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ON CLITICS IN BALTIC

Over the last decades linguists all over the world have taken great interest in prob-
lems related to clitics. Among the Indo-European languages which have attracted their
interest from this point of view are above all Romance, Slavic, and Germanic. Little at-
tention seems to have been paid to clitics in Baltic. Thus, the contributions listed in the
comprehensive 1994 bibliography on clitics by Joel A. Nevis (in cooperation with Brian
D. Joseph, Dieter Wanner and Arnold M. Zwicky) are few and - for the most part -
marginal and general. In our opinion there is, however, some interesting evidence of cli-
tics candidates in Baltic that deserves our attention, but tracing clitics is not an easy task
due to the fact that there can hardly be said to exist any generally accepted definition of
this concept. Nevertheless many linguists would subscribe to the following dlitic features:

a) clitics lack stress;

b) clitics cannot be used in isolation;

c) the internal order of clitics co-occurring in a string is not free.

Deviations from the first feature can be encountered. Thus, ,established” pro-
nominal clitics in South Slavic may be stressable, cf., for example, Bulgarian ez re gdé
znam ‘1 don’t know him’ (which is due to the fact that the Bulgarian negational par-
ticle has an extrapositional stress which automatically places the stress on the imme-
diately following element irrespective of its status as non-clitic or clitic).

Two basic types of clitics can be discerned. The first is constituted by clitics
which have non-clitic counterparts. An example would be the accusative and dative
forms cig and ci ‘you’ of the personal pronoun vs, the longer forms ciebie and tobie of
Polish. The second type is made up of elements which have no free alternative forms
like, for example, the interrogative particle -kd/-ko in Finnish or the focus marker
-kin/-kaan in the same language.

Dependent on their position before or after the host word dlitics are referred to as pro-
clitics or enchitics respectively. Clitics which can have both roles are labeled endociirics.

Endeavours have been made to separate clitics from affixes. The distinction,
however, is not always clear, and this question will not be discussed here. For practi-
cal reasons, however, the term affixal clitics will be used.
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The aim of this article is to investigate certain clitic candidates in Baltic with
special emphasis on element order and the motivations for that particular order.
The investigation will have both a diachronic and synchronic dimension.

Our analysis will be limited to Latvian and Lithuanian, i. ¢. East Baltic, since
Old Prussian material scems too scanty and precarious with respect to clitics.

Among the clitic candidates of Latvian and Lithuanian are:

(1) the interrogative particle Latvian vai, Lithuanian ar (proclitic);

(2) the deictic (focus) particle gi of Lithuanian {endoclitic)';

(3) the negational particle Latvian and Lithuanian re (proclitic);

(4) the ditic affixes te-, be-, tebe-, nebe- of Lithuanian (proclitic);

(5) the reflexive particle -s(i) in Latvian and Lithuanian (originally endoclitic);

(6) the pronominal element of the pronominal (long) adjective form (originally
endoclitic, cf. Old Lithuanian);

(7) the atonic personal pronouns of East-Baltic (mi, &) which were endoclitics.

We will concentrate on affixal and pronominal clitics, thus leaving aside (1) and (2).

A Lithuanian verb can have a cumulation of prefixes, e. g. tebepasili¢ka ‘still re-
main(s), nebepasili?ka ‘no longer remain(s)’ which are subject to strict hierarchic
rules in terms of relative order in the string. On the basis of examples of this kind we
will propose the following two hypotheses, namely

a) that the closer to the root (host word), the greater is the degree of the gram-
maticalization of the prefix,

b) that the position of a prefix in the string reflects the relative chronology of its
attachment to the host element.

These hypotheses look so simple that it is almost embarrassing to present them,
but as far as we can see, nobody has stated this explicitly with respect to Baltic mate-
rial before. Furthermore, they seem to be in harmony with the principles of the
so-called natural morphology (cf., for example, By b e e, 1985, 4-5) which is a recog-
nized strategy and approach.

First we will try to verify hypothesis a) bearing in mind that grammaticalization
shighlights the tension between relatively unconstrained lexical structure and more
constrained syntactic, morphosyntactic, and morphological structure® (Hopper,
Traugott, 1993, 1-2). A near to ideal way of proving hypothesis a) would have
been a situation where the elements in question could occur both in proclitic and
enclitic position in the form of a mirror-image-like structure. Such a structure, how-
ever, is found only in the case of the reflexive particle.

! Deictic particles are also found in Latvian,s3ee Endzelin, 1922, 541 ff.
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(1) With unprefixed verbs the reflexive particle has developed more or less into
an ending whereby it is (optionally) reduced to -s, e. g. figkas ‘seem(s)’. This process
testifies to and underscores its high degree of grammaticalization.

(2) The next clement in our example (tebepasiliéka/nebepasilieka) is pa- which
‘can be said to function on the borderline between the lexical category of Akvionsarten
(procedurals) and the gmmmmatical category of aspect. Although the category of as-
pect has not reached the same level of grammaticalization as in many Slavic lan-
guages, nevertheless it has — in our view (see Mathiassen, 1996, 119 f) - been
grammaticalized to a considerable degree also in Lithuanian. Thus, it is not surpris-
ing that this clement occupies the position next to the reflexive.

(3) We are then left with the elements be, ne and te.

Although Fraenkel, 1965, 41, advocates another etymology, the be- affix
can in our opinion be connected with the verb bidti and reflect a form of the type bé
(< *bhwe?) found in Slavic. If this assumption is correct, the be-element of Lithua-
nian could be interpreted as an original verb auxiliary with some degree of auton-
omy which later developed into a particle with a certain affinity to aspectuality (*still
being’). The short vowel in Baltic (Lithuanian) be could be explained according 1o
Leskien’s Law.

In Lithuanian the negational particle appears before the element or word which
is negated. Most frequently, this is a verb form. Thus, the sequence nebe- rather than
*bene- is expected. It always occupies the leftmost position in relation to the host word
(element). If our hypothesis of be as an original au:nlmry verb is correct, the synchron-
ically sunple form nebepasilieka would reflect the same element order as the compound
ném (< *ne + yra) / nebuvo pasilikes (pasilikusi) where the negation appears before the
overt auxiliary of the compound verb form. A further comparison with compound verb
forms reveals that whereas constructions like nebéra / nebebuvo pasilikes (pasilikusi) are
equally possible, the alternative *ym nebepasilikes (-likusi) seems unacceptable. This
shows that the negational particle occupies a special place in the system. Its leftmost
position is a good indication that it has been attached (agglutinated) to the verb later
than the other affixes. Another hint in the same direction is its different behaviour in
terms of accentuation. Thus, one will say, for example, paguii, but negili.

The particle be can co-occur both with ne and re, but te cannot combine with #e.
The relative order of elements is tebe, not *bete. Can this order be accounted for?

The re-particle has an emphatic / rhythmical or delimitative function. Except for
delimitativeness, none of these epithets are closely linked with grammaticalization.
To be true, the fe-clement shows a very considerable degree of grammaticalization
in connection with the permissive, but originally it was only a concomitant
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(accessory) marker (since the verb was characterized by non-indicative endings).
Furthermore, it may be argued that the fe-marker of the permissive represents a
homonym of te- in a case like tebepasiliéka. From a synchronic point of view tebe can
probably be looked upon as an indivisible wholé which only in a diachronic perspec-
tive can be analyzed in two components te + be. In the latter perspective e is likely
to occupy the position before be since there is evidence of fe only in preverbal posi-
tion, cf. our interpretation of be as a verb, An alternative would have been a combi-
nation like *sebetepasilieka with deletion of the second te. A sequence of the type
*betepasifieka is not very likely to have existed, but if it had, re could from a dia-
chronic point of view have been interpreted not as an enclitic to the (originally more
autonomous?} be, but as a proclitic {candidate) to (pa-si)lieka. Finally, it should be
stated that the linear order eo ipso excludes the logical possibility, namely that two
elements can occur simuitaneously;, one element necessarily has to appear either be-
fore or after another. The order tebe can be the result of a generalization which
meant the elimination of a competing *bete. Etymologically te seems to have been a
deictic particle, derived from the same stem as the demonstrative pronoun / adverb
int- (Fraenkel, 1965, 1071).

According to the second hypothesis, i. e. b) above, the relative order of affixes
observed in cases like tebepasilieka [ nebepasilieka also reflects the chronology of the
attachment of the affixes to the verb. That it really is so, secms likely from the analy-
sis carried through under point a). This order is further confirmed through an ob-
servationmade by Kazlauskas, 1968, 72: ,Yra pagrindo manyti, kad dalelytes
(ne-, be-, te-, tebe-) su veiksmaZod#iu j vieninga fonetinj kompleksg suaugo véliau,
negu prieveiksmiai. Siaurés vakary aukstaidiy ir daugelyje Zemaidiy tarmiy, san-
graZinés morfemos si padétis priesdélinivose veiksmaZodfiuose priklauso nuo
prieddélio tipo. Po priesdeéliy, kilusiy i§ prieveiksmiy, sangrgfiné morfema si §iose
tarmése biiva prie veiksmaZodZio Saknj, plg. nu-si-ne¥(a), o po pricidéliy, kilusiy
i§ dalelyliy (be-, re-, tebe-), §i morfema paprastai atsiduria veiksmaZodZio gale
(kaip ir nepricidéliniuose veiksmaZodZivose), plg. bé-Sneka-s(i), té-nela-s(i),
tebe-spdrdo-s(i), né-neda-s(i) ir t.1.“ Thus, we can read diachronic data in a way par-
allel to that of counting the yearly rings of a tree or peeling an onion®. This simple
interpretation seems far more convincing than a theoretical ,leap“ of affixes into
specific positions according to complicated and completely ad hoc rules which derive

? Professor Stundia has kindly pointed out to me that an experiment with children for the purpose
of testing their ordering of the clements in question would have boen interesting and instructive. 1 quite
agree, but for the lack of an appropriate test group [ have not been able - at least not 30 far - to conduct
such an experiment.
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the 3rd p. there was still another endoclitic pronoun which is best illustrated within
the framework of the nominal phrase, namely the pronominal element of the
so-called pronominal (long or definite) form of the adjective/participle which is cog-
nate to the allegedly free forms jis ‘he; it ji ‘she; it” which have explicit orthotonic
parallels of the type jisal, jinal. In the definite adjective forms of Latvian the original
situation has become obscured. The original endoclitic character of the reflexive 3rd
p. pronoun is still reflected in Lithuanian, cf., for example, pa-si-lieka (proclitic) vs.
lieka-s(i) (enclitic). In Latvian only relics of this sitvation are preserved, cf. a case
like sa-s-tapt ‘meet’. The normal situation in contemporary Latvian is encliticization
of the reflexive particle both with unprefixed and prefixed verbs, e. g. liktie-s ‘scem’,
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