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?:\3 Lightest to the Right: An Apparently Anomalous Displacement in Irish

1 Introductigp

[ N

What are the mechanisms that shape word order in natural language? A traditional and still widely favored
answer to that question is that syntax has exclusive responsibility in this domain; in some traditions of
investigation, in fact, syntax justlz,i;iwsf the study of word order. More recently the possibility has emerged,
though, that word order is determined posgsyntactically, in the process of what Berwick and Chomsky
(2011) call %éxtefnalizatioﬁf%the translation of the hierarchical and recursive representations characteristic
of syntax and semantics into the kinds of serial representations that the sensorimotor systems can manipulate.
Given that overall conception, it is natural that some aspects of constituent order should be shaped by
demands particular to.phonology, and in recent years there have been many studies arguing for the role of
phonology in shaping word order\/ We contribute to these debates here by analyzing one aspect Qf word
order in Irish. The phenomenon at the heart of ouf investigations;’;—the variable placement of pronounsﬁ:’
seems straightforward at first, but it has stubbornly resisted successful analysis despite a 25-year history
of investigation. Our gqlal is to push as far as possible towards an exclusively phonological treatment of
the phenomenon, one mlgch involves no reference to any term from syntactic theory. We then assess the
viability of that understanding, in terms of descriptive coverage and theoretical integration. Many questions

A ¥

and puzzles will remain in the end, but our core claim is that this purely phonological treatment is the most

Ay 4

successful[{curré;tly available, by both criteria.

One reason why this outcome, if correct, is interesting is that the phenomenon in question (a rightward
displacement of certain kinds of pronouns) does not wear its phonological credentials on its sleeve. Its
phonological‘ aspects emerge oﬂly under fairly close scrutiny. If the case is typical (and we know -of no
reason to fhink it -atypical), there are pfobably many similar phenomena awaiting discovery. And in broad
terms, the research-program that then unfolds is closely consistent with the conjecture of Berwick and
Chomsky (2011) that a great deal of the variation found among languages is properly located in systems of

externalization.




0 2 The Phenomenon
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{@ 2.1 Imtlal ‘Observations
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The phenomenon at the heart of our investigation M@aﬁﬁ strange because it runs counter to certain
well-established typological tendenciesé—the tendencies, in particular, for phonologically light elements (cg
- itics and so on) to displape toward,s%cjlause—initial position and for phonologically heavy elements to displace
to clause-final position. Irish presents ts-withy /a case in which hght pronouns displace to the right, sometimes
all the way to clause-final position. Despite its typological oddlty, pronoun postposing is charactenstlc of
all the Gaelic languages and has been a stable feature of those languages for a thousand years or more. For

’w‘m L
Irish, the core observations can be made quickly. (1) “illustrates the normal position of the object in a finite

VSO clauseL

(D) Fuair

e
i "

Sé inuachtén f]\/leiriceénach l6na Ehearthéir tln 14 cheana.

the fnewspaper American ifror?xﬁﬁisi rother  ithe-other-day
‘He got an American newspaper from his brother the other day.

get.PAST

When the object is a simple pronoun, however, an alternative order is available, in which the object pronoun

\? - appears farther to the rlght than an object really ought to—m clause final posxtlon in (2)}\\/
@mm\ Thriughout, low er f“) PlimeE
, S Loyme |
F(Z) -Fuair. jsé _ |6na dhearthdir jan 14 Cheana ‘
~ g &: 02 is / Frplp ’i
g D £ get.PAST he  Ifromghis brother  ithe-other-day it o ariicle |
§ ‘He got it from his brother the other day.’ %\ ]
\5/, Such displacements often leave pronominal objects quite distant from the verbs which select them}@f’
(3) Fla. ZD’fhéisceadh ;té chuige ;lena ucht iaris lagus larist eile go ceantiil ,}
RCNEREE | SoNT L o
squeeze.PASTSHABIT the tOﬁhlmztszhlS breast again jand again lother }affectlonately her
e would squeeze her affectionately to his breast time and time again.’ Si83-18
ST 18
./ @,{ b. curtha }bpoll portaigh fin aice iBhearna ina diaidh sin .
ps PR s
| | J
until |find. PAST,IMPERSQ, buned iin hole Bog .GEN pear fBgmm fafter—that lhim
‘until he was found buried in a bog-hole near Bearna after that’ : M.240
{11 '
c. gag gfreastal Axfrmn jna maldne ssa ltséipéal trasna jan bhéthair [6n
i } 1 "' " ) w B

PUt.PAST | ishe 3PROG§serve Mass the morning| m,kthe chapel jacross ithe ;road gfromﬁthe )

Ly
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pahout
Apa g i

J‘”J =

. L)
Lt dloubles

iscoil

E scheol hrm
§ ‘She had him serve morning Mass in the chapel across the road from the school.’ AGMTS 65
L (AGHTS 45) . :
Howévfg? they do  leave them
A jbut not always/m absolute clause-final posrtron;\
(4) Ya. PD’fhuadaigh sé . leis lchun jan bhaile (1) |i ngan fhiosg
e e |
abduct.pasT he  withthim(to  the Lome her in secret
‘In secret he took her home w1th him by force PNG-]
b Rugadh E hGabhla . s phliain 51784
1
| i ”‘@"
bear, PAST»IMPER& Jrn |Gobhla ihrm frnkthe ear § 178% »
‘He was born in Gabhla in the year 1784. 'z@ 6AT56
c. Thugadh Stiofdin .. {ag ;1ascarreacht leis lgo minicg
oS80 o T N |
@f bring.PASTAHABIT Steven iPROG lﬁsh iwrth/»_hrm ; im joften
‘Steven would often take him fishing with him.’ & NGTTS-73]
d. ;Stlofam%agus Neili ﬁ leo o abhailelgo dtija  |dteach [?(ém %var :an
1 ] YOV | o -
lift.PAST rSteven and iNellyE withsthemihome gto their house [REFLEX sﬂe fon ithe }
< trathnona iud
afternoon DEMON ’
‘Steven and Nelly carried me off home to their own house that afternoon.” NGTTS-53
- (NGTTS 53)

Finally, displacement of the pronoun, though often preferred, is never required. In the examples of (5), for

give
subject (we will sge many other such examples as we proceed).

=1

5) 4 D’thag Jansing

then
o
. Samhradh na

jWilhelm .

{leave.PAST }Wf thetm Ehem
‘erhelm left them then.’
H iz GTT

go dt1 gur
: v

gordeadh
BRSOV
until zC isteal. PASTAIMPERS | 1t

; ntrl 1t was stolen in the summer of 1993’

w810
1ad

Thé;g E
raise.PAST! they her nfboard
‘They lifted her on board.

3

‘bord

i‘t)liana

example, the object pronoun appears in the normal position for direct objects, 1mmed1ately following the

NeTTs-43)

d 993

gummer \the .GEN iyear 'GEN | if?fm

PNG-51

OFA-176)




d, ;m’or r.luineadh garlamh. ag radh go gﬁrabh fuath ar aon dulne aice
i

1

|

% ~pl % | @ 39@%

5 NEG hear.PASTAIMPERS lever per PROG | say Fwas fhatred{onlany person atkher

E ‘She was never heard to say that she hated anyone sB-144
i fon

B § [N e

df Putting all of this together, we can summarize the principal puzzle by way of the informal diagram in (6),

« » ~ ,
where the arrows indicate three possible‘(trajectoriesr(in a predtheoretical sense) for the displaced pronoun?‘*‘/

v
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The initial challenge then is to understand (6). To understand (6), though, we must first understand certain

additional conditions that govern postposing. We lay these out in the next section.

{ @? 2.2 Additional Condltlons '

There is in Irish an important distinction between strong and weak forms of personal pronouns. Although

not represented in any standard orthography, the difference is crucial, as it turns out, for understanding how

f;,« pronouns are placed in larger structures. Some of the relevant forms are laid out in (7)%/

ff;%ﬂ (1) 4  ORTHOGRAPHY SYRONG FORM _ WEAK FORM »-f«»;hn:fg?*
k:fijé/ Ee 3rd sg masc, nonzsubject : é : [er ] ﬁg‘;\ [a]
| @,, et 3rd sg fem, nonfsubject i [1 1 - [i]

3rd pl, nonfsubject jad [1ad]/[19d] 167 L

Istsg mé [me:] ’ [mo]

\é] Strong forms of the pronouns can have an accent¥ and their vowel nuclei are long; weak forms are unac}:‘
cented and their vowels are characteristically shortened and centralized. The chart in (7) illustrates (in the
iffféﬁé column) fully reduced variants, but unstressed pronouns may have either reduced or unreduced voxz;?
els. We return to some of the phonetic details in footnote 40 when more of the relevant material is in place;
for now, the crucial observation is that when a pronoun undergoes postposing, it always appears in its weak,
unaccented form, |

A second important restriction is that weak pronouns never postpose from subject position of a finite

\’j’/ clause/




' 8 # HChuir L r\o ?émh mo phéca .
I @ ¥
@*} t&ut.PASTﬁi my zhand injmy Eocket
g‘l put my hand in my pocket.’

I
4ind
Instead of (8) we sée the SO order of (9), in which the subject pronoun cliticizes to the finite verb.

@w[@) 7 - Chuir mo ldmh *mo phéca.

<ﬁ’ A third important ploperty of pronoun postposmg is that it has no consequences for, or correlations with,
Elfner, and Melloskey

information structure or dlscourse function (Bennett, etwal—; 2015; cf. Mulkern 2003, 2011). Many dlsplaceJ
ments (to the left and nght ahke) involve the core concepts of discourse and information structure— tOplC
focus, and the like (see, ﬁef—e-xwampleg Horn (1 f' 98625‘? Pronoun postposing is not such a displacement, and hats
no detectable pragmatic or semantic effect. In addition to the arguments developed by Doyle (1998 M 215) for
this conclusion, we add two observations of our own. The first suggests that informatibnggtructure properties
of the pronoun itself play no role in postposing. The second suggeste that informationgtructure properties
of the larger cohtext play no role either.

The first conclusion is suggested by the fact that expletlve pronouns postpose freely and under the same
conditions as all other pronouns. lﬁ’%ach pfthe exampleszbﬁ (10) wWewl;:\;e a small clause complement é&iéh
in turn contains a complement CP. The presence of a complement CP within the small clause licenses an
expletive pronoun ¢ ZV it %s its subject This pronoun may remain in subject position (leftmost in the small

clause); but in each 6f-the¢ exampleezef (10) it has in fact dxsplaced rxghtward$ (Unlike finite subjects, small

clause subjects may undergo pronoun postposing; we discuss this difference in later sections.)

1nf\the imanuscript it EGZ ;
o 1a nochtadh - udon phoba]@ ‘ '
c@l
reveal NONFINttORthe community

(10)»£Z a. Ni fhuair ise _ €asca . Birf i‘as an prlaltIOCht@
NEG find.PAST I easy i Tt rise.NONFIN 5out3{of ithe &Johtlcs
;I didn’t find it easy to abandon politics.’ lerp-21)
CTP 21}
b. Gheobhaxdh ftu {f — galdhtegsa lamhscrﬂ)hinn inach rabh| trun xagamn;an stair
i ‘E k h@«/ : @: (v % A@'e
find.FUT  you %saxd | as mtentlon Iat,kus éthe affair >

™

[ “You will ﬁnd it stated in the manuscnpt that we had no intention of reveahng this affalr to thej
general public.’ t S }4%5

.Q,L ""




that

Since elements wl;rch lack semantic content cannot have mformatron structure content, placement of the

pronoun in such cases cannot be linked with the information structure status of the pronoun itself.
show b
The second conclusion is suggested by an interesting kind of natural experiment, one W}nc-»h«show$ that

even when we hold the semantic content and context of utterance constant across tokens, we still find vank-g!

ability in pronoun placement. The crucial observations involve certain formulaic announcements broadcast
that
regularly on Raidid na Gaeltachta, a radio network WhAich serves Irish-speaking communities. These are

death?notrces broadcast as part of the local news for each regron Each notice announces a death and then

gives detarls about funeral arrangements. As part of the 9A£vl bulletrn on Thursday[[\January 24t 2013, for
example, the following two announcements were made in sequence by the same presenter from the studio
in Donegal:

1)

v

F(l Dfa. 17 Cuirfear H ok reilg an Mhachaire Jamédrach 5 i ndiaidh [aifreann ja haon déag.
IO % ' /
bury.FUT/IMPERS| i igraveyard aghery  tomorrow him|after mass eleven
‘He will be buried in Maghery'@raveyard tomorrow after eleven o’clock mass.’

l
burip! o 3 !

b. Cuirfear E amdrach . i rellg Bhéal Crurtefr ndiaidh gaifreann ia haon déag.
bA}QFUTgJMPERSE tomorrow | ;ner in graveyard Belcruit %

| after ?mass seleven/
‘She will be burred tomorrow in Belcruit Graveyard after eleven o’clock mass.’

Each begins wrth a future impersonal form of the verb meaning ‘bury’, followed by a nongsubject pronoun
and a sequence of temporal and locative modifiers (which are freely ordered with respect to one another).
The importance of these observations for-ﬂus now lies in the fact that they approach the conditions of a clean
natural experiment. The formulaic and repetitive character of the notices comes as close as we are likely to
get in natural settings to fixing semantic content and discourse context across utterances. If postposing really
depends on such contextual factors, then when they are held constant, }\ve should see a constant outcome.
But we do not. Postposing may or may not apply and when it does applthhe displaced pronoun may appear
in a range of positions. In (11a), for example, the pronoun postposes across a locative PP and a temporal

adverb; in (11b), on the other hand, the pronoun postposes only across a temporal adverb. The variation that
4 Elne 120 and {‘M(”’/éw :
is possible here is particularly evident in the larger data%;set dlscussed and analyzed in Bennett étual~{2015)

which draws on a collection of 114 such announcements broadcast between 1999 and 2002. In 30 of these,
the pronoun was not postposed. Of the 84 instances in which postposing did take place, 10 had the pronoun
in absolute final position, and the remaining 74 had it in shifted but nonfﬁnal position. Within this group of

Ded
74 [partral?jpostposmgs the pronoun appears in a range of different positions.




It would strain credulity to maintain that the differences in pronoun placement here reflect aspects of

3 communicative intention or discourse context'¥ One would have to hold, for instance, that there was some
shift in the discourse context or in the communicative intentions of the speaker between the uttering of

(11a) and the uttering of (11b) a few seconds later-éa shift, moreover, that was relevant in some way to the
positioning of the pronoun, Noné of this seems plausible. Rather, when listening to a sequence of hundreds

of such productions, it is hard not to be struck by the intuition that placement of the pronoun has to do at

its core with the rhythmic planning of the utterance. We develop exactly that intuition in What follows. For

Qs 25

now, we can bring together our observations so far jn-the followii;):’g/fway:%
[ f

(i) IIn Irish, nongsubject pronouns in their weak forms may displace rightwardé?

(it} [This displacement may leave the pronoun in absolute clause-final positionj% orin a range of posif

tions between the canonical object position and clause-final position, -

( {11 (it} [The displacement has no discernible semantic or pragmatic effect or trigger.

How might we understand all of this?

() 3 Syntactic Movement

A WENE S S PN e e e

We are by no means the first to tackle the problem of pronoun postposing. The earliest generative treat}”

ments were syntacticf/alnd attempted in various ways to assimilate postposing to familiar syntactic prof

- - el an artiele
cesses. A rightward}‘movement analysis was developed in Chung and McCloskey 219821)/, a—%pet in which

the phenomenon of pronoun postposing played a central role. Nige] Duffield (1995 :66';;81) later developed

that
an account Wl)&ehg assimilates pronoun postposing to cliticization of the Romance or Germanic type. On this
. .

accountLthe pronoun first undergoes a standard leftward cliticizatien—é-movement to a high position in the
inflectional layer. Surface order is then accounted for by appéal to remnant movement. Here we focus on

- the strengths and weaknesses of the rightward,movement analysis. Our goal is to show that no syntactic
that ‘
account is likely to be successful, and the observations and arguments Wlﬁ}i@h suggest that conclusion for

\3 . rightward movement suggest exactly the same conclusion for analyses of the remnant movement type'} We
,i;\ : S .

begin/ thougl}? by laying out what the syntactic movement account does well. Doing this will expose some imj3'

» - i

: that
portant aspects of the phenomenon w],éigta we have not yet touched on and will also give us a set of measures

against which we can later assess our own proposals.




(2) 3.1 Apparent Head Government Effects

9 "1
Pronoun postposing exhibits a set of restrictions thch are very remmlscent of the head&government reJ
Empty Category Prineiple (ECP)e take place
quirement of the ECH To see thlS observe first that not all postposmgs aﬁe from ObJCCt posmon In the

right circumstances, one can postpose subjects of complement small clauses (on Wthh | see Chung and McJ'
Closkey 5987 McCloskey (2()14)) (12) illustrates a small clause complement (with accusative subject) to

/ r‘ ;

the unaccusative verb tarla ? happen f Postposmg) here%ls freely pOSSIbleL

?

(12) 6 thérla #_ Iposta lair le corradh agus fiche %bhadham .
i nh
!
,{’@W sincethappen. PAST.  married fonfghlm EWlth more and itwenty ,years her
7 ‘since she happened to have been married to him for more than twenty years - JbcA.186/
L . *izsf‘: A 185 b

V (J;‘?cﬁ bu! Ustratés
Small clauses with accusative subjects also appear freely in discourse 1solat10n as we-see- 1@, »(13).

(13)4a. [Bhi an |t-ardeaspaglag  fteacht. ||E | gléasta Zgo niamhrach.
| :

be. PASTrtheéarchbishop EPROGécome @nm dressed 1esp1endent1y
‘The archblshop was coming. He (was) dressed resplendently. {SR-19;
; | (5K 12)
@w b Fuarthas iiad seo g bportachli 1mBa11e Mhiirne. sé [f6id jména gS
e § {
I

)
/
i

|
Y 3 § ?

find. PASTgIMPERSlthem DEMON!in bog miﬁa llyvourney Ethem ‘sixisods speat GEN %down

‘These were discovered in a bog in Ballyvourney. They (were) six sods of peat deep.”  SAILT73

t’c,{? ’ lmg
L (v

In such cases, in contrast with the complement small clauses of (12), postposing is unavailab]eg

(14)1 gi* - gléasta go mamhrach ‘
) ‘
‘3 ¢ {6id ména sfos [iad },

An additional restriction is that there is no postposing from the position following the marker of negation in

0]
small clauses (gan), whether that clause is a complement (15)%r stands in discourse isolation (16)}\

)

(15)"@&. »(') tharla Igan - }rlachtanach lagam
| o
} sincehappen.PAST NEG Ehem necessary 'atﬁrhe
@”" | s:{(nce they happened to be needed by me’  u-231
, { 1
b. }ﬁ*(? tharla gan _ riachtanach agam @
N +




c.. Ba fmhlmc lgan . lsa }bhaile.
§ i
PAST often INEG Enm Emﬁthe lhome

‘He was often not at home.

d. . *Ba mhninic gan _ 'sa bhaile

i

(16)4a. Gan ariamh [dfomhaoin.

( NEG himjever ;. jidle
Us ‘{He was never idle.” | FF9]
b. #*Gan _ ariamh diomhaoin .;)

<4 This pattern seems to reflect a deeper generalization: there is apparently no postposing from subject position
in small clause complements of functional heads (as opposed to complements of lexical heads like tarla
‘happen’). We can see this most clearly in a kind of absolutive construction with agus ‘and’ illustrated in
anf |

_—

(17)/a. Agusa gl imBaile Atha Chatl}’j.’
g /]
and him§1 n/Dublin

{ :}« ‘While he was in Dublin/,...| f’
b.Z1*%Agus _ i mBaile Atha Cliath . k e
a2 el
S ¢ )
What all this suggests (or at least suggested to Chung and McCloskey 1981) is that postposing is allowed in
the contexts schematized in (18)?\
{U8ma.g e b 4 e
| ; ; !
— L [Pron | L XPp
e H for =2
Ut N

That is: a weak pronoun may postpose only if it is the complement of a lexical head or the specifier of the
complement of a lexical head. This paftern was an expected one in the theoretical context of the time. It was
natural to maintain that pronoun postposing, being a routine syntactic movement involving right-adjunction
to a containing category, should be subject to the ECP. The Ecp requires that the onglnjslte of movement be

2edes
governed by a lexical (open-class) head, where we can understand government as in (19) (see f«e}%mstancef




Chomsky and Lasnik (1 f 993;}

f)?ﬂ ,
”éﬁm’

{_}[( 19) @ A head H governs o iff @ is (the specifier og) the complement of H.

< With these assumptions in place, we can understand the contrasts documented above: the marker of negation

i

is not a lexical head, nor is the element agus. In the case of root small clauses, there is no candidate lexical
governor at all for the trace of pronoun postposing. Put another way, this account assimilates pronoun poth%f
posing to other well-studied rightward movements such as #Ieavy NP ﬁhift, which exhibit a similar array of

i1
sensitivities (as documented especially ]i;i/ Rizzi (H990:-Chap-One))} (990:chap. 1 }Q

4 Grounds for Seept1c1sm

sy o AN

Despite these successes, there are reasons to be s§eptrcal about the rlghtward movement analysis. There are,

to begin with, theoretrcal concerns. One of the goals of the mrmmalrst program for syntax, which we take to
fr

be an impressively successful enterprise, is to eliminate appeal to the ECP and to the relation of F{government”

upon which it depends In addition, the rlghtward movement account faces substantial empirical difficulties.
/"l ’ é? x “”f 1
In the-subsections bflowg \ive lay out those challenges, with an eye to establishing later that the phonological

account we develop does better at meeting them. If we can build an account of pronoun postposing which tha?
involves no appeal to the notion of government but vhielj can match or exceed the head government account
in descriptive coverage, we contribute to the goal of eliminating technological bloat from syntactic theory

while still meeting fundamental descriptive responsibilities.
(a0t 29
O 4.1 Postposing in the Absence of a Lexical Governor

The principal strength of the account developed by Chung and McCloskey (1987) is the understanding that
it makes available of the restrictions on postposing just summarized. But in this lies also one of its principal
weaknesses. Problems become apparent when additional cases are consideredi)—cases in which small clauses

appear as complements to a different set of functional heads.

e
P

[ seo [ﬂDP XPﬂ]]

b

(20)
}b., Seo §na rsarghdrunvag gteac:ht

)
\w) DEMON §the soldrers PRocfcome

‘Here come the soldrers.

10




Thé element seo is a demonstrative particle and is proximate in its interpretation (see McCloskey z2¢004§,’;°0r
some discussion). In the use illustrated in (20), it takes a small clause complement (DP in composition with
a predicative XP) and the interpretation is presentatxve—a deictic gesture towards’z scene or state of affairs
described by the small clause. Although seo is clearly a closed-class elementf and so should not qualify asa

: 0]
head governor, postposing applies freely from the subject position of its complement(é

(21)%a. ©Sa  deireadh seo ;fﬁ_ ag  feacht(é]y
; g

oM |

inithejend ;PEMONF %PROG come h1

‘In the end, here he comes.’ PNG83

«ﬁﬁq\‘{%’ Z

b. iseo imard jad )
f

ol
DEMON§ IPROGPASS Kill [them

‘Th they were being killed.” 500796

c. nuair ;seo ;é?’_ ar ais frfs
when DEMON} back {agam fme

‘wh n there T was back agam : IM-651
d s cur fsios ‘dom feln . ar an gcuma la bheadh {se ﬂew
- o | L 000
DEMON,  [PROG put | down to/;me REFLEX !}nm jon the fway Cjbe.conD fhe fw1th;(her
‘Here he goes describing to me how he would be with her.” ELENS-15

SLENS 15D

o

A further particularity of the language is that it allows small clause y@—questions (McCloskey 2201 lbz)g

22¥a. Pca fhadfMac Alastair marbh lanois?

i :
whatlong|He Allister  dead §no'w , ,
‘How lon% has McAllister been dead now?? ' ‘ ree-103)

{160 1081

ity

b. [Cén hoisié?

whatjage thim
‘How old is he?” \>

S’

c.  Cad fa §1aghad mo mheas forthu"

1 L,@.J
what/reason smallness|my !respecqon}(them ,
‘Why do I respect them so little?’ : Do-4H
d. |Cé Imhéad scéal ar fadgagaﬂ
| ! IifoN
whatlamount fstory in-all sat,{you
‘How many stories in all do you have?’ MSN-2714

11




A s
<

. : L . 9
Pronoun postposing from the subject position of such small clauses is free’L

(23)fa. [C4 fhad ?f’ zposta anois .‘7

| t
whattglengthi mamed 'now them

‘How ]ong have they been married now?® £m248
{cm 2 ‘

b. ICa §fada guamn ?

¢ O./ l g
WH long ifromf\us them

‘How far are they flom us?’ JENT-61

ot ?
/éf i '{4».’3

z@“ c.  Niorbh {:vios c4 ifhaid s??f ldéanta ,

|

NEG}«COP pasTknowledge §WH£1ength done rft
‘It wasn’t known how long it had been done.’ ec-14!

d. C % ( SR §1 Memcea thi |7
SNV ;
what: length ofrtlme lin Amenca you

{‘How long have you been in America?’ , bGp 26

Whatever one assumes about the syntax here (presumably a CP superstructure above the predicative core of
the small clause), there is no plausible head governor in such cases to license a trace created by movement
of the pronoun. Although there may well be silent structural projections between the small clause and the

dggﬁayer in such cases, there is no reason to believe that such null functional heads could ﬂexically govern”

e

\‘? If there really were a heacggovemment requlrement on postposing, then,

n
it should fail in contexts like (2%\) Such worries are amplified by the observatlons {?ﬂ the next pubsection,
where we.
W}éi@h considers the range of positions in which the displaced pronoun may ultimately appear.

a1y

' @ 4.2 Implausible Landing Sites

the origin site of postposing

Postposed pronouns often surface in positions that are, from a syntactic perspective, deeply implausible as

landing sites for movement. Uf‘he relevant cases 1nvolv9/fmnost part) small clauses with pronominal

subjects"' In (24), for instance, we have small clause complements to perception verbs, in which a pronomJ

<

inal subject has been postposed. We have seen this phenomenon already; what is striking about cases like
aye
(242) is that the pronoun postposes to an 1ntermed1ate position rather than clause-final position. In fact, it

appears following the verb of which it is a subject but precedmg its complement.

ti gﬁ_ iag gtr01d {le lrldmz.
| ; |

g /I .
. ?gla;chlonn
you; EPROG ﬁght;me w1th‘kn1ghts

|

if ' |see.PRES
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‘If you see me fighting with knights {éx’ | . pesY
b. ni ‘ dmghihom 20 égcualag — (rdite |i€ |ifaoi |aon bheithiochp
200 Mo Lo
§ NEG.PRES hkely{wuhf\me {IAhemd said |it about§ yianimal
& ‘I don’t think that I have heard it said about any animal” o\x AO-1607
gz PR w
C. Chloiseadh ¢ _lag = |caint |jiad | jar Country Bornse
; C}n} - :
hear.PAST{HABIT lhe  |PROG jtalk |themon (o uptry Boras
‘He used to hear them talking about Country Borns. [FB-48+

Interpreted as syntactic movement, this would apparently involve a lowering of the pronoun into the mid+

~“dle of the predicate of the small clause, as illustrated in (25), where the arrows indicafe postulated head
biack
“movements. and the)\trlangle indicates the linear position of the subject pronounL

| j’féé}té

P VP / Comp N

O e : 5
[ \
(L7 /\ / (D) All items ron. \
v v \ R Allsm, caps become
| N
"\“'\\
, chionn />\ ''''''''' e
(o 7 e

1 v . VP
mé l /\
ag
i/ Q}tl@ pp
troid A\;/ A

e / i e . :
(i[/[)n et o le ridirt
[ ; { c’ f)f

B,

Example (21d), repeated here as (26), makes the same point in a shghtly different Wayj\

l (26) %seo i‘?_ Iag icur sios dom féin 1ar §an gcumaabheadh ’se zflélg
| E 200 | ‘ g
§ 110 } 3
{

ﬂ,ﬁ

; ] ‘ | o
@ . ;DEMONE 'PROG jput down ftO/qmeiREFLEX him onsthe way - ;g§be.c0ND helw 1th}\her
{‘Here he goes describing to me how he would be with her. ELENS-15
this time it

* Here the small clause subject is postposed, as in (24), but appears in-this-cas¢ between two complements 7

another apparent lowering. (27) is of the same general form and also shows postposmg of the small clause

13




|

.

27 ?}chonac — lag

]
Subjecti;\

go drdisitilp

pirthi |

Ijsaw IPROG i]ook goﬁjxherghim lasciviously
‘I saw him looking at her lasciviously.’ , © He314
{} o, 72 ;;k

that
In this case, though, the subject pronoun appears to the left of a manner adverb &vﬁieh modifies the yp of the

- small clause complement. But that is in turn the ye of which the pronoun, in syntactic and semantic terms,
is the subject. The relevant structure is (28), Where the pronoun is once again shown in its syntactically
olack

~expected osmonﬁmd the/triangle indicates its actual position in the ronounced strin
p p g p p g.

A\

uirthi

Construed as a rightward syntactic movement, this is again a lowering 1nto the VP, Putting this together w1th

.

e
the observations of (24), we ihav&th& conclusien that pronoun postposing (in these instances) is a rightward

thai
lowering wamh sometimes places the lowered element among the complements of V and sometimes places

it at the right edge of X}j.
Of course, for all such cases, one might appeal to rightward extraposition of some XP around an already

postposed pronoun; but there is little independent reason to believe in the required extraposmons and for

14




o-

laseiviousty’

the final case (the manner adverbial go drmszul&m (27)) the solution is particularly implausible, since there

R
Stasee gl{’{;,

is no evidence that we know of that such adverbs are liable to extraposition.

Cases like (29) are more challenging still from a syntactic perspective. Here, the pronoun (the subject of
4 o A e ¥
0 ateiy o
the small clause complement to the predicate cuznc;c) again undergoes postposing,g‘

‘na hamhradh .?nOt na ;gheimhreadh

3 @V
;COP PRES oﬁmatten PRED isummer (Jt Ol’ PRED Ewmter

29 i £uma P
%

| ‘It doesn’t matter whether it’s summer or winter, f9-204

»\/}

b

We can assume a syntactic structure along the lines of (30)}\{%/

2
N
30) ¥ AP
e
A e Com 750 :
2 /\ G Atl items wom. |
yme bED | @ A1l sm caps becope ;
5»@ N | ﬁékz.f?g?? a5y 1
é i & Alfan as i
i i né PKED ‘
'na shamhradh
‘na gheimhreadh
In (29), the postposed pronoun appears inside the predicate of the small clause, another apparent lowering,
Worse, though, is the fact that the pronoun appears in the middle of a disjunction——'—following the first disjunct
but preceding the second. We know of no believable syntactic treatment of such cases. In particular, we know
that
\{ﬁ of no syntactic movement Whl_Gh can break a disjoined phrase into its component parts\'}/
Let us observe finally that pronoun postposmg cannot always be construed in syntactic terms as a lowé
?- i .
ering. Consider, for instance, basic cases like (3 k);g
Pﬁ(3l) l[a #ishas % romham jisteach 20 socair | € |
e Loocou | )
@w i Igpushed’ ibeforetme jin steadlly it
\‘I pushed it steadily in before me. MBS 29/
J )y '
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b.  |Nfor !innseas _ /d’aoinne i n-aon chorjriamh b shin .'
9 o0%
NEG.PAST {I{gtold tofanyone|at-all ever  since '«izt
t ‘I never told it to anyone at all ever since.’ MSE-75

that
In such casesf\the object pronoun appears to the right of a sequence of adverbial phrases lelclfl modify the

VP in  which the pronoun originates, “If pronoun postposing is a syntactic movement, such dlsplacements
must be construed as ralsmgs rather than lowerings (VP adjuncts being syntactically higher than the\[core
VP \ivzt}ﬁg contains the base position of the object pro;oun) What these observations jointly suggest is that
1f pronoun postposing is a syntactic movement, it is an exotic and ill-behaved one, blind to the hierarchical
relations that are at the heart of syntactic computation,

We cannot say that it would be impossible to develop a syntactlc account. of these observations. For

example, in a framework commltted to leftward-only syntactic movement and no post-syntactlc fixing of

precedence relations (Duffield 2 1995) Kayne ZW 000)5 various kinds of remnant movement might be able to

~derive the unusual constituencies that postposing is sensitive to. The challenge would be to make such an

P

analysis something more than an exercise in self—conﬁrmatlon In particular, given section 2.2 above)%nd
Elfners and Heclskey
the more detailed treatment of the same issues in Bennett %142015)” the movements that would be needed

cannot be driven by factors or features grounded in the needs of discourse or information structure. Such

movements would also need to be tightly constrained to avoid generating illicit cases of postposing (compare,

e. gi(l7b) and (23d)). We will not take up the challenge of constructing or assessing such an alternative here.
o

4.3 Prosodic Correlations

Hiland 4.2 : =
The observations of th&previouseuhsectionitake on added force when we observe that the rightwardkmovef

ment analysis provides hs-with no obvious way of understanding the web of correlations with prosodic

factors that is a central aspect of the postposing puzzle. We have already noted one aspect of that pattern,
4N (e,

namely that only weak (»thatéls; prosodically dependent) pronouns may undergo postposing. But the correla4

Three
tions go further. A particularly striking point concerns cases in which postposing may not apply. Mlimbe«r

¢f such examples are gathered in (32)}\

! 7

i (32)] a. ’fhearr liom ggan 'an bbaile |a fhagail go f6ill,
. " i 4 £ ‘

! uldiprefer INEG h1m the home leave. NONFIN jyet

; g‘ I'd prefer that he not leave home yet.’
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!b. Agus. as  aile.

‘ ol
and ghlm Zoutgof ome

‘And him away from home.’
i

ﬁe {leithscéal aici ‘Eo
] o6l
it lof lexcuse iatﬁher was ' he itoo{i‘late

‘She had as an excuse that he was too late.’ 1‘156“2'2‘14

oo ey

Feny

raibh jsé {rédhéanach@

D

(32) illustrates three positions from which pronoun postposing is 1mp0551blef—subject posmon of a nonfinite
clause (32a), subject position of a small clause complement to a functional head (32b)/ and subject position

of a root small clause (32c). A crucial property of such cases is that, in the absence of postposing, the un#
instead, i
shlfted pronoun may not be weak; gﬂklﬁ must father be pronounced in its strong formi—accented and with

a long vowel. This is true even when, as in (32¢), tge pronoun is expletwe and questlons of focuiand
& {mx
emphasisﬁ[ and so on are necessarily irrelevant (seeﬂO Baoill (W 996 90}»and Lucas z 1979: 94 §358(1)f~f0r
#egnd s
this observation with respect to agu'%). These phonolog1ca1 correlates form a central element of the general

pattern, and they need to be integrated smoothly into the ultimate account of pronoun postposing.

5 Interlm Conclu51

MO N N e e

ons

We can summarize our conclusions so far as follows. The syntactic movement analysis is successful in Valf
ious ways, but it is also incomplete and troubling from the perspective of the syntactician. It is incomplete
because it leaves unexplained tﬁose cases in which postposing unexpectedly succeeds; it is also incomﬁ
plete in that it does not, in any of its current formS, provide a way of understanding a central aspect of the
phenomenon};j—how it interacts with prosodic factore. It is troubling in that the range of positions in which
the postposed pronoun may appear is very much at odds with reasonable expectations about syntactic corzg
stituency and about how constituency interacts with movement, It also has as its core a piece ef theoretical
machinery (the head government clause of the ECP) whose legitimacy is dubious. It makes sense, then, to

explore alternatives. And since prosodlc factors seem to be at the heart of the phenomenorb it makes sense to
place those factors at the heart of the analysis, We do that here, building an analysis gﬂ?rfeh pushes as far as
possible towardﬁ a purely prosodic understanding of pronoun postposing. We then evaluate how successful
‘that push has Eeen. ‘

of coursezin establishing a correlation between prosodic factors and positioning of the pronoun, we

do not thereby establish that a prosodic account is superior to a syntactic account. Such correlations might

17




emerge from the interaction beween syntactic and other factors. The question to ask is what analysis yields

a deeper and better-integrated understanding of the observations. How could we make that assessment? A

successful

T e
2f i'/ : ?"'f iy
Gt

d
(il
(ii)
(iv)
(v)
(vi)
(vii)

analysis, we think, should have the following properties. At the empirical level it should/”

deal well with the basic cases,

integrate the prosodic correlates of pronoun placement naturally,

let us understand why there are no pragmatic or discourse effects,

let us understand the optionality of postposing,

provide an understanding of the range of positions in which displaced pronouns may appear,
incorporate whatever is right about the headjgovernment condition, and

\

sracefully mcorporate those cases which pose difficulties for it.

i
i At the theoretical level, it should accomplish at least the following:

i (Viii§ It 'should be well::integrated with a reasonable theory of how prosodic structure is built (in Irish
and in general). In particular, the theory of prosody appealéd to should have solid independent

grounding rather than being tailored to the needs of the problem at hand.

(ix)

It should be well;integrated with a reasonable theory of how constituent order is determined (in

Irish and in general).

‘With these criteria in mind, we move on to our own proposals.

6 Prosody and Syntax

N NN

The intuition that drives our analysis is that pronoun postposing emerges from an interplay between prinT

ciples of rhythmic structuring and the phonological properties of pronouns. In working this intuition out,
our analysis pﬁcbég f;irsonoun placement squarely among the mechanisms v:jﬁrgh build prosodic structures
We thus develop a line of analysis ;V!I!;’?éb goes back to work by Bavrd Adger [Adger (1997, 2007))/ and
whieh has been explored bysgfﬁug;bermef others—Doer (1998), McCloskey (1999), lE(ifner (201 1a, 2012).

Our goal, though, is to go farther than previous proposals in meeting the desiderata laid out in the previous

gLt !4 H 2]
section. We begin by layrng out the theoretical assumptlons that we bring to these tasks.
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6.1 Theoretical Background

- ¥
@33 4

The background that we assume (concerning prosooic structure and its relation to syntax) is relatively cori,j:‘
ventional and is informed by a great deal of work done over the past three decades. We take it as given
that there is hierarchical structure in phonological representations, and furthermore that the relationship be?
tween syntactic constituency and prosodic constituency is not arbitrary. We also assume, as is conventional,

that the correspondence between syntactic and prosodic representations is partial and imperfect *{?/V‘Under?

o L
that

standing the syntax-prosody relationship, then, is a matter of understanding what the mechamsms are WI;uehf
¢ 1’1( f
guarantee non 'arbrtrary correspondence, but also what the mechanisms are Whlch render the correspondence

45

partial and opaque.
}“o begin, we take from recent work by Junke! Itgu and Armin Mester (especially [to-and-Mester-(2042;
to appear
20132) the view that there are just three prosodic constltuentfgypes above the level of the word (we will have

little occasion here to deal with prosodrc organization below the level of the word). In order of inclusiveness,

they arel a5 follows:

1z

4.1 (15 the prosodic word (a)) d

i
égﬂ (41) the phonological phrase ((b)

. (Jll) the intonational phrase (l)

r :

[ Ge ) : : ;
From Selkirk (2009, 201 1) we adopt the core mapping principles in (34), which assume the theory of Bare

Phrase Structure (Chomsky 2 l995af<‘and subsequent work) as their syntactrc backend.

L
(34) 2 JC(I)RE MAPPING PRINCIPLESr
| = o
& (,1') G MATCH m@grj Prosodic words correspond to the heads from which phrases are projected

that
in the syntax (heads Mélch will often have a complex internal structure determined by head

movement).

Lge
b, (¥ MATCH PHRASEgPhonologrcal phrases correspond to maximal projections in the syntax

that

e 4,(_11«5 MATCH CLAUSEfIntonatronal phrases correspond to those clausal pr03ectrons whieh have

the potent1a1 to express illocutionary force (assertoric or interrogative force, for instance).3 Ve

The mapping constraints of (34), unadorned, predict a closer relation between syntactic and prosodic cond'
: 1,

19




stituency than we in fact ﬁndlin Irish in particular. The sources of disparity are both geﬁeral and language: "
particular. Here, we review the general mechanisms behind such Z{lmperfectz mappings. The language:"
particular effects will be discussed in the fOllowmg sections, with the phenomena that motivate them We
begin by being more precise about how we understand MATCH PHRASE adopting from Elfner é012 @hap%

ne~««p»28) the formulation in (35)
A

(35) E]MATCH PHRASE

Given a maximal pIOJeCtIOIl XP ina syntactlc representatlon S, where XP domlnates all and only
d‘% e

/D) " the set of terminal elements { a b, ¢, gj\n } there must be in the phonologlcal representatlon P

gy

correspondmg to S a 4) -phrase wlhlela includes all and only the phonological exponents of a, b, ¢ s Bl

L

that

bt

41 For simple cases, (35) has the expecteci and familiar consequences, giving rise to syntax-prosody correspon‘
pr

o
dences like those in (36), where 1’ indicates the phonological exponent of the terminal element n

36) XP

a (0]

But now consider cases in which one of the terminal elements has no phonological exponentﬁ%if, for exarrLf?

w O
ple, a of (36) were a trace of headﬁmovement. The predicted outcome in that case is (37

37 o a’§ xp | *bﬂ 0
? T — (s
ftgg Yp ;b’ c

h {
1

O M /\ , | 1

b c

{g ¥
The formulation of MATCH ﬂPHRASE in (35) licenses a?:ﬂattening\[of syntactic structure in the sense that in

the prosodic representation of (37b) a single ¢-phrase does double duty, as a correspondent of XP which 7h24

20
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amz’ that
dominates the phonological exponents of b and c, o las a correspondent of Yp whrch does the same. Two

' maximal projections in syntax [collaps % to speak metaphorically, into a smgle ¢-phrase in phonology We

will shortly examine cases in which this abstract scheme does vital empirical work?}6
We also adopt two general conventions for interpreting the constraints in (34), both of which eliminate
nontbranchmg structure from prosodic representat1ons

In its present formf the system of constraints in (34) underdetermines the outcome of syntax-prosody

mappings in certain circumstances. The first such crrcumstance 1nvolves maximal clauses. A cp which that

carries illocutionary force should be mapped to an L;phrase by the principle MATCH CLAUSE. But C1>’9s4

are also maximal projections, and so should be mapped toa ¢-phrase by M MATCH PHRASE. A similar issue
that
arises for syntactic elements \‘wtirch are simultaneously maximal and m1n1ma1 (in the system of Bare Phrase
that
Structure which we assume here) Pronouns (members of the category D D which take no complement) are

in this category. They are minimal because they contain no proper subparts, maximal because they pass on
no label to containing expressions. Given the mapping principles of (34), then, a pronoun should map to a

prosodic word (being a minimal category D), but should also map to a ¢-phrase (being a maximal category
3; ﬁvh:cizconsmt only of a prepositional headf such as gir ‘on him’.
We assume that such equrvocatlons are not tolerated. Specrﬁcally, the principles phfghé link lexical items
with prosodic words and certain clauseitypes with intgnzugn;l;phrases take priority over MATCH PHRASE.
As a consequence, pronouns will preferably map to prosodic words (as wrll for example, PPE; ;whlch/:gisrst
only of a prepositional head)Land root CP%IS will preferably map to 1nton;t{gnﬁl“phrases not to ¢ -phrases /

DP). The same amblgurty holds for PP

independentfbut nested prosodlc constituents (say, a ¢-phrase 1mmed1ately dommated by an t-phrase).
Indeed, the mapping principles in (34), left to their own devices, will give rise to many cases in which
a ¢-phrase consists exclusivcly of a phonological word. Consider the Irish Dp bean, for instance, which
means ‘a woman’?ﬁnd which includes, on most understandings, a null indeﬁn;te determiner. The syntactic
representation for such a phrase will be either (38a) (assuming X—jBar theory) or (38b) (assuming Bare Phrase

©
Structure) :L
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i
(38) 1 ag; DP

b
“ch

bean  <{t fjj)

In (38b), the noun bean is simultaneously maximal and minimal in syntactic terms. We might then expect

the prosodic representation in (39a).

. L} i
(39) 7 ai ¢ o 7
@ gbean
L 3
é ,,,,""/

We suggest that such non/}branching structures are not tolerated in prosodic representations (in Irish at least)
and that in all such cases only the prosodic word is projected (39b), not the higher ¢-phrase (39a). Notice
4(

that we«havem‘.t thls another fflattenin of rosodic structure by comparison with syntactic representationsN%/
8 g P y p Y P

More important for the particulars of our account, though, will be the (conventional) claim that the

- syntax-prosody mapping is also rendered opaque because prosodic phrasmgs are optimized to meet certain

that

purely phonological desiderata yvﬁlch have no parallel in syntax (Nespor and Vogel (1 (V 986;LInkelas and Zec
(w 995)?L Selkirk 27)00 201 1)))LSuch Ioptlmlzmg dlstoruonstay involve both hierarchical organization and

hnear order, and they will be crucial for our proposal about pronoun postposmg We will consider them in
;’1%
the following section as we introduce the Irish data M}l@h motivate them.

-,

There are a number of ways in which our proposals might be integrated into a larger theoretical ffamej
work. Here we assume that the unordered hierarchical representations provided by syntax are subject to
a once-off optimizationéone in which matching constraints, constraints governing hierarchical aspects of

prosodic structure, and purely phonological constraints conspire and compete simultaneously and in parallel

e
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It is an important property of that overall framework that for a given syntactic input there need not be a

unique prosodic outcome. Given the variability in phrasing evident in the Irish data (which we outline in

2
7

the next section), this is a welcome consequence. For our own core concern%fwhat will be crucial at almost

every point is that a certain phrasing pattern be possible, not that it be the only phrasing allowed.
Lﬁg,, br ) : .
6.2 Prosodic Structure in Irlsh-j—a First Sketch

- Given this background, consider now what prosodic structure we would expect for a simple finite clause in

Irish. We assume the syntactic analysis schematized in (40)&

zmw?\a
(for P

v @L{ﬁ”‘\’ VP

K/\

v Complement

€8

In (40), the Tinflected verbi/ is ‘a fusion of at least four syntactic atomiig verbal stem, a 11ght verb

;’; A 6 g"? } e

specification of tense, and a specification of polarity ():) "The subject begins life inside the vP in Wthh it is

e
v,/a
"/

themdtlcal]y licensed, but raises to a position 1mmed1ate1y below the expression of polanty In this way, VSO
order is derived (Chung and McCloskey Z‘) 987), McCloskey 2 1991, 1996b, 201 lb,c))%
What do we now expect as the prosodic structure of a v vSO clause? Consider (41), which is just (40) with
./" p———

phonologically null elements (e. gktraces) removed. The boxed element at the left represents the complex:

inflected verb formed by successive applications of headf?novement through the extended projection of vy
# o
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Complement

L.

\:’«7’) What should emerge from the syntax of (41) is the prosody of (42).:2
e . het 7
@ I ¢
¢3 04
In (42), the inflected verb forms a prosodic word @ and phrases by itself; therehare then ¢ phrases corre,,
that
sponding to the subject (¢3), to the complement (¢4), and also to the constituent wguch includes the sequence
of subject and complement (¢»).
This is in fact an attested pattern, as confirmed both by controlled production studies and by observation
thot
of naturally occurring data. Elfner (201 lb 2012, 2013 -2015) identifies two pitch accents Whﬁch function as
boundary markers in Conamara dlalects; ?Uone rising (L H) and one falling (H L) In (43)Zfor example" 3
/
i(43) ADiolfaidh leabharlanna|dathtil  blathannalgille. /”
/;2} SCH:.FUT {librarian fattractive ;ﬂowers beautiful /
> ‘An attractive librarian will sell beautiful flowers.” . ff

( there are L-H accents on the first stressed syllable of the verb and the first stressed syllable of the subJect DP

pod
b=

XThere is also an H L accent on the ﬁnal stressed syllable of the subject and of the ObjCCt 'This dlstnbutlonal
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pattern can be understood in terms of the prosodic structure in (44) (predicted by the matching principles)

and the mechanisms in (45).

an B Pnonfinin
o fﬁ:non?min
| N
|diolfaidh
L
{?min ‘,Pmm
i i
leabharlannai fiathml blathanna ldille
L-H iw e ﬁg'!:
2.Z 2.8 (5 F
- 5

.«?\
zhw"
(44) 1ncorporates an extra annotatlonuf’dlstmgmshmg those ¢-phrases Whlch are minimal (dominating no

other (p—phrase) and those nglch are not. The specific hypothesis developed and defended in Elfner 22012) e
is that in (45);\ ‘

= 5
(45)%& “é L-H accents associate with the stressed syllable of the leftmost prosodic word of all noniminimal

¢-phrases.
!

él—l L accents associate with the stressed syllable of the final prosodic word of all ¢-phrases. »

This pair of hypotheses yields an understanding of the distribution of accents in transitive clauses such as
z”

43). The inflected verb hosts an L H accent because it is at the left edge of a non;mmlmal (in factAmax1mal)

¢-phrase; the first word of the subject DP similarly hosts an L H accent being initial in the nonimmlmal
¢-phrase wﬁfeﬁh includes both the sub]ect and the object; the ﬁnal word of the subject DP hosts an H 1: accent
because it is at the right edge of a ¢—phrase and the final word of the ObJCCt DP hosts an H-L accent Because it
too is at the right edge of a ¢-phrase (three such phrases, in fact). For further arguments and exemplification,
including extensions to much more complex syntactic structures than (43), see Elfner (w ouﬁéipéifﬁﬁy“‘ j
“Ghapten sFwo-and-Three "
What is encouraging about these results is that the phrasing they imply is con51stent w1th earlier work

on prosodic phrasing in a different dialect (Donegal Irish) by Bennett (2008), a study Whlch relied on the
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distribution of pauses rather than on the distribution of accents. The phrasing in (44), for instance, is also

91gnalled by the presence of sometimes quite long pauses separating the ﬁmte verb from the subject, as in
2 22

5{ the examples of (46), with their associated soundfﬁles (?H indicates a pause }\\/
v

#

(46Y1a. “Ach) idenreadh ; || an calhn éi g0

!

but say. PASTéHABI”ﬂ the gxr] gw1thﬁher IC |was Ishefcontent ,
‘But the girl would say to her that she was content.’ : (DIALECT: KERRY)

raibh s1 {sasta

!
and |Win.PAST ithe iman | youngest jof §famxly the Klng

‘and the ‘youngest of the ng s sons won it.” (DIALECT: DONEGAL)

i p
b. agusEbham | |ljan fear ab 6 6ige |de chlann an R1 ze
] i

%

The prosodic structure in (42)/(44) closely mirrors the corresponding syntax. But this is not the only possible
outcome for a VSO clause. Also very common are phrasings in which the verb and the subject together form

a prosodic constltuent to the exclusion of other material (an example is given in (52) below) Why: should

& \»

such departures from the zldealé of full syntax-prosody isomorphism be common? They are common, we

maintain, because they reflect the activity in the language of constraints governing eurhythmy.

g,; : A large body of research demonstrates that optimal prosodic structures conform to (47))%}"

R

el

L 1déD i BINARITY
(D Iz
i

Optimal prosodic constituents are binar); branching.

Lo

It follows from (47) that all of the following phraseffypes satisfy binarity requirements equally well:
® a ¢-phrase having two ¢-phrases as immediate constituents,

® a ¢-phrase having two prosodic words as immediate constituents,

© a ¢-phrase having a prosodic word and a ¢-phrase as immediate constituents. -

However, we also take from Revithiadou (2004), Revithiadou and Spyropoulus (2009), and others the idea
that optimal prosodic constituents are balanced, being roughly equal in length and having as subconstituents

D)
phrases of the same type. Myrberg (2010, 2013), for example, proposes the constraint in 43);.

(48)  EpouaL SISTERS

(®-

(e :
T W

?
§S1ster nodes in prosodic structure should be instantiations of the same prosodic category.

)
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In combination Wlth BINARITY, the EQUAL SISTERS constraint suggests a ranking for the three prosodic

structures in (49)1\

,/(49) 7 a % ) By bC’I 0 funl] o ? ¢
| /]\ (/\ /\
OF . | |
&6 o o 0 | i o 0 L(D : -
| » |

‘ (49a) satisfies neither BINARITY nor EQUAL SISTERS. (49D) satisfies glNARlTY, but not EQUAL SISTERS.
(49c¢) satisfies both constraints. All otner thinés being equal, then, (49¢) should be favored over (49;)), which
should:in turn be favored over (49a).

Both of these constraints have behind them a long history of thinking about the components of eu?

rhythmy in natural language (among many others, see Nespor and Vogel &986), Gussenhoven ( 1 991)  Ghini
to.appear,
( 1993) “Tilsen (201 1, QQ‘{I { and references there). Recent work has even suggested a functional basis for the

structural parallelisms enforced by EQUAL SISTERS (Krivokapi¢ (2007)). Revithiadou (2004) .and ReVlthlf
adou and Spyropoulus (2009) have further argued that the influence of phonological balancing constraints

can lead to quite radical disparities between syntactic and prosodic constituency (see also Nespor and Vogel
Csecp
(1986) ‘Selkirk (201 1 ;§3 l)frThrs will be important in what follows

Structures such as (42)/(44), which fully satisfy MATCH PHRASE, will always encompass a violation
of th¢ EQUAL SISTERS [constrain{ at the level of the topmost ¢-phrase. Given the syntax in (41) and the

mapping principles in (34), this much is inevitable; the finite verb (which must correspond to a prosodic

=

word) will always have as its sister a maximal projection (which must correspond to a phono]ogreﬁk phrase)
LﬂQL
making a violation of EQUAL SlSTERS inescapable. It is this fact, we argue, pvihch makes departures from

the ideal of (42) so frequent In considering the alternatives that in fact arise, we can begm with cases like

(50), in n which the subject consists of a single prosodic word}\

(50) ?Cheannargh muinteoiri malal bana

E)‘i

e buy.PAST  teachers gbags ziwhlte

i {“Teachers bought white bags.’

g

A
For such cases (discussed in detail in Elfner (2012:: @hap. 4)) the mapping principles of (34) and (35) will

o
yield the structure in (51)}\
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(53)%a.

(5D

v

91
/\
¢2 :
/\
cheannaigh ® ¢3‘

N

.y miinteoiri
-5 ~mdlail bdna

Such a structure involves two violations of the EQUAL SISTERS gonstrain{ (with respect to ¢; and with

respect to ¢2). What actually emerges in such a case is (52), in which the subject is phrased with the finite

~.verb, and in which both violations .of EQUAL SISTERS are thereby eliminated. (For detailed discussion and

evidence, see Elfner (0v 2012: sthap 4)fﬁ

—

(52)

r

s

-

Pmax

cheannaigh bniiinteoiri  mdlai
L-H L

A
p)

‘3.
The phrasing in (52) is intuitively accurate/\%and more importantly!\it predicts, in combination with (45), the

empirically correct distribution of pitch accents in (50) (which we have marked in (52)). The same pattern

can clearly be discerned in the naturally occurring examples of (53), with their associated soundgﬁles.

%

Sciob. jan catgan telreaball g‘deﬂn . ;luch

cut.PAsT the (cat {the tail zof%,{the émouse

“The cat cut the tail off the mouse.’ : (DIALECT: KERRY)
i huaigh | na mﬂte go Cnoc Mhuire, chualgh Ina Fnlte ‘ag an ‘Olreachtasll

if Igo PASTfthe thousands éto Knock go PAST}the ithousands to the z{}zreamaﬁ im )

- Leitir Ceanainn frelsm.

Letterkenny - * ialso
‘If thousands travelled to Knock, thousands also traveﬁed to the Oireachtas in Letterkenny,’
v : -
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@&é}f{fgﬁl,ﬂﬁi

O

(DIALECT: GALWAY)

that :
Notice in particular the often dramatically long pauses pvhieh follow the initial ¢-phrase in such examples.

The distribution of accents in the first clause of (53b) is also consistent with the analysis developed in Elfner
(2012) and discussed in section 6.2 abovenseL -H on the initial verb, H-L on the noun milte

The rebracketing in (52) thus emerges from a negotiation between purely prosodic pressures (EQUAL
SISTERS) and the mapping principles that govern syntax-prosody correspondences (MATCH PHRASE) In the
terms of Optimality Theory (Prince and Smolensky (1 («, 993[%@(%)4))} EQUAL SISTERS (ES) outranks MATCH
PHRASE (MP). The prioritization of a strictly phonological demand thus denves a pattern of pI‘OSOdlC coni

stituency that only partially resembles the syntactic representati()n.‘i“/

T

(54) - .
. D) - |
(suy @ | [xp cheannaigh [1p [pp miinteoiri] {{p Jpp malai bana] [] BINARITY ; ES | MP
B o ; - :
a.}\ﬂsﬁ% (¢ (¢ cheannaigh muinteoiri) (¢ malaf bana) ) , *%
b. (¢ cheannaigh (¢ muinteoiri (¢ madlaf bana))) E ol K
c.  p cheannaigh (4 (y miinteoirf) (4 mdlaf bana))) ko

When, however, re/fphrasings such as those to be heard in (53) are less beneficial (when the subject is, for

instance, syntacticélly an(i prosodically substantial, as in (46b)), there is a greater chance that the phrasing

.predicted by the mapping priHcipleS alone will actually emerge. See Elfner 6012)%01" a related model that
engages more directly with the observed frequencies of each variant.

This is the foundation upon which we will build an unders(anding of postposing. Viewed in this light,

postposing will emerge as another eurhythmic effect, reflecting the mechanisms we have described here,
that -

in interaction with another, and arguably related constraint w}gleh we introduce in the next section. As we

develop this argument, we will be guided by the methodology that brought us this far—relymg in part on

(in particalar,

careful instrumental investigation of the kind found in Elfner Z‘/ 012§,Vm part on theoretical deduction (on the
principle}-in-partieular] that 31m11a1 cases should be treated in similar ways) and in part on 1mpressmmst1c

observation of naturally occukmg data. We take it that each of these aspects of the investigation should
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inform and refine each other aspect.

7 Postposmg as Prosodlc Repalr

7, TN B
AV VNN \,\r g

®

7.1 The Core Proposal

It is an unavoidable consequence of the proposals laid out so far that ih a finite clause, the direct object

will always be placed, by the default linearization routines, at the left edge of at least one (p—phrase‘—t;;gt e
25 corresponding to the verbal pl‘Q]CCthI] Wj;iﬂéh 1mmed1ately contains it\>> This conclusion holds under a}l of %
the analyses of objecthood in Irish that we know ofilf the object is a complement ocfa\i {gﬁtq;;;:tg iﬁzj

specifier of VLﬁasanhomsle y-(2008)) orif (as in Bobaljik and Carnie (1 39 996){1 undergoes full Object ,%‘hlft

{rﬁ&?‘} W
moving to the specifier position of v(as is clearly the case in nonfinite clauses). In the first two variants, the

relevant ¢-phrase will correspond to YP; gn the third, it will corresp{:)mggto iP Our working assumption here
will be that the third approach is correct, and that will matter at certain pomts, our core proposal, however,
can be understood in the context of any of these theories.

The observation of the previous paragraph is an important one, because the left edge of a ¢-phrase is
a position of prosodic strength, inhospitable to weak elements. If the direct object is realized as a pronoun
in its weak form, then\;j/the result will be a flawed phonological object—,v—;—one in which a dependent and acf

centless element occupies a position reserved for the prosodically strong. Our core proposal is that pronoun

postposing is a repair for that prosodic imperfection}%?/ and furthermore that it is just one among a range of

&

available repairs.
that
Let us be more specific. The phonolog1ca1 constraint yvlilch we take to be at the heart of these interactions

thot
is called STRONG START by Selkirk (2011). This is a constraint leleh penalizes elements at the left edge of

a phrase, if they are relatively weak. There are various ways in which the constraint might be formalized,

a9, but we will'work here with the version in (Ss)ﬁ\/

(55 Y STRONG START

Prosodlc constituents above the level of the word should not have at their left edge an immediate
% that
L sub constituent Whleh is prosodically dependent. For our purposes here, az/prosodlcally depeni

'3)

dent}\ constituent is any prosodic unit smaller than the word.

that
We take it that STRONG START is one of a family of constraints ngeh conspire to reward prosodic phrasings
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th A‘*

WPIQ}) are evenly balanced (note its 51m11ar1ty to Mylberg s (2010) EQUAL SISTERS discussed above)
thet =

There could well be separate (or gradiently violated) constraints yihlch differ based on the number of levels

of separation between the left and right sisters (structures in which the left sister is two steps lower than the
right being less favored than structures in which there is just a one-step difference between the sisters). Our
larger goals can be met in the context of a number of different understandmgs of STRONG START and its
place in the ﬁrmament of pI‘OSOdlC constraints, but we will work here with the specific. formulatlon in (55).

st o
As we have séeng objects in VSO clauses w1ll always be exposed at the left edge of a ¢-phrase, that

correspondmg to vP on the assumptions we are currently workmg with. It follows in turn that if the object
i“ Ty

is a weak plonoun (by definition less than a prosodic Word)ﬂthen there will be a violation of STRONG START

=)

to deal w1th §If however, such a pronoun were instead to appear at the right edge of the contalmng 0- phrase

as in (56b), STRONG START would not be violated.

(56) Z PRONOUN POSTPOSING ({NITIAL){

9 p

,&K\?mﬁ” 3
b.V ¢

@~

>

>U&‘m,~_

F
S
S

B |
[ :

(56) assumes that postpbsed pronouns are right—adjoined at the level of the ¢-phrase. The core of our prof
posal could, we think, be maintained‘with different assumptions, but we assume adjunction here for several
reasons. Firs@, Elfner (2012:ﬂ224) presents evidence based on the distribution of pitch aecents that prosodic
adjunction is the right interpretation of the positioning of tt;e pronoun. Secondyt ;N;) ;al;e §rom recent workA
by Junke Ito and Armin Mester {fer—examp]e»lteﬂandyMﬁster {2006, 2009b, Q(M%)){ the idea that prosodic
adjunction has a particularly central role in constructing optimal phonological representations.
We adopt an understanding of adjunction that is widespread in research on prosodic phonology, though
sometimes only 1mphc1tly In our usage, any structure of the form in (57) counts as an hins}tance of adjunction,
s

with K rangmg over levels of the prosodic hierarchy (the linear order of K and K — i irrelevant; see also Ito
Lo appeals

and Mester 20()6 2009a, Q%%)g Myrberg ZZOI(\)ihElfner (2012:”Ehap.~3“§ 134#146{0@«1«16 Sabbagh 6013)5.
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One consequence of this interpretation is that adjunction will be ubiquitous in prosodxc representations by

comparison with syntax. A syntactic structure like (58a) will have the prosodic representation in (SSbSE

(58) 1 by ¢

L 6 o G

bemg lost, 50 to speak, in the translation from syntax to prosody. It will become clearer as we proceed why
these commitments matter and what role they play in our analysis. For now, we just need to be clear about

4. how this interpretation interacts with other terms we will be using. We assume (59)2‘%?*

b.

(59) Ea E} a category ( C dominates o iff o is contained within all of the segments of C
% |a category C includes o iff o is contamed within at least one segment of C

a
e

VeD)

In (58b), then, @' is inclué/ezi i}n ¢, but not dominated by it. This structure is exactly mirrored in the schematic
outline of postposing ,%562%; There, the displaced pronoun is still included in ¢, despite having shifted

away from its “base\z position lower in the structure. We emphasize the distinction between inclusion and
domination here because our understanding of MATCH PHRASE (35), and its interaction with postposing,
hinges on this very point. We expand on these m;tters in$sections 7.2 and 8.3.

With this much as background, we can illustrate the basics of our proposal. Consider (60), for which we
expect the prosodic structure in (61), which presupposes the rebracketing of verb and subject discussed in
the previous section.

(60)  YThug

@/ | bring.PAST as-far-as house {the.GEN
1 ‘My mother brought him as far as the school.’

H
i
I
!
|
z

mo|mhéthair _ fhad le Lt]each

na ‘Ecoﬂe

my imother
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} 9

>$

{\m .
! o : ¢ : . (P { o
i, V‘thug : *é
«im 24 L mo mhdthair ~ fhad le teach na scozler 1

b

¢ This, in a nutshell, is pronoun postposing. It is the system’s response to the possibility of prosodic structures

that
w}axch are flawed in incorporating a violation of STRONG START. But there can be more than one way to
b : b . 7

repair structures that are rhythmically flawed. And in fact for contemporary varieties of Iris}}fthere seem (o

be at least three distinct ways to resolve potential violations of STRONG STAR }
({tal.

62) = OIfTION AT’

Postpose the pronoun so that it appears at the right edge rather than at the left
edge of a ¢-phraseMi(56).
( Leave the pronoun in its syntactically expected position, but cliticize it to a pref

ceding word or phrase, thereby removing it from the left edge of the ¢-phrase and

‘avoiding a violation of STRONG START.

- - i “ o ' . . . . . . . .
OFTION g}b ]Parse the pronoun as a prosodic word, in which case it is accented, no violation

~ of STRONG START is incurred, and no repair is motivated.

) : « »
Given the options of (62), what we have called thelbptionality\f of pronoun postposing (an inaccurate term,
as it now turns out) in fact reflects the availahility of three alternative repairs, only one of which involves

displacement of the offending pronoun from its expected position. (63) is possible beside (60)?

(63) EgThug mo »mhathalr. ffhad le teach na scoile.

5

i
i
bring.PAST my mother ;hlmfas far- asyhouse the GEN ischool.GEN

%
© |
e » | ‘My mother brought hxm as far as the school ’
Lo
But the single orthographic form in (63) masks two distinct pronunciations, depending on whether the pro?
noun is accented (optlon C) or in its weak form, enclitic on the preceding prosodic constituent (optlon B)}«
.r : /@ ‘ ﬂ:},\ :

{Mi} \L (64)7a. (¢ hgg mo Wa'herl ) (¢ (er)adle tiax no skalls )

. xJd@‘j
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1/ b. (¢ hog mo wazhor! (9]) (¢ ad le tax no skallg )

(65)!a., UCuirfear

The same options can be seen in the spontaneously produced examples of (65) and (66) with their associated

soundj;iles Optlon B is at play in (65) optlon C in (66).

sa {rellg Aitidil i ndxaxdh Alfreann an mhean lae; ar jan Dun Mor
o 0 e 3 | | L 8
willibefburied Ehim 1n}-\thezgraveyard local lafter ~ |mass gthefmldday §0ngthe ;Dunmorek:_wr /

Dé Céadaoineg

Wednesday
z‘He will be buried in the local graveyard after midday mass in Doonmore on Wednesday.’

(DIALECT: DONEGAL)

b. (g korhor () (p 5 teligkl axtjnxlj) b

(66F1a. [Nuair §a cchonaic

i
13

when (C see.PASTithe lqueen them PROG icome
‘when the queen saw them commg (DIALECT: DONEGAL)

an |bhanrion | i iag fteacht.

b. (¢ nor o xaniki o wariin) (¢ stlaxt)

As the data show,
W?jseeg then, that the three options are freely available in principle.3¥

In implementing the analysis, we will assume an additional constraint, which we will name NO SHIFT,
whose effect is to require that precedence relations in phonological representations should be 1somorphxc to

the linear ordering of terminal elements determined from the syntactic representation.

(67)  [INO SHIFT

If a terminal element « is linearly ordered before a terminal element 8 in the syntactic represen{
tation of an expression E , then the phonological exponent of ¢ should precede the phonological

exponent of 8 in the phonological representation of E.

The interpretation of thls constraint is intended to be neutral w1th respect to the various ways in which linear
¢« B
order might be’ ‘{{read off’ syntactic structure (¢f

Kayne (19%) Frampton (2004) Fox and Pesetsky (2005)

e

Lépez éOOQ) Elfner (2012) for more specific 1mp1ementat10ns) What matters for our purposes is that No-

and
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SHIFT penalizes pronoun postposing, and any other ?phonolog1ca1’ displacements which result in orderings

=z ’ré

wtrich are not faithful to those determmed by syntactic linearization routines.

We also assume that the choice between strong and weak forms of pronouns is a free lexical choice/*

and that different selectlons therefore glve rise to distinct inputs (é
go a7
Anderson (2005) on Enghsh aux1lrar1es) Asa consequence if the strong form of a pronommal object is

selected, no violation of STRONG START can be triggered and no repair will be required or possible. This

much is more a decision of convenience than a de01s1on of prmcrple While n ‘would surely be possible to

wfig ”/ Jia s
re ulate this variation with grammatical devices (e. the PRIORITY constralntz f- Mascaro (2007))3 nothin
g g g

at present forces us down that more elaborate path (though some relevant issues will come up in section 8.5},
’ below);

We will illustrate the workings of the system by way of ¢ur-earlier example (60j;frepeated here as (68);1

r(68) Ja. UThug [‘: ‘mhathalr €] %fhad le fteach na Escorle
bring.PAST other |him }as far—asihouse the. GENfschool.GEN
(;D}“ _'My mother brought him as far as the school.’

|b.  'Thug mo mhathair .. fhad le teach na scoile

If a strong form of the pronoun is selected, we have the tableau in (69), in which, as throughout, we use the

30 notation {¢ D} to indicate a pronoun in its strong formﬁ/'/
B (o)
(69) F .
\ : a 1
e (69)a | [xp thug [pp mo mhéthair] [yp [pp €] [pp fhad le teach na scoile ]I ] || STRONG START | NO SHIFT
@mej vl 2 z e
Tk 7 g o , . |
Pf”’ ale ¢ thug mo mhdthair) ((I) {w €} fthad le teach na scoile)

*1

b. ¢ thug mo mhathair) (¢ (¢ fhad le teach na scoileﬂ) {wé])
LA

In the absence of a violation of STRON G START, the effect of NO SHIFT is to ensure a transparent mapping

from linear order in syntax to precedence in prosodic representatrons However, if the weak form of the

Ia)

22, object pronoun is selected, there are more possibilities to consider, as illustrated in (70).\3\2
/ Lo

,
R
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70).
(1018

Cimr‘\ 3

[rp.thug [pp mo mhathair] [‘,p [pp €] [pp fhad le teach na scoxle ]] 1 STRONG START | MP ; NO SHIFT

(¢ thug mo mhéthair) ( ) (¢ fthad le teach na scoile) €)

L.

(¢ (4, thug mo mhdthair) ) (¢ fhad le teach na scoile) : *

C. (¢ thug mo mhdthair) (¢ ¢ thad le teach na scoile) *|

The high ranking of STRONG START in Irish (above MATCH PHRASE and NO SHIFT) eliminates the option

in which the offending structure is not repaired The ultimate outcome must therefore involve either option

A (postposing) or optxon B (leftward enchsls) These options are similar in that both represent /fsolutlons% to

>)

the problem of STRON G START. Howeveithey also differ crucially; optlon A (postposmg) violates NO SHIFT

but satisfies MATCH PHRASE while optlon B (leftward enclisis) violates MATCH PHRASEj' but satisfies N o]

SHIFT. ThlS 18 probably clear for optlon B, but some clarification is perhaps in order for opuon A We have

assumed the definition in (35), repeated here as (71);\

(7h

VIMATCH PHRASE

Given a maximal projection XP in a syntactic representation S, where XP dominates all and only
the set of terminal elements {ha b, ¢, sl H ‘/Lnﬁ} there must be in the phonological representation P
_corresponding to S a ¢-phrase ngleh includes all and only the phonological exponents of a, b, c, [ ,,, fe

that

fortt

Given (71), and given that we have assumed that postposing involves adjunction, it follows that both strucg

tures of (56) (our schematic representation of postpoSing) satisfy (71) equally well. ?he»bfgtructure bf (56}5

involves a single complex (two-segmentj category ¢. Given fhe understanding of prosodic adjunction laid

& »
out at (59b), above} that complex category rincludes:?: exactly the same elements as are included in jthe-a<
pies

structure jof (562. Calculation of optimal satisfaction of that constraint, then, cannot proceed differently in
s
>

the two cases; postposing}{éhen; at least in such cases, is neutral with respect to MATCH PHRASE. That in turn

leaves us in a position to understand why there are two ways of repairing structures that might otherwise

violate STRONG START If we assume that the relative ranking of MATCH PHRASE and N 0 SHIFT is variable

o

(Anttila 22002% cf[Coetzee and Pater 2201 l)) we expect two outcomes: the ranking » MATCH PHRASE >> N O
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SHIFT results in pronoun postposing, while NO SHIFT >> MATCH PHRASE results in leftward enclisis.

Postposing will also in the general case be neutral wrth respect to the BINARITY constraint defined in
(47). Postposing is adjunction, and adjunction by definition creates bmary-branchmg structures. Provided
that the material left behind by postposing (the contents of the lower ¢-phrase in (56@@) includes at least two
prosodic constituents, structural binarity will be unaffected by displacement of the pronoun:? (See footnote
41 in-section-8-4 for elaboration of this point.)

This is the core of our proposal. Besides its fundamental simplicity, its single most important property
is that it provides a reason for the existence of pronoun postposing. Viewed in this way, postposing is not an
isolated quirk of the grammar of Irish; ratherLrt 1s one cog in a larger machine wﬁf&m shapes the rhythmic
structure of expressions. Prosodic factors are now not extraneous or added on—they are the heart of the

/\

matter[and it is then 1nev1table that the positioning of pronouns would exhibit a rich set of interactions with

and discourse factors, since (on this view) the positioning of weak pronouns is shaped only by a drive for
rhythmic balance of a certain kind. 7

These are important virtues, but we need now to assess how the proposal fares when we venture beyond
articles
the simplest cases and face the empirical challenges considered earlier in the papen We need to ask in

Zﬂki
particular how well the proposa] deals with those cases Which pose difficulties for purely syntactic accounts

of postposing. That is the work of the next section.

8 Extensrons and Challenges

\/\/\/\_N/\ ALY AN
{jx 07‘ nﬁ) v
81 A Simphﬁcatmn and an Extension

We begin by considering a facet of the postposing puzzle that we have not yet discussed. To start, notice
that theinformal presentation of the mechanism of postposing given in (56) is in fact illegitimate, if we are
serious about developing a truly phonological account of the facts. (56) implies that postposing applies to

li-ght elements at the left edge of a ¢-phrase only if they correspond to pronouns (are members of the syntactic
that

- prosodic factors. It is also expected, rather than surprising, that postposing would be insensitive to pragmatic

category D) But prosodic categories are [homogeneousz in the sense that ¢-phrases wpwh correspond, say, -

L that
to PPF; and those wﬁrchrcorrespond to VP's are mdrstmgurshable in their behavior and properties. If that

\../

is the case, prosodic elements ngrch correspond to D should be 1ndrst1ngurshable from similar elements

hich correspond to, say, the syntactic category P. And of c course STRONG START as defined in (55) makes

37
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no reference to pronouns, to objects, or to any term from syntactic theory. Its effects (il}formedness or
~ associated repairs) should then be felt whenever an inappropriately light element appears at the left edge of
a ¢-phrase, no matter what syntactic category that element corresponds to. All this being so, (56) would be

better understood in the simpler and more general form of (72)&

.

(72)  |APRONOUN POSTPOSING (EINAL)T)

()
b. [ ¢
O o L i

,«
/
i

- o)
In (72), we have a truly prosodic, and truly non’%syntactic,‘ account of postposing. Interestingly, there is
i 2
evidence that the simplification in (72) also represents an empirical advance. Our discussion of pronoun
postposing has so far been typical of theoretical treatments in focus/éing exclusively on the reordering of

pronouns. But all descriptions of the phenomenon make clear that an exactly analogous reordering applies
B, 4_7 4"*

to certam kinds of prepositional phrases (seelfor mstance Stenson Z 1981: 42—47; O Siadhail (% 1989: 207 T
210, espeerally 207)5> Micheal O Siadhail (1989: 208) cites the doublet in (73) for example}\

(73)la. UBhi  lan sagartjag mo;mhéthair inné.

[
be.PAST the priest Jat imy imother yesterday.
‘The priest attended my mother yesterday.’

ik
| L X
— b. . Bhi an sagart . inné ilaici J;

0
b pcec
be.PAST the priest  |yesterday atgher -
‘The priest attended her yesterday.’
T{"} ’éﬂ@g £
a4 i:md we can add the examples in (74) from our own observatlonl\/
s, «/;
T S
| (74)| a. ULabharfaidh Imé ar an Chlochdn Liath amarach
3 5 - ‘
(,@ E speak.FuT Kmth,i\hrm on Dunloe tomorrow

| ‘Il speak to him tomorrow in Dunloe.’
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b. . ;La.bharfaldhL — iar ‘an Chlochén Liath Iamérach
| . X
§speak FUT gion Dunloe {tomorrow Ewith’%\him
1‘I’1] speak to him tomorrow in Dunloe.’ !
b 3@. that
The elements that postpose in cases like these are PP ] Wﬁlch consist solely of a prepositional head inflected
4;}0
35 for] person number, and gender features of its (s1lent) object.¥¥ They are mostly monosyllabic and they are
N

all unaccented (like simple pronouns, these PPs have distinct weak and strong realizations). li cases such
as (73) and (74), then, we-wil] also have inappropriately light elements at the left edge of the ¢-phrase

corresponding to VP, threatening a violation of STRONG START, It is unsurprising, then, that postposing

should be available here as well.

Questions now arise, of course, about other kinds of prosodically light elements-functional elements
oy
5 e :
such as C, p£ and T. These are syntactic heads, and therefore occur in the initial position of their maximal

projections. Their phonological exponentsTfi—which are typically unaccented and weak#will then .appear

at the left edge of ¢-phrases, in apparent violation of STRONG START. So why do these elements never

==y

postpose? This is an important question, and we return to it in section 8.6, when more of the neccessary

background has been put in place. For now, we move on to other aspects of postposing.

bE)

o

f”mt«

@} 8.2 Sub]ects of ’Flmte Clauses

The correct analysis of pronoun postposing must guarantee that subject pronouns in v$0 clauses, even when
post puses
weak, never undergo -postposingt (75), repeated from (8) dbovey is 1mpossxble!

!
| (75) g *]Chulr mo 'lamh mo |phéca mé.
{

f o : : L O/‘ t
(@*’ HPAsT %put; *my hand nni{my pocket| 1
g ‘I put my hand in my pocket.’

Simple application of MATCH PHRASE would derive a nested prosodic structure like (76) (cf. (51) and

tableau (54) above),
!
g\D"; (76) @ (¢ chuir (¢ mé (¢ mo ldmh *mo phdca)))

Default prosodification may therefore place a subject pronoun in ¢-initial positionﬁexactly the same con+

figuration responsible for triggering the postposing of object pronouns (cf. tableau (70)). The puzzle, then,
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is why subject oronouns never postpose.

From the earliest discussions of the phenomenon, the intuition has alwayd been that postposing is prc£
empted in such cases by the requirement that weak subject pronouns incorporate into the preceding verbal
complex.b We believe that this general approach is correct. The challenge, however, has always been to g0
beyond the level of intuition in spelling it out. And syntactic movement analvses are ill-placed to do that,
since both leftward aod rightward movements routinely target the subject position of ﬁnite clauses, as shown
for ﬁ—movement (in a cleft) in (77)?\

77 Als Imé ja [ta _ ituirseach.
2 ;
L]
COP.PRES me C be PRES  [tired
‘It’s me that’s tlred.’
‘ 4 ‘ : that

In this observatloqﬁwe have another important contrast between the conditions W}fnch govern pronoun post;
posing and those \}v h govern syntactic movement. We also now have two questions to answer. The first is

%

why syntactlc movement of a subject is not blocked by whatever operation is responsible for incorporation
of the subject (call it Subject Pronoun Incorporation); the second is why pronoun postposing }}g preempted
by Subject Pronoun Incorporation.

The answer to the first question is clear. Subject Pronoun Incorporation is a post?syntactic phenomenon
(Chung and McCloskey (}w 1987: 226——228{ Doherty { 1996: 23 25)% Ackema and Neeleman &003)) Doherty
(1996: ng 23) in fact argues that pronouns are incorporated into the verbal complex by way of a morpholog;L

that As evidence
ical operation, one Wﬁlch results in the creation of a complex morphological word. ’For this concluswn he

k
it

cites ps-evidenced a range of phenomena nglch treat the incorporated pronoun in exactly the same way as
person- -and number-marking suffixes on the verb.%g/lf this is right, Subject Pronoun Incorporation will be
invisible and irrelevant as far as syntactic operations are concerned. Following movement of the pronoun in,
for instance, (77), linearization and trac%éliminationb(if they are d’istinct) will ’applyj‘ifnd will yield as input
to the morphology a representation in which there is no pronoun to incorporatef in which case, nothing more
need be said. Syntactic operations cannot anticipate what might haopen in the morphology and will never
enter into competition with morphological operations.

But of course the heart of our argument here is that pronoun postposing is postisyntactlc It postpos,}
ing were a syntactic movement the logic of the previous paragraph should apply with equal and similar

contraiy
force to \ﬁi-movement and to postposing; we would then expect, eountef to fact, that weak pronominal subzI
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Jects should postpose, just as they undergo yﬁ—movement. However, if Doherty (1996) is right that Subject
Pronouo Incorporation is a morphological operation, and we are right that pronoun postposing is part of
prosodic structure-building, the observations fall into piace. Assuming that morphological operations (19-
cluding vocabulary insertion) create the input to prosodic structure-building, a weak pronominal subject will
necéssarily be the rightmost element within the verbal complex and will never trigger a violation of STRONG
START (cf. Henderson 2012 on the timing of morphological insertion and prosodic parsing). Cons;quently,
‘no repair will be warranted. Given this constellation of assumptions, the contrast between (8)/(75) and (77)
is inevitable’?

nf S

qwi b{\}

S

oy

A 83 Partial Postposing

“Any suitable analysis must also provide an understanding of partial postposing. As we have already seen| shown

{:53

L(4d) and (1 l)fabove) and as is especially clear from the large dataéset summarized in Appendix B of Bennett, £/{ner,

(2015) vanablhty of positioning is a central part of the pronoun, postposmg puzzle. Consider (78);

(78) %Thaispeén siad (¢ ] do/mojmhathair seachtain 6 shinji nDoire.

E/W\

|
show.PAST they | 1t tto my;mother week  lago |inDerry

| “They showed it to my mother in Derry a week ago.’

(78) is well-formed under conditions whlch should by now be fam>111arﬁ—~the object pronoun can cliticize to
{rbr

the subject DP, or it can be realized as a full prosodic word in situ. But of course pronoun postposing is also

an option, and the postposed pronoun may appear after any of the major postverbal constltuentS}\

£y b

(79)5321 ?E}Thaispeén siad _ do mo mhdthair [é] seachtain 6 shin i nDoire.
|
|
f

; X
b. ‘Thaispeén siad _ do mo mhéthair seachtain 6 shin | é |i nDoire.
c. |

Thaispedn siad _ do mo mhdthair seachtain 6 shin i nDoire

m“”

Following elimination of silent elements, the f)/P of (78) will have the syntactic structure shown in (80)y
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PP i nDoire

/\ /" [TEMP]

[APRPG] seachtain 6 shin.

LN

[align) — L do mo mhdthair

In determining what prosodic structure will be associated with (80), the crucial prmmp]e is MATCH PHRASE

as formulated in (35) repeated once agam in (81)5

(a0 Z}r”wrw
(28] ! Given a maximal prOJectlon Xp in a syntactic representation S, where XP dominates all and only
(’\
o) the set of terminal elements { a, b, c,l.l.. An }, there must be in the phonolog1ca1 representatlon P
é\f{ :
correspondmg to S a ¢-phrase Whlch includes all and only the phonological exponents of 4, b, c, b ;gog} N
“that
Sy SEge . e e
Setting aside the various PP’s, there is just one maximal projection in (80)- ‘1?1 Neither va nor vP3 is
38 maximal (since each is immediately contained within a phrase with which it shares a label)ﬁf That means
\’\'«4/
that MATCH PHRASE will i 1mpose a relatively weak requirement on the prosodic realization of structures
that
such as (80). It will be satisfied as long as there is a ¢-phrase Whrch includes ‘all and only the (phonological

“«r
exponents of the) terminal elements of 1 vP1 There are of course many ways in which that requlrement can be

that

" met, and it follows in turn that those constraints lelch are concerned only Wlth rhythmic balance (BINARITY

and EQUAL SISTERS especially) will play a decisive role in determining which phrasings actually emerge.
f"‘\}ﬁw\}/ % -
We beheve that this is a correct outcome since complex VP's such as (78) can in fact be phrased in more than -

%

one way. For (78)/we will expect at least the possrbrhtres in (82)}\
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75(83)

(82) 7 al b 0
i
|
!
]
03 . 0
| /\
~ | do mo mhdthair- 1) ¢
~
gé do mo 1nhatl1azrg\seachtazn oshin =
ij / =+ seachtain ¢ shin i nDoire
present :

‘What is most important for @hﬁ purposes, herej though, is that we - now understand the various possibilities
exhibited in (79). A weak pronoun may adjoin to any of @3, ¢2lj\0r ¢ of (82a), avoiding a violation of
STRONG START while still satisfying MATCH PHRASE and doing just as well with respect to BINARITY
as the Va;iant without postposing. Thig is onewplace where prosodic recursion plays a pivotal Vrole in the

analysis: flexibility in pronoun positioning reflects an interaction between MATCH PHRASE, as defined in

(81), and the recursive nesting of ¢-phrases.

We now. understand, then, the range of possible landingféites@/ But we must also understand why pros’

&
nouns may not be shifted to positions within the various postverbal constituents (xp, YP|or ZP of (6)). From

the startmg%omt in (83), W@eannet emerge—th]ﬂ the variants in (84). Feanno z’ [

e

i
i

?—Cuirfear : ' i rellg a Cruite ﬂ)e Mairtfi ndiaidh aifreann fan mhedn lae}1
;m fthe Imldday Em /

bury. FUT;IMPERS ghlmzm graveyard Cruit il"uesday Eafter gmass

dteach pobail ;Cheann Caslach.

s

church  IKincasslagh
§‘He will be buried in Cruit graveyard on Tuesday after midday mass in the church in Kincasslagh.’

(84)3a. [

s

*Cuirfear _ ireilg|€é]na Cruite Dé Mdirt i ndiaidh aifreann an mhedn lae i dteach pobail Cheann
Caslach. |
b. *Cuirfear _ i reilg na Cruite Dé Mdirt i ndiaidh | ¢ aifreann an mhe4n lae i dteach pobail Cheann

Caslach.
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c. *Cuirfear _ i reilg na Cruite Dé Mdirt i ndiaidh aifreann an mheén lae i dteach pobail [¢ | Cheann 2
: 3




©r

#o

\\\[

©

ES‘S? : O}D m\} :
(85 : G MO :
‘ [zp cuirfear [1p [yp [yp € 1 [pp i reilg na Cruite Dé Mdirt]] ]] SS | MP; NO SHIFT
oa? s f" . :‘ 1 L:f :’

N [}
R ?
a. (¢ cuirfear (¢ é (¢ i reilg na Cruite Dé Mdirt)) ) *1 '
b i
e - :

b;'@ (¢ cuirfear (¢ (¢ i reilg na Cruite Dé Mdirt) él,) L *
1
Sy :

C. (¢ cuirfear (¢ i reilg é na Cruite Dé Méirt) ) ] *
pwd 1
§

Caslach.

13 Py

But these contrasts too fall out from the basics of our proposal since postposing):/into\z/a syntactic constituent
hke PP w11] always incur a gratuitous violation of MATCH PHRASE, Whlc%h will require for each postverbal
constituent in cases like (84) that there be a correspondmg ;)-phrase Wt};ﬁ:h includes all and only its terminal
elements. The presence of the weak pronoun within the ¢-phrase corresponding to PP will therefore force a

violation of MATCH PHRASE. Since there will be no such violation in the examples of (79), they will always

emerge as optlmal by comparison, as shown in (85)/5

A

2 '@
In this way we derive the pattern of (6), repeated here as (86);,

- 867 [y Dp XP YP ]

article

This was one of the principal goals we set for ourselves at the beginning of the pépegyi‘&
POk

8.4 &gmall Clauses

Many of the most challenging puzzles we have encountered center on the application of pronoun postposmg

to the subjects of small clauses. Here we argue that our proposals deal straightforwardly with core cases
that
of this type and that they also extend gracefully to those cases whlc@ seem most troublesome . for syntactlc
(4o and (273, repeated here in

approaches. To begin, consider aga1nl(87) and (88).

(87)]a. i fchlonn it r%’[me ag %tr01d le

Sy

Er1d1r1 b

i I } RN
fxf Isee. PREs;you Le PROG ﬂght ‘w1th kmghts
‘If you see me fighting with knights./ 4 P
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b. [Md chionn td _ ag troid [mé) le ridirf. pes9

e 59y »
rﬂ(88)§$ a. “IChonac [ ag feachamt ;ulrthl ggo druls1u11 ]

WOw IO
Iisaw  |him |PROG }look }0 ﬁher %lascmously

i ‘I saw him looking at her lascxv10usly.

|

Ib. [Chonac — ag féachaint uirthi | é | go drdisidil. L6314

We have already shown (section 4.2 @ove) that such cases are troublesome for syntactic analyses of posti’
posing. Far from being troublesome, however, they are expected given our prosodic proposals. As before,

the syntactic startinggboxnt we assume is something like (89);

chionn

o
~le ridiri j

The syntax of (89) exposes a quirk of the system of mapping constralnts in (34) Whlch we have not yet
addressed Those mechanisms associate lexical items, maximal projections, and certain kinds of clauses
/\

with prosodic constituents (@’s, ¢-phrases, and l-phrasesﬁ)\respectlvely) Howeverr they provide no instruction

that
-about how to treat other syntactic constltuents-wthose in particular, ?vlsnch are neither maximal nor minimal.
Lffégg A

Consider (90), with specifier &, complement S, and a head H mhlch crucially has phonological content.




The mapping principles ensure that HP will correspond to a ¢-phrase, that the head H will correspond to a

prosodic word @, and that the spemﬁer and complement will correspond to ¢-phrases (unless they happen to
Saedor eeample, ‘

be syntactically mlnlmalré g+ pronouns or other heads). But the interm dlate constituent, unrlabelled in (90),

which includes only the head H and its complement, will not}-as-things standy be mapped to any . prosodic
- constituent. But the prosodic word corresponding to H must be integrated somewhere, and given (35) it must
be integrated in such a way that it is within the ¢-phrase corresponding to HP but outside the @-phrases

corresponding to ¢ and f3. This will lead to the prosodic representation in (91);

o1 ()
12¢ o

Violates
But.in (91);a«we«mhavega,.;v.iolafion/—of the crucial BINARITY constraint (section 6.2). What we expect, then, is{

that structures such as (90)/(91), in which H has phonological content, will be prosodically unstable, at least
in those languages in which the demands ?)f binarit’y take precedence over the matching principles of (34).
In such languages, of which Irish is certainly one, structures like (91) will always require a repair.

In the case of (89), if the mapping constraints of (34) were to apply without adjustment, we-would-have

: M "“:4: Vo pege 14
the prosodic structure in (92)1 wwpwld restiiip

02 v

\3,—
©-
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In (92)2 the complex word ag troza,'g is orphaned in the higher ¢-phrase. But (92), of course, is not what
emerges as the actual prosodic structure, given the fatal violation of BINARITY that it incurs (and also
I:QUAL SISTERS, if the PP is correctly mapped to a ¢-phrase). One of the structures that can emerge to

resolve this dilemma is (93) in which both BINARITY and EQUAL SlSTERS are respected The string mé ag

rooted again in the requirements of eurhythmy.

93) ;
/\
? ¢
/\ A
O leridirf @)
/N
~ > ag troid

In (93), we show the pronoun in its strong form as a full prosodic word and so no further adjustment is
required. If, however, the weak form of the pronoun were to be chosen (a syllable rather than a word), then
wWould restifts

we-would-have a violation of STRON G STARTE; since the pronoun mé is initial in @. A repair is thus requlred

and the result is (87b), with the prosodic structure shown in (94)[,

(94)

ag troid =
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s ;(“9 5)

(a5} a - !
tlerd ['p mé ag troid [pp le ridiri] ] SS | MP | NO SHIFT
- L2 B sV E
[}
a. (¢ (¢ mé ag troxd)' (¢ le rldlrlgj) ! g
1
oy : = :
% P . » . g0 1 %
b.}\ (4, (¢ (¢ ag troid) mé) (4, le rldlrlz/) !

2
£

In the apparently contrasting example of (88§;the pronoun follows the complement but precedes a }Qf—adverb.
For such a case we will have the syntactically expected order of (96)j§nd the syntax in (97a). For exactly .

ta the same reasons as in the previous case, we now expect the prosodic structure in (97b)¥%

\j(

(96) ﬁChonac [ie lag  féachaint|uirthi |go drdisidil ].
{«p}w C EIf\saW *him PrROG look ionther lasciviously
ey § ‘I saw him looking at her lasciviously.’

e féachaint
¥ . . &
| - uirthi _“
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Given ((97) with 1ts STRONG START violation (the leftmost constituent of ¢3 is a syllable rather than the
= are
required word), the famxhar range-of repairs %s avallabldlnght -adjunction to ¢ or ‘92, yielding the two

i

? legal outputs of (98)3‘}}
hY

(98)?%& ,,,,, UChonac _ ag féachaint uirthi (é) go driisiil. . 64
;b %Chonac ag feachamt uirthi go drdisidil  ¢] .)

{ :H&a%ff\

e
E

Once again; MATCH PHRASE is satisfied in both variants of (98) because the single maximal verbal pros

jection of (97a) has a prosodlc counterpart (¢ of (97b)) ih includes all and only its terminals. These

seemingly difficult cases, then, fall'into place.

apk of

Another piece \’v 1 cla falls into place without elaboration is the stnkmg;example;type in (99), which was

presented in section 4.2 as being mysterious if postposing is syntactic.

b ; ]
Ais 2cuma # Pna shamhradh (¢ |6 é’na pheimhreadh
[l i
i Sl
ICOP PREsjnoﬁmatterE gPRED summer jor | PRED winter
‘It doesn’t matter whether it’s summer or winter. ; u20

y

In such cases, the pronoun subject of a small clause postposes to a position apparently within the disjoined

)
predicate of the small clause. We again assume the syntax in (100)(;\

(100) 5

'na shamhradh

‘na gheimhreadh

Very few of the particulars of (100) are important for pur/present concerns. No matter how those details are
filled in, the mapping prmcxples of (34)/(35) acting in concert w1th BINARITY, would yield the prosodic -

representation in (lOl)g\
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© 03 '
-+ [na shamhradh o
| ?
¢-# né > ’'na gheimhreadh

The representation in (101) simply carries through consistently our earlier assumptions about matching. The
pronoun é, b‘eing a syntactic head, corresponds to a prosodic word; the intermediate projection consisting of
the disjunction particle nd and its complement (the predicate 'na gheimhreadh) cannot be linked with any
prosodic constituent; to meet the requirements of BINARITY, however, the disjunction particle nd phrases
with its complement, the second disjunct. Both pr;dicates, though phrasal in the syntax, consist only of a
single prosodic word with a single accent (samhradh ¢ summ?r and geimhreadh ‘winter’), each with an ad—
joined prochtlc———the predlcatxve particle 'na (/na/). Thereforef they phrase only as prosodic words, consistent

with our earher commitments. This much is unremarkable.

What is however striking about (101) is that it is identical, in all respects, to the structures assigned by

around € 33,{/@
the mappmg constraints to ﬁmte VSO clauses (see the discussion in section 6.2 ?fp ~28-above); One of the
83 T
examples from that dlscus31on;ils repeated here'

1 (102)  “Sciob 5an “'cat an t-eireaball den luch
E o Lo |
§ |

cut.pAST the cat. the tail offithe mouse

“The cat cut the tail off the mouse.

H
H

The isomorphism between the prosodic structure associated with (102) and that associated with (100) reflects
a core property of the mapping theory we rely on throughout—ﬁ—namely its blindness to syntactic éategory

dlStlnCtIOHS oth the finite verb in the VSO structure and the initial pronoun in the small clause structure,/*

. J Laad

esplte thelr profound syntactxc dlfferences, jmap to a prosodic word whose sister is a ¢-phrase, one Wg. ch

in turn has a prosodic word and a @-phrase as its immediate constituents. That ¢-phrase in turn consists of
two prosodic words. This structure (1llustrated for (102) in (103a)) should be compared with (101). It may
be worth stressing that the calculations ’w 1ch yield these isomorphic structures are identical in every detail

[
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for the two (syntactically very dlfferent) cases. lmportantly, though as we have already séen; the structure

that actually emerges for cases like (1()2) is the one in (103b), as can be heard in the soundjﬁle associated

with(53a).

(103) 1z a,; 91

r1b; (o}

Mu_e .

_sciob _ancat ant-eireaball  den luch

/
e
e

¥

' —

an t-eireaball - den lucl%é

In our introductory discussion, we attributed the emergence of (103b) to the fact that it eliminates the vio]g_g‘
tions of EQUAL SISTERS incurred by (103a), while satisfying BINARITY just as well,

tht is more important at present, though, is that (103a) and (101) are indistinguishable. The logic of
internal consistency will therefore demand that we treat (99) in exactly the same way ‘as these VSO cases,

with the consequence that we must expect (104) as a possible phrasing for a syntactxc structure hke (99)

04y 0
¢ ¢
0 w (] : ()
| i i
é ‘na shamhradh no 'na gheimhreadh

The rebracketing seen in (104), like that in (103b), satisfies both BINARITY and EQUAL SISTERS. The predjﬂg"

Suil

cate 'na shamradh consists of a single prosodic word with one accent, as does the predicate 'na gheimhreadh.
Disjunctive 16 has both a prosodically strong accented form /no / and a prosodically weak form /na/; in (104)§

?:{?{u
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the former is deployed. We have then a sequence of two ¢-phrases with parallel internal constituencie‘s(}~ and
& '

the structure overall is rhythmically balanced. This phrasing is evident to the eariand it emerges directly

)
when the pronoun is in its strong form, with the word order in (105);

(1()5) §1s cuma Eé?’na shamhradh nog na figheimhreadh

[

S

H

£

E | ﬁ 00 ]
|

%

% i
COP PRES no}matter lt PRED summer or %PRED lel’ltCI’

,i‘It doesn’t matter whether it’s summer or winter.

h

1If, however, the weak form of the pronoun were to be used instead, yve would have the familiar violation of
would resutf would
STRONG START; /and the further readjustment in (106) Wlll be motivated.

(106) [ ¢
R ¢
, ¢ c (1) )
N
€ no
‘na shamhrad_lwzﬂé t _.'na gheimhreadh

There is another p0531b1hty As in our earlier discussion of [/partlal postposmg the pronoun might instead

[0
dttach tothe higher ¢-phrase, yielding the equally possible (107), with the prosodic structure in (108)

(107) Z—g%is gcuma §’na gshamhradhgnég’na ghelmhreadh
! i - Uw E } g

; OP.PRES ano[ /matter PRED summer {or 'PRED ’wmter it

H

% ‘It doesn’t matter whether it’s summer or wmter

H

1
ié
§
E
z
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(108)

s : o
| 'nagheimhreadh <-{foim)

7N
?

These possibilities emerge as necessary and expected in the context of our proposals;it'hen. No elaboration

is necessary in order to-handle them, and in fact if the crucial rebracketing in (104) were excluded, and the

postposing in (29)/(99) not predicted, we could justifiably be accused of internal inconsistency. We take this

result to be important, since this exampliifypc poses such profound difficulties for syntactic -accounts of

pronoun postposing.

8.5 Root Small Clauses

Hinstraded

Consider a final small clause type. As we have already _sgem (in section 3), Irish permits root small clauses

with assertoric force. But such clauses differ sharply from complement small clauses in that their subjects

may not postpos

(109)a.

o
L

f
E gléasta go niamhrach.

him %drcssed ?%resplendently
‘He was dressed resplendently.’ SR-19]

*#(Gléasta go niamrach é.

by

&

This fact was attributed in Chung@ McCloskey (1987) to the absence of a licensing head governor for the
8

trace of postposing. How might we understand the failure in (109b) in prosodic terms? The first observation

to be made is that the STRONG START gonstraint is clearly at play in such cases. Pronouns at the left edge of

root small clauses must appear in their strong forms; weak forms are absolutely excluded. We take this to be

one of the signature effects of the activity of STRONG START. The analytical puzzle then is double—edged{\,"—ﬁT
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to understand why the constraint is operative in the contexts of (109), and then to ’understand why the only

available repair is option A of (62):fTstrengthening in place. Option B (enclisis in place) is impossible’for

obvious reasons (thé abseoce of a host). But why should postposing be impossible? |
The commitments that we have taken on entail a prosodic structure like (110b) for (108), given the

conventional syntax in (110a),

(110) 1 a? PredP il

Pred - XP

i o

gléasta go niamhrach: <

The entire small clause corresponds to an gntonaﬂonal/ phrase because it carries assertoric force (see the

second clause of (34) above and the accompanying discussion) and the pronoun is phrased as a prosodic

word—an option that is always available. §I’f the pronoun; however jwere to appear in its weak form, we

would have a violation of STRONG START as defined in (55). This much lets us understand why weak
pronouns may not appear 1n the subjeet position of such clauses and why strong pronooris must instead be
deployed.

What, then, explains the ban on postposing? Consider the options, given (110b). Note first that the

pronoun may not adjoin to the ¢-phrase corresponding to the predicate XP, nor to any position within that

¢-phrase. Either of these deformations would convert the binary-branching t-phrase in (110b) into a non?

branching constituent that dominates only a single ¢-phrase. Such structures run afoul of BINARITY which,
noted
as we ‘have $een repeatedly, is hrghly alued in Irish. In this way, we can understand the rll-formedness of
»

¢ lowermgt an utterance-initial pronoun into a subordinate ¢-phrase in structures like (110b).

The only available option therefore would be to adjoin the pronoun at the root—!to the 1-phrase. But
that too, we suggest, is impossible. Specifically, we hypothesize that nghtfad]unctlon of prosodically weak
elements to the ;ntoigt;n;l;phrase is forbidden (in Irish) and that thar is V\//ilglt calis off the possibility of

[,

postposmg in a structure like (110). This seems plausible in language-internal terms, and/ /may reflect a more

general pattern. There is an intriguing parallel here to certain effects in Bosnian-Croatian-Serbian discussed
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in Werle (2009 364—370) (see also Harizanov 20’13); Werle discusses an effect in those varieties Which /4

thai

he calls the utterance final effect” ) He shows that clitics of a certain class which have a relatively free
distribution may not in general appear at the right edge of the utterance, arguing that the option is tolerated

only if there is no alternative way 0f realizing the relevant structure. For Irish, there will always be such an

/(t.

: freeg and Melloskey 2015
This completes our discussion of the major types of small clause and their 1nteract10n with postposing.

_The principal task that remains is to assess how we can understand the facts wblch seem to suggest a role

for the ECP in determining pronoun position. That is the work of the next section.

8.6 Head thfernment Revisited

The head?government requirement of the ECP was at the core of the syntactlc analysis of postposing devel-

oped by Chung/ &i McCloskey (1987) Earher €1n sectxons 3.1 and 4. 1) we reviewed the observations that

motivated that analysis and al
(224 nnd 5 repeated ;e. 7
- }11) jin Wthh postposing is p0331ble despite the absence of a lexical governor.

some reasons to be sceptlcal of it. In particular, we pointed to cases like

==l . = .
(111)a. [1C4 fhad Mac Alastair marbh anois?

3

‘How ]ong has McAlhster been dead now?’ , | Fae-103

b. Cen tachar

l
i
i
E

what ;length of- tlme ‘in America S/ou

L‘How long have you been in America?” Hep26

Such observations add force to the methodological impulse to eliminate proper government from our the(g
retical and descriptive : arsenaIS' but of course the facts that seemed to motivate the head government requirei‘
ment remain. In this sectlonj ‘we argue that those facts are better understood in the context of our prosodic
proposal than in the context of the head government account. Further, we argue that the prosodic account
lets us understand why the earlier proposal yielded such a good approximation of the facts.

The head government clause of the ECP draws a crucial distinction between lexical (open:class) heads
and functional (closechlass) heads. The former are licensers of movement; the latter are not. But this disg’
tinction has a prosodic correlate. Functional heads tend to be prosodically dependent (Truckenbrodt ( f 999)?

among many others), while lexical heads tend to be prosodically independent. The existence of such a correi;j
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lation suggests the possibility of reth‘inking the relevant patterns in phonological terms. But the correlation is
in turn only app10x1mate—not all functional heads are prosodically dependent. The existence of such Zcor—
ner cases 'should provide a way of distinguishing empirically between analyses based on proper government
and gna]yses based on prosodic considerations.

We begin by showing that the troublesome case in (l 11b) is expected given the approach now on the

. o
table. The prosodic structure linked with an example such as (111b) will be (1 12)5{,

-

(112) 4

cén t—achar

9

e | Meiriced

%
In (1 IZa)}\we represent the accusative subject pronoun in its strong variant, as a prosodic word, which means
,.z’x
that there is no violation of STRONG START and therefore no repair. Of course,j if the weak version of the
= i sed Haat
pronoun is selected, we-will] have -4 STRONG START}}\vxolat jon and the prosodic structure thch will emerge is

i

(112b), an entirely appropriate outcome.w‘f} What was a problem of underggeneratlon for the head government

P
o

proposal now falls into place quite naturally.
What of the cases, though, in which the head government requirement correctly rules out impossible

postposings? Setting aside root small clauses (which we have already dealt with in section 8. 5), such cases

: 9u

are of two kmdSL—negated small clauses (113) and small clause complements to functional rather than lexical

heads(]l4)§ S

2

c

lsa |bhaile.
t % ¥ 4 i
? ; ? V,s | 3
cop PAST/often NEGhimi mr‘

‘He was often not at home

1

(1 l3)ja. *Ba imhlmc gan
£ |
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b. *Ba mhninic gan _ sa bhaile é.

(1 1453. agus [

*and xhlm iniDublin
“While he was in Dublm}

xl mBalle Atha Cllath ]‘ !

"il

b./*Agus [ . i mBaile Atha Cliath é’f] "

The minimal syntactic structure we could assume for such cases is shown in (115a) and ( 115b) respecl

o :
He tlve]y%‘“’ : T
S

s @ atd|

K
H
i /\

minic
(eften) ;p

o
b

s

sa bhaile ' i mBaile Atha Cliath
fat-home)

{in-DPublin);

Unsurprisingly, both the marker of negation gan and the subordinator agus (being function words) are
- prosodically dependent. The negative marker is [gon]; agus is realized variously.as [as], [ggs] or [ogas].

_Unadjusted prosodlc structures correspondmg to ):P of (llSa) and (115b) then will be as in (116a) and
(1 l6b)‘£respectlvely 1
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T
\ Ly i
~y

’
(116) 7 b. 0
o BN
lesl /\
|
el]

(tom)—+ i mBaile Atha Cliath

Such structures raise two questions: (2 Why does the presence of the function word to the left of the pronoun
¢ i‘;?}

call off the possibility of postposing? KUJ There is a STRONG START violation in ¢ of (116), which is induced

by the presence of the prosodically dependent element at its left edge. Why does this potential violation not

itself trigger postposing of the offending element, the negative marker [gon]? This latter éssue&sjhe}quesixon} ahe

that we postponed from section 8.liabove;§

The two questions are intimately linked. The key property of these structures is that the function words
thot
at their left edges are proclitics W},gch are dependent on the prosodic constituent to their right. We take it

that this dependence should be modelj\ed formally by way of left;adjunct'ion of the dependent element to

the immediately following prosodic constituent. Which constituent, though, does the dependent element -

e B % [N
adjoin tog—;g the first word of ¢2i or 16 ¢, itself? This kind of question is notoriously hard to resolve (for
. A ¥ 2 .
. %, g1 3 7 ?
relevant discussion;isee Selkirk fi’ 996)', Hall (?99%)?:} Ito @3 Mester 2500%)): but for one class of cases at

1hat has e
least Whi(ihwhave been closely studied, the answer seems reasonably clear. McCloskey (1996a) shows that

complementizers in Irish are sﬁbject to posgsyntactic lowering and éfdeS"fothef that they left-adjoin to the
inflected verb (not to a phrase) to form a‘fverbal complefz within which complex patterns of allomorphy
are.observed (see Oda (05012:3 ¢hap. G%nd Acquaviva ?SOIZTfor recent, detailed analyses of these matters
within the framework of Distributed Morphology). Let us aésume that this fesult is general and that all
prosodically dependent functional heads similarly adjoin to a prosodic word below them and to their i ght.f&
If gan in (116a) and agus in (116b) adjoin to the subject pronoun, ggt expectation-will-bé that the prox:;oun

will be required to appear in its strong variant, in order to serve as a host for the clitic.“\‘f/ In that casegxthe

i
initial elements of (116a) and (116b) will be as in (1 17)}
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g al o o bl e

N o

[¢) w : o (1

|

[gon]  [e] [gos]  [e:]

%

;fi . g 'y 7k
This prediction is correct. In all of the cases under consideration here ;(i(l 13) and (1 14);for~»example2 subject

pronouns must appear in their strong and accented forms (section 4.3). There will of course now be no
violation ‘of STRONG START with respect to ¢, of (116), since the structures illustrated in (117) are the
leftmost 1mmed1ate constituents of ¢, and are full (complex) prosodic words. In the absence of a v1o]atlon

no repair is needed and postposing is ungmotlvated In effect, adjunction of the prosodlcally dependent

éa ki

function words ! éprotectsf the pronoun from being at the left edge of the ¢-phrase and therefore guarantees,

by forcing the pronoun into its strong form, that there will be no violation of STRONG START The results

hat

we need are secured. Pronouns will never postpose from such positions, nor Wlll the functlonal heads Whlcla

left-adjoin to them.
A
P
Important questions remairgf of course. The generalization we rely on here is that functional heads in
" ﬂq AL 4

Irish, when prosodically dependent, are always proclitic and are never enclitic. It is this property Wthl{l
forces the crucial left-adjunction shown in (117), ensuring that there will be no postposing of either element.

2 K . . I
Weak pronounstj and weak BP;s, by contrast, are neither full prosodic words nor proclitics (pronouns at least
B

are clearly enclitic) and therefore the mechanisms we discussed earlier come into play for them postposmg

or left-adjunction in situ. The relevant generalization about functional heads is true and correct———they are

ia;iag;m;,z

this is simply a freevstandlng pattern, an 1rreduc1ble
‘jﬂﬁf ney

regularity in the data to which learners are sensitive, or ilf it is perhaps a reflection of some broader pattern

dH prochtlc——but of course one would like to know

or deeper principle (such as a preference to phrase syntactic heads with their complements; see Anderson

25005))/.~We have at present no answer to these questions, but we note that they arise no matter what one

assumes about pronoun postposmggﬁ However these questions are resolved, the conclusmn we stress here

oty h A4 Z
is that the observations Which seemed to argue for a head government condition on postposing now fall

within the range of understandmg, without appeal to the ECP or to the mechanisms that the

depends

on. The relevant observations emerge as reflections of an interplay between our core proposal and some

well-grounded, independent aspects of prosodic organization in Irish.
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This success takes on added significance when we consider a final, special case in which pronouns may
postpose, even though there is again no lexical governor to license the postposing. Recall from section 4.1
that small clause complements to the demonstrative particle seo routinely host pronoun postposing from their
subject positions. The structure itself is illustrated in (118); the possibility of postposing is demonstrated

again in (1 l9)§%

~ B i

(118)a. gl seo[DPXP]]

b. Seo  ha saighditirflag teacht.
DEMON the soldiers  PROG come

‘Here come the soldiers.’

5 Sa delreadh seo T fag teacht

i
§
m;gthe end IDEMON PROG come h1m :
‘In the end, here he comes.’ i ' PNG-83)

(12])a ACén fdo1gh la ndearna tu 67

(PNG 83)

Our earlier discussien highlighted cases like (1 19) as problematic for a syntactic analysis Méeh includes
head government as a central requirement. The difficulty is that seo is clearly just as much a closed-class
element as negation or the coordinator agus and should therefore be incapable of licensing the postposing
seen in (119). The interesting puzzle is why (119) should be different from the apparently similar (114),

such that postposing is possible in the former but impossible in the latter. In fact, we know of no syntacnc
M !‘ Wever,

difference between these two cases whi h would allow an understandmg of their dlfferent behaviors f{The

o ted above,
elements in question;-however differ crucially in their prosodic characteristics. As wé ‘have-just seen agus is

unaccented and prosodlcally dependent The particle seo, on the other hand, is exceptional among function

words in being accented and prosodicall independent; it is the ¥Corner case? we sought.
2 p y indep L g

LL 3
We know that seo (phonemica y 1] o/ or /[o/) is a full prosodic word because, unlike all of the unaccented

elements we have dealt with so far, it can stand alone as the single accented element in an utteraneé/i

(120)

1e

|

o

Seo

DEMON it
‘Here it is.’

:

what way
‘How did you do it?

you it
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as EZthis
‘Like this.’

In (120), the only element in the utterance apart from seo is a pronoun. This pronoun may appear in its weak

form, in which case it is prosodically dependent on the demonstrative. In the response of (121b), the only

} . /\
other element is the unaccented preposition mar (/mer/)ﬂwhxch is proclitic on the demonstratlve Finally, seo

. o by
may appear in a coordinate structure, as complement, for instance, to the preposition idir T‘between’)&

g

(122) ’1d1r %eo agus. Doire

%

§

between DEMON sand gDerry
‘between here and Derry’

This last js-4 position Whlch 18 absolutely restricted to prosodically independent, accented elements. Weak

forms of pronouns, for mstance are impossible in the context of (122). For cases such as those in (123) ! ™

(12334. idir aguse

T

b1
! ?
i

between me! and h1m 4

:between me and him’ : sp-324
S22y :

{.3{/ «»7/

b. |idir fagus Fxonntra :
H

betweeniitjand §Ventry

‘between there and Ventry’
A ¥ o b
[(PNG 573)

PNG-573

alt.a
W M)W

the pronouns must be pronounced in their full accented forms——-[me] and [e: ]f”rather than in their weak1

“(unaccented) forms. : |

)
But once we establish that seo is not prosodically dependent, we understand why postposing is possible

in cases like (119). The schematic prosodic structure for (119) will be as in (124)?
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(124) £ (o}

In (124), the subject pronoun appears in its sirong variant and postposing is not warranted. If, however, the
pronoun were to appear in its weak form, there would be a violation of STRONG START with respect to
¢ and postposing would be an available and warranted repair. Because s‘;o is pr();odically independent,
no adjunction applies in (124) to protect the pronoun f'rorfl appearing at the left edge of the ¢-phrase and
the STRONG gTART violation is inescapable. A contrast g/;;gla is mysterious in syntactic terms emerges as
ine&itable in prosodic terms.

We take this last case to be especially revealing since the contrast between ( 119) and (114) cén be
viewed as a sort of well-designed natural eXperimentéone in which everything is held constant except
for one factor (prosodic) and we observe the possibility or impossibility of postposing covarying with that
(prosodic) factor. And it is exactly this rthat makes the case so difficult for any syntactic account. These
observations élso let us understand why the head goverhment énalysis is so seductive. It provides a very
good approximatiqn of the facts, precisely because functional heads are in the typical case prosodically

dependent. It is only when the two properties (syntactic and prosodic) exceptionally come apart, as they do

in the case of demonstrative seo, that we can catch a glimpse of the truth behind the confound.

n

e

9 Assessment and Conclusio

A

s B
In section 5;{§beve} we laid out a set of criteria by which success in our domain of investigation might be
developed,
measured. Now that our proposals have been I"aid«vgutz it is time for the assessment,
£

A
'; -
Needless to say, many puzzles and mysteries remain. That saidl\however, the proposals we develop here
go farther, in terms of empirical coverage, than any extant account of postposing that we are aware of, for
any of the Gaelic languages. In addition, they let us understand why postposing comes trammeled up with

4‘ £
prosodic connections and correlations but shows no sensitivity to pragmatic or discourse factor%iit has

& [
to do only with rhythmic organization. The account also provides an understanding of theZoptionality‘[ of
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postposing and of the fact that postposed elements may appear in a range of positions (though always at
the right edge of a phonological Aphrase) They let us understand why postposing gwes the appearance of

being sensitive to head government, but they also gracefully integrate those cases W}nch are incompatible
that
with such a requirement. Also 1ntegrated 1sa set of observations thwh suggest that postposing is sensitive
$la o 2 0 o r) "m
yntactic representatlons ;{The relevant representational

is not that found 1n s
#
systemj-rather; is that of prosodic constltuency<

to a kind of constituency w

COVEL,
The prosodlc phrasings we make crucial appeal to are,

th at
moreover] clearly real, regardless of how we understand the mechanisms which

generate those structures,

£

Perhaps most important is the fact that the mechanisms § W g}ch do this empirical work are wellﬁintegrated with
a reasonable overall view of phonological phrasing in Irish and in general. The core mechanism appealed
to (prosodic adjunction) is well-established and unexotic, as are the various phonological constraints upon
which our proposals rely. ’ ‘

To the extent that the proposals are viewed as successful, it may be worth asking what the ingredients
of that success are. There are several. One is the commitment to a certain kind of recursion in prosodic

)
structure, one ;ﬁf}dh allows one phonological phrase to contain another; this is the ingredient ?é;él?lfilch allows
postposed pronouns a range of final resting places and tlzerefore lets us understand what we have called here
% ] o ghown

“partial postposmg? (a core property of the phenomenoné\as we have Eeen)

A second key ingredient is the idea that the need to create optimal prosodic constituents leads to the

"aemergence of prosodlc constltuents like mé ag troza’un (87) or € 'na gheimhreadh in (29)/(99) which are

bizarre from a syntactic perspective (as extensively dlscussed fby Nespor@ Vogel 1986). But it is exactly

S — 5',;

/
" this fblzarref constituency that postposing seems to be sensmve to.

A third important factor has been what we might call the homo ene1t of rosodic constituents within
g y P

a given category. A consequence of that commitment is that structures 'w ;; ch are syntactxcally very different
indeed from one another Eir?xt)e VSO clauses and certain small clauses involving d1SJunctlon; for- examplez
end up being 1nd1st1ngu1shable from a prosodic perspective and so support instances of postposing nglcla
are, again, very bizarre indeed when viewed in syntactic terms.

We set out to develop and assess a deliberately radical version of the prosodic approach, one ;l;;eh used
no term at all from syntactic theory in its formulatxon but only the primitives provided by prosodic theor y
(see (72)). It is interesting, we think, that that proposal goes as far as it does There remain observations
about postposing that are not easily understood(on),ﬂther}a syntactic account or on the account we offer

L
here{%the fact, for example, that the preverbal subjects and objects of nonfinite clauses resist postposing
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(see Chung and McCloskey 21987:'(:%228;5234g@and (32a) above) even though these are positions from which
leftward and rightward syntactic movements are freely possible.

*’%‘

(125) Ba mhaith liom . Claran a thostis

[-would-like gthem Ciardn Zhlre NONFIN
‘1 would like them to hlre Claran}

. %*Ba mhaith liom _ Ciardn a fhostd ;x

Rinne se 1arracht.h dheanamh/
i

1

i {”

g do.PAST hxm attempt | zlt do NONFIN
‘He tried to do it.’

b.A*Rinne sé iarracht _ a dhéanamh f

We also do not yet know how to mtegrate the observation that postposing seems to show ATB- (?Acwss the-"

E‘oard:() effects as in (127);
(127)  Yar |an gdtaobh chéanna ’ar: wirtl o i fi gbhfarraige fis
m,’“ i H §
i S 8 H Y
jonthe side  same fp tPAST,\HABIT iMPER i sea land )
{ tugtal ‘

o8 \“{3 ? ! o
brought. PASTHHABITK—;;IMPERS! mto 1nf;the oat Ehem

‘It was on the same side that they were put into the sea and that they were brought into the boat.’

i 1steach sa I:héd

hcs )

Whether
It remains unclear to us jif these lacunae reveal a failure of understandlng of the syntax (poorly understood
@ whether -~ that that
at present), or jf they suggest that an analysis is needed whieh draws on systems of representation which

are part syntactic, part phonological*'-a less radical version of the present proposal in a certain sense (see
Kabak, apd Bevithiadow 20036

Chung 2200335&G0ksel gﬁal ~42043)) Time will hopefully tell.
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prosodic word and use such processes to probe questions of constituency. Green (2000) ‘discusses much
relevant rmaterial, but does not settle the matter. We conjecture, however, that lenition may. well be a mor-

phological fu\ocess whose domam of appllcatlon is exactly that of complex prosodic words, the adjoined

-function word being the lenition trigger, the host being the lenited element. Such a theory would success-

fully bring together the two core classes of cases—Ilenition of the second element of a compound, as -in
seanbhean (*old-woman’) and lenition of a lexical word by a function word such as a preposition, comple-
mentizer, or determiney, as in an bhean (‘the woman’). If that is correct, then the prosodic structure in (117)

must be correct too. Fully exploring this conjecture and defending it, however would take a paper as least

%
-as long as the present one. We Spare our current readers that pain.

‘m

48This requirement follows flom the HEADEDNESS clause of Selkirk (1996): prosodic words must contain

a stressable element; [gon] being {WTeak, the pronoun [e:] must appear in its strong, stressable form.
b

4 An alternative that one might cx;il@xe is that ordering statements which position heads may be prlorltxzed
over the various prosodic constraints thz;tt we have been exploring here. If it were the case, for example, that
a constraint HEAD INITIAL outranked STﬁQNG START, which in turn outranked the constraints ordering
specifiers and complements, the results we w;‘i‘nt would be guaranteed. As pointed out in the text discussion,

%

the elements which do in fact postpose (pronouné‘ggnd single-word PP’s) are never complement-taking heads.
3 ‘

(Appendlx A Sources of Sound Samples

AU OB LRIV A W

=1(464a) 10 Bhéal an Bhab, Cnuas-scéalta Bhab Feiritéar, C16 Iarr-Chonnachta, 2002
(46b) “iSeanchas Rann na Feirste, ed.[éMaelsheachlainn Mac Cionaoith, Coiscéim, 2006

(53a) | O Bhéal an Bhab, Cnuas-scéalta Bhab Feiritéar, Cl6 Tarr-Chonnachta, 2002

(53b) iRogha na Seachmmq, 7 Samlzam 2009, podchraoladh de chuid' Raidid n naj

H

< Gaeltachtd http /lwww.ite. 1e/rad10/podcast/rnag_archlve html

(65a) I Nuacht a Se{, Raidié 1 na Gaeltachta, June 6th 2012 Dﬁﬁaﬁ”
béf *
(66a) : {Seanchas Rann.na Feirste, ed. iMaelsheachlaum Mac Cionaoith, Coiscéim, 2006 D@&'Edkf

@ I(Appendix B: Sources of Examples

ACS: Ag Coimedd na Siochdna, Paid O Siilleabhain

BEAL+-Béaloideas;Journal-of the-Irish-Foklore-Society- -
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+ . MBS: Mura 171Buafam;:§-Suathfam, Maidhc Ddinin O Sé

ot Séc{g@

+ AGMTS: Ar Gach Maoilinn Td Siochdin, Padraig O Ciobhdin

* AO: Aisti O Chiéire, Donnchadh O Drisceoil

BCC: Beatha Cholm Cille, Séamas O Searcaigh
e
BP: Broga Pdipéir, ed.jPédraic Breatnach

CC: Cruithneacht agus Ceannabhdin, Tomds Eairéad
d
CLENS: Cin Lae Eibhlin Ni Shiilleabhdin, ed.iMéiréad Ni Loingsigh

CM: An Chéad Mhdm, Sean Bén Mac Meanman
o 17
‘ & 24 P :
DC: Don Ciochota, translAn tAthair Peadar O Laoghaire
& bY

- DCA: Dith-Chéille Almayer, Joseph Conrad, trans;iSeosamh Mac Grianna

* DGD: Deoir Ghoirt an Deorai, Colm O Ceallaigh

DO: Dialann Oilithrigh, Donchadh O Céileachair

EDD: Eist le Dubh Dorcha, Sedn Og Caomhdnach

- FB: Feamain Bhealtaine, Miirtin O Diredin

FEB: ‘Fiolar an Eireabaill Bhdin, Sedn Pheats iTom O Cearnaigh

. ‘FF: Fonn na Fola, Beairtle O Conaire

. GAT: Gabhla An tOiledn, Mdirin U{ Fhearraigh

- LG: Le G’ealaigh, Pédraig O Ciobhgin

. LNT: An Leacht Ndr Tégadh, Séamas O Conghaile

+ M: Mise, Colm O Gaora

‘ © by
MOC: An Ministir O Ceallaigh, A. E. W. Mason and A. Lang, tran%Niall O Domhnaill

MSN: Mici Shedin Néill: Scéalal agus Scéalzja, Cathal Péirtéir

NGTTS: Na Gabh Thar Ti Stiofdin, Méiré Ui Fhlatharta

ONH: Or na hAitinne, Tomés Bairéad by

OTA: On tSeanam Anall, Scéalta Mhici Bhdin Ui Bheirn, ed.LMl’chezil Mac Giollé Easbuic

by angd -

J 7 rd
- PNG: Pobal na Gaeltachta, ed. AGearéid O Tuathaigh, Liam Lillis O Laoire,};Seén Ua Stilleabhdin

!
ay
SB: Séidean Bruithne, Joseph Conrad, trans,l\Seosamh Mac Grianna

" SISI: Seachrdn Jeaic Shedin Johnny, Michedl O Conghaile
* SOOT: Seanchas on Qiledn Tiar, Tomas O Criomhthain

« SR: Sciuird chun na Riiise, Padraig O Fiannachta
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by : &

- SSOTC: Si-Scéalta 6 Thir Chonaill, ed. }\Sgeén O Heochaidh, Mdire Ni Néily'and Séamas O Cathsin
G %’ .
STL: Seanchas Thomdis Laighléis, ed. ;:"Ibmés de Bhaldraithe

lm@e‘é’-é . {#) S: Séadna, An tAthair Peadar Ua Laoghaire

Y

€ f (i @ - SD: Sionnach Ar Mo Dhudn, Breand4n O hEithir

TGC: Thiar i nGleann Ceo, Tadhg O Rabhartaigh

o

U: Unaga, translated by Eoghan O Neachtain
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597

(sé\ézChung and McCloskey (1987: 228-234) and (32a) above) even though these are positions from which

leftw&;d and rightward syntactic movements are freely possible.

%
‘X
A

(125)a. Bf‘ mhaith liom Ciarédn a thosti
I-&guld—like them Ciardn hire.NONFIN

‘I W%%lld like them to hire Ciardn’

b. *Ba mhaith liom _ Ciardn a fhostid ,
(126)a. -~ Rinne séi%,% iarracht | € |a dhéanamh
b
do.PAST him "\({empt it - dO.NONFIN -

‘He tried to do 1«&
b. - *Rinne sé iarracht } a dhéanamh
A\

%

We also do not yet know how to integrate the observation that postposing seems to show ATB (‘Across the

Board’) effects, as in (127): \\x
\
1270 ar an dtaobh chéanna a cuirtf‘% — 1 bhfarraige is
on the side . same - C put.PAS} HABIT-IMPERS  in sea and
tugtai | = isteé“gp sa  bhad

brought PAST-HABIT-IMPERS  into ~ ‘in-the boat them
‘It was on the same side that they were f)‘qt into the sea and that they were brought into the boat.’

%
ACS 9 Ay

O
5

It remains -unclear to us if these lacunae reveal a failure o?@nderstanding of the syntax (poorly understood
. \K& .

at present), or if they suggest that an analysis is needed whj‘e‘? draws on systems of representation which

are part syntactic, part'phonological—a less radical version .of %Qe present proposal in a certain sense (see

%

Chung (2003), Goksel et al. (2013)). Time will hopefully tell. &‘%
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(2048 Richards (24 010f° andybowicz (3009, 20105/Sabbagh (2 011§, Manetta (2 %1 orzf‘

\(V \2Here and below, we occasionally highlight the position of a postposed pronoun by placmg itin a box
ﬂt ;: / we also indicate the syntactically expected position of the pronoun by way of the symbol V’f DW ﬁfﬁﬂ
footn n“ts/ article

e D 3Many of the examples used in this paper: have been taken from published sources. When this is the case,
it is indicated by way of a tag consisting of an abbreviation of the title of the publication followed by the
page number on which the example appears,;ror the date of broadcast in the case of material excerpted from

radio broadcastszhe abbreviations are explained in Appendix B.

EﬂVStenson (1981: 42—45) and O Siadhail (1989: 207—210) provrde clear overviews of the ‘basic facts.
Licas 1474; M T Jm?

m \{See for ‘instance, ‘O Se 220()0 155?:?59)’? O Baoill (1996 88 89)5 f kueas{ 1979:-93) on the distinction

between weak and strong forms of the pronouns in Munster and Ulster varieties,

iﬁ\?/The text here glosses over certain very important questions about phonetic realization. As a matter of
: t

- [y %4_,;
exposition, we will continue to use the terms ?strong pronoun3 and ‘accented pronoun’ as virtual synonyms.

But strictly speaking it is inaccurate to say that %strong?forms of pronouns are always accented, and even
more inaccurate to say that weak forms of pronouns never bear a pitch accent. Probably the most accurate
statement is that strong pronouns can bear an mdependent pitch accent (a target tone, in more technical
parlance). We say fmdependent\[ because there are circumstances in which weak pronouns may end up
bearing an accent, but only in virtue of being at the right edge of a larger prosodic domain that happens to
carry a final bonndary tone for other reasons (see McCloskey &Ol lb;é}for one such case). We might call
thesei_;f_/dependenti{;z pitch accents. None of this gainsays the fundamental point, recognized by all observers,

that pronouns in the language come in strong and weak variants.

a t7Th1s observation holds for the modern Ianguage but the facts were somewhat different in earlier perlods
¢ > Elfners and MeCloskey 2015,
See Ahlgvist (?k 975/62, Breatnach ( 1994:W 269-{70/{ and[for some brief drscussron\Bennet%etalL{%OJ%)f
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that
1 $The only proposals that we know of wgﬁeh attribute such force to pronoun postposing are those in
7t > s EWners and MeCloskes
Mulkern (2003, 201 1;. We consider those proposals in detail in Bennett/&gtwal:{Z()lZﬁ“ y

A

2 = %, - o T ,_: o
i E?.:For arguments against the remnant movement proposaKsee Adger (@f 997; 1251‘6)%;!D0y1e f | 99§){?D0herty 1997, E
2, MUNG e
(1997) and McCloskey Zf 992).

M P Similar observations surely hold of what look like small clause relative modifiers of the type in (i)?

() Za. INfor |mhérdn flé' gimthighthefiad@

|

i

was-notimany 5days§g0ne ithem
‘It wasn’t many days that they had been gone.’ bNH-58
{onu 18} ~

b. - Nior Emhérfm achair g cainnt liom ¢,

£'
| , i Losel |
NEG.PAST/much length-of-time.GEN [PROG|speak Iwithjme him

‘It wasn’t a long time that he had been talking to me.’ ' ONH-93

i at/lThe syntactic structures presented below are largely plausible, we believe (for discussion and defenge
of many of the assumptions made, see Chung@McCloskey {lQSZj,L McCloskey 601 Ic)) but the details are

rarely crucial for the points we want to establish.

m\'}Chung@ McCloskey (1987) in fact take the particle 'na to be a PKED head, which selects predicative

nominals (NP rather than :f]:);) and which agrees with the subject of the predication. On that view, sC of (30)

is _lj%fﬁﬁf and coordination is at the level of the immediate projection of%Pli{EI-)x. None of these issues is central

P2

for our concerns here.
oS
m\‘}Technically, whether (29) would involve a violation of Ross/’[( 1967) Coordinate Structure Constraint
depends on whether we understand that constraint as applying to lowering rules (or movement into, rather
>

than out of, coordinate structures). To address that issugg we would first have to concede the legitimacy of

. te. [
syntactic lowerings. Apparent subject lowerings in Chamorro (Chung (flv 990)) and Tagalog (Sabbagh (2005)?“

raise similar issues.

m‘:;?There are important dissenters from this point of view--Michael Wagner (2005, 2010) and Marjorie
Pak (2008) for instanceﬁbut indirect reference theories have represented the mainstream view since the

- ot 44 -~ D - f
midAl98(?is. See, for instance, Selkirk (19845/espgcial~ly Chap. S?and Nespor@ Vogel Zi98§)’%
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fof W%J

ﬁ?{jWe could syntacticize this mapping principle by assuming that illocutionary force is signayed by a
: PR 28 %,

designated functional head, perhaps one of the heads in the ggayer, as in Rizzi Z 199Z)/, and that it is the

presence of this head that the mapping principles are sensitive to. Alternatively, we could assume a more

direct linkage between pragmatic and prosodic principles.

o I6(35) also licenses a structure 1nv01v1ng non”branchmg recursion, in which there are two distinct ¢”
phrases corresponding to XP and YPérespectlvely It:is a question whether this additional option should be
allowed. Elfner (2012) presents evidence from Irish that it should not. If the possibility of non;branchmg
recursion is to be excluded in principle, we should add a requirement that prosodic structures should be the

that
most economical structures (1n terms of number of nodes) Which satisfy matchmg and other requirements

(see Selkirk (T/ 996); The effect of such a requirement would again be to ‘{ﬂatten prosod1c representations.

See also Inkelas & Zec (1 1995), Fokizaki-(2006)}{Truckenbrodt Zlu999szeChl (1998)9° | and Tokizaki 2006

i Whether this prioritizing emerges from a language-particular constramtfr“ankmg or is more deeply emij

bedded in the mapping system is a question we cannot take up here.

118 ' We implement this principle below by assuming that the constraint BINARITY outranks MATCH PHRASE
thereby licensing departures from strict syntax-prosody isomorphisms when such 1somorphxsms would 1nf'

clude nont branchmg structure. If Janguages vary on this pomt MATCH PHRASE and BINARITY must be

constramts Whae can compete, as-we assume here.

ﬁ”& If trace realization is one component of linearization (as in Frampton (2004) or Fox@ Pesetsky 52005))
(41) emerges as the direct outcome of those procedures.
1. 29When the clause is a root clause, or otherwise carries illocutionary force, the topmost node of (42) will

7 4 " /\
g & L s?l Lj
in fact be an_jiit natlenalxphrase For exposuiunai purposesiwe will i 1gnore this topmost layer of structure

except when it is directly relevant to our concerns.

' this articls
m2 Sound files for some of the examples used in ;he present.papet are available at the following-URri/

htip://ohlone. ucsc.edu/Downloads/PronPost/SoundFiles/. Their ﬁlenames are keyed to example numbers so
\/
that, for instance, the file corresponding to example (47a) is Z47a wav{( The sources from which the files

were extracted are given in A(ppendlx B.

A

i %fFor relevant discussion and altematlve%f see for instance Ghini-(1993),-Inkelas-& Zee-(} 995){ Ito &
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Ghini {’ 14, o and £

[
, Mester( 1992 2006, 2009a),‘Mester(l994§ /Selkirk 52000)

. o . g
m \?Thmgs are less clear for the second clause of the coordination, where information@l structure effects
: , - St .
having to do with parallelism add an extra layer of complexity, resultingjl for instancej in detaccenting, and

perhaps proclisis, of the repeated finite verb.

I 2 There is a simplification here, in that the ranking in (54) suggests that MATCH PHRASE can always be

-

sacrificed to satisfy eurhythmrc constramts like BINARITY and EQUAL SISTERS Given the logic of con;
é;g} ai % i ')",)?L;} f
straint ranking in classical é)T thls would lead us to expect that (44), for example, should be ill-formed

(because it violates EQUAL SISTERS but satisfies MATCH PHRASE).

As Elfner (2012) points out, this difference in well-formedness correlates with the number of constraint
/N m
violations: (51), which violates EQUAL SIST]:RS twice, undergoes rebracketrngA(SZ) but (44), which v1o(
that
lates EQUAL SISTERS only once, does not. What is needed, it seems, is a theory wbreh 1s more tolerant of

structures that violate a relatively high-ranked constraint. Such less|than/ optimal structures would be recog?"

nized by the grammar but defined as flawed to some degree, perhaps as reflected in frequency of use. See

,’"C ‘ ((lﬂ“ 4

Elfner (920 1 Zf) {Chapter] Ecaur—espech.'@tlly)§ for an account of syntax prosody interactions in such a framework— "
3 Miyatas and Smelensky A
Harmomc Grammar (Legendrel:et al. Ql990)} in whrch constraints are weighted rather than ranked. Space :

limitations prevent us from addressing these important questions more extensively here.

il 325This is true except for the case in which the object is syntactically minimal (a pronoun or other one”

word XP) and is the only surv1vmg element of vP. In this circumstance, no ¢-phrase will be projected

(\Dlr‘q":f TR
corresponding to vP -

s .f"‘a

M2 Our proposals share an important intuition with Adger’s (1997) account; namelyf that normal syntactic
routines risk placing weak pronouns in positions incompatible with their inherent stresslessness and are
therefore overridden. On Adger’s account, most objects must shift leftwardgv to a VP-external position, a
position to which nuclear stress is necessarily assigned. Weak pronouns do not participate in this otherwise
obligatory movement for reasons of case licensing. They therefore remain in their thematic positions, low
in the VP and in an unstressed position. Weak pronouns are then ordered with respect to other VP-internal
elements, such as adverbs, on purely prosodic grounds. On that proposal, weak pronouns appear further to
the right than other direct objects not because they have displaced rightward,g‘in the syntax, but fathey because
they have failed to undergo an otherwise required leftward movement and are thus eligible for prosodic

scrambling within the VP. We will not attempt here a detailed comparison between Adger’s proposals and
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our own, in part at least because Scottish Gaelic is the main focus of Adger’s investigation and we do
not know if the kinds of observations that support our conclusions for Irish extend to that language. It is
distinctly possible (as Adger has suggested tentatively to us) that the facts are different in Scottish Gaelic in

relevant ways and that the two varieties work differently, despite superﬁcial commonalities.

4.
m 27See Elfner (/2012 157)/ for a slightly different formulation, with a subtly dlfferent range of empirical

consequences. Both of these versions preiin tum;”shghtly dlffer&at from the formulation in Selkirk {2011 @
L—i’ﬁ"f)«z oo
The formul tlon in (55) has as a consequence that a a) appearmg at the left edge of a prosodic constituent

witha ¢ sa rlght sister will not induce a violation. See our discussion of VSOlstructures at (42) abeve for

evidence that this is the correct interpretation. STRONG START is clearly active 1:1 the phonology of Irish; see
Elfner 5012 /)‘gl;;itefsihreewand -Fourj for extenswe d:sgésigge g{}the role it plays in shaping other aspects
of prosodic constituency in Conamara Irish. Harizanov &«2@18) discusses a range of effects in Macedonian
-and Bulgarian W{nﬁ; he attnbutes to STRONG START in a formulation close to that in (55). Sabbagh (2011)

discusses a countert constramtj WEAK START which seems to drive certain apparent lowerings in Tagalog
(i.e.,
!280ne might take STRONG START to be a positionally sensitive £tha:t4s left-edge) version of EQUAL

SISTERS. Ao0l,

i

[ 2%For the syntactic analog/ see May f 985) Chomsky (1986) Ghomsky(l995b Chap 4) lKracht (1998)

Ehomsky-2001H)¢ Chametzky (/20035 {McCloskey 22006) among many others. Our presentation here is
and

informal, but see Kracht {M 998; for a full formal treatment.

m 3(’Other factors, of course, may intervene to favor one option over the other. Given our general approach

~those factors should be prosodic. In that light, consider a small variation on (60)}»

Q)] %Thug mo mhathalr . chun t1

brmg PAST) myémother ﬁnm,to §house .GEN
‘My mother brought him to the house.’

If the objéct pronoun is weak, then of course postposing (option A)is possiblecz

B
‘ !

(11)&2 a, 7Thug 'mo mhéthair _ chun tf £
Zémugh-t?ﬁmy%mother Efto L

~ .
nouse .GEN inim
i %
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j‘My mother brought him to the house.” 2y W orz
Z

IQJfTION A ((¢ %sg mo wai hgrl ) (¢ hon tiz (o) .)
; ‘z

,,/

(¢ hog mo Wa'h;)rJ ) “’(4, (er)hon t1 )
(¢ hog mo wathor (o () )“ (¢ hon tl' )

In this case, however, option B is strongly dispreferred in comparison with the other two options, at least
for the small number of speakers we have so far been able to consult. We can understand this contrast by
observing that when the pronoun is incorporated into the first ¢-phrase, avoiding a violation of STRONG

START, it leaves in its wake a violation of BINARITY in the second ¢-phrase (the preposition chun is a

Stressless proclitic /(o)n/). In this respect (iiib)ﬁ gogf;sxtrasts crucially with (60), whose second ¢-phrase coqﬁ}:"’

tains two accented elements;i;—jhad and scoile; and therefore two prosodic words. It is in full compliance
with both BINARITY and EQUAL SISTERS. There is no syntactic difference at all between (64b) (optimal)
and (ng)b {strongly dispref;:rred). "}here ’carin therefore be no syntactic understanding of the sharp difference
in acceptability that separates them (see also Carnie to appear). |

thot
m 31The tableaux W]wala follow presuppose the rebracketmgs of verb and subject described earlier.

i1 %#Note that postposing must be triggered by s STRONG START rather than EQUAL SISTERS: ‘the output of
= the
postposmg (70)a violates EQUAL SlSTERS at least as much as/\ungrammatlcal (709/@ Wthh leaves the weak

o
pronoun in situ (thls also suggests a ranking of STRONG START > EQUAL SISTERS which we omit here),
See Elfner (2012) for a system in which STRONG START also conditions rebracketings like (52), which we

attribute instead to the mﬂuence of EQUAL SISTERS (section 6.2).

mey >3There is surely more to be said about 1nteract10ns between prosodic adjunction and the family of binarity

B

constraints. See lto@ Mester (2006 §ect»10m 4. 1) for a perceptive overview.

i sijor additional discussion and for arguments that these cases and pronoun postposing reflect the same

Tl R
phenomenon, see McCloskey ( 1 992).

3 For the syntactic analysis of such items, see McCloskey@ Hale (?/ 984) McCloskey (iOI laifézind referg
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ences cited there, especially Brennan 22008;%
pg

,Lﬁ\,f/‘éDoherty ( l996:j23) in fact argues that the operation in question is simply heaugfnovement, citing e\g’
idence that it is subject to the Coordinate Structure Constraint, This position is consistent with the claim
that incorporation is postEsyntactic if headfnovement is itself posg:syntactic (Chomsky (%OOQ{)?:Boeckx @)
Stjepanovic 2200}? Harley 2500423% The evidence is difficult to interpret, but what matters for now is the

conclusion that, whatever mechanism is at play, the object that emerges is a single morphological word.

(144¢) A
: iﬂ@? If Dohertyi is wrong about the status of Subject Pronoun Incorporation and it is in fact a prosodic in}
£ ?

corporation, then more must be said. Specifically, (the constraint that drives) Subject Pronoun Incorporation
would have to be prioritized over postposing. It is all the more crucial in this scenario that pronoun post?
posing be understood in prosodic terms, so that it can compete with postposing. A relevant observation in

Irish,
weighing these alternatives is that in earlier stages of the- language; pronoun postposing did in fact apply to
a1

g *Z

subject pronouns (Ahlgvist (71975/6) Breatnach (1994 269—70) Bennett! et g (2012)) The ultimately cor— a

Telipskey
rect accountAthen must allow for this variation and must allow a reasonable understanding of what changed i

between the 11th century and the 20th century.
‘(mub

[ 38Or equivalently: the entire three-segment category vP is maximal.

il 39One aspect of the phenomenon not touched on here is that in complex VP}s placement of the pronoun
in absolute clause-final position is somewhat rare, though clearly well- formed (see also Doyle (jw 1998: 45);

Elfng and iﬂc{,{g “cf(:lfi
For detailed discussion of the facts and for a proposal about why this should be so, see Bennett Etxal~4201 2y

f\u—*

it} {ng]though postposed pronouns are unaccented, their vowel is often surprisingly long. Given that on our
account postposed pronouns always appear at the right edge of phonological phrases, we might understand
this as a right-edge lengthening effect. Alternatively, the lengthening of domaln -final pronouns might be a
kind of parasitic lengthening triggered by phrase-level boundary tones (see}fcert;ample SﬂvermanOPler-t
rehumbert ( 1 990))%Spe01ﬁcally, vowel lengthening may be required to provide sufficient vocalic material to
- realize phrasal melodies at the right edge.

i‘”Notlce that (94) violates BINARITY to a greater extent than (93), given the non ‘branchmg ¢-phrase

fﬂ&“
that dominates ag troid. Such structures may be reparsed into a single, binary ¢-phrase Whlch includes the

©_pronoun, (4 ag troid &) ( &t section 7, Elfner 2012:u 224§{ and footnote 16 above). Alternatively, violations of

H

BINARITY may simply be tolerated when the only other option is to violate STRONG START. A structure
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which positions the pronoun to the right of the PP le ridiri will (correctly) satlsfy MATCH PHRASE—for the

reasons discussed in section 8. 3 above

Mﬁ’ : - Howe pg:

‘\t The manner adverb might be better taken to adjoin to VP father than to vP ; he prosodic outcomes are

=N

Loy

however identical if this is the case. In (97), we parse the pp uirthi as a CO because 1t is, m syntactlc terms,

%

both minimal and maximal; see the discussion of (34)%{1 section-6.1-above; '

m’(‘}Exactly as in the cases discussed in section 8.1 above; uirthi too can undergo postposing, which we

assume is triggered by the alternative bracketing (p (péag féachaint x) (p uirthi go drﬁisiﬁil)ﬂ)(;
L L

¥ Chonac € ag féachaint go druisitil uirthi.

!Chonac ag féachaint € go druisidil uirthi,

]

*Chonac ag feachamt ¢ uirthi go drdisiuil.

, g*Chonac ag féachaint go driisidil € uirthi.

The sequence of two prosodically dependent elements (one a syllable, one a foot) at the edge of a ¢-phrase

seems not to be tolerated. Perhaps this too reflects phrase-level eurhythmic pressures—"—speciﬁcally, an avery'

sion to adjacent unaccented or weak elements (a kind of phrasal lapse avmdance) There is a good deal here
f“ at 5

Wgnch we do not yet understand‘gqhowever.

i QfThe interpretation offered here may require us to r{%jthink our position of convenience that strong and

weak forms are different lexical items and therefore determine distinct inputs. The logic of the text discussion

implies that strong forms may compete with weak forms in determining the outcome in (109).

i

\fThe relative clause cases of footnote 10 should be amenable to the same analysis.

"¢ There could well be additional functional projections involved in these structures, but since the relevant

heads will be null, they will make no difference to the prosodic calculations we are about to discuss.

17 {‘\}One would of course want to find phonological processes whose domain is the minimal or maximal
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prosodic word and use such processes to probe questions of constituency. Green (2000) discusses much
relevént material, but does not settle the matter. We conjecture, however, that lenition may well be a morgf:
phological process whose domain of application is exactly that of complex prosodic words, the adjoined
function word being the lenition trigger, the host being the lenited element, Such a theory would succesisf'

rofd, ; :
fully bring together the two core classes of casesLLlenition of the second element of a compound, as in

seanbhean ( old woman j and lenition of a lex1cal word by a function word such as a preposition, cornplel

# s

mentizer, or determiner, as in an bhean (‘the woman’ ) If that is correct, then the prosodic structure in (117)

must be correct too. Fully explormg this conjecture and defending it, however, would take a paper as least

as long as the present one. We spare our current readers that pain.

«:é/« rie |

\iSThlS requirement follows from t‘iie HEADEDN ESS. clause? @f Selkirk-(1996)¢ prosodic words must contain

‘t

a stressable element} [gon] being weak, the pronoun [e:] must appear in its strong, stressable form.

EERRT)
7

-

mé 9An alternative that one mlght explore is that ordering statements w ﬁrch position heads may be prioritized

over the various prosodic constraints that we have been exploring here. If it were the case, for example, that

a constraint HEAD INITIAL outranked. STRONG START, which in turn outranked the constraints ordering

=

specifiers and complements the results we want would be guaranteed As pointed out in the text discussion,

»?.4.
w]’\'t

\ |
Appendix A: Sources of Sound Samples

(46a) O Bhéal an Bhab}%‘nuas-scéalta Bhab Feiritéar, Cl6 Tarr-Chonnachta, 2002 KERRY
(46b) - Seanchas Rann na Iéét;rste, ed. Maelsheachlainn. Mac Cionaoith, Coiscéim, 2006 DONEGAL
(53a) O Bhéal an Bhab, Cn;?&\s\fscéalta Bhab Feiritéar, ClI6 larr-Chonnachta, 2002 KERRY
(53b) - Rogha na Seachtame 7\Samham 2009 podchraoladh : de - chuid Raidi6 na . GALWAY |

Gaeltachta: http:/www.rte. 1e7r\ad10/podcast/rnag_archrve html

(65a) - Nuacht a Se Raidio na Gaeltach{a June 6th 2012 . ‘ DONEGAL
(66a)  Seanchas Rann na Feirste, ed. Maél\sheachlaxnn Mac C10naorth Coiscéim, 2006 DONEGAL
by

Appendix B: Sources of Examples\%“x

ACS: Ag Coimedd na Stochdna, Pdid O Siilleabhgin *,2

BEAL: Béaloideas, Journal of the Irish Foklore Society "x%
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