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Abstract

Pronominal clitics comprise one of the important traits of the majority of West Iranian languages.
Nevertheless, while these person clitics have been the subject of virtually systematic studies in certain
languages, e.g. Central Kurdish dialects, and Persian, they are hardly studied in the majority of languages
where they are attested. More specifically, the existing scholarship has faintly dealt with the rise of
procliticization, the development of person marking system, the placement of clitics, the cluster internal
ordering of clitics, and the clitic-affix combinations. This study is an attempt to fill the lack of knowledge
across the aspects mentioned. The development of proclitic attachment forms an integral part of the
thesis. Originally enclitics in the second position in the sense of Wackernagel, a subset of West Iranian
languages have developed proclitics. The hypothesis postulated in the thesis is that this evolution results
from a change in the domain of cliticization, more precisely, the abandonment of the clause as the
domain of cliticization. This shift in turn leads to the reanalysis of the clause-initial particles, hosts of
the second position clitics, and their integration into the clitic paradigm. Having lost their host, the
second position clitics change their attachment orientation and become incorporated into the element
which follows them in the form of proclitics. Proclitic attachment is thus a secondary development from
erstwhile second positioning of enclitics (Steele 1977; Wanner 1987). The person marking system points
to the inverse development of subject indexing and object indexing in the past transitive constructions:
in the former, the original ‘pronominal’ clitics have grammaticalized into markers of agreement, further
pointing to the cross-linguistic tendency for subject agreement (Siewierska 1999; Haig 2018a). In the
latter, the originally object agreement inflectional affixes on the verb are lending/have lent themselves
to varying degrees of deinflectionalization (Norde 2009; Haig 2018a), hence deviating from the
typological tendencies in associating inflectional affixes with the agreement relation (Siewierska 2004).
Three domains are accountable for clitic placement across WILSs: the clause, the verb phrase (VP), and
the verb. A subgroup of VVP-based clitic systems provides a rich source for the study of endoclitics: the
endoclitics of the latter are the result of the interplay between second position requirement for clitics
and the stress factor. V-based proclitic systems are characterised by ditropic attachment of clitics. The
cluster internal ordering of clitics is determined by argument hierarchy (A > O > R > PQOS) across
Iranian: the argument ranked higher in the hierarchy appears second in the cluster. This property brings
Iranian languages close to Romance languages (Gerlach 2002). Finally, in some clitic-affix
combinations, clitics interrupt morphological words, further overshadowing a categorical distinction
between the categories of clitics and affixes on the one hand, and the concept of wordhood on the other
(Haspelmath 2011).

Keywords: person indexing, procliticization, endoclitics, deinflectionalization, clitic

placement, argument hierarchy



Résumé

Les clitiques pronominaux constituent I'un des traits saillants d’un grand nombre de langues ouest-iraniennes.
Toutefois, s’ils ont fait I’objet d’investigations plus ou moins systématiques dans certaines d’entre elles, ex.
les dialectes kurdes centraux et le persan, ils restent trés peu étudiés dans la majorité des langues ou ils sont
attestés, dont des langues en danger. Plus précisément, les recherches précédentes ont trés peu abordé
I’émergence des proclitiques, le développement du systéme de marquage personnel, le positionnement des
clitiques, I'ordre interne des séquences de clitiques et les combinaisons clitique-affixe dans une perspective
comparative. Cette thése a pour objectif de combler ces lacunes. L’étude du développement de la
procliticisation occupe une place importante dans ce travail. Initialement des (en)clitiques de seconde
position dans le sens de Wackernagel, une partie de langues ouest-iraniennes ont développées des
proclitiques. L hypothése défendue dans ce travail est que cette évolution résulte d’un changement du
domaine de cliticisation, plus précisément, de I’abandon de la phrase (ou proposition) comme domaine de
cliticisation. Ce changement entraine a son tour une ré-analyse des particules apparaissant en début de phrase,
hotes des clitiques de seconde position, et leur intégration dans le paradigme des clitiques. Ayant perdu leur
héte, les clitiques de seconde position changent d’orientation de rattachement et s’incorporent a 1’élément
qui les suit, devenant ainsi des proclitiques. L'attachement proclitique constitue donc un développement
secondaire par rapport au second positionnement d’autrefois des enclitiques (Steele 1977; Wanner 1987). Le
systeme de marquage personnel, quant a lui, indique un développement inverse pour l'indexation des sujets
et des objets dans les constructions passées transitives : les premiers, initialement des clitiques pronominaux,
se sont grammaticalisés en marqueurs d'accord, illustrant ainsi une tendance universelle en faveur de l'accord
sujet (Siewierska 1999; Haig 2018a). Les seconds, réalisés comme des désinences (affixes) personnelles
flexionnelles sur le verbe, ont fait I’objet d’une « désinflexionnalisation » a des degrés divers (Norde 2009;
Haig 2018a), s’écartant ainsi d’une tendance universelle typologique associant les affixes flexionnels et la
réalisation de I’accord (Siewierska 2004). En ce qui concerne les domaines de rattachement des clitiques, on
peut en énumérer trois dans les langues ouest-iraniennes actuelles : la phrase (proposition), le syntagme
verbal (SV) et le verbe. Un sous-groupe de langues avec le SV comme domaine de cliticisation constitue une
source riche pour I'étude des endoclitiques: les endoclitiques des langues ouest-iraniennes sont le résultat de
l'interaction entre I'exigence d’un placement en seconde position et les facteurs liés a I’accent. Les systémes
clitiques avec le verbe comme domaine de cliticisation sont caractérisés par 1’attachement « ditrophique »
des clitiques. L'ordre interne de la séquence des clitiques est déterminé par la hiérarchie d’arguments (A > O
> R > POS) dans les langues iraniennes : I'argument classé plus haut dans la hiérarchie apparait en deuxiéme
position dans le cluster. Cette propriété rapproche les langues iraniennes des langues romanes (Gerlach 2002).
Enfin, dans certaines combinaisons clitiques-affixes, les clitiques interrompent les mots morphologiques,
remettant en question une distinction catégorique entre les clitiques et les affixes d'une part et la notion de
‘wordhood’ d'autre part (Haspelmath 2011).

Mots-clés: marquage personnel, procliticisation, endoclitiques, désinflexionalisation,

positionnement des clitiques, hiérarchie d’argument
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ABBREVIATIONS USED IN MORPHEMIC GLOSSINGS

Gloss

w N -

ADD
ADP
AFF
ASP
AUG
AUX
CAUS
CcL
CLF
CMPR
COMP
CcopP
DEF
DEM
DEM1
DIM
DIR
DOM
DRC
EMPH
EP
EZ

HORT
IMP
IND
INDF
INF
INTJ
IPFV
IRR
M
MID
NA
NC
NEG
NEG.IMP
NOM
NVvC
OBL
PASS
PERF
PL

Definition

first person

second person

third person

additive

adposition

affix

verbal aspectual particle
augmentative

auxiliary

causative suffix

clitic

classifier

comparative suffix
complementizer

copula

definite

demonstrative
demonstrative particle
diminutive
direct case suffix
differential object (or indirect object) marking
directional

emphatic particle
epenthetic vowel or consonant
ezafe enclitic

feminine

hortative

imperative

indicative

indefinite

infinitive

interjection
imperfective

irrealis

masculine

middle

not analysed
non-canonical marking
negation, negative
prohibitive

nominative

non-verbal element in a complex predicate
oblique case suffix, or oblique pronoun
passive suffix

perfect

plural suffix
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POS possessor

POVB postverb

PPRF pluperfect

PREP preposition

PRS present

PTC clitic hosting particle

PTCP participle

OPT optative

PROG progressive

PROH prohibitive

PST past

PTCP past participle suffix

PUNCT punctual prefix

PVB preverb

Q question word

RDP reduplication

REFL reflexive

REL relative pronoun

RESTR restrictive

REZ reverse ezafeh

SBJV subjunctive

SG singular

VOC vocative

A subject of a transitive verb

S subject of an intransitive verb
o] direct object of a transitive verb
10 indirect object

R oblique argument of a ditransitive, or a transitive verb

OTHER SYMBOLS USED IN GLOSSES

= ‘clitic boundary’ (reserved to clitic PMs and the additive enclitic)

- ‘separates segmentable morphemes’

%) ‘non-overt, but reconstructible morpheme’

‘separates several metalanguage elements represented by a single object language
element’

‘separates several object language elements represented by a single metalanguage
element or by a unity of several metalanguage elements’

‘links the functional explanation of a given form’

ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS USED IN THE TEXT

8 a section code

Abu. Abuzeydabadi

acc. accusative

AGR agreement

Bad. Badrudi

Bas. Bastaki

BCK. Baneh Central Kurdish
Beh. Behbahani

Bnd. Bandari

X



BSK.
Cha.
Ch.
CK
CP
CPD
CTal.
Dsh.
Dav.
Dej.
Del.
ex.

fn.
gen./dat.
GorT.
GorQ.
Jon.
Kha.
Kor.
LakH.
LakK.
Lar.
Mey.
Min.
MWI
Nik.
NK.
Nod.
Olr.
PM
S2
SAP
SCK.
Sem.
Siv.
SK.
Tak.

Vaff
VP
YZ.
WILs

Bijar Southern Kurdish
Chali

Chapter
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Chapter 1: Introduction

This dissertation is a descriptively and typologically oriented study aiming at describing the
pronominal (person) clitics of 31 modern West Iranian languages (henceforth WILSs), with
special attention drawing on clitics’ forms, direction of attachment, functionality, and
placement. In doing so, while the dissertation takes a neutral theoretical approach to the
analysis of Iranian clitics, yet at the same time benefits from theoretical frameworks to the
analysis of clitics. Our goal is to grasp the general development of a shared set of person clitics

by covering, in particular, the following domains:

i.  the rise of proclitic attachment in a subset of modern languages
ii.  the development of person indexing
iii.  clitic placement and the grouping of languages with regard to cliticization domains
Iv. the syntax of clitic sequences and the factors which determine internal ordering of
clitics

v. clitic-affix combinations

In this introductory chapter, we first present an overview of Iranian languages, investigated
languages in this thesis, and tense-sensitive alignment in Iranian (81.1). In §1.2 the term clitic
will be defined in the light of major descriptive and typological approaches to the phenomenon.
Since pronominal clitics are involved in person indexing, 81.3 provides a description of the
‘agreement’ phenomenon and lays out the conceptual framework within which we analyze
person indexing in WILs. Section 1.4 gives an overview of pronominal clitics in WILs. Section
1.5 summarizes the different techniques of data gathering behind this thesis, and 81.6 is an

outline of the thesis.

1.1 lranian languages

Iranian languages constitute one of the branches of Indo-European languages. The oldest stages
of Iranian languages are attested in Gatha Avestan, which are closely related to the earliest
attested forms of Indo-Aryan, namely Vedic. In addition to Avestan, Old Iranian is also attested
in Old Persian texts, which are datable back to 500 BCE. Middle Iranian (beginning in the third
century BCE), and New Iranian (beginning in around the seventh century CE) are other stages
of Iranian languages (Windfuhr 2009: 5).



Iranian languages are currently spoken in a huge geographical expanse in Asia ranging from
westernmost provinces of China to the southeast Turkey/northeast Syria. Some of these
languages are spoken by large national or ethnical communities, ex. Persian, Kurdish, Pashto,

while others are inventoried as endangered languages, e.g. Tati, Wakhi, Judeo-Persian.

Traditionally, Iranian languages are classified into two main groups of Eastern and Western
language families, each with their own subgroupings based on Northern and Southern poles:
thus, for example, the Western branch is subdivided into Northwest and Southwest sub-
branches (Schmitt 1989; Windfuhr 2009). The criteria for such a traditional grouping are
primarily phonological. For instance, one of the characteristics of Southwestern group is the
shift of prevocalic z in the Northwestern group to d, e.g. Kurdish zan, Persian dan ‘to know’.
Although there are problems with this classification (see Sims-Williams 1996; Paul 1998a;
2016; and Korn 2016 for a recent discussion?), I continue to use this grouping for purely
practical reasons. A traditional classification of Iranian family tree is illustrated below (Korn
2016: 403):

Proto-Iranian

Proto-Western-lranian Proto-Eastern-Iranian
SWiranian NW lranian SEIranian NE Iranian
ll l\ l' ‘l 1' \\ I. ‘\
[ 1 / 1 ' \ [ \
Old Iranian ~ Old Persian Median !\ Avestan | |\
(l \‘ /l lI ‘l ll ,’ \‘
L \ / 1 U ] L i
' \ ' \ 1 \ : » v
Middle Iranian Middle Persian Parthian , Saka || Bactrian, Sogdian,
: \ ' 1 ' \ Chorasmian
1 \ ' \ ' A} ] .
New Iranian  Persian, Lori,  Kurdish, Zazaki, Parachi, Or- Yaghnobi, Ossetic
etc. Taleshi, Balochi, muri, Pashto,
Gilaki, etc. Pamir languages

Figure 1: The traditional family tree of Iranian languages

Iranian languages exhibit two major shifts in their morphosyntax: the first one is a massive
reduction in the inventory of the nominal case system, from an (up to) eight-term case system
in Old Iranian to a two-term case system, i.e. direct vs. oblique, in Middle and some modern

languages, e.g. Kurmaniji, Taleshi, and Tati. Ultimately, the two-term case system was lost as

1 Korn (2016) calls for the adoption of a new ‘Central Iranian’ branch to the Eastern vs. Western dichotomy.



well in some modern languages, e.g. Persian, dialects of south of Iran, and left the languages
bereft of case morphology (see Haig 2008: Ch. 4 for details). The second major development
in Iranian languages is the development of ‘tense-sensitive alignment’ (or ‘split ergativity’)
since the Middle Iranian period. This latter is more relevant to the later shifts in person clitics,

and will be discussed in some length in §1.1.2.

Windfuhr (2009: 31-34) lists two typological features which characterize most modern Iranian

languages:

* tense-split ergativity, restricted to past tense verb forms derived from verbal participles
» differential object marking

Haig (2017: 467) adds other typological features to the above two features:

» OV word order

« a very high frequency of complex predicates, based on a small set of light verbs

1.1.1 Investigated West Iranian languages
This dissertation is an investigation of the clitic system of 31 WILs. Following the existing
classifications of Iranian languages in Schmitt (1989), and Windfuhr (2009), the studied

languages are roughly classified into the following major groupings, illustrated in Figure 2:
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Figure 2: Investigated Western Iranian languages

According to the traditional grouping, Kurdic languages, Tatic-type languages, and Central
Plateau languages are classified as sub-branches of Northwest Iranian languages, to which
Sivandi and Koroshi belong as well, hence the labelling ‘other Northwestern languages’.
Southwestern languages and language of southeast Iran are the other groupings distinguished
in the literature (cf. Windfuhr 2009). It should be emphasized that the classification proposed
here is by no means absolute and is not intended to impose a dialectology of Iranian languages
(see above), rather it is meant to present us a fair approximation of areal distribution of
language groups.

A good number of languages studied in this thesis are poorly documented or not documented
as yet; most notably, Lari and Bastaki (as dialects of Larestani), Bandari, Dashti, Nowdani,
Davani, Behbahani, Badrudi, Nikabad-Kondan, and Gorani Qal’eh. These rather unknown
languages exhibit a range of diverse clitic systems which are so far uninvestigated in the

literature on clitics in WILs (see Ch. 2).



1.1.2 An overview of ergativity in Iranian languages

To better understand the development of clitic person markers of Iranian languages, an
overview of the evolution of ergativity in these languages seems unavoidable. The Iranian
languages are known to have developed the so-called ‘tense-based split ergativity’ in their
alignment system since Middle Iranian period (see Payne 1980; Comrie 1981a: 158-179; Dixon
1994: 100; Haig 2008, Jugel 2015, Scheucher 2019, among many others). The workings of this
alignment system are as follows: the present tense constructions are uniformly nominative-

accusative; however, past transitive constructions? exhibit an ergative alignment.

The following examples from Kurmanji Kurdish clearly illustrate the tense-based ergativity:
in (1. a) the subject of the present tense construction (A-prs) is in the direct case, the object (O-
prs) is in the oblique case, and the verb agrees with the A-prs, as it does with the direct-marked
subject argument of the intransitive clause (S) in (1. b). In the past transitive constructions on
the other hand, the subject (A-past) is in the oblique case; the object (O-pst) appears in the
direct case and the verb agrees with the latter (1. c).® Put simply, in terms of case marking and
agreement S aligns with A in the present tense but with O in the past domain.*

1) a. ez te di-bin-im

1SG.DIR:A 2SG.OBL:O  IND-S€e.PRS-1SG
‘I see you.” (Bedir Khan & Lescot 1970: 110)

b. ez di-kev-im

1SG.DIR:S IND-fall.PRS-1SG

‘I fall.” (Bedir Khan & Lescot 1970: 161)
C. te ez nas kir-im

25G.0OBL:A 1SG.DIR:O know do.psT-1sG
“You recognized me.* (Bedir Khan & Lescot 1970: 325)

The historical ergative alignment in the past domain has lent itself to a number of non-ergative

constructions in modern languages, and only a few languages, i.e. some dialects of Kurmanji

2 As noted by Haig (2008: 11-12) transitivity in the semantic sense is not pivotal for assigning tense-sensitive
alignment. Rather, transitivity is related to particular verb lexemes. Thus, semantically intransitive complex
predicates whose light verbs are regular transitive verbs (e.g. ‘do’, ‘make’, ‘give’) are treated as a transitive verb.
Therefore, the alignment associated with such predicates in the past tense is identical to regular transitive verbs.
For example, as with the past transitive construction in (1.c), the subject of the complex predicate derbas kirin ‘to
pass, to cross’ in Northern Kurdish is in the oblique case in the past tense, hence te derbas kir (2sG.0BL passing
do.PST) “You passed/crossed’.

3 The symbols A, S, and O are used in Dixon (1994) and correspond to S, A, and P in Comrie’s (1978)
characterization of core arguments of verb.

4 As has been argued in Haig (2008: 8) Iranian ergativity remains morphological and has no syntactic effects in
the operations of coordination, control of reflexives, etc.



Kurdish and Zazaki, have arguably preserved morphological ergativity it in its pure form (see
Haig 2008: chaps. 3, 4, 5, 6 for an extensive discussion). Accordingly, some authors (e.g. Haig
2008) prefer to use the more neutral term ‘tense-sensitive alignment’ or ‘tense-based alignment

split’ instead of ‘split ergativity’.

What is relevant to our discussion here is not the range of tense-sensitive alignments in modern
languages, rather the origins of such rather untypical ‘split ergativity’ constructions; untypical
in the sense that the alignment system was uniformly nominative-accusative across all tenses
in Old Iranian languages. This is shown in (2)—(3) below from OId Persian, in both of which

the verb agrees with the nominative-marked A, cf. (2), and S, cf. (3), in the past tense.

(2) avam adam fraisayam Arminam
3SG.DEM.DIST.M.ACC:0 1SG.NOM:A  send.psT.1sG Armenia.ACC
‘[An Armenian named Dadarsis] ... I sent him forth to Armenia.” (Kent 1953: DBII,
30)

(3) adam xSayaOiya  abavam
1sG.NOoM:S  king become.psST.1SG

‘I became king.” (Kent 1953: XPf, 36-37)
However, the following perfect constructions, documented occasionally in Young Avestan and
extensively in Old Persian (Windfuhr 2009: 31), are considered to be the predecessors of the
ergativity in past transitive constructions of offspring languages. The most common term used
for labelling these constructions is mana kartam (lit. which was done by me/ which is my
doing).
4) ima tya mana kartam pasava yada

that  which.NoM  1SG.GEN do.pTCP after when

xsayadiya abavam

king become.pST.1SG

“This (is) that (which) was done by me after (I) became king’ (Kent 1953: DB 1,28—
29, cited in Haig 2008)

(5) avabda=sam hamaranam kartam
thus=3PL.GEN battle do.pTCP
‘Thus, by them battle was done.” (Kent 1953: DB 111,18-19, cited in Haig 2008)

In both (4) and (5) the O-past NP is in the nominative case, while the A-past is marked by the
genitive case, cf. (4) or the genitive clitic, cf. (5). The verb on the other hand is a resultative
participle which expresses agentive semantics. These constructions are syntactic (or

periphrastic) perfects, which occasionally are accompanied by the copula ‘to be’.



The interpretation of mana kartam constructions has long been subject to a good deal of debate
in Iranian linguistics (see Haig 2008: Ch. 2 for a comprehensive literature on the subject
matter); namely two streams of thought can be recognized in this regard: the first group
advocates a passive analysis of mana kartam construction, and argues for a reanalysis of
passive to ergative, in a way that in the course of time the non-core argument (by phrase)
develops into a core subject argument. This stance is advocated by Cardona (1970), Bynon
(1979, 1980), Payne (1980), Comrie (1981a) >, and Scheucher (2019) among others.

The second group® calls for an alternative analysis according to which the constructions in (4)—
(5) are indeed active constructions, and should be rather translated, for instance, as ‘their battle
was fought’ or simply ‘they fought a battle’ (Haig 2017: 474). This analysis, vastly vouched in
Haig (2008) and more succinctly in Haig (2017), suggests that the mana kartam constructions
which basically express an agentive semantics are an extension of already existing non-

canonical constructions of the type (6) below.

(6)  uta=taiy tauhma vasiy biya
and.also=2sG.GEN  seed much may.be
‘and you may have much seed (offspring)’ (Kent 1953: DB IV, 75, cited in Haig
2008: 62)

In both (6) and the mana kartam constructions in (4) and (5) above, the logical subject is
expressed in the genitive case and the logical object is in the nominative case, hence the close
similarity of the two constructions. The issue is then resolved if we consider possessors as one
of the historical sources for agents, in line with predictions of grammaticalization of case
functions (Narrog 2014) ’. In other words, the origins of ergativity should be sought in “pre-
existing, non-canonical constructions typically involving Benefactives, External Possessors,
and Experiencers” (Haig 2017: 465).

This close similarity between a non-canonical construction and the mana kartam is more
visible in the following example from Old Persian. Here, the non-canonical construction has
all the properties of mana kartam construction, that is, the logical subject is in the genitive case,
the logical object is in the nominative case, and with which the verb agrees.

5 In another paper, Comrie (2016) casts doubt on the passive analysis of the mana kartam construction and states
that mana kartam construction had some ergative properties from its outset.

6 Benveniste (1952/1966), Anderson (1977), Haig (2008) are among scholars who, each with different
methodologies, call for an active interpretation of mana... kartam construction.

7 See Chapter 4 for more discussion of this point.



(7)  darayava[h]aus pussa aniyaiciy ahanta
Darius.GEN.M.SG SON.NOM.M.PL other.NOM.M.PL be.3pPL.IPF.MID
‘Darius had other sons.” [lit. ‘to Darius were there other sons] (Old Persian_ Schmitt
2009: 162, XPf)

Now that the active analysis of the mana kartam construction is opted, an aspect of the shift to
the verb forms should be taken into account, that is, the loss of aorist and perfect forms of verb
by Middle Iranian, forms which were already relics in Old Persian (Jigel 2011: 100, citing
Schmitt 1989: 77). As a result of this shift, the periphrastic perfective became the sole way of
expressing past tense verb forms. These periphrastic perfective forms preserved their
(resultative) participle origins, cf. (4)—(5) above. Accordingly, the argument structure related
to the resultative participle was extended to the past transitive constructions of later languages.®

This change in the verbal system was accompanied by the reduction of the rich eight-term case
system of Old Iranian to a two-term case system, namely direct vs. oblique, by or during Middle
Iranian period, and consecutively in most modern languages. According to Haig, the changes
in the alignment system of daughter languages, as seen above for Kurmanji, are “more

profitably seen as by-products of changes to the verbal and nominal inflection.” (2008: 91).

Following examples from Middle Iranian illustrate the shifts just mentioned: the originally
participle-based verb forms cannot assign an accusative case to its direct object argument hence
the latter has to occur in the direct case. In addition, the A-past NPs are marked by the
independent oblique pronoun or oblique clitics, both of which being a continuation of the older
genitive case:

(8) den g man wizid

religion.oiR ~ which 1SG.0BL:A  choose.PTCP
‘The religion which I chose.” (Haig 2008: 93, citing Boyce 1975: a, 1)

9) a=s en=iz guft
and=3sG:A  this.DIR=ADD say.PST
‘And he said this too.” (Haig 2008: 95, citing Williams 1990a: 47.5)

The Middle Iranian constructions in (8)—(9) are a continuation of the mana kartam construction

in (4)—(5) above: the A-past NP is marked by genitive case in (4) and its offshoot, the oblique

8 More recently, Dabir-Moghaddam (2018) brings up nearly the same analysis for the origins of ergativity in
Iranian languages (cf. § 4.2.1.9).



case in (8). In addition, the clitic expression of the agent in (9) resembles its usage in Old

Iranian period in (5).

As said, the verb forms in Middle Iranian were originally derived from participles of the older
stages. These new verb forms preserved their participle origin in Middle Iranian and in a good
number of modern languages and referred to the status of direct objects. In terms of argument
structure then, the original participle agreed with the direct-marked O argument as it does with
the S of intransitive constructions. This situation led to ergativity in Middle Iranian—and later
in a bulk of modern languages.

(10) Me=m I’s’dl YKTLWNt HWEnNd
because.1sG:A highwayman.DIr.pL  Kill.pTCP CoP.3PL
‘Because I killed the highwaymen.” (Middle Persian_ Haig 2008: 124, citing Heston
1976: 177)

(11) u=t az hist  hém sewag
and=2sG:A  1SG.DIR left cor.1sG orphan
‘And you left me behind as an orphan.’ (Parthian_ Durkin-Meisterenst 2014: 394,
paT.873)

In (10)—(11) the participle is followed by the auxiliary agreeing in number with the direct
object. This auxiliary copula coalesced into the verb stem and was reanalysed as a part of

inflectional morphology in modern languages:

(12) to a ard-a?
2SG.OBL 3SG.F.DIR:O  bring.PST-3SG.F:0
‘Did you bring that?’ (Zazaki_ Paul 1998: 256)
(13) axo gayem bedon min=es na-xard-on
1sG  hidden became.1sG 1SG=3SG:A  NEG-eat.PST-1SG:0

‘I hid, (so) he (the wolf) didn’t eat me.” (Badrudi, SM2[Bad]. 33)

The canonical ergative construction in (10)—(11), and its descendants in (12)—(13) realigned in
different ways in modern languages, giving rise to a bulk of non-ergative alignment systems in
the past transitive constructions. For instance, agreement with the overt object NPs was lost,
cf. (14)—(15). In the loss of O-agreement, the inflectional morphology continued to index the
object NP, yet the indexing was no longer obligatory, and would occur only when the co-
referent object NP was not present in clause. In other words, the original O-agreement suffixes
degrammaticalized as pronouns.

(14)  (*mai) od=kost-im;

1pL:0 25G:A= Kill.psT-1PL:0O
“You killed us.” (Yazdi Zoroastrian)



(15) (*to) om=bord-esi
25G:0 1sG:A=take.PST-25G:0
‘I took you.” (Bastaki)

Haig (2018a: 802) enumerates two more shifts to the object indexing in the past transitive
constructions: first, the paradigm of object agreement was lost, and replaced by a system of
obligatory affixal subject agreement (e.g. in Persian), through analogy with agreement
morphology from intransitive verbs. Second: O-agreement has been lost, and past transitive
verbs are basically not inflected for person, neither for subject nor for object, but for plural
number of the object only (e.g. Balochi). It will be seen in Chapter 4 under § 4.2.3.2 that some

languages bring about more shifts to the object indexing in the past tense.

Interestingly, the indexing of direct object via suffixal morphology was co-opted as indices for
(some) adpositional complements in Middle Iranian, as in (16) where the complement of abar
is realized not as a clitic pronoun, but as a copula on the verb.

(16) 1 dew-an abar burd he

which demons-pPL.OBL:A upon take.pTcCP COP.2SG:R
‘Which the demons have brought upon you.” (MacKenzie 1964: 48)

This usage was continued in some WILs. In (17) from Central Kurdish, the adpositional
complement is realized at distance from its governing preposition head in the form of a verbal
person affix.

(17)  bo=yan gera-w-m-a DM[BCK]. 18

for=3pL:A narrate.PST-PTCP-1SG:R-PERF
‘They have narrated (tales) to me.’

In (17) the A-past clitic has occupied the prepositional complement clitic’s slot. The
prepositional complement clitic moves on the verb for its realization but disforms into a verbal
affix. One of the questions that will be addressed throughout Chapters 4 is: in which languages
the indexing of object NPs via suffixal morphology has been co-opted for adpositional

complements?

These changes in the alignment system were accompanied by the increasing
grammaticalization of pronominal clitics as obligatory markers of A-past subject NPs in past
transitive constructions. However, A-past clitic indexing had different fates in modern
languages (cf. Jugel and Samvelian 2016; Haig 2018a): in some languages it became obligatory
maker of the A-past NPs, e.g. Central Kurdish. In some other languages it remined alternating

to oblique-marked subject NPs, e.g. Taleshi. And finally, in a few languages it gave its way to
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the suffixal morphology through an analogy with past intransitive constructions, e.g. Persian

(see Haig 2018a for a brief overview, but especially 84.2.2 and 84.3 for a thorough description).

1.2 Clitics and their typology

The term clitic, etymologically derived from Greek klinein ‘to lean,” refers to linguistic
‘prosodically deficient words’ (Zwicky 1977; Zwicky & Pullum 1983, Zwicky 1985), which
must be incorporated into a host in order to be pronounced. Being ‘bound words’, they resemble
affixes, however unlike the latter, clitics have a low degree of selection and freedom of host
selection. Their combination with the host is not subject to accidental or pragmatic gaps,
morphological and semantic idiosyncrasies. In addition, they are immune to syntax rules of
deletion, movement, and can attach to the material already containing clitics (Zwicky & Pullum
1983)°. On the other hand, clitics are different from full words in being prosodically deficient,
having a special morphosyntax and a rather rigid ordering (Zwicky 1985). So, clitics are best
considered being intermediate between affixes and words (Nevis 2000), and accordingly blur
the boundaries between morphology and syntax. Their placement properties, especially for
Wackernagel or second position clitics, constitute a challenge for the division of labour
between different components of the grammar. Several studies have consequently addressed
the issue of what component of the grammar is responsible for clitic placement: phonology,
morphology or syntax (see Zwicky 1987; Halpern 1995, Anderson 1993 & 2005, Miller 1992,
among others).

Few linguistic phenomena have enjoyed as much interest as clitics for more than 40 years in
linguistic typology and theoretical linguistics (see for instance Nevis et al.’s (1994)
bibliography on clitics). Labelling clitics as ‘a very intriguing collection of linguistic beasts’,
Spencer & Luis (2012: xiii) hold that “to study clitics adequately you really need to be
concerned with all aspects of linguistics, from detailed phonetics to the analysis of discourse
and conversation.” This explains the enduring interest in clitics, which involves language
specific challenging facts that need to be accurately described and accounted for and constitute
a topic of cross-linguistic investigation involving several levels (or domains) of linguistic

description.

% Note, however that as already discussed by Zwicky himself in many papers, these are diagnostics, not defining
criteria for clitichood, and exceptions may arise. In the same vein, Haspelmath (2015: 277) argues that “[T]here
is no single set of properties that always uniquely identifies clitics and distinguishes them from affixes.”
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Linguistic items that are clitics can range from pronouns, auxiliaries, clausal conjunctions, and
negation to adverbials. Among these, pronominal clitics have received a great deal of attention
in the literature. Apart from their special positioning proprieties in many languages, e.g. being
realized on the verb in Romance languages, these clitics also raise a very interesting typological
issue with respect to the dividing line between agreement markers and pronominal affixes. The
latter are claimed to be agreement markers, and not pronouns in various studies. As noted by
Corbett (2006: 99-100), in terms of syntax, pronominal affixes are like pronouns in that they
can occur in clauses without any other overt NP, such that a verb with its affixes forms a
complete sentence. However, in terms of morphology, they display similarities with agreement
markers, in that they are generally bound to the verb, are obligatory and form portmanteau
combining marking of both core arguments. Thus, pronominal clitics fall between agreement
markers and free pronouns and provide interesting empirical ground for pinning up the

interplay between these two phenomena (see §1.3).

The first genuinely cross-linguistic study of clitics was proposed by Zwicky (1977), where he
classified clitics into three classes: (i) simple clitics: items which are phonologically bound and
have the same distribution as their accented full forms (e.g. the reduced form of her in 18.a);
(i) special clitics: elements which are phonologically bound but have a ‘special syntax’
different from their full forms (the French le in 18b); (iii) bound words: linguistic items which
do not have a corresponding full form and which represent a special syntax (e.g. the English
possessive ’s in 18c).

(18) a. He sees her  vs. He [sizr].
b. Je vois John vs. Je le vois ‘I see John vs. | see him.’
C. The woman | talked to’s arguments

The difference between these three elements lies mainly in, (i) the presence/absence of an
accented counter-part-hence grouping simple and special clitics on one hand and bound words
on the other, and, (ii) the presence or not of a special syntax—that is the same grouping of special
and bound clitics in contrast to simple clitics. Later, the requirement for clitics to have full
word counterparts was called into question and was removed in subsequent works on the
typology of clitic elements (Klavans 1982; Zwicky 1985 ; Anderson 1992 & 1993). As a result,

510

the three-way typology of clitics was reduced to a two-way typology of ‘simple’™ vs. ‘special’

clitics (phonological clitics and morphosyntactic clitics in Anderson’s 2005 classification). In

10 Halpern (1998) provides a rather different definition of simple clitics, namely, clitics that may be positioned in
a subset of the positions within which the full forms are found.
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later works on the study of clitics it was the special syntax of special clitics which captured the
most attention, especially the challenges they brought to the labour-share between different

levels of grammar.

More recently, a different characterization of clitic phenomenon, that is, the concept of
‘canonical clitic’ has been proposed by Spencer and Luis (2013): “A canonical clitic, is the one
illustrating the formal properties associated with a canonical affix, (being one-syllabic, and
prosodically deficient), and showing the distributional properties of function words (phrasal
attachment, and wide scope over a coordinated phrase). The concept of canonical clitic is based
on the convergence properties of affixes and words, though a universally stablished definition
of the ‘word’ is still lacking (Haspelmath 2011). The criteria that Spencer and Luis develop for
a ‘canonical clitic’ seems to be principally eligible for ‘simple clitics’ and fails for the
identification of clitics with special syntax, for these clitics occur where function words cannot
be generally found. This is specially the case with Wackernagel clitics and mobile clitics. The
authors conclude that finding canonical criteria for clitics with “syntactically unexpected

distribution” is impossible.

Another way of classification of clitics is linked to their phonological attachment as enclitics,
proclitics, and endoclitics. Enclitics are those clitics which adjoin to the right of their host (e.g.
Persian 1SG clitic in baba=m [father=1SG] ‘my father’); proclitics attach to the left of their
host (e.g. French 2SG object pronoun in Je te=vois ‘I see you’); and endoclitics are ‘putative’
cases where a clitic breaks up the stem, in the same way infixes do, as in (19) from Udi (see
83.4 for a full definition of an endoclitic)

(19) kayuz-ax a=z-q -e

letter-DAT receivel-1sG-receive2-AoRl|
‘I received the letter.” (Harris 2000: 598)

Examples of endoclitics have been cited for Pashto, and European Portuguese, yet their analysis
as being endoclitics has been called into question in Anderson (2005), and solely Udi, and
Degema (Kari 2012) are reported to have real cases of endoclitics which interrupt the lexical
word (the verb stem in ex. 2). It will be seen in 83.3.5 that Delijani, a Central Plateau language,
exhibits genuine cases of endoclitics. That is, a clitic PM breaks up the verb stem. More
surprisingly, Nowdani, a Southwest Iranian language, exhibits extremely rare cases of
circumclitics (i.e. clitics which are interrupted and lie in both edges of their hosts) whose

existences as a mechanism for the phonological attachment of clitics has not been mentioned
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in none of the classical literature on clitics (Halpern 1998; Nevis 2000; Anderson 2005;
Spencer & Luis 2012).

As an alternative to the simple/ special positioning, a number of studies, e.g. Klavans (1982,
1985); Anderson (1993, 2005); Halpern (1995); and Billings (2002), offer a unified approach
to the analysis of all aspects of clitichood which is centred around some parameters, e.g. the
domain of their realization, placement, and attachment. Among these, Klavans (1985), and

Anderson (2005) received a great deal of attention. These two works are reviewed below.

1.2.1 Klavans’s typology of clitics
As a first attempt for providing a unified account of clitics, handling both their syntactic
distribution and phonological attachment, Klavans (1982, 1985) offered a set of three binary

parameters for analysing different aspects of cliticization. These are as follows:

I. Dominance (Initial/Final): it refers to the possibility that a clitic attaches to the initial or

final constituent dominated by a specified phrase.

I1. Precedence (before/after): it gives the fact that whether the clitics precedes or follows the

constituent opted by the dominance parameter.

I11. Phonological attachment (Proclitic/Enclitic): this parameter specifies the direction of the

phonological attachment of the clitic with respect to the host chosen.

While the first two parameters are syntactic in nature, referring to where in the domain the
clitic is located and whether it precedes or follows the host, the third parameter is
phonological in nature and refers to the phonological attachment of clitics (or ‘liaison’ in
Klavans’s typology), a fact which Klavans claims is the property of the clitic itself. These
three binary parameters yield eight possible ‘cliticization types’, and are claimed to
encompass all possible aspects of the syntax and phonology of clitics—items which Klavans

regards as phrasal affixes.
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Table 1: Klavans's typology of clitics

meter | I. 1. . Examples
type INITIAL/FINAL BEFORE/AFTER | PROCLITIC/ENCLITIC
1 Initial (under N*) | Before Enclitic Kwakwala NP
Markers
2 Initial (under N) | Before Proclitic Greek article
Initial (under S) | After Enclitic Ngiyambaa
Enclitics
4 Initial (under S) After Proclitic Tepecano =an
3) Final (under S) Before Enclitic Nganhcara
Enclitics
6 Final (under S) Before Proclitic Sanskrit preverbs
7 Final (under V[- | After Enclitic Spanish pron.
T]) Clitics
8 Final (under S) After Proclitic Greek negative
ou=

These types can be further sub-grouped into those in which there is a tension between the
direction of syntactic and phonological attachment, namely, types 1, 5, 4, 8, — as examples of
preposed enclitics (types 1, 5), and postposed proclitics (4, 8)—, and those which such a
tension does not exist, namely, types 2, 3, 6, 7, —examples of preposed proclitics (types 1, 2),
and postposed enclitics (types 3, 7). It is in the types 1, 5, 4, 8 that examples of ‘double
citizenship’ (in Klavans’s terminology, or ‘ditropic clitics’ (Embrik & Noyer 1999; Cysouw
2005), occur; for instance, the clitic in type 4 is syntactically related to the first word or
constituent of the related domain under S, but is phonologically attached to the next element
in the form of a proclitic. However, in the more regular type 3, the clitic is syntactically related
to the first element under S, and phonologically attaches to the same element in the form of

an enclitic.

Klavans’s typology has often been criticized for being too rich; types 2, 3, and 7 seem to be
more common than other types. The viability of types 4, 5, 6, 8 have been casted into serious
doubts by some scholars (see. Halpern (1995: 34-36; 1998: 117-119 for instance). Another
problem with her typology is that it does not account for clitics in Romance languages, which
are positioned on the head verb. In addition, the typology does not account for cases where
clitic placement is defined with respect to pragmatically defined units such as focused phrases
(cf. Spencer & Luis 2012).
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While the viability of some cliticization types has been criticized, examples of cliticization in
some Iranian languages call for the presence of type 5 as attested: in languages with the verb
as the domain for cliticization the original proclitic on the verb often leaves the verb as its
syntactic host and attaches to whatever element which precedes it, but in the form of an
enclitic (see §83.3.1 and 85.5 for a ditropic clitic account of such cases). This is shown in the
following pair where the original proclitic on the verb encliticizes to the object NP, relativizer,

and subject NP, respectively.

(20) a pos-i=m bina [ posi om=bina EL[Lar]. 15
boy-INDF=1SG:A See.psT
ke=m na-senaxt / ke  om=nasenaxt

REL=1SG:A NEG-Know.pPST
‘I saw a boy, whom I didn’t know.’

b. mo=m bo /mo om=bo BO[Nod]. 18
1sG=1SG:A  WIn.pST
‘I won (against you).’

1.2.2 Anderson’s typology

Anderson (1993, 2005) takes Klavans’s typology of clitics as a starting point and reformulates
it in a new typology which, apart from terminological reconsiderations, discards the third
parameter of Klavans, namely, phonological attachment of clitics, which gives the values of
‘Proclitic’ and ‘Enclitic’. Instead, Anderson suggests that “direction of phonological
attachment is not a lexical property of individual clitics”, but rather is determined by a general
mechanism called ‘Stray Adjunction’, which incorporates prosodically deficient material
(including clitics) into a prosodic hierarchy (Anderson 2005: 13). In order to understand the
mechanism of stray adjunction, we must refer to the theory of prosodic phonology (as stated,

among others, in Selkirk 1995), which is the basis for Anderson’s theory of cliticization.

Put simply, prosodic phonology is based on the principle that phonological representation has
an internal organization and is hierarchical, and is distinct from the morphosyntactic structure
of the sentence. The prosodic structure is composed of categories as syllable (o), foot (Ft),
phonological word (PWd), phonological phrase (PhP), intonational phrase (IP), and utterance
(Utt). These phonological representations may or may not correspond to syntactic units in the
language. A crucial point to consider is that as phonologically-deficient elements, clitics lack
enough prosodic structure to integrate into the prosodic organization of the language. They thus

need to adjoin to a category in the prosodic hierarchy to be able to be pronounced. It is through
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the mechanism of stray adjunction that clitics are incorporated into the prosodic structure. In
other words, clitics per se do not lexically opt for a host. Note however that, the direction of

phonological attachment is the property of clitics themselves in Klavans’s analysis.
Anderson comes up with the following three parameters for an exhaustive typology of clitics:

I. Domain: a clitic is located within the domain of some syntactic constituent (X° or XM for

some value of X)

I1. Anchor: a clitic is located by reference to the first versus last daughter constituent of that
domain (interpreted either syntactically or prosodically)

I11. Orientation: a clitic is located preceding or following this anchor point.

Parameter | positions a clitic in a domain with which it is (syntactically or semantically) related.
This, in turn, results in three general sorts of clitics (Anderson 2005: 79): (i) sentence clitics:
these are clitics which are located with respect to the entire clause, e.g. person clitics in Old
Iranian languages (Haig 2008) and in modern languages like Davani (88.3.5.1), and Dashti
(88.3.5.5); (ii) clitics which are associated with nominal expressions, such as case markers,
determiners, or possessives in some Balkan and Uralic languages. Kwakwala NP Markers are
an example of this type (Anderson 2005); (iii) clitics which can be associated with phrases of
any type, as markers of emphasis, constituent negation, interrogation, or other similar

operators.

Parameter Il allows for clitics to be anchored with respect to the first vs. the last daughter
constituent of the cliticization domain with the added proviso that this constituent can be
interpreted either syntactically or prosodically. Anderson especially adopted this condition to
handle examples of second position which can be interpreted in different ways. There is a huge
literature on what forms second position to which the clitic can adjoin. While in Ancient Greek,
Sanskrit, and Tagalog second position is defined mainly with respect to the first phonological
word (‘2W’ in Halpern’s term), in Finish and Warlpiri the relevant element upon which the
second position can be constructed is the first syntactic phrase (or 2D). Yet, second position in
some languages is determined in regard to the phrasal accent: this is the case for clitics in
Pashto (Tegey 1977), the Bulgarian interrogative clitic li (Franks 2000) and the pronominal
clitics of Chamorro (Chung 2003).

Under Anderson’s typology, the difficulty with those systems in which clitics are anchored by
their heads, e.g. Romance clitics, is solved by adding into the domain parameter the minimal
projection category X°; This allows the clitic be anchored by the head, in addition to erstwhile
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maximal phrasal projection X™ in Klavans’s typology. Furthermore, to tackle those cases
where clitic placement is defined with respect to prosodic factors rather than syntactic ones,
Anderson adds a further condition to the anchor parameter, namely, the anchor is ‘interpreted
either syntactically or prosodically’; this added proviso covers in particular the range of
placements a ‘second position’ clitic can take—after the first syntactic phrase, after the first

phonological word, after the first phonological phrase, etc.

Anderson’s typology then provides a more exhaustive treatment of the diversity of cliticization
systems than that of Klavans. As with Klavans, Anderson suggests that all cases of ‘special
clitics’ are phrasal affixes, i.e. an affix whose positioning is determined by reference to
syntactic structure rather than a special ‘word class’. This position thus prompts him to treat
cliticization as a special type of morphological process subject to specific syntactic and

phonological constraints.

Having mentioned a general survey of clitics and a typology of such elements in terms of the
different aspects of cliticization, we are now in a position to move on to another aspect to the
study of one specific type of clitics, i.e. pronominal clitics; the fact that they are subject to
development into agreement markers in the course of their evolution. Therefore, one can
analyse such elements within the general framework of ‘person indexing’ (or agreement) as
well. The next section will provide a presentation of the terms and concepts within such a

phenomenon.

1.3 Agreement

Agreement is a controversial term in linguistics and its definition varies according to the theory
to which different scholars are akin to (see Corbett 2006, Cysouw 2011 for a historical review,
and Haspelmath 2013, and Haig & Forker 2018 for a research overview). The agreement
relation involves the non-local replication of features of an argument on another element in
clause!: in (21), the person feature of the subject argument (which is merged with the number),

has been replicated on the verb.

1 The most widely-cited definition of the phenomenon is given by Steele (1978: 610): “[t]he term agreement
commonly refers to some syntactic covariance between a semantic or formal property of one element and a formal
property of another”.
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(21) Gumawana (Siewierska 2004: 120, citing Olson 1992: 326)
a. yau a-mwela
I 1sG-climb
‘I climbed up.’

b. komu ku-mwela
You 2sG-climb
“You climbed up.’

Agreement is thus a case of ‘displaced information’, or ‘information in the wrong place’
(Corbett 2006: 2). This point is also stated in the definition of the term given in Bickel &
Nichols (2007: 229): “[a]greement is the phenomenon by which a word carries morphological

features that originate somewhere else.”

Using the terminology proposed by Corbett (2003), the element which maintains the agreement
is Controller (e.g. subject); the element whose form is determined by the agreement is the
Target (e.g. verb); the syntactic environment in which the agreement occurs is called the
domain (e.g. clause); the formal manifestation of the agreement on the target (e.g. a suffix) is
called agreement marker; finally, conditions are factors which have effect on agreement (e.g.

word order, definiteness, specificity).

In (21) the feature involved in the agreement relation is person. Likewise, this dissertation is
primarily concerned with person agreement in WILs, and what is meant by agreement in what
follows equals to person agreement. Note that other features, e.g. gender, number, case, and
definiteness may also resume the relation of agreement. The manifestation of agreement feature
on the target may be conditioned by syntactic factors, e.g. the controller should be present in
the same local domain as the agreement marker, cf. (21). This manifestation could also be
triggered by semantic and pragmatic factors, such as controller’s animacy, and definiteness.
For instance, an animate object in Teiwa (Alor-Pantar; eastern Indonesia) triggers agreement
on the verb, cf. (22), while an inanimate one fails to do so, cf. (23) (Fedden et al. 2013: 35)*2
(22) name ha’an n-oqai g-unba’

Sir  2sG  1sc-child 3sG-meet
‘Sir, did you see (lit. meet) my child?’

12 Another effect of animacy in agreement relation in seen in Uralic languages with inverse agreement systems.
There, the verb agrees with the transitive object, but not the one that is higher in animacy hierarchy than the
subject (E. Kiss 2013)
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(23)  bif eqar kopang nuk  tei baq  kiri
child female small one tree log pull
‘A little girl is pulling a log.’

This dissertation concentrates mainly on the syntactic notion of agreement. Hence, this
introductory section is primarily concerned with the investigation of relevant syntactic
parameters in describing the phenomenon of agreement. However, the role of semantic and
pragmatic factors in shaping the agreement relations of investigated WILs will not be
overlooked. For example, in some Central Plateau dialects, e.g. Badrudi, clitic person markers

agree with highly salient object NPs in present tense constructions (see §4.2.3.1 for details).

The term agreement is often contrasted with the closely related phenomenon of ‘anaphora’ (or
a pronominal realization of an argument). The difference between the two is often related to
the ‘locality’ of the domain, in a way that when an agreement marker is realized in the same
local domain as its controller, we are dealing with ‘agreement’, but when the domain extends
beyond the clause, and to discourse, then ‘anaphora’ is at work. The respective person
agreement markers (i.e. affixes, clitics, free pronouns) used in those constellations are then
assumed to hold relations of either agreement or anaphora. Regarding the distinction between
the two, three lines of thought can be differentiated in the literature: the first group regards the
local clause as the scope of the agreement and leaves pronouns out of such scope (Breshan and
Mchombo 1987). The mainstream regards the distinction as being at best scalar (Corbett 2003;
Siewierska 2004). Finally, a third line of thought, focusing, among other things, on the
referentiality of bound person markers, considers agreement and anaphora as being inherently

the same phenomenon (Givon 1976; Barlow 1992; Croft 2001 & 2013; Haspelmath 2013, etc.).
13

As said, Bresnan & Mchombo (1986, 1987) are among scholars who differentiate between
agreement and anaphora. In this regard, they introduce the terms ‘grammatical agreement’; and
‘pronominal agreement’. The difference between the two lies in the fact that while in
grammatical agreement the controller and the agreement markers should be present in the same
clause, in pronominal agreement the use of the agreement marker is in complementary

distribution with the co-referential NP4, This binary distinction has since entered the literature

13 For instance, Barlow (1992) concludes that “there are no good reasons to distinguish between agreement and
anaphora”, since “both phenomena can be said to involve tracking and maintaining salient discourse referents.”

14 Bresnan and Mchombo (1986) also mention that some agreement markers can be used obligatorily with or
without their co-referential NPs_ what reminds us of cross-referencing. However, they attribute the rise of such
agreement markers to the general grammaticalization path in which bound pronouns seem to partially lose their
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on agreement and has been taken up in subsequent works (e.g. Siewierska 2004; Van Valin
2005)

Inspired by Bresnan & Mchombo (1987), Siewierska (2004) offers a typology of person
agreement based on the nature of relation between the controller and the target. She adds
‘ambiguous agreement’ to the bi-partite typology of person agreement proposed in Bresnan
and Mchombo. Ambiguous agreement®® is intermediate between pronominal and syntactic
agreement and refers to an agreement relation in which the agreement marker is obligatorily
present on the target, but the presence of the controller is optional, cf. (25) below. In addition,
in relation to three types of agreement, Siewierska introduces three types of agreement markers
—whose classification is based on the possibility of co-occurrence of agreement markers with
the controller in the same domain: hence, a ‘grammatical agreement marker’ occurs in the same
local syntactic domain as the obligatory controller, cf. (24a-b); an ‘ambiguous agreement
marker’ is obligatorily present in the clause regardless of the presence or the absence of the
controller, cf. (25a-b); and an ‘anaphoric agreement marker’ is incompatible with the controller
being present in the same domain, cf. (26):1°

(24) German and English

a. Er beobacht-et

Mein Vater beobacht-et
Not: *Beobacht-et

b. He watch-es
My father watch-es
Not: *Watch-es (Mithun 2003: 237)

(25) Latin/Italian

a. veni-t vien-e
come.PRS-3SG come.PRS-3SG
‘he comes’
b. Marcus veni-t / Marco vien-e
Marcus COMe.PRS-3SG Marco COMe.PRS-3SG

‘Marcus/Marco comes’ (Haspelmath 2013: 217)

referentiality, and as a result are able to co-occur with the co-referential NPs, hence realizing both grammatical
and anaphoric agreement

15 Note that the adoption of ‘ambiguous agreement’ in Siewierska’s typology is rather implicit. The latter is not
categorized under her figure of agreement types (2004: 126, Fig.3 below), but only mentioned once in her book
(2004: 126, fn. 5)

16 Haspelmath (2013) uses ‘gramm-indexes’, ‘cross-indexes’, and ‘pro-indexes’ respectively for the same set of
markers.
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(26)  Macushi (Cariban; Brazil and Guyana)

a. (*Jodo) aa-ko ‘mani- ‘pr
John 3sG-remain-psT

b. (*Miikari) aa-ko ‘mani- ‘pt
He 3sG-remain-pST

‘(John/he) remained.” (Siewierska 2004: 123)
Siewierska (2004: 126) comes up with the following schema on the relationship between the
anaphora and agreement, relevant for the feature of person. Note that what is important in this
classification is complementarity between the agreement marker and the controller in the same

local syntactic domain.

pronominal ambiguous syntactic
AGR marker AGR marker AGR marker
anaphoric Grammatical
AGR AGR

Figure 3: The relationship between type of agreement markers and type of agreement

Among the person markers, the analysis of ‘ambiguous agreement markers’ —which fall under

‘cross-referencing’, and are by the way the most common type of agreement markers — has
been subject to a good deal of debate between linguists from different theoretical interests. The
reason for such debates comes from the fact that the person marker and the controller could get
different treatments in the domains they occur. According to the generative view, the subject
of the verbs in (25.a) is a pro. This view regards all the occurrences of indexes as agreement
markers that agree with the covert subject. On the other hand, the alternative view supported
by Jelinek (1984), and Baker (1996), considers the existence of the indexes in (25.b) as some
sort of argument, but the co-referent NP is given an ‘adjunct’ or ‘appositive’ status. A third
approach proposed by scholars like Bresnan & Mchombo (1978) and Siewierska (2004), views
indexes as pronouns—when they are not accompanied by a co-referent NP (cf. 25.a), and as
agreement markers, when they are in the same clause as the co-referent NP, cf. (25.b) (see
Haspelmath 2013 for a critical review of different approaches to cross-indexing).

Another point to consider about the agreement phenomenon is the relationship between the
morphological status of person markers (i.e. clitic, affix, independent pronoun) and their
association with the types of agreement markers (i.e. pronominal, ambiguous, or syntactic

agreement markers). It is traditionally known that inflectional morphology expresses the
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grammatical agreement. As Corbett (2006: 13) puts it: “the canonical expression of agreement
is through affixes bound to target, that is through concatenative inflectional morphology”. In
the same way, Siewierska (2004) asserts that the global tendency is for pronominal agreement
markers to be realized by weak forms or clitics, and for syntactic agreement markers to be
indexed by affixes. On the other hand, ambiguous agreement markers tend to be affixes. She
formulates the explanation behind such connections within a framework of grammaticalization
as follows (2004: 162):

[S]ince in the process of grammaticalization morpho-phonological changes and
semantic ones are assumed to run in parallel [...] one would expect the increase in the
obligatoriness of person agreement from pronominal through ambiguous to syntactic
to be reflected in a decrease in their syntactic independence and phonological form.

And indeed to a large extent this is so.’

Put simply, independent pronouns evolve into affixal agreement markers through bound
pronouns. This process results in the loss of phonological independence of erstwhile
independent pronouns, the possibility of co-occurrence of the resulting bound pronouns with
co-referential NPs in the same local syntactic domain, and the resultant reduction in
referentiality of such bound pronouns down to affixal agreement markers at the endpoint of
bound agreement markers. This claim and similar ones have been central to most studies on
the grammaticalization of subject and object indices. That is, the grammaticalization path
applies to object pronouns in the same way it does to subject pronouns (See for instance
Bresnan and Mchombo’s analysis on Bantu). However, grammaticalization of person
agreement is not a universal, but rather another example of family (or areal) basis (Haig &
Forker 2018, citing Bickel 2013). In addition, the grammatical pathway illustrated above,
involving the prosodic erosion of pronouns and the concomitant obligatoriness of bound person
markers, turns out to be working differently for subjects and objects (Siewierska 1999; Haig
2018a). That is, it is only in the case of subjects that such a pathway could work in person
agreement, while objects pronouns, though getting reduced readily, do not make it to obligatory
person agreement (see Chapter 4 for a detailed discussion of Iranian data in this regard). In

other words, loss of prosodic independence and cliticization to a verbal host should not be taken

" This is congruent with Givon’s claim (1976) that grammatical agreement arises from anaphoric
pronominalization in ‘topical discourse contexts’.
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as evidence to a thorough shift toward agreement, especially in the case of object pronouns
(Haig 2018a: 806).®

The last classificatory parameter is the degree of obligatoriness of the person markers, a
parameter which has not been given primary attention in the literature on agreement (see Haig
2018a for discussion). As indicated by Corbett (2006), canonical agreement is obligatory rather
than optional, i.e. the agreement marker should be present on the target. Considering that the
cross-linguistic tendency is for the inflectional morphology to be ‘obligatory’ and being
associated with ‘grammatical agreement’ (Such as 3SG -s in the conjugation of English present
tense verbs), and for clitics and weak pronouns to be ‘optional’ and associated with
‘pronominal agreement’, one might expect that if pronominal clitics are to be found across
languages, they are expected to be pronouns, while inflectional morphology is expected to
represent grammatical agreement. A number of West Iranian languages display unexpected
associations of agreement with clitics, and, ‘anaphoric agreement’ with affixes (in past
transitive constructions and in non-canonical subject constructions), further suggesting that

morphophonological form is not necessarily a good predictor of agreement type.®

A different conceptualization of the agreement and anaphora phenomena has been proposed by
Haspelmath (2013), who suggests that the concepts of ‘agreement’ and ‘pronoun’ should be
avoided in favour of the more neutral term ‘argument indexing’. He argues that “bound person
forms are best seen as phenomena sui generis that in most cases neither fall under a coherent
concept of pronoun nor under a coherent concept of agreement” (2013: 209). He is especially
critical of the treatment of cross-referencing’ (ambiguous agreement markers in Siewierska’s

typology, see ex. 25a-b) as the most common type of indexing cross linguistically.

The alternative approach proposed by Haspelmath does away with the confusion that often
arises with the analysis of ‘cross-referencing’, hence rejecting the strict ‘agreement’ or
‘pronoun’ view of cross-references, which would end up with either ‘pro’analysis of the absent
controller (agreement view, e.g. the generative mainstream), or ‘adjunct’ or ‘appositive’
analysis of the co-referent NP (e.g. Jelinek 1984, and Baker 1996). It is also different from the
already mentioned approach of scholars like Bresnan & Mchombo (1978), and Siewierska

(2004), who try to accommodate both phenomenon of ‘pronoun’ and ‘agreement’ in a single

18 |ikewise, Siewierska (2004: 163) notes that in some languages affixes can pronominally mark objects.

% In the same way, Mithun (2003) argues that inflectional affixes in Yup’ik and Navajo are as referential as
independent person pronouns in European languages such as English and German, contrary to the common belief
that inflectional verbal person affixes are (very) low in referential status.
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conceptual framework, in a way that the presence or the absence of the co-referent NP yields
to agreement vs. pronoun analysis of cross-references. Instead, Haspelmath points out that
redundancy in marking core arguments — which happens in ‘agreement’ and ‘cross-referencing’
— can be seen as a ‘distributed expression of meaning’. Note as well that Siewierska herself
admits that ‘the distinction between pronominal and ambiguous agreement markers and thus

between anaphoric and grammatical agreement is a scalar one’ (2004: 127)%,

In this thesis, we keep using the term ‘agreement” whenever the person marker obligatorily
marks an argument regardless of the presence or the absence of the latter in the clause.
Agreement in this sense parallels what Haig (2013) refers to as ‘obligatory’ person indexing,
referring to the “morphologically-bound realizations of the category ‘person’, required on all
the exponents of the target (e.g. finite verbs), regardless of any contextual factors, and hence
regardless of the presence or absence of the co-referent NPs”. Thus in addition to the
German/English examples in (24), the Latin/Italian examples in (25) are also considered cases

of agreement.

On the other hand, for occurrences of person markers as pronouns, the term ‘Conditioned’
person indexing is used. The latter refers to those occurrences of person indexes where
contextual factors have an effect on the presence or not of the person index: e.g. the presence
or absence of the co-referent NP”, as exemplified by the contrast between the pair in (27):
(27)  Southern Kurdish (Bijar dialect)

a. min  awa; wa-m(*=ay;)

1sc  3sG  take.PRS-1SG
‘Twill take it.’

b. min  (*awai) wa-m=ayi
1sG 3sG take.PRS-15G=3SG:0
‘T will take it.’

As seen earlier in Teiwa examples, cf. (22)—(23), animacy could be another factor in the
conditioned indexing of an object NP in clause. Likewise, in some Central Plateau dialects
studied in this thesis, a highly salient object NP in the course of speech is doubled by a clitic
person marker, contrast (28a) with (28b):

(28) a gorg Sangul-u mangul a=§un-xor-a SM1[Bad]. 21

wolf pN-and PN IND=3PL:0-eat.PRS-3SG
‘The wolf eats Shangul and Mangul.’

20 In the same vein, Haig and Forker (2018: 718) state that “[...] maintaining a division between agreement and
anaphora will be difficult even within a single language.”
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b. axo  mu=don-on bar  daq SM2[Bad]. 6
1sG  mom=2PL:POS-COP.1SG door open

(*$=)a-n-i
3SG:0=PVB-put.PRS-2PL
‘I’m your mother; open the door.’

In the same manner, in some modern languages, the A-past indexing through clitic PMs is

conditioned to the absence of the coreferent NP, as the contrast in (29) shows:

(29) a verg-i ward-é EL[GorT]. 49
wolf-oBL.M  eat.PST-3PL:O
‘The wolf ate them.’
b. ward-e=§

eat.PST-3PL:0=3SG:A
‘(The wolf) ate them.’

Note that by focusing on the obligatoriness of the person markers rather than the presence or
absence of controller in the same local syntactic domain as person markers, our analysis does
away with the problems arisen by cross-referencing, rather the latter is subsumed under
agreement. This approach turns out to be a useful one since none of Iranian languages exhibit
strict agreement requirements of languages like English and German (i.e. obligatory presence
of the controller in clause). Instead, Iranian languages belong to the (strong) cross-linguistic
tendency of cross-referencing. In the same way, the neutral terms ‘person marker’ (PM), or

‘index’ is used instead of the controversial term ‘agreement marker’.

It will be seen throughout Chapter 4 that in many WILs mismatches occur between the
typologically expected marking of agreement (or obligatory indexing) through inflectional
morphology, and conditioned indexing through clitic pronouns. These mismatches are shown

to have arisen primarily out of the diachronic changes in the morpho-syntax of these languages.

1.4 An overview of clitic person markers in Western Iranian
languages

Originally being comprised of two sets in Old Iranian, i.e. gen./dat. and acc. sets, clitic person

markers started as pragmatic alternates of free forms of pronouns in Old Iranian. By Middle

Iranian, these two sets merged into one set, allegedly of gen./dat. origin (see Korn 2009). These

bound pronouns have undergone many changes in terms of their phonological attachment,

functions, placement, and development:
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a) Phonological attachment: the direction of phonological attachment of pronominal
clitics was in the form of encliticization in both Old and Middle Iranian periods.
Interestingly though, some Central Plateau and south Iran languages have undergone
procliticization alongside encliticization. The reason for the rise of procliticization is
agued to be sought in the reanalysis of erstwhile clitic hosting particles in the clause-
initial position, which caused by the abandonment of the clause as the cliticization

domain (see 83.3.3 and 8§5.6 for a detailed discussion).

b) Functionality of pronominal clitics: pronominal clitics can correspond to various

functions in modern languages:
I adnominal possessor
I direct object

1 adposition complements
vV non-canonical subjects (subject-like arguments in the constructions of
‘predicative possession’, ‘necessity and wanting’, ‘potentiality’, and ‘non-

controlled events’ (e.g. expressions of sensory states like being hungry, cold)
\ subjects of past transitive constructions

Generally, the indexing of first three functions is conditioned to the absence of the co-referent
NPs, and that of the last two functions is obligatory, regardless of the presence/absence of the
co-referent NPs. The main lines of differentiation between languages regarding the
functionality of person clitics lies in the range of their usage in non-canonical constructions;
indexing or not of the A-past argument via clitic person markers; and obligatoriness of the A-
past indexing clitics: in this latter function clitics by and large mark the agreement relation,
thus acting like verbal person endings. In some languages then, ‘pronominal’ clitics are in
complementary distribution with verbal affix person markers (e.g. some Central Kurdish
dialects, Samvelian 2007a; Haig 2008; Opengin 2013): the members of each set act
alternatively as pronouns and agreement markers, depending on the tense of the verb form. The
interplay between these two sets gives rise to a complex picture, especially that the complement

of an adposition can also be realized as a verbal person ending in some contexts.

C) Placement of clitics: In Old and Middle Iranian periods clitics were realized in the
clause-second position, and the positioning of clitics was determined by clausal prosody

rather than syntax (Haig 2008). In most modern languages, clitics moved rightward in
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the clause and lent their positioning to more syntactically-related factors, roughly
holding responsible the verb phrase (e.g. Central Kurdish) and the verb (e.g. Bandari)
as domains for their realization. Other aspects pertinent to the placement of pronominal

clitics include:
— the relationship between clitic placement and adpositions

— whether a language allows for clitics to form a cluster? if yes, what determines
the ordering of clitics in the cluster? if not, does it lead to externally-realized

arguments?

— ordering possibilities in constellations where clitics and affixes form a

sequence.

d) Development of clitics: the historical pronominal clitics of Iranians underwent different

developments in modern languages:

— Some languages lost their use completely (e.g. Kurmanji Kurdish, Zazaki,

Mazandarani, Gilaki)

— In a few languages, clitics no longer realize agreement with A-past NP, and

largely act as pronouns (e.g. Persian)

— In some languages, person clitics realize all the functions listed above, hence
functioning as both pronouns and agreement markers. The majority of
languages belong to this group, including Central Kurdish (Samvelian 2007a,
Opengin 2013); Central Plateau dialects (Lecoq 2002), Sivandi (Lecoq 1979),

etc.

As seen above, the pronominal clitics have undergone diverse shifts at different degrees across
modern languages. Before turning to the literature on such elements in Ch. 2, some clarification
on the terminology should be set out here. First, previous scholarship is abundant with diverse
terms to refer to the pronominal clitics of WILs: personal affixes (Edmonds 1955); personal
pronoun suffixes and suffixed pronouns (MacKenzie 1961); enclitic personal pronouns (Yar-
Shater 1969); clitic pronouns (Bynon 1979); les pronoms suffixes and les pronoms enclitiques
(Lecog 2002); clitic pronouns and (personal) affixes (Samvelian 2007a, 2007b); pronominal
clitics (Stilo 2004a; Haig 2008; Korn 2009), pronominal clitics and clitic pronouns (Samvelian
& Tseng (2010); Gholami 2018); enclitic pronouns (Jiigel 2009; Korn 2009); enclitic
pronominal form (Paul 2010); pronominal enclitics (Dabir-Moghaddam 2012; Rasekh 2014);
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bound pronouns (Mahmoudveysi & Bailey 2013); clitic person markers (Opengin 2013);
person-marking clitics (Nourzaei et al 2015); bound personal pronouns (Belelli 2016); les

pronoms (en)clitiques (Jugel & Samvelian 2016).

To avoid confusion, I will henceforth use the neutral terminology ‘clitic person markers’ (clitic
PMs), following Opengin (2013). This terminology goes back to Siewierska (2004) who refers
to any element playing a part in the person marking system, a ‘person marker’ or a ‘person
form’. Using this terminology has the advantage of avoiding the ambiguity arising from the
term ‘pronominal clitics’, since clitic PMs have acquired agreement function in many modern
languages: using the term ‘pronominal clitic’ would suggest that clitic PMs solely fulfil a
pronominal function. In the same way, we refer to ‘verbal agreement suffixes’ or ‘verbal person
endings’ as verbal affix person markers (abb. Vaff PMs). The choosing of this terminology
becomes more illuminating when it will be further seen that Vaff PMs function as pronoun in

some contexts, hence not realizing any agreement relation.

Another point to consider is the presentation of the examples. As said the same set of clitic
PMs is used to realize diverse functions across WILSs. It is thus not surprising to come up with
clauses which contain two or three clitic PMs. To avoid confusion in the analysis of their
functions, the function of each clitic PM is specified in the glossing, using the abbreviated
conventions seen below after each occurrence of a clitic PM: adnominal possessor (Pos); direct
object (0); complement of an adpositions / non-flagged indirect object (R); non-canonical
marking (NC); subject of past transitive constructions (A)?. By way of example, in (30) the
functional label of the identical clitic PMs are given:

(30) xorjin=es por  es=kerd-e PS[Nod]. 42

sack=3sG:pos full 35G:A=d0.PST-PERF
‘He has filled his sack.’

Finally, for matters of ease of understanding and practical reasons, the equal mark in the
glossing is reserved only for clitic PMs and additive enclitics. Other grammatical categories,
e.g. ezafe marker, copular PM, direct object marker (in some languages), can be considered to
have clitic status due to some diagnostics of clitichood, e.g. promiscuous attachment. However,
in the sake of clarity in the presentation of clitic PMs these latter markers are not glossed with

the equal sign, but rather with a hyphen.

2L The same functional labels are used when in specific context these grammatical functions are expressed by
verbal affix PMs.
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1.5 Data gathering and fieldwork behind this thesis

The material for the study of WILs’ clitics were predominantly gathered in the field. An
exception is the data of Koroshi?? and some varieties of Luri, for which access to speakers was
hard, and instead published sources have been consulted for the relevant material. The data for

the analysis of clitic systems of investigated languages comes from three sources:

Q) natural data, e.g. folktales, life stories, retellings of pear story and a popular children

tale.
(i)  asetof elicitation tasks:

a. narration of eight picture stories (speakers are asked to narrate a subtitled-less

version of a picture story they have just read)

b. filling-the-gap task (a speech situation with a missing clause is given to the
informants. While translating the whole speech situation into their own
language, informants produce the missing clause using the bare words in the

parenthesis)

C) conjugation tables (different ordering possibilities between bound arguments

are tested through a set of tables)
(iii) published sources

| relied on natural data and elicitation tasks — obtained from the field — as the primary source
of data gathering and data analysis. Whenever the data from the field were not revealing in
some respects, | have relied on the data from the available published sources and descriptive
grammars, with special focus drawing on the folktales in such sources —as they represent the

language naturally.

As for Data gathering, | conducted three fieldworks in Iran: (i) June-August 2017 (60 days),
(i) February- March 2018 (35 days), and (iii) December 2018-January 2019 (20 days). During
the first trip, | collected the data for 15 languages: Central Plateau dialects Abuzeydabadi,
Delijani, Badrudi, Yazdi Zoroastrian; Kurdic dialects Baneh (C)entral (K)urdish, Southern

22_ The access to the speakers of Koroshi was hard due to the fact that Koroshi is spoken in scattered areas in the

south of Iran.
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CK?, Bijar (S)outhern (K)urdish, Gorani Takht, Gorani Qal’eh, Harsini Laki, and Kakevandi

Laki; Tati dialects Chali, and Takestani; and Davani and Lari in the south of Iran.

In the second fieldtrip, | focused mainly on the languages spoken in the south of Iran. These
languages are largely unknown with respect to their clitic systems. The 13 languages covered
during the second trip are: Southwest dialects Dashtestani Luri, Dashti, Delvari, Behbahani,
and Nowdani; languages of southeast Iran, including Bastaki, Bandari, Minabi; Sivandi as a
language island; Naeini and Khansari from Central Plateau group; and Semnani and Central
Taleshi from the Tatic-type group.

The third trip was mainly devoted to answering missing questions on the clitic systems of some
languages from the previous two fieldworks. For this reason, | gathered supplementary data for
Dashti, Davani, Yazdi Zoroastrian, Naeini, Khansari, Badrudi, Taleshi, and Semnani. In
addition, while travelling in the center of Iran I carried out the fieldwork on Nikabad-Jondan,

and Meymei as members of Southeast and Southwest Central Plateau group, respectively.

To increase the accuracy of the language material produced, at least three native speakers (in
rare cases two) were interviewed for the analysis of the clitic system of each language. Before
going to the field, I was in contact with at least one speaker for each language, with whom 1
would work out the time of my arrival to the linguistic zone, the availability of other speakers,
etc. Thanks to this pre-scheduling and massive collaboration and welcoming from the

informants of studied languages, | was able to collect the data in a fairly short time span.

1.5.1 Natural data

It became clear to me from the beginning that elicited data, though informative they are, cannot
fully provide me with enough insights into the complex syntax of clitic PMs of Iranian
languages. Therefore, after having carried out the elicitation tasks, language informants would
be asked to narrate in their own language a folktale, their life story, or some process narratives.
This was often a daunting task, especially that the tradition of storytelling is highly diminishing,

and at times the access to competent informants was hard. To cope with this situation, | had to

23 Speaking of my background, | was born in Ghorveh, in the southeast of Kurdistan province, Iran. | was raised
in a bilingual family where Southern Central Kurdish, from my mother side, and Southern Kurdish, from my
father side, were spoken. Later, | learned Persian at school. During undergraduate years in Iran, | had the chance
to be exposed to different Gorani, and Laki dialects thanks to my friends. Finally, | have been learning Kurmanji
Kurdish since living in Paris. Coming from this rich linguistic background of various Kurdish dialects and being
competent in Persian reassured me further to consider doing research on other Iranian languages, which are by
the way very similar in terms of lexicon, but remarkably different in their morpho-syntax.
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rely on the retellings of ‘pear film’, and ‘Shangul-o Mangul’ (a highly popular children’s tale)

as the primary source of natural data for some languages.

The natural data are classified into 5 text types, including folktales, free narratives, real life
stories, process narratives, and film retellings. The natural data gathered in field comprise the
corpus of Iranian languages that | developed throughout my PhD project. The corpus consists
of 92 running texts, which amounts to 249 minutes. Each text is coded in the database and in
the thesis together with the abbreviated name of the language in the brackets (e.g. PS[Nod]. 3
means ‘sentence number 3 of ‘pear story’ from the Nowdani language). Informants are mostly
men, but in some cases also women. The age range of speakers is from 17-85. Almost all the
data were told in the presence of at least another native speaker. Table 2 summarizes the corpus
behind this study. Note that natural data were not compiled for Laki Harsini, Luri, and Koroshi.
The data for these languages come mainly from published sources (or elicited data in case of

Laki Harsini and Luri).

Table 2: The corpus of natural data behind the thesis

Text | Database length | Text type Narrator Description of the context
code | extension

name gender
lage

languag

PS PS[BCK] 03:31 film retelling | Abbas M/32 | Retelling of ‘pear story’

DM | DM[BCK] | 01:13 folktale Tali’eh F/70 | Dastani misk (‘The story of the mouse’): The
mouse, the dry grass, and the clod try to
prevent the rooftop from dripping.

IB IB[BCK] 04:37 | folktale Naser M/55 | Insant b agl (‘A foolish person): A folktale
describing how foolish people do things
without considering the consequences of their
deeds.

KM KM[BCK] | 01:02 free Tali’eh F/70 | Kabray mirda (‘The dead guy’): A guy who
narrative has been lain under snow for three months
turns out to be alive.

SB SB[SCK] 02:36 folktale Saleh M/73 | Sg bira (‘Three brothers’): The dying king has
some will which he likes his sons to fulfill after
his death.

WK | WK[SCK] | 04:12 folktale Osmat F/66 | Wilkéna (a girl’s name): Wilkene, a baby-girl
born out of a kidney, is talented. Once she is
caught in a desert with her friends, she
manages to save her friends from an old witch,
who has offered them help but intends to eat
them.

SH SH[SCK] 05:03 folktale Ismail M/70 | Sans (‘luck’): A person is in search of his luck,
but once he finds what his chances are, he
becomes greedy and does not appreciate his
opportunities.

MQ | MQ[BSK] | 12:42 | folktale Ja’far M/45 | Mayin Qamanaz: Mayiin Qemenaz is a
magical mare which has supernatural powers
and help its owner through some difficulties.

Baneh Central Kurdish

Southern Central Kurdish
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Bijar Southern Kurdish

PP

PP[BSK]

02:29

folktale

Ja’far

M/45

Pirazin-u pist: (‘The old woman and the cat’):
An old woman cuts off her cat’s tail because
the cat has poured her milk. The cat has to go
through a series of events to bring back the
milk and get back his tail.

MN

MN[BSK]

07:29

folktale

Rahim

M/43

Mard-ti namard (‘The benevolent and the
malevolent’): Two man happen to travel
together. The benevolent shares everything he
has with the malevolent but the latter refuses
to do so. Each takes his own way, and through
a series of events the benevolent promotes in
his life and becomes the king of a country. A
couple of years later they meet again...

NW

NW[BSK]

02:17

free narrative

Rahim

M/43

Nardiwan (‘ladder’): a newly-wed woman
asks her mother how she can master her
husband. The mother answers a husband is like
a ladder; one should climb it gradually.

Gorani Takht

LB

LB[GorT]

01:25

personal/
process
narrative

Bagqi

M/77

Lala Bagi (‘Uncle Baqi): The informant
elaborates on the customs of marriage in his
village and then talks about his own marriage.

NQ

NQ[GorT]

02:47

free narrative

Heydar

M/31

Xanawada-w Nagsbandi (‘N.’s family’): The
informant talks about the features of a ‘suphi
fraternity’ group called ‘Naqsbendr’.

SO

SO[GorT]

01:04

free narrative

Heydar

M/31

Sex Osman (“‘Sheikh Osman’): the informant
talks about how benevolent Sheikh Osman is.

PS

PS[GorT]

01:45

film retelling

Mehdi

M/44

Retelling of ‘pear story’

Gorani Qel'eh

KK

KK[GorQ]

02:16

folktale

Ardashir

M/54

Kor-a kacala (‘the bald boy’): After being
reproached by his father, the bald boy leaves
home, and comes back with wealth after a
couple of days.

KD

KD[GorQ]

03:59

folktale

Ardashir

M/54

Kor-i darya (‘The boy and the sea’): A cunny
man gains a lot of wealth by pretending to be
dead. Later, he gathers all the fortune of his
fellow villagers by deceiving them how he
gathered his wealth.

PS

PS[GorQ]

01:56

film retelling

Mohammad

M/33

Retelling of ‘pear story’

Laki Kakevandi

PS1

PS1[LakK]

06:03

film retelling

Younes

M/34

Retelling of ‘pear story’

PS2

PS2[LakK]

05:54

film retelling

Younes

M/34

Retelling of ‘pear story’

PS3

PS3[LakK]

02:25

film retelling

Younes

M/34

Retelling of ‘pear story’

SM

SM[LakK]

06:13

folktale

Younes

M/34

Retelling of ‘Shangul-o Mangul’, a highly
popular tale for children.

Chali

AV

AV[Cha]

03:17

folktale

Hossein

M/55

Alan vaqtese (‘now, it’s time’): An
unexperienced fox hires a rabbit to inform him
of a close-by hunt. The rabbit learns his trick
and gets rid of him.

BB

BB[Cha]

02:27

folktale

Hossein

M/55

Bas bali (‘say ‘yes”): Another version of ‘Alan
vaxtese’ folktale.

BQ

QB[Cha]

03:37

folktale

Hossein

M/55

Qateri Bitar (‘the mule veterinarian’): A
veterinarian who treats the eye diseases of
mules turns into an ophthalmologist.

Takestani

SM

SM[Tak]

06:55

folktale

Maryam

F/36

Retelling of ‘Shangul-o Mangul’, a highly
popular tale for children.
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DV DV[Sem] 02:15 real life story | Zabihola M/77 | Zabihola’s memories about his father, and how
he banned him from getting into quarrels with
'g other people.
E PS PS[Sem] 03:34 filmretelling | Zabihola M/77 | Retelling of ‘pear story’
»
PS PS[CT] 02:43 film retelling Ismaeil M/45 | Retelling of ‘pear story’
g
©
'_
o
GX GX[Dej] 08:48 folktale Hossein M/50 | Gar-e Xastgar (‘the bald beau’): A bald man
sets out to the king’s city to ask for his
I daughter’s hand. He has to fulfil a set of tasks
% to obtain the king’s approval.
O | PS PS[Dej] 02:03 film retelling | Hossein M/50 | Retelling of ‘pear story’
QB QBI[Kha] 04:18 real-life story | Reza M/60 | Qese-ye bacegi (‘the story of childhood’): The
informant’s childhood story about his fleeing
= from the school he didn’t like. One day his
g father knew about his fleeing the school.
< | DG DG[Kha] 00:25 free narrative | Hossein M/78 | The informant talks about the features of his
hometown, Khunsar.
SB SB[Mey] 02:18 real-life story | SadrEdin M/68 | The informant narrates the events that took
place in a bus during the night he set off to
Shiraz, where he was supposed to do his
5 military service.
; LS LS[Mey] 01:40 | free narrative | Ali M/84 | The informant talks about the jobs he had done
%’ in the past until he ended up being a carpenter.
TL TL[Mey] 00:14 free narrative | Ali M/84 | The informant explains how divorce was a
heinous thing in the past.
_ SM SM[Abu] 03:44 film retelling Tayeb M/48 | Retelling of ‘Shangul-o Mangul’, a highly
3 popular children tale.
% PS PS[Abu] 02:04 film retelling Tayeb M/48 | Retelling of ‘pear story’
g
Q
<
PS1 PS1[Bad] 01:41 film retelling Mehdi M/31 | Retelling of ‘pear story’
PS2 PS2[Bad] 01:58 film retelling Mehdi M/31 | Retelling of ‘pear story’
5
_:g SM1 | SM1[Bad] 02:43 folktale Mehdi M/31 | Retelling of ‘Shangul-o Mangul’, a highly
= popular children tale.
SM2 | SM2[Bad] 03:01 folktale Mehdi M/31 | Retelling of ‘Shangul-o Mangul’, a highly
popular children tale.
PS PS[Jon] 01:37 film retelling | Moham- M/33 | Retelling of ‘pear story’
mad
SM | SM[Jon] 02:47 | folktale Mohamm- | M/33 | Retelling of ‘Shangul-o Mangul’, a highly
_% ad popular children tale.
§ HB SF[Jon] 02:25 film retelling | Moham- M/33 | A silent film in which a poor boy wishes he
‘1';5 mad had the clothes of another boy, but doesn’t
E know that the well-clothed boy is disabled.
Z | PS1 PS1[Nik] 01:51 film retelling Reza M/45 | Retelling of ‘pear story’
PS2 PS2[Nik] 02:46 film retelling Zahra F/40 | Retelling of ‘pear story’
PS PS[Nai] 02:03 film retelling Moham- M/38 | Retelling of ‘pear story’
‘= mad
ERIEY SM[Nai] 04:46 | folktale Moham- M/38 | Retelling of ‘Shangul-o Mangul’, a highly
z mad

popular children tale.
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KX | KX[YZ] 05:11 | folktale Mina F/46 | Kosapost-o xargu$ (‘The turtle and rabbit’):
The rabbit boasts about his speed but loses a
running competition against the turtle!

PS1 PS1[YZ] 02:07 film retelling | Farshad M/17 | Retelling of ‘pear story’

PS2 PS2[YZ] 02:34 filmretelling | Farzad M/24 | Retelling of ‘pear story’

c

©

% PS3 | PS3[YZ] 02:58 film retelling | Farzad M/24 | Retelling of ‘pear story’

E

Q| SM1 | sM1[YZ] 03:46 folktale Farzad M/24 | Retelling of ‘Shangul-o Mangul’, a highly

S popular children tale.

; SM2 | SM2[YZ] 03:58 folktale Farzad M/24 | Retelling of ‘Shangul-o Mangul’, a highly
popular children tale.

HB1 | HB1[YZ] 02:17 film retelling Farzad M/24 | A silent film in which a poor boy wishes he
had the clothes of another boy, but doesn’t
know that the well-clothed boy is disabled.

HB2 | HB2[YZ] 01:35 film retelling | Farshad M/17 | A silent film in which a poor boy wishes he
had the clothes of another boy, but doesn’t
know that the well-clothed boy is disabled.

SD SD[Siv] 06:56 folktale Gholam- M/85 | Se Det (‘three girls”). Three girls set out to the

hossein city of Karbala for a pilgrimage. ‘King Abbas’
happens to hear their wishes.
5 | HT HT[Siv] 00:50 folktale Abdollah M/80 | The beginning of a narrative on a guy who
§ rears the little girls to gain money.
»n | SM SM[Siv] 00:20 folktale Abdollah M/80 | The excerpt taken from the narrative ‘HT’

SE SE[Siv] 01:06 folktale Gholam- M/85 | A king has a son who is interested in solitary

hossein life. Things change when he goes hunting.

KS KS[Dav] 04:50 folktale Aman M/70 | Koreye sia (‘The black colt’): A black colt has
magical powers and informs his owner of the
wicked plots his mother-in-law has for him.

XX | XX[Dav] 03:43 | folktale Aman M/70 | Xale xers (‘Aunt bear’): A bear is invited to his

‘= friend’s house but faces the reproach of the

g friend’s wife.

O | HS HS[Dav] 00:18 free narrative | Karim M/83 | The informant narrates how he got exempted
from doing military service.

DX DX[Dav] 00:52 free narrative | Khadijeh F/55 | The narrator tells the story of their donkey.

AB AB[Dav] 00:30 free narrative | Barat M/77 | The informant tells the story of his time in
military service.

SM | SM[Dav] 03:25 | folktale Ebrahim M/33 | Retelling of ‘Shangul-o Mangul’, a highly

'g popular children tale.
-§ PS PS[Dav] 03:22 retelling Ebrahim M/33 | Retelling of ‘pear story’

BB BB[Beh] 03:24 folktale Raziyeh F/45 | Bibi botol (‘mom cockroach’): A cockroach
leaves home to look for a husband.

SG1 | SG1[Beh] 01:53 folktale Moham- M/50 | Sang-o Gerdu (‘the rock and the walnut’): A

mad walnut complains to its mother that the rock
has broken its head. The mother goes through
a series of events to find out where the source
of the problem is.

SG2 | SG2[Beh] 01:20 folktale Senobar FI78 | Sang-0 Gerdu (‘the rock and the walnut”)

5__% ZG ZG[Beh] 00:26 free narrative | Eshrat F/80 | The narrator talks about the hardships she had

§ been through when she was pregnant.

&l Zz ZZ[Beh] 00:29 free narrative Raziyeh F/45 | The informant’s memory of an earthquake in
her hometown.

PS PS[Beh] 03:22 film retelling Zahra F/33 | Retelling of ‘pear story’
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ZK ZK|[Dsh] 02:26 free narrative | Morad M/78 | The narrator tells about the way wedding
ceremonies were held in the past, and yearns
for the life and the social structure of the
society in old times.

= | KX KX[Dsh] 01:26 free narrative | Morad M/78 | The narrator tells about the headmen’s way of

_cc‘@ ruling in small villages. He then elaborates on

)] the life of one special ruthless headman, who
was finally killed by the government forces.

EJ EJ[Dsh] 01:32 free narrative | Morad M/78 | The informant’s version of the Iranian
revolution and the war between Iran and Iraq
in the 80s.

B TB[Del] 06:43 folktale Shaker M/60 | Tojar-o beceyku (‘The business man and the
child’): A business man tries to kill a new-born
boy who is supposed to take up his fortune
when he grows up. He fails to do so, and the

= grown-up boy obtains his fortune after his

S death.

g Sz SZ[Del] 01:11 free narrative | Shaker M/60 | A man tests his wife and his close friend by
pretending that he has killed someone.

SM SM[Lar] 02:20 | folktale Leila F/35 | Retelling of ‘Shangul-o Mangul’, a highly
popular children tale.

pz PZ[Lar] 01:07 free narrative | Leila F/35 | An old woman finds some money but gets so
= excited that pays the electricity bill of her
| neighbor

Ps1 PS1[Lar] 02:10 film retelling | Leila F/35 | Retelling of ‘pear story’

PSs2 PS2[Lar] 02:07 film retelling | Leila F/35 | Retelling of ‘pear story’

PD PD[Bas] 03:43 folktale Moham- M/32 | Pose padesa va dot (‘The king’s son and the

mad Reza daughter’): The prince falls in love with a girl
whose mother-in-law is not kind to her.

RS RS[Bas] 02:43 folktale Moham- M/32 | Rubah-o Sotor (‘the fox and the camel’): The
< mad camel cuts off the fox’s tail since he has
I Reza poured her milk. The fox has to go through a
o0 lot of help to bring back the camel’s milk and

get back his tail.

PS PS[Bas] 01:25 film retelling | Sara F/30 | Retelling of ‘pear story’

NN NN[Bnd] 00:46 process Fatemeh F/73 | The informant tells about how they would

narrative cook food in the past.
E SM | SM[Bnd] 04:44 | folktale Sara F/21 | Retelling of ‘Shangul-o Mangul’, a highly
= popular children tale.
@ PS PS[Bnd] 01:50 film retelling Sara F/21 | Retelling of ‘pear story’

MM | MM[Min] 04:15 folktale Mojtaba M/31 | Mahmadi (‘Mohammad’): Mahmadi, the only
child of the family, leaves alone his parents in
a cave. When he becomes old, his son does

S nearly the same thing to him.

.E GW | GW[Min] 01:49 folktale Hamid M/51 | Guwak (‘frog’): A man leaves home every day

= to look for work but instead plays with a frog.

His wife knows about the frog and burns it.

PS PS[Min] 01:23 film retelling | Mojtaba M/31 | Retelling of ‘pear story’

_ 92 texts 249 5 52 Male/Female

g mns. text types narrators Age range 17-85

I—
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1.5.2 Elicitation tasks

The elicitation task for the study of Iranian person clitics are of three major types: (i) narration
of picture stories; (ii) filling the gap; (iii) conjugation tables. These tasks are a combination of
self-production and translation techniques. Elicitation through translation has largely been used
in language typology (see for instance Dahl 2000). There have been several criticisms over the
validity of data gathered through translation, one of them being the potential priming effects of
the contact language on the resulting data, as well as the differences between the elicited data
and real data in spontaneous speech. Nevertheless, translation remains an invaluable method
of eliciting data for comparative purposes (Dahl 2000). Note, in addition that we tried to
organize our tasks in a way to reduce noticeably the effects of Persian as the contact language

(see below).

As said, at least three native speakers were consulted for data collection on each language. The
procedure for carrying out elicitation tasks was as follows: the first informant would execute
all three tasks, which would take around 2 hours. The next two speakers would either carry out
one of the elicitation tasks or were asked to undertake a random combination of them, e.g.
narrating three picture stories, and completing filling-the-gap task and conjugation tables in a
random manner. Among three elicitation tasks, conjugation tables were not given primary
focus after the first fieldwork since the data gathered from the other two tasks already contained
valuable information on the various ordering possibilities between clitics and other inflectional

affixes.

The aim of these tasks is to provide information on a range of clitic properties in Iranian
languages, including their functions, placement principles, and interactions with categories like
prepositions, Vaff PMs, and copulas. These information on clitics may not have been all
produced spontaneously by informants at the natural course of speech or through folktales.
Thus, having a fixed set of tasks and performing them on a family of related languages enabled
us to see the distinct behaviour of clitics’ syntax across investigated languages. In the following

sections elicitation tasks are discussed one by one.

1.5.2.1 Picture stories

In this task, the informant narrates a set of eight picture stories. There exist two versions for
each picture story: one with Persian subtitles, and one without. The informants are first exposed

to a picture story subtitled in Persian. After reading the subtitled picture story, they are given

37



the same picture story which is subtitled-less (and contains only pictures). Then, informants
are asked to recount the story in their own language. The task thus uses a self-production
technique. It might also seem like a translational one. To reduce the effect of translation from
Persian, there was a pause of two to three minutes before the informants related the subtitled-
less story. The task resembles the one of film narration, in that the informants are producing
their real language albeit in a roughly controlled way. The following table summarizes the

picture stories®* used for data gathering:

Table 3: The picture stories used as a part of elicitation tasks for data gathering

Picture story Text | Description of the linguistic context Source
code

Animal Party AP | Animals are throwing a party for the crab. Littell (2010)

Bake-off BO | Heather finds a way to make her competitive | TFS Working Group
but lazy husband work. (2011a)

Chore girl CG | Mary’s friends come after her to play with TFS Working Group
them, but each time she has something to do | (2011b)

Many bears MM | Some men have problems with the bears Chen (2015)
living close-by.

The back bear BS | The black bear eats Wing’s pet salmon. Clarke & Wing Ng

and the salmon (2015)

Shopping list 1 SL1 | Mary forgets to buy what she was supposed | TFS Working Group
to buy every time she goes shopping. (20102)

Shopping list 2 SL2 | Each time Bill goes shopping something TFS Working Group
happens to his shopping list. (2010b)

The WC | Mary is worried of John’s chopping the TFS Working Group

woodchopper wood at night. She trips over one piece of (2011c)

wood that John unintentionally dropped on
the way back home.

In terms of the syntax of clitics, the stories were chosen in a way to obtain principally the
different placement principles for the positioning of the clitic which indexes past transitive
subjects (or ‘A-past clitic’). For instance, in (31) from ‘Many bears’ picture story, informants
have the choice to place the A-past clitic on the coordinated subject, the appositive NP, the

object NP, the non-verbal component of the complex predicate, and the light verb.

24 Al the picture stories are available online at: http://totemfieldstoryboards.org.
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Figure 4: a fragment of 'Many bears' picture story

(31) a. One day they went hunting ....
[Farox-o Fahad-]%8NP [har  yek]"" [xers-i ra]°®
PN-and PN each one  bear-INDF DOM
[Sekar kard-and]<V
hunting do.psT-3pPL

‘Farhad and Farox, each hunted a bear.” (Persian)

Persian does not index past transitive subjects by clitic person markers, cf. (31.a). Other

languages behave differently in this regard:

b) [Farox-o Farhad=esu] [har ato] [ya  xers-i] [Davani]
PN-and PN=3PL:A each one a bear-INDF
[ze]
hit.psT

C) [Farox-u Fara] [yak-e] [wirc-ek=yan] [Bane CK]
PN-and PN each-RESTR  bear-INDF=3PL:A
raw kird
hunting do.psT

d) [Farox-o Farhad] [har  kami=sa] [Sivandi]
PN-and PN each  which=3pL:POs
[ye  xers-i-a] [Sekar=5a kerd]
a bear-INDF-DOM hunting=3pPL:A do.psT

e) [Farhad-o Farox] [nafar-i] [ye ta xers] [Bandari]
PN-and PN person-RESTR  a CLF  bear

[Sekar So=ke]
hunt  3PL:A=d0.PST
‘Farhad and Farox, each hunted a bear.’
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While the placement of A-past clitic is defined with respect to the first element of clause in
Davani, thus taking subject NP as the anchoring element, cf. (31.b), in Baneh CK the clitic has
skipped the subject and is positioned on the object NP, cf. (31.c). This is the same in Sivandi,
with the difference that the presence of the object marker on the object NP causes the rightward
movement of the clitic to the next available element, i.e. non-verbal complement of the
complex predicate, (cf. 31.d). Finally, in Bandari, the A-past clitic has skipped all the elements
to its left and attaches to the light verb as its host, cf. (31.e). This example then illustrates how
telling a unified method of data gathering can be in getting some insights into the clitic system
of Iranian languages, ranging from clause-based clitic systems (Davani) to VP-based ones
(Southern CK and Sivandi) to V-based systems (Bandari).

There are also a good number of situations in which there is a possibility to have multiple clitics
in the cliticization domain:

(o o

( ) ’/\
W J> < _).

A

@R e b ) oale s aaliu e )R
Figure 5: A fragment of 'Salmon and bear' picture story
32) a Xers-e siah=am goft mahi=t-0
bear-gz black=1sG:PoS say.pST fish=2sG:Pos-DOM

man  xord-am
1sG eat.psT-1sG
‘My black bear said: I ate your fish.” (Persian)

In (32.a) from Persian, the possessor argument is indexed by a clitic PM, and the A-past is
marked by the Vaff PM. However, in most Iranian languages the A-past argument is
obligatorily indexed by clitic PMs. In principle, then, two clitics can co-occur in the same
clause: A-past and possessor. The resulting pattern yields different outcomes across WILSs. In
Persian, as seen, only the possessor argument can be marked by a clitic PM. Other languages

employ divergent strategies:
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b. o=m mayi=t xward [Dashti]
PTC=1SG:A  fish=2sG:POS eat.PST

C. masaw-aka=m ward-i [Hawrami]
fish-DEF=1sG:A eat.PST-2SG:POS

d. masi-aka=t=im xward [Southern CK]
fish-DEF=2SG:POS=1SG:A eat.pST

e. mahi=t ba=m-xa [Badrudi]
fish=2sG:Pos PUNCT=1SG:A-eat.PST

f. ta mahi  bo-xor¢-an [Semnani]
2.5G.0BL:POS fish  PUNCT-eat.PST-1SG

g. esti mahi  min be-xord [Chali]
25G.oBL:POS fish  1SG.OBL PUNCT-eat.pST
‘I ate your fish.’

The languages differ mainly in the marking of the possessor argument, being through a clitic
PM, cf. (32.b),(32.d),(32.e), a verbal affix PM, cf. (32.c), or an oblique pronoun, cf. (32.f),
(32.9). Moreover, only Southern CK allows for a clitic sequence. Also note that the placement

of the A-past clitic is different in Dashti than in the rest of the languages.

Table 4 illustrates the frequency of clitic functions in the eight picture stories for Southern
Central Kurdish. We didn’t count the token of possessor clitics in the data unless it happened

to co-occur with the A-past clitic.

Table 4: The counts of clitic PMs in the 'picture stories' task from Southern CK

Function occurrence | Percentage
A-past 115 81.5%
A-past+ O 2 1.4%
A-past + POS 4 2.8%
A-past + R 7 5%

OPRS 2 1.4%

R 2 1.4%

NC 9 6%

Total 141 100%

As Table 4 illustrates, indexing A-past NPs is the most common use of clitics in SCK. It is not
surprising though since the clitic obligatorily indexes a past transitive subjects NP in Southern
CK (and in many Iranian languages). Non-canonical subjects are also obligatorily indexed by
clitic PMs, hence their high frequency count. The rest of the functions are only conditionally
marked by clitic person markers, usually in the absence of appropriate coreferential NPs, hence

their lower frequency.
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The narration of stories can vary according to the style of narration from one speaker to another.
It can also depend on factors such as memory, distraction, etc. Some informants were more
competent in retelling stories, while some others would become distracted by the subtitled-less

version. Nevertheless, the resulting data remained more or less the same.

The data obtained from this task are used to get information on clitics’ placement in their
different functions (though, most frequently they index A-past and NC functions). The data
were also used to confirm the accuracy of the constructions which informants produced in other
tasks (see below).

1.5.2.2 Filling the gap

This task employs both translation and self-production techniques. Informants are given a set
of 80 speech situations, with a clause in each situation missing. While translating the whole
speech situation into their own language, informants are asked to produce the missing clause

using the bare words in the parenthesis.

The speech situations were designed in a way to be as familiar as possible to the common
knowledge ties to which language informants of different languages belong in Iran. They are
sometimes extracted from popular folktales, descriptive grammars, common childhood
experiences, and shared knowledge of the people, e.g. ‘In old times, people would live in a
tent.”. This would often make informants more inclined to participate in the study, to the extent
that at times the speech situations would evoke some memories in speakers, and they would

start narrating a story or a memory in their own language.?®

It occurred that the sentences produced would not occasionally match what was expected from
the task. For instance, informants would prefer to use independent pronouns instead of clitic
PMs while producing their own clauses. In that case, I would ask them, for instance, ‘say the
sentence in another way!’, or ‘what about not saying the pronoun ‘x’ and saying it in a different
way!’. This would mean an additional effort for language informants, yet it was the only way
to get the intended responses. However, not all interviewed informants would be demanded to
produce the controlled response. This would further allow me to get variations for the given

constructions.

%5 This was the case for a 57-year-old native speaker of Delvari, and a 30-year-old speaker of Minabi who made
a short dialogue out of each of the 80 situations. Some informants of other languages would occasionally do the
same for some speech situations.
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The situations are organized in way to obtain (i) functional range of clitics; (ii) the placement
principle responsible for clitic positioning; (iii) the interaction between clitics and other
categories, e.g. prepositions, verbal affixes, indefinite markers, copula PMs; (iv) the syntax of
clitic strings; and (v) clitic-affix combinations. For example, in the following situation the

speakers have the option of marking core arguments A and O by different person markers:

33) A: disab raft-i mehmuni dust-a=t-o
last night go.pST-2SG  party friend-pPL=2sG:POS-DOM
did-i?
See.PST-2SG
B: are .................. (didan)
YES, coviiiiiiann.. (to see)

‘A: Did you meet your friends at the party last night? B: Yes, I saw them.’

In response to the situation in (33), informants produced the following clauses:

(34) a o=m di-an [PTC=1SG:A see.pST-3pPL:0] [Dashti]
b dit=em-en [see.psT=15G:A-3PL:0] [Behbahani]
C di-e=m [see.PsT-3PL:0=1SG:A] [Hawrami]
d. di=yan=im [see.psT=3PL:0=1SG:A] [Southern CK]
e di-m-a=yan [see.psT-1SG:A-EP=3PL:0] [S Kurdish]
f m=i-di-en [1sG:A=TAM-see.PST-3PL:O] [Naeini]
g jana=m vind [3PL.OBL=1SG:A see.PsT] [Takestani]
‘I saw them.’

The exemplars exhibit an array of possibilities for the ordering of A-past and O arguments on
the verb, ranging from second positioning of the A-past clitic in (34.a) to its varied ordering
with respect to the object-indexing Vaff PM in (34.b),(34.c),(34.f). The other factor
distinguishing the languages in (34) is the disparate indexing of the main arguments. This
brings together (34.a),(34.b),(34.¢),(34.f) in the same grouping (i.e. clitic indexing of the A-
past argument and affixal marking of the object NP), and classifies each of (34.d), (34.e), and
(34.9) into separate groupings.

As another instance, the following speech situation (n. 30 in the database) examines the
behaviour of the clitic systems when the clitic complement of an adposition could co-occur
with the A-past clitic in the same domain.
(35 A baba ¢i bara=m xarid-i?

dad what for=1sG:R buy.PST-25G:A

...................... (to buy chocolates for)

B:
A: ‘Dad, what did you buy me?’
B: ‘I bought (some) chocolate for you.’
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The resulting responses considering this situation are presented below for a couple of

investigated languages:

(36) a. sukolat=em ba hat-ey [Delijani]
chocolate=1sG:A for buy.PST-2SG:R

b. Sokolat=am si=t esed-e [Behbahani]
chocolate=1sG:A for=2sG:rR buy.PST-PERF

C. Sokolat=im sand-i-a bo=t [Southern CK]
chocolate=1sG:A buy-pST-PTCP-PERF  fOr=2sG:R

d. Sokolat si=t om=sad-a [Nowdani]
chocolate for=2sG:rR 1SG:A=buy.PST-PERF

e. Sokolat-i ta ra berin¢-an [Semnani]
chocolate-oBL 2SG:R for buy.PST.PTCP-1SG
‘I bought/ have bought (some) chocolate for you.’

The data in (36) can be analysed at least on two levels: (i) the indexing of the indirect
participant; and (ii) the anchor for the positioning of the A-past clitic. Regarding (i) Delijani
and Semnani differ from the rest of the languages in not indexing the indirect participant
argument by a clitic PM: i.e. by a VVaff PM in Delijani, and by an oblique pronoun in Semnani.
As for (ii), while A-past clitic takes the object NP as its host in Delijani, Behbahani, and
Southern CK, the clitic has skipped the object NP and attached to the verb in a proclitic grab

in Nowdani.

Despite being a very practical method to get comparable data, there were some problematic
cases during the execution of this task. For instance, issues related to the valency of the verbs
would result in different construction across investigated languages. This was the case for the

following situation:

37 A: bia inja  kar=et dar-am
IRR.COME.PRS.2SG here  job=2sG:R have.PRs-1SG
B: ne-mi-a-m man-o mi-zan-i
NEG-IND-COMe.PRS-1SG 1sG-DOM 1sG-hit.PRS-2SG
A: na-tars e e (nazadan)
NEG.IMP-SCare.PRS  ............ (not to hit)

‘A: Come here, I have a business with you! B: I’m not coming, you are going to hit me. A:
don’t be scared! I won’t hit you.’

Here, what is intended is having the object clitic realized on the present tense verb. However,

depending on the valency of the verb ‘to hit’ in the studied languages, either a ‘bare verb’, cf.
(38.a),(38.b),(38.c) or a ‘PP + verb’, cf. (38.d),(38.e),(38.f) is produced:
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(38) a. ni-ma-kos-m=at [NEG-IND-Kill-1SG:A=2SG:0] [Laki]
b. ma-kos-i=t [PROH-KIll-15G:A=25G:0] [Gorani Takht]
C. na-zan-om=et [NEG.IND-hit-1SG:A=2SG:0] [Bandari]
d. dar=ed na-kod-un  [at=2SG:R NEG.IND-hit-1SG:A] [Badrudi]
f. pi=a na-vis-o [PREP=2SG:R NEG.IND-hit-1SG:A] [Abuzeydabadi]
e. n-ia-m la=t [NEG.IND-give-1SG:A at=2SG:R] [Bijar SK]

The filling-the-gap task is organized in a way to extract most of the syntax of clitics in selected
languages. There are at least three speech situations to get the data for each function that clitic
PMs index. In addition, due to multifunctionality of clitic PMs, it was common to have up to
three clitics in some clauses. Table 5 exhibits the frequency of the functions indexed by clitic
PMs in the 80 situations. Not surprisingly, the resulting occurrences can differ from language

to language.

Table 5: Frequency of clitic functions in filling-the-gap task

Function Occurrence | Percentage
A-past 19 23.75%
A-past + R 15 18.75%
A-past + 0 12 15%
A-past + POSS 4 5%
O-prs 8 10%

R PRS.TR 3 3.75%
R PRS.INTR 3 3.75%
NC 11 13.75%
other 5 6.25%
total 80 100%

1.5.2.3 Conjugation tables

This task involves the expression of all the range of positioning possibilities for all the six
values of the person feature to act as the main arguments of transitive clauses, that is, subject,
object, and adpositional complement, via dependent or independent person markers.
Informants were given some conjugation tables in Persian and were asked to translate them
into their own language. The data obtained previously from the other two tasks would be tested
against the correctness of the resulting data informants provided in this task, and vice versa.

Following constructions were chosen for this task:
) the paradigmatic form of the verbs ferestadan ‘to send’, and bordan ‘to take’

i) the paradigmatic form of the complex predicate da 'vat kardan ‘to invite’
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iii) the paradigmatic construction ‘to say to sb’
iv) the paradigmatic construction ‘to bring (sth) to sb’
V) the paradigmatic construction ‘to ask (from) sb’

vi) the paradigmatic construction containing the auxiliary verb dastan plus the main verb
goftan ‘to say, to obtain the imperfective/progressive construction ‘being in the process

of saying (sth) to sb’

Except for (vi), each construction could be said in the realis past and present tenses, irrealis
past tense, and their negative counterparts, giving 168 cells for each construction in total. Apart
from information on the clitic-affix combinations, the constructions could also give us insights
about the cliticization domain of A-past vs. O clitics (constructions i and ii), and A-past vs. R

clitics (constructions iii, iv, v). Consider, for example, the clause ‘I take you’ in the following

languages:

39) a o=t  me-bor-e [PTC=2sG:0 IND=take.PRsS-1sG]  [Davani]
b. mi=t-bor-am [IND=2sG:0-take.PRS-1SG] [Behbahani]
C. mi-r-im=at [IND-take.PRS-1SG=25G:0] [Laki]
d. t=a-bar-om [2sG:0=IND-take.PRS-1SG] [Bandari]
e. d=a-sen-0 [2sG:0=IND-take.PRS-1SG] [Abuzaydabadi]
f) a=t-ber-on [IND=2sG:0-take-1SG] [Badrudi]

The data from (39) reveal that languages are different in the placement of the object clitic on
the verb stem. More specifically, object clitics differ in the direction of attachment on the verb
form in being a proclitic, cf. (39.d)-(39.e), or an enclitic, cf. (39.b),(39.c),(39.f). Moreover, the
exemplars show that while the TAM prefix in Laki is not a possible clitic host, in other
languages with enclitic attachment (except for Davani whose clitic system is defined with
respect to the clause), the TAM prefix is regarded as a host for the positioning of the object

clitic.

The interactions between clitic PMs and different grammatical markers, e.g. negation and TAM
formatives can equip us with a bulk of information on the morphosyntax of clitics across WILSs.
The resulting data can further be employed for a comparative database of clitics in Iranian
languages. As said above, the data from this section were not given primary focus after the first
fieldwork, mainly because the translation of all tables was a cumbersome task for the
informants. Instead, | would ask informants to conjugate one full table, and in passing some

cells in other tables.
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1.5.3 Published sources

The published sources and especially descriptive grammars were used as the last resort to
collect the missing data on the clitic systems of (some) languages. This was the case especially
for those languages for which the data from the field, both elicitation and natural data, were
not enough for the analysis of their clitic system. However, for some other languages with
sufficient data, the reference to the descriptive grammars was merely intended for a varied
presentation of the examples. Table 6 summarizes part of the bibliography used in the

description of the clitic system of languages.

Table 6: The supplementary sources used in description of clitic system of languages

Language Source

Laki Harsini Belelli (2016)

Chali, Takestani Yar-Shater (1969)

Central Taleshi Paul (2011)

Semnani Christensen (1915); Majidi (1980)
Delijani Safari (2008)

Khansari Mann & Hadank (1926)

Meymei Lambton (1938); Fathi Borujeni (2013)
Abuzeydabadi Lecoq (2002)

Nikabad Shafi’i Nikabadi (1998)

Naeini Lecoq (2002)

Yazdi Zoroastrain Firoozbakhsh (1999)

Sivandi Lecoq (1979)

Koroshi Nourzaei et al. (2015)

Davani Mahamedi (1982), Salami (2002)
Luri-type dialects Aman Allahi & Thackston (1986), Anonby & Asadi (2014)
Minabi Barbera (2005)

1.6 Outline of the thesis

The thesis is divided into seven chapters. This introductory chapter set out the background
information on lIranian languages, tense-sensitive alignment across WILs, an overview of
clitics in Iranian languages, and data gathering behind this dissertation. It also gave an overview

of clitics and person indexing phenomena, and laid out the theoretical background to them.

Chapter 2 investigates the literature on the study of pronominal clitics in WILs. Following a
detailed analysis of the previous scholarship, we will see at what stage our actual knowledge

of the pronominal clitics of WILs is, what the previous scholarship lacks in the discussion of
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clitics, and what the aims of current thesis are concerning those lacks of knowledge. The
chapter ends with a brief overview of the contents of the following chapters on the form,

functionality, and placement of clitic PMs.

In chapter 3, firstly, we will discuss the variation at the inventories of pronominal clitics, both
within and across language groups, with the aim to trace back the clitic paradigms to the older
stages of Iranian languages. The chapter also brings into light the extension of the clitic
paradigm into the paradigm of inflectional suffixes, and vice versa. Later, we will tackle the
issue of the phonological attachment of clitics in the form of procliticization in some WILs,
and develop some hypotheses about the rise of procliticization in a subset of WILs. Finally, the
general typology of phonological attachment of clitics will be reviewed in the light of some

rare cases of endoclitics in Delijani, and circumclitics in Nowdani.

Chapter 4 gives an analysis of the functional range of clitic PMs across WILs. For each major
function that clitic PMs index, the functional status of the clitic PMs as markers of anaphora or
agreement will be specified. In addition, a map will be given, according to which the
distribution of each clitic function and possible areal explanations behind such distribution will
be explored. The chapter will give a comprehensive account of the development of person

indexing in WILs within the framework of grammaticalization.

Chapter 5 surveys the principles behind placement of person clitics across WILs. It
characterizes three general domains of cliticization: Clause-based, VP-based, and V-based.
Each of these domains are representative of clitic positioning in a subset of WILs. While the
facts of clitic placement in each cliticization domain is different from that of others, each
domain in itself witnesses certain grouping of languages with respect to the placement of clitics.
The chapter ends with offering a diachronic and comparative account for the rise of
procliticization in modern languages with proclitic attachment. It holds the hypothesis that
clause-initial proclitics are a secondary development from the erstwhile clause-second

positioning of enclitics.

Chapter 6 deals with cluster internal ordering of clitics in both present tense and past tense
constructions. It also provides an account of the deviations from cluster internal ordering of
clitics. It will be seen that argument hierarchy is the relevant factor determining the internal
ordering of clitics in the clusters. In this chapter we will also give an account of the
constellations in which clitics and affixes are in concatenations, and test the resulting

constructions against the clitichood criteria.
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Finally, in Chapter 7 we shall recapitulate the major findings of the thesis.

In addition to the principal chapters, supplementary data are provided in the Appendix section.
Most importantly, in Appendix 3, sketches of clitic PMs have been provided for each of the 31
investigated languages: each sketch consists of sections on different aspects of clitichood,
including (i) paradigm of clitic PMs, (ii) functionality of clitic PMs (iii) placement principles

behind clitic positioning; (iv) clitic stacking, and (v) clitic-affix sequences.
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Chapter 2: Pronominal clitics of West Iranian languages:

General overview & state of the art

The previous chapter laid out the theoretical background to understanding the terms clitic and
agreement, and gave a summary of West Iranian clitic person markers. This chapter surveys
the previous scholarship on the West Iranian clitic PMs, and serves as a bridge from the
theoretical considerations pointed out in Chapter 1 to the survey of the clitic systems in
following chapters, with the aim to conduct the reader through a logical and intelligible mode
of presentation. In doing so, §2.1 gives an overview of the literature on the paradigm of clitic
PMs and their historical derivations. In the follow-up sections, we will survey the existing
scholarship on the rise of procliticization in modern languages (82.2), functionality of clitic
PMs (82.3), and their morphosyntax (82.4), respectively. Section 2.5 summarizes what the
literature lacks in the study of clitic systems of WILs, and in which aspects the current thesis
attempts to fill the gap in our understanding of West Iranian clitic PMs. Finally, in §2.6 we

shall give a summary of the content of the thesis.

2.1 Literature on the paradigm of clitic PMs

The clitic paradigms of modern WILs are assumed to be derived from Old Iranian forms and
ultimately go back to Proto-Indo-European (Korn 2009). In Old Iranian period, clitic PMs were
of two sets: gen./dat. and acc. These two sets diminished to one set in Middle and Modern

Iranian languages, as illustrated below for the paradigm of clitic PMs in modern Persian:

Table 7: Clitic PMs in modern Persian

SG PL
1 =m =man
2 =t =tan
3 =$ =8an

A recurrent debate on the historical derivation of clitic PMs of modern languages centres
around tracking their origins to either the accusative set or the genitive/dative set of Old Iranian
clitic pronouns. According to a common view, clitic PMs of modern languages are derived
from their gen./dat. ancestors in Old Iranian. More recently, this line of thought has been
vouched in Gholami (2018: 113): “in both Zoroastrians Dari of Kerman (ZDK) and

Zoroastrians Dari of Yazd (ZDY), as in Persian and other languages as well, the pronominal
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clitics for the singular are derived from the Old Iranian gen./dat. pronominal clitics, e.g. 1sg.

om/m<(Old Persian)OP -maiy, 2sg. ot/od <OP -taiy, 3sg. -08/§ <OP -3aiy.”

Korn (2009) favours an alternative view according to which the clitic PMs of modern languages
are best considered reflexes of both Olr. gen./dat. and acc. sets (see Ch. 3 for more details).
Such an approach has also been taken up by Haig (2018a: 794) in his discussion of the historical

origins of Iranian clitic person markers.

Predictions on the dialectology of modern Iranian languages have been made with regard to
certain cells in the clitic paradigm. For instance, the form of 3SG clitic PMs as either =s or =i,
deriving from -saiy and -hoi forms in Old Iranian respectively, has been viewed as a ‘long
recognized isogloss’ within West Iranian languages (Windfuhr & Arbor 1989: 259). As a result,
modern languages are being classified as either deriving from -saiy forms or -hai forms. The
paradigm of clitic PMs in Balochi, however, shows that both =s and =i occur as alternate forms
for the 3SG clitic (Korn 2009: 164), thus posing a challenge to the mentioned isogloss. It will
be seen throughout Chapter 3 that indeed more languages have both forms for 3SG clitic PMs,

further questioning such an isogloss.

Another aspect to the historical origin of clitic PMs is the derivations of such person markers
not from their ‘pronominal’ ancestors, but from the corresponding paradigm of verbal affix
PMs or copula PMs. This line of research has been taken up in Korn (2011). For example, 1SG
clitic PM of Semnani -an is considered to be derived from the corresponding cell in the Vaff
PM paradigm (Korn 2011: 64). In §3.2.1 we present a critical review for such derivations and

add some more derivations.

The research on the historical source of clitic PMs already equips us with enough understanding
of the origins of clitic PMs. However, the previous scholarship has neglected the fact that clitic
person markers might extend to the paradigm of Vaff PMs, either totally, or partly. For
instance, Stilo (2008a: 367) holds that 1PL and 2PL forms of Vaff PM paradigm in Taleshi are
derived from clitic PMs. In 83.2.2 we follow this line of research and explore the range of

extensions from the clitic paradigm into the Vaff PM paradigm.

2.2 Literature on the rise of proclitics

Previous scholarship has generally assumed that encliticization is the sole mode of
phonological attachment of clitics in WILs (e.g. Lecoq 2002: 86; Korn 2009: 159). It is only

more recently and in passing that the proclitic attachment of clitics in a subset of WILs has
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been recognized (cf. Dabir-Moghaddam 2008; Jigel 2017; Gholami 2018). As will be seen, no
thorough analysis, synchronic or diachronic, has been proposed for proclitics. Consequently,
we rely on glossing conventions used in these studies in order to grasp the gist of the underlying

analysis.

A crucial point to consider in the discussion of procliticization is the fact that some modern
languages have developed the latter out of the previous enclitic attachment in Old and Middle
languages. In this transition the particles o- and a- play an important role; these particles go
back to clause-initial conjunctions u- ‘and’ and a(h)- ‘then, thus’ in Middle Iranian,
respectively (Brunner 1977), and act as clitic hosts when other eligible clitic hosts are absent
in the clause (see § 3.3.3).

Apart from Gholami, who does not speak of the origins of o-, Dabir-Moghaddam and Jiigel
converge on the verdict that the particle o- of modern languages in (40) originates in the Middle
Iranian conjunction u. However, these three works treat o- differently:

(40) a 0=¢§ va

PTC=3SG:A  say.PST
‘He said.” (Lari_ Dabir-Moghaddam 2008)

b. o§ va
3SG.0BL say.PST
‘He said.” (Middle Persian_ Jugel 2017)

C. um=di
1sG:A=see.PST
‘I saw.” (Zoroastrian dialect of Kerman_ Gholami 2018: 117, transcription
modified)

Dabir-Moghaddam (2008) favours the analysis in (40.a). He takes the instances of o- in Lari
and Davani as a particle to which clitic PMs encliticize. His analysis fails to address the fact
that o- is acting differently in these two languages. While in Davani it is still a particle which
recurs with all the cells of the clitic paradigm?, In Larestani it has become a supporting vowel
which only resurfaces with the consonant-only form of singular clitic PMs: contrast the

paradigmatic form of the verb dian ‘to see’ in the past tense constructions of the two languages:

% Moreover, Dabir-Moghaddam (2008) reduces the resurfacing of o- in Davani to constructions with the verb as
the only host. This stance is strongly refuted in (83.3.3 & §8.3.5.1).
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(41) Davani Lari

o=m di om=di ‘I saw’

o=t di ot=di “You (sg.) saw’
o=s di 0s=di ‘S/he saw’
o=mu di mon=di ‘We saw’

o=tu di ton=di “You (pl.) saw’
o=su di Son=di ‘they saw’

Taking insights from lvanow (1940), Jugel (2017) favours an oblique analysis of the
combination o + clitic, thus ex. (40. b) above, in a way that the whole unit is considered an
independent oblique pronoun. It is nevertheless undoubted that the combination o + clitic
cannot stand by itself as a unit, e.g. in response to a question. Accordingly, the term ‘oblique
pronoun’ is misleading. His stance seems to only be applied to Middle Iranian, and is not
applicable to modern languages. However, Jugel seems to imply that the same stance is taken
for the analysis of such a unit in Yazdi Zoroastrian, which has the same paradigm as the one of
Lari seen in (41). Thus, this combination can solely be assumed for singular forms, hence om,
ot, os, but not for plural forms, which do not appear with the the preceding o, hence mo, to, so.

Finally, Gholami (2018) favours the synchronic analysis in (40.c). This analysis is the one
advocated for in this thesis. The author attributes the rise of procliticization in modern
languages to the changes that has occurred in the ergative construction. She does not provide
any argumentation for her claim rather takes it for granted with the decay of ergativity, i.e. the
loss of object agreement with object NP, the enclitics become proclitics not only in the dialects
of Zoroastrians but also elsewhere in the languages spoken in the south of Iran (e.g. Lari,
Hormozgani, etc.). In addition, the author assumes that only A-past clitics have become
proclitics (p. 177). However, proclitic attachment involves virtually all functions of clitics (see
83.3 and 85.6). In Chapter 3, under 83.3.3, we provide an alternative analysis according to
which the rise of procliticization in modern languages is directly related to the reanalysis of the
erstwhile clitic hosting particles of Middle Iranian period. This reanalysis is assumed to have
originated by the rightward drift of clitic PMs form the clause-second position to the verbal

domain.

2.3 Previous scholarship on the functionality of clitic PMs

Functional range of West Iranian clitic PMs has been the subject of a number of studies, either
in passing or conclusively. A look at the literature reveals that the role of clitic PMs has been

surveyed along four major aspects: (i) the listing of clitic functions; (ii) the grammaticalization
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of clitic PMs; (iii) the correlation between clitic PMs and the nominal case system; (iv) the role
of clitic PMs in the alignment system. In the following sub-sections each of these aspects will

be reviewed.

Before turning to the four aspects mentioned, a few points on the development of clitic PMs’
functionality should be noted. According to Haig (2008: Ch. 3), from their early attestations
clitic PMs marked a bundle of indirect participant functions, including external possessors,
beneficiary, recipients, experiencers, and adnominal possessors. These functions are the direct
continuation of the functional domain of Old Iranian genitive and dative cases. He further
assumes that the functions of clitics as indexing core arguments of past transitive subjects (A-
past) and direct objects (O) are in fact derived from the ‘constructional polysemy’ of the notion
of indirect participant, as the latter shares the semantic feature of [+human] with agents, and
affectedness with objects. This claim is actually well substantiated in the grammaticalization
of case functions, according to which dative case functions (which have the similar range of
functions as indirect participants) can extend to both patients and agents (see Narrog 2014).
The ‘indirect participant’ function of clitic PMs in Old Iranian is exemplified below:

(42) ar-ca=va miZdom ayghat

thus-and=2rL:DAT  fruit become.PRS.IRR.3SG
‘Thus and fruit will rise for you.” (Old Avestan_ Haig 2008: 56)

(43) ada=taiy azda bavatiy
then=2sG:GEN known be.PRsS.3sG
‘Then (it) is known to you.” (Old Persian_ Haig 2008: 57, citing Kent 1953)
In addition, Haig presumes a parallelism between the shifts in the clitic paradigm and the

nominal case system (2008: 116):

The original range of 4-6 nonnominative cases available in Old Iranian had melded to
a single Oblique case by Middle Iranian, which continued to fulfil the functions of the
old non-nominative cases. Likewise, of the different case forms of the clitics, only one

survived, which again covered all the old functions.

In other words, the resultant oblique case and the clitic pronouns continued to mark oblique
functions in the grammar of languages. However, unlike the later loss of case distinction in

some modern languages, clitic PMs continue to mark the oblique functions (2008: 116).

Haig’s observations already shed light on diverse aspects of clitic PMs’ functionality across

WILs, and can be summarized as follows:

() The indirect participation is the primary function of clitics
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(I The functions of clitics as indexing core arguments of ‘A-past’ and ‘direct object’ are

considered ‘radial extensions’ of clitics’ primary functions as indirect participants.

(1) The development of clitic PMs since Old Iranian parallels that of the nominal case
system, in a way that both the resultant oblique case and the clitic pronouns continued

to mark oblique functions in the grammar of languages

(IvV)  Clitic PMs continue to be present in the grammar of most languages, regardless of the

presence or not of the nominal case system in languages.

While keeping Haig’s generalizations in mind, the literature on the functionality of clitic PMs

across Western Iranian will be reviewed in the following sub-sections.

2.3.1 The listing of clitic functions

The listing of clitic functions is especially relevant in the descriptive grammars of individual
languages. Here, the authors simply classify the functionality of clitic PMs of their studied
languages: Central Kurdish (MacKenzie 1961: 77-78; Opengin 2016: 94), Southern Kurdish
(Fattah 2000: 282—-291), Central Plateau dialects (Lecog 2002: 89-90), Minabi (Barbera 2005:
50), Taleshi dialects (Paul 2010: 82), Gorani (MacKenzie 1966: 25; Mahmoudveysi and Bailey
2013: 29), Koroshi (Nourzaei et al. 2015: 56-58); Laki of Harsin (Belelli 2016: 64-65), etc.
Since clitic PMs is not the grammarians’ main area of interest, an inconclusive list of clitic
functions is often provided. For instance, the full range of non-canonical constructions, where
the deviant marking of the subject-like argument is frequently handled by clitic PMs, is at times

lacking in the descriptive grammars.

The listing of clitic functions has also been discussed in more theoretical works on the clitic
system of languages. Among these, one can mention Haig (2008); Opengin (2013); Gholami
(2018), and Opengin & Mohammadirad (to appear). Haig (2008: 105) provides a list of clitic
functions in Western Middle Iranian as follows: (i) an A-past; (ii) an O-prs; (iii) an indirect
participant; (iv) an adpositional complement; (v) an adnominal possessor. He applies the same
classification to the clitic functionality in Central Kurdish and suggests that “it [the list] is a
fair approximation of clitic pronouns [clitic PMs, MM] whenever they are found in West
Iranian: the only regular difference across individual languages is whether or not they use the
clitic in the A-past function.” (2008: 283). This point will be taken up in Ch. 4 again where we
add that languages also differ largely in the extent they employ clitics for indexing the subject-

like argument in non-canonical subject constructions.
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Opengin (2013) sticks virtually to the same classification of clitic functionality in Mukri
Central Kurdish as Haig (2008) does for Central Kurdish. However, he assumes an ‘adverbial
function’ (locative adverb) for clitic PMs on the basis of the following examples:

(44) ege  ma-b-e-t=t

if remain.pST-be.IRR.PRS-3SG-EP=3SG:NC
‘If it still exists’ [if it has remained] (Opengin 2013: 241)

(45) gend=t le-ye
sugar=3sG:R at-copr.3sG
‘Is there (any) sugar?

(44) can be considered an example of ‘predicative possession’. Note that the argument structure
and semantics of the verb man ‘to remain, to exist’ in Kurdish is identical to that of the
existential stem ha- ‘exist’; both verbs denote the possession of an entity by a possessor.
Therefore, ex. (44) can be alternatively translated as ‘if something still exists/remains to it’. In
(45), on the other hand, the fronted clitic is actually the complement of the preposition lé ‘at’;
the translation thus should be “Is there any sugar in it?”. Thus, it can be said that the clitic PMs
of Mukri do not fulfil an adverbial function.

Gholami (2018: 114-117) gives a list of clitic functions in the Zoroastrian dialect of Kerman
as follows: (i) O-prs, (ii) indirect participant, (iii) adnominal possessor, (iv) their use in the
perfect and pluperfect tense, (v) a combination of 3SG clitic PM s and the preposition e, (vi)
their use with modal verbs, (vii) A-past. As for (iv), the author has conflated the form of clitic
PMs with their functions, i.e. clitic PMs still index the A-past NP in perfect and pluperfect verb
forms but for the author the different form of the clitic PMs in simple past vs. perfect
constructions means that clitic PMs have a different function. Regarding (v), the author does
not clearly state that the clitic marks the complement of a preposition, but only takes se as a

combination of 3SG clitic s plus preposition e.

Finally, Opengin & Mohammadirad (to appear) give a classification of clitic functions across
Kurdic dialects. This classification contains two parameters to the functionality of clitic PMs:
(a) whether or not clitic PMs mark the function in question; (b) whether or not they are
obligatory in indexing the relevant function. The authors state that clitics’ functionality in
Kurdic differs along three major lines: (i) the obligatoriness or not of the A-past indexing and
the marking or not of the latter via clitic PMs; (ii) the degree of marking non-subject arguments
in the past tense via clitic PMs; (iii) the range of non-canonical constructions across Kurdic.
The authors draw a cline of ergativity based on these parameters, according to which in the

more conservative dialects where ergativity is well-preserved: (a) the indexing of an A-past NP
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is contingent either on the absence of coreferential oblique NPs or is different from the indexing
of A-prs NPs; (b) only A-past is realized as a clitic PM and the realization of other non-subject
arguments changes into a verbal affix in the same local domain with an A-past clitic; (c) the

range of non-canonical subject constructions is more extensive.

2.3.2 The grammaticalization of clitic PMs

Another aspect to the investigation of clitic PMs’ functionality is the grammaticalization of
such items in their function as indexing A-past NPs out of the previous pronominal function.
In general, two approaches to the grammaticalization of A-past clitic PMs can be distinguished
in the literature: the first approach, initially introduced by Bynon (1979) and later followed in
Jugel (2009; 2015) and Jugel & Samvelian (2020), assumes that A-past clitics primarily
resumed the external topic NP. For instance, in the following example, the clitic PM =yan is
taken to be a resumptive pronoun which historically licensed agreement with the external topic
swanakan ‘the shepherds’.
(46)  swan-akan asp-akan=yan binr

shepherd-DEF.PL horse-DEF.PL=3PL:A  see.PST

‘The shepherds saw the horses.” (Suleimani CK_ Bynon 1979: 216)
In Bynon’s account, the resumptive pronoun =yan came to express subject-verb agreement
following the loss of O-agreement on the verb. This loss of O-agreement caused a conflation
between the grammatical subject (logical object), which previously controlled verb agreement,
i.e. aspakan in (46), and the logical (topicalized) subject, which was resumed by a pronominal
clitic. In other words, a conflation could have occurred between uninflected core arguments of
the verb. This conflation was resolved when clitic pronouns developed into agreement markers
following the generalization of topicalized overt subject NPs into unmarked subjects.

Jugel (2009) has a slightly different account for the grammaticalization of A-past clitics than
Bynon. While in line with Bynon, he maintains the reinterpretation of an earlier ‘topic-
agreement’ to subject-verb agreement, however, for Jugel this introduction of obligatory A-
past agreement should not have stopped the historic O-agreement, yet Central Kurdish chose

to stop O-agreement.

On the other hand, while embracing this reanalysis scenario, Jigel & Samvelian (2020) add
that the close similarity between clitic pronouns and verbal agreement affixes in terms of the

‘weight of indexing’ facilitated the analysis of clitic pronouns as agreement markers. They
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further suggest that the same developmental path might have occurred to clitics indexing the

experiencer in non-canonical subject constructions.

Note that in line with Givon (1976) these accounts converge on the assumption that subject
agreement stemmed from the topicalization of pronouns. More recently, Haig (2018b; 2020)
cautiously opts for an alternative frequency-based account to the rise of A-past agreement. He
refers to the Jiigel’s (2015) count of A-past clitics in the Middle Persian corpus, according to
which 44 per cent of all past transitive constructions had A-past clitics. This high percentage
of clitic pronouns is atypical comparing to the relevant percentages from other languages, and
for Haig suggests that clitic pronouns are “qualitatively different from their free pronouns”.
Haig points to the following example in where the clitic PM has unexpectedly resumed the
relativization on the subject slot, though such a relativization is not necessary in Iranian:

47) ek, ke=§ man  brehénid

one that=3sG:A  1sSG  create.pST.3SG

‘one which created me.’ [lit. one that he created me] (Zoroastrian Middle Persian_
Haig 2018b: 67 citing Jiigel 2015: 378)

This example suggests that A-past clitics were already demonstrating traits of agreement
markers in Middle Persian and did not display a typical behaviour of a pronoun. Haig concludes
that: “the clitic subject pronouns of Middle Iranian, while not agreement markers in a strict
sense, nevertheless differed in their distribution significantly from free subject pronouns in
other Iranian languages” (2018b: 67).

Haig (2018a: 800; 2018b) gives a brief overview to the fate of alternating A-past clitic PMs of
Old and Middle Iranian periods in modern languages as follows: (i) in some languages, e.g.
Central Kurdish, they grammaticalized into obligatory agreement markers; (ii) in some they
were abandoned and gave their way to verbal endings, e.g. Persian; (iii) in some they remain
alternating indices, e.g. Taleshi, as in Middle Iranian. The development of A-past indexing

clitics will be fully investigated across modern languages in Ch. 4 under 84.2.2.

2.3.3 The correlation between clitic PMs and the case system

As noted briefly in 82.4.1 a parallelism between the loss of nominal case morphology and the
increase in the use of clitics has been assumed in the literature. This has been put forward more
evidently in Haig (2008: 105): “the simplification of the case system between Old and Middle

Iranian was, to some extent, compensated for by the massive increase in the use of clitics”.

58



Recently, Jigel & Samvelian (2016) attempt to answer a question related to the hypothesis
mentioned above, that is, what relationship exists between the maintenance or not of the
nominal case system and the loss or prevalence of clitic person markers in WILs. To answer
this question, the authors employ three parameters, on the basis of which one can obtain a
typology of Iranian languages in this regard: (i) pronominal clitics function solely as pronouns
[PCpron], i.e. they non-obligatorily mark object, possessor, and oblique arguments; (ii) clitic
PMs mark A-past agreement [PCagq]; (iii) the language has a nominal case morphology [case].
These parameters are binary, and their combination gives rise to eight probable types. In
Persian for instance clitic PMs are only pronouns, hence [+PC pron], they don’t index agreement
relation >’ [-PCaq], and the case system is lost [-case]. Persian is thus classified as [-
case][+PCpron][-PCagr]. Other possible types are listed below. In the author’s corpus no
language was found to represent the type [-case][— PCpron][+ PCagr].

Type 1 : [-case][+ PCpron][-PCagr] (e.g. Persian)

Type 2 : [-case][+PCpron][+PCagr] (e.g. Central Kurdish)

Type 3 : [+case][+PCpron][+PCagr] (e.g. Mukri Kurdish, Koroshi)

Type 4 : [+case][+PCpron][-PCagr] (e.9. Gilaki)

Type 5 : [+case][-PCpron][+PCagr] (e.g. Taleshi)

Type 6 : [+case][-PCpron][-PCagr] (€.9. Kurmanji)
Type 7 [—Case] [—PCpron] [—PCagr] (eg Mazani)

Figure 6 illustrates the geographic distribution of these types (Jigel & Samvelian 2016: 422):

27 Although the authors accept that clitic PMs of Persian show properties of agreement markers in some non-
canonical constructions, they choose not to consider them agreement markers, rather their choice of the [PCag]
parameter is reserved for the agreement function of clitic PMs in indexing A-past NPs.
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Figure 6: three-way typology of Iranian languages based on features [case][PCpron][PCagr]

Symbols: type 1m; type 2: o; type 3: 4; type 4:+; type 57¢; type 6:>; type 7: 3

On the basis of attested types, the authors conclude that the hypothesis if a language has
preserved its case system, then it does not make use of pronominal clitics, is far from absolute.
Note that this hypothesis could nonetheless be applied to Kurmanji and Zazaki . They add that
if one considers only parameters of case and pronominal function of clitics, two axes of north
and south can be distinguished: in the former the clitics are lost, while in the latter the case
system has disappeared. Among these two extremes lies the intermediary zone where clitics
have been preserved but their pronominal function has given its way to the A-past agreement,
i.e. type 5: [+case][-PCpron][+PCag].

The authors claim that type 5 i.e. [+case][-PCpron][+PCagr], attested in Semnani, Taleshi,
Shahrudi, Aftari, demonstrates that the agreement function of the clitic, i.e. [PCag] is
independent of the two other parameters, namely [case] and [PCpron]. However, note that it is
through the grammaticalization of the pronominal function of clitics that these latter turn into
agreement markers (see 82.4.2). In addition, among all the attested types, type 5 causes an

anomaly: for instance, in types 2 and 3, [+PCagq] implies [+PCpron] in line with predictions of
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the grammaticalization. Types 1 and 4 on the other hand suggest that [+PCpron] does not
necessarily imply [+PCaq], again in accordance with predictions of grammaticalization.
Finally, types 6 and 7 suggest that [-PCpron] implies [-PCagr]. However, type 5 suggests that [-
PCpron] can imply [+PCaq], against the implication attested for types 6 and 7.

Note that the authors seem to have taken for granted that the A-past clitic PMs of type 5
languages are obligatory, hence [+PCaq]. Our data from the field actually questions this type
and demonstrates instead that the A-past indexing clitic PMs of these languages are in
complementary distribution with overt subject NPs. Therefore, the clitics should be regarded
as pronouns. Consequently, type 5 should be rather left out and languages subsumed under this
type be grouped under type 4: [+ case][+ PCpron][-PCagr]. We can predict that these languages
eventually grammaticalize clitics in indexing A-past NPs, but this would happen with the
levelling of the A-past NP case marking in the past tense to that of A-prs NP case marking (see
84.3 for details), that is a direct case marking for A-past NP like in the present tense
constructions. This process has already happened in Takestani (see 88.3.2.2) and to a large
extent in Southern Taleshi (See Paul 2010 for more details). This point in turn suggests that the
case parameter should be applied differently to those languages which have maintained it, and

consequently the north-south axis, proposed by authors, should be modified.

Apart from this drawback, which results from the use of secondary sources for giving this three-
way typology, Jugel & Samvelian’s paper provides us with invaluable information about the
correlations between clitic PMs and case systems, the geographical distribution of languages
with A-past clitic indexing, and that of languages which solely have a pronominal function for
clitic PMs.

2.3.4 Clitic PMs and their role in the alignment system

Another aspect to investigation of clitic PMs’ functionality is their role in identifying the
alignment system of individual languages. Quite expectedly, this concerns solely obligatory
indexing of A-past arguments through clitic PMs. The role of clitic PMs in the alignment
system has been highlighted in a number of studies, notably MacKenzie (1961), Bynon (1979),
Lazard (2005), Haig (2008), Jiigel (2009), Dabir-Moghaddam (2012), and Opengin (2013).
One factor to the determination of alignment is then how A-past clitics are analysed, while the
other factor being agreement with the O-past NP. The relevant facts are demonstrated with the

following examples from Central Kurdish:
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(48) min  hat-im bo era
1sG  come.pST-1SG:SG to here
‘I came here.” (Haig 2018: 279, transcription modified)

(49) eéewa min=tan bint
2PL  1SG!0=2PL:A See.PST
“You saw me.” (Haig 2018: 279, transcription modified)

(50)  bini=tan-im
see.PST=2PL:A-1SG:0
“You (pl.) saw me.” (Suleimani Central Kurdish_ Bynon 1979: 219)

In (48) and (49) the person markers realize agreement with S and A arguments, respectively.
The O argument on the other hand is only indexed through verbal affix PMs when the
coreferential O NP is absent in the clause, as the contrast between (50) and (49) shows: in (49),
there is no agreement with the overt O argument; however, in (50) the 1SG Vaff PM resumes

the absent O argument.

Taking A-past indexing clitic PMs of Central Kurdish as pronouns, and assuming a zero default
O-agreement analysis for the O argument in (49), MacKenzie (1961) adopts an ergative
analysis for past tense constructions of Central Kurdish. Though note that Mackenzie himself
calls the construction in (49) an ‘agential construction’. He loosely refers to constructions like
(49) as a passive type of structure. This view has been criticized in Bynon (1979), Samvelian
(2007a; 2013) and Jugel (2009), who rather call for an accusative alignment of past tense
constructions for the reason that S and A are obligatorily indexed by respective person markers,
while O is indexed only in the absence of the coreferential NP, hence a pronoun. On the other
hand, taking into account both the form of the person markers and the obligatoriness for Central
Kurdish data, Haig (2008: 302) states that: “S, A and O each determine a distinct, but partially
overlapping type of agreement.” For Haig conventional labels don’t really fit for the discussion

of alignment in Kurdish (see also Haig 2017 for further discussion of alignment in Kurdish).

Lazard (2005) takes two criteria for determining the alignment in WILs: case marking and the
category of person markers in indexing core arguments. In the same manner, Dabir-
Moghaddam (2012) takes the form of person markers as the indicator of the alignment system
and disregards the functional status of person markers as pronouns or agreement markers. For
Dabir-Moghadddam the fact that both in (48) and (50) the same set of person markers index S
and O, while A is indexed differently (i.e. by a clitic PM), is an indication of ergativity in
Central Kurdish. He applies the same analysis to other Kurdish dialects, and to other Iranian
languages as well, especially in his recent work (Dabir-Moghaddam 2013). As another

example, in ex. (51) from the Sanandaji dialect of CK, both A and O are indexed by the clitic
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PMs, contrary to the S which is always indexed by verbal affix PMs. Dabir-Moghaddam claims
that constructions of this type exhibit ‘double-oblique’ alignment, since A and O are indexed
identically. Note further that the O-past indexing in (51) is conditioned, whereas the A-past
indexing is obligatory.

(51) di=tan=yan

See.PST=2PL:0=3PL:A
‘They saw you.” (Dabir-Moghaddam 2012: 57)

Finally, Opengin (2013) takes both the obligatoriness and the form of person markers as
parameters for defining the alignment in Central Kurdish. He concludes that Mukri CK is
ergative-absolutive in terms of the category of person marker (S=O+#A), but is nominative-
accusative in terms of the syntactic status of the core arguments, i.e. S and A are obligatorily
indexed, while O indexing is conditioned to absence of its coreferential NP (S=A#£0).

2.4 Previous scholarship on the placement of clitic PMs across
WILs
The placement of West Iranian clitic PMs has been subject to diverse studies. Among WILSs,
Central Kurdish has gained the most attention regarding the positioning of its clitic PMs (see
Samvelian 2007a, 2007b, 2013; Haig 2008; Opengin 2013: chaps. 5, 6, 2019; Opengin and
Mohammadirad to appear). Persian is another language whose clitic PMs’ syntax has been
studied to a good extent (Samvelian & Tseng 2010, Rasekh 2014, among others). However,
other WILs have been investigated only in passing with regard to the syntax of clitic PMs: for
example, Dabir-Moghaddam (2008) gives a brief overview of the domain of cliticization of A-
past clitics in Balochi dialects, Central Kurdish, Laki, Davani, Naeini, and Larestani. At any
rate, a considerable amount of research is missing on the clitic placement across WILs (see

below).

In what follows, | divide the literature on the West Iranian clitic placement into three sections:
(1) the domain of cliticization; (ii) adpositions and cliticization; (iii) clitic-affix combinations.
These three components are at the heart of much of the literature on the West Iranian clitic
placement, and their review will allow us to situate ourselves in the right position to further

investigate the syntax of clitics.
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2.4.1 Previous scholarship on the domain of clitic placement in
Iranian languages

We start our investigation of the cliticization domain with the relevant literature on Central
Kurdish. Samvelian (2007b: 243) suggests the following placement rule for clitic positioning
in Central Kurdish:

“Clitics, roughly speaking, attach to the right edge of the ‘verbal phrase’ (i.e. an
instance of the so-called ‘second position’ clitics). When the verb is the first member
of the VP, the clitic interrupts the verb (i.e. endoclitic) and is placed after the first

morpheme of the verb.”

In addition, she adds that the subject NP is excluded for clitic hosting. VVP-second positioning
is seen in the following examples: in (52)—(53) the clitic has appeared after the first syntactic
constituent of the VP (i.e. the object NP, and the prepositional phrase, respectively), while in
(54)—(55) it has appeared on the first morphological element within the verb form:

(52) xezine-1 padsa=yan  talan kird-bi

treasure-ez  king=3rL:A  pillage do.PST-PPRF
‘They had pillaged the king’s treasure.” (Opengin 2013: 303, glossing modified)

(53) min ba Narmin=t de-le-m
1sc to PN=3SG:0 IND-Say.PRS-1SG
‘I’m telling it to Narmin.” (Samvelian 2007a: 267)

(54) da=m-xward
IPFV=1SG:A-eat.PST
‘I was eating.” (Samvelian 2007a: 270)

(55) nard=man-in
send.PST=1PL:A-3PL:O
“We sent them.” (Samvelian 2007a: 270)

Samvelian favours an affixal analysis of clitics in Central Kurdish. Therefore, the occurrence
of the clitic PMs in (52)—(53) where they attach to syntactic phrases is analysed as cases of
phrasal affixes, while their occurrence on the first morphological element within the verb form
in (54)—(55) is viewed as instances of lexical affixes. This stance has the advantage of giving a
unified analysis of clitics and reduces clitics’ unexpected realization as endoclitics to their
affixal behaviour. Indeed, the same affixal analysis of clitic PMs has been applied to Persian
clitics in Samvelian & Teseng (2010). Under her affixal analysis of clitics, the apparent
anomalies with clitics’ non-second positioning in the following examples is resolved by

recourse to the fact that affixes illustrate idiosyncrasies in the attachment to their host.
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(56) nard-in=r
send.PsT-3PL:0=3SG:A
‘He sent them.” (Samvelian 2007a: 272)

(57) nard-z=tan-in
send.PST-PTCP=2PL:A-3PL:0
“You have sent them.” (Samvelian 2007a: 272)

Neither in (56) nor in (57) is the second positioning of clitics observed: in (56) the 3SG clitic
has exceptionally followed the verbal affix PM, and in (57) the clitic is positioned after the
participle affix. These violations in clitics’ second positioning led Samvelian to conclude that
“the placement of clitics cannot be accounted for in terms of second position, whatever the

definition of such a position be” (Samvelian 2007a: 272)

Another account for the placement of clitic PMs in Central Kurdish is given in Haig (2008).
Haig assumes a syntactic account of clitic placement in CK: “clitics attach to the leftmost
constituent of their phrases” (2008: 285). For Halig, the left-most constituent for A-past and O-
prs clitics is the first constituent of the VVP. He suggests that the following hierarchy?® can be
taken as the cliticization domain for O-prs and A-past clitics (even though they exhibit some

small differences for clitic positioning):
Preverbal particles etc. > Preverbal TAM/Negation > Verb stem

This hierarchy suggests that the clitic opts for the first constituent to the left as its anchor, and
it is only in the absence of such a constituent that the clitic moves on to take the immediate
element to its right as the host. Note that Haig does not discuss whether the positioning of
clitics into the verb forms in the ‘endoclitic’ grab has any implication for VP-based placement
rule, rather it is implied that VP-based positioning is determined differently according to the

syntactic host.

Another major contribution to the clitic placement in Central Kurdish is Opengin (2013, Ch. 5,

6). As for the domain of cliticization, Opengin calls for a prosodic analysis (2013: 329):

“It is suggested the clitic PMs are systematically positioned in the ‘second-position’ of
the VP. The ‘second’ here is determined with respect to the PPh [phonological phrase].
A clitic thus is assumed to occur always in a PPh, sometimes by simple adjoining while

some other times as part of the PWd projecting the PPh.”

28 Haig develops this hierarchy for the placement of O-prs and applies it to A-past clitics. Although he confirms
that Object NP is a regular A-past clitic host, he does not include it in the hierarchy of possible hosts for the
placement of A-past clitics.
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In Opengin’s account occurrences of clitics after the first syntactic element of the VP (ex. 52
above), and its third positioning in the verbal domain (ex. 57) are instances of free clitics®®,
which have adjoined to a PPh. The prosodic integration of the clitic after the first syntactic

element of the VP (related to ex. 52) is shown below (Opengin 2013: 319):

PPh

PPh

PM‘d

[xeziney padSajne =yan
Figure 7: prosodic structure of cliticization in the pre-verbal domain

Finally, instances of endocliticization on pre-verbal inflectional prefixes are taken to be cases
of internal clitics. Here, the clitic PM forms a secondary stress with the TAM. This secondary
stress does not cause any change in the stress pattern of the verb form. The clitic and the pre-
verbal TAM prefix form a Foot and project their own PWd, which in turn projects a PPh.

(58) de=man-héna-n (.de.man.h&’.nan)

IPFV=1PL-bring.pPST-3PL
‘We would bring them.” (Opengin 2013: 324)

PR

PWd PWd

"\

de- =man heénan
Figure 8: prosodic structure of cliticization on the modal/aspectual de-*°

Opengin’s prosodic analysis works only at the cost of certain adaptations to the data: for
instance, while the TAM affix de- does not take stress, it is however, considered as prosodic
word. In addition, Opengin’s prosodic analysis predicts for the presence of only one clitic with
large scope over the two coordinate verbs. However, each clitic is repeated on each coordinate

verb:

29 See Selkirk (1995) for possible prosodic combinations resulting from the attachment of a clitic to its host.

30 Opengin (2013: 325)
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(59) bird=i-u xward=r | * bird=r-u xward
take.psT=3sG:A-and eat.PST=3SG:A take.psT=3sG:A-and eat.PST
‘He took (it) and ate (it).’

So far, we have distinguished three accounts to the domain of cliticization in Central Kurdish:
affixal (Samvelian 2007a, 2007b), syntactic (Haig 2008), and prosodic (Opengin 2013). A last
major contribution is a comparative study of clitic placement across Kurdic languages by
Opengin and Mohammadirad (to appear). The authors consider the VP as the domain of
cliticization across Kurdic languages, i.e. cliticization after the first constituent of the VVP. They
point that one major variation across Kurdic is the fact that in Central Kurdish and some
Northern Kurdish dialects bordering CK speech zone the first eligible constituent of the VVP for
clitic hosting can be either a syntactic constituent or a morphological element. However, in
Southern Kurdish, Laki, and Gorani VP-initial constituent can only be a syntactic element, i.e.
morphological elements are skipped as clitic hosts. Another major difference between Kurdic
languages is the extent to which dialects allow multiple cliticization in the past transitive
constructions. According to this criterion, in the more conservative dialects of Mukri Central
Kurdish, Gorani of Hawraman, and some Laki, only A-past clitic can be present in the VP,
while the realization of other non-subject arguments changes into a verbal affix PM. This
restriction is looser in CK and Gorani dialects bordering Southern Kurdish speech zone, and is

totally avoided in Southern Kurdish dialects.

Other Iranian languages have also been subject to research with respect to the domain of
cliticization. Among these, one can mention Gazi, a Central Plateau dialect. Stilo (2004a)
claims that clitic PMs have acquired double functions in the past transitive constructions of
Gazi, that is, “while their form encodes agreement with A-past, they are commonly shifted
leftwards in the clause (“Fronted”) and [...] by position they generally mark the host as O-
past.” In other words, clitic PMs positionally act as case markers for O-past NPs. This is shown
in the following example:

(60) soma [dandun mo]NP-CB_dun na-ymart

2pL  tooth 1sG=2PL:A NEG-break.psT
“You didn’t break my tooth.’

Stilo confirms that clitic placement in Gazi follows a hierarchy —roughly equal to the first
available element within VP, but argues that the direct object is often the first element of the
VP. It is then and by attaching to direct object that the clitic simultaneously shows where the

object is placed in the sentence. He goes on to propose an ‘object eligibility hierarchy’ as
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follows, according to which “clitic will attach to the most eligible candidate for ‘object-like

word’ and when all else fails, it attaches to the verb.”

Direct object > Indirect object > Non-verbal complement of light verb > Adverb/Preposition>

verb stem

There are several objections to Stilo’s account of clitics as case markers in Gazi: first, like in a
good number of Iranian languages, the clitic positioning in Gazi follows a roughly VVP-based
positioning. To say that the clitic has grammaticalized as an object-marker simply
underestimates the hierarchical nature of clitic positioning. Moreover, In Stilo’s account O NPs
should be marked, either positionally by clitic PMs, or via the accusative marker —(r)a.
However, we came across the following examples in Eilers & Schapka (1979) where the object
NP has been skipped for clitic hosting and is not accusative-marked either.

(61) [sar=az]N"-C% foru=¢§ art

head=3sG:POs landed=3sG:A bring.psT
‘He paid repect.’ [lit. He landed his head] (Eilers & Schapka 1979: 128)

(62) ru rore de [yek vace mil-iJNPOB)  pi=z-git
ADP road ADP a child sparrow-INDF PUNCT=3SG:A-catch.pST
‘He caught a baby-sparrow in the road.’ (Eilers & Schapka 1979: 128)

Indeed, these examples suggest that clitics are not case markers, nor accusative-marking via
(r)a has fully extended to the past tense, or at least has extended partially. Furthermore, there
are various examples in Eilers & Schapka (1979), where the flagged indirect objects are

skipped for clitic hosting, contrary to the so-called ‘object eligibility hierarchy’.

(63) a. Hatam be mo  be=§-vat
PN to 1SG  PUNCT=3sG:A-say.PST
‘Hatam told me.’ (Eilers & Schapka 1979: 124)
b. be mulazem-un  sa be=§-vat
to attendant-pL  king  PUNCT=3SG:A-say.PST

‘He said to the king’s attendants.’ (Eilers & Schapka 1979: 126)
In conclusion, a better analysis for clitic placement in Gazi would be that clitics in Gazi follow
a roughly VP-second positioning. Consequently, the object-marking account of clitics is
rejected here, rather, it would be perhaps more convincing to argue that in line with the
neighbouring Southwest Central Plateau dialects of Jondan and Nikabad (see §8.3.3.6), direct

objects are not case-marked in the past tense, hence no ‘case marker’ function for clitics.

The importance of Stilo’s account for clitic placement in Gazi lies in the fact that his analysis

of clitics as case markers has been adopted either implicitly or explicitly to some other studies
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on clitic placement across Iranian languages: for instance, Rasekh-Mahand and Izadifar (2016)
adopt Stilo’s account directly to the A-past cliticization in Takestani variety of Tati. In the same
way, Dabir-Moghaddam (2008: 96) gives the following placement rule for A-past clitic PMs
of Central Kurdish, Laki, and Naeini: “the agent clitic attaches to the O [...] if there is no O,
the verb hosts the agent clitic”. Both these studies reduce the clitic placement of their
investigated languages to object marking and fail to observe the complexities of the clitic

system of their investigated languages.

The A-past clitic placement of a number of other WILs has been surveyed in Dabir-
Moghaddam (2008). In discussing the A-past clitic placement in Davani, the author claims that
the clause is the domain for cliticization. The clitic then attaches to the first constituent of the
clause, cf. (64). In the absence of the subject NP, the O hosts the clitic, cf. (65) (2008: 93). In
addition, when the O NP is absent, “the clitic appears along with the particle o-”, cf. (66). The
particle o- is a relic of the clause-initial conjunction u- ‘and’ in Middle Iranian:

(64) ma=m ketav ese

1sG=1sG:A  book buy.psST
‘I bought a book.’

(65) ketav-o=m ese
book-PTC=1SG:A buy.psT
‘I bought a book.’

(66) o0=m ese
PTC=1SG:A  buy.PST
‘I bought.’

Dabir-Moghaddam’s description of clitic system in Davani is based on elicited data and does
not sufficiently reflect the complexities of Davani’s clitic system. First, he gives no account of
the properties of particle o-. Moreover, his analysis of the particle o- remains confusing for the
few set of examples he has provided: for the author, the particle o- resurfaces when there is no
O argument in the clause, however, it is not clear why the particle o- should attach to the O NP
in (65). Our alternative analysis, which is based on the analysis of natural data from the field,
argues that the particle o- continues the function it had in Middle Iranian and resurfaces as the
clitic host whenever the clausal-second positioning is at risk for clitic placement, i.e. when the
subject argument or other clausal adverbs and conjunctions are absent in the clause. In addition,
clauses like (65), where the object NP hosts the A-past clitic, are regarded as the outcome of

the weakening of clausal-second positioning.
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The A-past clitic positioning of Larestani has also been touched upon in passing in Dabir-
Moghaddam (2008). He gives the following rule for A-past clitic placement in Larestani: “it
appears that in Larestani the agent clitic [A-past clitic] is placed immediately before the verb
either attached to the particle o- [ex. 67] or as a proclitic on the verb [ex. 68], or alternatively
on a prepositional object if there is one available [ex. 69].” (2008: 96).

(67) ketab o=m xeli

book PTC=1SG:A  buy.psST
‘I bought a book.” (Dabir-Moghaddam 2008: 95, citing Khonji 1999: 251-252)

(68) ali ketab bori  §=xond-e
PN book alot 3sG:A=read.PST-PRF
‘Ali has read a lot of books.” (Dabir-Moghaddam 2008: 95, citing Khonji 1999: 251-

252)
(69) s=a mo  got-e
3SG:A=t0 1sG  say.PST-PERF

‘I gave the book to Maryam.’ (Dabir-Moghaddam 2008: 95)

There are several objections to his analysis of clitic placement in Larestani: first no analysis of
the properties of the so-called particle o- has been offered. As will be seen in later chapters,
unlike in Davani, o in Larestani has lost the particle status, rather acts as a supporting vowel
and resurfaces for the cliticization to obey the syllable-structure rules of the language, hence
its appearance before consonant-only singular form of clitic PMs in (70.a), but its absence
before the syllabic plural clitic in (70.b):

(70) a. o§=got | *s=got

3SG:A=say.PST
‘He said.’

b. Su=got | *osu=got
3PL:A=say.PST
“They said.’

Second, it is well known that the process of cliticization should not violate the phonological
rules of the grammar. However, it is not clear in the author’s account how the consonant-only
clitic in (68) has appeared on the consonant-initial verb stem without any support, and hence
yielding the non-permissible syllable *sxond. The correct analysis of the clitic attachment in
(68) would rather be that the clitic acts as a ‘ditropic clitic’ and attaches to the element
immediately preceding the verb (see 83.3.2 for more details). Finally, under his analysis it is
not clear why in a clitic system with the verb as the domain of cliticization, a clitic should move

leftward and procliticize on the preposition head of a prepositional phrase.
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Dabir-Moghaddam (2008) finishes his discussion of the clitic placement in Iranian languages
by proposing three domains for the placement of A-past clitics in Iranian languages. These
domains include: (i) clausal, as in Davani; (ii) verb phrase (Balochi, Kurdish, Laki, and Naeini);
(iii) (prepositional object®! +) verb-initial domain, as in Larestani (2009: 98). His three-way
classification of clitic placement is a preliminary assessment of the phenomenon and does not

adequately address the wrinkles behind clitic positioning across WILSs.

Persian is another language whose cliticization domain has been fairly investigated. Samvelian
& Tseng (2010) offer a lexical account of pronominal clitics in Persian within HSPG
framework. They argue that Persian clitics are better viewed as affixes rather that syntactic
items. In the same manner, clitics should be taken as phrasal affixes when occurring on
syntactic phrases (2010: 213). The authors enumerate a number of syntactic properties of object
clitics in Persian, including the restriction that limits them to be realized immediately pre-
verbally, cf. (71); the possibility for clitics to both skip the immediate pre-verbal element and
taking it as a host, as in (72a) vs. (72b): and the fact that O-indexing clitics can double an object
NP, cf. (73):

(71)  (ketab-ha=ra) [oe  doxtar](=*esan) nesan=esan dad-im

book-PL=DOM to girl show=3PL:0 give.PST-1PL
“We showed them (the books) to the girl.” (Samvelian & Tseng 2010: 216)

(72) a baz  kard-im=as§
open do.pST-1PL=3SG:0

b. baz=as§ kard-im
open=3sG:0  do.PST-1PL
‘“We opened it.” (Samvelian & Tseng 2010: 214-215)

(73) Maryam-ra did-im=as/ u-ra did-im=as
PN-DOM see.PST-1PL-3SG:0 35G-DOM see.PST-1PL-3SG:0
“We saw Maryam.” / “We saw him/her.” (Samvelian & Tseng 2010: 214)

Rasekh (2014) adds that clitic doubling in (73) is excluded for indefinite object NPs and
questioned object arguments (e.g. what in what did you buy? is not doubled). At any rate,
research is missing on the specific conditions under which object clitic doubling occurs in

Persian. As noted by Haig (2018a), in 29 narrations of Pear story in Adibifar corpus (2016)

31 Note that the author’s ‘prepositional object’ in (iii) is indeed a prepositional phrase. As seen in ex. (69) it is the

preposition head that hosts the clitic not its object.
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only one example exhibits clitic doubling. This fact calls for an in-depth study of Persian clitics,

which is beyond the scope of the current dissertation.

Another complexity with Persian clitics is their mobility in the pre-verbal domain. As seen in
(72a-b), they can skip the preverbal element and attach to the verb; the question remains as

which slot is more frequent for the placement of Persian clitics: preverbal or postverbal slot?

The answer to these questions requires an in-depth corpus study, and in the case of clitic
doubling, pragmatic factors should be considered as well. These questions are beyond the scope
of the current thesis, which deals primarily with the variation in the clitic systems of poorly-
investigated WILs. Consequently, Persian clitics are only investigated in this thesis in the
framework of the bigger picture within which variations in different aspects of clitichood across
WILs are highlighted.

Finally, a preliminary account of clitic placement in Delvari has been given in Haig & Nemati
(2013). Under their account, the A-past clitic is a second position clitic at the clause level, as
in (74)—(75):

(74) eli=§ xunei-ku sei amu=m xeri
Ali=3sG:A  house-DEF for uncle=1sG:Pos buy.psT
‘Ali bough the house for my uncle.’

(75)  key=t bo Si=§
when=2sG:A take.PsT PREP=3SG:0
‘When did you take it?

While taking a clause-second (S2) analysis of clitic placement, the authors confirm that the
direct object is the most favoured host for clitic placement. This violates the S2 positioning
analysis since the object is syntactically analysed within the VP. The authors go on to adopt an
information structure-based account of clitic placement in Delvari, in a way that the S2
positioning of clitics is overridden by the information structure factors. For example, in the pair
in (76) the newsy and prominent focused element is taken as the clitic host.

(76) a. sey  masin=om  bo Si=§

with car=1sG:A take.psT PREP=3SG:R
‘I took it in [a] car.’

b. sey  masin, bord=om Si=§
with  car take.PST=1SG:A PREP=3SG:R
‘I took it in [a] car.’

The authors then turn to O clitics. While maintaining that the domain for the placement of the

latter roughly corresponds to the VP, the authors claim that a focused element in the clause can
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override such a VP-based positioning. This is illustrated in (77) where according to the authors
the subject NP is focused and has hosted the clitic.
(77) xo=m=e§ mi-ver-om

REFL=1SG:POS=3SG:0 IND-take.PRS-1SG
‘I take it myself.” (Haig and Nemati 2013, citing Mamasani 2005: 72)

Haig and Nemati’s account of clitic placement in Delvari basically gives two different
cliticization domains for A-past and O clitics: the clause for the former, and the VP for the
latter. This has the disadvantage of assuming two cliticization domains for the same set of clitic
person markers. An alternative analysis is proposed in (88.3.5.6), according to which while
preserving a relic of older S2 positioning (which is the main domain for cliticization in

neighbouring Dashti), Delvari has given way S2-positioning to a more VP-based placement.

2.4.1.1 Summary of cliticization domain in the literature of WILs

Section 2.5.1 discussed in some length the literature on the cliticization domain for a selected
number of WILs. According to these studies, the cliticization domain can roughly correspond
to the clause (Davani, Delvari?), VP (Central Kurdish, Balochi, Laki, Naeini), and a loosely V-
based system (Larestani, and Persian). However, as we saw, apart from the clitics of well-
studied languages like Central Kurdish and (less so) Persian, our understanding of the clitic
system of other languages is at best loose based on the previous scholarship. Consequently,
one of the main aims of the current thesis is to provide a fair analysis of cliticization domains
across WILs, which takes also diachronic facts into account.

2.4.2 Previous scholarship on cliticization and adpositions

Another interesting aspect to the study of the clitic PMs of WILs is their relationship with
adpositions. The latter display two allomorphemic variants depending on the status of their
complements as being syntactically independent or bound. Following the tradition, if the
complement is a syntactic item (e.g. NP, PP) the adposition is called simple, but if it is a bound
person marker, i.e. a clitic PM or a Vaff PM, the adposition is in an absolute form (MacKezie
1961). In Table 8 the range simple and absolute adpositions in Central Kurdish are illustrated
(Samvelian 2007a: 275).
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Table 8: Primary adpositions in Central Kurdish

Primary adpositions®?
Simple | Absolute | Gloss
ba pe ‘to’, ‘with’, ‘at’
be - ‘without’
bo bo “for’
-a - ‘to’
la le ‘of’, ‘in’
ta — “until’
da te ‘to’, ‘with’, ‘at’
lagal (lagal) ‘with’

The distinction between simple and absolute adpositions is shown the following pair: in (78a)
the simple preposition ba cannot have a bound complement, neither is it possible for the

absolute form pé to have a free complement, cf. (78b).

(78) a. ba to/*=t da-le-m
to 2SG/*=2SG:R IND-Say.PRS-1SG

b. pe=t/*to da-le-m
t0=2SG:R/*2SG IND-Say.PRS-1SG

‘I am telling you.” (Samvelian 2007a: 275)
Apart from the clitic vs. non-clitic status of their arguments (or affixal vs. non-affixal
realization in Samvelian’s term), simple and absolute adpositions of Central Kurdish differ in
one more important aspect, namely, while the complement of a simple adposition should be
always local, cf. (78.a), the absolute adpositions allow for a non-local realization of their clitic

complements®3, as seen in the following examples:

(79) rojbas=yan le_ aka

good-morning=3pPL:A at IND-d0.PRS.3SG

‘He wishes them good morning.” (Samvelian 2007a: 283)
(80) ema=y te.  na-¢-in

1PL=3SG:R In NEG.IND-Q0.PRS-1PL

‘We do not go there.” (Samvelian 2007b: 246, citing Edmonds 1955: 498)
(81) (ewa) pé=tan wut-im

2PL  t0=2PL:A say.PST-1SG:R

“You told me.” (Samvelian 2007a: 276)

32 Among the primary adpositions, b, and ta lack corresponding absolute forms. On the other hand, unlike other
adpositions, bo and lagal do not show allomorphic variation when used as absolute forms.

33 In Samvelian’s analysis, the complements of compound prepositions are realized both as a free form or as a
clitic, but their clitic realization remains local, e.g. la sar méz ‘on the table’, la pist=it ‘behind you.’
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In examples (79)—(80), the clitic leaves its adposition head, marked by the ‘underscore’, and
attaches to the element immediately preceding the adposition. Samvelian claims that the non-
local realization of the clitic complement of prepositions is a further evidence in favour of a
lexical affix analysis of clitics, and is restricted to two constructions: first, in present tense
constructions, cf. (79), and in intransitive constructions (regardless of tense), cf. (80), the clitic
complement leaves its preposition head and attaches to the constituent immediately preceding
its governing preposition head. Second, in the past transitive constructions, the clitic
complement of a preposition is detached from its head preposition and attaches to the verb in
the form of a verbal affix PM, cf. (81).

Note that the clitic complement of the preposition has been changed into a verbal affix PM in
(81), an instance of a ‘metamorphosis’ or ‘disformation’. To account for this instance of
externally-realized bound adpositional complement, Samvelian introduces the principle of
‘argument composition’, developed in HSPG framework. Under this principle, the absolute
preposition is an unsaturated argument and its argument properties are inherited by the verb.
The argument of the absolute preposition thus moves on to the verb, yet considering that the

verb is its host, the argument’s realization swaps into a verbal affix PM.

Opengin (2013) proposes a different constraint-based account for the ‘disformation’ of the
clitic PM to a verbal affix PMs for ex. (81). Under his account, “disformation takes place as a
result of an interaction between clitic placement principles and constraints on clitic
sequencing.” (2013: 362). He argues that the cooccurrence of two clitics is prohibited in the
same syntactic domain in past tense. Thus, following ‘argument hierarchy’ (A/S > 10 > O),
when there is a competition of a slot for clitic positioning, only the higher argument, i.e. A-
past is realized by the clitic while the realization of other arguments changes to a verbal affix
PM (see 86.3.5.3 for a critical discussion of this point).

To tackle the leftward movement of adpositional complement clitics to the adjacent element in
(79)—(80), Samvelian adopts a ‘linearization-based account’ within the HSPG framework.
According to this account lexical items and their affixes do not necessarily need to be related
with a fixed order. That is, the clitic and its preposition head form a morphological unit, but a
unit in which the order of its elements is not strictly ordered. Being enclitics then, clitics can
precede their governing head and attach to the element immediately preceding the absolute
preposition. For Opengin on the other hand, the clitic complement moves leftward to abide the
VP-second positioning rule for clitics; however, this leftward movement exceptionally targets

as well the subject of intransitive sentences, ex. (80).
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To sum up, two different accounts exist in the literature regarding the relationship between
cliticization and adpositions: Samvelian’s affixal analysis and Opengin’s mainly prosodic-
syntactic account. The interaction between cliticization and prepositions will be overviewed
for each investigated language in Appendix 3. In addition, in 86.3.5.3 we present our alternative

analysis for those cases in which a clitic disforms into an affix.

2.4.3 Clitic-affix sequences

Another aspect to the study of the morphosyntax of clitic PMs is the order in which they appear
in clitic-affix combinations. This has been investigated for selected Iranian languages in Stilo
(1981); Central Kurdish in Samvelian (2007a), Haig (2008), and Opengin (2013); and more
recently for Kurdic languages in Opengin and Mohammadirad (to appear).

Let’s start our discussion of the literature by Stilo (1981). Stilo’s paper is primarily concerned
with a classification of Tatic language group within the sociolinguistic context of neighbouring
Iranian and non-Iranian languages. Stilo points out to a number of isoglosses with respect to
which variations occur among Tatic dialects. These isoglosses are mostly triggered by the
geographical area in where these dialects are spoken. One such isogloss is the possibility of the
bound expression of direct objects into the verb, known as ‘object incorporation’ in Stilo. He
distinguishes between three groups of languages on the basis of this parameter: group (1),
referred to as ‘non-incorporating’, does not allow the object to be indexed as a bound form into
the verb. This group consists of Caspian languages, some Tatic languages, and the

neighbouring non-Iranian languages of Armenian and Turkish.

Group (2) refers to languages which, depending on the tense of the verb, Vaff PMs or clitic
PMs are inversely used to express the direct object. This pattern is thus reminiscent of tense-
sensitive alignment. Central Kurdish, Gorani, and purportedly some Central Plateau dialects
permit this pattern. The author further classifies languages of this group into three ‘alternates’
depending on where O and A PMs are realized on the verb stem. Each alternate in turn allows
for distinct positionings of A and O according to the tense of the verb (Stilo 1981: 167-168):
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Table 9: Stilo’s claddification of clitic-affix constellations in present and past tense constructions of selected

Iranian languages

alternates | tense | constellation | Languages representing the constellations
Q) prs 0O=V-A Vafsi and Amorei of the Tatic group,

past A=V-O Central Plateau dialects?
(i) prs V-A=0 Gorani, and through extention from

past V-O=A Gorani, the neighbouring Assyrian dialects
(iii) prs O=V-A Central Kurdish

past V=A-0

Though very appealing, this classification remains a preliminary illustration of the
constellations where clitics and affixes are realized on the verb stem. Only a few languages
have been shown to represent these patterns. As will be seen in Chapter 6 the majority of
Central Plateau dialects and Larestani dialects represent alternate (i) of stilo’s classification.
On the other hand, alternate (ii) is not restricted to Gorani and comprises Laki as well. In
addition, one can further add Behbahani as a representative of alternate (iii). Another
shortcoming of the classification above is the fact that it has ignored internal variations within
dialects of the same language, probably due to the lack of dialectological works at the time.
For instance, not all Gorani and Central Kurdish dialects illustrate the alternate (ii), and (iii),

as will be seen in §6.4.

Finally, Group (3) concerns languages which consistently use pronominal clitics to mark direct
objects in both present and past tense constructions (Stilo 1981: 170-171).

Table 10: Stilo’s classification of languages which object NPs are pronominally indexed through clitic PMs

alternates | tense | constellation | Languages representing the constellations
Q) prs V-A=0 Persian, Bakhtiari, Se-Dehi
past Persian, Bakhtiari, Arabic
(i) prs O=V-A Meymei
past
(iii) prs A-V=0 Arabic
past
(iv) prs A=0=V
past Meymei
(V) prs A=V=0
past Se-Dehi

Again, this grouping does not sufficiently account for the all the possible orderings of clitics

and Vaffix PMs in Iranian languages. Moreover, there are some problems with Stilo’s
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classification of ‘object incorporation’ in group (3) languages: first, Meymei has been
mentioned as belonging to alternate (iv) in the past tense, hence A=0=V:
(82) be=dun=emon-xost

PUNCT=2PL:A=1PL:0O-strike.PST
‘You struck us.’

In our corpus of Meymei, the object is indexed by a verbal affix PM in the past tense. The
construction Stilo mentions in (82) was not attested in the literature on Meymei (Lambton 1938,
Fathi Brojeni 2013)34. Instead, if the bound expression of the object is going to be realized via
a clitic PM at all, it would have to precede the subject clitic, hence O=A=V. Accordingly,
example (82) should be translated as “We struck you’. The alternate (iv) should be left out of
the range of constellations where O and A are ordered on the verb. In addition, alternate (iii) is
specific to Arabic and does not occur in an Iranian language.

The investigation of clitic-affix sequences in Central Kurdish has given rise to a good deal of
debate. Samvelian (2007a) mentions that when the verb is the only available host for the
placemnt of A-past clitic, the clitic displaces a verbal affix PM from its host, cf. (83), but adds
that a 3SG A-past clitic is an exception to this rule since it follows the verbal affix PMs, cf.
(84). This trait is viewed as one of the instances which defies a unified second-position analysis
to clitic placement is Kurdish.

(83) nard=man-in

send.PsT=1PL:A-3PL:0
“We sent them.” (Samvelian 2007a: 270)

(84) nard-in=r
send.pST-3PL:0=3SG:A
‘He sent them.’

By taking an affixal analysis of clitics, Samvelian relates the exceptional ordering in ex. (84)

to the ‘idiosyncratic placement’ of affixal elements.

Haig (2008: 292) offers an alternative account based on the person hierarchy for tackling the
idiosyncrasy of clitic placement in the post-verbal spot in (83)—(84) above: “[w]hen the A-past
marker refers to an SAP, it will always precede the O-past marker; otherwise, it follows the O-

past marker[...] when the A-past is third person plural, both possible orders are permitted. For

34 In a conversation that | had with Stilo (p.c.), he acknowledged the wrongness of the analysis of Meymei example
the way it is presented in his paper.
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example, ‘they saw me’ could be either di-yan-im (A-O), or di-m-yan (O-A). The A-O

alternative is the commoner of the two options”.

Haig argues that this rule is established by the ‘hierarchical alignment’ (see Nichols 1992),
according to which “access to inflectional slots for subject and/or object is based on person,
number, and/or animacy rather than (or no less than) on syntactic relations”. The ordering of
A and O in Suleimani is then accounted for on the basis of the person of the two arguments, in
a way that if Speech Acts Participants (1st and 2" persons) are A, the order is A-O. If on the
other hand the non-SAP is indexed as A, the order is O-A. This account has been taken up with

some small modifications in Jigel (2009).

Interesting though it is, this account fails to deal with the placement of 3PL A-past clitic
preceding the SAP O verbal affix PM (the more common order in Suleimani). Here the
syntactic hierarchy is better suited to explain the positioning of 3PL A-past clitic. Note that the
O-A ordering in Suleimani CK could be attributed to a substratum effect from Gorani (see also
Table 11).

Finally, Opengin (2013; 2019) argues that ‘argument hierarchy’ (A/S > 10 > O) is the relevant
factor for clitic-affix constellations in the Mukri dialect of CK. Thus, with all the person forms
but 3SG, the A-past clitic enters between the verb stem and the Vaff PM indexing O-past, as
in (83). He also enumerates that the verbal affix PM in past tense constructions is not
phonologically integrated into the verb stem, in the sense that it does not take word stress,
despite the general rule that the word stress is on the final syllable in Kurdish. By not bearing
stress, then the verbal affix acts like a clitic and can be separated from its host by another clitic,
hence the order in (83). As for the exceptional placement of the 3SG clitic in (84) against
argument hierarchy prediction, Opengin holds that this ordering should be accounted for based
on OCP®*-like phonological constraints that require the elements in a sequence to be distinct
(cf. Yip 1998). In other words, the phonological and morphosyntactic structure of affixes in a
cluster should be in such a way that it would not disrupt the morphosyntactic information they
are going to express. The positioning of the vocalic 3SG clitic PM before the Vaff PM in (84),
i.e. nard-in, ambiguates the identity of the referents in the action of the verb. Following the
principle of ‘identity avoidance’ the clitic swaps its position with the verb affix in the interest

of maximally identifying referents.

3 obligatory counter principle
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Another problematic case in clitic-affix sequences of Mukri Central Kurdish concerns the clitic
marking of 2SG O-past in the following construction:
(85)  bird=it=r

take.PST=25G:0=3sG:A
‘He took you.” (Opengin 2013: 405)

The same identity avoidance analysis is applied to (85) in Opengin (2013). The 2SG verb affix
is the vocalic -1. When the object-indexing 2SG Vaff PM is followed by the vocalic 3SG clitic
-1, the expected resultant form will be bird-i=z, which again interferes the optimal identification

of referents. The 2SG verbal affix thus disforms into a clitic to resolve this ambiguity.

More recently, Opengin & Mohammadirad (to appear) provide a list of clitic-affix sequences

in Kurdic languages, as follows:

Table 11: Argument indexes on the verb in the past tense constructions across Kurdic

V=A-O V-O=A V=0=A V-A=0

CKM g

GORH +

LAK g

CKSu + +

GORZ g

CKSa +

GORQ i

SK/LAKH +

CKM: Mukri Central Kurdish; GORH: Gorani Hawraman; LAK: Laki of Kakevand/Aleshtar; CKSu: Suleimani CK;
GORZ: Gorani of Zarda; CKSa: Sanandaji CK; GORQ: Gorani of Qal’eh; SK: Southern Kurdish; LAKH: Laki of Harsin

As can be seen the ordering of arguments gives rise to different results across Kurdish. In Laki,
Gorani and its neighbouring dialects of Sulaimaniya CK the ordering is V-O=A, while the more
northern CK dialects Mukri and (less so) Suleimaniya opt for the reverse order V=A-0.
Southern Kurdish dialects and Laki dialects bordering SK are uniformly V-A=0 across all

tenses.

This classification proves to be a useful way of demonstrating variation across Kurdic
languages and can account for cross-dialectal variations. We will follow the same methodology

to illustrate variations in the clitic-affix combinations across WILs in Chapter 6.
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2.4.3.1 Summary of clitic-affix sequences

The existing literature, though satisfactorily accounts for a good deal of ordering possibilities
between core arguments of the verb, especially across Kurdic languages, does not equip us
with enough understanding to the nature of clitic-affix combinations on the verb and its
complexities across the rest of the WILs. Indeed, our understanding of the relevant
phenomenon across Iranian is limited. Hence, one of the major aims of the current thesis is to
provide an inventory of clitic-affix combinations across Iranian, and to grasp what factors

account for their ordering on the verb.

2.5 Summary of the literature on clitic systems of WILs

The previous sections surveyed in length the state of art on the clitic systems of WILs. The
previous scholarship on the clitic was divided into some four major aspects: (i) paradigm of
the clitic PMs; (ii) procliticization; (iii) functionality of clitic PMs; (iv) syntax of clitic PMs.
Some of these aspects were shown to have been investigated with respect to more components.
For instance, the discussion of functionality of clitic PMs often involves the grammaticalization
of such items and their role in the alignment system of individual languages. The placement
properties of clitic PMs on the other hand often covers the cliticization domain of such items,
the relationship between cliticization and adpositions, and the interaction between clitic PMs

and Vaff PMs when these two sets are in combination.

As shown in previous sections, not all aspects of clitichood in WILs have been treated equally
in the literature. For instance, our understanding of the rise of procliticization in modern
languages is at best loose at the current stage. In the same way, the existing literature has not
fully investigated the complexities of cliticization domain in various modern languages.
Moreover, previous scholarship lacks a comprehensive picture on the grammaticalization paths

for clitic PMs across WILs.

Another issue with the previous scholarship on West Iranian clitics is the fact that it has mainly
focused on the morphosyntax of clitic PMs in some specific languages, e.g. Central Kurdish,
and Persian. The clitic systems of some other Iranian languages, e.g. Davani, Larestani, Naeini,
have been investigated impressionistically in the literature. Therefore, the literature does not
illuminate many of the wrinkles of the clitic systems of such languages. Moreover, the previous
scholarship had not as its aim the investigation of clitic systems of many modern languages.

For instance, Central Plateau dialects are almost unknown with respect to their clitic systems.
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In the same way, our understanding of the clitic systems of much of languages spoken in south

Iran is narrow.

2.6 Content of the thesis

With the gaps mentioned in the survey of literature on clitics, the current thesis aims to give a
preliminary investigation of clitic PMs of WILs along the following thematic domains: forms
and phonological attachment of clitics, functions of clitics, cliticization domains, cluster
internal ordering of clitics, and clitic-affix combinations. In this regard, a sketch of clitics is
available for each language in Appendix 3. Each sketch focuses on the survey of the mentioned

aspects of clitichood in each language.

In the follow-up chapters we explore each major aspect to the investigation of clitic PMs: in
Chapter 3 on form and phonological attachment of clitics, we will first present an overview of
the paradigm of clitics across WILs. We will see that the traditional isogloss which classifies
the Iranian languages based on retention or not of certain 3SG clitic forms does not hold (83.1).
In addition, we give an overview of the mutual derivation of certain person forms in the
paradigm of clitics and verbal affix PMs (83.2). For instance, the retention of 1PL and 2PL
clitic forms in the paradigm of Vaff PMs of some Southern Kurdish and Luri-type dialects
points to the erstwhile existence of a clitic paradigm, which was later taken over (though not
totally) by the corresponding paradigm of Vaff PMs through analogy with present tense
constructions. In the same way, Bandari and Bajalani give evidence for the total replacement
of the Vaff PM paradigm by the clitic paradigm in certain TAM forms of intransitive verbs.

Chapter 3 also gives an overview of the direction of clitic attachment across WILs (83.3). Three
major modes of attachment are distinguished: enclitics, proclitics, and endoclitics. Our
discussion will mostly focus on the proclitic attachment, and its extent in the languages that
have it. More importantly, we develop some hypotheses for the rise of procliticization in WILSs.
This issue becomes more significant considering that the direction of clitic attachment in Old
and Middle Iranian periods was solely in the form of enclitics, while in some modern languages

proclitic attachment has arisen out of the previous enclitic stage.

We maintain that the rise of procliticization in modern languages is triggered by the reanalysis
or the loss of some clitic-hosting particles in the clause-initial position. This is shown in the
comparison of the paradigmatic form of the verb ‘to see’ in the past tense of Davani and Lari.

The former has the clause as its domain of cliticization, while the latter has the verb as such.
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(86) Davani Lari

o=m di om=di ‘I saw’
o=t di ot=di “You saw’
o=s di 0s=di ‘S/he saw’
o=mu di mo=di ‘We saw’
o=tu di to=di “You saw’
o=su di So=di ‘They saw’

It is seen that in Davani the particle holds the clitic PMs in the clause-second position (and thus
avoids the verb to be a clitic host). However, in Lari’s Verb-based clitic system, the clause is
no longer the domain of cliticization. With the movement of the clitics toward the verb the
particle has lost its older function, and reanalysed as part of the clitic paradigm. However, the
erstwhile particle solely resurfaces with the consonant-only singular forms of clitics, and not
with the syllabic plural forms. The reason for the retention of erstwhile particle o with singular
forms is that the cliticization mechanism should comply with the syllable structure rules of the
languages, hence avoiding non-allowed syllable onsets *mdi, *tdi, *sdi. In other words, the
role of particle has changed from a syntactic element to a phonological element. Needless to

say, the plural forms have already a syllabic structure and do not need the supporting o.

Chapter 3 also gives an overview of the ditropic clitics across WILSs. It will be seen that ditropic
behaviour of clitics is characteristic of certain WILs with the verb as the domain of cliticization.
Here, the clitic has the verb as its syntactic host, but attaches to whatever element that precedes
it: e.g. the subject NP in (87), and the non-verbal complement of the complex predicate in (88):
(87) mo=m bo /mo om=bo BO[Nod]. 18

1sG=1sG:A  win.psT
‘I won (against you).’

(88) zendegi=s$ mi-ke / zendegi es=mi-ke EL[Nod]. 1
life=3sG:A  IPFV-d0.PST
‘He would live (in a small village).’

Chapter 3 ends with a discussion of endocliticization in WILs. Endoclitic attachment of clitics
is taken to be the by-product of the stress factor and the second-position requirement for clitics.
In the following example, for instance the second position clitic cannot take as host the weak
negative formative ne. It thus moves onto the next strong syllable, which is the first syllable of
the disyllabic verb stem Senas ‘to know’:

(89) ne-se=sun=ndas-on EL[Dej]. 79

NEG-know1=3pPL:0=know2-1sG
‘T don’t know them.’
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Chapter 4 pinpoints the functionality of clitic PMs across WILSs. In doing so, it lists the function
of clitics and surveys whether clitics obligatorily index each function. This chapter thus
provides a variety of maps illustrating the variation between languages in regard to marking
different arguments by clitic PMs. For example, languages are classified into five groupings
with regard to indexing non-canonical subjects (84.2.1): the first group consists of languages
which have largely preserved since WMI period major non-canonical subject constructions,
the subject of which marked by clitic PMs. On the other hand, the fifth group consists of mainly
languages with nominative-accusative alignment (like Persian), in which the extent of non-
canonical constructions is restricted to non-controlled events. It will be concluded that the
continuation of old irregular predicates and the preservation of tense-sensitive alignment are
among factors that trigger the extent of non-canonical construction across WILs. Chapter 4
also highlights the various paths of the grammaticalization of person markers indexing A-past
and O-past arguments, while a combination of these two factors provides us with the

development of person indexing in the past tense of WILs (84.3).

chapter 5 is concerned mainly with the domain of cliticization across Iranian languages. In this
chapter we distinguish between three major cliticization domains: the clause, cf. (90), the verb
phrase, cf. (91), and the verb, cf. (92). In the following examples, the placement of A-past
clitics is intended. Elements that are skipped for clitic hosting in (91)—(92) are marked by the

‘underscore’.

(90) va ru=s§ Sara vasa=y ga BO[Beh]. 2
a day=3sG:A PN t0=3sSG:R say.PST
‘One day, Sarah told him.’

91) saw-e kor-akan=t bang kird SB[SCK]. 3

night-I_NDF boy-DEF.PL=3sG:A  call  do.psT
‘One night he called his sons.’

(92)  yekiyeki_ miva-ya_ ba deqat_ 0§=CT PS2[Lar]. 3
one.by.one  fruit-pL with  care 3sG:A=pick.pST
‘He picked the fruit one by one with care.’

A set of properties will be shown to distinguish the clitic placement in each of these domains
from those of other domains. For instance, clausal conjunctions, subject NP, and clausal
adverbs are regular clitic hosts in clause-based clitic systems, while such is not the case in the
other two domains (except under ditropic clitic behaviour in V-based systems). Furthermore, a
subset of VVP-based clitic systems allows for pre-verbal inflectional and derivational formatives
to be clitic hosts, while such is not possible in V-based clitic systems. For each cliticization
domain a rule of clitic placement will be given for clitic positioning, and differences between
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languages will be pointed in this regard. For instance, in VP-based cliticization systems, the
clitic is placed on the left-most edge of the what is roughly correspondent to the Verb phrase.
However, not all VVP-based clitic systems act alike, in a way that a subset of them allow
morphological elements on the verb to be clitic hosts. The chapter also gives an overview of
the change in the placement of certain clitic functions: it will be seen that some clitic functions
do not in general follow the clitic placement rule, rather clitics have acquired more of an affixal
status and are not separated from their heads (i.e. they do not show mobility). This concerns
mostly possessor and adpositional complement uses of clitics. We will argue that the scenarios
of ‘head attachment’ and ‘rightward movement’ are accountable for these changes in the clitic

placement.

Finally, we will see in Chapter 5 that some V-based proclitic systems exhibit exceptions in
clitic placement, e.g. the clause-initial placement of a proclitic. Reflecting on the fact that the
clause was the earlier domain of cliticization in these languages, we arrive at the conclusion
that the unexpected proclitic attachment of clitics clause-initially in V-based cliticization
systems is a residual of earlier clausal-second positioning of such items in the form of enclitics
(see 8§5.6).

In Chapter 6, we elaborate on the cluster internal ordering of clitics, and clitic-affix
combinations across WILs. As for the former, we will first give an overview of the range of
clitic sequences across investigated languages in both present tense constructions (86.2) and
past tense constructions (86.3). It will be seen that in both tenses, the argument hierarchy (A >
0O >R >POS) isresponsible for the cluster-internal ordering of clitics, in a way that the element
higher in the argument hierarchy occurs second in the cluster. This is shown in the following
examples, where the higher-ranked O and A-past arguments have occurred following the low-
ranked bound possessor argument. In the light of argument hierarchy, we will also account for

deviations from the expected ordering of clitics in the cluster.

(93) dim-e som=om=et mi-zen-am BB[Beh]. 38
with-gz hoof=1sG:P0S=25G:0 IND-hit.PRS-1SG
‘I will hit you with my hoof.’

(94) un Ji_ be aga=m=es bi-at-e-be QB [Kha]. 15
3sc  too to dad=1sG:P0S=3sG:A PUNCT-tell.PST-PTCP-PPRF

‘He had told my father.’
The chapter ends with a survey of constellations in where clitic PMs and verbal affix PMs are

in a combination. We will highlight the variation between languages in this regard, and outline
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the resulting combinations in which the order of clitics and affixes do not yield the expected

behaviour of clitichood and affixhood.

86



Chapter 3: Form and phonological attachment of clitics

The previous chapter discussed in length the literature on the clitic PMs of WILs. In addition,
it laid out some introduction into the content of the current thesis. This chapter investigates the
form and phonological attachment of clitics across WILs. In terms of form, we survey the
variation in the clitic paradigm of WILs, historical origins of clitic paradigms, and the way
such paradigms have developed across languages. In terms of phonological attachment, we
explore the extent of procliticization, and the possible pathways through which it might have
developed since Middle West Iranian period. In doing so, 83.1 traces the paradigm of West
Iranian clitic PMs back to Old Iranian languages. In §3.2 we review alternative sources for the
derivation of clitic paradigms and that of verbal affix PMs. In the second part of the chapter
phonological attachment of clitics will be surveyed. In doing so, 83.3 looks into the extent of
proclitic attachment in Iranian languages, and develops some hypotheses for the rise of
procliticization in these languages. In the follow-up sections, endoclitic (83.4) and circumclitic

(83.5) attachment of clitics will be surveyed.

3.1 The clitic paradigm of WILs

The clitic paradigms of modern WILs are assumed to be derived from Old Iranian forms, and
ultimately go back to Proto-Indo-European (Korn 2009). In Olr. period, pronominal clitics
comprised two sets: genitive/dative, and accusative. These two sets were in close similarity
with the corresponding Vedic forms (cf. Korn 2009: 162):

Table 12: Pronominal clitics in Old Iranian and Old Indic

Old Iranian cf. Vedic
Genitive/dative Accusative
sg 1 | OP -maiy OP, Av. -ma gen./dat. -me
OAv. -moi, YAV. -mé acc. ma
2 | OP-taiy Av. -6pa gen./dat. -te
OAwv. -tai, -te, YAv. -te acc. tva
3 | OP -saiy m., .. OP -sim, -dim; Av. -im, -him, | acc. -im, -sim;
OAwv. -hdi, YAV. -hé, -sé -dim; n.: Av. i, -dit n. -
p| 1 | OAv.-n3, YAvV. -né OAv. -nd, YAV. -ng obl. -nas
2 | OAV.-v5, YAV. Vo OAV. -vd, YAV. V6 obl. -vas
3 | OP -sam m., f.: OP -is, -dis; Av. -3, -his, - acc. -im, -sim;
dis; n.: Av. g, -dr n.-r

Genitive/dative and accusative sets syncretized into one set in middle and new lIranian
languages. The relevant forms from Middle Iranian languages are illustrated in the following
table (Korn 2009: 160):
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Table 13: Manichean Middle Persian and Parthian Pronominal clitics

Middle Persian | Parthian
sg 1 -(u)m
2 -(u)t, -(u)d
3 -(0)8
pl 1 | -n(rare), -man -man
2 | -(i)tan, -(i)dan -tan
3 -(i)8an

According to the common view, the singular forms -m, -t, -§ are assumed to be reflexes of Olr.
gen./dat clitics *-maiy, *-taiy, *-saiy respectively. On the other hand, plural forms (except for
Middle Persian 1PL -n) are formed by the adding of the pluralizing marker -an to the singular
forms. This has been recently vouched in Gholami (2018), where the author discusses the
derivation of clitic PMs in the Zoroastrian dialect of Kerman: “in both Zoroastrians Dari of
Kerman (ZDK) and Zoroastrians Dari of Yazd (ZDY), as in Persian and other languages as
well, the pronominal clitics for the singular are derived from the Old Iranian gen./dat
pronominal clitics, e.g. 1sg. om/m<OP -maiy, 2sg. ot/od <OP -taiy, 3sg. -08/§ <OP -3aiy. (2018:
113)”

The clitic paradigm of Middle Iranian continues in the modern languages. Table 14 illustrates

the inventory of clitic PMs across investigated WILSs:
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Table 14: Clitic PM forms across investigated West Iranian languages (simplified)

language Form of clitic PMs

1sG 2SG 3sG 1PL 2PL 3PL
Hawrami Takht m t S ma ta §a
Hawrami Qal’eh m t $ ma ta sa
Delijani m d § mon don Son
Khansari m d 7,8 mun dun Zun, Sun
Badrudi m d § mun dun Sun
Nikabad-Jondan m d § mon ton Son
Meymei m d § mun dun Sun
Naeini m t § mi, mni | ti, tni, ni | $i, $ni
Yazdi Zoroastrian m d § mo do So
Luri-type dialects m t §,s mon ton Son, son
Sivandi m t § ma ta s§a
Nowdani m t § mu tu Su
Davani m t § mu tu Su
Delvari m t S mu tu Su
Dashti m t § mu tu Su
Lari m t S mo to So
Bastaki m t S mo to So
Central Taleshi m r S mun run sun
Takestani m i § mon yon Son
Chali m i § mon yon Son
Semnani an a, at § mon ton Son
Behbahani m t e, § me, mu | te, tu Se, Su
Bandari m t 18 mo to S0
Minabi m t, € 18 mon ton Son
Baneh CK m t, € 1 man tan yan
Southern CK m t,0,& 1 man tan yan
Bijar SK m d 1 man dan yan
Laki Kakevandi m t g, man tan an, an
Laki Harsini m t g,y man tan yan
Abuzeydabadi m a(d),d | &1y mo do yo
Kuroshi n, m t, te g, T,ay |eén 0 e§, as

As can be seen, the original paradigm of clitic PMs in Middle Iranian is resurfaced in many
WILs, but with some superficial phonological changes, e.g. rounding of the vocalic element in
the plural forms (tan vs. ton, tun); voicing or not of the onset in 2SG and 2PL forms (/t/, vs.
/d/); voicing of 3" person forms in Khansari (§ < Z; $un < zun); backing of 35G form 7 ( T <g);

and perhaps some flapping of /t/ in Central Taleshi (/t/ < /r/).

Apart from phonological changes, one major difference between WILSs is the form of 3SG clitic
PMs as being either s or 7: § and 7 are reflexes of *-§aiy forms and *-hei forms of Olr. gen.dat
clitics, respectively. This distinction has been regarded as a ‘long recognized isogloss’ within

West Iranian languages (Windfuhr & Arbor 1989: 259). As a result, modern languages have
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been classified as either deriving from *-saiy forms or *-hoi forms. The following table,

adopted from Korn (2009: 161, and Windfuhr 1975), illuminates the point better:

Table 15: Isogloss grouping new Iranian languages based on the the form of 3SGclitics

<Olr. gen./dat. *-hai

< Olr. gen./dat. *-3ai

Middle Ir.

Middle Persian, Parthian

New Ir.

Kurdish, Khuri, Kohrudi, Harzandi,
Balochi, Bashkardi, Bandar Abbasi

New Persian, remaining New Western
Iranian

However, Korn (2009) mentions that some Balochi dialects have both forms for 3sG form of
the clitic PM. In addition, Table 14 shows that indeed more languages exhibit both i-form and
§-form for 3SG clitics: these languages include Behbahani, Bandari, and Minabi. Thus, along
with Balochi, these languages challenge the mentioned isogloss. Figure 9 illustrates the

distribution of s-forms and or -forms of 3SG clitic forms in the investigated languages:

Contral
Taleshi
Bljar Southem ; ATAT
|
&:ﬁ';fe"."" Kurdish @ Takestani
: @ chal ® Semaani
Gorani Takht @ Gorani
@ Qal'eh
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® ®Meime
Khansan @ Naeini
Nikabad-
@ ondan :
© Yardi Zoroastrian
@ Luri-type
@ Behbahani
Nowdani @ © Sivandi
Bavani @ @ Koroshi
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@ Delvan
£ Dashui
Forms of clitics - 35G @la Endar
Bastaki
® ] ‘_,'}?fj" @ Minabi
® 3
® 3
- 100 200 ks
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Figure 9: Forms of 3SG clitic PMs across investigated languages

As seen, i-forms are rather limited to the peripheries of WILs, most notably to the Kurdic
languages in the West. Similarly, mixed forms for 3SG are rather restricted to the easternmost
southern languages Bandari, Minabi (and Balochi), on the one hand, and Behbahani at the

periphery of Southwest languages.
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Another aspect to consider is that in the majority of languages the plural forms of clitics are
formed by the addition of plural marker to the singular set. However, exceptions arise in some
languages, e.g. Koroshi (3SG: =1, 3PL: =és, see Table 17 below), and to a lesser extent
Behbahani, Bandari, and Minabi (3sG: =i, 3PL: =son/san). Taking into account these
deviations, | chose not to gloss plural forms as two segmentable formatives, namely the
affixation of the plural marker -an/-on/-u to the singular forms; rather the plural forms are

considered one bound formative.

Another aspect to the investigation of clitic inventories is the derivation of the clitic paradigms
from either the corresponding pronominal forms of the ancestor languages, or from other
sources, e.g. from the inflectional morphology. In the same way, other aspect to the study of
clitic paradigms is their extension into other bound person paradigms, e.g. Vaff PMs, copulas,
or vice versa. The next section takes up such derivations and extensions from or to the clitic

paradigms of modern languages.

3.2 The derivation of clitic person markers of WILs

As mentioned earlier, the general assumption in the study of the clitic paradigms of modern
Iranian languages is that these paradigms are derived from Olr gen.dat clitics. Korn (2009)
questions such a view and instead explores the alternative sources from which clitic forms
might have been derived. These possibilities are summed up below, first for the singular set of
clitic PMs, then for the plural set:

— some clitics are derived from Olr. accusative clitics. This is the case with 2SG forms in

some Central Kurdish dialects which have -i as an alternate to the regular -t form?®; -i
is generally assumed to be a reflex of Olr. acc. *-68a°" and -t a reflex of the Olr.

gen/dat. *-taiy.

— 1SG forms might have been developed due to a coalescence of Olr. gen./dat. *-maiy

o

and acc. *-ma, since both forms would result in -m anyway.

— in the same way, 3SG form -s can be said to have been derived from a coalescence of

S
T

Olr. gen./dat. *-saiy and acc. *-5im. 3SG -7 of Balochi and Central Kurdish dialects can

3% Baneh CK, and SCK studied in this thesis have also 2SG -o as an alternate to the general -t form.

37 Perhaps the derivation *-68a < -a can be applied to 2SG clitic form in Abuzeydabadi and Semnani.
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be considered a reflex of Olr. acc. *-(h)im. Finally, in languages which have -ay
(Balochi, Bashkardi), or -¢ (Laki, and some Central Kurdish dialects) as 3SG forms, a

derivation from Olr. gen./dat. *-hai appears equally possible.
Plural forms of person clitics on the other hand show different behaviours:

— in most languages, plural forms are formed by adding of the pluralizing marker -an or
its variants to the singular forms (see the clitic paradigms of WMI, and WILs in Tables

12, and 13, respectively)

— 1PL and 2PL clitic forms of some languages can be said to have been derived from Olr.
gen./dat. or acc. forms (see Table 16). Such forms are better regarded as a reflex of both
old forms in Korn (2009)

Table 16: The derivation of 1PL and 2PL forms of pronominal clitics of some WILs

Koroshi | Balochi | South Central Old Iranian
Bashkardi | Kurdish®® | gen./dat. | acc.

1PL | -en -in -an -in *_nah *_nah
2PL | -u -0 -0 -0 *_wah *-wah

— 3PL forms of some languages are not derived from singular forms plus the pluralizing

marker:

Table 17: Languages in which 3PL forms are not derived from 3SG forms

Balochi Koroshi | South Bashkardi | Abyanei | Harzandi
3SG | -18, -1, -& -1 -1, -§, -h -1 -1
3PL | 1§, -88,-&¢ | -eS$ -e$ -$1 -1

— 3PL -7 in Harzandi is assumed to have been driven from Olr. acc. *-(h)im as with its
3SG form. On the other hand, 3PL forms of other languages in Table 17 are assumed

to be a reflex of Olr. acc. *-(h)is, *-s5is and/or gen./dat. *-sam.

All this suggests that the claim that the clitic paradigm of modern languages are originated
from their Olr. gen./dat. counterparts faces problems. Korn (2009) favours an alternative view

which rather contends that clitic paradigm of modern languages are a reflex of both Olr.

38 This is the case with Pizdar, Mukri, and less so few other Central Kurdish dialects which have 1PL -in and 2PL
- as alternants for the general forms -man, and -tan (MacKenzie 1961: 77).
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gen./dat. and acc. sets. Such an approach has also been taken up by Haig (2018a) in his

discussion of the historical origins of pronominal clitics of modern Iranian languages.

Korn (2009) comes up with an interesting observation on the relationship between 3SG forms
and a distinct derivation of plural forms (see Table 17), as follows: “[A]ll the WIr. [WILs here,
MM] varieties whose plural clitics are not based on the singular [...] have 3sg. clitics -,
sometimes also -€, but that none of these variants has only -8.” (2009: 167). A look at Tables
14 and 17 confirms her point better. This means that the distinct derivation of plural forms,
which are not formed on the basis of singular forms plus the pluralizing marker, correlates with
languages having 3SG forms in -7. However, the reverse does not hold: a language that has a
3SG clitic form in —s, does not necessarily have the 3PL form from a distinct derivation. Data
from investigated languages in this thesis, some of them not included in Korn’s paper, further

proves the mentioned generalization.

3.2.1 The suffixal origin of clitic PMs

Not all the cells in the paradigm of clitic PMs of WILs are derived from their Olr. predecessors.
Indeed, some clitic PMs of WILs can be said to have developed from copulas and or Vaff PMs.
Table 18, adopted from Korn (2011: 64) illustrates the derivation of some clitic forms from the

corresponding cells in the paradigm of Vaff PMs or copula PMs.

Table 18: Western Iranian pronominal clitics potentially derived from copula/ verbal affix PMs

Pronominal clitics Copula/verb. affix PM3° | Notes
1sg | West & Ir. Bal. =un +an, +un, In aso PRO 1SG=um
South & East Bal. =a, =0, =0 | +a, +u
Semnan region (aleli)n -in, -un, =on
2sg | South & EastBal., | =& +& also PRO 2SG =it
Vafsi, North =i +i also Tatic PRO 2SG =0;
Talyshi < Olr. *=tai?
3sg | Semnani =3, =i -2, -6, -U. =i
Laki (Luristan) =te also PRO 3SG =¢; cf.
=Vt in Sorani, Fars, etc.
2pl | Laki =ino(n) +ino(n) cf. PRO 1PL =imo(n)

According to Table 18, 1SG and 2SG forms of clitics are more prone to be influenced by the
corresponding forms in other bound person paradigms. While in general Korn’s classification

in Table 18 is valid, a closer look at some language data contradicts some of her assumed

3 Following Korn’s transcription, the signs —, and = represent verbal affix PMs and copulas respectively, and +
is used when the form in question acts as both.
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derivations. For example, the -te form of 3SG clitic in Laki is said to occur only as an object
clitic, which is different from the form of the A-past clitic (cf. Korn 2011: fn.33). However,
the contrast between (95)—(96) shows that the epenthetic -t occurs to ease the articulation of
the A-past clitic PM preceded by a vowel-final syllable.

(95) non  hword=e

bread eat.PST=35G:A
‘He ate bread.’

(96) non  hword-ui-t=e
bread eat.PST-PPRF-EP=3SG:A
‘He had caten bread.” (Lazard 1992: 219)

Moreover, while Korn takes Majidi’s (1980) description of Semnani for the derivation of the
3SG clitic, data from Christensen (1915) and our data from the field suggest that indeed the
form of 3SG is the pronominal -s: thus the assumed derivation for Semnani should be left out
of Table 18.

A note on the derivation of 1SG -an in the clitic paradigm of Semnani is worth mentioning. As
said, an derives from corresponding from in the Vaff PM paradigm. Interestingly, -an has taken
up the morphosyntactic restrictions of the Vaff paradigm as well. Consequently, contrary to
the other person values in the clitic paradigm, -an is not in complementary distribution with

the overt subject NP. The contrast between the following sentences illustrates this point:

(97) unun ba-dia / vs. (* unun) ba-dia=son MB[Sem]. 16
3PL  PUNCT-See.PST
‘They saw.’

(98) mo=am Zo du-na-sat-an /*mo-am Zo du-na-sat DV[Sem]. 21

1SG.OBL=ADD 3SG  PVB-NEG-beat.psT-15G
‘T didn’t beat him either.’

The question now arises as why the clitic paradigms have borrowed some forms from the
respective suffixal morphology? Korn (2011) comes up with the conclusion that this
phenomenon happens in languages with tense-sensitive alignment; such languages have
different set of person markers for indexing arguments. For instance, -an is the form of Balochi
1SG in present tense constructions and past intransitive ones, while the clitic form -m is used
only in the past transitive. As a result, through the mechanism of generalization the more
widespread pattern of inflectional morphology generalizes to the one of (restricted) clitic
paradigm. Put differently, the specific person indexing paradigm, here the clitic paradigm, is
subject to change from the neighbouring person indexing paradigm, i.e. the suffixal

morphology through analogical extension of the suffixal morphology to the clitic paradigm.
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3.2.2 The clitic origin of suffixal morphology

In some languages it seems that clitic PMs have replaced the original inflectional morphology
of the verbs. For instance, while discussing the paradigm of clitic PMs and suffixal morphology
in Northern Taleshi, Stilo (2008a: 367) suggests that “[t]he 1st and 2nd persons plural of the
Set2 series [clitic PMs here, MM] in Talyshi have replaced the original Setl [Vaff PMs here,
MM] forms of these two persons which have been lost.” The following table brings more

evidence from investigated languages in this thesis:

Table 19: The derivation of 1PL and 2PL forms of suffixal morphology from clitic PMs

Suffixal morphology Clitic PMs
1pl | Chali, Takestani, Delijani -imo =mo

Central Taleshi -omun | =amun
2pl | Chali, Takestani -iyo =ion

Central Taleshi -arun =arun

The reason why such substitutions occur in the suffixal morphology paradigm might be related
to the extension of the paradigm of clitic PMs into that of suffixal morphology at some point
in the history of these languages. A close look at the paradigm of suffixal morphology of
Iranian languages suggest the clitic paradigm can extend into the Vaff PM paradigm in three

possible ways:

In the first case, special cells in suffixal morphology are targeted. The paradigmatic form of
the verbs ‘to go’ sen and ‘to see’ vinden in the past tense of Central Taleshi is brought here to
highlight such a shift. Here, the clitic set has substituted the verbal affix PM set in 1PL and
2PL forms.

(99) 1SG S-em vind=am-a
25G S-i§ vind=ar-a
3SG s-a vind=as-a
1PL S-imun vind=amun-a
2PL S-irun vind=arun-a
3PL S-in vind=asun-a

As another example, Persian 3SG clitic -5 replaces the 3SG zero morpheme of suffixal
morphology in the past tense, as in rafi=es ‘he went.’, goft=es ‘He said’. The 3SG clitic here
loses its pronominal nature and becomes the (obligatory) index of third person subject.
Adopting the ‘Blocking Principle’ of Ful (2005), Rasekh (2014) analyses the emergence of the
3SG clitic form in the paradigm of suffixal morphology of Persian as compensating for a defect

in the paradigm of verbal affix PMs, i.e. the lack of distinctiveness of the 3SG slot in the latter.
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Table 20: Shifts in the paradigm of verbal affix PMs in Persian

a. suffixal morphology (old) b. Clitic PMs c. suffixal morphology (new)
1sg | -am 1sg | =m 1sg | -am
2sg | -1 2sg | =t 2sg | -1
3sg | -@ 3sg | =8 3sg | -es
1pl | -im 1pl | =man 1pl | -im
2pl | -id 2pl | =tan 2pl | -id
3pl | -and 3pl | =8an 3pl | -and

The second way a paradigm of clitic PMs can affect a paradigm of verbal affix PMs is the full
substitution of the latter by the former. This is the case for Bajalani dialect of Gorani, studied
by MacKenzie (1956), and Bandari. In Bajalani, with the exception of 3SG zero morpheme,
the paradigm of clitic PMs extends to past intransitive verbs. In (100) the paradigmatic form
of the intransitive verb amay ‘to come’ and the transitive verb warday ‘to eat’ in the past tense

is given for comparison.

(100) 1SG amay=m ward=m
2SG  amay=t ward=t
3SG  ama-@ ward=$
1IPL  amay=man ward=man
2PL  amay=tan ward=tan
3PL  amay=san ward=san

In Bandari, on the other hand, the paradigm of clitic PMs has extended to imperfective past
intransitive constructions. This is shown below for the paradigmatic form of raften ‘to go’ in

contrast to the equivalent imperfective past paradigm of goften ‘to say’:

(101) 1SG m=a-ra ‘I was going/ would go’ m=a-goft ‘I was saying/ would say’
2SG t=a-ra t=a-goft
3SG s=a-ra §=a-goft
1IPL  ma=ra ma=goft
2PL  ta=ra ta=goft
3PL  sa=ra sa=goft

A third candidate for the extension of a clitic paradigm into a Vaff paradigm involves in a cycle
according to which the clitic paradigm first extended to the paradigm of suffixal morphology,
as seen above for Bajalani and Bandari, then at a presumed later stage, such a paradigm was
substituted by that of suffixal morphology, though the substitution remained partial, and some

cells of the clitic paradigm could be traced in the current paradigm of suffixal morphology.

This kind of change seems to be the case with some languages that have developed unified

nominative-accusativity out of the assumed older tense-sensitive alignment. Some Southern
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Kurdish varieties appear to be a candidate for such changes. Here, the suffixal morphology has

apparently retained the older pronominal clitic paradigm in some cells. This is notably the case

for 1PL, and 2PL forms, as shown below for the dialects of Bistun and Bijar:

Table 21: Clitic origin of some cells in the paradigm of suffixal morphology in SK varieties*

Suffixal morphology Pronomian clitics
Bijar Bistun

1SG | -m -im =m

2SG | -id -it =t

3SG | -id,-g,-g |-éd =y

1PL | -iman -imen =man

2PL | -in -itan =dan/ =tan

3PL | -in -in =yan

Assuming that these languages have passed through an ergative stage in which pronominal
clitics marked the A-past arguments, the current paradigm of Vaff PMs with traces of clitic
paradigm could be explained by the loss of A-past clitic mobility in Southern Kurdish, and its
grammaticalization on verb stem as inflectional affixes. The clitic paradigm on the verb was
subsequently substituted by the extension of the corresponding paradigm from the suffixal
morphology used for present tense verb stems. Though the replacement remained partial and
did not affect all the cells; 1PL and 2PL still demonstrate their clitic origin. These changes are

summarized below:
Table 22: Assumed changes in the paradigm of Vaff PMs in Southern Kurdish
c. partial substitution of the

a. the original paradigm of clitics b. the extension of the clitic

and Vaff PMs paradigm to that of Vaff paradigm in b, by the Vaff
paradigm via analogy

clitic | Vaff Vaff Vaff

1sg | =m -im 1sg | =m 1sg | -im

2sg | =t -it 2s5g | =t 2sg | -it

3sg | =1 -g(d) 3sg | =1 3sg | -€(d)

1pl | =man | -in 1pl | =man 1pl | -man

2pl | tan -in 2pl | =tan 2pl | - tan

3pl | =yan | -in 3pl | =yan 3pl | -in

40 1PL -imun and 2PL -7tun occur as alternatives to the more general verbal endings of -im and -it in Luri dialect
of ‘Bala Gariva’. However, -imun and -itun are used more rarely, unless the ending is followed by an enclitic
object (Aman Allahi & Thackston 1986: 201).
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However, the above paradigm of suffixal morphology in Tables 21 and 22c is now being used
across all tenses for both intransitive and transitive verbs. That is, contrary to the erstwhile
pattern of tense-sensitive alignment where the clitic paradigm was used solely in past transitive
verbs, now the reflexes of the clitic paradigm in 1PL and PL persons are used across all the
tenses. The question then remains as what kind of changes the paradigms of clitic PMs and
Vaff PMs have been subjected to prior to the current system where the reflexes of clitic
paradigm in some cells of suffixal morphology are used across all tenses, contrary to their
restricted use in the older stage? The answer to this question is not easy considering the lack of
historical records for SK dialects. However, one might assume that at some point the paradigm
of clitic PMs of some SK dialects extended to past intransitive verbs as well, hence Table 22b
(as attested for Bajalani above). Later, the past tense clitic paradigm was partially replaced by
the paradigm of suffixal morphology from present tense constructions (Table 22c). The new
paradigm of past tense, which by the way was more informative in distinguishing the plural
sets of verbal affix paradigm, e.g. the distinction between 2PL and 3PL person forms, was later
generalized into all tenses. The same pattern could be assumed to have occurred to some Luri
dialects (see fn. 40).

3.3 Phonological attachment of clitics in WILs: proclitic
attachment

It is generally assumed that the nature of cliticization in WILSs is that of enclitic attachment.

For example, Korn (2009: 159) reports that “[t]hey [Clitic PMs here, MM] are used as enclitic

counterparts of the stressed personal pronouns in all oblique functions*'.” It is only recently

and in passing that the proclitic attachment of clitics in a subset of WILs has been recognized

(see for instance Dabir-Moghaddam 2008; Jigel 2017; Gholami 2018).

The rise of proclitic attachment is significant in the languages that have it, since the main tool
for the phonological attachment of clitics in Old and Middle West Iranian languages (and a
good number of modern languages, see Figure 10) was in the form of encliticization.
Diachronically speaking, then, a previous enclitic stage could be assumed for languages with

proclitic attachment.

41 In the same way Lecoq (2002: 86) considers the pronominal clitics of Central Plateau dialects as ‘enclitics’

98



Contral
® Taleshi

N Bljar Southem AZAT
Eﬁ:ﬁ,’;.‘ce'g Al Kurdish @ Takestani
® chall ® Semnani
Gorani Takht @ Goran
® %aaleh

Southem Contral Kuedish
@ Laki Harsini Delijani

® LakiKskevandi @ @ Abuzeydabadi
@ Badrudi

@ Meime
Khansan I @ Naeini
Nikabad-
@ Jondan
@ Yaxdi Zoroastrian

@ Luri-type

© Behbahani

Nowdani @ © Sivandi
Bavann @ @ Koroshi

g
@ Delvan
© Dashui
@ Lan Bandarl
- = @tk @ - @ Minabi
Enclitic vs proclitic {fandac

® Enclitic only
® Enclitic and proclitic

. 100 200 b
| S W— CNRS, UNR 041 ColtVL, 020

Figure 10: Procliticization and encliticization of pronominal clitics in WiLs

As seen, WILs have either enclitic-only attachment or use both enclitics or proclitics as means
of clitic attachment. In the first group, the enclitic attachment of clitics has been preserved since
the Old Iranian period. It is in the second group of languages that a major shift in the direction
of clitic attachment has taken place since presumably the later Middle Iranian period. Here,
proclitics have arisen out of the previous enclitic attachment. The procliticization tendency is
areally distributed: ranging from central Iran to the languages of southeastern Iran, and

including some Southwestern languages, e.g. Nowdani.

The extent of proclitic attachment is different in the Central Plateau than in languages situated
in the south: that is, while proclitic attachment is limited to TAM forms of verbs and some
immediate preverbal domains in Central Plateau languages (see 83.3.2 Table 23), it is in the
south and in the Yazdi Zoroastrian that procliticization is more prevalent. Here, proclitics
usually endorse the same set of functions as enclitics, including an A-past, cf. (102), a direct
object, cf. (103), a non-flagged indirect object, cf. (104), a non-canonical subject, cf. (105), an
adpositional complement, cf. (106), and a possessor, cf. (107).
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(102) yeki yeki miva-ya ba degat os§=ci PS2[Lar]. 3
one one  fruit-PL with care  3sG:A=pick.pST
‘He picked the fruit one by one with care.’

(103) s§=a-res-et-e pes-e asiaban RS[Bas]. 18
35G:0=IND-send.PRS-3SG-DRC to-ez  miller
‘He sends him to the miller.’

(104) ahangar Seval §=a-det RS[Bas]. 27
blacksmith  shovel 3SG:R=IND-QiVe.PRS.3SG
‘The blacksmith gives him a shovel.’

(105) om=na-hasta EL[Bnd]. 41

1SG:NC=NEG-exist
‘I don’t have it.” [lit. To me it does not exist]

(106) §=az_bar a_te sabad a-riz-en PS1[Lar]. 18
3sG:R=for in basket IND-poOUr.PRS-3PL
“They put (the pears) into a basket for him.’

(107) vya mosta art  e-kuz-a §=e gal_  SM2[YZ].15
a punch flour IND-hit.PRS-3SG 3sG:pos=to  foot

‘(The wolf) pours a handful of flour on his paw.’
Despite the large coverage of proclitics in WILs, the existing scholarship has often overlooked
it, or has only secondarily dealt with proclitic attachment of clitics. For example, Dabir-
Moghaddam (2008: 99), provides a preliminary classification of phonological attachment of
A-past clitics in some Iranian languages as follows:

a. clitic attached to the particle o- or an enclitic (Davani)
b. clitic attached to the particle o- or a proclitic (Larestani)
c. enclitic and proclitic (Naeini)

d. enclitic only (Balochi, Kurdish, and Laki)

Dabir-Moghaddam takes the occurrences of o before the clitic PMs (e.g. 102, 105) in languages
with pattern (a) and pattern (b) as particles on which clitics encliticize. However, in both (102),
and (105) the erstwhile particle has now merged into the clitic forms. Indeed, no analysis of
the properties of o- has been offered in his paper. As seen later, his classification fails to account
for the distinct properties of o- in Davani and Larestani: in the former o is a clitic hosting
particle which guarantees second positioning of clitics, while in the latter it’s a supporting
vowel which only appears with the singular forms of pronominal clitics so that the outcome of

cliticization does not violate the syllable restriction of the language.
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On the other hand, Gholami (2018) gives an account of procliticization in the Zoroastrian
dialect of Kerman, according to which proclitic attachment only affects A-past clitics, while as

seen above in (102)—(107), it applies nearly to all the clitic functions.*?

In the following sub-sections, we will first provide the range of proclitic attachment in WILs,
and then move on to give an account of the rise of procliticization, enumerating the factors that
have been crucial in the development of proclitics. However, in many Iranian languages, clitics
demonstrate an elusive behaviour and defy a unified syntactic and phonological analysis in
terms of their attachment to the host. One instantiation of this is the ‘ditropic’ behaviour of

clitics in a sub-set of Iranian languages.

3.3.1 Ditropic clitics

Ever since Klavans’s (1985) ground-breaking typology on the clitic types (see §1.2.1), there
has been a recognition of ‘ditropic clitics’ (see Embrick and Noyer 1999; Cysouw 2005), which
are termed as ‘clitics with double citizenship’ in Klavans (1985). Ditropic clitics exhibit
different syntactic and phonological dependencies in the sense that while they are syntactically
related to a specific complement, phonologically can take any immediate element in their
proximity as their host. Perhaps the most famous case of ditropic clitic is found in Kugu
Nganhcara (a Pama- Nyungan language from Cape York, Australia), in where the clitic is
syntactically related to the verb wa: ‘give’, but is encliticized to whatever element that precedes
the verb (Klavans 1985: 104):

(108) a. nhila pama-ng nhingu pukpe-wu kura
he.NOM man-ERG him.DAT child-DAT dog
wa:=ngu.
give=DAT.3SG

‘The man gave the dog to the child.’

b. nhila pama-ng nhingu pukpe-wu ku?a = ngu wa:
C. nhila pama-ng ku?a nhingu pukpe-wu = ngu wa:
d. nhila pama-ng ku?a pukpe-wu nhingu = ngu wa:
e. ku?a nhingu pukpe-wu nhila pama-ng = ngu wa:
f. ku?a nhingu pukpe-wu pama-ng nhila = ngu wa:

42 Note however that one can already come across proclitic attachment of clitics functioning as prepositional

complements in Gholami’s description of Kermani Zoroastrian clitics.
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Cysouw (2005) offers a survey of ditropic clitics cross-linguistically. According to him,
ditropic clitics occur in two contexts: in the first context, the clitic is syntactically related to a
particular constituent, here Y, but phonologically attaches to divergent hosts, here labelled as
[x], to the left of Y, cf. (109a). The second case of a ditropic clitic is related to a context where
the clitic leaves the constituent Y and attaches to the highly divergent hosts [X] to the right, cf.
(109 b).
(109) a. [X]=clitic [Y]

b. [Y] clitic=[X]
(109 a) is an instance of a preposed enclitic and corresponds to Klavans’s types 1 and 5, while
(109 b) is an example of a postposed proclitic and corresponds to Klavans’s types 4 and 8.
Cysouw holds that due to the general preference for encliticization in the world’s languages,

pattern () is expected to occur more frequently.

A ditropic clitic should meet two requirements: (i) there should be no semantic unit resulting
from the combination of the host X and the clitic; (ii) the host X should not constitute a
particular class of linguistic item. In other words, elements of diverse categories should be able
to host the clitic. So, for instance the English phrasal affix ’s in ‘the woman | talked zo0’s hat’
does not qualify as a ditropic clitic since even though it has no semantic relation to you (thus
fulfilling condition i), yet syntactically the host of ’s is regularly the last element of the
possessor phrase, hence violating the structural variability of the host. In §3.3.2.2.2, we will
review cases of ditropic clitics in some Iranian languages and further show that they can be

grouped under type 5 of Klavans’s typology of clitics, i.e. preposed enclitics.

3.3.2 The extent of proclitic attachment in Western Iranian
languages

Since Middle Iranian period, some modern languages have developed proclitics at different
rates throughout their grammars. The extent to which procliticization is possible on different

hosts and in different domains is summed up in Table 23.
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Table 23: Procliticization extent in WiLs

Language domain of host Immediate preverbal omains
cliticization®® | 'pren T \/.stem | TAM-V.stem | [Y] cCL=TAM-Vstem | [X] cL=Vstem
becomes:
[X]=cL V.stem
Delijani VP — — —
Khansari VP — + (rare) —
Meymei VP - + (rare) — = —
Abuzeydabadi | \/P - - + + —
Badrudi VP - + (rare) - + =
Naeini VP - + + _
Yazdi mainly V + + + + +
Zoroastrian
Lari mainly V + + + + +
Bastaki mainly V + + + + +
Nodani V + + + + +
Bandari Vv — + + + +
Minabi \VJ + + = + +

Keys: +: the proclitic attachment is possible
-: the proclitic attachment is not possible

In Table 23, procliticization is surveyed at two levels: at the level of special hosts proclitic
attachment is examined on prepositions, TAM prefix, and bare verb stems. At the level of
domain, proclitic attachment is examined in two sub-domains. In the first case, the clitic has
the option of leaving its syntactic host [Y] to the left and attach to the TAM form of the verb
to right. In the second case, the proclitic has the verb as its syntactic host. However, in the
course of natural speech the clitic has the possibility to leave the bare verb stem as its syntactic
host and attach to whatever element that immediately precedes the verb, exhibiting thus a
ditropic clitic behaviour.

As can be seen, languages spoken in the south of Iran allow proclitic attachment on
prepositions, while such is not viable in CPDs. Interestingly, even though being classified as a
CP dialect, Yazdi Zoroastrian groups with the languages in the south rather than with the rest
of CPDs. Likewise, CPDs and languages of the south differ with respect to the viability of the
proclitic attachment on the bare verb stem (column ii). Here, Naeini, and Yazdi Zoroastrian are

distinguished from the rest of CPDs, and align with the languages in the south. In what follows

43 See Chapter 6 for traits of clitic placement in each of the cliticization domains.
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we cover in more details the extent of proclitic attachment on specific hosts and in immediate

pre-verbal domains.

3.3.2.1 Procliticization on special hosts

In this section, we will survey the proclitic attachment on special hosts. As seen in Table 23,
the relevant hosts are prepositions, TAM form of the verbs, and bare verb stems. While giving
an overview of the clitic attachment on these elements, we briefly elaborate on possible
historical derivations and explanations behind the proclitic attachment in such constructions.

3.3.2.1.1 Procliticization on prepositions

Column 1 of Table 23 explores the possibility of procliticization on prepositions. This feature
is only available — at different rates — for VV-based cliticization languages but is absent for VP-
based languages with proclitic attachment. Among V-based languages, only Larestani dialects
Lari and Bastaki, and Yazdi Zoroastrian have their prepositions considerably undergone

procliticization:

(110) s§=az_bar a_te sabad a-riz-en PS1[Lar]. 18
3sG:R=for in basket IND-poOUr.PRS-3PL
‘They put (the pears) into a basket for him.’

(111) dast s=e-ka §=e_tu HB2[YZ]. 12
hand 3sG:A-IPFV-d0.PST ~ 3SG:R=in
‘He put (his) hand in it.’

In Nowdani and (less so) Minabi, proclitic attachment usually applies only to the
polyfunctional dative preposition.
(112) kar  t=as om=ni EL[Nod]. 70

job  2sG:R=with  1SG:NC-NEG.COP.3SG
‘I don’t have (any) business with you.’

(113) kar t=a hast=om EL[Min]. 70
job  2sG:r=to exist.PRS=1SG:NC
‘I have a business with you.’

Finally, Bandari is an exception in V-based languages in not having proclitic attachment on its

preposition. The reason for such exceptionality could be sought in the fact that Bandari has
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borrowed its prepositions from Persian*, and thus copies the encliticization pattern of Persian
to its prepositions:
(114) be=§ komak a-kon-en PS[Bnd]. 12

t0=3sG:R help  IND-do.PRS-3PL
‘They help him.’

3.3.2.1.2 Procliticization on the bare verb stem

In column 2 of Table 23 cliticization on the bare verb stem is examined. In this regard, all V-
based cliticization languages allow for procliticization. In 83.3.3 we argue that the rise of
procliticization in such constructions is related to the reanalysis of WMI clitic hosting particles
u-/ o- in such languages. For the time being, note that a trace of such a particle is still existing
before the singular form of clitics when they attach to the bare form of the verb, cf. (115)—

(117), however, the erstwhile particle is now merged into the clitic paradigm.

(115) om=di=su EL[Nod]. 44
1sG:A=see.PST=3PL:0
‘I saw them.’

(116) od=kost-im ED2[YZ]. 48
25G:A=kill.psT-1PL:0
“You killed us’

(117) yeki yek  miva-ya ba deqat o§=ci PS2[Lar]. 3
one one fruit-pL with care  3sG:A=pick.pST

‘He picked the fruit with care.’
In other words, the erstwhile particle resurfaces in order for the language not to have non-
permissible onset *mdi in (115), or * dkost in (116). By the addition of the erstwhile particle,
the outcome of cliticization will comply to the syllable-structure rules of such languages with
proclitic attachment. On the other hand, no such erstwhile particle is needed for the plural set

of clitic PMs to procliticize on the verb, since plural clitics are already syllabic.

(118) hanuz pul  be me  So=na-dad-en GWI[Min]. 9
yet money to 1sG  3PL:A=NEG-Qive.PST-PERF
‘They haven’t paid me money yet.’

(119) az gosnegi to=kost=omo EL[Bnd]. 48
from hunger 2prL:A=Kill.pST=1PL:O
“You killed us of hunger.’

44 See Table 114 on the list of prepositions in Bandari.
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Among VP-Based clitic systems of central Iran, Naeini. Cf. (120), and rarely Khansari, cf.
(121), Meymei, cf. (122), and Badrudi, cf. (123), allow for clitic PMs to procliticize on the verb

stem.

(120) iya  $ni=i-di MBINai]. 17
3PL  3PL:A=TAM-See.pPST
‘They saw.’

(121) ez=vat QB[Kha]. 8
3SG:A=say.PST
‘He said.’

(122) am=ga ha-gir-on EL[Mey]. 69

1sG:NC=want.PST PVB-take.PRS-1SG
‘I wanted to buy (it).’

(123) aSun=va CG[Bad]. 7
3PL:A=say.PST
‘They said.’

It should be noted that in Khansari, Badrudi and Meymei examples above, a vocalic a/e
precedes the clitic form. This element is assumed to be a reflex of Middle Iranian adverbial

particle ah ‘then, thus’, and its sandhi form a/a (see §3.3.3 for more details)

In short, the rise of procliticization on the bare verb seems to be related to the development of
two old particles in the now languages with proclitic attachment (see 3.3.3 for more details).
These particles are the reflex of ‘and-conjunctor’ u- in V-based clitic systems, and the reflex
of adverbial particle ah, a- in VP-based clitic systems of central Iran. However, note that among
the two particles, the evidence for the existence of an erstwhile particle before the bare verb
stem is stronger in VV-based languages, in a way that the reflex of the particles occurs with all
verbs. In most VVP-based languages on the other hand, what is assumed to be a reflex of the
erstwhile particle a- resurfaces only with small number of verbs. The reason for such restriction
in the use of a- before bare verb stems could be related to the grammaticalization of the
erstwhile particle ba, be before bare past verb stems as the ‘punctual marker’ across most
Central Plateau dialects (see MacKinnon 1977)%, as exemplified in (124)-(125):

% The punctual prefix be/bi was a multifunctional particle in Middle Persian, denoting adverbial, conjunctional,
prepositional, and preverbizing (either directional or perfectivizing) functions (MacKinnon 1977: 16 ff. 15). In
Early New Persian be/bi was employed, among other things, with past tense verbs to signify a completed action,
which is not of interest to the present situation. This function was in opposition with unmarked be/bi-less past
tense verb stems, which had a rather perfective sense, hence signified a completed but not temporally highly
defined act. In other words, punctuality was opposed to perfectivity (MacKinnon 1977: 18). MacKinnon adds that
be resurfaces as a punctual marker with nearly the same function as Early New Persian in some modern western
Iranian languages, including Central Plateau dialects, and Tatic group.
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(124) masu=a ba=m-xard-a BS[Abu]. 16
fish=2sG:POS PUNCT=1SG:A-eat.PST-3SG.F
‘I ate your fish.’

(125) ba=m-di-ande EL[Dej]. 44
PUNCT=1SG:A-See.PST-3PL:O
‘I saw them.’

3.3.2.1.3 Procliticization on the TAM formative

In column 3 of Table 23, the proclitic attachment on the modal/aspectual formative (or TAM)
has been illustrated. According to this, except for Badrudi, Meymei, and Minabi, all languages
allow procliticization on the TAM affix. Yet, a closer look at the data from investigated
languages amounts to separate grouping of languages in this regard:

In Delijani, and Khansari the reflex of the particle a- resurfaces with the clitic paradigm of
languages:
(126) aw ason=a-bar-a GX[Dej]. 18

water 3PL:O=IND-take.PRS-3SG
‘The water will take them away.’

(127) soma ei=e-vin-di QB[Kha]. 17
2PL 35G:0=IND-See.PRS-2PL
‘You see him.’

On the other hand, in the CP dialects Abuzeydabadi, Naeini, and Yazdi Zoroastrian, no
recourse is made to the erstwhile particles, rather the clitic procliticizes directly to the TAM
affix:

(128) mon=a-xand EL2[Abu]. 5

1pL:A=IPFV-read.pST
‘We were reading.’

(129) So=he-ras-im EL[YZ]. 68
3sG:0=IND-sell.PrS-1PL
‘We will sell them.’

(130) t=e-vin-i EL2[Nai]. 64
25G:0=IND-See.PRS-1/25G:A
‘I see you.’

Finally, in the V-based clitic systems of southern Iran, the recourse to the erstwhile particles
before the TAM prefix depends on the type of the TAM prefix in question. If the latter is a
vocalic element, as in (131)—(132), no recourse to the supporting o is needed since the clitic
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PMs can resyllabify with the following vocalic TAM. This is the case for the languages of
southeast Iran, e.g. Lari, Bastaki, and Bandari®®:
(131) t=a-bar-om sahra EL[Bnd]. 8

25G:0=IND-take.PRS-1SG desert
‘I will take you out.’

(132) s=a-res-et-e pes-e asiaban RS[Bas]. 18
35G:0=IND-send.PRS-3SG-DRC to-ez  miller
‘He sends him to the miller.’

On the other hand, with the TAM affix being consonant-initial, as in (133), the clitic system
has a recourse to the reflex of o, so that the outcome of cliticization would not lead to the non-
permissible onset *mmi.

(133) om=mi-sa BO[Nod]. 12

1sG:NC=IND-be able.Prs
‘’m able.’

To recap, languages with proclitic attachment show disparate groupings with respect to the
procliticization on the TAM prefix. The differences go back to the presence or absence of the
erstwhile clitic hosting particles on the current clitic paradigm, and the type of TAM the clitic

procliticizes on.

3.3.2.2 Procliticization at the domain level

The previous section outlined in some detail the behaviour of individual languages with respect
to procliticization on special hosts, namely prepositions, bare verbs, and verbs with the
accompanying TAM prefix. In this section, the procliticization phenomenon is analysed on two
domains: (i) immediate preverbal domain with the TAM formative present on the verb; (ii)

immediate preverbal domain when the verb is bare.

The preliminary observation suggests that while special elements may not undergo
procliticization (e.g. verb stem in Abuzeydabadi, Badrudi), the mechanism of procliticization
acts preferably at the domain level of languages in Table 23; that is, in almost all languages
with proclitic attachment, proliticization on the verb is the main tendency when clitics are
realized in immediate preverbal domains. This kind of proclitic attachment in specific domains

conforms to Anderson’s (2005) claim that the direction of phonological attachment of clitics is

46 In Minabi, on the other hand, a clitic does not procliticize on the TAM prefix rather encliticizes onto the verb
stem. This is probably due to the contact-induced change from the neighboring Balochi dialects, which have
enclitic attachment.
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not a property of clitics themselves but is rather defined by the general rules of how a deficient

(unstressed) material is treated in the language (see below for more details).

3.3.2.2.1Y CL=TAM-V

Let’s begin with the domain consisting of a preverbal element Y, a clitic, and a TAM formative
preceding the verb stem. This domain is formulated as Y CL=TAM-V. This formulation means
that in immediate preverbal domain the clitic leaves its syntactic element to the left, here Y,
and attaches to the TAM as its phonological host.

The behaviour of VVP-based languages with respect to cliticization in the immediate preverbal
domain is seen in the following examples from Meymei, cf. (134), Naeini, cf. (135), Badrudi,
cf. (136), and Abuzeydabadi, cf. (137). Here the syntactic host of clitic is marked by the

underscore ‘.

(134) candi gandom_ m=a-cind LS[Mey]. 13
how.often wheat 1SG:A=IPFV-pick.PST
‘How often I used to harvest wheat.’

(135) tu mehmuni va ki_  t=i-di? EL1[Nai]. 15
ADP  party ADP  wWho 2SG:A=TAM-See.PST
‘Whom did you see at the party?’

(136) komak_ §=a-ker-en PS1[Bad]. 20
help 3SG:POS=IND-d0.PRS-3PL
‘They help him.’

(137) gel deraxt-e golowi_ y=a-cid PS[Abu]. 1
on tree-DEF pear 3sG:A=IPFV-peck.pST

‘He was pecking pears on the tree’
On the basis of the above examples, one can say that there is a tension between the direction
of phonological attachment and syntactic attachment of clitics. that is, while in the immediate
pre-verbal domain the clitic PM is syntactically related to the element that precedes the verb,
phonologically it opts for the vocalic TAM prefix on its right as the host, thus representing type
4 of Klavans’s typology of clitics, i.e. postposed proclitics. The Iranian data then bring more
evidence in favour of type 4 of Klavans’s typology, a type whose occurrence cross-
linguistically has been questioned (see Cysouw 2005 for an overview). It should be noted
however that the behaviour of clitics in the above examples is not that of a ‘ditropic clitic’ since
the host to which the clitic attaches is unanimously the TAM prefix. In other words, the

phonological host of the clitics is specified.
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The proclitic attachment of clitics in the above examples is conditioned to a specific feature of
the TAM prefix, namely the latter being a vocalic element. With the syllabic TAM prefix

present on the verb in the immediate preverbal domain, encliticization to the preverbal element

is at work:
(138) davet=sun ba-kard-im EL[Bad]. 50
invitation=3pPL:A PUNCT-d0.PST-1PL:O

‘They invited us.’
Nor does procliticization apply when the clause contains more than one preverbal element

within the VP, in which case, the enclitic takes first element of the VP as host:

(139) tana=sun dar  a-kost-g EL1[Bad]. 10
reproach=3pL:A to IPFV-hit.PST-3SG:R
‘They would reproach him.’

On the other hand, in V-based clitic systems the proclitic attachment to the verb is not
conditioned to immediate preverbal domains, rather clitics regularly opt for the verb as the host
regardless of the type of domain in which they are found (see Ch. 5 under 85.5). In (140)—
(141), the clitic procliticizes on the TAM prefix on the verb regardless of the available potential

elements to host the clitic to the left, marked by the ‘underscore’, to host it.

(140) com_ bra=do_ m=e-aort-a SM2[YZ]. 12
dinner for=2pL:R 1SG:A=TAM-bring.pST-PERF
‘I have brought you food.’

(141) golabi-al_ a bala-y deraxt_ es=mi-ci PS[Nod]. 3
pear-PL from top-Ez tree 3SG:A=IPFV-pick.PST

‘He was pecking the pears on the tree.’
Note however that while in VV-based clitic systems the placement of A-past and O clitics is
defined with respect to the verb and is not sensitive to the immediate preverbal domain,
adpositional complement clitics, cf. (142a) and possessor clitics, cf. (142b) tend to skip their
host to the left and procliticize on the verb in the immediate preverbal domain, exhibiting the
same trait as VVP-based clitic systems above.
(142) a. zan=es az_  §=a-pors-ed SL2[Bnd]. 2

WOoman=3sG:POS from 3sG:R=IND-ask.PRS-3SG
‘Her wife asks him.’

b. kola_ §=a-ket PS1[Lar]. 14
hat 3sG:pos=Iprv-fall.pST
‘His hat fell down.’
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In short, with some differences, in the immediate preverbal domain of both V-based and VP-
based clitic systems the clitics exhibit elusive behaviour, in a way that they detach from their

hosts and procliticize on the verb, illustrating instance of postposed proclitics.

3.3.2.2.2 X CL=V becomes X=CL V

In this section we review the proclitic attachment when the domain consists of a divergent
preverbal constituent X, a clitic, and the bare verb stem, formulated as X CL=V. As seen in
Table 23 above, this situation is only relevant with the languages in which the verb is the
relevant domain for cliticization. The clitic thus procliticizes on the verb as its anchor point

regardless of the presence of the potential hosts to the left. Examples are provided below:

(143) kola=s_ So=da PS3[YZ]. 19
hat=3sG:POS  3PL:A=give.PST
‘They gave (him) his hat.’

(144) xorjin=es_ por_ es=kerd-e PS[Nod]. 42
sack=3sG:pos full  3sG:A=do0.PST-PERF
‘He has filled his sack.’

(145) dar_ vaz_ So=ke SM[Lar]. 16
door open 3PL:A=d0.PST
“They opened the door.’

(146) yekiyeki_ miva-ya_ ba deqat_ 0§=CT PS2[Lar]. 3
one.by.one  fruit-pL with  care 3SG:A=pick.pST

‘He picked the fruit one by one with care.’
In the above examples, the A-past clitics has skipped the available elements to its left and is
landed on the verb as its anchor. However, cliticization in the immediate preverbal domain of
V-based clitic systems poses another problem parallel to cliticization in VVP-based languages
seen above. That is, in natural speech the original proclitic in the immediate preverbal domains
of V-based clitic systems can leave the verb as its syntactic host and phonologically attach to
the immediate element to its left in an enclitic grab. The clitic in such contexts exhibits a
ditropic clitic behaviour, since there is no restriction on the category of the element to which
the proclitic encliticizes. In the following examples elements of diverse syntactic status can
host the elusive clitic: an object NP, cf. (147), a clausal conjunction, cf. (147)— (148), an adverb,
cf. (149), a subject NP, cf. (150)—(151), and the last element of the preceding clause, cf. (152).
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(147) mardog-a go=§ ba be bazar EL1[YZ]. 71
man-DEF cow=3sG:A  take.psT to bazaar

ta=§ veros-a /go oS=ba...ta o¥=veros-a
so that=3sG:0 sell.PrRs-3sG
‘The man took the cow to the bazaar in order to sell it.’

(148) pos-i=m bina / posi om=bina EL[Lar]. 15
boy-INDF=1SG:A see.PST
ke=m na-senaxt ke  om=nasenaxt

REL=1SG:A  NEG-Know.PST
‘I saw a boy, whom I didn’t know.’

(149) bezi=m na-va / bezi om=na-va EL1[YZ]. 64
Nno.more=1SG:NC NEG-want.PRS
‘I don’t want (to see you) anymore.

(150) mo=m bo /mo om=bo BO[Nod]. 18

1sG=1sG:A  win.psT
‘I won (against you).’

(151) me=m bordi=so /I me om=bordi=so SM[Bnd]. 31
1sG=1sG:A  take.PST=3PL:0O
‘I took them.’

(152) om=ne-sa bod-e=§ SL2[Bas]. 18
1SG:NC=NEG-be able COP.PST-COP.3SG=3SG:0
va-xon-em /om=ne-§@ bod-e o§=va-xon-em

PVB-read.PRS-1SG
‘I hadn’t been able to read it.’

The behaviour of clitics in the above examples brings a strong support for the type 5 of
Klavans’s typology of clitics, i.e. preposed enclitics. Recall that one of the objections to
Klavans’ typology was that type (5) along with some other types (most notably types 4, and 8)
occur rarely (or are non-existent) cross-linguistically (see for instance Embrick and Noyer
1999; Halpern 1995). The clitic system of VV-based Iranian languages in Table 23 confirms that

actually type 5 is prolific (see also Cysouw 2005 for more languages with type 5).

3.3.2.3 Correlations between cliticization at the levels of special hosts
and domains

The previous two sections surveyed the mechanism of procliticization on two levels of hosts
and domains. We outlined that the mechanism of procliticization acts preferably at the domain
level, while it may not be the case at the host level. Badrudi is the best example of this lack of
correlation, i.e. with the imperfective verb as the only clitic host, the clitic encliticizes to the
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vocalic TAM prefix; but in immediate preverbal domain the same enclitic procliticizes to the
TAM prefix. However, while the above generalization is generally true, the procliticization
preferences in some languages suggest that the proclitic attachment works preferably at the
host level and does not extend to the domain level. The behaviour of clitics in Delijani and
Khansari at the northwest outskirts of Central Plateau dialects actually calls for a (tenacious)

lack of correlation between procliticization at the domain level and at the host level.

While procliticization on certain verb forms does not in rare cases imply procliticization at the
clause level (e.g. Delijani), such an implication is true in the case of prepositions. That is, in
those Iranian languages where proclitic attachment is allowed on prepositions, we expect to
have the latter allowed at the clause level as well. This is typical of V-based cliticization

systems outlined in Table 23.

3.3.3 Procliticization and the development of S2-assuring
particles

In section 83.3.2, we reviewed the extent of proclitic attachment at the levels of special hosts
and special domains and suggested that procliticization can act upon either the whole morpho-
syntax or be limited to specific preverbal domains. We also briefly touched upon the possibility
that the proclitic attachment on verb forms might have something to do with the development
of clitic hosting particles of Middle Iranian. This section elaborates on this issue and links the
rise of procliticization to the reanalysis of clitic hosting particles of Western Middle Iranian
(WMI) in modern languages with proclitic attachment. In other words, we outline the role of

the unit ‘particle=clitic’ in shaping the current clitic systems with proclitic attachment.

Reanalysis is one of the main mechanisms of syntactic change and is defined as follows
(Langacker 1977: 58): “a change in the structure of an expression or class of expressions that
does not involve any immediate or intrinsic modification of its surface manifestation.” A well
known example of reanalysis is the change in the morpheme boundary as happened in the
history of English with the indefinite article a(n). For example, the word for apron was
originally napron in Old English. As a result of boundary shift, the n of ‘napron’ was
reanalysed as part of the indefinite article by modern English, hence an apron. In the same
way, the Old English ewt came to be reanalysed as ‘newt’. Reanalysis can affect different
layering of the structure, including constituency, hierarchical structure, category labels,

grammatical relations, etc. (cf. Harris & Campbell 1995: Ch. 4).
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In the discussion of reanalysis, one should specify the type of reanalysis, the cause of it, and
its effect in the language. Thus, in the English example above, the type of reanalysis is the shift
in morpheme boundary. What caused this shift was the indefinite article a(n). The effect of this
change is the historical resegmentation of indefinite article and some nouns in modern English.
In what follows we apply the same analysis to the development of clitic hosting particles in

modern Iranian languages.

In sections §3.3.2.1.2 and 83.3.2.1.3, we postulated a hypothesis according to which the rise of
proclitic attachment in modern languages was related to the reanalysis of clitic hosting particles
of MWI in modern languages. One such clitic hosting particle is the WMI ‘and’-coordinator -
ud. The ‘and-coordinator’ -ud and its sandhi form u- were basically used to join words, phrases,
and clauses in MWI (Brunner 1977: 226):

(153) wen ’wr YZrd  pdmwxtn cy ‘dy'wr'n

voice and  heart grinding of friend.pL.OBL
‘the grinding on of the voices and hearts of friends.’ (Parthian_ Brunner: 1977: 226)

The sandhi form u- marked also the beginning of the sentence, in that it acted as a clause-initial
particle to which the clitic PMs could attach*’. This is the case especially in Middle Persian
Pahlavi texts (Brunner: 1977: 227). In both (154)—(155) below, u- resurfaces to assure that
clitics are positioned in the clause-second position, hence our use of the term ‘S2-assuring
particle’. We will elaborate further on this point in Chapter 5, under 85.2 in the discussion of
clitic placement in MWI.

(154) u=t az hist  hem sewag

and=2sG:A  1SG.DIR left cor.1sG orphan

‘And you left me behind as an orphan.’ (Durkin-Meisterenst 2014: 394, paT.873)
(155) u=tan paymaoxt hem

PTC=2PL:A  dress.pST copr.1sG

‘[..] and you dressed me.” (Durkin-Meisterenst 2014: 417)
Jigel (2017) also analyses the u- in MWI as a clitic hosting particle: “[e]nclitic pronouns
frequently attach to the conjunction ud ‘and’, which then takes the form u-. This combination
IS so common that u- is also used when the meaning ‘and’ is not intended, i.e. u- becomes a
semantically empty carrier for the enclitic pronoun”. In other words, a semantic change has
occurred to the coordinator u-. Jligel’s analysis further bears out our analysis that u- is a particle

which host clitic PMs. However, he does not recognize u- as a S2-assuring particle, rather he

47 Brunner (1977: 227) refers to this use of u- as ‘quasi-adverbial’, while Heston (1976: 249) uses the term ‘clause-
marker’.
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considers the combination u-clitic in modern languages an oblique pronoun*® (see §2.3 for a

critical discussion).

Turning back to particle -z, a reflex of the latter has been retained in the Southwest dialects
Dashti, and Davani. In both these languages, the particle - i still functions as an element which
assures the S2-positioning of clitics. In (156)—(157) below, the particle o- resurfaces to assure
that the clitics would not be placed on the direct object or indirect object, as elements of the

VP. By recourse to the particle o- the cliticization domain remains clausal (cf. 85.3 for a full

discussion).

(156) o=t ya memuni ha-de XX[Dav]. 14
PTC=2SG:R a party PVB-Qive.PRS.1SG
“That I throw a party for you.” [lit. That | give you a party]

(157) o=mu ri xar mi-na ZK[Dsh]. 20
PTC=1PL:A  ON donkey IPFV-pUt.pPST

‘We would put (the sack) on donkeys.’

Data from a good number of Central Plateau dialects suggests that presumably the development
of another S2-assuring particle is relevant in the rise of proclitic attachment. This particle is
derived from the adverb a (°) ‘thus, then’ (MacKenzie 1971; Brunner 1977). Alternatively,
Brunner considers also the possibility that the Sandhi form of the adverb ah, i.e. a- might be
the source of the particle in Middle Persian Pahlavi texts. Like u-, a-/ a- holds the clitics in the
clausal-second position in MWI.

(158) =t tl mynyt

PTC=2SG:0  NVC think.PRS.3sG
“‘He scorns you.” (Brunner 1977: 114)%

(159) a=san an abayed ka=san gyan az tan
then=3pL this  is.necessary that/when=3pL soul from body
be sawed

out  Qgo.PRS.3SG
“Then it is necessary for them that/when their souls go from their bodies.” (Haig 2008:
108 citing Williams 1990a: 13b.3)

Unlike u-, the particle a-/a- does not seem to have a clitic hosting function in modern languages.

However, a remnant of this particle appears in the paradigm of clitic PMs in Delijani, cf. (160),

48 See lvanow (1940: 64) for the similar treatment of the forms um, ut, us as ‘independent personal pronouns’ in
the Zoroastrian dialects of Yazd and Kerman.

49 Contrary to Brunner, Nyberg (Nyberg 1974: 279) regards both particles u- and a- as part of the paradigm of
clitic pronouns.
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and Khansari, cf. (161). In addition, it has been retained in the conjugation of few verbs in
Badrudi, cf. (162), and few other CPDs:
(160) aw aSon=a-bar-a GX[Dej]. 18

water 3PL:0=IND-take.PRS-3sG
‘The water will take them away.’

(161) ed=e-ber-on berin EL[Kha]. 8
2SG:0=IND-take.PRS-1SG out
‘I will take you out.’

(162) asun=va CG[Bad]. 7
3PL:A=say.PST
‘They said.’

As said, both u- and a- particles underwrite the S2 placement of clitics in WMI. However, it is
only u- that has preserved the older clitic hosting function in few modern languages, i.e. Dashti
and Davani (see Chapter 5 for the exact conditions under which u- appears). What interests us
for the time being is tracking the reflexes of these clitic hosting particles in modern languages
and the way they have developed since presumably late Middle Iranian. Table 24 illustrates the
changes that, we assume, have occurred to the reflexes of u and a in languages with proclitic

attachment:

Table 24: Reflexes of clitic hosting particles u- and a- in modern Iranian languages

cliticization Clause VP V

domain

languages | WMI Dav. Dsh. Bad./Mey. | Kha. Lar. | Nod. | YZ. | Bnd. Min.

/Dej. Bas.

1SG u=m 0=m 0=m am= em= om= | om= om= | om= om=
2SG u=t o=t e/o=t at= ed= ot= et= od= et= et=
3SG u=s 0=3§ e/o=§ as= e7= os= | es= os= es=/1= i=
1PL u=man o=mi o=mu amun= emun= mo= | mu= mo= | mo= mon=
2PL u=tan o=t e/o=ti adun= edun= to= ta= do= to= ton=
3PL u=san 0=50 e/o=8i aSun= ezun= So= | §u= So= So= Son=

As can be seen, only Clause-based clitic systems of Davani and Dashti have fully preserved a
reflex of u- and/or a- particles in all persons, and still have enclitic attachment. Here the particle
0-, as a reflex of u- in MWI, continues to assure the S2 requirement for clitic PMs.>° On the
other hand, what is assumed to be a reflex of the erstwhile particle a- is now merged into all
the cells of the clitic paradigm in the VP-based clitic systems of Delijani and Khansari, and is
recurring in the conjugation of few verbs in Badrudi, and Meymei. Finally, in the V-based

clitic systems of Larestani (with Lari and Bastaki as its dialects), Nowdani, Yazdi Zoroastrian,

%0 See the respective sketches of person clitics for Davani (§8.3.5.1) and Dashti (88.3.5.5), but also §5.3.
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Bandari, and Minabi, the erstwhile particle u-, has been merged into the clitic paradigm of
languages, but only resurfaces with the singular set of clitic PMs. Assuming the original S2
clitic placement rule for the VP-based and V-based clitic systems, the question still remains as
which kind of shifts the S2-assuring particles have undergone until they have merged into the

paradigm of clitics. In what follows, we attempt to answer this question.

Since Middle Iranian, the conditioning factor for the appearance of particle o- (and less so a-)
was shifted from resurfacing to reassure the S2 positioning of clitic PMs to that of resurfacing
to assure that the cliticization would not violate the syllable-structure rules of the language.
This is shown in the following example from the paradigmatic form of the verb xarden ‘to eat’
in past tense of Lari. The vocalic o resurfaces with the singular set to avoid non-licensed onsets
*mx, *tx, *sx. In other words, to comply with the syllable-structure rules of the language, the
singular clitics resyllabify with the now supporting o. The plural clitics are already syllabic and

do not need to resyllabify with o.

(163) om=xa / *mxa [1sG:A=eat.PST] ‘I ate.’
ot=xa [ *txa [2sG:A=eat.PST] “You (sg.) ate.’
0§=xa [ *sxa [3sG:A=eat.PST] ‘S/he ate.’
mo=xa [1PL:A=eat.PST] ‘We ate.’
to=xa [2PL:A=gat.PST] “You (pl.) ate.”
So=xa [3PL:A=gat.PST] “They ate.’

We suggest that in fact the proximity of the unit ‘particle=clitic’ to the verb stem finally led to
a reanalysis of the u- and/or a- particles as part of the paradigm of clitic PMs. We will survey
the syntactic effect of this change in 85.6, here we will only provide a brief summary. The
reanalysis appears to have happened posterior to the abandonment of the clause as the
cliticization domain. This move consequently resulted in the flexibility of the conditioning rule
for the particles, that is to host clitics. Eventually, with the emergence of the VP and V as
cliticization domains, the particle lost its older function and gradually merged into the paradigm
of clitics. Data from modern languages point that the shift from a clitic hosting particle to a
dummy vocalic element (merged on the clitic paradigms) has probably happened in three

stages:

In the first stage, following the S2 restriction on the placement of clitic PMs, the clitic hosting
particles occurred before all the person forms in the clitic paradigm. This is still the case in the
dialects of Davani, and Dashti, in where the clause is the relavant domain for cliticization, and

is exemplified below by the paradigmatic form of the verb ‘to ask’ in the past tense of Davani:
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(164) o=m porsi [PTC=1SG:A  ask.PST] ‘I asked’

o=t porsi [PTC=2SG:A  ask.PST] “You (sg.) asked.’
0=§ porsi [PTC=3SG:A  ask.PST] ‘S/he asked.’
o=mu porsi [PTC=1PL:A  ask.pPsT] ‘We asked.’

0=tu porsi [PTC=2PL:A  ask.PST] “You (pl.) asked’
0=Sii porsi [PTC=3PL:A  ask.PST] ‘They asked.’

At stage 2, following the abandonment of the clause as the cliticization domain, and the
rightward drift of clitics towards the verb, the unit ‘particle + clitic’ (e.g. 0=m xward ‘I ate’)
was reanalysed as a proclitic on the verb (e.g. om=xward). The paradigm of clitic PMs in the
VP-based clitic systems of Khansari, and Badrudi represents this stage. As the data from these
languages suggest, this change affected all persons. The paradigmatic form of the verb ‘to say’

in the past tense of Badrudi is given as an example:

(165) am=va [1sG:A=say.PST] ‘I said.’
ad=va [2sG:A=say.PST] “You (sg.) said.’
as=va [3sG:A=say.PST] ‘S/he said.’
amun=va [1PL:A=say.PST] ‘We said.’
adun=va [2PL:A=say.PST] “You (pl.) said.’
asun=va [3PL:A=say.PST] ‘They said.’

Data from Buringuni, a Southwest dialect in Fars province, further provides evidence for the
stage 2. In the folktales provided by Mann (1909: 91-26), one can see the weak maintenance
of supporting vowels in the plural forms®, as in (166)—(167). Note that this dialect has a V-
based cliticization system as the neighbouring Nowdani, so the supporting o and e vowels
should not be taken as clitic hosting particles.

(166) ma  ham omu=zay

1pL  too  1PL:A=hit.PST
“We shot too.” (Mann 1909: 91, transcription modified)

(167) ye kaka esa=br
a brother 3prL:A=have.psT
“Where do you want to go?” (Mann 1909: 120, transcription modified)

In addition, we came across two examples of the resurfacing of the supporting vowels with the
plural form of clitics in V-based clitic systems of Nowdani, cf. (168), and Yazdi Zoroastrian,
cf. (169):

(168) hava-y Xo=tu otu=bu SM[Nod]. 3

weather-ez~ REFL=2PL:POS 2PL:NC=be.IMP
‘Take care of yourselves.’ [lit. hold your weather]

51 Buringuni’s clitic paradigm is as follows: om, et, &3, omii, etii, esii.
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(169) komak=o$§  oSo=ka PS1[YZ]. 20
help=3sG:0  3PL:A=d0.PST
‘They helped him.’

The reason for the resurfacing of the supporting vowels in these examples seems to be linked
to the strategy of ‘avoidance’. The latter is one of the strategies used by the grammar to preclude
the repetition of identical morphemes in a row, while the others being haplology, and
suppletion (Menn & MacWhinney 1984). In the above examples the ambiguity arising in the
sequence of identical person values tu tu in (168) and similar person values os so in (169) is
resolved by the resurfacing of the erstwhile particle u- before the second clitic. In any case,
these examples confirm that the erstwhile particle u- is potentially existing before plural sets
of clitics as well but is resurfaced rarely under certain morphophonological conditions to avoid

the ambiguity arising as a result of having identical clitics in a row.

Finally, stage 3 highlights the shift in the conditioning factor for the resurfacing of current
supporting vowels, i.e. reassuring that the process of cliticization does not yield outputs which
violate the syllable-structure rules of the language. This shift resulted in the disappearance of
such supporting vowels from the plural forms (which are syllabic and comply to the syllable-
structure of the language) but their maintenance on consonant-only singular set. The
paradigmatic form of the verb ‘to eat’ above in (165), and that of the verb ‘to see’ in (170) from

Bastaki represent this stage.

(170) om=di [1sG:A=see.psT] ‘I saw.’
ot=di [2sG:A=see.PST] “You (sg.) saw.’
05=di [3sG:A=see.psT] ‘S/he saw.’
mu=di [1PL:A=see.PsST] ‘We saw.’
tu=di [2PL:A=see.PST] “You (pl.) saw.’
Su=di [3PL:A=see.PST] ‘They saw.’

The data thus propose a gradual attachment of the clitic hosting particles to the paradigm of
clitics triggered by the reanalysis of the unit particle + clitic as a part of the paradigm of clitics,
and further disappearance of erstwhile particles from the plural sets. These changes are

summarized in the following table:
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Table 25: Presumed stages of the development of the u- and a-/e- particles before the bare verb stem

1t stage 2"d stage 3" stage
1SG | e/o=m e/om= e/om=
2SG | e/o=t e/ot= e/ot=
3SG | e/o=8 e/os= e/os=
1PL | e/o=mu e/omu= mu=
2PL | e/o=tu e/otu= tu=
3PL | e/o=8u e/oSu= Su=

In terms of reanalysis one can retell the facts of this shift as follows: the type of reanalysis is
the loss of morpheme boundary. Therefore, the bimorphic unit ‘particle=clitic’ in o=m, 0=t,
o=$ was reanalysed as a single morpheme: om, ot, os. The cause of this change is the
abandonment of the clause as the domain of cliticization in favour of VVP-based and V-based
clitic systems. This shift in turn led to the flexibility for the resurfacing of clitic hosting particles
clause-initially, and consequently resulted in the gradual merging of the erstwhile particles into
the paradigm of clitics. Ultimately, the bimorphic unit ‘particle=clitic’ was reanalysed as a
single morpheme. Finally, this change had as its effect: first, the semantic bleaching of the
coordination to an S2-aassuring particle in Middle Iranian; second, the change of contexts
where erstwhile particles would resurface, namely, from clause-initial (in Middle Iranian,

Dashti, and Davani) to verbal domain (e.g. in Lari, Nowdani, Yazdi Zoroastrian).

The same development is presumed to have occurred to S2-assuring particles before TAM
forms of verbs. Here, u- and a- particles were present in the older stage, functioning still as

clitic hosting particles:

(171) o=t mé-bor-e-a dar EL[Dav]. 8
PTC=2SG:0  IND-take.PRS-1SG-DRC out
‘If you ate the soup, I will take you out.’

(172) e=5u mi-go ZK[Dsh]. 9
PTC=3PLIA  IPFV-Say.PST
‘They would say.’

In the next stage, the clitic hosting particles reanalysed as part of the clitic paradigms. The data
from Delijani represents this stage. In (173) the paradigmatic form of the auxiliary verb ‘to

want’ in the past imperfective is shown:
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(173) am=e-ga

[1sG:NC=IPFV-want.PST]

‘I would wish’

at=e-ga [2sG:NC=IPFV-want.PST] “You (sg.) wish.’
as=e-ga [3sG:NC=IPFV-want.PST] ‘S/he would wish.’
amon=e-ga  [lPL:NC=IPFV-want.PST] “We would wish.’
aton-e-ga [2PL:NC=IPFV-want.PST] “You (pl.) would wish.’
ason=e-ga  [3PL:NC=IPFV-want.psT] ‘They would wish.’

The following examples from Delijani and Khansari further represent the second stage of

development:

a74) aw ason=a-bar-a GX[Dej]. 18
water 3PL:0=IND-take.PRS-3SG
“The water will take them away.’

(175) soma eZ=e-vin-di QB[Kha]. 17

2PL 3SG:0=IND-See.PRS-2PL
‘You see him.’

In the last stage of development, the recourse to the supporting vowels is no longer necessary,
since singular forms would resyllabify with the following vocalic TAM prefix. Consequently,
the supporting vowels were disappeared from the paradigm of clitics. This is exemplified in

the paradigmatic form of the verb ‘to eat’ in the imperfective past tense of Lari:

(176) m=a-xa [1sG:A=IPFV-eat.PST] ‘I was eating.’
t=a-xa [2sG:A=IPFV-eat.PST] “You (sg.) were eating.’
§=a-xa [3sG:A=IPFV-eat.pST] ‘S/he was eating.’
mo=a-xa [1PL:A=IPFV-eat.PST] ‘We were eating.’
to=a-xa [2PL:A=IPFV-eat.PST] “You (pl.) were eating.’
So=a-xa [3PL:A=IPFV-€at.PST] ‘They were eating.’

However, the supporting vowels resurface for resyllabification requirements of the language

when the TAM prefix has a consonant in its onset, e.g. mi-. The paradigmatic form of the verb

‘say’ in the imperfective past tense of Nowdani represents this point:

(177) om=mi-go

[1sG:A=IPFV-say.PST]

‘I was saying’

et=mi-go [2sG:A=IPFV-say.PST] “You (sg.) were saying.’
e§=mi-go [3sG:A=IPFV-say.pST] ‘S/he was saying.’
mu=mi-go  [1PL:A=IPFV-say.PST] “We were saying.’
tu=mi-go [2PL:A=IPFV-Say.PST] “You (pl.) were saying.’
Su=mi-go [3PL:A=IPFV-Say.PST] ‘They were saying.’

Likewise, in some VP-based proclitic systems of the Central Plateau group (e.g. Abuzeydabadi,
Naeini), the clitic procliticizes to the TAM form of the verb without recourse to any supporting
vowel. The paradigmatic form of past imperfective ‘read’ in Abuzeydabadi is given as an

example:
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(178) m=a-xand [1sG:A=TAM-read.PST] ‘I was reading.’

d=a-xand [2sG:A=TAM-read.PST] “You (sg.) were reading.’
y=a-xand [3sG:A=TAM-read.PST] ‘S/he was reading.’
mon=a-xand [1PL:A=TAM-read.pPsT] ‘We were reading.’
don=a-xand [2PL:A=TAM-read.PST] “You (pl.) were reading.’
yon=a-xand [3PL:A=TAM-read.PST] ‘They were reading.’

The stages of development of u- and a- particles before TAM forms of verbs are summarized

below:

Table 26: Presumed stages of the development of the u- and a-/e- particles before TAM forms of verbs

1% stage 2" stage 3 stage
1SG | e/o=m e/lom= (e/o)m=
25G | e/o=t elot= (elo)t=
3SG | e/o=§ e/os= (e/o)s=
1PL | e/o=mu e/omu= mu=
2PL | e/o=tu e/otu= tu=
3PL | e/o=Su e/osu= Su=

The specific claim we are making here is that the rise of procliticization on verbal forms in all
languages with proclitic attachment in Table 24, is directly related to the reanalysis of the
reflexes of u- and/or a- particles as a part of the paradigm of clitic PMs. As sketched above,
this change is a gradual process and is presumed to have probably been caused by the rightward
drift of clitic PMs from the second position in clause towards the verbal domain. This move
meant that the necessity to maintain the clitic assuring particles relaxed, and facilitated by their
being reanalysed in some languages. Consequently, the conditioning factor for the resurfacing
of such particles (that is to guarantee that clitics have S2 positioning) was no longer valid. The
old particles are now fully or partly part of the paradigm of clitic PMs, resurfaced first with all
the forms, and later with only singular forms before verb stems —mainly for the reason that the

process of cliticization comply with the syllable-structure rules of the languages.

The question still remains as what happened to the S2-assuring particles in languages where
encliticization is the sole means of clitic attachment? We might suggest that the S2-assuring
particles have disappeared in those languages —as there is no data comparable to the languages
with proclitic attachment reflecting the stages of the developments of particles in enclitic
systems. A more convincing hypothesis would be that languages with enclitics
grammaticalized a more syntactic version of clausal second position in which S2-assuring

particles were hardly relevant as clitic hosts (see §85.6 for more discussion on this point).
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3.3.4 The proclitic attachment across WILs: summary

In the previous two sections, i.e. 83.3.2 and 83.3.3, we observed the way languages behave
with respect to procliticization in different domains. In addition, an account for the rise of
procliticization was proposed. The rise of proclitics was assumed to be related to the reanalysis
of erstwhile S2-assuring particles as supporting vowels in modern languages with proclitic
attachment. This reanalysis was further assumed to have occurred after the rightward
movement of clitics from clause-second position to more VP-based and V-based domains.
What we observe here is thus a parallel to the shift of clitic placement and the resultant proclitic

attachment in the history of Romance languages (cf. Wanner 1987).

Among the S2-assuring particles, evidence for the presence of WMI ‘and-conjunctor’ u- is
more evident; a reflex of the latter having preserved its clitic hosting functions has been fully
preserved in Davani, and Dashti. However, the particle u- is now merged into the clitic
paradigm of investigated southeastern languages Lari, Bastaki, Bandari, and Minabi; the
Southwest language Nowdani, and Yazdi Zoroastrian at the southeastern outskirt of Central
Plateau dialects. In these languages, the remnant of ‘and-conjunctor’ u- occurs systematically
with the consonant-only element of singular clitic forms whenever the process of cliticization
fails to comply with the syllable-structure rules of the languages. The supporting u- occurs also
on rare occasion with plural forms, mainly to disambiguate the readings of two identical clitics

in arow.

On the other hand, evidence for the presence of the particle a- is less evident, that is, contrary
to u-, in no modern Iranian language has a- preserved it clitic hosting function. It occurs only
in the paradigm of clitic PMs in the Central Plateau dialects Delijani, and Khansari, and less so
in the conjugation of few verbs in Badrudi, and Meymei.

In this chapter we focused mainly on the inventory of clitic paradigms and their historical
development. A full discussion of the role of clitic hosting particles in shaping the proclitic

systems is deferred to Chapter 5, under 85.6.

3.4 Phonological attachment of clitics in WILs: endoclitic
attachment

Cross-linguistically speaking, phonological attachment of clitics is either in the form of
proclitics or enclitics, with the latter being more common (cf. Halpern 1998: 119; Nevis 2000).

There had been some recognition of endoclitics as well, though their occurrence is very rare
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comparing to proclitics and enclitics. Nevis (2000: 397) defines an endoclitic as follows: “[a]n
endoclitic is usually viewed as a clitic sandwiched between a stem and its affix, [...], or else
infixed directly into a host without regard to morphological boundaries.” Her definition of
endoclitics thus encompasses both a clitic which is placed between a stem and its affix, as in
(179) from Pashto, and one which directly interrupts the host element, as in the Udi example
in (180):

(179) a=me Yusta

?=1SG wear
‘I was wearing (it).” (Anderson 2005: 156)

(180) g ’acay-y-on bez  ténginax bas-q’un-q’-e
thief-PL-eRG my  money.DAT  steal:-3pL-steal>-AORII
‘Thieves stole my money.” (Harris 2000: 599)

In what follows, we take Nevis’s classification as a departure point for the analysis of

endoclitics in WILs, both in the verbal level and the NP level.

3.4.1 The endoclitic intervening between the stem and its
inflectional prefixes

West Iranian provides a very rich source for the study of endoclitics. The endoclitics of these
languages arise mostly from the syntactic positioning of clitics on morphological elements
within the predicate. This case of endoclitics equals the one of Pashto above, and the clitic

resembles an affix in integrating into the host.

This arguable kind of endoclitic is very common in WILs. Among the studied languages in this
thesis Central Kurdish, cf. (181), Behbahani, cf. (182), (to a lesser extent) Delvari, cf. (193),
and the Central Plateau dialects Delijani, cf. (184), Khansari, cf. (185), Meymei, cf. (186)
Abuzeydabadi, cf. (187), Badrudi, cf. (188), Nikabadi, cf. (189), and Naeini, cf. (190), allow
for occurrences of endoclitics similar to the one mentioned for Pashto, i.e. the clitics appear
between the inflectional prefixes and the host verb.

(181) ba  a=y-ba DM[BCK]. 7

wind IND=3sG:0-take.PRS.35G
‘The wind takes it.’

(182) mi=s-averd-am dume ZG[Beh]. 7
IPFV=3sG:A-take.pST-1sG:0  down
‘He would bring me downstairs.’
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(183)

(184)

(185)

(186)

(187)

(188)

(189)

(190)

The negative and subjunctive formatives are comprised of strong syllables in above examples;
this could possibly explain why they are opted as clitic hosts. Note however that the exact
prosodic status of pre-verbal inflectional formatives across languages is unknown to us for the
time being. In discussing the relevant endoclitic positioning in the Mukri dialect of Central
Kurdish, Opengin holds that the indicative/imperfective prefix is unstressed but seems to get a

secondary stress when combining with clitics. The prosodic structure of cliticization on the

mo na=m-fahmi EL[Del]. 52
1sG  NEG=1sG:A-understand.pST
‘I didn’t understand [it].’

ba=m-di-ande EL[Dej]. 44
PUNCT=1SG:A-See.PST-3PL:0

‘I saw them.’

esb-a ne=m-gir-ende

dog-PL NEG=1SG:0-catch.PRS-3PL

‘The dogs won’t bite (lit. catch) me.” (Khansari_ Mann & Hadank 1926: 42)
bisda be=s-ter-da EL[Mey]. 73
IRR.JO.PRS.2PL IRR=3SG:0-bring.PRS-2PL

‘Go bring him.’

aval na=m-esnaso-in EL1[Abu]. 45

first NEG=1sG:A-know.PsT-3pL:O
‘I didn’t recognize them at first.’

gorg Sangul-u mangul a=sun-xor-a SM1[Bad]. 21
wolf  PN-and PN IND=3PL:0-€eat.PRS-3SG
‘The wolf eats Shangul and Mangul.’

na-ters-@ na=t-t-on-e EL[Nik]. 70
NEG.IMP-fear-2sG ~ NEG=2SG:0-give.PRS-1SG-IND
‘Don’t get scared, I won’t beat you!’

yak  por=em i-di go na=m-sinasa EL2[Nai]. 15
a boy=1SG:A  TAM-See.PST REL  NEG=1SG:A-know.psT
‘I saw a boy, whom I didn’t know.’

TAM prefix in (191) is exhibited in Figure 11.

(191)

de=man-héna-n (,de.man.h&’.nan)
IPFV=1PL-bring.psT-3PL
‘We would bring them.” (Opengin 2013: 324)
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PWd PWd
]\
de-/‘\ma‘n hénan

Figure 11: Prosodic structure of the cliticization on the modal/aspectual de-

The exact nature of these cases of ‘endocliticization’ in CK has been subject to debate in the
literature. Samvelian (2007a) supports a morphological treatment of these occurrences of clitics
—and similar ones occurring between the verb-stem and the verbal affix PM, thus refers to them
as ‘endoclitics’. Opengin (2013), on the other hand, advocates a prosodic motivation and seems
to disfavour an endoclitic analysis on the account that “the combination of the TAM and the
clitic compose a foot, and thus introduce an additional stress. The foot, in turn, composes a
PWd in addition to the PWd of the host. The two PWds compose a recursive PWd, which in
turn projects its PPh” (2013: 325).

Evidence for the role of stress in determining this kind of ‘endoclitic’ comes from the fact that
inflectional prefixes are skipped for clitic hosting if they have a weak syllable or if they are
unstressed. This is shown in (192)—-(193): in both these examples the weak negative formatives
are skipped for clitic hosting. Note however that contray to the weak form in (192) the strong
negative form na- in Delvari in (183) can host a clitic PM.

(192) ne-mi-zen-em=et EL[Del]. 70

NEG-IND-hit.PRS-1SG=2SG:0
‘I won’t beat you.’

(193) ne-snasa-i=m /vs. na=m-Senasa-i EL[Bad]. 15
NEG-know.psT-25G:0=1SG:A
‘I didn’t recognize you’

Likewise, in (149) the unstressed TAM formative gets merged into the verb stem and fails to
act as a clitic host:

(194) mit=am be-s-am BB[Beh]. 48
IND.want.PRS=1SG:NC IRR-00.PRS-1SG
‘I want to go.’

Figure 12 illustrates the areal distribution of endoclitics occurring between the pre-verbal

affixes and the verb stem in investigated WILSs:
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Figure 12: Endoclitic attachment in WILs

As can be seen endoclitics sandwiching between Vaff PMs and the verb stem are mainly a
feature of Central Plateau dialects (with the exception of Yazdi Zoroastrian), Central Kurdish

in the northwest and some small pockets in southwest Iran.

3.4.2 Endoclitics intervening between the verb stem and verbal

affix PMs
Similar to the above cases of ‘endocliticization’, clitic PMs can break up a chain containing a
verb stem and the following Vaff PMs. This kind of behaviour is typical of clitic systems of
Baneh CK, cf. (195) and Behbahani, cf. (196):
(195) bird=yan-m EL[BCK]. 51

take.PST=3PL:A-1PL:O
“They took us.’

(196) bor=s§en-im EL2[Beh]. 51
take.pPST=3PL:A-1PL:O
“They took us.’

Likewise, the Dikin Maraghei dialect of Tati allows for clitics to front verbal affix PMs (Stilo
2018: 62):

127



(197) vindi=m-ian
see.PST=1SG:A-3SG.F:0
‘I saw her.’

Similar to the discussion on the placement of clitics on the TAM prefix in Central Kurdish,
Samvelian (2007a) considers the positioning of clitic between the verb stem and the verbal
person affix an instance of ‘endoclitic’ on the ground that the clitic has broken up the predicate.
Opengin (2013), on the other hand, states that the verbal person affix in (195) is not stress-
bearing and is thus not prosodically integrated into the verb stem it attaches to. In other words,
the verbal person affix has the status of a clitic here and can be separated from its host verb by
the second-positioning clitic yan. Thus, the apparent problem of the placement of a clitic (=yan
in 195) before a verbal affix (-in), can be reduced to the positioning of two clitic elements post-
verbally. In the same way, Haig (2018a) takes the ‘looser degree of phonological integration’

of the verbal affix PM accountable for its displacement from the verb stem by a clitic element.

3.4.3 Stress and second position requirement as relevant factors
evoking endocliticization

A rather similar reason for the rise of endocliticization is a combination of both stress facts and
the requirement for clitics to stick to the second positioning. This is the case in the following
examples from Delijani, where the negative formative and the punctual formative have a weak
syllable and are not stress-bearing. The clitic then, following the second position requirement,
opts for the first syllable of the verb-stems senas and rand as the host.

(198) ne-se=sun=ndas-on EL[Dej]. 79

NEG-know1=3pPL:0=know?2-1sG
‘T don’t know them.’

(199) be-re=mon=and EL[Dej]. 5
PUNCT-read1l=1pL:A=read2
‘We were reading.’

A similar treatment can be applied for the following example from Behbahani where the
imperative affix is not stress-bearing and has formed a syllable with the verb stem, thus
invisible to clitic hosting. Consequently, the object clitic moves onto the verb stem, but

surprisingly is placed between the latter and the verbal affix PM.

(200) b-ar=s-am si=t EL1[Beh]. 75
IRR-bring.PRS=3sG:0-1sG:A for=2sG:R
‘That I bring it to you.’
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Note that the verbal affix PM is stress-bearing in the present tense verb forms of all Iranian
languages. The clitic is expected not to interrupt the prosodic structure of the verb, and to be
placed after the stressed verbal person affix. However, the clausal second position requirement
here has outranked the expected fact that “clitics do not interrupt the prosodic structure of their
host’” (Zwicky & Pullum 1983; Nevis 2000, among others). Therefore, following the strict S2
requirement, the clitic breaks up the prosodic structure of its host and is placed before the

stressed verbal affix PM, hence acting as an endoclitic.

3.4.4 Endocliticization at NP level

The data from Laki Kakevandi show an interesting case of endocliticization at the NP level.
Here the clitic interrupts the noun and the following indefinite affix:
(201) kor=m-é dr EL[LakK]. 15

boy=1SG:A-INDF See.psT
‘I saw a boy.’

The morphophonological status of the indefinite marker as either clitic or affix in (201) is not
clear to us at this stage. However, the clitic does not interrupt the definite suffix and the head

noun, thus, kor-a=m dr [boy-DEF=1SG:A see.PST] ‘I saw the boy.’

This instance of endoclitic attachment occurs as well in the Dikin Maraghei dialect of Tati.
Stilo (2018) reports that endoclitics (‘mesoclitics’ in his terms) in Dikin Maraghei can arise in
two contexts: (i) feminine nouns followed by the definite singular marker; (ii) masculine nouns
in the singular oblique. These two situations are exemplified below (the glossing and

transcription are slightly modified):

(202) asif=m-an a-gat-ian zemin-da
apple.DIR=1SG:A-DEF.F PvB-take.PST-3SG.F  ground-from
‘I picked the apple up off the ground.” (Stilo 2018: 48)

(203) sar=t-i me-jan-en

head=25G:POS-OBL.M IND-strike.PRS-1SG
‘I will hit your head.” (Stilo 2018: 47, glossing modified)

Stilo questions whether the feminine definite marker in (202) is a clitic or an affix, but states
that the masculine oblique case -i in (203) is undoubtedly an affix. In any case, the occurrences
of clitics in these situations represent NP-based endocliticization across Iranian family. More
recently, Haig (2019) uses the term ‘debonding’ for these cases and for related phenomenon in

a variety of West Iranian languages.

129



3.5 Phonological attachment of clitics in WILs: circumclitic
attachment

Data from Nowdani, a Southwestern Iranian language, calls for a rarely-attested instance of

clitic attachment to the host, i.e. circumclitics. Here, when realized on the dative/ablative

preposition as, the plural clitics get interrupted and encompass the host preposition, cf. (204)—

(205):

(204) pors t=as=u mi-kon-am  / *tu=as [conjugation]
question 2rL=from=2pL IND-d0.PRS-1SG
‘I ask you (pl.) a question.’

(205) Maryam §=as=u e§=(Qo [ *$u=as CG[Nod]. 8
PN 3PL=to=3PL  3SG:A=say.PST
‘Maryam told them.’

On the other hand, singular clitic forms simply procliticize to the preposition as:

(206) ye bar  dige t=as mi-ga-m EL[Nod]. 21
one time more 2SG:R=to IND-say.PRS-1SG
‘I’'m telling you again.’

Cicumclitics occur also in Peloponnesian Tsakonian family branch (Liosis 2017), but in any
case, such phonological attachment of clitics has extremely rare frequency in the languages of
world. In addition, in the literature there is no mention of circumcliticization as a mode of clitic
attachment (see Nevis et al. 1994; Anderson 2005; Spencer & Luis 2012 among others). In
addition to being rare, such cases of circumclitics are a violation of one of the important
diagnostics of clitics held in Zwicky & Pullum (1983), in that clitic plus host combinations are
not expected to result in idiosyncrasies, contrary to host + affix combinations which are formed

by lexical operations.

Now, the question is why such unexpected forms have arisen. The answer possibly lies in
phonology; note that onset of the preposition as is strong enough not to undergo deletion in the
presence of the strong-vocalic final plural forms mu, tu, su. The clitic thus gets interrupted and

encircles the absolute preposition®.

%2 Historically, preposition as is supposedly derived from the preposition a plus the expletive 3SG pronoun § in
late middle Persian. The expletive 3SG would appear on the preposition when the original clitic complement of
the latter would move to the clause second position, as in ka=ta@n nékih awi=$§ rased [when=2pL goodness to=3sG
arrive.PRS.3sG], “When something good comes to you [pl].” (see Jiigel 2017 for details). Now in Nowdani the
original expletive pronoun has been grammaticalized along with the preposition a as the absolute form of the
simple preposition a.
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In short, all the examples presented under ‘endocliticization’ and ‘circumclitics’ are in a way
or another a violation of the ‘uninteruptibility” criterion for wordhood (see Haspelmath 2011
for the notion of wordhood). While some occurrences of clitics inside morphological words
results from the positioning of clitics following prosodic facts, e.g. clitic positioning following
TAM -thus not strictly violating the uninteruptibility criterion, some other cases are direct
violation of interruptibility as a criterion for wordhood, e.g. endoclitics of Delijani, and
Behbahani in 83.4.3. In addition, the circumclitics of Nowdani are an instance of morphological

idiosyncrasy of clitic plus host combinations.

3.6 Summary of form and phonological attachment of clitics

This chapter described the variation in the form and phonological attachment of clitic PMs
across WILs. As for the clitic forms, it discussed the development of clitic paradigms, and the
attested pathways of change to which it has been subjected. As for the phonological attachment,
cases of proclitics, endoclitics, and circumclitics were told to be attested across WILs. In

addition, some hypotheses were formulated regarding the rise of proclitic attachment in WILSs.

As for the derivation of the paradigm of clitic PMs, we surveyed the literature on the topic
(notably Korn 2009) and provided further evidence that the isogloss which divides Iranian
languages on the basis of 3SG forms of clitic PMs having either -s or -7 is not tenable. Later,
we investigated the alternative sources for the derivation of special cells in the clitic paradigm
from the suffixal morphology. We also surveyed the reverse development, i.e. the clitic origin
of the suffixal morphology. It was held that the extension from the paradigm of clitics to
suffixal morphology may be partial (as in Persian), total, e.g. Bajalani, and Bandari, or cyclic,

e.g. some Southern Kurdish dialects.

The second part of the chapter focused on the phonological attachment of clitics in WILs. After
illustrating which languages allow proclitic attachment, we proposed some hypotheses
regarding the rise of proclitic attachment in WILs. Finally, the range of other means of clitic

attachment in WILs were surveyed, namely endocliticization and circumcliticization.

The Iranian data bring strong evidence in favour of types 4 and 5 of Klavans’s typology of
clitics. Type 4 occurs in the immediate preverbal domains of V-based clitic systems and some
Central Plateau languages: here, the enclitic leaves out its syntactic host to the left and attaches
to the TAM affix of the verb form as a proclitic, hence an instance of a postposed proclitic.

Type 5, on the other hand, is specific to the V-based proclitic systems. Here in the immediate
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preverbal domain the proclitic often leaves the verb as the syntactic host, and attaches in an
enclitic grab to whatever element that comes to the verbs’ left, demonstrating a ditropic clitic

behaviour, and further an instance of a preposed enclitic.

Proclitic attachment was assumed to have arisen mainly as a result of the reanalysis of the
erstwhile clitic hosting particles following the rightward drift of clitics since Middle Iranian.
These particles originally held clitics in clausal second position. With the abandonment of the
clause as the cliticization domain, these particles gradually merged into the clitic paradigm of
languages, and consequently their function changed to the one of resurfacing with singular
clitics so that the outcome of cliticization would not violate the syllable-structure rules of the

languages.

The chapter ended with a discussion of endoclitic and (in rare cases) circumclitic attachment
of clitics in a subset of WILs. We concluded that endoclitic attachment of clitics in WILSs arises
as a result of both stress facts and the second position requirement for clitic positioning.
Circumclitic attachment, on the other hand, was only attested in Nowdani, in where the plural

clitic PMs get interrupted when cliticizing to the polyfunctional dative preposition.
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Chapter 4: Functional range of clitic PMs and typology of

person indexing

The previous chapter discussed in some length the origins of person clitics’ paradigm, the rise
of proclitics, and endoclitic attachment of clitics. This chapter first brings our attention to the
functionality of clitic PMs across WILs: for each use of clitic PMs the functional status of the
clitic PMs as either an agreement marker or a pronoun will be set out; in addition, a map will
be provided for each clitic function demonstrating the extent of clitic functionality across
languages. The chapter also sets out the development of bound person indexing in WILSs. In
doing so, in 84.1, we will briefly overview our conception of the term agreement, as already
put forward in Chapter 1. In 84.2 we move on to scrutinize one by one the functions that clitic
PMs index across WILs. Section 4.3 presents the development of person indexing in WILS,
and 84.4 is the conclusion.

4.1 Person indexing: terminological considerations

The various theoretical aspects to the person agreement were reviewed to a good deal in 81.4.
Here we give a brief overview of our conceptualization of agreement phenomenon in this

thesis.

In our analysis, the term agreement is reserved for constellations in which the indexes are
obligatory regardless of the presence or absence of the controller NP in the same local syntactic
domain. This narrow use of the term agreement thus encompasses both ‘syntactic agreement
and ‘ambiguous agreement under Siewierska’s typology, as represented in (207)—(208),
respectively (repeated for convenience):
(207) German and English

a. Er beobacht-et

Mein Vater beobacht-et
Not: *Beobacht-et

b. He watch-es
My father watch-es
Not: *Watch-es (Mithun 2003: 237)

(208) Latin/Italian

a. veni-t [ vien-e
COMe.PRS-3SG COMe.PRS-3SG
‘he comes’
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b. Marcus veni-t / Marco vien-e
Marcuscome.PRS-3SG Marco come.PRS-3SG
‘Marcus/Marco comes’ (Haspelmath 2013: 217)

Under the current approach, the ambiguity arising with the term agreement is avoided, rather
the latter is restricted to the obligatory presence of the inflectional morphology in all contexts®,
as illustrated in the Latin/Italian examples in (208). Therefore, Controller NP’s being present
or not is irrelevant to the relation of agreement. For the ease in the mode of presentation in
contrasting agreement with ‘conditioned indexing’ (see below), the term ‘obligatory indexing’

is used alternatively to refer to ‘agreement’ in the sense we conceive it here.

‘Conditioned’ (or alternating) person indexing, on the other hand, refers to the contexts where
the presence of the (bound) person markers is conditioned to contextual factors. One such factor
is the complementarity between the index and the coreferent NP in the same syntactic domain,
as exemplified in (209) below (repeated for convenience):
(209) Southern Kurdish (Bijar dialect)

a. min  awa; wa-m(*=ay;)

1sc  3sG  take.PRS-1SG
‘Twill take it.’

b. min  (*awai) wa-m=ayi
1sG 3sG take.PRS-15G=35G:0
‘T will take it.’

As another example, clitic PMs in most Tatic languages (and less so in Gorani Takht) are in
complementarity with overt oblique-marked subject NPs. Thus, whenever the latter is present
in the clause, the clitic PM is not allowed to mark the subject NP. In other words, the clitic
resumes an anaphoric relation.

(210) palang-e cemen(=*es) be-bard AV[Cha]. 14

tiger-oBL.M  1SG.0BL=3SG:A PUNCT-take.pST
“The tiger took me.’

To sum up, our conception of the agreement phenomenon is mainly a syntactic notion. The
relevant feature in the discussion of agreement is that of person. The term ‘agreement’ is
reserved for obligatory presence of an index in the relevant syntactic domain, and the term
‘conditioned indexing’ is used in contexts where the manifestation of the person index on the

target is conditioned by contextual factors, as seen in examples (209)—(210).

53 The same approach has been adopted in FuB (2005) but also in Haig (2018a).
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4.2 Functional range of clitics across WILs

In Chapter 2, under 82.4 we laid out the literature on the functionality of clitic PMs in WILSs.
It was seen that the functionality of clitic PMs has been examined along four lines in the
literature: (i) the listing of clitic functions; (ii) the grammaticalization of some clitic functions
out of the previous pronominal state; (iii) the correlation between the clitic PMs and the
nominal case system; (iv) the role of clitic PMs in the alignment system of languages. It was
held that the listing of clitic functions (mostly relevant in the grammatical description of
languages) is mainly concerned with giving an inventory of clitic functions without drawing
any implications on the historical derivation of clitic functions, or (perhaps) the functional
status of clitics in their diverse functions as markers of agreement relation or anaphora. The
following are the typical functions that person clitics may index across WILS:

m non-canonical subjects

(1) adnominal possessor

(1) direct object of a present tense

(IV) adpositional complement and non-flagged indirect objects
(V)  subject in a past transitive construction (A-past)

In the following sub-sections, we analyse one by one the use of clitics in each of these functions
across WILs, taking into account other aspects to the functionality of clitic PMs as well.
Therefore, for each function the obligatory vs. conditioned status of clitic marking is surveyed,
and a map will be provided, equipping us with information about the distribution of clitic
functionality across WILs and the possible areal and internal correlations between languages

and language groups in this regard.

4.2.1 Non-canonical subjects

The term ‘non-canonical subjects’ roughly refers to those subject-like arguments which have
some subject properties, e.g. [+ human] but which exert low level of control over the event of
the verb and are marked differently from normal subjects (see Onishi 2001 for a detailed
discussion). ** The non-canonical subject constructions are different from normalized
construction in the deviant marking of the subject-like argument, contrary to the regular

alignment pattern associated with indexing normalized subjects A and S. Non-canonical

5 Alternatively, the term ‘dative subject’ has been proposed in the literature (Sibatani 2001).
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subjects are limited to certain predicate types and centre around certain semantic domains
(Shibatani 2001: 312; Hagége 2006), including:

a. Possession/Existence

b. Psychological states

c. Physiological states

d. Visual/auditory perceptions, including the notion of ‘appearance’/‘seeming’

e. Modal states of necessity and wanting, including the notion of obligation (‘must’)
f. Modal states of potentiality, including ability and the notion of permission (‘may’)
g. Uncontrolled events; e.g. forgetting, finding, etc.

As said, non-canonical subject constructions do not align with A and/or S in terms of
morphology: the subject-like argument is often the sole argument of the verb, but its marking
differs from both the S and A. By way of example, verbal affix PMs in Bastaki index S in all
tenses, cf. (211a), and A in present tense constructions, cf. (211b). However, following the
tense-sensitive alignment Bastaki employs clitics to index the A argument in past transitive
constructions, cf. (211c). The system thus highlights different indexing of A NPs in present
(via Vaff PMs) vs. past tense constructions (via clitic PMs).

(211) Bastaki

a. a-c-en(g) / raft-en(g)
IND-gO.PRS-3PL go.pST-3PL
‘They go/ They went.’
b. dot-ia=so at-ar-en(g) PD[Bas]. 14

daughter-pL=3PL:POS IND-bring.prs-3rPL
‘They bring their daughters.’

C. va golabia=s  jam San=kerd PS[Bas]. 14
and  pear=3sG:Pos addition 3PL:A=d0.PST
‘And they collected his pears.’

Non-canonical subject constructions differ from normalized constructions in that the indexing
of the subject-like argument is impervious to the tense of the clause. Therefore in Bastaki
examples below the clitic PM indexes the subject-like possessor argument in both present and
past tense constructions, respectively.

(212) a. hana yak mahi o$=he BS[Bas]. 9

PN a fish  3sG:NC=exist.PRS
‘Hana has a fish.” [lit. a fish exists to her]
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b. yeki dot  o§=Dbod-e PD[Bas]. 3
one girl  3sG:NC=exist.PST-PERF
‘She had a daughter.’ [lit. a daughter existed to her]

It should be noted that the non-canonical subject constructions just seen are syntactically
intransitive, hence fish exists/ there existed a girl. That’s why the subject-like argument has to
be introduced as an oblique form to the syntactic structure of the clause, hence ‘(a) fish of
Hannah exists/ Her girl existed.” This means that unlike transitive clauses where the A is the
direct argument of the verb, the subject-like argument in non-canonical constructions is not a
direct argument of the verb. In the following subsections, we first give an overview of the
current state of knowledge on non-canonical constructions in Iranian languages, and then move

on to present the semantic domains in which non-canonical subjects are used across WILS.

4.2.1.1 Previous scholarship on the non-canonical subject constructions

There is an array of studies on the properties on non-canonical constructions in WILs, and
especially in Persian. Of particular, the analysis of the predicate types ‘psychological states’,
‘physiological states’, and ‘non-controlled events’ in Shibatani’s classification has intrigued
linguists working on Persian. The following examples from Persian are in order:

(213) (man) xos=am mi-a-d

1sG  pleasure=1sG:NC IND-COMe.PRS-3SG
‘I like (it).” [lit. My pleasure comes]

(214) (Sara) sard=es Sod
PN cold=3G:NC become.PST.3sG
‘Sara felt cold.”

A look at the literature reveals the adoption of different formal and semantic criteria to analyse
these construction. This is also reflected to some extent in the divergent terminology used to
refer to these construction: ‘compound verbs of experience’ (Barjasteh 1983); ‘indirect middle
verbs’ (Windfuhr 1979); ‘impersonal constructions’ (Dabir-Moghaddam 1997); ‘subjectless
constructions’ (Karimi 2005); ‘pronominal complex predicate’ (Kazeminejad 2014). More
recently, Jigel and Samvelian (2020) provide a useful overview of such constructions (which
they refer to as ‘experiencer construction’) by enumerating their syntactic properties. The
authors suggest that the clitic PMs in examples (213)—(214) would originally resume a hanging
topic. Later through reanalysis clitics came to cross-reference the experiencer in an agreement

relation, hence the obligatoriness of the clitic PMs in the examples above.
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As noted in Jigel and Samvelian (2020), there are two lines of research in the literature
regarding the syntactic makeup of examples (213)—(214). The first group considers them a
subtype of impersonal constructions (Lazard 1957; Karimi 2005, among others), on the account
that the subject is absent in such constructions. The second group states that the non-verbal
element is indeed the subject of the light verb, since it is resumed by the default 3SG Vaff PM
on the light verb (cf. Dabir-Moghaddam 1997; Sedighi 2010). Finally, Haig (2008: 108) states
that the use of clitic PMs in these constructions is a continuation of the original indirect
participant function they had in Old Iranian languages. It will further be seen in 84.2.1.5 and
&4.2.1.6 that these constructions recur in the rest of Iranian languages as well, and that the

clitic PMs obligatorily index the experiencer therein.

In what follows we keep using the term ‘non-canonical subject constructions’ as an umbrella
term for the entirety of predicate types that express aberrant marking of an experiencer (or
subject-like) argument. We will further see in §4.2.1.9 that non-canonical subject constructions

are crucial to our understanding of the rise of ergativity in Iranian languages.

4.2.1.2 Predicative possession

In addition to the regular marking of adnominal possessors through clitic PMs (see §4.2.4),
possession is also marked syntactically in predicative possession constructions. The latter are
of two primary types in WILs (see Mohammadirad to appear for an overview of predicative
possession across WILS): (i) ‘be’-possessives, (ii) ‘have’-possessives®™. ‘Be’-possessives are
based on the existential base ha/he/e- ‘to exist’. These are highlighted by the deviant indexing
of the possessor (or subject-like) argument of the verb ‘to exist’. This type of predicative
possession dates back to the Old Iranian stage:

(215) noit meé asti

NEG  1SG.DAT COP.PRS.3SG
‘I have no ....” (Young Avestan_ Skigrvg 2003: 18)

(216) darayavahaus puca aniyaiciy ahanta
Darius.GEN.M.SG SON.NOM.M.PL Other.NOM.M.PL exist.3PL.IPFV.MID
‘Darius had other sons.’ [lit. Darius, other sons existed] (Old Persian_ Schmitt 2009:
162, XPf)

% These terms come from the literature on the predicative possession (see for instance Heine 1997; Stassen 2009,
among others)
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In the above examples, the possessor argument has appeared in the dative and genitive cases,
respectively. Likewise, the deviant indexing of the subject-like argument continues in WMI:
here the subject-like argument can be indexed by a clitic pronoun:
(217) eén zan, ke=§ yak pus  ast

this  woman who=3sG:NC a son  exist.PRS

“This woman, who has a son.’ [lit. This woman, to whom a son exists] (Durkin-
Meisterernst 2014: 371, paT. 707)

‘Be’-possessives continue to recur in some modern languages: for example, in the following
pair from Nowdani the possessor argument has been obligatorily indexed by clitic PMs across
both present and past tense constructions:

(218) a. homsaye=mu do ta bece §=en EL[Nod]. 61

neighbor=1pL:POS  two CLF  child 3sG:NC=exist.PRS
‘Our neighbour has two kids.’

(219) b. ye nardebun-e  cui=am es=hi PS[Nod]. 2
a ladder-gz wooden=ADD 3SG:NC=exist.PST
‘He had a wooden ladder as well.’

‘Be’-possessives also occur in languages which illustrate case/clitic complementarity (see
84.2.2). For example, in Central Taleshi whenever the subject-like NP is introduced into the
clause as an oblique NP (often accompanied by the postposition ra), cf. (220a), the use of the
clitic PM is redundant. However, the clitic pronoun indexes the subject-like argument in the

absence of coreferent overt oblique-marked NP, cf. (220b).

(220) a. i-la  merd-i ra karg-i hest be EL[CT]. 63
A-CLF man-INDF for  hen-INDF exist AUX.PST
‘A man had a hen.’ [lit. there existed a hen for a man]
b. se gela sabad=es hest-be PS[CT]. 6
three CLF  basket=3sG:NC exist-CoP.pST

‘He had three baskets.’
In the same way, in the Bahdini dialect of Kurmanji — where clitic pronouns are absent — the
subject-like argument is marked by an oblique case.
(221) naglake hakim-ak-7 se kur  ha-bo-n
at.a.time prince-INDF-OBL three son  exist-COP.PST-PL

‘Once a prince had three sons’ [lit. once to-a-prince three sons existed] (Haig 2008:
258, citing MacKenzie 1962: 320, glossing modified)

What is common to be-possessive languages discussed so far, is the presence of the existential

base ha-/he-/e- as the predicate. The marking strategy for the possessor argument though might
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differ from language to language (e.g. by clitic PMs in Nowdani, but by oblique-marked NPs
in Bahdini).

On the other hand, ‘have’-possessives are formed on the basis on the verb stem dar (infinitive
form dastan) ‘to have’. The verb ‘have’ had originally the meaning ‘hold, keep’ in Old Iranian,
cf. (222), and developed into a possessive marker in later stages of Middle Iranian, cf. (223):
(222) ima  xSa¢-am taya adam daray-ami

this  empire-aAcC  which 1SG.NOM hold-1sG
‘This is the empire which I hold.” (Old Persian_ Schmitt 2009: 119, DPh)

(223) ku kirm bunag dast
where dragon abode have.PsT
‘Where the dragon had the abode.” (Middle Persian_ Jiigel 2015: 837, KN 10/ 1)

The verb ‘have’ in the above examples sticks to the alignment pattern of transitive verbs: in
(222) it is inflected for the A-prs NP, whereas in (223) following the ergative alignment it’s
not inflected for the person of the subject NP. The verb ‘have’ kept the regular indexing pattern
of transitive verbs in modern languages with ‘have’ as the predicate in predicative possessive
constructions. Thus, there is no deviant marking of the possessor argument. This is shown in
the following pair from Badrudi, where, following the tense-sensitive alignment, the subject is
marked by the Vaff PM in the present tense, and by the clitic PM in the past tense.

(224) a. i daraxt golowi dar-a PS1[Bad]. 1
a tree pear have.PrRS-3sG
‘He has a pear tree.’
b. se duno bozqgalu=s$ dard-en SM1[Bad]. 1
three cLF  Kkid.goat=3sG:A have.psT-3PL:0

‘She had three kid goats.’
‘Have’-possessives are also common in languages which have adopted ‘nominative-
accusativity’ in the indexing pattern of core arguments, e.g. Persian, Luri, and some Southern
Kurdish. Compare the pair in (225):
(225) a. ye ketab dar-i

a book have.PrRs-25G
‘You have a book.’

b. ye ketab dast-i
a book have.psT-2sG
“You had a book.” (Persian)

What is common to the ‘have’-possessive languages is that the indexing of the subject-like

argument follows the alignment pattern associated with regular transitive verbs.
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Considering these two types of predicative possession in WILs, | propose that in fact the
maintenance of the existential base ha-/he-/e- is what triggers the deviant indexing of subject-
like arguments in predicative possessive constructions. Here, the subject-like arguments are
either oblique-marked or are indexed by clitic PMs—contrary to the regular indexing of
transitive verbs. On the other hand, languages which have adopted the regular base dar
(infinitive form dastan) ‘to have’ as means of expressing syntactic possession do not exhibit

deviant marking of the subject-like argument in predicative possessive constructions.

In terms of diachrony, the data suggest that the more archaic ‘be’-possessives have been
superseded by ‘have’-possessives in a subset of modern languages (see Figure 13). Note
however that, in some languages ‘be’-possessives and ‘have’-possessives co-occur. This was
seen in Bijar SK and Sivandi, and is exemplified by the following pair from Bijar SK®:
(226) Bijar Southern Kurdish

a. bizn-a ST Srr=im ni-ya PP[BSK]. 8

goat-DEF say.PRS.3sG  milk=1SG:NC NEG-COP.3SG
‘The goat says: I don’t have milk.’

b. ma  kaws n-eyr-iman PP[BSK]. 17
1pL  shoes NEG-have.PRS-1PL
‘We don’t have shoes.’

In short, depending on the verb stem used in predicative possessive constructions, and the case/
clitic correlation in the languages, six marking strategies are available for indexing the
possessor (or subject-like) argument in predicative possessive constructions, summarized in
Table 27:

Table 27: indexing of the possessor argument in predicative possessive constructions

verb tense means of indexing the | Language
stem possessor argument
OBL | CLPM | VAFFPM
1 | ha-/he- | PRS/PST | + Bahdini, Kurmanji, Zazaki
2 | /a- PRS/PST | + + C. Taleshi
3 PRS/PST + BCK., SCK., Bnd., Min., Lar., Kor.,
Dsh., Dav., Nod., Beh., GorT.
4 | a-/dar- | PRS/PST + + BSK., Sivandi
5 | dar- PRS + LakK., LakH., GorQ., Cha., Sem.,
PST + Tak., CPDs., Siv., BSK.

6 | dar- PRS/PST + Persian, Luri-Bakhtiari, most of SK

% The choice of predicate for marking the possessive relation in these languages is mainly determined by the
nature of the possessive relation as being inalienable vs. alienable (see Mohammadirad: to appear).
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According to Table 27, in ‘be’-possessive languages the deviant indexing of the subject-like
argument exerts across both present and past tenses (groups 1, 2, and 3). However, in ‘have-
possessive’ languages, the indexing pattern of the subject-like argument becomes identical with
that of regular verbs: it is either different according to the tense (group 5) or is normalized

across both tenses (group 6)

Figure 13 reveals the distribution of ‘be’-possessives, and ‘have’-possessives, and a further

type in which the choice between the latter two is dependent on the semantics of possession.
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Figure 13: existential base as triggering the non-canonical marking of the possessor argument in be-
possessive languages

The map reveals areal distribution of the two main types of predicative possession across WILS:
‘be’-possessive languages are restricted to the peripheries of WILs, including languages of
southeast Iran, Southwest languages (except for varieties of Luri and Persian), and Kurdic
dialects and Central Taleshi to the northwest. On the other hand, ‘have’-possessive languages
are rather located in the centre of WILs, starting from Tatic dialects Chali, Takestani, and
Semnani down to some Kurdic dialects (e.g. Laki, Gorani Qel’eh) and Luri to the west, and to

Central Plateau dialects in the south. Finally, languages which use both ‘be’ and ‘have’ as the
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predicate are located at the border between ‘be’-languages and ‘have’-languages. The map
illustrates that the ‘areal effect’ is more revealing in the distribution of ‘be’- and ‘have’-
possessives than the ‘variety membership’. For instance, Gorani Qal’eh, is distinct from Gorani

Takht in adopting the ‘have’-verb (see Mohammadirad to appear for a detailed discussion®?).

4.2.1.3 Necessity and wanting

The semantic domain of ‘necessity and wanting’ is another domain which triggers the non-
canonical marking of subject-like arguments, impervious to the tense of the clause. In such a
non-canonical construction, the ‘needer’ participant, i.e. the participant to whom something is
needed, is indexed differently than A and S arguments. A necessity verb can be expressed
through a lexical verb:

(227) men ina  dej=om e-y EL[Dej]. 67

1sG  DEM.F girl=1SG:NC IND-want.pPRS
‘I want this girl.” [lit. to me this girl is needed]

(228) na=m-ava-t-en be to MM[Min]. 26
NEG=1SG:NC-be necessary.PRS-EP-COP.3SG PREP  2SG
‘I don’t want you.’

The modal status of necessity can also be expressed non-canonically by a clitic PM:
(229) os=na-i alan  0-c-es-e dar WCJBas]. 4

3SG:NC=NEG.IND-want.PRS NOW  IND-g0.PRS-2SG-DRC out
‘It is not necessary that you go out now.’

(230) xast=me b=eé-xar-im EL[Beh]. 58
want=1PL:NC IRR=3SG:0-buy.PRS-1PL
‘We wanted to buy it.’

In the examples above clitic PMs obligatorily index the ‘needer’ participant. Another encoding
strategy for the needer participant is attested in languages in which clitic PMs are in
complementary distribution with oblique-marked NPs: in Central Taleshi, cf. (231), Chali, cf.
(232), Semnani, cf. (233), and less so Takestani, cf. (234)%8, the overt ‘needer’ participant being
oblique-marked is in complementarity with a clitic PM.

57 Likewise, Southern Taleshi (‘have’-possessive) is distinguished from Central and Northern Taleshi (‘be-
possessive) in this regard.

%8 In Takestani, clitics still have preserved a faint trace of their pronominal status in some necessity constructions
(see 8.3.2.2.2)
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(231) xerdan-un  ba-pi ce be-ka-n EL[CT]. 66
child-pL.0BL TAM-want.pST what IRR-d0.PRS-3PL
‘What did the children want to do?’

(232) zar-on mi-gavasta c ari-nda? EL[Cha]. 66
child-PL.OBL IPFV-want.pST what do.psT-3PL
‘What did the kids want to do?’

(233) mo del-i me-gi BS[Sem]. 3
1sG.0BL heart-oBL.M  IND-want.rPRS

‘I would like.” [lit. My heart wishes]

(234) Mariy-a mo-qosti be-s-ia bar CG[Tak]. 2
PN-DIR.F IPFV-want.PST IRR-(J0.PRS-3SG.F out
‘Mary wanted to go out.’

However, with the oblique-marked subject being absent in the clause, the clitic PM is used to

resume such an argument:
(235) mi-gavast=i ce be-zon-as EL[Cha]. 60

IPFV-want.PST=2SG:NC what  IRR-KNOW.PRS-2SG
‘What did you want to know?’

(236) bapi=m-e /me bapi EL[CT]. 58
want.PRS=1SG:NC-INF 1SG.0OBL want.PRS
‘I want.’

In the same way, in the necessity construction of Bahdini Northern Kurdish the overt oblique-

marked subject-like NP blocks the indexing of the needer participant by inflectional

morphology:
(237) min t-ve-t hesp-¢ X0
1sG.0BL IND-be.necessary.PRS-3sG ~ horse-EzM  REFL

‘I want/need my own horse.” (Haig 2008: 261, glossing modified)
In the rest of Kurmanji dialects, the ‘needer’ participant in necessity constructions is treated as
a regular subject NP. Therefore the alignment pattern associated with regular transitive verbs
is applied to necessity constructions. Note also that the regular verb xwastin has been adopted

in necessity constructions.

(238) a. ez di-xwaz-im
1SG.DIR IND-want.PRS-1SG
‘I want.’
b. min xwast
1sG.OBL want.psT
‘I wanted.’
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Finally, in languages where the alignment system has shifted to fully-fledged nominative-
accusativity in terms of agreement, necessity verbs follow the indexing pattern of other verbs
and are regularly marked by verbal affix PMs. Among studied languages, Southern Kurdish
and Luri-type dialects behave in this way:

(239) pari-an XWaz-in biyan-a dast MQI[BSK]. 98

fairy-pL want.PRS-3PL IRR.COMeE.PRS.3PL-DRC desert
“The fairies want to come out (of the water).’

Table 28 summarizes different encoding strategies for indexing the ‘needer’ participant in

necessity constructions:

Table 28: Indexing of 'needers' and 'wanters' in necessity constructions

tense indexing of the ‘needer’ Language
OBL |CLPM | VAFFPM
PRS/PST + Bahdini Northern Kurdish
PRS/PST + + Tatic-type languages
PRS/PST + CPDs, languages of southeast Iran,

Southwestern languages (except for Luri),
Kurdic dialects (except for SK, and Lak H.)

PRS + most Kurmanji Kurdish
PST +
PRS/PST + SK, LakH., Luri-Bakhtiari, Persian

According to the above table, apart from languages which employ Vaff PMs to index the needer
participant across both present and past tenses (i.e. SK., LakH., Luri-Bakhtiari, Persian), and
with the exception of most Kurmanji Kurdish, other investigated languages license deviant
marking of the needer participant in their morphosyntax. This deviant marking can be carried
out by oblique forms of NPs (Bahdini), an alternation between oblique forms and clitic PMs
(Tatic), or through clitic indexing of the needer participant across both present and past tenses
(e.g. CPD).

The question now arises as what triggers the deviant marking of the needer participant in
necessity constructions. It seems that irregular verbs are the primarily triggers for a deviant
marking of the ‘needer’ participant. In this regard, languages studied can be roughly classified
into three groups on the basis of the verb stems used in ‘necessity constructions’: (i) suppletive
stems, e.g. LakK. a-, gast; Dej. y-, ga-; Abu. yi-, ga-; Beh. i-, xas-; Min. y-, xas-; Nod. a-, es-;
Dsh. i(t)-, zi- ;(ii) adding of the past tense marker to the present stem: BCK. (h)awe-, wist-;
Bahdini. ve-, via-; Cha. gav-, gavasta-; Tak. qo-, qosti-; Sem. ga-, giya-; Kha. gii-, giza-; Bad.

piya-, piya-; YZ.va-, vista-; Siv. ga-, gast-; Dav. a-, ast-; Lar. (v)i-, vest-; Bnd. va-, vast-; Luri,
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Persian xa(h)-, xas(t)-; BSK. Kurmanji xwaz-, xwast-; LakH. twa-, twast- (iii) employing the
same base across both tenses and adding of the copula to form the past tense construction:

SCK. Gor. garak-; Del. esga-; Kor. boka-.

It seems that only languages which have fully adopted the stem xah-, xast or its cognates (e.g.
twa-, twast in Laki Harsini) as the predicate across both present and past stems, do follow the
indexing pattern of regular transitive verbs. Most Kurmanji dialects (except for Bahdini),
Persian, Southern Kurdish, and Luri-Bakhtiari dialects follow this pattern. Note that Behbahani
and Minabi use the stem Xxas- only in the past tense, hence not eligible for the generalization

stated above. The rest of languages use stems other than xast- in necessity constructions.

Figure 14 illustrates the indexing of necessity constructions across WILs. Languages marked
in green are those in which clitics obligatorily index the ‘needer’ participant across all tenses.
Those marked in blue are languages in which clitics’ indexing of the ‘needer’ participant is
conditioned to the absence of the co-referent NP. Finally, languages marked in red are those in

which the indexing of the needer has become levelled to that of typical subjects.

Central
® Tajechi
o Bijar Southern
Baneh Central - !
Kordish. g Kurdish @ Tokestani

! O chai @ Semnani
Gorani Takht 49 Gorani
® ®aqaeh :
Southem Central Kurdish ! .
@ Laki Harsini Delijani
@ Laki Kakevandi @& @ Abuzeydabadi
@ Badrudi
® O Meimei
Khansari @ Naeini
‘ Nikabad-

Jondan s
© Yazdl Zoroastrian

@ Luritype

@ Behbahani

Nowdanl @ @ Sivandi

Davani @ @ Koroshi
(Shirme}

@ Oelvari

Indexing the needer participant 9 Osstut
in necessity constructions @l o
® Obligatory, by clitic PMs © Bastaki ﬁ?l @ Minabi
{Randm
Abbas,
® Conditioned, by clitic PMs ¥
or oblique-marked NPs
@ Obligatory, by Vaff PMs & i s
———) CNRS, UMR B047 CeRWY, 2020

Figure 14: The indexing of necessity constructions across Iranian languages
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The map suggests that the deviant marking of necessity constructions is areally-distributed:
except for the strip containing of southern Kurdish dialects and Luri-type dialects, other
languages favour aberrant marking of the needer participant in necessity constructions, either
by obligatory clitic PMs (most Kurdic, Central Plateau, Southwestern languages and languages

situated in the southeast Iran) or by alternating clitic PMs (Tatic-type languages).

4.2.1.4 Modal status of potentiality

Another semantic domain that is usually included within non-canonical constructions is the
modal expression of the notion ‘potentiality/possibility’. Here, the subject-like argument of the
verb ‘be able, can’ is indexed differently from A and S arguments. The following examples

illustrate the marking of the potentiality constructions in present and past tense constructions

of Davani:
(240) mo  xe=mu ne-mi-sa bedune hema XX[Dav]. 38
1PL  EMPH=1PL:NC NEG-IND-be able.PrRS without wood

‘We are not able (to survive) without wood.’

(241) dig=omu na-sast beyu EL[Dav]. 68
yesterday=1PL:NC NEG-be able.psT IRR.COME.PRS.1PL
“We couldn’t come over (to you) yesterday.’ [lit. It wasn’t possible for us]

In the examples above, the stem §3->°, sas- expresses the modal meaning of potentiality. sa-
expresses the modal meaning of potentiality in some other languages as well, e.g. Nowdani,
Dashti, Lari. However, unlike predicative possessive constructions and necessity constructions
above — where the existence of certain verb stems would license a non-canonical subject
marking — sa by itself does not lead to the non-canonical indexing of the subject-like argument,
at least in Yazdi Zoroastrian, cf. (242), Abuzeydabadi, cf. (243), Naeini, cf. (244), and Bahdini,
cf. (245):

(242) a. na-se-kart-e be-s-e bar CG[YZ]. 4

NEG-be able.PRS-AUX-2SG ~ IRR-(J0O.PRS-2SG out
“You cannot go out.’

b. mo=na-se-ka EL[YZ]. 59
1PL:NC=NEG-be able.pST-AUX
‘We weren’t able (to buy it).’

% The stem §a- was sometimes used as an impersonal verb in Middle Iranian. Yet, most frequently it was a
personal verb (Brunner 1977: 188)
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(243) a. non  habi na-s(a)-i ka BS[Abu]. 12
3SG.F no.more NEG-be able.PRS-3SG  AUX
‘She cannot (see her fish) anymore.’
b. na=m-so-ka beg-o EL[Abu]. 68
NEG=1SG:NC-be able.PRS-AUX IRR.COME.PRS-1SG
‘I couldn’t come over (to you).’
(244) a. na-s(a)-i So-y tak  ni
NEG.IND-be able.PRs-1SG IRR.§0.PRS-1SG open IRR.PUt.PRS.1SG
‘I cannot go open it.” (Lecoq 2002: 530)
b. cun na=si-sa kart-e
becuase NEG=3PL:NC=Dbe able do.psT-INF
‘Because they weren’t able (to heal her)’ (Lecoq 2002: 502)
(245) a. am  na-§e-yn vi mal-i da-yn-av ta
1PL  NEG-be able.prs-1PL DEM.M wealth-0BL.M give.PRS.1PL-t0 25G
‘We cannot give you this house.” (MacKenzie 1961: 328)
b. min  siya
1sG  beable.psT
‘I was able.’

The verb stem $a also marks potentiality/possibility in Central Taleshi. Note that in (246) the
mobile person form is from the paradigm of verbal affixes, and should not be mistaken for a
clitic PM.

(246) a. alan ba-sa=ys 5-e berun CGICT]. 13
now TAM-be able=2SG.SET1B go-INF out
‘Now, you are allowed to go out.’
b. ne-sa(st)j=m-a aye xand-e SL2[CT]. 17
NEG-be able=1sG.SET1B-TR 3SG.DIR read.pST-INF

‘I wasn’t able to read them.’
The potentiality constructions in these languages suggest that the stem sa- has been levelled to
a regular stem. In languages with no aberrant marking in potentiality constructions, regular
stems are used as the predicate; these stems follow the typical indexing pattern of regular
transitive verbs, and include (i) tavan-, tavanest- and its cognates across modern languages,
e.g. Kurdish. twan-, twani-, Bnd. /Min. / Beh. tun-, tunest-; (ii) zun-, zuna-(zunest-) in Sem.
/Dej. IKha.

The range of potentiality constructions is depicted in Figure 15. Languages marked in green
are those which use the sa- stem and the indexing of the subject is non-canonical; those marked

in blue are languages which use sa- but the indexing pattern follows that of regular transitive

148



verbs; and finally, languages marked in red use other verbs in potentiality constructions, e.g.

tavanestan, zunestan, which again follows the indexing pattern of regular transitive verbs.
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Figure 15: Verb stems and the canonical vs. non-canonical marking of potentiality constructions

As can be seen, the distribution of non-canonical subjects in the semantic domain of potentiality
starts from the Southwest CP dialect Nikabadi and runs through south to Southwest languages

Davani and Nodani, down to Dashti and Davani, and eastward to Lari and Bastaki.

In some languages with regular marking of ‘potentiality’, a periphrastic construction is also
available for expressing possibility. Such periphrastic constructions exist in Central Kurdish,
cf. (247) and Gorani, cf. (248).

(247) awa=y bo na-k-re-é

that=3sG:R  for = NEG.IND-d0.PRS-PASS-3SG
‘He cannot do that.” [lit. It is not possible for him to do that] (Baneh CK)

(248) min-i¢ hiic=im pay na-kir-ya
1SG=ADD nothing=1sG to NEG-00.PRS-PASS
‘I too, there was nothing to be done by me.” (Gorani Zarda, Mahmoudveysi and Bailey
2013: 146)
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4.2.1.5 Verbs of liking

Common to the majority of Iranian languages is the deviant indexing of the ‘liker’ argument in
the expressions of ‘(dis)liking and love’, (termed as ‘psychological states” within Shibatani’s
classification). These constructions are often formed with complex predicates, whose light
verbs are ‘want’, ‘come’, ‘exist’, etc. In the following examples, the construction ‘to like to do
something’ is intended. Note that the clitic PM obligatorily indexes the experiencer (‘liker”)
argument in (249)—(254). However, in (255) due to oblique vs. clitic complementarity, the clitic
indexing of the subject-like argument is excluded in the presence of the coreferent NP.

(249) xwas-a m-ay-t=é BS[LakK]. 11

pleasure-IND  IND-COMe.PRS-EP=3SG:NC
‘(She) likes (it)’ [lit. Her pleasure comes]

(250) del=es mi-kes-et BS[Dsh]. 11
heart=3sG:Pos IND-pull.PRS-3SG
‘(She) likes (it).’[lit. Her heart pulls]

(251) pée=m xos-a IB[BCK]. 33
to=1SG:R pleasure-cop.3sG
‘I would like.” [lit. It is (a) pleasure to me]

(252) i dus=es-en BS[Del]. 11

DEM  liking=3SG:NC-COP.3sG
‘(She) likes.” [lit. Her liking exists]

(253) dust=i ha BS[Min]. 11
liking=3sG:NC exist.PRS
‘(She) likes.” [lit. Her liking exists]

(254) xas=es-en BS[Min]. 11
pleasure=3sG:NC-COP.3SG
‘(She) likes (it).” (Nodani)

(255) zin  dal-i ma-gi BS[Sem]. 11
3SG.F heart-oBL.M  IND-want.PRS
‘(She) likes.” [lit. Her heart wants]

4.2.1.6 Non-controlled internal physical and emotional states

In addition to ‘liking constructions’ exemplified in the previous section, in a number of events
the experiencer (or subject-like argument) has no control over the action of the verb and is
indexed differently than regular subjects. These constructions are roughly analogical to

Shibatani’s ‘physiological states” and ‘non-controlled events’. Of such constructions in WILs

150



one can mention the following predicate types: ‘to fall sleep’, ‘to forget’, ‘to be cold/warm’,

‘to be thirsty/hungry’, etc.

(256) sarma=m-a EL[YZ]. 62
cold=1sG:NC-CcOP.3SG
‘’m cold.’

(257) farba=s me-bar-e SD[Siv]. 50

sleep=3sG:NC IPFV-take.PRS-3SG
‘She falls asleep.’

(258) cehna=m-en EL[Min]. 62
thirsty=1sG:NC-COP.3SG
‘I’'m thirsty.’

(259) vesa=Zun-u EL[Kha]. 62
hungry=3PL:NC-COP.3SG
‘They are hungry.’

(260) ma=m sard bi-s-e EL[Dav]. 62
1sG=1sG:NC cold become.PST-EP-PERF
‘I’m feeling cold.’
(261) ke vasa=§ na-gen-e
COMP hungry=3sSG:NC NEG-become.PRS-3SG
‘That he won’t be hungry.” (Delijani_ Safari 2008: 81)
As said, the non-canonical constructions of these types are shared among Iranian languages.
Even languages where clitic PMs have lost their function as A-past, e.g. Persian, cf. (262),
southern Kurdish, cf. (263), and Luri-type dialects, cf. (264) employ clitics obligatorily in these

constructions.

(262) man dard=am gereft
1sG  pain=1sG:NC took.psT
‘I felt pain.’ [lit. Pain overtook me] (Persian)

(263) bad=em tiyad
bad=1SG:NC IND.COMe.PRS.3SG
‘I don’t like (it)’ [lit. To me comes bad] (Southenr Kurdish)

(264) sard=om-e EL[Lor]. 62
cold=1sG:NC-COP.3SG
‘’m cold.’
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4.2.1.7 Existential constructions

In a number of languages, the expression of ‘existentiality’ in the sense of ‘being in a place’ is
carried out by clitic PMs. Here, clitics obligatorily index the entity being present. These kinds
of existential constructions are characteristic of some Southern Kurdish dialects, and Delvari:
(265) has=eyan

exist.PRS=3PL:NC
‘Are they (there)?” (llam Southern Kurdish)

(266) boc-a=t nis=su X0 EL[Del]. 49
child-PL=2SG :POS NEG.COP=3PL:NC EMPH
“Your children are not (around).’

This marking of ‘existence’ above is actually identical to the marking of be-possessives in
predicative possessive constructions: in both cases the verb ‘exist’ is used. Diachronically
speaking, the expression of existence can be derived from that of predicative possession (cf.
Stassen 2009: 6). For example, the French predicative possessive construction in (267a) is
assumed to be the source of the existential construction in (267b):

(267) a. Il a un cheval

he has a horse
‘He has a horse.’

b. Il y a des gens qui  fument
it there has  INDF.PL people who  smoke
‘“There are people who smoke.” (Stassen 2009: 6)

In the same way, the expression of existentiality could extend into similar contexts, and
participant’s mental state can also be indexed deviantly. In the following examples,
participant’s being alive, cf. (268) and mental state, cf. (269) is intended.

(268) ta zinde=t-e

till alive=2SG:NC-COP.3SG
“As long as you are alive.” (Bakhtiari, Windfuhr 1988: 560)

(269) Ahmad ¢on-en=et
PN how-COP.3SG=2SG:NC
‘Ahmad, how are you [feeling]?’ [lit. how is it to you] (Nourzaei et al 2015: 183)

To these, one can add the expression of ‘age’, which is uniformly marked as a non-canonical
subject construction across the majority of WILs (with an exception of most Kurmanji Kurdish,

and Some Tatic), regardless of languages having preserved tense-sensitive alignment or not.
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(270) pos=er=es can sal-a EL[Dav]. 78

boy=2sG:POS=3SG:NC how.many  year-COP.3SG
‘How old is your son?
(271) pir=em duazda sal=ez-u EL[Kha]. 78
boy=1sG:poOs twelve year=3SG:NC-COP.3SG
‘My son is twelve years old.’
(272) pir-a=d cand sal=i-a EL[Abu]. 78

boy-DEF=2SG:POS how.many  year=3sG:NC-COP.3SG
‘How old is your son?

It should be noted that in the cognitive approaches to predicative possession, domains of
‘experience’ (e.g. examples of ‘non-controlled events’) and ‘age’ are conceived as domains
neighbouring to possession (see for instance Heine 1997). The encoding pattern associated with
possession thus can extend to such domains as well. Mohammadirad (to appear) argues that
the syntactic structure associated with some ‘non-controlled events’ here (physical sensation
in his term), is the same as that used in ‘be’-possessive constructions (cf. 84.2.1.2). He further
shows that languages with the verb ‘have’ as the predicate in predicative possession continue
to encode the domains of physical sensation and age by the more archaic ‘be’-possessive verb,

hence the deviant marking of these constructions in have-possessive languages.

4.2.1.8 Non-canonical subject constructions: summary

In the previous sub-sections, we examined the range of non-canonical subject constructions
across WILS. These constructions are used at different degrees across modern language, and
can be sub-classified into four major groupings: (i) potentiality, (ii) predicative possession, (iii)
necessity and wanting, and (iv) liking and non-controlled internal physical and emotional
states. In Table 29, the extent of non-canonical constructions across investigated WILs is

shown:
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Table 29: The range of major non-canonical subject constructions across investigated WILs

group | languages Major non-canonical subject constructions
Predicative | Potentiality | Necessity | Liking and non-
possession & wanting | controlled states
1 Dav., Nod., Dsh., Del., A + + +
Lar., Bas.
2 Beh., CK., Bnd., Min., + _ + +
GorT., Kor. CTal. Bahdini
NK
3 Nikabad-Jondan, Vafsi®® _ + + +
4 GorQ., LakK, most of _ _ IF WF
CPDs., Siv. Cha., Tak.,
Sem.
5 LakH., Lur., SK., Pers. _ _ _ +

As can be seen, investigated languages are classified into four major groupings with respect to
the range of non-canonical subject constructions: group 1 refers to southern languages Davani,
Dashti, Nowdani, Delvari, Lari, and Bastaki. Here clitics are being used for marking all major
non-canonical subject constructions. Languages of this group are thus assumed to have
preserved approximately a great deal of non-canonical subject constructions of Old and Middle
Iranian periods. Group 2 languages are similar to those in group 1 except that the expression
of potentiality constructions has been levelled to that of other transitive verbs®®. On the other
hand, what makes group 3 different from group 1 is the fact that predicative possessive
constructions are based on the regular stem dar- ‘to have’, which follows the alignment pattern
of regular transitive verbs. Group 4 forms the majority of investigated languages; here non-
canonical constructions are restricted to the expressions of necessity and non-controlled
internal physical and emotional states. Finally, group 5 is associated with languages which have
undergone fully-fledged nominative accusativity in their agreement systems, and in which non-
canonical constructions are restricted to the expressions of (dis)liking, and non-controlled

internal physical and emotional states.

Except for non-controlled events which are marked deviantly across all languages, there exists

an interesting correlation among the other three major non-canonical constructions, in a way

80 See Stilo (2004b) for the relavant data for Vafsi.

81 In this classification, only non-periphrastic potentiality constructions based on the verb stem $a- are intended.
Thus, periphrastic potentiality constructions of Central Kurdish and Gorani Takht are not included as potentiality
constructions.
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that the deviant indexing of potentiality and/or predicative possessive constructions in a
language implies the aberrant indexing of necessity constructions in the same language (Groups
1, 2, 3). However, the deviant marking of the needer argument in a necessity construction does
not necessarily mean that the domains of potentiality and predicative possession are also
marked aberrantly (Group 4) —contrary to the indexing pattern of the rest of normalized

constructions. This observation can be formulated in the form of the following hierarchy:

Hierarchy of non-canonical subject indexing across investigated WILs

Potentiality and/or Existential predicative possession < Necessity & wanting < Liking and
non-controlled internal physical and emotional states

Overall, these groupings are depicted in Figure 16:

Cantral

[ Taleshs
@ 8anhdinl Northern Kurdish
Bijar Southem AZAT
Baneh Central
Kurdish - @ Kurdish @ Takestani
®chai @ Semnani
Govanl Takht @ Gorani
® ®gi.h Vvas
Southem Cesjtral Kuedish 2
@ LokiMarsini Delijani
@ Lakikakevandt @ @ Abuzeydabadi
@ Badrudi
® Meimei
Khansan @ Naeinl
Nikabad-
Jondan
@ Yazdh Zoroastrian
The range of non-canonical @ Lusi-gype
constructions KUY
@ Group!: potentiality, @ Behbahan
predicative possession, Nowdsni @ @ Sivandi

necessity, and

non-controfled events
® Group2: all excopt

for potentiality

Davani @ @ Koroshi
Shrary
® Delvari

Group3: all except @ Dastt

for predicative possession
@ Lan -
Bandari

® Bastaki @ @ Minabi
Bandar

Aldan

I Groupd: necessity, and
non-controlled events

Group$: restricted to
non-controlled internal
physical and emotional

states (Including Persian) o 00 200k
| S s

CNRS, UNR 3041 CeRWY, 2020

Figure 16: The extent and grouping of non-canonical subject constructions across WILs

According to Figure 16, the heaviest concentration of non-canonical constructions is restricted
to the south of Iran in the languages of group 1: here all major non-canonical subject
constructions are attested. Languages of groups 2, and 3 are the next in having most non-
canonical subject constructions: these languages are placed mostly in the southwestern and

northwestern peripheries of WILs. On the other hand, languages of group 4 are positioned
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rather in the centre and north of investigated languages. Finally, languages of group 5 form a

vertical strip, and include southern Kurdish®?, Luri-type languages, and Persian.

The question now arises as what factors contribute to the maintenance of deviant indexing of
non-canonical subjects across WILs. It seems that two major factors are crucial in the
continuation of aberrant marking of non-canonical subjects: (i) the maintenance of particular
irregular (older) verb stems in the domains of predicative possession, necessity, and
potentiality, and (ii) the retention of tense-sensitive alignment. In fact, these factors interact in
the vitality of non-canonical constructions. For example, languages with tense-sensitive
alignment in Table 29, e.g. Bandari, exhibit more canonical constructions than those without
tense-sensitive alignment, e.g. Luri. The inverse picture, i.e. the adoption of regular verb stems
and the development towards the accusative alignment is expected to give rise to the loss of
non-canonical constructions; this is actually the case with languages which have adopted full
accusativity, whereby deviant marking of non-canonical constructions is restricted to the
expressions of (dis)liking, and non-controlled internal physical and emotional states, as
depicted above. On the other hand, in languages which still have preserved tense-sensitive
alignment, the maintenance of irregular verb stems is the main factor for the abundance of non-

canonical subject constructions.

4.2.1.9 Non-canonical subject constructions and the emergence of
ergativity

It is held in the literature that non-canonical subject constructions and ergative constructions
show striking similarities, both semantically, and structurally (cf. Lazard 1984; Haig 2008; and
more recently Dabir-Moghaddam 2018). Bahdini dialect of Kurmanji Kurdish is said to exhibit
the prime instance of such a parallel, as illustrated in the comparison between the necessity

constructions in (273)—(274), and the canonical ergative construction in (275):

(273) ama hasp na-ve-n

1PL.OBL horse.DIR.PL  NEG.IND-be.necessary.3prL

‘We do not want horse.” (Haig 2008: 260, citing MacKenzie 1961: 192)
(274) te ez na-ve-m

2SG.0OBL 1sG.DIR NEG.IND-be.necessary.3pPL

“You do not want me.” (Haig 2008: 260, citing MacKenzie 1961: 192)

52 Note however that Bijar Southern Kurdish has preserved some non-canonicality in expressing the subject-like
argument of predicative possessive constructions.
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(275) te ez kust-im
25G.0OBL 1SG.DIR kill.psT-15G
‘You killed me.’

In these constructions, the A argument is uniformly oblique-marked, and the O argument is
direct-marked. In terms of agreement, it is the O NP which triggers the person agreement on

the verb.

Haig (2008) cautiously assumes that such parallels could further point to the fact that ergativity
emerged from non-canonical constructions. In other words, non-canonical subjects are
assumed to extend to ‘a specific, morphologically-defined environment’, i.e. past transitive
constructions. In his account the broader notion of ‘indirect participant’ (cf. 82.4) extended to
the subject of mana kartam construction, which had the resultative participle as its predicate
(cf. 81.2 for a discussion of mana kartam). The alignment pattern associated with this
construction was later extended to all past transitive verbs. This association was also resulted
from the fact that the periphrastic participles superseded perfective from of verb in late Old
Iranian and later in Middle and Modern languages (see 81.2 and §2.4 for further discussion).

More recently, Dabir-Moghaddam (2018) takes up the issue again and claims that “a non-
canonical subject construction with the core meaning ‘to exist’ in Old Persian triggered the
genesis of ergativity.” By this, the author actually means that ergativity evolved from be-

possessive constructions, as shown below:

(276) darayavahaus puca aniyaiciy ahanta
PN.GEN.M.SG SON.NOM.M.PL other.NOM.M.PL exist.3PL.IPFV.MID
‘Darius had other sons.’ [lit. Darius, other sons existed] (Old Persian_ Schmitt 2009:
162, XPf)

(277) uta=ta; yava tayma ahati

and=2sG.GEN as.long.as strength.NOM.N.SG  be.IRR
‘And as long as you will have seed.” (Schmitt 2009: 84, DB)

In Dabir-Moghaddam’s analysis, the source of ergativity in Middle Iranian and subsequently
in modern languages is assumed to be related to the analogical extension of the constructions
in (276)—(277) to past transitive verbs (cf. 275), on the one hand, and the reanalysis of the

perfective forms of Old Iranian as participles in Middle Iranian, on the other.

Note that Dabir-Moghaddam’s account is not different from that of Haig (2008). For Haig,
ergativity emerged through the extension of ‘pre-existing’, non-canonical constructions to

participle predicates expressing agentive semantics. This extension seems to be mediated by
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the mana kartam construction, whose main predicate was a periphrastic participle, which was
later extended to all transitive verbs by Middle Iranian and subsequently in the majority of

modern languages.

For Dabir-Moghaddam, on the other hand, the link from ‘non-canonical subject constructions’
and past transitive constructions is direct and is to be sought in the analogical extension of the
constructions with the core meaning ‘exist’ to past transitive constructions, coupled with the
reanalysis of perfective verb forms as participles by Middle Iranian. He adds that the stativity
feature of the verb ‘to exist’ is the source for its analogical extension to other non-canonical
constructions which express modal necessity, possibility, (dis)liking, etc. There are some
inconsistencies with Dabir-Moghaddam’s analysis: first, he does not elaborate on the dynamics
of the direct extension of non-canonical subject construction to past transitive verbs; rather this
extension is taken for granted. Second, it is not clear how the analogical extension proceeds
from a stative verb like ‘to exist’ to the expression of ‘desire, and necessity’, ‘potentiality and

possibility’, and ‘obligation’.

In conclusion, while it is almost evident that ergativity in Iranian emerged through the
extension of pre-existing non-canonical construction, scholars have different approaches on
how such an extension might have occurred. For Haig, the analogical extension is rather
indirect and is mediated by the mana kartam construction. For Dabir-Moghaddam, such an
extension is direct. For the most part, Haig’s account is more well-pronounced than that of

Dabir-Moghaddam for the reasons mentioned above.

Finally, data from Larestani dialects provide additional support for the derivation of ergativity
from non-canonical constructions. Here, non-canonical subject constructions exhibit the same
disformation of bound adpositional complements attested in languages with tense-sensitive
alignment®3. A full discussion of this is deferred to §6.3.5.3, in the discussion of the deviations
from the expected clitic ordering in past transitive constructions. For the moment note that both
in the non-canonical construction in (278), and in the past transitive construction in (279), the
suffixal morphology has been co-opted for the expression of the adpositional complement,
which would otherwise be indexed by a clitic PM. Reflecting the analogical extension of non-
canonical subject constructions to past tense constructions (hence the rise of ergativity), this

identical treatment of indexing bound adpositional complements could indeed point to the

8 Some Central Kurdish dialects also disform a bound adpositional complement in non-canonical constructions
(see §86.3.5.2)
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extension of the indexing pattern associated with non-canonical subject constructions to past
transitive constructions.
(278) kar=om va hest-es EL[Lar]. 70

job=1sGc:NC to exist.PRS-2SG:R
‘I have a business with you.’

(279) gaza m=az _bar  ard-e-s-T SM[Lar]. 7
food 1scG:A=for bring.pST-PERF-EP-2PL:R
‘I have brought you food.’

4.2.2 A-past indexing

Perhaps the most important function of clitic PMs across WILSs is that of indexing an A-past
argument. A-past indexing of clitics has been touched upon in some studies, especially in Jugel
(2015, on Middle Iranian); Jigel & Samvelian (2016); Haig (2008; 2018a; 2018b). A-past clitic
PMs were pronominal to a large extent in Middle Iranian and were alternating to overt oblique-
marked subject NPs (Jugel 2015). This complementarity is exhibited in the contrast between
following examples: in (280), the A-past clitic is absent in the presence of an overt oblique-
marked subject pronoun, however, in (281) the clitic has resumed the absent A-past NP:

(280) den g man wizid

religion.DIR  which 1SG.0BL:A  choose.pTCP
‘The religion which | chose.” (Middle Persian, Haig 2008: 93, citing Boyce 1975: a,

1)
(281) ce=t ataxs 1 man pus  ozad
because=2sG:A fire  of my  son  extinguish.pST.3sG

‘Because you extinguished the fire of my son.” (Middle Persian, Haig 2008: 124)
Haig (2018a) gives a brief synopsis of the fate of A-past indexing of clitics in modern Iranian
languages as follows: (i) in some languages, e.g. Central Kurdish, they grammaticalized into
obligatory agreement markers; (ii) in some they were abandoned and gave their way to Vaff
PMs, e.g. Persian; (iii) in some they remain alternating indices, e.g. Taleshi. This classification
is generally valid, yet remains a general one. While sticking to Haig’s classification, we present

a thorough data-centred analysis of A-past clitic indexing in investigated languages.

In the first group of languages, A-past clitics continue the original pronominal function they
had in Middle Iranian. This occurs in most Tatic-type languages and less so in Gorani Takht.
Here, clitic PMs remain alternating to the oblique-marked A-past NPs. The following excerpt

from Chali illustrates clearly that in the first two clauses the clitic PMs are absent in the
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presence of overt oblique-marked subject NPs: however, in the continuation of discourse clitics

resume the absent A-past NPs:

(282) ta liags-e em jemla bat, AV[Cha]. 12
as.soon.as fox.0BL.M DEM.DIR sentence say.PST
varg-e jeftak be-zandi

wolf-oBL.M  buck PUNCT-hit.PST
0 Sekar=es pasindi
and  hunt=3sG:A  throw.pST

0 hambera bo-xord=so
and  together PUNCT-eat.PST=3PL:A

‘As soon as the fox said this sentence, the wolf bucked and took down the hunt and
(then) together (with the fox) they ate (it).’

The same is true of Kurmanji dialects bordering the Central Kurdish speech zone (see Opengin
and Mohammadirad: to appear), namely, in the speech of Gerdi tribe in the south of Semdin
district in the border between Turkey and Irag, and in the speech of the Surci tribe spoken in
the area between Diyana/Rewanduz and Akre. In the following excerpt, when the overt
oblique-marked subject pronoun is present, the clitic PM is not necessary. However, in the

follow-up clauses the clitic PM resumes the absent subject NP:

(283) min la_bo xo renjbar-ak  girt,
1sG.osLfor REFL  labourer-INDF  keep.psT.3sG
hinar=im-a jot,
send.psT=15G:A-DRC plough
Siwan-ak-is=im girt

shepherd-INDF-ADD=15G:A keep.psT.3sG
‘I 'hired a labourer, 1 sent him to the plough, (then) I hired also a shepherd.’
(MacKenzie 1962: 228)

In the second group of languages, which form the majority of WILs, A-past clitic PMs have
turned into agreement markers. The following examples from Delijani, cf. (284), and
Behbahani, cf. (285) show that clitic PMs are used to index overt A-past NPs.

(284) ma=s nun=es§ ba-pet GX[Dej]. 6
mother=3sG:POS bread=3sG:A PUNCT-bake.PsT
‘His mother baked bread’

(285) madarbozorg-a=se Si ma  tariff mi-ke BB[Beh]. 5
grandmother-pPL=3PL:A for 1pL  definition IPFV-d0.PST

‘The grandmothers would narrate (tales) to us.’
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Recall from §2.3.2 that there are two different approaches in the literature regarding the
grammaticalization of A-past clitics: the first approach assumes that the subject NP was
originally in the topic position, and would be resumed by a clitic PM. It was later with the
grammaticalization of the topic NP as the subject NP that clitics came to be markers of subject
agreement. In other words, topic agreement was reinterpreted as subject agreement. This
approach is vouched in many works, e.g. Bynon (1979), Jugel (2009; 2015), and Jugel &
Samvelian (2020). The second approach is more of a frequency-based account and is favoured
by Haig (2018b). Haig suggests that A-past clitics started to show traits of agreement markers
as early as Middle Iranian period. This is borne out by the high percentage of A-past clitics in

Middle Iranian period.

Finally, in the third group of languages A-past clitic PMs gave way to Vaff PMs. This is the
case with Persian, Southern Kurdish, and Luri-type dialects:
(286) o Ser-e dal=es kerd-en

and  piece-Ez tearing=3sG:0 do.PST-3PL:A
‘They tore him to pieces.” (Bakhtiari, Anonby & Asadi 2014: 95)

(287) ma  cand ketab xarid-im
1pL some book buy.psT-1PL:A
“We bought some books.” (Persian)

Figure 17 exhibits the status of bound marking of A-past NPs in investigated WILs: Languages
marked in green obligatorily index the A-past NP by clitic PMs; in languages marked in blue,
like in Middle Iranian, the clitic-indexing of an A-past argument is conditioned to the absence
of the coreferent (oblique-marked) NP. Finally, languages marked in red are those in which

obligatory Vaff PMs have superseded A-past clitics.
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Figure 17: Bound indexing of A-past NPs in WILs

As seen, A-past clitics are rather areally dispersed with respect to their functional status as
agreement markers or pronouns. That is, languages with clitic PMs still preserving their
pronominal origin (Tatic, Kurmanji dialects bordering CK®*, and Gorani Takht) are distributed
in the northern periphery of WILs. While as we move southward clitic PMs become obligatory
indices of A-past NPs: Central Plateau dialects, languages spoken in the southeast Iran, and
most of Southwest languages. This is reminiscent of Jiigel and Samvelian’s (2016) north-south
pole, according to which in the north nominal case marking is preserved but clitic PMs are lost,
or are agreement markers, but in the south case marking is lost and clitic PMs are turned into
agreement markers (see 82.4.3 for a critical review of this analysis). Finally, the strip
containing southern Kurdish, and Luri-type dialects is where A-past clitics have given their
way to Vaff PMs.

5 Note however that clitic PMs are totally disappeared in most Kurmaniji dialects (cf. Haig 2008: Chap 5)
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4.2.3 Object indexing

Indexing an object argument is another major function of clitic PMs across WILs. In this
section O function of clitic PMs is examined in the present tense (84.2.3.1), and past transitive
constructions (84.2.3.2). It is especially in the latter tense that the investigation of O-function
of clitic PMs is revealing since inflectional affixes are expected to index the O-argument
following the assumed older ergativity stage. However, due to the shifts to the original ergative

pattern diverse changes to the O-indexing are attested.

4.2.3.1 Object indexing in the present tense

The function of clitic PMs as indexing O argument goes back to Old Iranian, where there
existed a distinct set of accusative clitic pronouns (cf. Table 12):
(288) kara haya AOuriya hau=dim abara yata Babirauw

people which Assyrian DEM=3SG:ACC brought to Babylon
“The Assyrians people- they brought it to Babylon.” (Kent 1953: DSf, 32-33)

By Middle Iranian, the two sets of Olr. clitics were syncretized into one non-nominative set, of
general oblique use. The resultant oblique set continued to index object arguments
pronominally, i.e. in the absence of the coreferent object NPs:

(289) u=d stayem

PTC=2SG:0  praise.PRS.1SG
‘T will praise you’ (Durkin-Meisterenst 2014: 451, mpB. 1055)

(290) @=m kun-éd nam Kerdir

and=1sG:0  make.PRs-3sG name Kerdir

‘And (he) names me Kerdir’ (Haig 2008: 114, citing MacKenzie 1999b: 1.25)
The object function of clitic PMs continues in the grammar of many modern Iranian languages,
yet its realization in the clause is subject to different placement preferences (see Ch. 6). The

Following are a few examples of O-prs function of clitics in modern languages:

(291) hel=r-a-sén-et SH[SCK]. 23
PVB=3SG:0-IND-take.PRS-3SG
‘He will wake him up.’

(292) va §=e-kos-a SM1[YZ]. 40
and  3sG:0=IND-kill.PRS-3SG:A
‘[...] and she (the goat) kills him (the wolf).’

(293) ke=m a_tu otag-e dar  bar-ena KS[Dav]. 25
that=1sG:0  inside room-DEF PVB  IRR.bring.PRS-3PL
“That they take me out of the room.’
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(294) §=a-zen-en PD[Bas]. 8
35G:0=IND-hit.PRS-3PL:A
‘They beat her.

In all the examples seen so far, O-prs clitic PMs are not obligatory, rather alternating to the
overt object NP. Haig (2018a) gives a survey of object clitics in the present tense of Iranian
languages and mentions that apart from sporadic cases of clitic doubling in colloquial Persian
it is not expected that the object clitics turn into agreement markers. However, we came across
some cases of O-clitic doubling in Central Plateau dialects Badrudi, Nikabad-Jondun, and
Naeini. The conditions under which the doubling occurs is yet to be investigated, but it seems
that highly salient discourse participants (e.g. animate and topical) are doubled by clitic PMs.
Badrudi shows a prime example of such doubling. In the following examples salient object
NPs are doubled by clitic PMs:

(295) gorg Sangul-u mangul a=sun-xor-a SM1[Bad]. 21
wolf PN-and PN IND=3PL:0-eat.PRS-3SG
‘The wolf eats Sh. and M..

(296) age  xeyli porrigeri ba-ker-e to SM1[Bad]. 26
if a.lot  boasting IRR-00.PRS-2SG 25G

hem a=d-xor-on
ADD IND=2SG:.0-eat.PRS-1SG
‘If you boast too much, I will eat you as well.’

(297) vacu=m mal  min=§un de SM1[Bad]. 30
child.pL=1sG:P0OS to 1SG=3PL:0  QiVe.PRS.2SG.IMP
‘(If I happen to win) give my children to me...’

The examples above point to nascent agreement features of clitic pronouns triggered by
pragmatic features of the coreferent NP, i.e. being salient, animate, definite (see §8.3.3.5 for

more examples and discussion).

Some WILs may make use of other encoding strategies to index the object argument. In Tatic-
type dialects for instance oblique forms of pronouns mark absent object arguments®®:

(298) i fasl=am a ta DV[Sem]. 23
a time=ADD 1SG.DIR 25G.0BL
du-ma-saz-on

PVB-IND-hit.PRS-1SG
“Yes, [ will beat you once as well.’

% Note however that due to contact influence from Persian some Tatic-type languages sporadically use clitic PMs
for marking object NPs (cf. Chali §8.3.2.1)
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(299) be-s-an amun bu-ar-an EL[CT]. 73
IRR-gO.PRS-2PL 3PL.OBL IRR-bring.pPRs-2pPL
“You go (and) bring them.’

Figure 18 illustrates the O-prs function of clitic PMs across studied WILS:
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Figure 18: O-prs function of clitic PMs across WILs

As seen, with the exception of Tatic-type languages which use oblique pronouns to mark O-
prs, the rest of languages employ clitic PMs to do so.

4.2.3.2 Object indexing in the past transitive constructions

The development of object indexing in past transitive constructions is directly related to
changes that occurred to the original ergative construction since Middle Iranian period (cf.
81.1.2 for an overview of ergativity). Put briefly, the original ergative construction with the
copula PMs marking agreement with the O NPs was the result of the shifts that occurred to the
verb system: since late Old Iranian, aorist and perfect forms of past tense verbs were lost and

resultative participles came to express past tense verb stems. The resultative participles were
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unable to assign accusative case to their direct object arguments and the latter had to occur in
the direct case. Thus, when used predicatively, the participle would agree with the direct object
NP through a set of verbal person affixes which would appear with the copula stem. In the
same way, the participle would agree with the only argument (S) of past intransitive
constructions (by the same set of PMs). This pattern resulted in the emergence of ergativity.
Accordingly, ergativity was a ‘by-product of the shifts in the verb system’ (Haig 2018a: 802).
The ergative pattern of Middle Iranian languages is shown in the following examples.

(300) u=t az hist  hem sewag

and=2sG:A  1SG.DIR left cor.1sG orphan

‘And you left me behind as an orphan.” (Durkin-Meisterenst 2014: 394, paT.873)
(301) Me=m I’s’dl YKTLWNt HWEnNd

because.1sG:A highwayman.DIR.PL  Kill.pTCP COP.3PL

‘Because I killed the highwaymen.” (Haig 2008: 124, citing Heston 1976: 177)
Both in (300)—(301), the copula PMs agrees with the direct-marked object NP. The old ergative
pattern continues to resurface in the grammar of few Iranian languages, e.g. Kurmanji, cf.
(302), Badrudi, cf. (303). However, by new Iranian period the auxiliary copula coalesced into
the verb stem and was reanalysed as part of the inflectional morphology.
(302) te ez dit-im

25G.OBL:A 1sG.DIR:O see.PST-1sG
“You saw me.‘ (Haig 2008: 214)

(303) axo  gayem bedon min=es na-xard-on  SM2[Bad]. 33
1sG  hidden become.psT.1SG 1sG=3SG:A  NEG-eat.PST-1SG:0
‘I hid, (so) he (The wolf) didn’t eat me.’

The canonical ergative pattern in which the inflectional affixes agree with direct object NP

succumbed to different fates across WILs: Haig (2018a: 802) enumerates four shifts to the

original object agreement suffixes:

Q) object agreement was lost and superseded by obligatory suffixal subject agreement
(e.g. Persian)

(i) it has remained in some languages, notably Northern Kurdish, though subject to a lot
of cross-dialectal variations

(iii) it has been lost, and past transitive verbs are basically not inflected for person, either
subject or object, but for plural number of the object only (Balochi, though with some

additional complications, Jahani 2015).

(iv) It has been retained but no longer as obligatory object agreement, rather as a pronoun
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Haig’s observations already largely lay out the developments that have occurred to the original
object agreement verbal affix PMs in ergative constructions. However, some fine-grained shifts
to the obligatory Vaff PMs of ergative constrictions are missing in the above scenario. In what
follows, by assuming that all WILs possessed the original ergative construction with object
agreement, we will lay out a change scenario from canonical ergative construction—where
verbal affix PMs hold object agreement, to accusative languages like Persian—where clitic PMs
came to realize O NPs pronominally. On this basis, WILs can be classified into six major
groupings, described in the following sub-sections.

4.2.3.2.1 Canonical ergative construction, Vaff PMs are obligatory

Here Vaff PMs continue their historical role and agree with the object NP. Examples of this
stage were already shown above for Kurmanji, cf. (302) and Badrudi, cf. (303). However, there
exists many cross-dialectal variations among Kurmaniji dialects regarding the obligatory object

indexing, and some dialects have lost the ergative pattern (see Haig 2008: Ch. 5 for discussion).

4.2.3.2.2 A trace of obligatory Vaff PMs

In some WILs, a subset of independent pronouns, i.e. those which are direct-marked, still
trigger object agreement on the verb. However, the oblique set of pronouns or the innovated
pronominal oblique forms® have superseded the older direct forms of pronouns, and these
latter are not able to trigger agreement on the verb. Tatic-type languages can best be considered
representatives for this development. In the more conservative dialect of Central Taleshi, object
agreement with direct-marked plural object NPs is still available®’, cf. (304), but such is not
possible for oblique-marked pronouns which function as direct objects, cf. (305):

(304) a. bale aye=m vind-in EL[CT]. 44

yes  3PL.DIR:0O=1SG:A see.pST-3PL.O
‘Yes, I saw them.’

(305) b. hiskas-i man na-vind-a
no.one-INDF  1SG.OBL NEG-See.PST-TR
‘Nobody has seen me.” (Central Taleshi_ Paul 2011: 97)

8 Cf. Haig (2008: Ch. 4 for a full discussion)

57 Likewise, Yarshater (1969) states that in Eshtehardi the past transitive verb occasionally agrees with object
NPs. Same pattern can be seen in Mukri Kurdish, where plural NPs occasionally trigger agreement on the verb
(Opengin 2013).
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Other Tatic-type dialects studied in this thesis employ either oblique forms, as in (306), or an
innovated oblique form, cf. (307), and extend their usage to contexts where originally direct

form of pronouns would occur. As expected, these oblique forms cannot trigger agreement on

the verb.

(306) zo mo kotaki bo-kuat DV[Sem]. 12
3SG.OBL.M  1SG.OBL beating PUNCT-hIit.PST
‘He hit me.’

(307) palang-e demen be-bard AV[Cha]. 14
tiger-oBL.M  1SG.OBL PUNCT-take.pST

“The tiger took me.’

4.2.3.2.3 Vaff PMs are no longer object agreement markers

In the majority of WILs with tense-sensitive alignment, Vaff PMs no longer exhibit O-past NP
agreement, rather have gained a new pronominal function following the loss O-agreement on
the verb. In other words, Vaff PMs mark the person of the O-past NP whenever the latter is
absent in the local domain. Examples:

(308) fan=em da-y-nan-a SM[LakK]. 50

trick=1SG:A  give.PST-PTCP-2PL:0-PERF
‘I have tricked you.’

(309) ike ika  qurt=e be-du-an SM[Abu]. 25
one one swallow=3sG:A PUNCT-Qive.PST-3PL:0
‘He swallowed them one by one.’

(310) e=s aqd ne-mi-kerd-an KX[Dsh]. 18
PTC=3SG:A  marriage NEG-IPFV-00.PST-3PL:0
‘He wouldn’t marry them.’

(311) gorg os=xard-en EL[Lar]. 49
wolf 3sG:A=eat.PST-3PL:O
‘The wolf ate them.’

The pronominal function of verbal affix PMs in these constructions is a sign of their
degrammaticalization. Norde (2009: 152) uses the alternative term ‘deinflectionalization’, and

defines it as such:

“Deinflectionalization is a composite change whereby an inflectional affix in a specific

linguistic context gains a new function, while shifting to a less bound morpheme type.”

The fact that the verbal affix PMs in (308)—(311) have gained a new pronominal function is an

indication of their deinflectionalization. Further evidence for the deinflectionalization of the
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Vaff PMs comes from the following examples where these person markers have become less
bound and can be displaced from their host verb by an intervening clitic PM (see Haig 2019
for a similar discussion on Central Kurdish):

(312) ha... dit=em-en EL1[Beh]. 44

yes  see.PST=1PL:A-3PL.O
‘Yes, I saw them.’

(313) bird=yan-in bo bemaristan EL[BCK]. 51
take.PST=3PL:A-1PL:O to hostpital
‘They took us to the hospital.’

4.2.3.2.4 Vaff PMs gradually give way to clitic PMs

In the next shift from the ergative alignment, some WILs languages still retain tense-sensitive
alignment by disparate indexing of the A argument in the past transitive tense (cf. 84.2.2).
However, the O-indexing Vaff PMs gradually give their way to clitic PMs, mainly due to the
pressure from the cross-system harmony. Through cross-system harmony past tense
constructions imitate the indexing pattern of present tense constructions. This change, as
expected, affects the pronominal markers first. Consequently, the O-past argument starts to be
marked by a clitic PM, resembling more and more O-present indexing. Among studied
languages, Davani and Delvari exhibit, at different degrees, the opting of clitic PMs for
marking O-past arguments, yet one can sporadically trace the older affixal marking of O-past.
In the following pairs, the O argument is either realized by a Vaff PM or alternatively by a
clitic PM.

(314) a bad=esu bord-u Asalu AB[Dav]. 3

then=3pL:A  take.PST-1PL:O PN
‘Then they took us to Asaluyeh.’

b. mali=tu azyat=om ke EL[Dav]. 11
a.lot=2rL:A irritation=1SG:0 do.psT
“You made me angry.’

(315) a. ri taxt-a=su xet-and-im EL[Del]. 51
on bed-PL=3PL:A sleep-CAUS.PST-1PL:O
“They laid us on beds.’
b. di=m si=§u%® EL[Del]. 44
see.PST=1SG:A PREP=3PL:0O
‘I saw them.’

% In Delvari past transitive constructions the dummy preposition si is often introduced to host object clitics (cf.
§8.3.5.6).
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Some Gorani dialects also demonstrate this behaviour: in the Zarda dialect of Gorani
inflectional affixes typically realize the O-past function, , cf. (316a). However, we came across
examples in which the older O-indexing suffixal morphology has given way to clitic PMs, cf.
(316b).

(316) a. hawird-im=san abadr wé=man

bring.pST-1PL:0=3PL:A village REFLX=1PL
“They took us to our village.” (Mahmoudveysi and Bailey 2013: 49)

b. wir=man=san geélna
PVB=1PL:O=3PL:A  return.CAUS.PST
‘They took us back.” (Mahmoudveysi and Bailey 2013: 101)

These languages thus illustrate a change in the indexing pattern of past transitive verbs, in a
way that the older ergative morphology on the verb is getting lost and is being superseded by
the clitic PMs. This is then an obvious case of morphosyntactic simplification, since the clitic
marking of O does not result in the externally-realized O on the verb stem (see Ch. 6 for more

detail). As said, cross-system harmony seems to be the main factor in shaping this development.

4.2.3.2.5 Vaff PMs totally give way to clitic PMs

The next major development occurs in languages which still exhibit tense-sensitive indexing
of A arguments, yet the older O-indexing inflectional morphology totally gives totally its way
to clitic PMs. This occurs in Southern Central Kurdish, cf. (317), Gorani Qel’eh, cf. (318),
Nowdani, cf. (319), and Bandari, cf. (320).

(317) di=yan=im EL[SCK]. 44

See.PST=3PL:0=1SG:A
‘I saw them.’

(318) zarifikaw niya=san=is nam sabad-aga PS[GorQ]. 4
gently put.pST=3PL:0=3SG:A into  basket-DEF
‘Gently, he put them into the basket.’

(319) gorg es=xa=su EL[Nod]. 49
wolf 3sG:A=eat.pST=3PL:0O
‘The wolf ate them.’

(320) me=m bordi=so SM[Bnd]. 31
1sG=1sG:A  take.PST=3PL:0O
‘I took them.’

As seen, clitic PMs have been employed to mark O-past in the above examples, contrary to the
canonical ergative constructions where inflectional morphology agreed with overt object NP.

Here again it seems that the mechanism of cross-system harmony is behind such a change, in
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a way that clitic PMs uniformly function as O in both present tense and past tense constructions.
It is further assumed that situations like this occur in heavy contact situation where languages
with different alignment types are in contact. For instance, the Kurdic dialects SCK and Gorani
Qe’leh are spoken in a region where Southern Kurdish (which has accusative alignment) is the
main contact language. On the other hand, Nowdani and Bandari are under heavy contact from

Persian.

4.2.3.2.6 Accusative languages: Vaff PMs are opted for subject, clitic PMs for
objects

The final development occurs in fully-fledged accusative languages (in terms of agreement),
where two major shifts occur: (i) clitic PMs mark O-past arguments, (ii) Vaff PMs extend their
domain to replace the clitic marking of the A-past NP. This pattern is attested in Southern
Kurdish, Luri-type dialects, and Persian:

(321) xard-en=es

eat.PST-3PL:A=35G:0
‘They ate him.” (Bakhtiari, Anonby & Asadi 2014: 95)

(322) na-nasi-m=ayan EL[BSK]. 45
NEG-KNow.PST-1SG:A=3PL:0
‘I didn’t know them.’

These languages exhibit two deviations from the ergative constructions regarding core
arguments’ marking: A-indexing has become levelled across both tense (through inflectional

affixes), O-indexing has also become unified across both tense (through clitic PMs).

4.2.3.3 Object indexing in the past transitive constructions: summary

In the previous section, we went into some detail to demonstrate the shifts that the canonical
ergative construction underwent in investigated languages. It was shown that languages
illustrate different gradings of deviance from the older ergative construction in terms of
indexing O-past arguments. Taken together with the shifts to A-past indexing, the resultant
pattern equips us with the development of person indexing in WILs, to which we will turn in
84.3. For the time being, let’s discuss the fate of O-indexing in past transitive constructions, as

depicted in Figure 19:
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Figure 19: Object indexing in past transitive constructions of WILs

As can be seen from the map, verbal affix PMs still continue to conditionally index O-past in
a good number of investigated languages, i.e. in most of Central Plateau, some Kurdic, most
Southwest languages, and Larestani dialects. In these languages, even though Vaff PMs no
longer agree with object NPs in person (with Badrudi as a tentative exception), ‘ergativity in
form’ is still preserved, that is, contrary to A-past indexing via clitic PMs, O-indexing is
identical to S-indexing, hence S=O#A. However, in terms of syntactic status of core arguments,
these languages remain nominative-accusative, since only A and S are obligatorily indexed
while O-indexing by Vaff PMs remains alternating, thus S=A#0. Note further that, while
having lost person agreement with the object NP, few of these languages have preserved gender

agreement for 3SG object NPs (cf. §4.3 for discussion).

Other tense-sensitive languages go even further and opt for independent marking or clitic
indexing of O-past, i.e. languages marked in red and blue. As for the former, languages may
have different reasons to adopt noun-bound marking of O: Minabi might have adopted this
pattern through contact with neighbouring Balochi dialects. As for Sivandi, the non-bound

indexing of O-past might be considered an indication of its origins back to Tatic-type dialects
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or Southwest branch of Central Plateau (see 88.3.4.1 for discussion). On the other hand, non-
bound indexing of O-past in Nikabad-Jondan might be considered an aberrance from the tense-
sensitive alignment (triggered by factors still to be understood). Finally, as a Balochi dialect,
Koroshi adopts noun-bound marking of absent O-past NP.

On the other hand, languages coloured in red are those which through analogy with the present
tense constructions have employed clitics for the pronominal indexing of the O-past argument.
These languages are further grouped into tense-sensitive languages (SCK, Gorani Qal’eh,
Bandari, and Minabi), and accusative languages (Bijar SK, Laki Harsini, and Luri-type
dialects). It is assumed that after the mechanism of analogy affects the levelling of O-indexing
across both tenses, languages move toward levelling the A-indexing in both tenses. In other
words, clitics were first generalized to mark O-past argument, hence no inflectional
morphology left in past transitive constructions, then via analogy with intransitive S indexing,

inflectional morphology was extended to index A-past arguments (see 8§4.3 for more details).

4.2.4 Adnominal possessor indexing

Indexing possessor arguments is another major function of clitic PMs across WILs. As in the
previous section we will analyse the extent of this clitic function both in present and past tense

constructions.

4.2.4.1 Possessor indexing in present tense constructions

Clitic PMs exhibit conditioned indexing of an adnominal possessor in the present tense
constructions of investigated languages. In the following example, the coreferent free pronoun
cannot be present in the same local domain as the clitic PM.

(323) mo  day (*somai) tui=s-am SM[Nod]. 11

1sc mother 2PL 2PL:POS-EP-COP.1SG
‘I am your mother.’

Put differently, clitic PMs cannot double a possessor argument in the clause. However, there
are left-dislocated constructions in Persian in which the possessor argument is an external topic,

which can be resumed by a clitic PM, cf. (324). Constructions of this type cannot be considered

173



examples of doubling since the overt possessor NP is not in the same local domain as its
possessor-indexing clitic PM®°,
(324) Ali, baba=s umad

PN father=3sG:POss COme.psT.3SG
‘Ali, his father came.” (Rasekh 2014: 19, citing Taghavipour 2005)

Two indexing strategies are available for marking adnominal possessors. In the majority of
WILs, clitic PMs realize possessors, e.g. Kurdic dialects, Central Plateau languages, languages
of southeast Iran, and Southwestern languages. On the other hand, Tatic-type languages usually

index the possessor argument via an oblique form of independent pronouns.
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Figure 20: indexing adnominal possessors in present tense constructions

4.2.4.2 Possessor indexing in past tense constructions

Possessor-indexing clitics are not obligatory in past tense constructions either: they are in

complementarity with overt possessor NPs:

89 Karimi (2003: 112) holds that constructions of the type in ex. (324) are only well-formed if the clitic PM is

coindexed with the subject NP.
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(325) e=su sar=asi (*uni ) bori KX[Dsh]. 26
PTC=3PL:A head=3sG:POS 3SG  Cut.pPST
‘They cut off his head.’

Possessor arguments are indexed in three ways in past transitive constructions: the majority of
languages opt for clitic marking of the possessor argument, as in the present tense. This in turn
leads to multiple cliticization in past transitive constructions, since indexing an A-past NP is
handled by obligatory clitic PMs in past transitive constructions (of most languages)”°.

(326) aiyl-ayl-aga=m=sa bard EL[GorQ]. 39

child-PL-DEF=1SG:POS=3PL:A take.pST
‘They took away my children.’

In the second group of languages, the realization of possessor clitic PM swaps to a Vaff PM.
As the latter can only be realized on the verb, it means that the possessor-indexing Vaff PM
should be realized at distance from its possessed NP. In other words an instance of external

possession occurs. This phenomenon is characteristic of some Kurdic languages, as seen

below:

(327) das=t-a ma-girt-im EL[LakK]. 42
hand=2sG:A-IPFV IPFV-take.PST-15G:POS
“You would take my hand.’

(328) hargiz del=im na-mare-n-e EL[GorT]. 40

never heart=3PL:A NEG-break.PST.PTCP.M-EP-3PL:POS
‘I have never broken their hearts.’

These constructions presumably have their origin in Middle Iranian. MacKenzie (1999: 305)
holds that the following tentative example from Middle Iranian can be alternatively considered

a construction in which external possession occurs.

(329) ciyon=it fradom ham bahr ud rozig_ 3
since=2sG:A first both  portion and  substance PVB
abgand hem

throw.psT CoP.1sG

‘Since you have first overthrown both my portion and daily substance.’”* (MacKenzie
1999: 305)

0 In chapter 6 we review syntactic consequence of multiple clitics in the clause.

"I MacKenzie first analyses the copula person form in (329) as a pronominal form indexing the recipient-like
argument (or ‘indirect affectee’ in his terminology), and provides first the translation ‘both portion and daily
substance for me’. However, he holds that the alternative analysis, i.e. that of external possession (or ‘indirect
genitive’ in his terminology) is more likely for the role of the copula person marker in (329).
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In (329), the bound possessor argument of the NP ham bahr ud rozig has left the NP and
appeared at distance in the form of a verbal affix on the copula stem. The possessor is realized

at distance from its possessed head, hence illustrating an instance of external possession.
Finally, Tatic-type languages usually employ oblique pronouns for possessor-indexing:

(330) Zo kola peyda kard=son PS[Sem]. 26
35G.M.OBL hat visible do.PST=3PL:A
‘They found his hat.’

Figure 21 summarizes different encoding strategies for marking possessors in past transitive

constructions:
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Figure 21: possessor indexing in past transitive constructions

As seen, clitic PMs index possessors in most WILs. On the other hand, External possession
(i.e. the realization of the possessor argument at distance on the verb via a VVaff PM) is limited
to the Kurdic group at the western peripheries of investigated WILs. Finally, oblique-marking

of the possessor argument is characteristic of Tatic-type languages.
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4.2.5 Adpositional complement

Indexing bound complement of an adposition is the last major function of clitic PMs across
WILs. As with other functions, the use of clitics in marking indirect participants is surveyed in

both present tense and past tense constructions.

4.2.5.1 Adpositional complement in present tense constructions

Indexing bound complement of an adposition is another major function of clitic PMs across
WILs. As with other non-subject arguments, the bound indexing of the adpositional

complement by clitic PMs is conditioned to the absence of the coreferent adpositional

complement:
(331) iskan-é cay  ira=m; (*min;) bi-y-ar-a NWI[BSK]. 12
cup-INDF.ez tea  for=1sG:R 1SG  IRR-EP-bring.PRS-2SG.IMP

‘Bring me a cup of tea.’
Two strategies are available to mark the adpositional complements in present tense
constructions of WILs: clitic PMs, and oblique pronouns. These two marking strategies are
illustrated in the following examples:
(332) vye bar  dige t=as mi-ga-m EL[Nod]. 21

one time more 2SG:R=to IND-Say.PRS-1SG
‘I’m telling you again.’

(333) ceme-ra ce ande? SM[Tak]. 47
1sG.oBL-to  what give.PRS.2SG
‘What will you give me?’
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Figure 22: indexing adposition complements in present tense constructions

As is the case with O-prs and possessor indexing in present tense constructions, Tatic languages

are different from the rest of languages in marking the indirect participants via oblique

pronouns. Interestingly, in Minabi a set of prepositions take only independent form of pronouns

as their complements. This pattern, though strange in the south of Iran, might result from

contact with neighbouring Balochi dialects, which (like in Tatic languages) employ oblique

pronouns to mark adpositional complements.

4.2.5.2 Adpositional complement in past tense constructions

The indexing of adpositional complements exhibits more variation in past transitive

constructions than in present tense constructions. In what appears to be the basic historical

pattern, dating back to the Middle Iranian period, the O-past indexing Vaff PMs are co-opted

for marking adpositional complements in past transitive constructions:

(334) u=m awi§  guft ... .. hée
and=1sc:A to say.psT COP.2SG
‘I have said to you.” (Middle Iranian, MacKenzie 1964: 46)
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(335) 1 dew-an abar_ burd he
which demons-PL.OBL:A upon take.pTCP COP.2SG:R
‘Which the demons have brought upon you.” (Middle Iranian, MacKenzie 1964: 48)

In (334)—(335), the complements of awis and abar have been realized as a Vaff PM, which
appears on the copula. Both examples then illustrate cases of external realization of
adpositional complements in Middle Iranian. The same pattern continues to recur in the
grammar of some modern languages. In (336)—(337) for instance, the bound complements of
prepositions az bar and (a)bin have been realized at a distance from their head prepositions.
(336) gaza m=az bar  ard-e-s-T SM[Lar]. 7

food 1sc:A=for bring.pST-PERF-EP-2PL:R
‘I have brought you food.’

(337) yake vyay gila=yz sef PS3[LakK]. 25
each a CLF=ADD apple
da-n=e-a bin

do.PsT-3PL:R=3SG:A-DRC 10
‘Also, He gave each one of them an apple.’

What we see here is thus the continuation of the older pattern of WMI in modern languages, in
which Vaff PMs are co-opted for marking indirect participants flagged by a preposition. This
situation has been relaxed in some languages with tense sensitive alignment, and a bound
preposition complement can be realized either by a VVaff PM or a clitic PM. Gorani Takht, and
CP dialects Abuzeydabadi, Badrudi, and Meymei show this pattern. The choice between vaff
PMs vs. clitic PMs in marking R-past is dependent on, among other things, the type of head
preposition used: Normally, external realization of the preposition complement as a Vaff PMs
is the case with old, multifunctional prepositions, while borrowed prepositions seem to copy
the indexing pattern of the source languages. This is shown below in the distinction between
the multifunctional preposition dar vs. vasa....ra in Badrudi:

(338) a. dar=sun ba-porsa-i EL1[Bad]. 21

from=3PL:A PUNCT-ask.PST-2SG:R
‘They asked you.’

b. ani  vasa=t ra na=m-vot-a EL2[Bad]. 21
yet  ADP=2SG:R ADP  NEG=1SG:A-Say.PST-PERF
‘I haven’t told you yet.’

Pre-verbal or post-verbal realization of head preposition is another factor determining the
indexing of preposition complement via either a VVaff PM or a clitic PM, respectively. In the
following pair, the multifunctional preposition pé selects for different bound person markers
depending on where it is placed in the clause, i.e. pre- or post-verbally.
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(339) a. Mari pi=e vat-an CGJ[Abu]. 14

PN t0=3sG:A say.PST-3PL:R
‘Mary told them.’
b. se gona golowi-a=m PS[Abu]. 22

three CLF  pear-DEF=1SG:A

ha-ne-gra pi=ye
PVB-NEG-take.PST from=3sG:R
‘I didn’t take the three pears from him.’

In the third pattern, languages uniformly use clitic PMs in marking preposition complements.
Assuming the (tentative) older pattern of indexing preposition complements by Vaff PMs, these
languages must have undergone morphosyntactic simplification by replicating the marking
pattern of present tense constructions for prepositional complements:

(340) dim=s§=¢ hey bazi  mi-ke BC[Beh]. 9

With=3sG:R=3sG:A  repeatedly = game IPFvV-do.PST
‘She would constantly play with it.’

(341) e=3u arus tu=s mi-na ZK[Dsh]. 7
PTC=3PL:A  Dbride in=3sG:R IPFV-pUt.pST
‘They would put the bride in it.’

Indeed, it is not clear at this stage whether languages with clitic marking of prepositional
complements have diverged from languages with inflectional marking of prepositional
complements through morphosyntactic simplification, or rather the clitic marking of
prepositional complements has been always there since the Middle Iranian period. The answer

to this question requires further in-depth study into Middle Iranian data.

Finally, as expected, in Tatic-languages prepositional complements are marked by oblique

pronouns:
(342) zo kola Zo-ra PS[Sem]. 28
35G. OBL.M:POS hat 35G.0OBL.M:R-t0

ba-bard=s$on
PUNCT-take.PST=3PL:A
“They took his hat to him.’

Figure 23 depicts diverse strategies for marking bound adpositional complements across WILSs:
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Figure 23: Marking of adpositional complements in past transitive constructions

Languages coloured in blue, and less so those marked in yellow have preserved the presumed
older suffixal morphology marking of bound adpositional complements in past tense
constructions. These languages are rather distributed at the northwestern peripheries of Central
Plateau dialects, and further in some Kurdish dialects, and Larestani dialects. Languages
marked in green on the other hand, are those which presumably have undergone
morphosyntactic simplification in levelling the marking of adpositional complements across

both present and past tense constructions.

4.3 The development of person indexing in past transitive
constructions

The distribution of clitic PMs in functioning as A-past and O was explored in 84.2.2 and §4.2.3,

respectively. It was seen that, except for a few cases of doubling in some Central Plateau

dialects, clitic PMs continue to pronominally index the objects in the present tense

constructions of the majority of modern languages. On the other hand, subject NPs in present

tense constructions are uniformly marked by obligatory Vaff PMs. While the person indexing
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in the present tense constructions has remained the same in the history of Iranian languages—
that is, with clitic marking of direct objects (see Haig 2018a) and inflectional marking of A-
present, it is in the past transitive constructions that Iranian languages have undergone a whole
shift in the person indexing system since Middle Iranian period.

To begin with Middle Iranian period, the identical paradigm of clitics expressed both A and O,
but in mutual exclusive domains: O-indexing was restricted to the present tense constructions,
cf. (343), and A-indexing to past transitive constructions, cf. (344)

(343) u=d Stayem

PTC=2SG.:0  praise.PRS.1SG
‘I will praise you’ (Durkin-Meisterenst 2014: 451, mpB. 1055)

(344) ce=t ataxs 1 man pus  ozad
because=2sG:A fire  of my  son  extinguish.pST.3sG
‘Because you extinguished the fire of my son.” (Middle Persian, Haig 2008: 124)

At this early stage, A-past clitics were still pronouns, though their high frequency in past
transitive clauses was a precursor of their development into agreement markers (see Haig
2018b). Haig (2018a; 2018b; 2020) gives a brief survey of the fates of person indexing in these
two functions of clitics in the history of Iranian languages. He arrives at the conclusion that
while subject clitics have developed into agreement markers, in line with predictions of
grammaticalization, the object clitics of present tense constructions have remained pronouns
in the two millennia history of Iranian languages, further supporting the fact that the assumed

grammaticalization path for pronouns works differently for object pronouns (see below).

Haig’s analysis already lays out major shifts to the person indexing in the history of WILs.
However, the fate of object indexing in the past tense has been briefly discussed. It is our aim
here to depict the fate of O-indexing in the past tense in light of A-past indexing, since it is in

the past tense that most realignment of early ergative construction has occurred (see 84.2.3.2).

Following the emergence of ergativity, a distinct paradigm of inflectional person affixes came
to obligatorily index past transitive objects:
(345) u=t az hist  hém sewag

and=2sG:A  1SG.DIR left copr.1sG orphan
‘And you left me behind as an orphan.” (Durkin-Meisterenst 2014: 394, paT.873)

The original A-past indexing via clitic PMs and O-past indexing via inflectional morphology
underwent different shifts in modern languages. This was already shown to a good deal in
(84.2.2) and (84.2.3.2). Here, we summarize the main developments occurred to A-past and O-

past indexing, considering also the diachronic origins of these two indices.
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As said, in 84.2.2, following the emergence of ergativity in past tense verb forms in WMI, A-
past indexing went through different stages of development. These are summarized in the

following diagram:

Q) Old Iranian: Inflectional morphology: obligatory indexing
(i) Middle Iranian: Clitics/oblique-marked NPs: conditioned indexing
(iii) Modern Iranian: Clitics/oblique-marked NPs: conditioned indexing

Some Kurmanji and Gorani, most Tatic (Central Taleshi, Semnani, Chali)

(iv) Clitic PMs were lost Clitic PMs: obligatory indexing
most Kurmanji, Zazaki Central Kurdish, LakK., Central
Plateau, dialects of southeast, Davani,
Dashti, Delvari, Behbahani, Sivandi
Gorani Qal’eh, Takestani, Koroshi

(v) Inflectional morphology: obligatory indexing
Persian, Southern Kurdish, LakH., Luri-type

Figure 24: The development of A-past indexing across WiLs

According to Figure 24, A-past indexing has gone through five stages of development in the
history of WILSs. In the stage 1, an A argument would be indexed by inflectional affixes in both
present tense and past tense constructions. In stage 2, the verbal system went under major shifts
and a periphrastic resultative participle came to be the sole means of expressing past stem
verbs. This participle could only express the person of O argument, hence the rise of ergativity;
the A-past NP then would appear as an oblique argument in the clause, and could be
alternatively indexed by a clitic PM. This state of affairs in WMI was the basis for further
developments in modern languages. In what appears to be a direct continuation of WMI, some
modern languages in stage 3 stick to the same indexing pattern of A-past NPs: clitic PMs

resume an absent oblique-marked A-past NP in the clause.

Stage 4 witnesses a branching of stage 3 into two groups: The first group is representative of
most Kurmanji dialects and of Zazaki: here, alternating clitics were lost altogether, leaving the

oblique-marked NPs as sole carriers of A-past NPs. The second group contains the majority of
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WILs: here the originally optional clitic PMs grammaticalized into obligatory agreement
markers of A-past NPs resulting in a reversal marking of A NP in present vs. past transitive
constructions (by Vaff PMs vs. clitic PMs, respectively). Now, it might be the case that some
languages preserved the nominal case morphology, while at the same time grammaticalized
clitic indexing of A-past NPs. This is the case with Takestani, Koroshi, Mukri dialect of CK.
However, what differentiates these languages from those in stage 3 is that the case distinction
is lost on A-past NPs in these languages, whereas in the languages placed in stage 3, the A-past
NPs are oblique-marked and are alternating to coreferent clitic PMs. What this means is that
the correlation between the maintenance of nominal case morphology and the agreement
marking of A-past NPs by clitic PMs is only relevant if the case distinction is lost on A-past
NPs’2. This in turn paves the way for the grammaticalization of clitics as markers of agreement

relation.

Most radical change must have happened in stage 5. Here A-past indexing clitic PMs have been
superseded by Vaff PMs. The languages showing this pattern include Persian, Southern
Kurdish, and Luri-type languages. It was seen in 83.2.2 that relics of older paradigm of clitics
are still extant in the current paradigm of inflectional morphology in some Southern Kurdish
and Luri dialects. The existence of relics of clitic paradigm in the inflectional morphology of
these languages (mostly relevant for 1PL and 2PL forms) suggests that clitic paradigm had
been existing in the earlier period of these languages, but later were fixed on the verb stem, i.e.
they lost their mobility, and were consequently superseded by inflectional morphology. The
reason for such changes was argued to be the levelling with the indexing pattern of present

tense verb forms.

As for O-past indexing, the original O-past agreement pattern of Middle Iranian has undergone
more shifts than that of clitic marking of A-past NPs. For instance, agreement was lost, and a
degrammaticalized inflectional morphology came to pronominally index O-past argument. In
the same way, the weakening of the original ergative construction resulted in the extension of

oblique case to contexts where previously direct-marked NPs would recur; this change in the

"2 n Jiigel and Samvelian’s (2016) proposed typology for the correlation between agreement function of clitics
and the maintenance of nominal case morphology it is assumed that the agreement function of clitics in indexing
A-past NPs is independent of the existence of nominal case morphology in a language. Indeed languages in stage

3 falsify their claim since clitics are alternating to oblique-marked A-past NPs.
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nominal system in turn brought about the loss of O-agreement on the verb. The fate of O-past

indexing is depicted in Figure 25:

Old Iranian: clitic PMs/ oblique pronouns: conditioned indexing

Middle Iranian: inflectional morphology: obligatory indexing

Modern Iranian: inflectional morphology: obligatory indexing
Bahdini Northern Kurdish, Zazaki, Gorani Takht

weakly preserved by obligatory Vaff PMs: obligatory indexing in some
Vaff PMs contexts, conditioned indexing elsewhere
some Kurmanji Badrudi

weakly preserved by obligatory Vaff PMs Vaff PMs: conditioned indexing

(only marking number) Central Kurdish, LakK., most

Balochi, Taleshi CP dialects, Lari, Bastaki, Behbahani
oblique pronouns: conditioned indexing Clitic PMs: conditioned indexing

Takestani, Chali, Semnani, Koroshi,
Sivandi, Minabi, Nikabad_Jondun

Languages with Languages with
tense-sensitive A indexing uniform accusative alignment
Southern Central Kurdish, Gorani Persian, Southern Kurdish, LakH.,
Qal’eh, Nowdani, Bandari Luri-type dialects

Figure 25: The development of O-past indexing across WILs

As can be seen, O-past indexing has undergone major changes since Middle Iranian: the
original O-agreement of WMI has been retained well only in few languages, namely Bahdini
Northern Kurdish, Zazaki, and Gorani Takht. From this canonical O-agreement two branches
can be derived: the first branch, which is at the left side of the Figure 25, concerns languages
which have preserved case distinction on pronouns; in these languages clitic PMs are either
lost or in complementarity with oblique pronouns or independent pronouns. The O-indexing
Vaff PMs would originally agree with the direct-marked O argument in these languages: this

pattern is still available to some extent for some personal pronouns (see below). However, the
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deconstruction of ergativity resulted in the extension of oblique case to the otherwise direct-
marked arguments (see Haig 2008: Ch. 4 for full discussion). One consequence of this
extension was oblique marking of direct object NPs by the oblique forms of pronouns and
nouns: it is then not surprising that the verb does not agree with an oblique-marked NP, hence

the loss of O-agreement.

(346) palang-e Cemen be-bard AV[Cha]. 14
tiger-oBL.M  1SG.OBL PUNCT-take.pST
“The tiger took me.’

(347) varg-i Zun bo-xord EL[Sem]. 49
wolf-oBL 3PL.OBL puUNCt-EAT.PST

‘The wolf ate them.’
Another possibility for such systems is the maintenance of some O-agreement in some subsets
of the grammar. This concerns mostly agreement with 3PL O arguments. The agreement

pattern here could be best considered agreement in number rather than person: '3

(348) gbrg pak numin=a biast-an SM[Abu]. 24
wolf all 3PL=3SG:A PUNCT.take.PST-3PL:0O
‘The wolf took them all’

(349) bale aye=m vind-in EL[CT]. 44

yes  3PL.DIR:0=1SG:A see.PsT-3PL:O
‘Yes, [ saw them.’

In addition, in some languages reflexes of O-agreement seem to be relevant only for the gender
feature, while person agreement is lost. The data from Abuzeydabadi and (less so) Delijani™

exhibit such agreement:

(350) masu=a ba=m-xard-a BS[Abu]. 16
fish=2sG:Pos PUNCT=1SG:A-eat.PST-3SG.F
‘I ate your fish.’

(351) ajay gusfand=es ba-kost-e EL[Dej]. 50

one.F sheep=3sG:A PUNCT-Kill.PST.3SG.F
‘He slaughtered (a) sheep.’

73 Data from Mukri dialect of Central Kurdish also exhibits sporadic cases of O-agreement in number with 3PL
NPs (Opengin 2013: 250)

4 Delijani shows gender agreement only in the past tense. The verb agrees regularly with feminine S, and
sporadically with an overt feminine object (see fn. 119, but also Stilo 2019: 74)

S However, O-past gender agreement was not attested for other languages with gender distinction in 3SG persons
(e.g. Chali, Takestani, Semnani). Here, 3SG forms show gender distinction in past intransitive constructions, yet
such distinction is not reflected in the agreement with an overt feminine object in past transitive constructions.
This suggests that perhaps the viability of gender agreement is related to the maintenance of ergative morphology
elsewhere in the clause, e.g. the presence of direct forms of O NP triggering agreement on the verb.
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The right branch in Figure 25 relates to languages in which nominal and pronominal case
distinction is largely or completely lost. Here too, the original O-agreement suffixal
morphology has undergone major changes: in the majority of languages the inflectional
morphology has deinflectionalized and developed into a pronoun (cf. Figure 17). As an

example, compare the following pair from Laki Kakevandi:

(352) a. are  di-n=im EL[LakK]. 44
yes  see.pST-3PL:0=1SG:A
VS.
b. are  owon=im di

yes  3PL=1SGIA  see.PST
‘Yes, [ saw them.’

In (352b), the independent O NP renders the use of VVaff PM unnecessary. The person indexing
systems with O-indexing deinflectionalized Vaff PMs underwent further changes: the
deinflectionalized Vaff PMs were superseded by clitic PMs in languages like Southern Central
Kurdish, Gorani Qal’eh, Bandari, and Nowdani, cf. (353) from Nowdani:

(353) gorg es=xa=su EL[Nod]. 49
wolf 3sG:A=eat.PST=3PL:0O
‘The wolf ate them.’

It is assumed that this replacement of the VVaff PMs by clitic PMs in marking O-past argument
has happened possibly through analogy with the indexing pattern in present tense constructions.
In the latter, clitic PMs mark pronominally an O-prs argument. By shifting the marking of O-
past to a clitic PM, the pronominal indexing of both O-prs and O-past is now uniformly carried
out by clitic PMs. The pronominal expression of O arguments through two sets of person
indices, namely verbal affix PMs in the present tense, and clitic PMs in the past tense, is not
perhaps as economical as having only one paradigm being used for the indexation of the
pronominal O argument. This is facilitated by the fact that VVaff PMs are now carriers of a
pronominal relation in the past tense. In addition, among the two paradigms of bound person
markers, clitic PMs are used for the encoding of other oblique functions as well. Then it is
perhaps more efficient to extend their range of functions to that of marking pronominal O-past
marking, rather than extend the domain of otherwise S-agreement Vaff PMs. This change has

the benefit of solely assigning agreement function to Vaff PMs.

Not surprisingly, the levelling of O-indexing via clitic PMs has also occurred on the last branch
of Figure 25 in where languages with accusative alignment are found. This levelling is assumed

to have occurred before the levelling of A-marking via suffixal morphology, otherwise the
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person indexing system would have ended up indexing both A-past and O-past arguments
through the same paradigm of inflectional morphology — a fact unattested in the entirety of
WILs. In simple terms, the-now accusative languages had presumably first extended the use of
clitic marking to that of O-past indexing — as with tense-sensitive languages with clitic marking
of O-past —then through analogy with past intransitive verbs or present tense verbs, extended

the S-past indexing via suffixal morphology to that of A-past indexing.

As can be seen, A-past and O-past indexing have undergone inverse developments with respect
to grammaticalization into agreement; that is, while A-past indexing is moving/has moved
toward agreement in majority of languages, O-indexing is shifting/has shifted toward anaphora.
The development of A-past indexing then is in accordance with the grammaticalization cline

from free pronouns to agreement affixes (Ful? 2005: 4):

independent pronoun — weak pronoun — clitic pronoun —affixal (agglutinative) agreement

marker — fused agreement marker — o

Note however that from the earlier attestations of A-past clitics in Iranian languages, they were
clitic pronouns. Hence the hierarchy above can account for the final stages of the
grammaticalization cline of A-past indexing clitics.

The question arises as why through a course of 2000 years, the original O-agreement was
largely lost while at the same time the original bound pronominal marking of A-past developed
into an agreement marker. This inverse indexing preferences for A and O could be related to
the general tendency for subject agreement cross-linguistically (Siewierska 1999; Haig 2018a)
76, This seems to be explained by the fact that the category ‘person’ is not informative for

objects, as put by Haig (2018a: 811) in the following hypothesis:

“In actual usage, the category of person is relatively uninformative in the P [here O,
MM] role. Speakers can fairly reliably predict that around 90% of objects will be third
person, and this appears to be invariant across different speech situations, and
languages. If we assume that speakers are sensitive to these kinds of strong frequency
effects (see Bresnan et al. 2007 for evidence that this is the case), then the inference a
speaker can draw from available input is that, all other things being equal, with around

90% probability a direct object of any given transitive verb will be third person. In

6 This seems to be the pattern in contact situations as well. Kojima (2019) reports that Batsbi, a Nakh-
Daghestanian language, has developed bound person indexing under the long contact influence from Georgian.
However, in Batshi person indexing, it is only the subject-indexing that has developed into obligatory agreement,
while O-indexing remains pronominal, and is in complementary distribution with the overt O NP.
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other words, even in the absence of any person indexing for object (or any other cues),
a speaker can predict with a reasonable degree of reliability that the object is third

person.”

In other words, there is a reliable association between O role and a particular value of the person
category, namely third person. This seems to license the lack of O-agreement cross-
linguistically. However, as we saw in passing O-agreement is stronger when the feature

involved is number, cf. examples (348)—(349) above.

4.4 Summary of functionality of clitic PMs and person indexing
development

This chapter provided an extensive account of clitic functionality in WILS: it surveyed various

functions of clitic PMs along with their grammatical status as agreement or anaphora across

investigated languages. In addition, for each clitic function, a map was provided, illustrating

areal distribution of various clitic functions across languages. Finally, the chapter provided a

systematic account of the development of person indexing for A-past and O-past indices.

As with clitic functionality, we described each major function of clitics in detail. The discussion
began with what is diachronically assumed to be the primary function of clitics, that is, indexing
the subject-like argument in non-canonical constructions. It was shown that for each non-
canonical subject construction, it is the retention of old irregular verb stems that trigger non-
canonical marking of subject-like arguments, through clitic PMs and/or oblique pronouns. For
instance, the existence of the old stem ha-/a-/-e ‘exist’ is what principally triggering the non-
canonical marking of the possessor argument in predicative possessive constructions.
However, when the verb stem dar- ‘have’ and its cognates have come to express the possessive
relation, the possessor argument is treated as a regular grammatical subject, therefore its
indexing follows that of normalized transitive constructions. It was also held that in languages
with nominative-accusative alignment non-canonical marking of a subject-like argument is
limited to non-controlled events, whereas in languages which have preserved tense-sensitive
alignment in general more semantic domains are subject to aberrant marking of the subject-
like argument. The range of non-canonical subject constructions had some implications for the
dialectology of Iranian languages. In addition, we provided, in passing, a brief overview of the

association between the rise of ergativity and non-canonical constructions.
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In the rest of the chapter, clitic functionality was examined for both non-subject arguments and
the A-past argument. It was shown that the deinflectionalized suffixal morphology was co-
opted for indexing salient non-core arguments, e.g. possessors and adpositional complements.
This pattern though is now available only in a few languages whereas most languages employ

clitic PMs for this purpose uniformly across both tenses.

The chapter ended with a rather detailed account of the development of person indexing across
WILs. It was shown that in the course of 2000 years since Middle Iranian period, A-past and
O-past indexing have undergone inverse developments; obligatory indexing in case of A-past
indexing, and conditioned indexing for O-past indexing. Most radical changes were shown to
have occurred to O-past indexing: here the historical O-past agreement via suffixal morphology
is degrammaticalizing/ has degrammaticalized into a pronominal expression of the O-past via
either deinflectionalized suffixal morphology, or — through analogy with present tense
constructions — by clitic PMs. The motif for such inverse development, was argued to be the
cross-linguistic tendency for subject indexing on one hand, and the uninformativeness of the

category ‘person’ for the O argument on the other.
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Chapter 5: Placement of clitic PMs

In the previous two chapters, we investigated in detail the different aspects of change in the
paradigm of clitic PMs (including also the direction of attachment of clitics), and the functional
range of such elements across WILs. This chapter explores the placement principles behind
clitic positioning in WILs. Our aim is to grasp the clitic placement tendencies, whose
investigation involves the following major aspects: (i) determination of the cliticization domain
across languages and whether or not the use of clitics in each function is in accordance with
the clitic placement rule in the relevant domain; (ii) hosts and non-hosts in clitic positioning;
(iii) the syntactic outcome of the rise of procliticization in modern languages; (iv) clitic clusters
across languages; and (iv) clitic-affix combinations. Among these, this chapter will survey the
first three aspects to clitic placement in modern languages, while the examination of the last

two comprises the core of the following chapter.

In doing so, following a general characterization of cliticization domain in WILs as (i) clause-
based, (V)erb (P)hrase-based, and (V)erb-based (85.1), we will provide a concise overview of
clitic placement in Old and Middle Iranian languages (85.2). The follow-up sections (85.3 to
85.5) go into detail to characterize major features of clitic placement in each of the cliticization
domains. In 85.6 we argue that the proclitic attachment of clitics clause-initially or in the verbal
domain is a residual of their earlier clause-second (S2) positioning, and it was due to the loss
of clitic hosting particles that clitics were left bereft of leftward support, hence their attachment

to the next element to the right in a proclitic grab.

Before turning to the analysis of clitic placement in WILs, let’s recall briefly the typology of
clitic placement as proposed in Anderson (2005), which is as follows: each clitic is cliticized
in a domain, which could be a clause, maximal projection of a constituent, e.g. NP, VP, or a
head of a constituent, e.g. a verb. In each respective domain, the clitic takes as anchor (host)
the first or last element of the respective domain. The designation of anchor can be
characterized, according to language-specific rules, either syntactically or prosodically. For
instance, the anchoring element is the first phonological word in Ancient Greek, while in Finish
it is rather a syntactic phrase. There are also languages, e.g. Serbian, in which, with some
complication, the anchoring element can be both the first word or the first phrase. Finally, each
clitic is located preceding or following this anchoring element. In the following sections the
term ‘clitic’ is, until further specified, identical to a “clitic person marker’ (or clitic PM) in

previous chapters.
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5.1 Cliticization domains in WILs: a general classification

The domain of cliticization in investigated languages can in general be classified into three.
The first of these is a clausal clitic system. This domain of cliticization was the one operating
in Old and Middle Iranian, and is still available, with some minor differences, in few modern
languages (see Figure 26). The majority of modern languages though have given up the clause
as the domain of cliticization and clitics find themselves in a domain roughly correspondent to
the verb phrase, or the verb. As a quick hint to understanding cliticization domains of WILs,
examples below illustrate Clause-based, VVP-based, and VV-based systems, respectively:

(354) merd=es ga ba bazar EL[Dav]. 71

man=3sG:A cow take.pST bazaar
‘The man took the cow to bazaar.’

(355) ma=s_ nun=es§ ba-pet GX[Dej]. 6
mother=3sG:POSs bread=3sG:A PUNCT-bake.psT
‘His mother baked bread’

(356) me_ mo kar-a_ m=e-kart-a SM2[YZ]. 30

1sG  DEM job-DEM1 1SG:A=TAM-d0.PST-PERF
‘I have done this job.’

In (354), the A-past clitic has cliticized on the subject NP. However, in (355) it has the skipped
the subject NP, marked by the underscore, and cliticized on the next element to the right.
Finally, in (356) the A-past clitic skips both the subject and object NPs and takes the verb as

its anchoring element.

These cliticization domains are distinct with regard to other aspects as well. For instance,

clausal adverbs are clitic hosts in Clause-based clitic systems:

(357) ya Sov-i1=§ Nima ga WC[Beh]. 3
a night-INDF=3SG:A PN say.PST
‘One night, Nima said’

(358) sob=mu harekat mi-ke ZK[Dsh]. 48
morning=1pPL:A movement  IPFV-d0.PST
xorub mi-resid-im Xormuj
evening IPFV-arrive.pST-1PL PN

“We would start (travelling) in the morning and arrive to Khormuj in the evening.’
In both examples above, the temporal clausal adverbs have hosted A-past clitics. However,
these elements are not usually cliticized upon in VP- and V-based systems, as exhibited
respectively in (359)—(360):
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(359) hamisa_ dayk=im_ aw  sir-a=y DM[BCK]. 15
always mother=1SG:POS DEM  thing-DEM1=3sG:A

bo a-got=ih
for IPFV-tell.PST-1PL:R
‘My mother would always tell us that thing.’

(360) i hafte xeyli  pil_ xarj_ om=ke SL1[Nod]. 25
DEM  week much money cost  1sG:A=do.pST
‘I spent a lot of money this week.’

Example (359) is an illustration of a VP-based system. Here the A-past clitic skips both the
temporal adverb and the subject NP and cliticizes on the object NP as the first element of the
verb phrase. Example (360), on the other hand, illustrates the workings of a VV-based system:
here the clausal adverb and the direct object have been skipped for A-past clitic positioning;

the clitic has rather opted for the verbal element of the complex predicate as the host.

However, note that the tri-partite classification of cliticization domains in WILs is not quite
neat and there are some languages which illustrate transitional properties in their clitic systems.
For examples, Yazdi Zoroastrian, and Larestani dialects have most of the properties of V-based
clitic systems. Yet, they exabit a trace of what assumed to be the erstwhile Clause-based
cliticization in some specific contexts. As an example, with a prepositional phrase preceding
the verb, the clitic is attached rather to the preposition head than to the verb. In 85.6 we have
cause to claim the derivation of such constructions from the erstwhile Clause-based clitic

systems.

(361) golab-ia S§=ate sabad e-ke PS[Bas]. 6
pear-pL 3sG:A=In basket IPFV-d0.PST
‘He was putting the pears in a basket.’

(362) yaki dars-e xeyli  xib §=e KX[YZ]. 37
a lesson-INDF ~ very  good 3sG:A=t0
xargus da
rabbit give.psT

‘He gave a very good lesson to the rabbit.’
Figure 26 illustrates the classification of studied languages with regard to the domain of

cliticization:
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Figure 26: Cliticization domain in under-investigated WiLs

The map reveals certain areal distribution of cliticization domains across WILs. Most notably,
Clause-based cliticization systems are concentrated in the Southwest languages Davani, Dashti,
and Behbahani. These languages have preserved, in varying degrees, the older clausal second
positioning of clitics. In 85.3 it will be further shown that among these three languages, Davani

and Dashti cluster more with Old and Middle Iranian periods than Behbahani does.

On the other hand, V-based clitic positioning is conspicuously a feature of languages of
southeast Iran, and Nowdani in the southwest. Interestingly, Yazdi Zoroastrian, situated in the
southeasternmost part of Central Plateau dialects, has also a V-based clitic system, contrary the
rest of CPDs. Semnani exhibits a V-based clitic system as well. However, its V-based
cliticization domain does not exhibit most of the features of other VV-based clitic systems (e.g.
procliticization, relics of S2-assuring particles), suggesting that Semnani has probably gone
through a different path to adopting V-based clitic positioning.

Finally, most investigated WILs demonstrate VVP-second clitic positioning. These include

Kurdic dialects, Tatic, Central Plateau dialects, Sivandi, and Koroshi. These languages are
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distributed in the northwestern, central, and western parts of WILs.”” Here, roughly-speaking,
clitics attach to the first element within the VVP. However, there is an important isogloss
dividing VP-based clitic systems, in a way that while in a subset of such clitic systems
morphological elements can be cliticized upon as clitic hosts, in the other subset solely a

syntactic element can be the anchor (cf. §5.5).

Drawing on parallels form Romance and Slavic languages, Haig (2008) suggests that the shift
in the cliticization of Iranian languages from clause-based to other domains is resulting from
the mechanisms of ‘rightward drift’ and ‘head attraction’. By the former, he means that over
time clitics abandon the second-position and gravitate toward the verb. Some examples of
‘rightward’ drift of clitics were seen above in the discussion of clitic placement in VP-based
and V-based clitic systems (see for instance ex. 359-360). On the other hand, ‘head attraction’
refers to the attachment of clitics on their governing head. Both these processes lead to
abandonment of the clause as the cliticization domain. For example, a possessor clitic
overwhelmingly will cliticize on the possessed NP, regardless of the domain for cliticization.
In (363) for instance, the domain of cliticization is the clause, yet the possessor clitic does not
abide by clause second (S2) placement rule and remains attached to its head.

(363) kolah-e bari=am_  sar=a§ bi KX[Dsh]. 4

sombrero=ADD head=3sG:POS COP.PST.35G
‘There was a sombrero on his head too/ He had a sombrero on his head too’

It should be noted that the shift in the clausal second positioning of clitics started already in
Middle Iranian languages, and one can already trace the flexibility in following S2 positioning
rule. In other words, although S2 positioning was the regular placement for person clitics in
MWI, there are some examples where the clitic is realized locally, not in the clause-second
position. This is illustrated in (364) from Parthian, where the A-past clitic has skipped both the
subject NP and the relativizer to appear on the prepositional phrase. Likewise, in (365) the
adpositional complement clitic is attached to the preposition head and not to the preceding
relativizer, marked by the underscore:

(364) xrd_ cyd. bw=t pdgtyft

wisdom REL from Buddha=2sG:A PUNCT.took
“The wisdom which you received from Buddha.” (Brunner 1977: 102)

7 It should be noted that Delvari has basically a VVP-based clitic system. However, it shows traces of older clause-
based clitic positioning (still extant in the neighbouring Dashti), which is triggered by factors such as clausal focus

(see §8.3.5.6 for a full discussion of clitic placement in Delvari)
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(365) andar sab o wiyaban-ew mad, ke  pad=i§ ec

in night to desert-INDF  came REL  In=3SGR nothing
ab ud xwarisn né bud
water and  food NEG  exist.PST

‘In night, he got in one desert where there was no water and food.” (Durkin-
Meisterenst 2014: 402, ff 237, mpB)

Later stages of Iranian provide ample evidence for an overall rightward drift in clitic placement
rules, leading to abandonment of the S2 positioning for the majority of languages (though
retained in a minority, see 85.3): the relevant host for clitics in the modern languages is now

some constituent of the VP, which may include the verb itself (see §5.4 & 8§5.5).

5.2 Clitic placement in Old and Middle Iranian periods
Clitic placement in Old Iranian period follows the clause-second (or Wackernagel) position. In
other words, clitics adjoin to the first element within the clause:

(366) Auramazda=maiy  upastam abara

PN=1SG.GEN aid bear.psT.3sG

‘Ahuramazda bore me aid.” (Old Persian _ Kent 1953: DB |, 87-88)
(367) kuvra=toi aradra?

where=2sG.DAT zealous

“Where are thy zealous ones?’ (Old Avestan _ Yasna 34.7, West 2011: 153)
(368) at=va yazai stauuas

thus=2sG.Acc:0 worship.1sG praise

‘I worship you with praise.” (Old Avestan, Yasna 50.4, West 2011: 167)
(369) uta=maiy aniyasciy vasiy astiy kartam

and=1SG.GEN much else  CcopP.3sG do.pTCP

‘And much else was done by me.” (Kent 1953: DB IV, 46)
In the above examples, the subject NP, cf. (366), the question word, cf. (367), the clausal
adverb, cf. (368), and the coordinator, cf. (369) are the first elements of clause and have been
cliticizes upon. Judging on these examples, one can suggest that the anchoring element is the
first phonological word within the clause.

The S2 positioning continues to a large extent through WMI period. The examples below
illustrate the diversity of elements hosting clausal second-position clitics. These elements
include: a subject pronoun, cf. (370), an adverb, cf. (371), a subordinator, cf. (372), an ‘and’-
coordinator, cf. (373), and an adverbial particle and a complementizer, cf. (374).

(370) tw=m’n vy xwd’y

2SG=1PL:POS COP.2SG lord
“You are our lord’ (Parthian, Brunner 1977: 102)
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(371) c¢id=man payed
always=1pPL:0 protect.PRS.3SG
‘(It) always protects us.” (Haig 2008: 115 citing Durkin-Meisterernst 2006: M105a)

(372) eg=tan dahem sal pad sal

if=2PL:R IRR.QiVe.PRS.1SG year after year

‘If we give you year after year...” (Durkin-Meisterenst 2014: 394, mpB.446)
(373) u=t az hist  hem sewag

and=2sG:A  1SG.DIR left  cop.lsG orphan

‘And you left me behind as an orphan.” (Durkin-Meisterenst 2014: 394, paT.873)
(374) a=san an abayed ka=§an gyan az tan

then=3pPL:NC this  is.necessary that/when=3prL soul from body

be sawed

out  go.PRS.3SG

“Then it is necessary for them that/when their souls go from their bodies.’ (Haig 2008:
108 citing Williams 1990a: 13b.3)

These examples clearly display that the clause is the relevant cliticization domain in WMI: the
clitics take the first element within the clause as the anchoring element, which is often a
particle, as in (373)—(374), but also a first word.

Among the clitic hosts in WMI, two particles are crucial for our understanding of the change
in the clitic systems of modern languages, most notably for the rise of procliticization (cf.
83.3.3). These two particles are the reflexes of ‘and’-coordinator u-, cf. (373), and adverbial
particle a-/a-, cf. (374). These particles guaranteed the second-positioning of clitics at the
clause level, and were mainly resurfacing as clitic hosts when other eligible clause-initial
elements, e.g. subject NP, clausal conjunctions, clausal adverbs, topics, were absent in the
clause. In the following examples, the first constituent within the clause is an object NP, cf.
(375), a complex predicate, cf. (376), a negative particle, cf. (377), a bare verb, cf. (378), and
a prepositional phrase, cf. (379). By attaching to the particle o-, the second position clitics avoid
taking complex predicates and non-subject arguments of the verb as their anchoring elements.

Consequently, the cliticization domain remains clausal.

(375) u=m to saxwan isnzd

PTC=1SG:A 2sG  word hear.psT

‘I heard your word.” (Durkin-Meisterenst 2014: 443, paT. 1016)
(376) u=t frabintar kard hém

PTC=2SG.:A  fatter do.PST COP.1SG

“You made me fatter.” (Durkin-Meisterenst 2014: 423, mpB. 961)
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(377) u=man ne boxt he?

PTC=1PL:A  NEG  Save.PST COP.2SG
‘Didn’t we save you?’ (Durkin-Meisterenst 2014: 433, mpT. 965)
(378) u=m pursid

PTC=1SG:A  ask.psT
‘I asked.” (Durkin-Meisterenst 2014: 285, mpB. 120)

(379) u=s 0 ho dad
PTC=3sG:A to 3SG.DIST give.psT
‘And he gave to that.” (Durkin-Meisterenst 2014: 288, paT. 131)

In later stages of a subset of Iranian languages, the clitic hosting particles were subject to either
reanalysis as part of the paradigm of clitics, or loss . These facts were already laid out in 83.3.3.
In 85.6 we take up this issue again to resituate the deviations of clitic placement from the
expected clitic positioning rule in V-based proclitic systems within the bigger picture of the
abandonment of the clause as the domain of cliticization, and the shifts to clitic hosting
particles. The cause of this shift, i.e. the reanalysis of these particles, is assumed to be the
rightward drift of clitics in later stages of Iranian, a drift which led to the abandonment of the
second-position rule for the majority of languages. This move meant that the necessity to
maintain clitic assuring particles relaxed, and facilitated their being re-analysed in some

languages.

However, we do not claim that the retention of S2-assuring particles historically precedes the
rightward drift of clitics: that is, as illustrated in (364), repeated here for convenience, a
language may maintain S2-assuring particles while at the same time having undergone
rightward drift for some clitic functions, most notably possessor and preposition complements.
In the following example, the adpositional complement clitic does not move on the domain-

initial relative pronoun ke, but is realized locally on its head.

(380) andar sab o wiyaban-ew mad, ke pad=i§ ec
in night to desert-INDF  came REL  in=3SGR nothing
ab ud xwarisn né bid
water and  food NEG  exist.psT

‘In night, he got in one desert where there was no water and food.” (Durkin-
Meisterenst 2014: 402, ff 237, mpB)

To recapitulate, clitic placement in Old and Western Middle Iranian languages largely follows
S2 positioning. This S2 positioning already showed traces of weakening in Middle Iranian
period, and was eventually abandoned in most modern languages. The rightward drift of clitics

was said to be the cause of changing clitic placement rule from clausal to non-clausal domains.
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5.3 Modern languages with the clause as the cliticization
domain
We start our discussion of cliticization domain with modern West Iranian languages that have
preserved the clausal second-positioning of clitics. These languages include Davani, Dashti,
and Behbahani. Our basic assumption is that the clitic placement is a unified mechanism
applicable to all clitic functions (A-past, object, preposition complement, possessor, and non-
canonical subjects) in the relevant cliticization domain, i.e. the clause, VP, and V. Indeed, the
investigation of clitic placement suggests that this is largely true for clitic placement in all
cliticization domains (see below). However, as will be seen, some clitic functions, e.g.
possessor clitics and preposition complement clitics, tend to deviate from the clitic placement
rule and remain attached to their governing heads regardless of the cliticization domain.

Examples of the non-mobility of adpositional complement clitics and possessor clitics are

given below:
(381) me dot vasa=Se ne-mi-da-m EL1[Beh]. 36
1sc girl  to=3PLR NEG-IND-give.PRS-1SG

‘I won’t give (my) daughter to them in marriage.’

(382) hafsad sal a ?omr=et gozast-esse
700 year from age=2sG:POS pass.PST-PTCP.PERF
“You are 700 years old.’ [lit. 700 years have passed from your age] (Mahamedi 1982:
455)

In (381), the adpositional complement clitic is realized locally on its prepositional head, though
according to the S2-position rule it was supposed to move onto the subject NP me ‘I’. Likewise,

in (382) possessor-indexing clitic is attached to its possessed head and lacks mobility.

To account for these cases of deviation from the clitic placement rule, and also for the ease in
the mode of presentation, in what follows the domain of cliticization is examined separately
for the use of clitics in each of their major functions—despite our primary assumption that clitic

placement rule applies equally to all clitic functions in the relevant domain.

5.3.1 A-past

The clitic indexing past transitive subjects (or the A-past clitic), regularly occurs second in the
clause in all three languages. This is shown in the following examples, where diverse clause-

initial constituents host A-past clitics:
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I. Subject NP

(383) sang=ey ser-e gerdu eSkeni SG2[Beh]. 2
stone=3sG:A head-Ez walnut break.psT
“The stone broke walnut’s head.’

(384) Emrika=s$ Sadam Hoseyn awu EJ[Dsh]. 22
America=3sG:A PN bring.psT

“The United States brought Saddam Hussein.’

Il. Clausal adverbs

(385) vya ru=s Sara vasa=y ga BO[Beh]. 2
a day=3sG:A PN t0=3sG:R say.pST
‘One day, Sarah told him.’

(386) intori=§ Si=Sun mi-ndaxt KX[Dsh]. 19
this.way=3sG:A to=3PL:R IPFV-throw.psT

“This way, he would fall on them.’

(387) diar=su caqu kes-ese KS[Dav]. 35
already=3pL:A knife pull.PST-PTCP.PERF
‘They have already pulled out (the) knife.’

[11. adjunct prepositional phrases
(388) bejaye ‘veki bud yeki nabud’=Se BB[Beh]. 2
instead.of once upon a time=3PL:A
mi-goft jal-e jela
IPFV-say.pST PN
‘Instead of ‘once upon a time’ people would say ‘Jale Jela’ (to begin their tales).’

(389) sey  kolt=su mi-go pisdo KX[Dsh]. 6
to side.arm=3pPL:A IPFV-Say.PST PN
‘They would say pisdo to ‘side arm.”’

IV. bare verb

(390) go=s: ha!
say.PST=3SG:A yesiske
““Yes!” said (Esfandiyar).” (Davani _ Mahamedi 1982: 454)

(391) dit=3Se moi-a nis-en MB[Beh]. 8
see.PST=3PL:A fish-pL NEG.exist.PRS-3PL

‘They saw that there were (are) no more fish.’

IV. topicalized object NP

(392) ma=s§ ta aso  kasi das=om
1sG=3sGc:A till now  somebody hand=1sG:Pos
na-bas-se

NEG-tie.PST-PERF
‘Me, nobody has chained me (my hands) yet.” (Davani _ Mahamedi 1982: 454)
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As these examples suggest various syntactic elements can host S2 clitics across three
languages. These elements include typical clause-initial elements like a subject NP, clausal
adverbs, clause-external topics, and less so (in case of Davani and Dashti) the bare verb. These
‘second position’ clitics follow the first syntactic phrase in the clause. They cannot interrupt

syntactic phrases:

(393) [bejaye(*=Sei) ‘yeki(*=S$ei) bud yeki nabud]=Sse; BB[Beh]. 2
instead.of once upon a time=3PL:A
mi-goft jal-e jela

IPFV-say.prST PN
‘Instead of ‘once upon a time’ people would say ‘Jale Jela’ (to begin their tales).’

(394) [ya(*=si) ru]=si Sara vasa=y ga BO[Beh]. 2
a day=3sG:A PN t0=3sG:R say.PST
‘One day Sarah told him’

Among clause-based clitic systems, Davani and Dashti are distinguished from Behbahani with
respect to the range of possible clause-initial clitic hosts. We will first deal with the clitic
placement facts of the former two languages and then turn to Behbahani. First, in both Davani

and Dashti subordinators and coordinators are possible clitic hosts:

(395) agar=at esfandiyar  kost

if=2sG:A PN kill.psT
‘If you killed Esfandyar!” (Davani _ Mahamedi 1982: 455)

(396) ya=su ma  davat kerd-ey EL[Dsh]. 50
or=3PL:A 1pL  invitation do.PST-PERF

‘Or, they have invited us.’

(397) amo=§ dai=su as=es ga CGJ[Dav]. 3
but=3sG:A  mother=3pL:POS t0=3sG:R say.PST
‘But, their mother told her...’

The second major property of cliticization in Dashti and Davani lies in the fact that in continuity

with WMI (cf. § 5.2) the verb (last element) of the preceding clause can host the S2 clitic:

(398) yeho to pa mi-bi-e=t KX[Dsh]. 8
suddenly 2sG  foot  IPFV-become.pST-2SG=2SG:A

mo  mi-kost
1sG  Iprv-kill.psT
‘All of a sudden, you would get up (and) would kill me.’
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(399) o=mu ya nana-i bi=§ XX[Dav]. 2

PTC=1PLINC a grandma-INDF exist.pPST=3sG:A
Teli doros mi-ke
round.bread right IPFV-d0.PST

‘We had a grandma who would cook bread.’
In (398) the 2SG A-past clitic encliticizes to the verb of the preceding clause. Similarly, in
(399) the 3SG A-past clitic attaches to the existential stem of the previous clause. Note that
despite the apparent inconsistency that the clitic has attached to the preceding clause, the
domain for cliticization still remains the clause here: that is, being a second-position clitic, the
clitic has to appear in clause-second position, but since there is no eligible host clause-initially,
e.g. a subject NP, conjunctions, clausal adverbs, and since the attachment of clitics is in the
form of enclitics, the clitic phonologically attaches to the immediately preceding element in

the course of speech, in this case the verb of the preceding clause.

Third, both Dashti and Davani have preserved a reflex of ‘and’-coordinator u- of MWI period
(cf. 85.2, and examples (375)—(379) above, but also 83.3.3 for more details on the development
of u-). Judging from our corpus, and in continuity with particle u- in MWI, this particle
guarantees the clausal second positioning of clitics in Dashti and Davani, and is resurfaced
whenever regular clause-initial hosts. e.g. the subject NP, clausal conjunctions, clausal adverbs,
and topics are absent in the clause (hence compensating for the absence of such elements to
which S2 clitics usually adjoin). In the examples below, by attaching to o- (or the phonological
variant e-) the clitic avoids taking as host non-subject arguments of the verb, including the
object NP in (400)-(401), and the indirect object in (402)—-(403). Put differently, the latter
arguments are realized within the VP, and although being placed clause-initially, are not
considered clause-initial elements by the clitic system because the cliticization domain is the

clause as its whole.

(400) o=s% [asp] NP-©®)  Dbass-a bone-y draxt
PTC=3SG:A  horse tie.PST-DRC  trunk-ez tree
‘(Rostam) tied the horse to the trunk of the tree.” (Davani _ Mahamedi 1982: 455)
(401) e=su [erus] NP0 soar xar ZK[Dsh]. 4
PTC=3PL:A  bride ride  donkey
a-mi-ke

PVB=IPFV-d0.PST
‘They would raise the bride to the donkey.’
(402) o=mu [ri  xar]PP mi-na ZK[Dsh]. 20
PTC=1PL:A  ON donkey IPFV-pUt.pPST
“We would put (the sack) on donkey(s).’

202



(403) e=§ [si=m]PP1° go  /*si=m=e§ @O EL[Dsh]. 62
PTC=3SG:A  10=1SG:R say.pPsST
‘He told me.’

In the same way, when the complex predicate, cf. (404)—(405), and the verb with the
accompanying TAM, cf. (406) are the sole elements for cliticization, the particle o- resurfaces
clause-initially and acts as the clitic host. Consequently, in addition to keeping clitics in the S2,
the resurfaced particle sets free various syntactic and morphological elements within the verbal

complex from clitic hosting.

(404) o=5u varaga dad-e HS[Dav]. 5
pTC=3PL:A licence give.psT-1SG:0
‘They gave me the licence.’

(405) o=m seda ke [ *seda=m ke KS[Dav]. 24
PTC=1SG:A  voice do.pST
‘I shouted.’

(406) o=mu mi-kost-an | *mi=mu-kostan’® EJ[Dsh]. 20

PTC=1PL:A IPFV-Kill.PST-3PL:O
‘We would kill them.’

As said, the recourse to o- assures S2-positioning of clitics in both languages similar to that of
MWI. Following excerpt from Dashti displays perfectly how the S2-assuring particle holds
clitics in the clause-second position whenever non-subject arguments of the verb or the verb
itself are clause-initial. Note further the availability of different clause-initial elements as clitic

hosts:

8 Note that although the alternative analysis would lead to ungrammaticality in (405)—( 406), it is expected that
with the weakening of the clitic placement rule, the S2-assuring particle ultimately disappears and the clitics opt
for VP-initial elements and the non-verbal complement of the complex predicate as anchoring elements in both
Davani and Dashti.
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(407) Emrika=s$ hojum ke, EJ[Dsh]. 16

America=3sG:A attack do.psT
e=§ Saddam gereft,
PTC=3SG:A PN grab.psT

e=§ bord Emrika,
PTC=3SG:A  take.pst America
modati=§ zendan ke,
a.while=3sG:A prison do.psT
e=§ avord,

PTC=3SG:A  bring.pST

tu arak=es edam ke

in Irag=3sG:A  execution do.psT

‘The United States attacked (Iraq). They caught Saddam Hussein (and) took him to
the United States. The United States imprisoned him for a while, (then) brought (him)
back, (and) executed him in Iraq.’

Considering these properties in the clitic placement, the following hierarchy is postulated for

S2 clitic positioning in Dashti and Davani:
Placement of A-past clitics in Dashti and Davani

verb of the preceding clause, left dislocated topics > clausal adverbs, conjunctions > adjunct

prepositional phrases > subject NP > S2-assuring particle(s) > bare verb

This hierarchy should be read as follows: in the absence of an eligible clause-initial elements
to the left, the S2-assuring particle o- resurfaces to act as a clitic host. It is only sometimes with
the clause-initial bare verb that this particle does not resurface as the clitic host.

Finally, it should be noted that although both Davani and Dashti have undergone rightward
drift for clitic placement in a subset of clitic functions, nevertheless both have preserved the
clitic hosting particles. This is shown in the following examples where the particle holds the
A-past clitic in the clausal second position, however the prepositional complement clitic, cf.

(408), and the possessor clitic, cf. (409) are realized locally on their respective heads:

(408) e=s si=m go EL[Dsh]. 62
PTC=3sG:A  t0=1SG:R say.psT
‘He told me.’

(409) o=§ cu=8§ boland va-ke
PTC=3SG:A  wo00d=35G:POS raised PVB-0d0.PST

‘He raised his stick.” (Davani_ Salami 2002: 524)
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In other words, the retention of S2-assuring particles does not necessarily precede the rightward
drift of clitics; rather a language can preserve the S2-assuring particles while at the same time

undergo rightward drift and head attraction for some clitic functions.

Turning now to Behbahani, the clitic placement rule differs in several respects from Dashti and
Davani. Firstly, clausal conjunctions and subordinators are not permissible clitic hosts in

Behbahani. This results in a movement of A-past clitic onto the immediate element to the right:

(410) amo_ na=m-tunest con geruni bi EL1[Beh]. 59
but  NEG=1sG:A-can.pST because expensive COP.PST
‘But I couldn’t (buy it), because it was expensive.’

(411) padsa=s a merd-aku tasakor ke EL1[Beh]. 46
king=3sc:A from man-DEF gratitude do.psT
vo_  got=e

and  say.PST=3SG:A
‘The king thanked the man and said.’

The second major distinction is the fact that the clitic hosting particles are absent in Behbahani.
In other words, unlike Dashti and Davani, the clitic hosting particles do not resurface to make
up for the absence of eligible clause-initial elements. The A-past clitic then has to move on to
the first syntactic element to the right to seek its host:

(412) sarkam=es=et xard-e ? | *o=t sarkam=es xard-e SG2[Beh]. 11

pistil=3sG:POS=2SG:A eat.PST-PERF
‘(Why) did you eat its pistil?’

In the lack of particle o- resurfacing before the verbal complex domain, various pre-verbal
syntactic and morphological elements are opted as clitic host:
(413) vo_  tamiz=ey ke BO[Beh]. 16

and  clean=3sG:0 do.pST
‘And he cleaned (the kitchen).’

(414) ha=m da EL1[Beh]. 22
PVB=1SG:R  QiVe.PRS.2SG
‘Give me.’

(415) xas=et be=m-zan-a EL1[Beh]. 43
want.pST=2SG:NC IRR=1SG:0-beat.PRS-2SG

‘If you happen (wanted) to hit me.’

(416) mi=s-bord-am ser-e bum ZG[Beh]. 6
IPFV=3SG:A-take.psT-1SG:0 head-Ez roof
‘He would take me onto the roof.’
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In the above examples the non-verbal complement of the complex predicate, cf. (413), the
derivational formative, cf. (414), and pre-verbal inflectional formatives, cf. (415)—(416) host
clitic PMs, leading to a more syntactic version of S2 clitic positioning for the realization of A-

past clitics.

In the same way, the verb of the preceding clause is not an available clitic host. This leads to

the rightward movement of the clitics, as shown in (417), where the clitic is attached on the

verb host.

(417) be-s-i b-ar=es-i [* be-s-i=§  b-ar-i EL1[Beh]. 73
IRR-(JO.PRS-2PL IRR-bring=3sG:0-2pPL
‘Go bring him.’

Note further that in (417) the irrealis formative is a weak syllable, hence not eligible as a clitic
host. The clitic then moves onto the verb stem, but following the S2-requirement interrupts the
verb stem and its accompanying stress-bearing Vaff PM, giving rise to an endoclitic attachment
of the clitic (see §3.4.3 for more explanation). Considering all the properties of clitic placement

in Behbahani, one can assume the following hierarchy for A-past cliticization:
Placement of A-past clitics in Behbahani

clausal adverbs> adjunct prepositional phrases> subject NP> object NP> non-verbal element

of complex predicate> adposition> verbal prefixes (derivational/grammatical> verb stem

The hierarchy may be read as follows: the clitic takes as host the first element to the left of the
hierarchy. It is only in the absence of such element that the clitic adjoins onto the next element
to the right. What this hierarchy suggests in addition is the fact that cliticization in Behbahani
is more of a morpho-syntactic issue than it is in Dashti and Davani. This point becomes evident
considering that in Behbahani an array of elements, syntactic or morphological, in the verbal
complex host the clitics. On the other hand, in Dashti and Davani, the S2-assuring particle
holds the clitics clause-initially, and thus bans the elements within the verbal complex to act as

clitic hosts.

In sum, S2-based West Iranian clitic systems give evidence to the existence of two rather
different cliticization systems: the first one, seen in Dashti and Davani, is a more conservative
version of clausal-second positioning, and ultimately goes back to Old and Middle Iranian
period. Here, a reflex of ‘and’-coordinator particle underwrites the second positioning of clitics
whenever such a placement is at risk. The second system, relevant for Behbahani, is a more

syntactic version of the clausal second-positioning. Here clause-initial conjunctions, and the
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verb of the preceding clause are not viable clitic hosts. In addition, the S2-assuring particle is
non-existent. Taken together, these two factors seem to cause the clitics to seek their hosts

rightward in the clause and lend their realization to more syntactic factors.

5.3.2 O-indexing clitic

Similar to the A-past clitic, an O clitic is realized second in its domain, i.e. the clause. In the
following examples from Davani, the subject NP, cf. (418) and the complementizer, cf. (419)
host the O clitic:

(418) ma=t X0=m mi-kor-e sa

1sG=2sG:0  REFL=1SG:POS IND-d0.PRS-1/2SG king
‘I myself can make you a king.” (Mahamedi 1982: 456)

(419) ma  va-mi-kor-en ke=m KS[Dav]. 25
1sG  PVB-IND-d0.PRS-3PL that=1SG:0O

a tu otag-e dar  bar-ena
inside room-DEF PVB  IRR.bring.PRS-3PL
‘They unchain me in order to take me out of the room.’

In the same way, in (420)—(422) the instrumental phrase, the coordinator, and the clausal adverb
host the O clitics:
(420) dim ¢e=m mi-zen-a BB[Beh]. 31

with  what=1sG:0 IND-hit.PRS-25G
‘How (with what) will you hit me?’

(421) ta=t moraxas ai ZK[Dsh]. 36
that=2sG:0  released IRR.gIVe.PRS.3SG
‘That he let you go.’

(422) usa=t mi-wor-om sahra EL[Dsh]. 8
then=2sG:0  IND-take.PRS-1SG desert
“Then I will take you out.’

The examples above suggest that, as with the clitic placement hierarchy postulated for A-past
cliticization, complementizers, cf. (419),(421), and conjunctions, cf. (422) are possible clitic
hosts for O clitic placement in Davani and Dashti. In Behbahani, on the other hand, such

elements are skipped for hosting an O clitic:

(423) ay_  na=m-me-kos-a ta BB[Beh]. 18
if NEG=1SG:0-IND-Kill.PRS-25G CONJ
bigm dar

IRR.COME.PRS.1SG out
‘If you don’t kill me, then I will come out.’
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Finally, another point of convergence of Dashti and Davani comes from the fact that the S2-
assuring particle resurfaces for the attachment of O clitic (and/or non-flagged indirect object),

whenever other eligible clitic hosts are absent in the clause.

(424) aya .... o=m bo-kos-an ZK[Dsh]. 15
if PTC=1SG:0  IRR-kill.PRS-3PL
‘(Even) if ... they kill me,’

(425) o=t ya memuni ha-de XX[Dav]. 14
PTC=2SG:R  a party PVB-give.PRS.1SG

‘That | throw a party for you.”’ [lit. that | give you a party]
In sum, O-indexing clitics also follow the clausal second positioning rule for clitic placement
in S2-based clitic systems. As with A-past clitic placement, the data point to the different
grouping of Davani and Dashti against Behbahani regarding the delicacies of viable clause-

initial clitic hosts.

5.3.3 Clitics indexing non-canonical subjects

As with A-past clitics, indexing non-conical subjects (hence NC) through clitics is obligatory
in all three languages (see 84.2.1). In terms of positioning, these clitics behave similarly to A-
past and O clitics and follow the same placement hierarchy assumed for A-past clitic
placement. Thus, NC clitics take the clause as their domain of realization. In the following
examples, the subject NP, cf. (426), the conjunction, cf. (427), and the if-subordinator, cf. (428)

host NC-indexing clitics:

(426) me=m i dot-e m-i(t) EL1[Beh]. 67
1sG=1SGINC DEM girl-DEM1 IND-want.PRS
‘I want this girl.’

(427) con=es ya kor-e siya-y bi KS[Dav]. 9
since=3sG:NC a colt-ez black-