clause aiming to elicit a na-/enna-clause, the
percentage of no answers/other answers is even higher, representing the 34% of
all responses.

At a second stage of data analysis, all the modal clauses produced after an
experimental question aiming to elicit a modal clause, as well as all the root
clauses produced after a corresponding experimental question were categorized as
target and non—target structures. Only structures involving a clitic pronoun were
categorised as target sructures. Non—target structures included errors of (clitic)
omission (see examples 46—47) and the use of a full noun phrase (NP) instead of a

clitic.

(46) Experimental Question: What does mum do with the baby?
*CHI: (!)kevasi palami! i.
read-3S fairy—tale ACC  (S12,2;11)
Target structure: 'kevazi tu parami! i.
read—3S it—-CL.DAT fairy—tale. ACC
“S/he reads him a fairy—tale”
(47) Experimental Question: What does the baby want to do with the cow?
*CHI: Na vali  mesa.
M put-3S in (S12,2;11)
Target structure: Na ti vali  mesa.
M her—-CL.ACC put-3S in

“(She wants) to put her in”

Table 6.24 reports the raw numbers of clitic production, clitic omission
and the production of full noun phrases (NP) per experimental condition, as well

as the relevant percentages in parenthesis.
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Age N Root Clauses
Group Clitic Production | Clitic Omission | NP
A 18 | 48/53(.9]1) 4/53 (.07) 1/53(.02)
B 22 |62/68 (92 5/68 (07) 1/68 (01)
C 10 | 2830(.93 2/30 (.09 0/30 (0.0
Overall 50 |138151(.91) 11/151(.07) 2/151(.01)
Age N Nab/ Ennd&xlauses
Group Clitic Production | Clitic Omission | NP
A 18 | 3841(.93 3/41(.07) 0/41(0.0)
B 22 | 5861(.95 3/61(.05) 0/61(0.0)
C 10 | 27/29(.93) 2/29 (.09 0/29(0.0)
Overall 50 |123131(.99 8/131(.06) 0/131(0.0)

Table 624: Clitic productionand clitic omissionper age group per syntactic
context(Elicited productionexperiment).

The results summarized in table 6.Zhow tha overall 261 target

structures were elicited: 138 root clausesl 123nabenndxlausesnvolving a

clitic pronoun. The rates of clitic omission were relatively low, ranging between

5% and7%. The use of aull noun phrase (NP) instead of a clitic occurred in

merelytwo casesone in age group A and another in age grouasBa response to

anexperimental questioaiming to elicit a root clause

6.3.2. Clitic placement

The second part of data ana/fpcused owlitic placement. A the elicited target

structureswere coded as correct and incorreas follows. A regards the first

experimental condition, onlyoot clauses involving gos®verhal clitic were

coded as correctyhile root clauses involving prebverbal clitic were codedas

incorrect. As regards thesecondexperimental conditiorfthe modality markers

condition) only naBlenndxlauses involving grebverbal clitic were coded as

correct while nablenndxlauses involving a pdsterbal clitic were coded as

incorrect Table 6.25summarises the results of childrenOs clitic placement in the
two experimental conditions (first column) per age group (second column). The
third and fourth columns report the raw numberstoictureswith correctand

incorrectclitic placement respectively, while the figures in parentheses show the

relevant proportions.
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CONTEXT AGE GROUP PLACEMENT
COR INCOR

Root Clauses | A 48/48 (1.0) 0/48 (0.0)

B 61/62 (.98) 1/62 (.02)

C 28/28 (1.0) 0/28 (0.0)

Overall 137/138 (.99) 1/138 (01)
Modality A 25/38 (.66) 13/38 (.34)
Markers B 55/58 (.95) 3/58 (.05)

C 27/27 (1.0) 0/27 (0.0)

Overall 107/123 (.87) 16/123 (.13)

Table 6.5%: Clitic placement per experimental conditigqklicited production

experiment).

The children performedh an adulBlike way with respect to their clitic

placement in root clauses. To be precise, the overall number of gfibidaced in

root clauses was 138, of which 1@/&re placed poBrerbally, as in the adult

language, with only a single use of aferbal clitic. This outcome reveals that

childrenOs performance in enclisis contexts is Bilggefrom as early as age 2:6.

Turning now taorabandennabxlauses, a different picture emerges. While children

from age groups B and C producefmerbal clitics,as required in these contexts,

at ceiling percentages (95% for age group B and 100% for age group C), the rate

of adulBlike performance in age group A reaches only 66%, with 34% of clitics

misplaced Figure 2 plots the proportion of children who manifesirect (grey)

and incorrect (black) clitic placementaabandennatrlauses for each age group.

This figure shows that the number of children who consistently produce

misplaced clitics in proclisis contexts decreases with age, with no child older than

3;6 producing any misplaced clitics.
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Figure6.2: Proportion of children exhibitingdulBlike and norbadulBlike clitic
placement in clauses headed by modality markers per age ¢Eboped
production gperiment)

Further analysis was performed on these results in order to vaheste t
statistically, as described in the following subsection.

6.3.3. Betweergroup analysis$or clitic placement

A factorial ANOVA was use for a betweelgroup analysisof childrenOs
performancean clausesheaded bythe modal particlesia andenna It was shown
that childrenOncorrect clitic placement differs significantymang age groups,
F(2)=3.64, p=.034. Schef posEhoc comparisonsof the three age groups
indicated that the performance age group AM=.72) differs significantly from
thatof age group BM =.14) as well ashat ofage group GM=.00). With regard
to the production of misplaced clitss comparisos betweenage group A andB
(MD =.59, 95% CI £06, 1.23], and betweeage group A andC (MD =.72, 95%
Cl [B08, 1.52] show adifference appraching significancewith p=.08 in each
case However the difference betweeage group B andC (MD = 0.14, 95% CI
[B64,.91)) is not significan{p=.91).

6.4. Double realisation of the clitic pronoun

An unexpected pattern attested in the spontaneousotiatane of the children,
namelythe double realisation of the clitic pronoun in two positions: immediately



18¢

preceding and immediately following the verbal hbsis crucial relevance to the
interpretation of the results obtained. Thdsrther scrutinyis required As
described in the previous chaptire transcripts of another 11 children, a subset
of the children that participated in the experimental investigation, were examined.
An exhaustive list ofthese occurremes is cited bels (48E63) and the

phenomenon is eghsively discussed in the nextapter.

(48) *EXP: ti ena kami qp)apa ton kafentu ?
OWhat is dad grug to do with his coffee?0
*CHI: (n)a to (p)ki to <ston ka> [/] ston kanape.
M itBCL.ACC drinkEBS itBCL.ACC onEthe sof@ACC
(He will drink it (lying) on the sofa@s1, 2;8)
(49) *CHI: <ti po su ti  nirika> [//] ti po su ?
itECL.ACC saplS yowACC.DAT the nirik®ACC
Na su tinpo ti ririka [//] na su tinpo? [Intended Utterance]
OShall I sindRririka for you?O
*CHI: kabete i rika (s)ti veranta t' ehi te yataki ti(s) konta .
ORirika is sitting on the balcony and has her cat near{§%) 2;9)
(50) *EXP: ne (.) ti prepi na &mi ta paputsha tu ?
OYes. What shall he do with his shog&tered while pointing at
a picture with a boy holding his shoes and a nearby
*CHI: (en)a: ta fai ta o (s)kilos .
M thenbCL.ACC eaEBS thenBECL.ACC the dodNOM
OThe dog will eat themO  (P6,2;8)
(51) *EXP: ama swoko to maherin .
*EXP: ti ena kamis to milo ?
OIf | give you the knife, what will you do with the apple?0
*CHI: (en)a to kopso to .
M ittCL.ACC cublS iBCL.ACC
Ol will cut itO (P6,2;8)
(52) *EXP: esi trois tiri ?
ODo you eat cheese?0



*CHI: o:i(.) e(n) m' are(s)ki mu.
no NEG m&CL.DAT likeEBS mebCL.DAT
ONo, I donCt like itQ(P22 3;2)
(53) *EXP: ta paputsha tu, sh:>[>] ?
OHis shoes? HmM?0

*CHI: <ne>[<](.) ki enata vali ta
yes andM thenBCL.ACC pu€BS thenBCL.ACC
tuta ta .
thenPACC the

OYes. And/hewill put them these the® (P48,3;9)

6.5. Summary

Based on the results obtained from #malysis ofhaturalisticdata, bothcros®
sectional(table 6.5), and longitudinal (tablé.10), as well asexperimental data
(table 6.25), | report ceiling percentages targeflike clitic placement inroot
clauses, that constitute an enclisis context, from as early as ag#o@@ver this
does not apply to proclisisontexts. ChildrenOs clitic placeminthese contexts
shows a bimodal distributiordiSplayedin figure 6.1): most children perfornm
an adulBlike way, whereas a subset of children younger thanyears
(approximately one third of the children ag2;6E8;0) use exclusively posb
verbal cliticsin both enclisis and proclisis contexihe longitudinal study shows
that thesechildrenmay consstently misplacelitics for a prdonged periodThe
experimental investigation showikat this phenomenodiminisheswith age(see
figure 6.2) with no child older than 3;6 producing misplaced cliti&s interesting
phenomenon sparsely attestedhe daa examinednamely the doublesalisation
of the clitic pronounoffers useful indicatios for the interpretation of the results
obtained Building on ideas in Fanks (1998), Boskovi¢ (2000, 2001) and Franks
and Bdkovi" (2001) | account for the devg@mental patterns attesteg appeal
to thePFeEcontrolled speflout of copiegRevithiadou 2006)which isdiscussed in

the next chapter
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CHAPTER 7: THE L1 ACQUISITION OF CLITIC

PLACEMENT IN CYPRIOT GREEK

7.1. Introduction

This dhapterdiscusse the theoretical implications of the results obtairgdtlie
developmentastages of clitic L1 acquisitigras well as for formahpproachesor
cliticisation in CG. The first section recapitulates the results of the studies
conducted. Theseconl, third and fourthsectiors discussthe manifestation of
clitic misplacementand the doublerealisation of the clitic pronoun in early
grammarsThe ffth sction showsvhetherand to what extent formal accoain
clitic placement in CG camaccommodatéghe developmental patterns attested,
while thelast section offers an account withthe hypothesis ofPR controlled

spell out of copies.
7.2. Recapitulation: th&1 acquisition of clitic placement in CG

The main findings of the tweoorpus studiegcros€sectional and longitudinal)
and the experimental investigatiaresummarsed below:

1. Most CGbBspeaking children have good clitic production from as
early asage2;4. This is in line withthe findings of Grohmann et al. (2012yvho
report adullike clitic production in ciidren acquiring CG from age Rtake the
emergence of clitics in child speech to reflect tbpresentatiorof the relevant
lexical items in theshild lexicon.

2. The corpora examined show thaGBspeakingchildren produce
Single ditics (SC) and clitic clustersfrom as early as age 2;&vhile Clitic
Doubling (CD) in which the clitic is doubled byiteer a full DP or a strong
pronounwasalso attestedh children as young as 2;Motably, the examination of
the corpora of thé children showed thatwhile SC and CD constructions are
available and productively used by all tparticipants ofthe study, CLLD
constructions were not attested in all thepocoa examined. This observation may



have implicationdor the debate between approaches that 8&eCD and CLLD

to involve the same underlying structure (see SporticheOs%)(198formity
Hypothesiy and approaches that assume different structure foma@DCLLD
(Anagnostopoulou 198} The acquisition data in the current study seem to pose
a problem for the Uniformity Hypothesis (cf. Marinis 2008hwever this issue
requires further scrutinygnd is leftfor further researchWhat is relevant for the
current thesisis that irrespective of the complexity of the clitic construction
involved clitic placement remains intact. In particular, childreith targeElike

clitic placementexhibit thisin SC, CD and CLLD, whilechildrenwith targeb
deviant cliticplacemenmisplace clitican all the differenttypes ofstructurs.

3. Both finite and no#finite enclisis in CG is acquired from the ehs
of L1A: CGbspeakingchildrenexhibit targeglike clitic placement in root clauses
and imperativesrom as early as &j24. CG enclitics, both in finite and nén
finite contexts, emerge earligranproclitics.

4. The acquisition of proclisis is delayed in approximately 30% of
CGBspeaking children aged 2;6 to 3;0, while thmaining70% of children place
clitics prebverbaly in the relevant contextigy age 2;6. Children who have not
acquired proclisis ovgeneraliseposBverbal clitic placementi.e. enclisis,to
proclisis contextas well Thedelayed acquisition of proclisis reveals the salience
of the enclitic order, wich appears to be the default pattern of clitic placenment
CG. Recall thatthe OsalienceO of the enclisis pattern over the proclisis piattern
understood athe earliest emergence and the higher degree of accessibility of the
former as manifested iMD and languag@mpaired populationgseeAvram &
Coene 2007 for RomaniaMastropavlou et al2014 Stephany 1997, Tzakosta
2003, 2004a, 2000b for SMGwith no further theoretical implications at the
discourse level.

5. The large number of children exhibitingghargeBdeviant pattern
reveals that tis phenomenomarks a distinct developmental stagethe course
of L1 acquisition ofCG bytypically developing (TD)children(Hypothesis 1)

! Anagnostopoulou (1994assumes that clitics in C&e nominal agreement morphemes and the
cliticbdoubled object DPs appear within VP, while in CLLD clitics are topic markers and the
cliticbdoubled object DPs are b&generated [Padjuncts.
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6. The second developmental stage attested in early CG is
characterised byhe manifestation of both gdeand podbverbal clitic placement
in proclisis contexts, while sparse occurences of dorgdésation of the clitic
pronoun in both p@and podbverbal position are also attested.

7. The third developmental stage involves &dfike clitic placement
in all syntactic contextsTD CGBspeaking children reach this stage around age 3,
while no child in the corpora examined exhibited tadeviantclitic placement
after the age of 3;6.

8. The robustness of the phenomenwoin clitic misplacement as
documentedy the ceiling proportions of misplaced cliticstive speech cfome
TD children challenges Petinou and TerziOs (2002) cthahacros&theEboard
clitic misplacement is attested in SLI populations alone.

9. Children may consistély exhibit norbadulBlike clitic placement
in all the proclisigtriggering syntactic contextdor a prolonged period.
Longitudinal data showed that this may last fola®y as six monthsand does
not preclude the possibility that it may be longHrmis reveals the robustness of
the phenomenoioth inits consistencyin the direction of the targedeviant
placement (only encliggroBproclisis was attested but not procligisobenclisi9
and its duration | take this finding toreflect the systematic nate of the
phenomenon attesteahd the absence of real optionality from child grammar
(Hypothesis 2).

10.  Clitic misplacement does not correlate with the use of Baokp
finite forms. Themeanproportion ofcoboccurrences omisplaced clitics with a
perfective verbal form ending il in the corpora examinegimounts t®29%, with
the proportionrangng between 9% and 47%, while the respectivanean
proportion for finite formscoboccurring with misplaced cliticeeaches1%, with
the proportionsangng between53% and91%. If targeBdeviant clitic placement

were an epiphenomenon of a riginllyEfledged or noBfullyBspecified F, the

%In fact, children with ceiling peentages of misplaced clitics, like S1, seem to hafidlyab
fledged clause structure. A representative example in support of this claim is cited aelow:
(arguably) biclausal cleft clause (cfhapter 1 for the syntax ofeltlefts in CG) is used by St a
age 2;10, while his clitic placement is tafgiviant.
Q) *CHI:  e(n) dlame pu (en)a psa(r)epsi .

is here COMP M fisiBS
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proportion of early—non—finite verbal forms co—occurring with misplaced clitics

would have been higher than the proportion of finite verbs (Hypothesis 3).

7.3.  Clitic misplacement in CG

One of the main findings of the current study is that the acquisition of proclisis is
delayed in approximately 30% of CG-speaking children aged 2;6 to 3;0. As
regards the remaining 70% of the population in discussion, they use proclisis and
enclisis in an adult-like way in the relevant contexts. The individual variability
attested in CG—speaking children aged 2;6 to 3;0 as regards clitic placement seeks
for an explanation.

One of the hypotheses this thesis has explored was the possibility that
clitic misplacement in CG is an epiphenomenon of a defective inflectional domain
(Hypothesis 3). As outlined in chapter 5, if this line of argumentation is correct,
the proportion of early non—finite verbal forms used in constructions involving
misplaced clitics should be significantly higher than that of finite verbs. The
analysis performed on the corpora of all the children who consistently misplaced
clitic pronouns revealed that children who misplace clitics use both finite and
non—finite forms and, in fact, the percentage of structures involving a misplaced
clitic and a finite verbal form (71%) outnumbers the percentage of structures
involving a misplaced clitic and an early non—finite form (29%). This piece of
evidence shows that no correlation seems to hold between a defective Inflection
and target—deviant clitic placement.

Another hypothesis is that non—adult-like clitic misplacement co—occurs
with non—adult-like clitic production. Recall that the following 3 participants: S1,
S4 and S6 had ceiling percentages of incorrect clitic placement in proclisis
contexts (see table 6.5). Let us consider the results reported in table 6.1 (repeated
below for ease of reference) for clitic production and clitic/object omission in the
spontaneous data. S1 and S6 produced omitted clitics/objects 7% to 8% of the
time, a rate of omission that was at comparable levels with the rest of the

participants, with the exception of S4 who had the second highest rate of

“It is here that s/he will fish” (S1, 2;10)
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clitic/object omission(14%). One may argue tha4Osrelatively high rate of
clitic/object omissionrelates tohis ceiling proportions of cliticmisplacement.
This, howeverdoesnot hold for S1 and SGyvho consistently misplaced clitics as
well, while the participahwho exhibted the highest rate of clitic/object omission
(16%), S2 misplacecclitics only 10% of the timeThus,clitic misplacement does
notseem to beontingent orclitic/objectomissioneither.

Child Age MLUw | Clitic Production | Clitic/Object
Omission

S1 2:4 2.8 69/74 (.93) 5/74 (.07) [1/5]

S2 2;9 2.78 69/82 (.84) 13/82 (.16) [6/13]

S3 2;9 3.87 110/116 (.95) 6/116 (.05) [1/6]

S4 2:10 2.99 134/156 (.86) 22/156 (.14) [2/22]

S5 2;10 2.19 68/75 (.91) 7/75 (.09) [1/7]

S6 2:11 2.78 120/131 (.92) 11/131 (.08) [211]

S7 3;4 2.96 63/68 (.93) 5/68 (.07) [3/5]

S8 3;4 3.93 279/296 (.94) 17/296 (.06) [6/17]

Table 6.1: Clitic production and clitic/object omission (Spontaneous data).

The discussion so far has revealedt clitic misplacement in early CG i
neitherrelated to noBadulBlike clitic production nor to a defective inflectional
domain. Does clitic misplacement correlate with anoth&argefdeviant
phenomenonin early CG?The examination of thecorpora of spontaneous
productionhas offered no indicatienHowever based on parental observations as
regards earlier stages in their childBaevelopmentve speculatéhat the 70% of
the population in discussion that did not manifest this tBdgeiant pattern of
clitic placemenbetween age 2;6 to 3r@usthave passed through this stage at an
earliertime in development.This remains to be confirmed on the basis of more
data andemainsan open question for future research.

An important conclusion we can yet, draw on the basis of the results
obtainedas rgardsthe individual vaability attested inCGBspeaking population
aged 2 to 4s thatthe transition from theéargeBdeviant to the targBlike clitic
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placement in the course of L1A in CG seems to be a relatively rapid process. This
is evident from the results obtained from both the spontaneous and the
experimental study. The participants of the spontaneous study had either ceiling
percentages of adult-like clitic placement or non—adult-like clitic placement in
proclisis contexts as illustrated in table 6.5 (repeated below for ease of reference).
In addition, all the 50 children who performed the experimental task were
consistent as regards their clitic placement in clauses headed by na/ennaproclisis
contexts): they would place the clitic either pre—verbally or post—verbally in all
the modal clauses they produced. If our study had revealed bimodal distribution as
regards clitic placement in proclisis contexts, this could have been taken as
evidence of a rather prolonged transitional stage from the target—deviant to the
target—like pattern. Most importantly, no participant of either the spontaneous or
the experimental study has manifested a bimodal distribution as regards his clitic
placement. On the basis of this outcome, we can safely conclude that this

transitional stage is a relatively rapid process in the acquisition of CG.

Child | Age Enclisis Context Proclisis Context
COR INCOR COR INCOR
S1 2;4 35/35 (1.0) 0/35 (0.0) 0/34 (0.0) 34/34 (1.0)
S2 2;9 27/27 (1.0) 0/27 (0.0) 38/42 (.90) 4/42 (.10)
S3 2;9 51/51 (1.0) 0/51 (0.0) 58/59 (.98) 1/59 (.02)
S4 2;10 | 81/81 (1.0) 0/81 (0.0) 1/53 (.02) 52/53 (.98)
S5 2;10 | 34/34 (1.0) 0/34 (0.0) 32/34 (.94) 2/34 (.06)
Sé6 2;11 | 57/57 (1.0) 0/57 (0.0) 1/63 (.02) 62/63 (.98)
S7 3;4 31/31 (1.0) 0/31 (0.0) 30/32 (.94) 2/32 (.06)
S8 3;4 127/127 (1.0) | 0/127 (0.0) | 146/152 (.96) | 6/152 (.04)

Table 6.5: Correct and incorrect clitic placement in enclisis and proclisis contexts
(Spontaneous data).

7.4.  Clitic misplacement in early grammars

CG-speaking children at the first developmental stage in the course of clitic L1
acquisition overgeneralise the enclisis pattern to all syntactic contexts, including
proclisis contexts as well. This target—deviant pattern is not exclusively attested in

early CG. Lobo and Costa (2012) report clitic misplacement in proclisis contexts
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in early Europea Portugues€EP), while Stephany (1997and Tzakosta (2003
2004a, 2004preportsparse instances of clitic misplacement at the ongbedafl
acquisition of SMG.

Lobo and Costa (2012) offemple evidencéhat EPBspeaking children
pattern like C@speaking children andnisplace clitic pronous in proclisis
contexts while some instances of misplacemerdre attesta in enclisis contexts
as well The examplesited below from early EP (takenfrom Lobo & Costa
2012) illustrate the targeddeviant productions offoung children in negative
claues (ER), whbguestions ) and subordinate clause$B6). Similar
productions by the CEspeaking participants ahe current studyn negative
clauses, \wbguestionsand subordinate clauseppear in chapter 6 axamples
(19ER0), (32B83) and @3ER5) respectively.

Negative Clauses
(1) O mano n« deikEme dormir.
The brother NEG I8CL.1S sleep
QMy brother does not let me slgep(J., 3;8)
(2) N« chamdxse nada
not callBCL.3Refl nothing
Ot isn@called anythin® (M., 20 monthsYDuarte et al. 1995)
WhEquestions
(3) Porque partibse m<e?
Why  brok@&CL.3Refl mum
QWhy did it breakmun?O0  (J., 3; 4)
(4) PorqueZ que fostebme  interrompe?
Why is that wentBCL.1S interrupt
QVhy did you interrupt med(R., 2;5)(Duarte et al. 1995)
Subordinate Clauses
(5) Fostetu que dast&me
Were you that gavebCL.1S
Ot wasyou that gave itto m&€  (J.,4;8)
(6) Foi a Marianaque delbme este?
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Was the Mariana that gavebCL.1S this
Ot was Mariana that gave me this @¢Sandra, 3;1jSoares 200875
(7) Foi alguZm que metedme nesta fotografia?
Was someonethat putbCL.1S in this picture
Ot was someone thabok this picturefor med (J.G, 3;3)(Duarte et al.
1995)

However, Lobo and Costa (2012) mentibat proclisis $ also attesteh
enclitic contextan early EP They offer three examples alich clauses, which |
cite in (810). Notably, all these exampleswolve a pré&verbal constituent,
specifically either a subject @L0) or an object (§. Recall that European
Portuguese requires a prverbal clitic with focused initial constituentf.
section 2.3.5 in chagt 2) Moreover,EP is a pr&drop languageOvert subjects
in proEdrop languages are eithepicalisedor focused constituents. Thus, it is not
clear whetherhe clause initial constituent in®0) constitutes dopicalisedor a
focused DP in subject ptisn; the former would require a p&serbal clitic,
while the latte a prdverbal clitic, as in (BL0). Neverthelessexample (8 is an

uncontroversial case in which proclisis is manifested instead of enclisis.

(8) Umacartame  caiu, do pokZmon.

A letter CL.1S fell from_the pokemon

A letter fell from my pokemo®  (J., 4;8)
(9) Se queres levar isto, eu te empresto.

If wanERS to_takethis, I CL.2S lend

Of you want to take this, | willendit to youO J., 3:6)
(10) Eute empresto um, pai.

I  CL.2S lend one daddy

Q will lendyou one, daddy (J. 3;7)

In CG, on the other handnly 4 cases of proclisis in root clauseghich
constituteenclisis contextdn CG, were attegd The exhaustive list of these

occurencss is cited in(11D14); the experimenterOs utterance is included as well so
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that the linguistic context is accurately represented. However, only two of these

occurrences can be unequivocally claimed to be true instances of proclisis—pro—

enclisis: namely (11) and (12), both of which were produced by P44 at age 3;7.

(11)

(12)

*EXP:

*CHI:

*CHI:

*CHI:

*EXP:

*CHI:

*EXP:

*CHI:

ne:, <ti ekaman tu:> [/] ti ekaman tu: [/] tu simba ?

“Yes, what have they done, what have they done to Simba?”
en iks(ero) +//.

“I don’t know”

+, ekaman tu etsi .

“They have done this to him”

tu evalan  etsi to fteron tu.
him—CL.DAT put-3PL like this the feather—-ACC his—POSS
“They put him his feather like this”

ti:?

what?

ekaman tu etsi to ftero.

did—-3PL him—CL.DAT like this the feather—ACC (S44, 3;7)
pkjes en tutes?

“Who are they?”

i files tis (.) kapu tes

the friends—NOM her-POSS  somewhere them—CL.ACC
idhame dze tes iksera .

saw—3PL and them—CL.ACC knew—1S

“Her friends. We have seen them somewhere and I knew them”

(S44, 3;7)

The utterance in (11) involves a clitic that occupies the first position in the

clause. This pattern violates the basic tenet of Tobler—Mussafia clitic languages

according to which clitics are banned from clause initial position. However, two

lines below, the child repeats the utterance in a slightly modified form but,

interestingly, with post—verbal clitic placement. The child’s utterance in (12)

consists of two instances of a clitic and a finite verb. The first one follows a



locative adverb, a proclisis context, and teead appears immediately after a
coordination conjunction. Even though the latter is not a proclisis trigger, proclisis
occurs.

The two otherchild utterancesnvolving a pré&verbal clitic in an enclisis
context that occurred in theorporaexamired ae dted in (13) and (14). In (33
the clitic pronoun immediately follows an overt subject; hence, dame
observations apply as fahe EP examples in £20). In (14) the child uses a
single clitic followed by atargefdeviant verb form, reaksl asplini. It is not
clear wlether thisconstitutesa runcated form oftte CG verbpliniski (OwashesO)
or a variant of the SMG equivalepieni (Owashe3)

(13) *EXP: pemu aglapi mu .
OTell me, my loveO
*CHI: <o mako xxx mba(njo)> [?] .
OMako [unintelligible] bali)O
*EXP: oma ?
OMa(ko)?0
*CHI: o mako ton kamnimbanjo .
the makdENOM himBCL.ACC batHEBS
OMako baths himO (S6, 2:8)
(14) *EXP: ti kamni ta pkjata ?
OWhat does/hedo with the dishe®0
*CHI: ta plini .
themBCL.ACC wasHBS
Cs/hewashes themO(S30, 3;3)

The fact that the child in (14) opts for a verb form @i that resembles
the SMG equivalentpleni is not without explanationThis is rdated to the
linguistic situation inCyprus thathas been identéid as a state of diglossia
(Newton 1972), in the sense of Ferguson (1959). S8MBe dficial language of
the island(together with Turkish and Englishyhichis used in educatiomn the
media and administratiorand sociolinguistically has the status of thegh
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variety. CG, on the other hand, is used in informal conversations and everyday
communication and has the status of the low variety Moreover, the variety used
for written production in education, in the press and administration is SMG alone.
CG—speaking children are exposed to SMG (or to the Cypriot Standard Greeia
Arvaniti’s (2010) terminology’) especially through schooling (see Ioannidou
2009, Ioannidou & Sophocleous 2010, Pavlou & Papapavlou 2004, Yiakoumetti
et al. 2005 for teachers’ and students’ language use in primary and secondary state
education in Cyprus). As a result, Greek—Cypriot children may occasionally
switch to SMG.

Let us, now, return to the 4 cases of pre—verbal clitic placement in root
clauses attested in our database and presented in examples (11-14): in the light of
the current linguistic situation in Cyprus, examples (11), (12) and (14) can be
easily accounted for as instances where the SMG pattern of clitic placement is
employed by the children. In (13) the presence of an overt subject makes the pre—
verbal placement of the clitic pronoun a legitimate option within the CG variety as
well. All in all, the very few instances of pre—verbal clitic placement in enclisis
contexts as well as the fact that all the children from both the spontaneous study
and the experimental study had ceiling percentages of post—verbal clitic placement
in enclisis contexts (see tables 6.5 and 6.25) invites us to conclude that young
CG-speaking children manifest post—verbal placement in enclisis contexts. In any
case, even if larger numbers of pre—verbal clitic placement were attested in
enclisis contexts, this would have been explained as instances of code—switching
between the high (SMG) and the low (CG) variety.

In contrast, the large number of cases with post—verbal clitic placement in
proclisis contexts offers ample evidence for the claim that (one third of) young
CG-speaking children (aged 2;6-3;0) overgeneralise the enclisis pattern to
proclisis—triggering contexts as well. Most importantly, these cases are of
different nature: post—verbal clitic placement in negatives, in clauses headed by

modal particles, wh—elements and other proclisis triggers is illicit in any variety of

3 Arvaniti (2010) argues that SMG as used in Cyprus has been increasingly diverging from the
Standard variety as spoken in Greece up to a level where the two are recognizably different, and
uses the term Cypriot Standard Greeto describe the former.



Greek | am aware offhus,these instanceslearly constitute cases aftargeb
deviant grammar

Stephany (1997) and Tzakosta (20@804a, 2004breport misplacement
errorsin early SMGas wel, and in accordance with the data from early CG, these
are instancesf the manifestation of encligsrobBproclisis alonewhile proclisi®
proBenclisis was not attestebh particular, 3 tokens were attested in $peechof
2 out of 5childrenwhose corpora werexamined by Stephanin these tokenan
enclitic was used with a nBmperative verb (see exate (62b) in Stephany
1997:272,repeated as (30n chapter 4) while Tzakosta (200320044 reports
instancesn which anenclitic is usedinstead ofa proclitic (but never vice versa),

and provides the examples irbflL7) in support of her claim

(15) /8a.ta'vyalo/ — ['ya.lo.b] Ol will take it CL) outO
(16) /8a.to'valo/— ['va.lo.to] Ol will put it (CLO
(17) /8a.to.'paro/— ['pa.lo.to] Ol will take it (CLO

7.5. Doublerealisationof the clitic pronounn earlygrammars

Additional to the cases of clitic misplacemeittis worth devoting attention the
phenomenon of double reaison of the clitic pronoun, as it willsohelp shed
some light on the formegphenomenonAs mentioned irthe previous chapter,
instancesof double realisation of the clitic pronoun aréeated in the corpora
examined. he exhaustive list is offered in section 6.4. However, this target
deviant patterrhas notonly been attested irarly CG. Lobo and Costa (2012)
reporta few instance®f doublerealisationof the clitic pronournn both peband
pos®Everbal msition in early ERP Examples 18P19) are taken from Lobo and
Costa (2012)Notably, these occurrences were attestedroclisis contextslone,
showing that these contexts are problematic not torlyCGBspeaking children
butalsofor EPBspeaking children.

(18) Eu disseque n<o se p>ebse em pZ.
| said that NEG CL.3S.Rfl puttCL.3S.Refl in foot
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“I said that it doesn’t stand up” J.,3;4)
(19) Nao te engasgas—te  nada!
NEG CL.2S choke—CL.2S nothing
“You don’t choke at all!” (R., 2;5) (Duarte et al. 1995)

This target—deviant pattern with the clitic pronoun realised in two
positions in the clause will play an important role in the evaluation of the formal
accounts of clitic placement in CG. I return to this type of structure in section 7.7
and, building on ideas in Franks (1998) and Franks and B#ovi¢ (2001) I argue
that the clitic is realised in its raised position (pre—verbal placement) while a copy
left behind upon the manifestation of clitic movement is realised in a lower

position (post—verbally), causing the dual realisation of the clitic pronoun.

7.6.  Developmental patterns and formal accounts of clitic placement in CG

The acquisition data and the developmental patterns attested are expected to
contribute to a better understanding of the nature of cliticisation in CG from a
theoretical perspective and facilitate the evaluation of competing analyses of the
proclisis—enclisis alternation in CG. In the light of new evidence for clitic
misplacement and double realisation of the clitic pronoun in early CG, we can
now evaluate the syntactic, prosodic and interface accounts of clitic placement in
CG presented in chapter 3.

Purely syntactic accounts like Agouraki’s (2001) and Terzi’s (1999a,
1999b) share the assumption that enclisis derives from proclisis with the
manifestation of verb movement. Agouraki (2001) postulates V-to—C, while Terzi
(1999a, 1999b) postulates V-to—M. This assumption implies that derivationally
enclisis involves an extra step, realised as movement of the verb to C or to M, as
compared to proclisis. This predicts that the latter should be easier to acquire than
the former. Data from early CG, however, have revealed that enclisis is acquired
first. This preference for enclisis, realised as its overgeneralisation in all syntactic
contexts, requires explanation. If we follow either Agouraki’s (2001) or Terzi’s

(1999a, 1999b) line of reasoning we would have to argue that the derivationally
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more complex pattern, namely enclisis, is in fact easier to acquire. Such a position
is unequivocally counter—intuitive, and hence undesirable.

An alternative line of thinking would be to attribute the overgeneralisation
of the enclisis pattern to the overgeneralisation of verb movement and to assume,
following proposals in Petinou and Terzi (2002), that children initially misanalyse
the X—bar status of the inflectional particles heading MP, which regulate finite
verb movement. The basic tenet of Petinou and Terzi’s (2002) account is that even
though these inflectional particles are heads (of MP) in adult language and thus
able to satisfy the feature checking requirements of M, in child grammar they are
perceived as phrasal specifiers (located in the SpecMP) or adjuncts, and hence
unable to check the verbal features of M. Such a claim lacks empirical
justification (see discussion in chapter 4), since the evidence provided by Petinou
and Terzi (2002) is found in SLI data alone. However, even if this analysis were
valid, it would still fail to account for the instances of double realisation of the
clitic pronoun in child Cypriot Greek.

The purely prosodic account put forward by Condoravdi and Kiparsky
(2001) states that enclisis derives by Prosodic Inversion (PI), if no suitable
prosodic host is available on the left of the clitic pronoun. If, however, a non—
adjoined constituent appears on the left of the clitic pronoun within the same CP,
no PF operations need to take place and proclisis follows. In order to account for
the acquisition data within Condoravdi and Kiparsky’s (2001) account, one must
postulate redundant applications of PI in all syntactic contexts and assume that
children have not yet acquired the restrictions imposed on this operation. Even so,
once again, the phenomenon of clitic double realisation would remain
unaccounted for. To clarify, PI has an effect on the relative order of constituents,
but there is no obvious way in which it can result in the realisation of the clitic
pronoun in two positions.

Turning now to Mavrogiorgos’ (2012) analysis, it must be noted that while
superficially it may seem similar to Agouraki’s (2001) and Terzi’s account in that
it assumes verb movement to F in finite enclisis, it differs in a crucial respect:
Mavrogiorgos assumes that enclisis and proclisis derive independently. He,

further, indicates (p.c.) that enclisis in CG involves the following operations:
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agree Or select, clitic movement and PF inversion, whereas proclisis involves
agree and incorporation. Hence,agree is involved in the manifestation of both
enclisis and proclisisFor enclisis two additional operations are implemented
clitic movement and PF inversion, whereas for proclisigncorporation (of the
clitic pronoun to its verbal hos@pplies From an acquisition perspectithe
guestionis whether cliticmovement and PF inversion are easierfor children to
acquire thanncorporation. In the absence of suitable evidence, this remains an
open question. Howeveeven ifonecould provethat childrenacquire the former
set of operationsarlier thanincorporation, MavrogiorgosO (2012) analy§ses
the sameproblem asthe aforemembned analysesunder no conditiordoes the
clitic pronoun appean adouble position irthe clause

Having found no entirelgatisfactory answer iall the accounts discussed

so far, | will examineRevithiadouOs (26) account in the next section.

7.7. Devebpmental patterns anltde PF-controlled spettout of copies

Within RevithiadouOs analysis (2008itjc pronouns in CG move from théP to

the inflectional head to which the verb raisesl copies arkeft behind (Chomsky
2000) In the spirit of Franks (1998and Franks and Boskovi! (2001) the
pronunciation of such a chain is decided in the PF: the chain is produced in the
head position, unless this leads to a PF violaidhen afunctional constituent is
realied in thesamelntonational phrase (hencefortBphrase) $elkirk 1995 as

the clitic, the higher copy is reaés, whereas when no such constituent is present,
the lowerclitic is reali®d With respect to theprosodsation, Revithiadou2006,
2008) proposes thgbost- and preverbal clitics in CG differ with respecd the
way they prosodse to their verbal host Post-verbal clitics are always
incorporated into the PrW of their verbal hast appear as internal encliti¢§
cllerw, While pre-verbal clitics are either parsed together with the preceding
(stressed) funion wordas prosodic wordgfnc cl]prw [V] erw, OF they join into a

recursive PrW structure with the (unstedsfunction word and the verb aneyh
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appear as affixal proclitic§inc cl [V]pw]ew’ -

RevithiadouOs (2006) account seems promising formaodating he
two man findings of the current studyhe overproduction of the enclisis pattern
at the onset of L1 acquisition and thecasionalealisation of the ditic pronoun
in two positions, i.e. botlprecedig and following the finite verbin the first
place, theproposal put forward by Franks (1998) d&frdnks and Blkovi" (2001)
and adopted by Revithiadou (200&)r the production of copies in nbfrivial
chains can straightforwardly account ftre doublerealisation of the clitic
pronoun inchild data.In the second place, the different prosoaligangation of
the clitid verb cluster depending on their relative order explains the salience of
the enclisis over the proclisis pattern.

Neverthelesssome scrutiny is required in order to clarityese aspects.
Let us start from the latter point. Revithiadou (2006) claittst while enclitics
are always incorporated into the PrwW of their verbal host, proclitics are either
incorporated into the Prw dhe preceding (stressed) functiaord® or they are
parsed as affixal proclitiosith the preceding (unstressed) function word. Thus, at
PF, the verb enclitic cluster differs from the proclitiocrerb cluster in a crucial
respect: only the former is [z@d as a single prosodic word. Due to the
divergence in therosodsation of the enclitic versus the proclitic pronourise
salienceof the enclisis ovethe proclisis pattern in early datallows. Evidence
justifying the salienceof enclisis over proclisisacross languages/varietiés
offered byAvram and Coene (200 for RomanianMastropavlou, Petinou and
Tsimpli (2014, Stephany (1997) and Tzakog2003, 2004a, 2000dpr SMG,
andBermoedéDtero and Lu’s (2009pr EP.

Avram and Coene (200 report thatposBverbal clitics emerge earlier in
child Romanian than pBeerbalones. They arried out a longitudinal study on the
emergence of accusative ditebject dttics (ADOCSs) in Romanian (sedapter
4) and report that the first attested cliticboth corpora examined {@cal;05D

4 Modal particles likenaandthacarry no stress angrocliticise to the nofimperativeverb form
(Revithiadou & Spyropoulos 2008)his applies teenng the dialectal equivalent dhain CG
norEnegated clausess well.

®In the current chapter, e¢iterm function wordis used prEtheoretically to refer to modal and
negative particles, complementizers andbelaments (see an identical use of the term in
Revithiadou & Spyropoulos 2008).
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2;10 & Antonio 1;098;05) was the feminine singular clitic(OherD Recall that
ois the only cliticthat surfaces pdBterbally inrestrictedfinite contexts namely
in periphrastic constructions with the auxiliayea(Ohav®$. Tables 7.1 and 72

showthe use of pi@and podiverbal clitics inAntonioOs and Biancafdspora

respectively

Age 1912012122123 |24(2512,6|2,6.30]2;7
PosBverbalo 6 4 2 2 8 5 5 2 9 9

Other podiverbal | O 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Prebverbal 0 0 0 0 3 0 5 5 12 14
Total 6 4 |2 2 11 |5 11 |7 21 23

Table 71: Preband podiverbal ADOCs in Romanian (Antonio corpughvram
& Coene2007:20, table 2

Age 2,0 202 |2;1.11|2;1.23|2;1.29 |2;2 |2;3
PosBverbalo 2 4 2 0 0 0 0
Other podiverbal | 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Prebverbal 0 0 0 4 1 2 1
Total 2 4 2 5 1 2 1

Table7.2: Preband podiverbal ADOCs in Romanian (Bianca corpuy@vram &
Coene2007:20, table 3

As shownin tables 71 and 72, posbverbalo is the only cliticused until
age 2;3by Antonio and untilage 2;1.23y Bianca. Avram and Coene report than
Antonio and Biancaxclusively usedposBverbal o in the early stages of L1A
irrespective oflte featire specification of the clitic@stecedentExample (20D
21) illustrate thesubstitution errcs reported in Avram and Coene (ZQWith the

feminine clitic ) usedin contexts in which aasculineclitic is required.

(20)  Adult: Cekni facut cu ligheanul (MAC)?
OWhat have you done to the bowl?0

® The exceptional behaviour of the singular feminine clitias been attributed tmorphd®
phonological requirements ofitc combinatons (Marin2004) as well as t@ coalition of factors,
some of which are phonologicahram 2000) see the discussion in sectidrB.2 of chapter 4
and, n particular footnote 8of that chapter
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Child: Sparbo.
Broken_CLACC.FEM
Ol broke itO  (A.,1;9)
(21) Child: Pun petele si o p(nind asa.
PublS fish_the and CACC catcllS likethis
Ol put theigh and | catch it like thig®., 2;5.18)

Turning now to SMG, Stephany (1997) and Tzakosfa003, 2004a,
2004b) show thatenclitics are acquired earlier than proclifiche results of
these studiesan be taken amdirect evidencdor the salience of encliticever
proclitics within the same language, whiMastropavlou, Petinou and Tsimpli
(2014 offer indirect evidence for thealience of encliticever proclitics between
languages/varieties.

Stephany (1997)eports that by age 1;13 out of the 5 children she
studied (Mairi, Janna and Spyrpsuse accusative and genitive cliticaly
enclitically, while proclitic pronouns occur ithe speech of 2 childresnly (Mairi
and Spyros She takes this to indicate that enclitics are usedyatively before
proclitics (1997:238).

Tzakost®s (2003, 2004a, 26W) results confirm StephanyOs (1997)
observationsTzakostadealt with phonological aspects of the acquisition of clitics
in SMG on the basis of longitudinal data from 6 children: Meiiti
(1;07.08 2;04.27), Bebis 1 (1;09.22;10.23), Bebis 2 (1;1®;01.05), Felina
(1:11.07 3;09.19), Dionisis (2;012;09) and Marilia (2;07.063;05.23f. Tzakosta
observesan asymmetry in the acquisition of predias compared to enclssi
enclitics, both single ciits and clitic clusters, emerge first, while proclitics
emerge in a subsequent staglke developmental stage in which SM&peking
children produce only enclitics covers the age range from 1;07.05 toTE@@
7.3 summarsesthe resultsor the producton of enclitics and proclitics irchild
Greekreported in Tzakosta (2003, 2004a, 200

! However, note that Marinis (2000) reports simultaneasnsrgence of both pBeand posbverbal

clitics (see chapter 4 for an extensive discussion).

® These data come from two corpora (Tzakosta & Metaxaki) from the database of the University
of Leiden Centre for Linguistics.
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Clitics Enclitics Proclitics
Produced Omitted Produced Omitted

Melitini 90/94 (.96) 4/94 (.04) 304/328 (.92)| 24/328 (.07)
Bebis 1 107/110 (.97)| 3/110 (.03) 332/3% (.88) | 44/376 (.12)
Bebis 2 16/16 (1.0) 0/16 (0.0) 9/26 (.35) 17/26 (.65)
Felina 67/71 (.94) 4/71 (.06) 369/387 (.95)| 18/387 (.05)
Dionisis 23/23 (1.0) 0/23 (0.0) 205/220 (.93)| 15/220 (.07)
Marilia 38/38 (1.0) 0/38 (0.0) 195/195 (1.0)| 0/195 (0.0)

Table 73: Production and omission of single enclitics and single proclitiased
on tables 1 & 2 in Tzakosta 2003).

TzakostaOs (2003) claim feme salience of the enclisis pattern as
compared to the proclisis pattern is supported by the results pottble 73.
The results showhat the proportion of overt clitics, whidhe callgpercentage of
preservation is lower in proclisis than in enclisis contexasd, converselythe
proportionof omissionis higher inproclisisthanin enclisiscontexts In line with
Revithiadou(2006), Tzakosta (2003argues that encliticare word internal. She
stresses that encliticze post-stress elements that can perfectlyttfie minimal
prosodic word® in early production She offers the fused productions of
verb-enclitic clusters, as in /'dhoste})— [dhomu] Ogive m®ATO, as
evidence for thatlaim. Furthermore, shebsenres thatduring the stage in which
children truncate #ir prosodic words, the stressadd rightmost syllables are
faithfully kept, as theysignal word boundaries. For Tzakosta (2003, 2004a,
2004b) phonology outranks syntax with respect to the acquisition of clitic
pronouns. Moreover, she attributes the observed engisislisis asymmetry to
phonological, segmentandprosodic, as well gserceptual factors.

The saliencef enclisis over prdisis within the same languageafiety is
adequately justified on the basis of the studmsductedoy Stephany (1997) and
Tzakosta (2003, 2004a, 2406), while Mastropavlou, Petinou and TsimpBQ0l4)
showthe saliencef enclisis over proclisito hold between languagesdrieties as
well. Theytested clitic productiom root clauses with [+FPAST] verb forman
two groups of SLI children: CGand SMG-speakingAs already showrnCG and

o Tzakosta(2003) assumes that Gredhkildren employ theMinimal Word Templat¢seeTzakosta
2003 and references therein}ta onset of L1A.



SMG display an interesting divergence with respect to clitic placement in root
clauses, withthe formerexhibiting enclisis andhe latterexhibiting proclisis.
Mastropaviou et al.administered a speech elicitation task @G and
SMG! speaking children from 3 groups: an SLI groaged 5 to 6an TD
age matched groupand aTD languagématched groumged 3;4 to 4;4They
showed that enclitic production in CGspealkng children with SLI was
significantly better than proclitic productiontimeir SMG! speaking peers

Table 74 summarsesthe resultobtained from the speech elicitatiorska
performed byCG! and SMGQG speaking childrerfrom these3 groups: an SLI

group,aTD age matched and a TD langudgeatchedyroup.

Group | SLI/SMG | SLI/CG | TD/SMG | TD/CG | TD/SMG | TD/CG
(age) | (age) (lang) | (lang)

PRES | .70 .89 .96 .97 91 94

PAST | .64 .81 92 .80 .87 92

Table 74: Mean clitic production per groum the present and pasbraition
(based on figure 1 in Mastropavlou etz014).

The performance between th€G and SMG control groups (both the
age matched and the langudgeatched) seems to differ. Howevethese
differencesare not statistically significant. The performanck the two SLI
groups, on the other hand, diffesgnificantly, with the CG group performing
better than the SMG group=.016) but only in constructions involvingresent
tense verbal fors

Mastropavilou et al.2014) do not take this outcome to indieathat
morphd phonology plays a role in clitic acquisition in impaired populations
alone. Instead, they suggest that similar effects may be attested in typically
developing children before syntactic knowledge is fully acquikéehce, their
prediction is essentlly that if younger TD children werdested in clitic
production CG! speaking children would haveerformed better than the
age matchedSMG group.Hence the crucial factor &cting the performance of
the twogroups for Mastropaviou et al.2014) is the patternof placementOne
implication of such a proposal that theadvantage in salience for tlemclisis
patternoverthe proclisispatternboosts clitic production.
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The different status of encliticgs compared to proclitics with regard to
their relation totheir verbal host seems to hold in another language that exhibits
clitic misplacement in early stages of L1A, namely BErmoedéDteroandLu’s
(2009) haveconvircingly argued thaEP encliticsbelongto the same grammatical
word (GWd)Y°as their verblahost, while EP proclitics lieoutside the GWd
containing the verldn other words, EP enclitics are incorpodaitgo their verbal
host at the worflevel, while EP prodlics are incorporateét the phradgevel.
Lobo and Costa (2012) offer some examples taa be takems corroborative
evidencefor the above claimln particular, they cite examples in which the
enclitic (incorrectly) precedes the verbal agreement. This rethedlSP enclitics
are incorporated to their hostat the wordevel, while EP proclitics, for which
no such evidence is availablare presumed to béncorporatedat the phras#&

level

(22) Dibmebs uma moeda no meu porquinho?
GiveBCL.1SPAGR.2S a coin inthe my littlepig
QWill you give me a coin for my little pig?(J., 3; 4)
(23) Ai, duas pessoas a agaBaebm!
Oh, two people tagralBCL.1SPAGR.3PL
GDh, two people grabbing n@!  (J, 3; 5

The slienceof enclisisin child grammariboth withinas well as between
languagesfarieties hasthus been established on tHeasis ofvarious studies
(Avram & Coene 200, Lobo & Costa 2012Mastropaviou et al2014 Stephany
1997, Tzakosta 2003, 2004a, 2004b).

Turning now to the other aspect of RevithiadouOs (2006) analysis, namely
the availability of copies of the clitic pronouioth pre and postverbally, | offer
evidence fronthe aquisition of verbal morphology in English is well-known
that doubl®auxiliary constructions of the type shown B4) are widely attested
in child English.

10 Grammatical word (GWd) defines a wétdvel phonological domain.
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(24)  What did the smurf didn’t buy?
(Actual example collected by Hiramatsu 1997; 2000a; 2000b in Bo!kovi"
2001:117)

Hiramatsu (1997, 2000a; 2000b) examines this type of structure and
claims that such a non—adult-like production can be attributed to two phenomena:
the misanalysis of NOts constituent rather than sentential negation, and the double
realisation of the copy of the auxiliary. Let us clarify this point, following
Hiramatsu. The clause structure of (24) appears in (25), which shows the
instances of movement and the copies left behind: the subject moves to the

specifier of IP, the wh—phrase to the specifier of CP, and I to C.

(25)  [cp What [c4] [1p the smurf [14] [vp n’t [vp the smurf buy what]]]]]]
(Bo'kovi" 2001:117)

Upon the manifestation of the wh— movement and the subject movement,
the heads of the chains are pronounced. As for the [-to—C movement, the head is
pronounced and do-support takes place in order for the Stranded Affix Filter'' not
to be violated. Hence, the raised I is spelled out as did. However, the tail of the
chain I-to—C cannot be deleted, because, if it was, the negative clitic nOtwould
not have a proper lexical host, and the construction would crash in PF. In order to
avoid a PF violation, the tail is pronounced as well and did serves as the host for

nQt

(26)  [cp What [cxdid [1p the smurf [zdid [vp n’t [vp the-smurf buy what]]]]]]
(Bo'kovi" 2001:118)

The double auxiliary construction in (24) is reminiscent of the double
clitic constructions attested in my database, cited in examples (48—53) in chapter

6. Let us try to capture exactly how the derivation of such a construction proceeds.

! The Stranded Affix fiter proposed by Lasnik (1981) states that a morphologically realised affix
must be a syntactic dependent of a morphologically realised category at the surface structure.
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Following MavrogiorgosO (2008)ovemeniproposal for the derivation of
proclisis in SMG it is assumed that clitic pronouns are merged as DPs/Ds in the
complemenposition of the VP. Thelitic® phEfeatures are visible to appropriate
probes located highen the clause structure, therefdhe clitic is thenattracted
by V*? (or some other verbal v heai its specifier positionin this way an AD
chain is formed. Simultaneously, arfB&hain is formed with the clitic and an
optional EPP (Extended Projection Principlefeature at v*, whichbears a
familiarity/Efocus/old information D featutg The clitic incorporate¥'into the
edge of v*, andeventuallymoves to T incorporatedin the vV complex The
above asumptions ardlustratedin (27), based on MavrogiorgosO tree structure
in (34) (2009:99).

(27)  [re[r DP/DcEVB*BT [\+p (DP/DC) [+ [(VEV*) [ve (V) (DP/Dh]]]]]

Returningto Revithiado®£2006)analysis, the idea advancedlime with
Franks (1998and Franks and Bkovi" (2001)is that a lower copy of the clitic is
available in PF. On the basis of the clause strachdopted for CG (se@€) in
chapter 1)repeatd below for ease of reference, it is expected that the afde
DP/Dclwithin v*P is available in PF.

(28) [c pu [copoti/an/na/asNegdhen/min gm tha/nalascl + V.. .]]]1]
Thus, the structurkassume for examples lik29) is illustrated in 80).
(29) *CHI: (n)a to (p)ki to [E].

M CLV CL
(30)  [em(n)alre[r to pki [+pto [v+ [pki [ve pki to]]]]]

12 Mavrogiorgos(2009)takes V to be a phase head by inheritance difghiures from v*.

13 Wwith regardto the phrasal status of the clitic, Mavimgios assumes that it Omoves as an XP,
but lands as an X by incorporating into the edge of v*, which is a minimal mEsphiactic phase
transparent at the edgeO (2009:98).

14 See section 3.3 of chapter 3 in Mavrogiorgos (2009) for a detailed discussibawof
incorporation takes place.
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The above proposaccounts for theaealisation of the clitic pronoun in both
positions in child data, unlike the adult data, where the PF regulates which of the
two copiesshouldbe realigd.

Based on these fe; it seems thatlitic placementin CG is the result of
operations that take plaetthe yntax®honolog interface. The proposakidopt
follows the spirit of proposals iBo!'kovi" (200Q 200) (for cliticisation in
SerbeatCroatiar) and the basic tenét that the placement requirememiposed on
CG clitics Ocan be captured in its entirety through a filtering effect of the
phonology on the syntaxO (2000:105)

Such aproposal differs radically from the Prosodic Inversapproach
put forward by Halper (1995) andadoptedoy Condoravdi and Kiparsky (2001)
to account for clitic placement in Greek dialed®.is a radical PF operation.
Specifically, it is a PF reordering mechanism whose implementation results in a
rightward movement of the clitic to the higedge of its prosodic wor(see
Halpern 1995Halpern & Zwicky 1996) Hence, for CGit is assumedhat the
clitic is placed prgverbally by syntax and enclisis derivieem the manifestation
of Pl (Condoravdi & Kiparsky 2001)If we were to explain theattested
overgenerasation of enclisiswithin such an approach, we should attribute it to
the unconstrained application Bf, even in contexts in whichighis banned in
adult language.

However, there are important drawbacksdochan assumpan thathave
been already discussed ihapter 3 and are brieflsecapitulag¢d here. The bsic
tenetof such an analysis ihe existence o& very powerful PF which regulates
the réordering of the verb and the clitic within the BL cluster. However,
operations sch as movement ankthearisation of constituents are standardly
perceived as syntactic, hence this is not a desirable assuntiptioretically.
Moreover, the claim thahese operations arsyntacti¢ buttriggered by prosodic
requirementsis notcompatble with the standard assumption that syntax cannot
look ahead to the final prosodic structure (Mavrogiorgos 2012).

Within the PR#controlled speltout of copies approach, the movement and
copying of clitic pronous takes place in syntax, whiléagnology deletes all but
the highest copyexcept wherthe realisation of the latter would lead to BF



212

violation (Franks 1998, Franks &o!kovi" 200]). Specifically, syntaxhas the
following output, upon the manifestation of the clitic movement frof toT#

(31) (function word) CL V CL

Phonology then determinesword order Qby filtering out certain weBformed
syntactic representatiodgBo! kovi" 2001:93.

The backbone of such an analysis is ChomskyOs (1993) copy theory of
movement. Under the original trace theory of movement, movement of an element
leaves behind a trace and chains are pronounced in the head positeya, w
phonological informaon is located.However Chomsky (1993) proposes that
movement leaves behind a copy of the moved element rather than'a Witk
the standard assumption is thh#& may regulate theealisation of thesecopies,
several authors, including Franks (1998hd Franks andBol!kovi" (2001),
proposed that deletion of copies is available in PF as well.

| follow the proposas in Franks (1998and Franks an@&o! kovi" (2001)
andasumethat a chain igronounced in the head positiandlower copies are
deleted in PF, unlessdlpronunciation in the head positiwould lead to a PF
violation, in which case¢he lower member of the chais pronounced and the
head is deletedMoreover, | adopEranks and Bikovi"Og2001) perspective and
attributea derivational natuf&to the clticBverb linearisationin CG as well.

Thenextquestion is how PF regulates ttealisation of either the lower or
the higher copy and how the overproduction of enclisis at the initial stages of L1A
can be captured. There are at least two ways in whichPBs@ptimisation
procedure can beeaed each of which hadifferent implications for childrenOs

early production.

15 This proposakonforms tothe Inclusiveness Conditio@wvhich restricts syntactic operations to
reBarrangements of elements introduced into the structure from the lexicon. The condition
prohibits syntax from creating neweahents, i.e. from introducing into the derivation elements
that were not inserted from the lexicaiB0skovié 2001:98).

1% Franks andBo!kovi" (2001) suggesia phasBbased approach tthe multiple spelBout
hypothesis on the basis fafcts fromBulgarian.In particular, they assume that information is sent
from syntax to phonology derivationally, as the structisrebeing built. Following Chomsky
(2000) they assume that information is sent at discrete junctures, the phases, and that CP, but not
IP, is a fmase.
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Firstly, the syntactic output may be filtered out through the constraints for
clitic prosodisation in CG, ranked as proposed in Revithiadou (2006) in
Optimality theoretic (OT) terms'’. The constraint ranking is outlined in (14) in
chapter 3 and repeated below as (32). Within Revithiadou’s approach, at the initial
stages of clitic L1 acquisition, during which only enclitics emerge, the
hierarchical order of the constraints in child grammar differs from that of the adult
grammar. It may be assumed that the constraint requiring rightward directionality
to the clitic element, WCON (R), is ranked higher than WCON (L), which requires

leftward directionality.

(32)  FAITH (Acc), EXH, WCON (L), NON REC >> PCON, WCON (R)

Alternatively, clitic placement may be regulated by some PF filters such as
those proposed by Boskovi¢ (2000/2001) for cliticisation in Serbo—Croatian.
Boskovi¢ proposes that Serbo—Croatian clitics undergo syntactic movement and
phonology places them in the second position of their I-phrase (2000:114-115).
In particular, he suggests that Serbo—Croatian clitics are suffixes'® within their I-
phrase (Selkirk 1995) and that they are specified as such in the lexicon. This
specification is represented by the following PF filters: a. # and b. suffix
(Boskovi¢ 2000:107). The former indicates that clitics appear in the initial part
within their domain of cliticisation (I-phrase) and the latter indicates that they are
suffixes, hence right-adjacent to their host. Syntactic outputs that violate this
lexical requirement of Serbo—Croatian clitics are filtered out in PF.

Extending Boskovi¢’s (2000, 2001) analysis, one can account for
cliticisation in CG as follows: the Tobler—Mussafia effect is assumed to be a
second position effect whose domain of application is the I-phrase (Revithiadou

& Spyropoulos 2008"). The overgeneralisation of enclitics in early CG can then

"7 The use of OT constraints within the context of generative approaches is not such a novelty.
Franks and King (2000) give an account of cliticisation in Serbo—Croatian in which syntax is
generative, but PF is regulated by OT constraints.

18 Crucially, Boskovi¢ does not take clitics to be affixes. Instead, he uses the term suffix “to
indicate a phonologically weak element that follows its host” (2000:104, footnote 29).

! Revithiadou and Spyropoulos (2008) consider CG clitics second position (2P) elements in the
sense that they appear in the second position of their I-phrase.
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be attributed to a misanalysis of the PF filters that regulate clitic placement. In
particular, children assume that clitics are verbal suffixes rather than suffixes to
the initial constituent within their I-phrase and they always place them post—
verbally. What needs to be stressed is that like Bo!kovi", I do not assume that
clitics are affixes (2000:104, footnote 29). Instead, I take the term suffix to
indicate a phonologically weak element that prosodifies in the preceding element
within the same [-phrase.

The acquisition data do not provide evidence in favour of one or the other
approach. However, corroborative evidence for the second position status of CG
clitics (within their I-phrase) comes from the diachronic development of clitic
pronouns in Greek (Pappas 2001; 2004, Revithiadou & Spyropoulos 2008).
Revithiadou and Spyropoulos indicate that Greek clitics in the Late Classical and
early Post—Classical period (4th-2nd c. BC) had to adhere to the Wackernagel
Law and occupy the 2nd position in the clause. The relaxation of this Law led to
the emergence of two subsystems, one of which retained the 2P status of clitic
pronouns. However, the domain of application of second position restrictions was
no longer the clause but instead the phonological phrase. This subsystem was the
ancestor of the CG grammar. A standard assumption that I adopt is that the
Tobler—Mussafia effect is pertinent to the syntax—phonology interface, and hence
the domain of application of phonological operations that regulate clitic placement
in contemporary CG could be none other than the I-phrase, as suggested in
Revithiadou and Spyropoulos (2008). Within such an analysis, phonology

determines the 2P effect through filtering out an over—generating syntax.
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

The current study has provided evidencednrinteresting phenomenattested
in early CG,namelythe oveBproduction of the enclis pattern on thebasis of
experimental as well as spontaneous data, bothEsaatenal and longitudinal.
This targeBdeviant patterns attested in children aged 2;6 to 3ath single
clitics or clitic clusters, and iderivationallymore complesstructures, such as CD
and CLLD Three developmental stages have been identified in clitic L1A in CG:
the first is characterised by the usetlo# enclisis pattern alone in all syntactic
contexts, the second bihe manifestation opos®verbal clitic placement in
encisis contats, preDand poddverbal placemenn proclisis contextsas well as
sparg occurrences aflouble realiation of the clitic pronoufboth pré&and posD
verbaly), and the last byargeglike clitic placemenin both enclisis and proclisis
contexts

From atheoretical perspective, tlovemproduction of the enclis pattern
is explaired within RevithiadouOs (2006) accoointlitic placement in CG. The
movement of CGclitics leaves behind copiesyhich are available in PF
Phonologydeletes all but the higist, unless itsealisation would lead to a PF
violation (Franks 1998, Franks Boskovi¢ 200]). Following ideas irBoskovi¢
(2000,2001) | attributethe TobleEMussafia effect in CG to the second position
status ofCG clitics within their Ephrase while | locatethe domairof cliticisation
in CGatthe yntaxEphonology interface

The outcome of the current study has an important implication for the
categorsation of clitic languagesfrom the perspectiveof L1 acquisition
Following Mavrogiorgo$(2012) tiBpartition with respecta the types of clitic
languagesclitic placement infinitenes&sensitive languagesncluding Catalan,
Italian, Romanian, Spanish and Standard Modern Greek among ah=irg,eb
like from the mset of L1A With regard to langages exhibiting théloble®
Mussafiaeffect, like CG andcuropeanPortuguese a different picture emerges
The current study has offered ample evidence for theBweduction of the
enclisis pattern in all syntactic contexts at the onset of In18G, as vell as for
the doublerealisation of the clitic pronoun both pEeand podbverbaly in
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proclisis contexts. It has been shown that similar target—deviant structures are
produced by young EP—speaking children as well (Lobo & Costa 2012). On the
basis of this divergence, I attribute the placement errors in the clitic production of
CG- and EP-speaking children to the type of the clitic language they acquire. In
other words, while children acquiring Tobler—Mussafia type languages manifest
clitic misplacement at the onset of L1A, children acquiring finiteness—sensitive
languages exhibit adult-like clitic placement from the onset. With respect to
languages exhibiting second position restrictions Serbo—Croatian is a
representative example. Here there is some evidence for unraised clitic pronouns
in 3—year—olds (Ilic & Ud Deen 2004); no data are available for earlier stages of
clitic L1A to test whether young children fail to produce clitic pronouns in their
raised positions.

The existence or absence of clitic misplacement in early languages is
contingent on the type of clitic language being acquired. A direct comparison of
the acquisition process in CG and SMG, two varieties sharing the morphological
paradigm of pronominal clitics, while representing a different type of clitic
language, is indicative in this respect. Early CG exhibits target—deviant patterns
including misplacements and realisations of multiple copies of the clitic pronoun,
while early SMG patterns with adult SMG with respect to clitic placement. The
target—deviant productions in early CG are attributed to the Tobler—-Mussafia

properties of the variety being acquired.



L IMITATIONS OF THE CURRENT STUDY D

| MPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

The present studhas usd different methodologies to iestigate the L1A of
clitic placement in CG o the basis of data from 58 childrerhis is the largest
database for the stuay clitic placement in enclisis and proclisis contexts inBCG
speaking childrerso far.This study aimed to define the age rangenhiwitwvhich
norBadultclitic placement is attested in early C&dthus children aged 2;6 to 4
were recruitedOne importanbutcome of the present studythatit has identified
that targeBdeviantpatternsoccur in the datafochildren whose age fallwithin
the age range 2;6 to 3ahdin proclisis contexts alondhis outcome pointboth

to limitations of ths study ando avenues for further research.

a) First, the overall number of children falling within the critical age
was obviously, a subset of thetal tested 18 out of the 50 participania the
experimentand6 out of the 8 participantsof the spontaneouspeech studpelong
to this age groupA followBup study should now focus on this particular age
group and enlarge the database for it.

b) Having gained an overall picture of both enclisisdaproclisis
contexts, a follolup study could now concentrate on exploring in detail the
different proclisis contexts. This should include an experimental design especially
developed for the elicitation of neged utterances, very few of which were
obtained with thenethodused.

If the conclusion of the current study is on the right traicéithe Tobleb
Mussafia properties of the language being acduil@ indeedresult intarge®
deviant productionsthen simiar phenomena are expected in other languages
exhibiting TobleEMussafia properties. Apart from EP, in which clitic
misplacement has already been attesedbo & Costa 2012) such a
phenomenon is expectéad occur in early GaliciaandBerber another langage
in which clitics are subject to position restrictions similar to those@fand EP
(Petinou & Terz2002:23, footnote 191t would certainly be fruitful to extend the
analysis to the L1 acquisition of languages of this type.
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Experimental Material: Picture EBased Task

CONTENT REMOVED FOR COPYRIGHT REASONS

(2) EXP: Ti theli na kami to koritsaki to kadhro?
QWVhat does the girl want to duith the frame®
CHI: Na to vali / kremasi (staliho).
M CL.NEU.ACC put / han@BS onkthe wall

[Elicited Clausenatxlausé
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CONTENT REMOVED FOR COPYRIGHT REASONS

(2) EXP: Tiekamen o shilos tis koruas?
“What did the dog do to the girl?”
CHI: Epkjasen tis tin klatsa (tis).
Took-3S CL.FEM.DAT the  sock POSS

[Elicited Clause: root clause]

3) EXP: Tiekamen i korua tin alin klatsa?
“What did the girl do with the other sock?”
CHI: Eforisen tin.
Put on—3S CL.FEM.ACC

[Elicited Clause: root clause]
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CONTENT REMOVED FOR COPYRIGHT REASONS

4) EXP: Ti ema kami o papas tu moru?
QWhatis dadgoing to do tahe childO
CHI: Enma tu forisi to triko  (tu).
M CL.NEU.DAT putonEBS the  jumperPOSS
[Elicited Clauseenrabclausé
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CONTENT REMOVED FOR COPYRIGHT REASONS

(5) EXP: Tiekamen i mama to pkjato?
“What did mum do with the plate?”
CHI: Evalen to pano.
Put-3S CL.NEU.ACC up

[Elicited Clause: root clause]



Appendix I: Experimental Study 23¢
!

CONTENT REMOVED FOR COPYRIGHT REASONS

(6) EXP: Ti theli na kami tgpedhaki tin agheladRRa
QVhat does théoy want to do with the cod®
CHI: Na ti vali mesa
M CL.FEM.ACC putEBSin
[Elicited Clausenabxlausé
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CONTENT REMOVED FOR COPYRIGHT REASONS

(7) EXP: Tikamnii mama tu moru?
“What does mum do with the baby?”
CHI: Thkjevazi tu paramithi.
Read-3S CL.NEU.DAT fairy—tale

[Elicited Clause: root clause]
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CONTENT REMOVED FOR COPYRIGHT REASONS

(8) EXP: Ti ema kami ikiria tu mitsi?
QWhatis the lady going to do tthe boyO
CHI: Enna tu vali / forisi to paputsi
M CL.MASCDAT puton/ weaEBS the  shoe

[Elicited Clauseenrabclausé
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Answer Sheet

Nursery School:

School Reference Number:

ChildOs Name: Code:
Date Of Birth: 28;2;6
Age Group: B: 38,6
Age: Years; Months. Days: C: 3;6%4,0
PRODUCTION
CL |[OM |NP |N/A |OT

Ti theli na kami to koritsaki to kadhro?

Ti ekamen o shilos tis koruas?

Ti ekamen i korua tin alin klatsa?

Ti ena kami o papas tu moru?

Ti ekamen i mama to pkjato?

Ti theli na kami to pehaki tin agheladha’

Ti kamni i mama tu moru?

© N o g A W NP

Ti ena kami i kiria tu mitsi?

PLACEMENT

Root Clauses

Na / Ennd&xlauses

2. Correct / Incorrect
3. Correct / Incorrect
5. Correct / leorrect

7. Correct / Incorrect

1. Correct / Incorrect
4. Correct / Incorrect
6. Correct / Incorrect

8. Correct / Incorrect

Overall Overall
Correct = Correct =
Incorrect = Incorrect =
CL: Clitic
OM: Omission

NP: Noun Phrase
N/A: No Answer
OT: Othet
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Subjects | Age Sex ROOT MODAL CLAUSES
TARGET NON-TARGET TARGET NON-TARGET
CLITIC N/A OTHER | OMISSION CLITIC N/A OTHER OMISSION
AGE GROUP A (2;6-3;0)

P1 2:6.7 = 0 3 1 0 0 1 3 0 0
2,6

P2 2:6.8 = 0 3 0 1 0 3 1 0 0
2,6

P3 2:6.15=| O 4 0 0 0 2 2 0 0
2,6

P4 2:6.25=| O 3 0 1 0 4 0 0 0
2,7

P5 2,717=|1 O 1 0 3 0 0 1 3 0
2;8

P6 2:8 = 1 1 0 3 0 2 1 1 0
2;8

P7 2:817=| O 4 0 0 0 3 0 1 0
2;9

P8 2:825=| O 1 3 0 0 0 3 1 0
2;9

P9 2927=| 1 3 1 0 0 2 1 1 0
2:10




Appendix II: Clitic Production (Experimental Data)

241

3:1

P10 2:10.11 1 4 0 3 1 0
=2:10

P11 2:10.29 0 3 1 3 1 0
=2:11

P12 2:11 = 1 1 1 1 2 0
2:11

P13 2:11.7 = 1 4 0 3 0 0
2:11

P14 2:11.9 = 0 3 1 3 1 0
2:11

P15 2:11.23 0 2 1 1 2 0
=30

P16 3:.04 = 1 2 0 2 0 2
3.0

P17 3:0.11 = 0 2 1 2 2 0
3.0

P18 3:0.13 = 0 4 0 3 0 1
3.0

Overall | 2;6E8:0 b 48 13 38 21 10
AGE GROUP B (3;0e8;6)
P19 3:0.26 = 1 3 1 3 1 0
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P20 3;1.7= 1 2 1 1 0 4 0 0 0
3:1

P21 3;1.13= 1 4 0 0 0 2 2 0 0
3:1

P22 3;1.21= 0 4 0 0 0 2 1 0 1
3:2

P23 3;2.1= 1 1 0 3 0 1 3 0 0
3:2

P24 3;2.11 = 1 3 0 0 1 4 0 0 0
3:2

P26 3;2.15= 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0
3:2

P27 3;2.18 = 1 3 0 1 0 1 2 1 0
3.3

P28 3;2.29 = 1 1 0 2 1 3 1 0 0
3.3

P29 3;3.10= 0 3 1 0 0 0 4 0 0
3.3

P30 3;3.14= 1 2 0 2 0 1 1 2 0
3.3

P31 3,323 = 1 3 0 0 1 2 2 0 0
3.4

P32 3;4.25= 0 2 1 0 1 1 2 0 1
3:5
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P33 356 = 1 2 2 4 0
3.5

P34 3:59= 0 3 1 3 1
3.5

P35 3:5.14 = 0 3 1 3 1
3.5

P36 3:5.25 = 0 4 0 4 0
3.6

P37 3:6.9= 1 1 1 3 0
3.6

P38 3:6.9= 1 3 1 3 1
3.6

P39 3:6.11 = 1 3 1 4 0
3.6

P40 3:6.13 = 0 4 0 3 1
3.6

P41 3:6.15 = 1 4 0 3 0
3.6

Overall | 3;0EB:6 b 62 17 58 23

AGE GROUP C (3;604;0)
P42 3.7 1 3 0 3 1
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P43

3:6.29 =
3:7

P44

3:6.22 =
3:7

P45

3;7.8 =
7

P46

3:7.24 =
3:8

P47

3:8.12 =
3:8

P48

3:8.17 =
3.9

P49

3:8.18 =
3.9

P50

3:9.9=
3.9

P51

3;10.27
=311

Overall

3:6E4:0

28

27
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Subjects Age Sex ROOT ROOT ROOT M M M
COR INCOR COR INCOR
P1 2:6.7 = 0 3 3 0 1 1 0
2,6
P2 2:6.8 = 0 3 3 0 3 3 0
2,6
P3 2:6.15 = 0 4 4 0 2 2 0
2,6
P4 2:6.25 = 0 3 3 0 4 4 0
2,7
P5 2;7.17 = 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
2;8
P6 2:8 = 1 1 1 0 2 0 2
2;8
P7 2:8.17 = 0 4 4 0 3 3 0
2;9
P8 2:8.25 = 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
2;9
P9 2:9.27 = 1 3 3 0 2 0 2
2:10
P10 2;10.11 = 1 4 4 0 3 3 0
2:10
P11 2;10.29 = 0 3 3 0 3 3 0
2:11
P12 2;11 = 1 1 1 0 1 1 0

2;11

24~
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P13

P14

P15

P16

P17

P18

P19

P20

P21

P22

P23

P24

2:11.7 =
2:11
2:11.9 =
2:11
2:11.23 =
3.0
3:.04 =
3.0
3:0.11 =
3.0
3:0.13 =
3.0
3:0.26 =
3:1
3:1.7 =
3:1
3:1.13 =
3:1
3:1.21 =
3.2
3:21=
3.2
3:2.11 =
3.2

24¢
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P26 3:2.15= 0
3.2

P27 3:2.18 = 1
3:3

P28 3:2.29 = 1
3:3

P29 3:3.10 = 0
3:3

P30 3:3.14 = 1
3:3

P31 3:3.23 = 1
3:4

P32 3:4.25 = 0
3.5

P33 356 = 1
3.5

P34 3:59= 0
3.5

P35 3:5.14 = 0
3.5

P36 3:5.25 = 0
3:6

P37 3:6.9= 1

3:6
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P38 3,6.9= 1 3 3 0 3 3 0
3.6

P39 3;6.11 = 1 3 3 0 4 4 0
3.6

P40 3;6.13 = 0 4 4 0 3 3 0
3.6

P41 3;6.15= 1 4 4 0 3 3 0
3.6

P42 3,7 1 3 3 0 3 3 0

P43 3;6.29 = 1 3 3 0 1 1 0
3.7

P44 3,6.22 = 0 4 4 0 4 4 0
3.7

P45 3;7.8= 0 2 2 0 2 2 0
7

P46 3,7.24 = 1 2 2 0 1 1 0
38

P47 3;8.12= 0 3 3 0 4 4 0
38

P48 3;8.17 = 0 3 3 0 3 3 0
3.9

P49 3;8.18 = 0 3 3 0 3 3 0

3.9




Appendix IlI: Clitic Placement (Experimental Data)

P50 3:9.9= 1
3.9
P51 3:10.27 = 0

3;11




