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TANIA AVGUSTINOVA — KAREL OLIVA (SAARBRUCKEN)

Wackernagel Position
and Related Phenomena in Czech*

0. Introduction

The main goal of this article is to propose an analysis of the “second po-
sition” (relevant for clitic placementl) and related phenomena, which would
adequately accommodate also the following non-trivial data problematic for the
currently available approaches dealing with the subject (e.g., BAUER-GREPL
1972, DANES ET AL. 1987, KOPECNY 1958, TRAVNICEK 1949, SMILAUER 1966):
» complex fronting of partial VPs: in clauses containing analytical verb forms,
the sentential clitics may be preceded by the main verb of the clause accom-
panied by some (not necessarily all) of its complements and/or adjuncts.
a. (infinitive with a complement)

Posilat dopisy ¢ budu pravideln€ kazdy tyden.
b. (infinitive with an adjunct)

Vesele zpivat si budou jenom svazici.
c. (infinitive with an adjunct and a complement)

Vesele zpivat budovatelské pisné si budou jenom svazici.
d. (passive participle with a complement)

(V3e, co je vam kladeno k tiZi, jste udélali sice ze strachu, ale prece je-

nom dobrovoln€). Nucen k takovym ¢&inlim jste nebyl nikdo.
e. (passive participle with an adjunct)

Néjak zv]ast’ obradné predstavovani mu tedy rozhodné nejsou.
f. (passive participle with an adjunct and a complement)

Srde¢né uvitdni domorodym obyvatelstvem jsme rozhodné nebyli.
« sentential clitics preceded by two or more prepositional phrases describing
together a path/direction or a time period, with each of the PPs indicating
initial, transit or final point.

* The research reported in this paper has been in part supported by the Commission
of the European Communities in the framework of the PEC0O2824 Joint Research
Project “Language Technologies for Slavic Languages”. We are greatly indebted to Eva
Hajicovd4, Jarmila Panevova, Niki Petkevic, SaSa Rosen, Petr Sgall and Hanka
Skoumalov4 for most valuable comments on an early draft of this paper, as well as to all
who had the patience to serve us as informants.

I'In examples below, clitics placed on this position will be marked off by italics.
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a. Od hrobky Caecilie Metelly na predmésti Rima pres vyprahlé roviny
Apulie aZ po jiZni pobfeZi poloostrova se jako nikde neprerusend rovna
Cara tdhne nejznaméjsi ze vSech antickych cest —Via Appia.

b. Od dubna pfes celé 1éto az do zaH by byvalo trvalo mimotradné zasedéni
ustfedniho vyboru strany.

c. Od Mexického zdlivu pres plané texaskych pousti po prvni vyb&zky
Skalistych hor jsme o vodu nikde ani nezavadili.

d.  Od prvnich momentd startu z Bajkonuru po celou dobu pobytu na orbitu
aZz do samotného pristini se na palubé této kosmické lodi konaly nej-
riznéjsi védecké pokusy.

» sentential clitics preceded by two or more adverbials of the same type, which

can be viewed as a repetition, e.g., of the locational modification in a., b. or of

the temporal modification in c.

a. (Na dotaz pana prokuritora mistopfisezné prohlasuji, ze) v Praze v ulici
28. Tijna jsem nikdy nebydlel.

V Praze v ulici 28. Tijna se aZ do roku 1974 konaly prvoméjové privody.
c. Kazdy tyden v ned€li dopoledne v devét hodin se stard pani svéite¢né

ustrojila a §la na m§i.

« sentential clitics preceded by a combination of a temporal and a local ad-

verbial

Véera na Rudém ndmést{ se stejnd skupina starobolSevickych demon-
strantd opét stfetla s milici.

= sentential clitics preceded by more than one contrasted constituents

V naSem prazském byt€ jsme ptibuzné ze Saarbriicken o vanocich je§té
néjak snesli, ale na chatu v 1ét€ jsme je uz radéji nepozvali.

The second position puzzles we are going to discuss in this article are
tightly related to the sentential (predicative) clitics in Czech. Therefore, before
discussing the Wackernagel position, we first reconsider the common assump-
tions about the syntactic and word-order properties of the Czech clitics.

1. Preliminaries: Standard Assumptions about the Position of the Sentential
Clitics in the Czech Clause

Judging by the treatments of cliticZ placement in the available grammar
handbooks, as to the positioning of the sentential® clitics, Czech is a language
which might serve as an example par excellence for the Wackernagel’s Law.

In the Academic Grammar of Czech, volume IIl: Syntax (DANES ET AL.
1987), p. 604, we find the following (our translation):

2We shall try to precise the term “clitic” below; now, we rely on an informal
understanding of the term.
“Sentential” (also “clausal” or “predicative”) clitics are clitics occurring on the level
of main sentential constituents—as opposed to clitics occurring on a subclausal level
(e.g., clitics standing with a subordinated infinitive).
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The basic word-order rule about positioning of clitics in an utterance
says that a clitic is to be placed after the first accented expression in the utter-
ance. Under an accented expression we understand one word (Eva se divd na
televizi), phrase (Proud teplého vzduchu na okraji balkdnské tlakové vyse se
dostava do stiedni Evropy), or even a complete clause (Kde Sokrates skutecné
zemfFel, se zFejmé nikdy nedovime). In an utterance including a subordinated
clause, the clitic is, as a rule, placed after the conjunctive element (Proud
teplého vzduchu na okraji balkdnské tlakové vy3e se dostava do stfedni Evropy,
kde se projevuje mlhami).

Apart from some minor formulation matters—that it is the whole clitic
cluster (not only a single clitic) which would be placed after the first accented
expression, that this cluster has to stand immediately after this first accented
expression, that the wording somehow suggests a difference between a phrase
and clause (i.e. a clause not being a phrase)—and apart from the missing expli-
cation of the “as a rule” placement of clitics in subordinated clauses, this seems
to be a clear and satisfactory wording.

Similarly, in Smilauer’s classical book Syntax of Modem Czech
(SMILAUER 1966), we find the following wording on p. 67 (our translation):

Enclitics. Words missing an accent of their own are as a rule positioned
after the first accented element of a clause (in a subordinated clause after the
conjunctive element);, some coordinating conjunctions .... are not counted as
the first element.

In further text, Smilauer presents a Jot of examples, some of them show-
ing a placement of a clitic different from the one specified above: on closer in-
spection it turns out that this is always the case when the clitic (cluster) stands
adjacently to the verb it belongs to. These examples, on the one hand, ex-
plicate the words as a rule from the above quotation from the Academic Gram-
mar and on the other hand, their occurrence in Smilauer’s book (whose original
edition appeared in 1947), together with the nonexistence of such examples in
the recent Academic Grammar, document the rather fast and radical shift which
clitic placement in modern Czech has undergone during the past hundred years:
the shift from positioning the clitics preferably adjacently to the verb? to
almost exclusive placement in the Wackemagel’s position.

Very similar to these statements is also the treatment of clitics in other
grammars, from BAUER-GREPL 1972 through KOPECNY 1958 and TRAVNICEK
1949 back to GEBAUER 1894, with the above-mentioned tendency of favouring
the clitic cluster placement adjacently to the verb getting stronger with the
earlier date of publishing of the book.

Thus, it seems reasonable to resume the standard assumptions by saying
that in contemporary Czech, sentential clitics stand on the second position in
the sentence, i.e. the clitic cluster immediately follows the first major syntactic

4 Very similarly to what is the case, e.g., in Bulgarian.
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constituent® in the clause. Such a treatment, then, copes easily also with cases
where this first constituent is of considerable intemal complexity (containing,
e.g., overt (1) or asyndetical (2) coordination, different kinds of apposition (3)
etc.), as well as it trivially rules out the ungrammatical strings like (4).

(1) Jan a Marie se miluji.

(2) a. Meésta, doprava, Zivotni styl se budovédnim socialismu zménily k

nepoznani.
b. Nahle, zcela bez prechodu se thema rozhovoru zménilo.

(3) Jeji Jasnost Marie Terezie, cisafovna rakouskd, se octla ve

smrtelném nebezpedi.

(4) *Vclera Jan se tim problémem zabyval.

As far as clitic placement is scrutinized in other literature available to us
(stylistic handbooks, articles in journals, proceedings of congresses and confer-
ences etc., cf. the bibliography list), the “basic rule” of placement of sentential
clitics from above never undergoes revisions, amendments or changes. The
authors are mainly concerned with clitics standing in a non-sentential position,
i.e. with clitics appurtenant not to the main (tensed) verb of the clause but to
(mainly) infinitives or infinitival VPsS, or with problems of nonsyntactic na-
ture, such as, e.g., the “loss of cliticity” (i.e. the phonological independence)
of clitics on the phonological level of language (among others TRAVNICEK
1959).

On closer observation of more complex data (e.g., the one presented
above), however, the rule postulating that the lexical material preceding the
sentential clitics always creates one syntactic constituent, i.e. that the sentential
clitics are always placed on the syntactically second position in the Czech
clause, has to be considered questionable.

2. Notions and Terminology
Let us now reconsider the relevant notions and introduce some basic
terminology to be used in our further analysis.

2.1. Czech Clitics

2.1.1. Pure Clitics vs. Semi-Clitics
Referring back to Wackernagel’s original understanding of the term
“clitic” (see also ANDERSON 1993 for a discussion) and following the sub-

5 For the case of the slightly oldish style, where clitics are adjacent to the verb, we
consider these clitics as verbal (and not sentential) ones. In the case of these clitics
occurring in the second position, i.e. when the verb stands on the first or on the third
position in the clause, we consider the clitics to be sentential—also because in this case the
anli%uity of the style is not felt.

In traditional Czech grammars using no phrase-structure terminology, “infinitival
VP” is usually subsumed under such terms as “semi-clausal constructions” and the like.
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stantial body of recent literature, we resume that clitic is typically considered
to be a weak, prosodically dependent form, typically, though not necessarily,
accentless’. Refinement of the notion of clitic is introduced in ZWICKY 1977—
the distinction between simple and special clitics. A simple clitic is an element
of some basic word class, which appears in a position in which the rules of the
syntax would (or at least could) place it, i.e. it occupies the normal syntactic
position for a non-clitic word of its category. Instances of simple clitics in
Czech could be found, e.g.,, among prepositions and conjunctions. Special
clitics are items whose position within some phrasal unit is determined by
principles other than or additional to those of nonclitic syntax, i.e. they either
occupy positions which we would not expect based on the distribution of other
words or phrases of similar class or function, or they obey restrictions which
are not imposed on similar but non-clitical words. It is for these elements that
some special principles and mechanisms must be invoked in the description to
get them placed correctly with respect to the rest of the syntactic domain they
occur in (see ANDERSON 1992, ANDERSON 1993, HALPERN 1992, HALPERN
1994, MILLER 1992, and others cited therein).

In Czech, the sentential clitics have the nature of special clitics, since
they always occur in the syntactic domain of the clause immediately following
some type of ensemble, prototypically (but not necessarily, as it has already
been illustrated and will be discussed later) the first, i.e. leftmost, major
clausal constituent; if more than one sentential clitics occur in the clause, they
form together a clitic cluster standing in this position. The order of the
elements of the cluster is strictly fixed, i.e. the otherwise general assumption
of free-word-order® of Czech does not hold in this case.

We shall regard as pure sentential clitics the following classes of words:

« reflexive clitics/particles: si, se

» short dative and genitive/accusative non-reflexive pronominal forms: mi, ti,
mu, té, ho .

« indicative present tense forms of auxiliary verb “to be” standing with past
participles: jsem, jsi, jsme, jste (used for forming analytical perfect tense)®

« conditional present tense forms of auxiliary verb “to be”: bych, bys, by,
bychom, byste

Provided these lexical items are true sentential clitics, 1.e. not clitics
belonging to a subordinated infinitive etc., they can occur only in the
Wackernagel position in the clause.

7 Clitics might get a secondary stress, as is, e.g., the case with any clitic following the
negation particle ne in Bulgarian. As for the situation of Czech clitics, this will be dealt
with below.

8 Free constituent order on the clausal level, in fact.

9 Mind the defectiveness of the conjugalion paradigm of this auxiliary verb—it has
no form for third person (neither singular nor plural), it has no negative forms, and it has
no infinitive in Czech.
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In our understanding, several classes of words in Czech behave as semi-
clitics, inasmuch as the lexical items belonging to them can but need not
necessarily behave as clitics!0:

« genitive, dative and/or accusative pronominal forms: jich, mné, ji, ndm, vam,
Jim, mé, ji, nds, vds, je

« affirmative indicative present tense forms!! of auxiliary verb “to be” standing
with passive participles: jsem, jsi, je, jsme, jste, jsou

« certain “short” adverbials and other words, e.g., uzZ, pry

They!2 can occur as members of the clitic cluster but can also appear out-
side of it, which behaviour is illustrated in (5).

(5) a.Jan se ji ho vEera pevné rozhod! dat k narozenindm.

b. *Jan se Marii ho véera pevné rozhod| dat k narozenindm.
c. Marii se ho Jan v€era pevné rozhodl dét k narozenindm.
d. Ji se ho Jan vCera pevné rozhodl dét k narozenindm.

e. *Mu se ho Jan vcera pevné rozhodl dat k narozenindm.

f. Jan se ho véera pevné rozhodl dat k narozenindm Marii.
g. Jan se ho v&era pevné rozhodl dét k narozeninam ji.

h. *Jan se ho v&era pevné rozhodl dét k narozenindm mu.

In (5) a, the dative feminine singular pronoun ji has pure clitics both to
its left and to its right, and hence it seems necessary to assume that it stands in
the middle of the clitic cluster, i.e. that it behaves as a clitic; a non-clitical NP
cannot stand in this position, as shown by the unacceptability of (5) b. Such
an NP can, however, occur on any other position in the clause, e.g., at its be-
ginning or at its end as in (5) c, f, respectively. The semi-clitic ji can then
occur in the same positions as this “normal” dative NP, as in (5) d, g, which
positions, however, cannot be occupied by a pure clitic—cf. the ungrammatic-
ality of (5) e, h.

I0We prefer this way of description to the alternative possibility, namely that of
introducing pairs of clitic and non-clitic lexical entries for all the words in question.

INote the fact that only the affirmative forms have the semi-clitical status,
exemplified in (i), where in the a. case the word jsou behaves as a clitic (occurs in the
clitic cluster—otherwise the pure clitic mu would stand on the third position only) and in
the b. case as a non-clitic.

(1) a. Tyto knihy jsou mu antikvifem nabizeny jako protihodnota.

b. Tyto knihy mu jsou antikvdfem nabizeny jako protihodnota.

The negative forms nejsem, nejsi, neni, nejsme, nejste, nejsou are non-clitic, cf. the
contrast in (i1)

(i) a. Tyto knihy mu nejsou antikvdfem nabizeny jako protihodnota.

b. *Tyto knihy nejsou mu antikvifem nabizeny jako protihodnota.

12The list given should not be considered complete. E.g., at least two further ac-
cusative forms of pronouns, mne and to, as well as the adverb tm might be also
considered to belong to the class of semi-clitics. However, since the data we collected
were not clear (above all, not uniform as to grammaticality judgements by different
persons), we prefer to leave this question open. Similarly unclear is also the status of the
forms of the copula byt, where, in addition, it is not easy to find or even construct
examples where these forms occur together with pure clitics—seemingly, the only
possible constructions are those including ethical dative.
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The difference in the behaviour of the present tense forms of the auxiliary
“to be”” when used for forming past tense and when forming a passive voice is
exemplified by the contrast between (6) and (7).

(6) a. Policii jsme nendvidéli vSichni.

b. *Jsme vSichni nendvidéli policii ?
c. *Policii nendvidéli jsme (pfes své krest’anské vychovani).

(7) a. Policif jsme sledovéani vSichni.

b. Jsme vSichni sledovéni policii ?
c. Policii sledovani jsme (o tom si nedélejte Zadné iluze).

From the pure cliticity of the auxiliary forms appurtaining to the past
tense it follows that they can and do occur only in the Wackernagel position of
the clause, i.e. in the position of the sentential clitics—(6), while the auxiliar-
ies involved in forming the participial passive, being semi-clitic, can in prin-
ciple occur anywhere in the clause, including, certainly, also the Wackernagel
position—(7).

By introducing the distinction between clitics and semi-clitics, we refine
the standard treatment, e.g., that of SMILAUER 1966, where all monosyllabic
dative and accusative forms of personal pronouns are marked as clitics, and no
distinction is made between the auxiliaries standing with active and passive
participles. As shown in the examples (5) — (7) above, such a distinction is
sanctioned by the differences in distributional properties of the two classes, as
well as it is essential for the description of these differences.

Further, we do not consider /i to be a sentential clitic and hence an ele-
ment of the clitic cluster, although it is in contact position to it (even though
this is described as belonging to this cluster in, e.g., SMILAUER 1966). Our
view is that the positioning of the word (rarely: constituent) marked with /i in
(8), (9), (10) and similar does not result from any requirement that /i has to
occur in the Wackemagel position but rather from the fact that such a word,
similarly to wh-words, has to occur first in the clause (in the leftmost po-
sition}—cf. (11), an oldish but still acceptable variant of (8), where /i occurs in
the middle of the first sentential constituent.

(8) Lasce-li nebudes Ziti, Zebrikem piijdes svétem. (Karel Toman)

(9)  Chci védét, ptijde-/i dnes pan profesor.

(10) Nepriblizil-li by se mi na dosttel, musel bych ...

(11) Lasce-li své nebudes Ziti, Zebrakem ptijdes svétem.

Further evidence against the assumption that /i is a member of the clitic
cluster is the lower acceptability of both sentences in (12) a, b, as compared to
(11). On the assumption that /i stands on the second sentential position, the
sentences in (12) should be actually more acceptable than those in (11). We, on
the other hand, would explain their (relative) lack of acceptability by the
violation of the rule requiring wh-words to stand sentence-initially (or of a
corresponding /i-analog of this rule).
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(12) a. Lasce své-li nebudes Ziti, Zebrdkem piijde§ svétem.
b. Své lasce-li nebudes Ziti, Zebrdkem pidjdes svétem.

It is even possible to show that /i can be detached from the clitic cluster
on the second position, as in (13)—an important point here is that the reflexive
se is indeed a sentential, not a verbal clitic, since it does not stand adjacently
to the verb.

(13) Lasce-li své se v Zitf budes protiviti, Zebrdkem ptijdes svétem.

2.1.2. Clitic Clustering: Haplology and Cooccurrence Restrictions

The clustering of clitics obeys certain regularities. In Czech, similarly as,
e.g., in Italian, clitics of subordinated verbs (typically infinitives) within the
same clause show the tendency to occur in (to “climb” to) the syntactic domain
of the superordinated verb until they eventually become sentential clitics!3.
Thus, for example, (14) a showing the climbing of the reflexive clitic se ap-
pertaining to the reflexivum tantum smdt se is considered definitely better than
(14) b, ¢ where no climbing takes place.

(14) a. Jan se zacal smait.

b. ?*Jan zacal smat se.
¢. ?7*Jan zacal se smat.

In general, the variants with clitic climbing are more preferable, though
not always the difference in acceptability is as sharp as in (14). Haplology,
then, is the phenomenon of merging two phonologically identical clitics into a
single one (alternatively, of omitting one of the identical clitics) which can be
observed if a clitic climbs to a verb where an equal clitic already is present.

Importantly, the equality or difference of morphosyntactic categories of
the clitics involved is irrelevant. As examples, let us take two pairs of reflexive
verbs: on the one hand, snaZit se and obléci se both licensing the clitic se,
which, however, is a (reflexive) particle with the former verb and a short re-
flexive accusative pronoun with the latter one, and on the other hand netroufat
si and koupit si both licensing the clitic si—a (reflexive) particle and a short
reflexive dative pronoun, respectively. The basic variants of simple sentence
without clitic climbing are given in (15), the variants illustrating climbing
(and haplology) are shown in (16).

(15) a. Jan se snaZil se elegantné obléci.

b. Jan si netroufa si koupit nové auto.

BIf there is a chain of dependent infinitives in the sentence, this “climbing” can
have a number of different results.

(1) Jana bude muset zacit chtit se usmivat.

(11) Jana bude muset zacit se chtit usmivat.

(i11) Jana bude muset se zacit chtit usmivat.

(iv) Jana se bude muset za&it chtit usmivat.
However, only in (iv) se might be considered a sentential clitic.
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(16) a. Jan se snazil elegantné obléci.
b. Jan si netroufd koupit nové auto.

Further, the haplology cannot be explained purely by the impossibility of
two clitics in the same case to stand within one clitic cluster, cf. (17) where the
cooccurrence of two (dative) clitics is possible—if the clitics are different.

(17) Poslat kuryrem se mi mu ho dnes nepodatilo (tak snad zitra

obycejnou postou).

The examples in (18) further show that the cooccurrence restrictions are
even more subtle when reflexive clitics are at stake.

(18) a. Stéle se snaZim ziskat si jejf ptizen.

b. Stéle se snaZim si ziskat jeji prizen.
c. *Stdle si se snazim ziskat jeji prizen.
d. *Stéle se si snaZim ziskat jeji pfizeri.

It is important to note that what is relevant here is the real clustering of
clitics, not only their adjacency. Thus, e.g., (19) a is considered acceptable,
which we conjecture to be the result of the fact that the two reflexive clitics se
do not create one cluster: the first stands to the main (tensed) verb and the
second one to the infinitive. That this is actually the case is particularly clear
in (19) b, where, if the clitics occurred in one cluster, also the standard rule
that dative clitic must precede the accusative one would have to be violated.

(19) a. Snazil se se tam dostat.

b. Naucil se si vZdy znovu ziskat jeji ptizesi.

Based on this, we resume this paragraph by posing tentatively the
following two constraints to hold about clitic cluster:

A. Two phonologically identical clitics must not cooccur in one clitic

cluster. :

B. Two reflexive clitics must not cooccur in one clitic cluster.

2.2. Types of Modifiers

Further, we need to introduce terminology for a more fine-grained clas-
sification of the major constituents in the clause!4. Thus, in the following, a
significant distinction will be made between actants and circonstants on the
one hand, and complements and adjuncts on the other hand. The former op-
position is a general one reflecting the different properties of the two basic
types of modifiers that a given syntactic category can generally have when it
functions as a head, while the latter opposition between modifiers is head-spe-
cific. Since the sentential constituency is in the main focus of this article, let
us look from such a perspective at the verbal heads and their modifications.

Among all types of modifications of verbs, actants are defined as those
which must always be subcategorized for by a head verb if they are to occur as
its modification. A typical property of actants, following from such a defini-

141n doing so, we closely follow the classification to be found in PANEVOVA 1980.
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tion, is that they cannot occur more than once with the head verb. Examples of
actants are subject, direct object, indirect object, oblique object, predicative,
etc.!5 A circonstant is then defined as a type of modification which, at least in
principle, can occur with any head verb, irrespectively whether such type of
modification is subcategorized for by this particular verb or not (the former sit-
uation being rather an exception, while the latter is the rule). A typical property
of a circonstant modification is that it can occur more than once with a given
head. Examples of circonstants are adverbials of location, time, manner, etc.

The opposition between complements and adjuncts is always specific for
the particular verb. We call complements those modifiers of the verb which are
subcategorized by this verb, and we call (free) adjuncts of the verb all modi-
fiers which are not subcategorized by this verb.

Adjuncts of a particular verb always fall into the class of circonstants.
Complements of a verb are typically members of the class of verbal actants,
but sometimes, depending on the lexical semantics of the verb, they can also
be from the class of circonstants—such is the case with verbs like, e.g., ‘to
come, to arrive’ subcategorizing for a circonstant of location (‘where to”), ‘to
last’ subcategorizing for a circonstant of duration (‘how long’), the verb ‘to
live’ (in the meaning of the French ‘habiter’) subcategorizing for a local
circonstant (‘where’) or ‘to behave’ subcategorizing for an adverbial of manner
(‘how”)!6.

2.3. Communicative Structure of the Clause

In this section we discuss terminological issues related to the commu-
nicative aspect of an utterance. As it will become clear later, the notions intro-
duced here support the core of our analysis of the “second position” phe-
nomenon.

2.3.1. Informational Significance and Communicative Importance

In our analysis, we slightly reconsider the treatment of the communica-
tive structure of the sentence made in, e.g., FIRBAS 1971, SGALL ET AL. 1980,
SGALL ET AL. 1986 (among others). We assume that, for each particular utter-
ance, it can be determined which elements are informationally indispensable
from a communicative perspective, and on the contrary, which items are with-
out any communicative contribution and occur for other reasons (e.g., structur-
al, pleonastic etc.) only. We regard the former type of elements as informa-
tionally essential (significant) for the particular utterance, and the latter as in-
formationally unessential (insignificant) for the particular utterance. On such a
basis we introduce the notion of communicative importancel’ re-

15 We are not going to develop a full-fledged inventory of actants here, since this is
not needed for the purposes of this article.

16 Most our examples are taken from PANEVOVA 1980.

17This term has been coined by Firbas, and it is also used in KOKTOVA IN PREP. Our



Wackernagel Position and Related Phenomena in Czech 31

ferring to the assigned degree of communicative dynamism. Crucially, we fur-
ther assume that not all elements of an utterance can be assigned a degree of
communicative dynamism—i.e. that there are items (also autosemantic ones
like the pronominal clitics) for which the feature communicative importance is
inappropriate. In particular, only the informationally essential elements can be
assigned a degree of communicative dynamism, and hence, can be considered
communicatively important. In this we diverge from the treatment in, e.g.,
SGALLET AL. 1986 postulating that each autosemantic element in an utterance
must be assigned some degree of communicative dynamism. Another impor-
tant assumption in our approach is that there might exist two or more words or
phrases in an utterance which, albeit syntactically distinguishable as different
constituents, bear the same degree of communicative dynamism, i.e. are of
equal communicative importance. This again stands in a contrast to the views
put forward in the literature quoted above, namely that two autosemantic ele-
ments in an utterance can only be assigned different degrees of communicative
dynamism.

In the following paragraphs, we shall try to present the empirical moti-
vation for these changes.

With pronominal clitics or semi-clitics standing in the same clitic
cluster, e.g., the clitics ¢ti and ho in examples like (20), any assignment of
communicative importance to the semantic representation of such elements
seems to be empirically unmotivated.

(20) Marie se ti ho nékolikréat pokousela poslat.

The point here 1s that the order of these clitics is strictly fixed, as well as
none of them can be in the scope of a focalizer, or contrasted etc. Hence, the
language system as such!8 does not provide means for expressing any
difference in the communicative importance of clitic pronouns. This holds even
in cases where the logical forms of the sentence (22) used as answers to ques-
tions (21) a, b, respectively, would differ in quantifier scopings.

(21) a. Kdy jsi dal pét otdzek svym tfem pritelkynim ?

b. Kdy jsi dal svym tfem pfitelkynim pét otdzek ?

(22) Dal jsem jim je uz nékdy minuly tyden.

Therefore, we prefer a description assuming that the (semi)clitics in such
cases are informationally insignificant!?, since their reference is fully recovera-
ble from the context, and hence these (semi)clitics do not bear any communi-
cative importance whatsoever (i.e. distinguishing degrees of communicative
dynamism would not make any sense).

understanding is, however, slightly different.
ie. without recourse to extra-linguistic mechanisms like logical formulae and
similar.
19 More precisely, it is the entities referred to by the clitics that are unessential for the
particular communication purpose.
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Further, our line of reasoning in examples like (23) would be that the
two PP-constituents in the answer do not, in fact, contribute to the commu-
nication each separately, but only in common, since only in this way, as one
unitary (semantic) circonstant of duration, they transmit the information re-
quired in the question.

(23) Q: Jak dlouho dnes déti spaly ?

A: Od dvou do péti.

For this reason, we do not see any motivation for assuming that any of
these two constituents is more communicatively important than the other one.
In particular, we shall argue that it is the whole semantic complex these con-
stituents create that has to be assigned some degree of communicative dyna-
mism, and that the members of this complex can be assigned an equal degree
of communicative dynamism in fact only secondarily20.

A possible candidate for a treatment where none of two (or possibly
more) constituents is marked as more communicatively important than the
other one would be also the case of answers to multiple questions?!, e.g., (24)
or even (25) including quantification.

(24) Q: Kde jsi v&era koho vidél ?

A: Potkal jsem na Viaclavském namésti svou byvalou manZelku.
or: Potkal jsem svou byvalou manZelku na Viclavském namésti.

(25) Q: Na co jsi se koho ptal ?

A: Dal jsem pét standardnich otdzek dvéma divkdm ze své tfidy.
or: Dal jsem dvéma divkam ze své tiidy pét standardnich otdzek.

Mind the fact that, in these examples, both svou byvalou manZelku and
na Vdclavském ndmésti in (24) and dvéma divkam ze své tiidy and pét
standardnich otdzek in (25) are constituents which are directly asked for in the
respective questions, and hence, at least intuitively, both are foci proper of each
of the variants of the answer. This intuition is confirmed also by the pos-
sibility of using any of the word order variants from the examples as an an-
swer, which would not be so naturally possible when answering other kind of
questions (not multiple-w# ones) or in a fluent narration?2.

D Assuming that communicative dynamism is represented on the semantic level of
language description, the assignment of its degrees to syntactic units (constituents or
other) is indeed questionable, at least in cases where the syntactic and semantic
“constituency” seem to diverge from each other. Also, this and similar examples (some
more of them will be given in Section 3) might serve as an argument for keeping the
separation of syntactic and semantic levels of description, whose merger has been
proposed in several approaches lately (cf, e.g., the recent developments in the
Functional Generative Description, or the introduction of SYNSEM feature in HPSG).

2l For some discussion of the communicative structure of answers to multiple
questions, cf. also KUNO AND ROBINSON 1972, as well as SGALL ET AL. 1986, esp. the
discussion in footnotes of the section 3.12.

2 We take for granted that the fact that in the representation of the answers from (24)
and (25) in some formal logical framework some order must be assigned to the
(representations of) the constituents, which for (25) ends up in ordering of quantifiers,
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2.3.2. Communicative Segmentation

Having introduced all these modifications, we are now in a position al-
lowing us to introduce the structuring of an utterance into communicative
units—we shall call them tentatively communicative segments—on the basis of
the informational significance/insignificance and communicative importance of
the contained syntactic elements23.

Remaining for the purpose of this article only at the topmost sentential
level of this structuring, we distinguish between informationally significant
substantial and informationally insignificant auxiliary communicative seg-
ments.

An auxiliary communicative segment is supposed to con-
sist of one or more adjacent syntactic elements which are informationally un-
essential, and therefore, not specified for communicative importance. In other
words, the latter feature is not appropriate for these elements, i.e. they cannot
be assigned any degree of communicative dynamism. Hence, the auxiliary
communicative segment, as a whole, is also considered to have no informa-
tional contribution expressible as a degree of communicative dynamism.

A substantial communicative segment is a notion in-
tended to refer to a group of informationally essential elements?* for which the
following holds:

(i) foreach of these elements the feature communicative importance is
appropriate (i.e. the degree of communicative dynamism of each of
these elements is defined);

(1) all these elements have equal communicative importance expressible
in equal degree of communicative dynamism;

(ii1) these elements stand adjacently;

(iv) and as a result of (i) - (iii) these elements belong communicatively
together.

Importantly, the appurtenance of the components of a substantial com-
municative segment to the topic or to the focus of the particular utterance, or
their being contrastive, etc., is not directly relevant: having the same degree of
communicative dynamism, they are homogeneous in this respect.

2.3.3. The Nature of the “Second” Position

Resuming the assumptions made above, the Czech clitic cluster standing
on the “second” sentential (Wackemagel) position consists of phonologically
weak lexical elements. Each of these elements is either a synsemantic word (an

has no bearing on the language structure of the respective sentences.

This structuring is different from the standard structuring of the clause into
accentual units (prosodic words) or syntactic units (phrases), even when obviously not
indeﬁendent from them.

In Czech, these are to be understood as sentential constituents. In other languages,
e.g., Serbo-Croatian, the condition that these elements are sentential constituents need not
be met.
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auxiliary verb, a particle) or it is a pronominal clitic with reference recoverable
from the context?S. Leaving aside the phonological, morphological and syn-
tactic aspects of the problem, we assume that on the level of communicative
segmentation, this clitic cluster is a purely functional (synsemantic) compo-
nent, i.e. it can be viewed as an auxiliary communicative segment with no
informational significance and, hence, with no communicative importance for
the particular utterance. The main function of this cluster is to occupy the
designated “second position”, and thus to define the preceding lexical material
as a single substantial communicative segment?6 In
other words, we would “read” the original Wackemagel’s requirement for these
clitics to stand “after the first word” (WACKERNAGEL 1892) in the following
way: “after the first substantial communicative segment”. This is illustrated
schematically in (26). This accepted, the fact that the second-position clitics of
the same syntactic domain go always together and, in particular, that within
the same clause, they cannot be “split” between two (or more) differently de-
fined second positions, is correctly predicted.

(26)

| | | S
position containing con - designated constituents with (possibly) non-
stituents with equal SECOND equal communicative importance
communicative POSITION (further substantial communicative
importance (the (the auxiliary segments)

first substantial commu- communicative

nicative segment) segment)

35 Unclear remains the status of the short adverbials u#, pry and similar. On the one
hand, they seem to float freely even within the cluster (which otherwise has a strictly
fixed word order), cf. (i), (ii)—even when some of these examples might sound better
than others, none of them is to be really excluded.

(1) Jan uZ se jim ho rozhodl nedavat. (i) Jan pry se jim ho rozhodl nedévat.

Jan se uZ jim ho rozhodl nedavat. Jan se pry jim ho rozhodl nedévat.

Jan se jim uZ ho rozhod! neddvat. Jan se jim pry ho rozhodl nedéavat.
Semantically, on the other hand, their contribution 1s either minimal and in fact derivable
from the context (uZ), or it expresses uncertainty or renarrative modality (pry) which in
some other Slavic languages is a genuine conjugation form of its own. However, we do
not wam to take any position here and leave the question open for further research.

% Cf, here also the following quotations from DANES ET AL. p. 619 “.. the word
order of clitics ... can be used for both grammatical construction of the semence and for
its functional sentence perspective”. We, however, cannot fully agree with the for-
mulation immediately following in the next paragraph of this book, saying “By its po-
sition on the second place of an utterance, a clitic helps a clear syntactic division of the
sentence. It marks off the syntactic border of the first sentential constituent.”
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3. An Alternative Treatment of the “First” Position in Czech

3.1. Trivial cases
In Czech, a substantial communicative segment prototypically coincides
with a single constituent, which can certainly contain also an apposition (27),
or a coordination of different types (28).
(27) Jeji Jasnost Marie Terezie, cisafovna rakouskd, se octla ve
smrtelném nebezpedi.
(28) a. Jan a Marie se miluji.

b. Mésta, doprava, Zivotni styl se budovanim socialismu zménily
k nepozndni.

c. Stary seSly se vratil do vlasti.

d. Naéhle, zcela bez prechodu se thema rozhovoru zménilo.

e. Smutné a po dlouhou dobu jsme se spolu prochdzeli po vltav-
ském btehu.

f. UZ predevlirem a tobé jsem zcela jednoznalné naridil, aby ta
televize zlstala vypnutd a v Zddném piipadé€ ne, jak ty si asi
mysli, teprve dnes rano (a) Marii.

g. Co a o kolik se zase moudrym rozhodnutim Cenového tdradu
zdrazilo ?

As shown in the examples (29), such a constituent can be also a “partial
VP”, very similar to what is assumed for German in cases like (30) (e.g.,
USZKOREIT 1986).
(29) a. (infinitive with a complement)
Posilat dopisy #i budu pravidelné kazdy tyden.
Kupovat knihy si bude jenom Petr.
Zpivat budovatelské pisné si budou jenom svazici.
b. (infinitive with an adjunct)
Vesele zpivat si budou jenom svazici.

c. (infinitive with an adjunct and a complement)

Vesele zpivat budovatelské pisné si budou jenom svazici.

d. (passive participle with a complement)

(V3e, co je vdm kladeno k tiZi, jste udé€lali sice ze strachu, ale
piece jenom dobrovolng).
Nucen k takovym ¢intim jste nebyl nikdo.

e. (passive participle with an adjunct)

Néjak zvlast’ obfadné predstavovani mu tedy rozhodné nejsou.

t. (passive participle with a complement and an adjunct)

Srde¢né uvitdni domorodym obyvatelstvem jsme rozhodné
nebyli.
Nucen k takovym ¢indm ndsilim jste nebyl nikdo.

(30) Den Bnef heimlich zustecken sollte er dem Kurier.
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Unlike the situation in German, however, there i1s a language specific
restriction on this “complex fronting” in Czech: only the infinitive or the
passive participle form of the verb can create, together with some of its non-
subject modifiers, a “partial VP” which would occupy the position preceding
the sentential clitics as in (29). On the other hand, active participles cannot
create such a “partial VP” (31).

(31) a. *Posilal dopisy jsem ti pravidelné kazdy tyden.

b. *Koupil knihy si véera jenom Petr.
c. *Zpivali budovatelské pisné si jenom svazaci.

So far, we were dealing with cases where the standard assumption of ex-
actly one constituent preceding the sentential clitics was still defensible, albeit
this constituent was sometimes of high internal complexity. In the following
sections, we shall use the scheme from (26) when searching for an explanation
for the rest of the data—for the cases where no “single syntactic constituent”
(of whatever nature) might be reasonably assumed to stand in front of the
(cluster of) sentential clitics—in other words, where the sentential clitics are al-
ways preceded by more than one constituent.

3.2. Multiple Constituency within a Single Communicative Segment

3.2.1. Compound Circonstants of Path and Period
The first item in the above overview of “true” cases of occurrence of more
than one constituent in the position preceding the sentential clitic cluster was
the case of certain types of local and temporal circonstants, in particular those
which indicate “path” or “period”. The situation was illustrated by examples
with verbs like tdhnout se and trvat, where the circonstants of “path” and
“period” are complements—(32) and (33) respectively, as well as by examples
of usage of these circonstants as adjuncts—(34) and (35). Hence, the occurrence
of several constituents creating together a single semantic/informational ‘“ag-
gregate” (circonstant of location, circonstant of duration) in front of the sen-
tential clitics seems to be possible both when the circonstant type in question
occurs in the valence frame of the verb (i.e. when it is a complement of the
verb), as well as when it is a clear adjunct.
(32) Od hrobky Caecilie Metelly na predmésti Rima pfes vyprahlé ro-
viny Apulie aZ po jizn{ pobteZzi poloostrova se jako nikde nepferu-
Send rovnd Cdra tdhne nejzndméjsi ze vSech antickych cest — Via
Appia.
(33) Od dubna pres celé 1éto az do zdri by byvalo trvalo mimotadné
zasedani Ustfedniho vyboru strany.
(34) Od Mexického zalivu pfes plan€ texaskych pousti po prvni
vyb&Zky Skalistych hor jsme o vodu nikde ani nezavadili.
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(35) Od prvnich momenti startu z Bajkonuru po celou dobu pobytu na
orbitu az do samotného pfistani se na palubé této kosmické lodi
konaly nejriznéjsi védecké pokusy.

Obviously, the solution here is to accept the existence of a “compound
modifier”—a unit consisting of two or more constituents but functioning as a
single circonstant, and, hence, also as one communicative segment, which,
then, can occur in the position preceding the sentential clitic(s). The syntactic
parts of this communicative segment must, however, be of a particular circon-
stant type and must stand in a given order—cf. the contrast of (32) with (36).

(36) 7* (AZ) po jizni pobieZzi poloostrova od hrobky Caecilie Metelly
na predmésti Rima se jako nikde neprerusend rovnd Cdra tahne nej-
zndméjsi ze vSech antickych cest — Via Appia.

It is also important to note that whenever neither the main verb nor some
of the contingent infinitives make such “path” or “period” understanding pos-
sible (e.g., by the subcategorization frame), the two syntactic constituents can-
not occupy the position preceding the sentential clitics. This is exemplified by
the contrast in (37), where the respective surface forms as well as the semantic
functions of the two PPs are identical, namely “from where” and “to where”, in
both (37) a and (37) b, but the latter sounds odd due to the subcategorization
of the verb hodit se for a complement ‘to where’2?. The sentence with the “cor-
rect” position of clitics in (38) is, on the other hand, fully grammatical.

(37) a. Z chalupy v KrkonoSich do bytu na prazském sidli§ti se mu

povedlo pfivézt jen malo véci.
b. ?? Z chalupy v Krkono3ich do bytu na prazském sidliSti se mu
hodilo jen malo véci.

(38) Z chalupy v Krkonosich se mu do bytu na prazském sidlisti hodilo
jen mélo véci.

It is to be remarked here that neither the property of being subcategorized
for nor the mutual order of such constituents in the sentence is related only to
the particular problem of the “first sentential position”, but is of a more general
nature, as the examples in (39) illustrate. The two PP constituents creating
“semantically” together the subcategorized circonstant of duration are not ad-
jacent in (39) a, and the order of the two PPs creating together the subcat-
egorized circonstant of “span” is in addition reversed in (39) b if compared to
the “normal” one. As to their syntactic structure, these sentences would be clas-
sified as fully correct. The syntax alone thus provides no explanation for the re-
latively high degree of unacceptability of such examples.

39) a. 77 Od r. 1914 by prvni svétova vilka byla trvala do r.

1922 (kdyby ...).
b. ?7* Po Vladivostok se svétovd socialistickd soustava rozkldda
od Ase.

21 Cf. the classification of verbal frames in PANEVOVA 1980, p. 68.
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3.2.2. Multiple Circonstants of the Same Type
The next phenomenon presented as problematic in the Introduction was
the occurrence of several constituents of the same circonstant type (adverbial of
location, temporal adverbial etc.) in front of the sentential clitics as shown in
(40) and (41). The trivial cases with one syntactic constituent in the frontfield
are given for comparison in (42)—the complement case, and in (43)—the ad-
junct case, in order to show that this phenomenon should not be classified
together with appositions.
(40) (Na dotaz pana prokurdtora mistoptisezné prohlasuji, ze) v Praze v
ulici 28. T{jna jsem nikdy nebydlel.
(41) 'V Praze v ulici 28. tijna se az do roku 1974 konal prvoméjové
privody.

(42) a. V Praze jsem v ulici 28. fijna nikdy nebydlel.
b. V ulici 28. t{jna jsem v Praze nikdy nebydlel.
(43) a. V Praze se v ulici 28. fijna prvom4jové priivody konaly

az do roku 1974.
b. V ulici 28. ¥{jna se v Praze prvoméijové privody konaly
az do roku 1974.

Such cases are commonly assumed to illustrate the fact that adjuncts, un-
like complements, can be repeated. However, this is not a truly precise for-
mulation. First, what is at stake is a circonstant modification, irrespectively to
its status of a free adjunct or a complement. Second, at least in cases like (41),
the “repetition” occurs only on the level of syntax (i.e. it is a “repetition” of
syntactic constituents with identical syntactic function). Semantically and
communicatively, there is no repetition but rather a “stepwise modification”,
albeit a syntactically complex one. More support of this unicity of semantic/
communicative function (as opposed to multiplicity of syntactic constituency)
can be gained also from negative examples like (44), where the first of the PPs
preceding the sentential clitics is an adjunct and the second one a complement
of the verb bydlet, and exactly because of this reason the two PPs do not create
one semantic/communicative unit, hence the whole string has a high degree of
unacceptability?8. The variant (45) differing in the placement of the sentential
clitics is, on the contrary, considered fully acceptable.

(44) 7?7 U mofe ve stanu jsme s manZelkou bydleli kazdé 1éto.

(45) U mofe jsme ve stanu s manZelkou bydleli kazdé léto.

3.2.3. The “Stage” Adjunct

Further set of data presented in the introduction is in fact parallel to the
one observed for German already in VAN DE VELDE 1977, namely the possible
combination of a temporal and a local adverbial in the first clausal position.

2BWe exclude here the pragmatically implausible attributive reading of the PP ve
stanu, 1.e. the reading on which a sea were inside a tent.
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(46) Vcera na Rudém ndmésti se stejnd skupina starobol$evickych de-

monstrantd opét stretla s milici.

However, there are some more refined observations to be made on the
basis of such data than what is presented in the paper by van de Velde. First of
all, there is a clear contrast in the acceptability of the sentences in (46) and
(47). The only substantial difference between the members of this pair is the
order of the two constituents standing in the frontfield—in (46) the temporal
adverbial precedes the local one, while in (47) this order is reversed.

(47) 7?7 Na Véclavském ndmésti véera se tytéZ hloucky republikan(

znova pokousely rusit pokojnou atmosféru pietniho aktu.

Further, it is to be observed that what truly matters is only the semantic
nature of the constituents, i.e. their circonstant type, as well as the order in
which they occur. Their number (i.e. possible repetition) is not directly rele-
vant—cf. the acceptability of (48), where three temporal adverbials precede two
local adverbials while all these five constituents precede the sentential clitics.

(48) Minuly tyden v nedéli rdno doma v koupeln€ se Jan pii holeni

nebezpecné zranil.

Similarly as shown in both 3.2.1. and 3.2.2., it is also important that
the material preceding the sentential clitic(s) is homogeneous as to being either
a circonstant complement or an adjunct. Thus, the string in (49), which is, as
to its syntactic structure, superficially parallel to the fully acceptable (46),
containing adverbials of the same circonstant types and in the same order, is
ungrammatical. The crucial point here is again the fact that the verb bydlet sub-
categorizes for a local circonstant (here v domé svych rodi¢i) which then must
always remain an independent sentential constituent and cannot conjoin with a
temporal circonstant to become a part of a communicative segment of the type
discussed.

(49) *Pred péti lety v domé svych rodicd jsem zdarma bydlel.

Summed up, we assume that the examples (46) and (48) are examples of
a communicative segment with semantic function of a “stage adjunct”. Such a
communicative segment consists of several constituents, provided these con-
stituents:

(1) are all adjuncts (i.e., as a whole a “stage adjunct” can function only

as a free adjunct, not as a complement).

(1) are all either temporal circonstants (of the type “temporal-when”) or

local circonstants (of the type “local-where”),
and

(iii) all temporal circonstants among them precede all local circon-

stants2%,

P For the idiolects of those among our informants who considered also the
examples of the type
V Moskvé na konci Cervence se o bratrské pomoci kontrarevoluci ohroZe-
nému Ceskoslovensku rozhodlo jiz definitivng.
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3.2.4. Contrast

The last type of data we want to discuss is the comparison of the three
examples in (50) - (52).

(50) V nasem prazském byté jsme ptibuzné ze Saarbriicken o védnocich

jesté n€jak snesli, ale na chatu v 1ét€ jsme je uz radéji nepozvali.

(51) a. ?? Nachatu v 1ét€ jsem jel s rodinou.

b. ?? V 1ét€ na chatu jsem jel s rodinou.

(52) a. ?* Marii v 1ét€ jsem v Praze nepotkal.

b. 7* V [été Marii jsem v Praze nepotkal.

Between the examples (50) and (51) there is a clear difference—the form-
er, where the two constituents in question are contrasted with the previous ma-
terial, is more acceptable than the latter where there is no (direct) contrast in-
volved. It is also to be observed that the acceptability of the construction sinks
further considerably if one of the constituents standing in front of the sentential
clitics is of an actant type (52), as compared to constructions where all these
constituents are of a circonstant type—as in (50) and (51). It seems that in
contrast to (50) and (51), the example (52), and similarly (53), is not con-
textualizable and remains always unacceptable.

(53) *Marii knthu jsem vcera koupil.

We conjecture that this is due to the fact that in (52) and (53) an actant
and a circonstant, or two actants, respectively, precede the sentential clitics—in
other words, that it is a distinguished linguistic property of an actant to be, by
its very nature, a syntactic constituent as well as a communicative segment of
its own which cannot be merged with other elements into a (larger) commu-
nicative segment.

The conclusions to be drawn from this are:

(1) the occurrence of two constituents in the position preceding the
sentential clitics can be at least in some cases sanctioned by both of
them standing in a contrast to some other parts of the discourse3C

(1) however, this is impossible in the following cases:

a. If at least one of the constituents is an actant complement
of the verb

b. if at least one of the constituents is a circonstant complement of
the verb and at least one of them is a free adjunct of the verb (see
also the discussion concerning the example (49) in the paragraph
3.2.3)

i.e. for those who at least in some cases allow also for the reversed order of the com-
ponents of the stage adjunct, this condition has to be made milder—in which way
exactly remains, however, presently unclear.

%0°The same observation is presented in KOKTOVA IN PREP. Koktové, however, claims
that this is the only case where the “first position” can contain more than one syntactic
constituent.
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