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Abstract

The aim of this paper is to compare the behaviour of Polish and Romance pronominsi clitic
in tense auxiliary constructions and to account for Polish facts. First, esept the system of
Polish auxiliaries, briefly comparing it to Romance. Then, we discuss clitnbing (CC), the
phenomenon well-known in Romance. We contrast Polish CC with CC in ItahdriFeench.
Finally, we present a formal analysis of Polish CC. Our analysis is coaclibohwhe frame-
work of HPSG (Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar, (Pollard & Sag, 198&rdP& Sag,
1994)), which has been also used to account for CC in Romance. We follow (Bdr388) in
treating Polish auxiliaries as syntactic items. However, we do not fsdrgumentation strong
enough to motivate the adaptation of the analysis proposed for French auxiliated)& &
Godard, 1994), to Polish. We account for CC in Polish assuming that clitics caeabsed
independently of non-clitic arguments. Such an approach correctly explains optiaialiC
in Polish without specifying what the constituent structure of auxiliary constmgtooks like.

1. Tense Auxiliaries

As argued in (Borsley & Rivero, 1994), past tense, (1a), and conditional verbs,afEb)
formed with an auxiliary as well:

(1) a. Ty widziat -5 ten film. ‘You saw this film.’
youseen AUX.2sgthisfilm

b. Ty widziat -bys ten film. ‘You would see this film.
youseen AUX-COND.2sgthisbook

Although(e)sandbysin (1) look like verbal inflection, they can be detached from the verb and
occur on (almost) any other preceding wér(®) (see (Booij & Rubach, 1987) or (Spencer,
1991, ch.9) for more examples).

Transitive prepositions and the verbal negative markernot’ are the exceptions discussed in (Borsley &
Rivero, 1994).



(2) a. Ty -s widziat ten film. ‘You saw this film.’
youAUX.2sgseen thisfilm

b. Ty bys widziat ten film. ‘You would see this film.
you AUX-COND.2sgseen thisfilm

The behaviour of‘floating inflections’ illustrated in (1) and (2), has been oftezudged in
the literature, e.g., (Mikos & Moravcsik, 1986), (Booij & Rubach, 1987), (Rappaport, 1988)
(Spencer, 1991), (Borsley & Rivero, 1994), (Borsley, 1999). We follow here (Bo&Rivero,
1994) and (Borsley, 1999) and treat boldfaced forms in (1) and (2) as consisting ofka wea
auxiliary (a clitic) and a participle. We adopt the analysis of (Borsley, 1999)edb forms
in (1) and treat them as morphological compounds (complex verbs). We also follmsi€,
1999) and assume that weak auxiliaries are syntactic items. However, dysiad auxiliary
constructions, such as in (2), will be different.

(Borsley, 1999) represents weak auxiliaries as (subject-raising) syawadts which subcat-
egorize for a participle, similarly to the future auxiliary. He argues, &y, that the future and
weak auxiliaries should have different complementations. The former tak€s@Mplement
(a traditional hierarchical structure results, (3a)) while the latbemfa complex (syntactic)
predicate with the participle. Hence, weak auxiliaries subcategorizevferbal complement (a
participle) as well as its complements, which results in a flat symtatticture, (3b) (similarly
to French and Italian tense auxiliary constructions, cf. (Abeillé & Gdda®94) and (Monach-
esi, 1997a), respectively).

(3) VP

/\ VP
a. FutureAux VP b.

T WeakAux V C C
V C C

Such an analysis, however, makes incorrect predictions with respectto CC

2. Clitic Climbing

CC is a cross-linguistical phenomenon associated with certain verbabements. In cer-
tain verbal contexts, a pronominal clitic can be realised on a verb différem that it seman-
tically belongs to, e.g., (4).

(4) Bale go ogladatjutro. ‘I'll be watching it tomorrow.’
will.be.1sghim, seen tomorrow

In (4), the cliticgo ‘him’ originates as an argument of the vesgladat but is realised on the
auxiliary rather than locally.

In Polish, unlike, e.g., in Romance, CC to tense auxiliaries is optional.ldstréited in (5),
the argument clitic need not be realised on the future auxiliary and can rétoanstairs’.

5) Bale ogladat go jutro. ‘I'll be watching it tomorrow.’
will.be.1sgwatchedt., tomorrow



The behaviour of Polish pronominal clitics with weak auxiliaries is analogouscschre fac-
ultatively realised on the auxiliary, cf. (6).

(6) a. Czeto-5 go widywat przedtem. ‘You saw it/him often before.’
often AUX.2sgit., seen  before

b. Czsto -5 widywat go przedtem.

(7) a. Che&ie bym go obejrzafjutro.
willingly AUX-COND.1sgit.; seen tomorrow
‘I would like to see it tomorrow.’

b. Chgnie bym obejrzat go jutro.

Also if there are several clitics, they occur on the auxiliary only optignafl (8). It seems,
however, that in auxiliary constructions all clitics must be realisechersame verb, cf. (8c—d).
Properties of CC in the conditional and future auxiliary constructions are analogous.

(8) a. Bardzos przestraszysie go wczora,j.
very AUX.2sgfeared self; him,; yesterday

‘He frightened you very much yesterday.
b. Bardzo -5 sigo przestraszyt wczora,.
c. ?? Bardzo -§ sigrzestraszyt go wczoraj.
d. * Bardzo -5 go przestraszyt siezoraj.

Polish pronominal clitics are syntactic items. They do not form a prosodic waid tive
host, (Rappaport, 1988), can be elided, do not have a fixed position in a sentence anth&se pr
cuous, (Spencer, 1991, ch.9). Therefore, if we adopt Borsley’s (1999) analysis of aesiliar
CC in the future tense constructions, (3a), shouldn’t be possible (complements aasedto
the auxiliary). According to (3b), all clitics should occur on weak auxiliaraber than on the
participle. As (4)—(8) show, these expectations are not born out: all types of aiesilisgger
CC only optionally.

The main argument put forward in(Borsley, 1999) for two structures given in $3e
contrast in (9).

(9) a. * Widziatksiazke-5s/ bys. ‘“You saw/would see the book.
seen book AUX.2sgCOND-AUX.2sg
b.  Widziatksiazkebedziesz. ‘You will see the book.’

seen book will.be.2sg

This contrast apparently shows that in (9a), unlike in (9b), there is no constitueapreposed.
Since Polish is a ‘free’ word order language and various permutations are poasgahet clear
whether the participle does form a constituent with its complement in (9b). @twitional
constituency tests, e.g., coordination or pronominalization, do not distinguish theerosp!
tation of weak and future auxiliaries. Moreover, contrasts similaBja(e also observed in the
behaviour of pronominal clitics:



(20) Zaprosimy jutro jego/*go nakolacje ‘We will invite him for dinner
will-invite-we tomorrowhim him,; ondinner
tomorrow.’

The contrast in (10) cannot be explained analogously to (9). The pronominal clitic is not a
head while the sequenezaprosimy jutrdwe will invite tomorrow’ does not form a constituent.
Instead, we attribute contrasts in (9) and (10) to a restriction on line#rgsof Polish clitics.

We exclude the ungrammaticality of (9a) by a linear precedence constraint.

3. HPSG Analysis

We follow (Sag, 1997), Bouma et al. (1997), (Miller & Sag, 1997) and Abeillé et1®198)
and split thesynsentype intocanonicalandnon-canonicakubtypes. As said above, we treat
weak auxiliaries (following (Borsley, 1999)) and pronominal clitics as sytrdatems. Since
Polish clitics correspond teigns, we represent them viaddtic type, a subtype ofanonical
We further splitclitic into pron-clandaux-clfor pronominal and auxiliary clitics, respectively,
cf. (11)2

(11) synsem

TN

non-canonical canonical

non-clitic clitic

pron-cl aux-cl

We represent Polish pronominal clitics on thempslist, i.e., the list of complements which are
combined with the head in the syntax. Apart from the reflexive clitic, whieigys introduced
lexically, see (Kupst, 1999), personal clitics and other NPs can be usechahgeably. Since

the value ofcompsis specified as a list ddynsers, bothclitics andnon-clitic elements can
occur here. These are syntactic principles and ID schemata which remove jmaholitics

from compPs rather than lexical mechanisms as in the analyses of Romance in (Monachesi,
1995; Monachesi, 1997b; Monachesi, 1997a), (Miller & Sag, 1997), Abeillé et al. (1998).

In order to account for CC, we assume that realisation of (syntactic) pronoaotitnzd can
be independent of realisation of non-clittSince there are no strong arguments in favour of
two distinct complementations in (3), we assume that all auxiliary congingchave the same
type of syntactic structure. We assume the following subcategorization frarak auxiliaries:

(12) HEAD verb[auXx+]

SUBJ
HEAD verlvFORM part

COMPS ( | SUBJ v 2]

COMPS

2Both subtypes otlitic can be further split. For examplpron-clcan be divided int@ana-clandp-cl in order
to distinguish the reflexive cliticana-cl) from personal clitics, cf. (Kupst, 1999). Analogoughast-auxand
cond-auxcan be distinguished, cf. (Borsley, 1999). Since theseypalstare inessential here, we omit them for
clarity.

3(Kupst, 1999) makes a similar assumption in order to actciou ‘haplology’ of the Polish (syntactic) reflexive
clitic sie'self".



Unlike in (Borsley, 1999), the value of the participl€®mpslist, i.e., , Is underspecified.
This allows us to encode the fact that pronominal clitics can raise indepenadémyn-clitic
complements. Assuming that auxiliary constructions have a hierarchicaisteuce., an aux-
iliary subcategorizes for a VP, we replace the Immediate Dominance SaféPallard & Sag,
1994) which combines a lexical head and complements with (13):

SYNSEM LOC|CAT|VAL |cOMPS list(pron-cl
head-comp-struc

DTRS | HEAD-DTR word
COMP-DTRS list(sign)

(13) phrase—

This constraint licenses phrases which may have a certain number of ghtiealised. Such a
phrase is necessary to account of CC in a hierarchical structure, iee afixiliary combines
with a VP which has unrealised clitics, e.g., (4). Observelis{pron-cl)is any list ofpron-cl
elements. In particular, this list can be empty if all pronominal cli{i€shere are any) are
realised, i.e., foMPS()] as in the traditional schema of (Pollard & Sag, 1994). Hence, local
realisation of clitics in a hierarchical structure is also accoundecetfg., (5). The constraint on
clauses will ensure saturation of all (clitic and non-clitic) complements withiclause:

(14) clause— {SYNSEM|LOC|CAT|VAL |comps <>}

As shown in (8), in auxiliary constructions all clitics must be realisedh@ensame verb (an
auxiliary or a participle). We obtain this by the following lexical constrdint

word
HEADvVerfAux +] vV [VFORM part]
(15) ( e
compdist( [ARGnon-ch )Q |
arg r arg
&member(| ARG pron-cl ,Iist( ngee ron-JI ) —>Iist( ARG pron-cl )
REAL + [ARGP REAL +

Finally, the following LP constraint excludes incorrect positions of weak aangs such as
(9a).

dom.obj domobj
aux-cl

(16) ( ss | HEAD verb = ss[non'cmic ] )&member,)

HEAD Vel’b[VFORM arﬂ
COMPS P

This constraint differs from that proposed in (Borsley, 1999). Instead of requaritexical
participle verb to be ordered with respectany auxiliary, (16) refers only to weak auxiliaries
(aux-c) and does not require the participle to be lexical. Note that (16) is formulatedis of
domobjs (objects used to encode linear order in HPSG, cf. (Kathol, 1995)) and does not refer
to syntactic constituents directly. Due to such a representation of lindar,dhe syntactic
structure of auxiliary constructions is in principle inessential for (16).

“We usearg rather tharsynsera here in order to distinguish realisedREAL+]) from unrealised (REAL—])
arguments, cf. (Przepiorkowski, 1998). The relation' ‘is used to ‘shuffle’ elements of several lists preserving
order between members of original lists, as in shuffling &ad¥acards, cf. (Reape, 1992). The ‘member’ relation
is a usual list membership relation.
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