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1 Introduction

Slavic clitics have been the focus of attention in a number of works
in the recent decades (Franks, King 2000; Franks 2017; Zimmerling
2013; Migdalski 2016; among many others), with accounts also on the
diachrony of cliticization in (one or more) Slavic languages.*

The diachrony of the Bulgarian clitics has drawn particular inter-
est because Bulgarian is part of the Balkan Sprachbund and as such
it exhibits verb-adjacent cliticization pattern, but also because it dis-
plays various patterns in its history.? Although it has been claimed
that the position of clitics in Old Church Slavonic (OCS)? texts mostly
echoes their placement in the Greek originals, there are numerous ex-
ceptions reflecting patterns in the language of the scribes (especially
in constructions without parallels in Greek; see Stawski 1946, among
others). In her seminal study on the clitics in the history of Bulgar-
ian, Pancheva (2005) argues that verb-adjacent clitics found in Old
Bulgarian (and OCS) temporarily switched to second-position (up to
and beyond the Middle Bulgarian period), only to become verb-adja-
cent again (in modern Bulgarian). Migdalski (2016) claims that in the
majority of cases pronominal clitics in OCS were verb-adjacent while
the second position (2P) was obligatory only for the so-called ‘oper-
ator’ clitics (discourse markers and ‘ethical datives’); he relates the
verb-adjacency to the presence of tense morphology in a language.

The discussion in the present article is based on data excerpted
from manuscripts that presumably reflect the diachrony of the Bul-
garian language and are closer to the vernacular than to the literary
language. The main aim of the article is to sketch the evolvement of
the (sentential) clitic cluster in the history of Bulgarian and to check

Part of the work presented in the article was performed within the Russian-Bulgarian
bilateral project Evolution of the Grammatical Structure in Russian and Bulgarian Lan-
guages in a Contrastive Context: Corpus Analysis and Formal Grammars. The Bulgari-
an part has been financially supported by the Fund of Scientific Research at the Min-
istry of Education and Science with a contract N02/2 from 14.06.2018. A version of the
text was presented at the 25th annual conference Derzhavin Readings in March 2020,
within the section “Contemporary and Historical Problems of Bulgarian and Slavic
Studies” (with a short paper included in the proceedings). I would like to thank the two
anonymous reviewers of the present article for the constructive comments, as well as
Andrej Bojadziev for the discussion of some points and Iliyana Krapova for the exten-
sive comments and suggestions. Needless to say, the Author is solely responsible for
all the remaining errors.

1 Stawski 1946; Radanovi¢-Koci¢ 1988; Pancheva 2005; Kosek 2011; Zimmerling 2013;
Migdalski 2013; 2016.

2 Stawski 1946; Pancheva 2005; Zimmerling 2013; Migdalski 2013; 2016.
3 Here I will use the term Old Church Slavonic (OCS), which reflects the status of the
language as used by the Slavic orthodox community (cf. Bujukliev et al. 1993). Howev-

er, the linguistic features of the texts in the monuments are assumed to reflect those
of Old Bulgarian.
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whether there has been a significant change in the clustering pattern.
The observations on this specific set of data confirm the old hypoth-
esis that the clitics in Bulgarian are (and were) verb-adjacent (and
also target 2P). The necessary ramification here is that any conclu-
sions based on heterogeneous diachronic data highly depend on the
sources and their analysis. The notion ‘second position’, for example,
depends on syntactic constituency within the language and on the in-
terpretation of the data that are taken into account. With diachron-
ic texts, the segmentation is also a matter of interpretation: for the
OCS data here, the texts were already segmented within the corpus
used for reference; with the other data (Middle Bulgarian and Early
Middle Bulgarian), however, segmentation was done aside. The dif-
ficulties with the specifics of the data remain: with the OCS data I
have tried to consider variant readings if accessible, with interest-
ing results;” this should be done over all the data if possible (for ex-
ample, one should consider variant readings within the texts of the
damaskin collections). In order for such a task to be accomplished,
however, one needs a really big and smartly annotated corpus, which
is unfortunately missing at this time.

2 Clitics in Bulgarian

To define ‘what a clitic is’ is not a trivial task because, as Franks
(2017, 146) puts it, “the idiosyncrasies of clitics all go in the same
direction, i.e., a negative one”. It is easier to say what clitics are not
rather than what they are, because they are - prosodically, morpho-
logically, lexically, and syntactically - ‘deficient’. Firstly, clitics are
prosodically deficient as they do not have an independent stress, but
form a prosodic unit with another, prosodically ‘strong’, word. How-
ever, in many languages clitics may host the stress when preceding
or following other elements that remain prosodically ‘weak’ (or may
receive secondary stress). In present-day standard Bulgarian, clit-
ics may bear stress after negation as in (1) (there is also a hypothe-
sis for a secondary stress here; Krasteva (2020, 119), on the basis of
experimental data, claims that in interrogative sentences with ne-
gation, even when the clitics receive stress, they do not have “an in-
dependent intonational peak”).

4 A more detailed review cannot be supplied here but ca. 43% of the occurrences
of the datives mu ‘I.DAT’ and Tu ‘you.DAT’ in Codex Marianus (CM) have variant read-
ings in other New Testament (NT) texts as witnessed in Codex Zographensis (CZ), Co-
dex Assemani (CA) and Codex Sabbae (CSb), and/or in the respective Greek editions.
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(1)

He_my nage KHUraTa, Hanu?

NEG _he.DAT gave book.the right

* The following abbreviations are used in the glosses: NEG, negative particle; EMPH,
emphatic particle, e.g. Xe; NOM, nominative; GEN, genitive; DAT, dative; AcC, accusative;
ReflcL, ca; ReflPosscL, cu; DEF, word form with a definite article; copr, copula; Aux,
auxiliary; conp, conditional; INF, infinitive; IND, indicative; AOR, aorist; IMPF, imperfect;
RENARR, renarrative; SuBJ, subjunctive. The elements at focus are given in bold.

Secondly, clitics are a ‘bag’ of grammatical features (Sadock 1991)
and do not have lexico-conceptual features, i.e. they are also semanti-
cally deficient (Franks 2017, 154). Historically, the short dative forms
of the first- and second-person singular pronouns mu ‘I.DAT’ and T«
‘you.DAT’ were already clitics in Old Bulgarian/OCS (as were the par-
allel pronouns in Greek, see Wackernagel 2009; Vecerka 1989; 1993);
other short pronominal forms, however, became clitics as a result of
early attrition: 3pSg masculine accusative e-ro (ie-r0)* ‘he.Acc’ > ro
‘he.acc’, with further reconsideration of r- as a third-person marker
resulting in a generalised third-person plural with the ending -u (ru
‘they.AcC’); ex/e > & > 51 ‘she.AcC’ (3pSg feminine accusative); emoy
> Moy ‘he.DAT’ (3pSg masculine and neuter dative), eu > e#t > # ‘she.
DAT’ (3pSg feminine dative), etc.; see Byjukliev et al. 1991, 234-6;
Mircev 1963, 165-6).

Thirdly, clitics are syntactically dependent although different ele-
ments may exhibit different behaviour. Clitics can be categorised in-
to ‘simple’ (non-paradigmatic) and ‘special’ (paradigmatic) (Zwicky
1977; 1985): in present-day Bulgarian, the latter are present-tense
auxiliaries/copulas, short forms of personal and possessive pro-
nouns, which have corresponding ‘full’ (prosodically and syntacti-
cally ‘strong’) forms.

Clitics are known for their ability to clusterise - in some languag-
es the clitic cluster has a fixed position in the clause or in the phrase
(in standard Bulgarian these are the ‘special’ clitics and the ‘sim-
ple’ interrogative nu). The so-called Wackernagel clitics in Indo-Eu-
ropean languages were all second-position (2P) clitics. At issue here
would be the definition of the second position: whether the clitic is
positioned after the first word in the sentence, as originally formu-
lated by Wackernagel (2009), or after the first syntactic constituent
(including a phrasal one) (Halpern 1995), or after the first constit-
uent that immediately follows the so-called rhythmic-syntactic bar-
rier of Zaliznjak (2008). Zaliznjak introduced this barrier as an ad-

5 Orthographic variants throughout the text are generalised if possible (e.g. ero =
erw; Mu = Mi etc.), except for certain examples. The same is true for jotated variants
(i.e. ero is given instead of ro etc.).
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ditional (and obligatory) condition to make the Wackernagel effect
work for the Old Russian clitics. Additionally, the restrictions known
as the Tobler-Mussafia’s law (Tobler 1875; Mussafia 1888), original-
ly formulated for the Romance languages, do not allow ‘special’ clit-
ics to be first in the sentence.

All these constraints are partially valid for present-day standard
Bulgarian: clitics are mostly verb-adjacent, and are found either af-
ter the verb in the first position in the clause, as in (2a), or before
the verb if there is another constituent in first position, as in (2b). Al-
though (2c) is ungrammatical with clitics following both the subject
and the verb and coming third in the linear order of the clause, clit-
ics can still be found further up in the clause following more than one
constituent, as in (2d). Clitics may also land third after a preceding
verb that, however, is analysed as first after the rhythmic-syntactic
barrier (with other sentential element to its left), as in (2e).

(2)a

[apge My f MBaH KHUraTa

gave he.paT she.Acc Ivan book.DEF

b.

MBaH My f page KHUraTa

lvan he.pAT she.Acc gave book.DEF

c.

*NBaH nape My f KHUraTa

*lvan gave he.pAT she.Acc book.DEF

d.

B cbboTa M3HeHaaBawo MBaH My f page KHUraTa
In Saturday surprisingly lvan he.pAT she.acc gave book.DEF
e.

Aa, fage My f KHUraTta NBaH

Yes, gave he.pAT she.Acc book.DEF Ivan

According to Zimmerling (2013, 89), there are different language sys-
tems regarding the position of the clitics, and Bulgarian belongs to
the class of languages with so-called ‘extended WP+ system’, in which
the clustering clitics are expected to be verb-adjacent or rather the
verb in sentences with 2P clitics is expected to be clitic-adjacent, i.e.
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the positional constraint here is both on the clitic(s) and on the verb.®
In addition, the clustering clitics are in more or less fixed position
relative to the clause boundary - generally second after an element
in complementiser position (conjunctions, wh-words, other relativ-
isers, etc.) or following the first constituent that comes immediate-
ly after the so-called rhythmic-syntactic barrier of Zaliznjak (2008).

The following considerations are applicable for the discussion that
follows. In the article, I assume that second-position of the clitics is
the position following: (a) a specific set of conjunctions (ma ‘to’, ue
‘that’, bko ‘as’, amre ‘if’, amu ‘but’); (b) wh-words; (c) other relativis-
ers (meTo, me, moTo ‘that, which’);” (d) a constituent in focus or top-
ic; or (e) verbal element in first position. Sentential constituents lo-
cated outside the boundary of the clause such as vocatives and some
extra-sentential particles do not count as first position. Different-
ly from other Slavic languages, clitics in Bulgarian cannot be found
first in the sentence, and in spite of some exceptions in historical
texts, Bulgarian clitics in general comply with the Tobler-Mussafia’s
law if and only if the latter applies to the clause and not to the lev-
el of the intonational phrase (i.e. relative to the rhythmic-syntactic
barrier of Zaliznjak (2008). In what follows, we will see that these
considerations are also valid for the history of Bulgarian in spite of
some counter-examples.

3  Clustering: The History

The hypothesis probed in the article is that the order of the elements
within the cluster is a follow-up on the diachronic development of ele-
ments targeting the second position, from left to right. Thus, the old-
est clitics (2P) would be on the far left (or first) of the clustering el-
ements, while the newest ones would land on the (far) right. Beside
the special clitics and the discourse clitics, elements that are found
around the cluster and are considered (semi-)part of it by some au-
thors (see more in Zaliznjak 2008), are: the interrogative clitic nu,
which is found on the far left but also, given that it does not impose
any syntactic restrictions on the preceding element, it may show up
after each of the other elements in the cluster; the old adverbial par-
ticles u ‘and’, Toy ‘then’; and the adverbs nax®s, nak® ‘again’.

6 As one of the reviewers rightly put it “a decisive factor could be the position of the
verb, and in that scenario the second position requirement is irrelevant”, although there
are still some exceptions, though obscure or stylistically marked.

7 These form prosodic words (linked by _) with the clitics in some texts - in fact, in
these positions, the clitics are part of the first prosodic complex: DLv (17th c.; Mladen-
ova, VelCeva 2013): fieTo_my_ce ndne BOIa OHOM{ZH BIBKY. IIOTO € CETa AHTUXPICTB.
W_[1a_C€ IOKJIOHATH BIIEKY, ye_My_e pd6oTara KaTo Ha_ BIIEKb.
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Not all clustering elements in present-day Bulgarian show simi-
lar behaviour. Monosyllabic auxiliaries, other than the present-tense
ones, such as the conditional 6u ‘would’, the past-tense 6e ‘was/were’,
the future me ‘will/shall’, may also appear first in the clause. Both in
present-day standard Bulgarian and in the historical data observed
in the article, these auxiliaries may be found either to the left or to
the right of the pronominal elements (the short forms of dative and
accusative personal pronouns, the short forms of possessive person-
al pronouns, which have the same form as the dative personal ones,
and the short reflexive pronouns - accusative ce and dative cu). With-
in the cluster, the pronominal clitics appear in a fixed order with re-
spect to one another: the dative always precedes the accusative (with
reflexives behaving in a parallel way), while the present-tense aux-
iliaries show a split behaviour: all persons except third person sin-
gular show up to the left of the pronominals, while the third-person
singular auxiliary (e‘is.3pSg’) shows up to its right.

In the present article, I propose that the cluster is composed of a
primary layer and a secondary one. The primary layer is further split
into a core (pronominal) and a periphery (verbal). This is also histori-
cally motivated as the auxiliary clitics have joined the clustering ele-
ments later (present-tense auxiliary clitics are derived via attrition to
the left or to the right of the remaining elements: first-person singular
e-cMb > cbM ‘am.1pSg’; second-person singular e-cu > cu ‘are.2pSg’;
third-person singular e-cTt > e ‘is.3pSg’; third-person plural c&-15 >
ca ‘are.3pPl’). The secondary layer hosts elements that are clitic-ad-
jacent such as past-tense auxiliaries whose position also varies as in
(3a) vs. (3b), as well as the conditional (see Nicolova 2008).

(3) a.

MBaH 6e/6ewe/6un My ro nan.
lvan be.AOR/IMPF/RENARR he.DAT he.Acc given
b.

NBaH My ro 6e/6ewe/6un nan.
lvan he.pAT he.Acc be.AOR/IMPF/RENARR  given

In the pattern in (4), the primary layer is in bold. Some dialects have
retained only present-tense AUX?2, i.e. the verbal clitic is to the right
(Antonova-Vasileva et al. 2016, map 144).

(4) (Qu) (AUX0) AUX1 DAT ACC AUX2 (AUX +)

The ordering in (4) illustrates the overall pattern in present-day
standard Bulgarian and if we are to judge by the data discussed be-
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low, it has undergone relatively few changes, which have rather af-
fected the inventory of the elements that may appear in the respec-
tive slots rather than the pattern.

The earliest 2P clitics in Old Bulgarian/OCS are the discourse
markers xke and 6o (the latter, however, was lost early). The pronom-
inal clitics, which presumably joined the cluster at a later point and
which build the core of the primary layer also in the history of Bul-
garian, can be classified into several subclasses depending on their
placement within the cluster: (1) the dative first-person singular Mmu
‘I.DAT’ and second-person singular Tu ‘you.DAT’; (2) the short forms of
anaphoric pronouns (which would be later reanalysed as third-person
pronouns): u ‘he.AcC’ (masculine singular; neuter and feminine dual),
X ‘she.Acc’ (feminine singular), e ‘it.Acc’ (neuter singular), A ‘they.Acc’
(plural, masculine and feminine), b/ra ‘they.DU’ (neuter plural; mascu-
line dual); the accusative short forms of the first- and second-person
singular personal pronouns MA ‘I.ACC’ and TA ‘you.AcC’ (and, possibly,
plurals and duals), defined as semi-clitics (Vaillant 1948, 262; VeCerka
1989, 42) as they may occur in ‘strong’ positions - after a preposition
and (rarely) at the beginning of a sentence; and reflexives ca (accu-
sative) and cu (dative), also found after prepositions; (3) in later texts,
the inventory expands with third-person singular datives Moy ‘he.DAT’
(masculine and neuter) and # ‘she.DAT’ (feminine) derived from the
earlier dative short forms emoy and eu that also tend to appear more
or less adjacent to the position of the cluster in earlier texts.

Both historically and in present-day Bulgarian, verbal elements
(‘connectors’; Zimmerling 2013) among the clustering elements are
located in the periphery of the primary layer and display variation in
placement with respect to other clustering elements in that they can
occupy either Aux1 or AUX2 in (5) below. These are: the monosyllab-
ic auxiliaries of 6®1TH (optative 6.&/6u ‘would’; aorist 651 ‘was/were.
AOR’; imperfect 6% ‘was/were.IMPF’, which, however, may be found
also in first position); the future auxiliary me/mx ‘will/shall’ (with
variants ke, xTe, 4e, etc.) appearing not earlier than Middle Bulgar-
ian; present-tense auxiliaries and their successors: ecMb (CbM, CMB)
‘am.1pSg’, ecu (cu) 2pSg’, 3pSg ecTs (e) ‘is.3Sg’, ecme (cme) ‘are.1pPl,
ecte (cte) ‘are.2pPl’, cxTh (CX, ca) ‘are.3pPl’.

The interrogative clitic mu (to the far left in both (4) and (5)) and ad-
verbial particles are part of the secondary layer. These are: T ‘and’, u
‘and’, max(p) ‘again’, Toy ‘then’, etc. The adverbs may show up on both
sides of the primary layer, as indicated by the two positions of ADV in (5).

The pattern in (5) gives the relative order of the elements that tend
to clusterise as witnessed in the earliest historical texts. With some
changes, this order correlates with the one that has been observed
by Zaliznjak (2008, 82) in the Novgorod charters. Note that not all
elements that appear in bold in (5) are necessarily clitics; as will be
seen below, some of them are semi-clitics, while others are clitic-like.
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(5) DISC QU DISC ADV AUX1 DAT (REFL)*ACC AUX2 ADV

According to the so-called ‘historical principle’, the order of the clit-
ics in the cluster mirrors the chronology in which they have become
‘weak’, a pre-condition for their later reanalysis as clitics. This prin-
ciple predicts that potential members of the clitic cluster would join
the clustering elements only to their right. According to Zimmerling
(2013), this principle cannot explain the order but can only account for
the change in the status of the elements, which is a mechanism for ex-
panding the cluster. Observations on the data that will be discussed,
however, show that this is true for a limited set of elements with rela-
tively fixed slots, either in the clause or in the phrase - the discourse
markers and the pronominal clitics, which, as mentioned above, con-
stitute the core of the clitic cluster (while verbal elements fluctuate).®

The discussion is based on data that has been excerpted from texts
from three diachronic corpora. For Old Church Slavonic (OCS), these
are the annotated texts of two monuments - Codex Marianus (CM)
and Codex Suprasliensis (CSpr) within the TOROT corpus (Haug, Eck-
hoff 2011a; 2011b), which are used for the numbers; variant readings
here are consulted according to three monuments - Codex Zogra-
phensis (CZ), Codex Assemani (CA), and Codex Sabbae (CSb) in the
TITUS database. For Middle Bulgarian, the texts used are the Leg-
end of Troy (LTr) (14th c.; Miklo$i¢ 1871) and the Vlacho-Bulgarian
Charters (VB) (15th-16th c.; Bogdan 1902) that are available in the Di-
achronic Corpus of the Bulgarian Language (Totomanova 2015). For
Early Modern Bulgarian (EMB), the texts in two damaskins (17th c.)
are used: the Damaskin of Troyan (DTr; Ivanova 1967) and the Dam-
askin of Lovech (DLv; Mladenova, Velceva 2013). The texts were cho-
sen because of their accessibility and availability*® for replica and
the hypothetical closeness to the vernacular.**

8 The reflexive pronoun ca ‘self.Acc’ exhibits ‘mixed’ behaviour of a marker that re-
flexivises the verb and a semi-clitic but is also found among the clustering elements as
we will see later. There are a couple of examples with other accusatives, therefore the
reflexive is placed within the pattern here, albeit tentatively.

9 Expectably, some orders that are present in our data are not found in present-day
standard Bulgarian: for example, pronominal clitics could occupy the first sentential
position that is never the case in present-day standard Bulgarian (though this phenom-
enon is observed in some dialects, see Iliev 2018, TiSeva 2008, among other). Also ex-
pectably, clitics were found in the absolute second prosodic position as well; in some
cases, they could split a noun phrase much like what happens in present-day Serbian.
This is no longer the case in standard Bulgarian.

10 Within the TOROT corpus: http://syntacticus.org/; the TITUS database: htt-
ps://titus.fkidgl.uni-frankfurt.de/framee.htm?/index.htm; and Diachronic Cor-
pus of the Bulgarian Language: https://histdict.uni-sofia.bg/textcorpus/list

11 Texts in CSpr, VB, DTr and DLv have different linguistic properties, probably fol-

lowing different redactions (and translations) (in the case of CSpr, DTr, DLv; the col-
lection of VB in the Bogdan’s 1902 publication contains texts written over two centu-
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3.1 Discourse Clitics

The discourse clitics xe (a focus marker or an emphatic particle)
and 60 (a complementiser or a marker of subordination) are wide-
ly attested in OCS (with parallels in Greek; cf. Thayer 1889). These
clitics usually appear in the second clausal and/or phrasal position:
they are the earliest 2P clitics and both were already used as suffix-
es (as in uxe ‘who/which’, HuksTOXe ‘nobody’, Hexe ‘than’; oy6o
‘therefore’, u60o ‘because’, etc.). Migdalski (2016) calls them “opera-
tor clitcs” since they additionally ‘operate’ on the information struc-
ture of the sentence. If found together (rarely in the observed texts),
the order is ke > 60, as in (6a); pronominal clitics follow them (6b-c).

(6)a

ako we 60 BbNbZe Kb Oy4YeHVKOMDB CSpr, 251r,19-20
if! EMPH because entered to disciples

“OTL REV yap elofi\8e  TPOG TOUG HadNTAS

i Duetospacelimitation, glossesare givenifthereisnoappropriate translationand
with elementsthatarein focusinthearticle, mainly clitics (e.g., is.Aux.3pSg: present-
tense auxiliary, 3pSg; be.aux.conp: conditional auxiliary; etc.).

b.

oyHbe 60 ™ ecTb CM, Mt. 5,29
better because YOU.DAT is.COP.3pSg

oupépel yap oot

na norbvl6neTs eAWHbL  oyab TBOUXDb

to die one members.GEN  your.GEN

va AanéAnTal gv TOV HEAQDV oou*

* Three Greek NT editions were consulted. Wherever possible, | supply the
corresponding Greek text with variants according to other editions if they attest for
variant readings with respect to the clitics. If there is no reference to an edition, the
text is given according to Nestle 1904; for a discussion on editions vs. manuscripts,
see Toufexis 2010.

c.
Bb3AacTb 60 ™ CA CM, Lk. 14,14
give because YOU.DAT ReflcL

avtanodobriosTar  yap ool Nestle 1904
avtamodobricetar 8¢ oot Tischendorf8th ed.

ries ago, which reflect different language varieties and influences). The raw numbers
given in the article show the overall trends without aiming at a thorough analysis as
the data is quite heterogeneous.
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BO BbCKpbLIEHME NpaBegbHbIXb
in resurrection righteous.GEN
gv T dvaoTtdoel TRV Sikaiwv.
év Tf dvaotdoel TV Sikaiwv.

The particle xe is used for emphatic marking of the preceding con-
stituent and has the semantics of a weak adversative conjunction,
most often translating Greek &¢ ‘but, and’ - as in (7a) - and more rare-
ly uév ‘while’, but also (in various contexts) té ‘and, also’, odv ‘there-
fore’, 81 ‘but, then’, ydp ‘because’, yé ‘in fact, only’, kai ‘and’. In some
cases, there is no parallel element in Greek, as in (7b); see also the
variation in (7c) where o0v is translated as ‘xe oy60’, only ‘oy60’ and
only ‘e’ in the three manuscripts cited.

(7) a.

OHB ne peye uUMB Bparb [..] CM,CZ,Mt.13,28

he EMPH told they.DAT enemy

OHb Ke [pelue nmv Bparb CA

) 8¢ £pn avtoig, 'Ex9po¢

pabu xe pbwa emoy

slaveseMPH  told he.pAT

Onixe pbwAa [...]

0i8&5olAol  Aéyouotv adT®

b.

[...] npuxoamTsL  XKe Henpub3Hb  [...] CM, CZ, Mt. 13,19
comes EMPH evil-one

[...] npuxoauTb Henpub3Hb  [...]

[...] £pxetat 6 IOVNPOC [...]

c.

erga weoy6o npuaeTd rAb BUHOrpaga [...] CM,CA, Mt.21,40

when  therefore comes owner  vineyard.GEN

erga e npuaetTs FHB BUHOrpaga [...] Ccz

‘'warga oy6o npuge b BUHOrpagoy [...] CSb

étav  obv £N9n 6 k0plo¢ 1ol dumeAdvog [...]
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Both xe and 60 may split a constituent - see (8) where xe separates
3bmo ‘much’ and 30B&mTOy ‘Who is calling (him)’ (emukpalovtog).

(8)

3510XKe 30BRIWTO MU K€ro MHOTO i Fnaro/iRIWTOy CSpr, 21r,28-29
much EMPH calling 1.DAT he.Acc much and speaking

Eruikpalovtog 8¢ pou  aUT®  KaiAéyovTog TTOAAAKIG

The complementiser 60 (Stawski 1974, 285-6) is predominantly found
after a single constituent, which can be preceded by a preposition,
a conjunction or negation particle He (which can also precede 60). It
translates the Greek emphatic conjunction ydp ‘because’. The use of
oy6o0 as an emphatic particle is a very early development, mostly in in-
terrogative sentences - oy6o is predominantly found after a wh-word
(Cejtlin 1994, 721-2) and translates different elements in Greek: apa
uév ‘then indeed’, odv ‘therefore’, Toivuv ‘therefore’ (each has specif-
ic placement: odv is predominantly in 2P, and pév can be found after
the definite article, i.e. phrase-internally). There are adjacent place-
ments of oy6o and 6o, with variant readings as in (9).

9)

KO 60 0y60 CbbupalkTb  nabBenbl. CM, Mt. 13,40
as therefore collect weeds

bkoxe 0Oy60 nnteeni CbbipaXTD  CA CA
tKo oypo6b Cb6UpPaERTL  NabBenbl cz
Womep  olV ouMéyetat  talilavia

The constituent preceding ke and 60 can be a verbal element, a noun
or a pronoun, an adjective, an adverbial, a wh-word such as kKbT0
‘who’, usT0 ‘Which/that’, mo usTO ‘because of which’, etc., which can
be preceded by a conjunction, negation particle, and/or followed by
Mu ‘[.DAT’, TH ‘yOU.DAT’, TA ‘YOU.ACC’, CA ‘self.AcC’, etc.

In Middle Bulgarian texts observed here, both discourse markers
are rare. In LTr, xe has only 9 occurrences, and 60 is found 7 times.
The raw numbers given by Dimitrova and Bojadziev (2014) show that
many later non-canonical sources exhibit higher numbers for oy6o
but not for 60. In VB, 60 is missing and xe occurs 47 times, mainly
in fixed expressions such as Benuk®s ke u Mantd ‘big but also small’
(26 occurrences) and eme xe (12 occurrences). xe is also found after
pronominals such as the dative Bu ‘you.2pPl’ in: Bape 1110 BH ke pe-
yeT KynaH Kp(b)cTh u xynan XanAu ‘something that zupan Krastyo
and zupan Hanush told you’.
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In the two 17th-century damaskins, xe and 6o are missing (ex-
cept for in citations).*?

3.2 Pronominal Clitics, Semi-Clitic and Clitic-Like Elements

The short forms of personal and anaphoric pronouns can be grouped
into three subclasses according to their cliticisation status in OCS.
The raw numbers in table 1 support the assumption that they were all
on the path to becoming clitics (in some of the accounts cited above,
they are already analysed as such) but there are differences as well.

The first subclass includes the datives mu ‘I.DAT’ and T ‘you.DAT’,
which are the first pronominals to exhibit the behaviour of clitics: ac-
cording to Wackernagel (2009), the Greek datives pot ‘I.DAT’ and cot
‘you.DAT’ were clitics, hence, their corresponding pronouns in OCS
mu and Ti might have been clitics, as well (Vecerka 1989; Wacker-
nagel 2009, 496, fn. 8 by D. Langslow). In the data observed here,
they tend to appear in 2P (ca. 73%) preceded by a verb (ca. 67% of all
2Ps; and 72% of all occurrences) or after a nominal element, an ad-
verb, a conjunction such as ma ‘to’, amre ‘if’, ko ‘as’, and a wh-word
(ca. 25% of all 2Ps; and ca. 21% of all occurrences). Although Migda-
Iski (2016) claims that these were mainly ethical datives function-
ing as ‘operator clitics’, a study on these specific cases by Krapova
and Dimitrova (2015) shows that many of these datives can be ana-
lysed either as affected participants, or as inalienable possessors, or
as both (i.e. affected participants that are also inalienable posses-
sors, see Minceva 1964).

The second subclass of pronominal clitics comprises the so-called
semi-clitics and can be further divided into two groups: a) the first-
and second-person accusatives MA ‘[.ACC’ and TA ‘you.AcC’, which
appear after a preposition and in first position; and b) the third-
person accusatives (1 ‘he.AcC’, & ‘she.AcC’, A ‘they.AcC’, e ‘it.AcC’, b
‘they.Acc’), which often translate non-clitic Greek pronouns. Elements
of both groups show a strong tendency to appear in second position,
as well as post-verbally. There is a slight precedence of the second
group to appear post-verbally: ca. 78% (MA, TA) vs. ca. 93% (1, X, A,
e, b). When in second position, however, there is a clear difference
between the two groups with respect to their pre-verbal placement:
ca. 6% (MA, TA) vs. ca. 25% (1, X, A, €, b).

The third subclass of pronominals - involving pronouns that will
be defined as ‘clitic-like’ in the present discussion - includes the
short dative bi-syllabic emoy ‘he.DAT’, eu ‘she.DAT’, umB ‘they.DAT’, etc.,

12 In the so-called archaic damaskins, however, both are still present, in the earli-
er positions.
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which have ambiguous behaviour with respect to discourse markers
and the first two pronominal subclasses, and whose successors in lat-
er stages of Bulgarian (moy ‘he.DAT’, # ‘she.DAT’, etc.) are clitics. They
are also found predominantly in second position (ca. 75%) and, (even)
more often, post-verbally (ca. 92%). However, only 7% of the clitic-
like pronouns are both 2P and pre-verbal - this percentage is com-
parable to the one seen in the preceding paragraph with respect to
the first- and second-person accusatives MA ‘I.ACC’ and TA ‘you.AcC’
(the first subclass of the semi-clitics).

These results may indicate, albeit it is a tentative proposal, that
2P cliticisation was the dominant pattern, at least during the period
witnessed by these OCS texts, and that this pattern was not in com-
petition with pre-verbal placement but could co-exist with the lat-
ter in case the word order would allow for it. The 2P pattern and the
post-verbal one were not in competition either and perhaps can be
seen as alternative mechanisms motivated also by word order and/
or information-structure principles and/or the syntax of the origi-
nal Greek text.

Table1 Pronominalclitics, semi-clitics and clitic-like pronounsin OCS
(according to CM and CSpr)

CLf 2P, pre-Vi' 2P, post-V 2P,non-V- non-2P,pre-V non-2P, post-V non-2P,
adjacent™ non-V-adjacent

MK, TV 75" 204 26 12 97 4

emoy, en, UMb 17 1053 17 23 362 7

MA, TA, Hbl, Bbl 83 241 15 22 194 4

n, R, Ae,b 49 788 11 12 278 3

i Clustering clitics are calculated as part of the cluster (as well as interrogative nu, monosyllabic
adverbs u, i, Toy), i.e. another clitic, which is part of the cluster, can precede or follow (e.g.
npuBegbTe MU.DAT U.ACC cEMO ‘bring him to me here’ will be calculated both for the dative mu and
for the accusative 1 as 2P, post-V; pbLy 0y60 HaMb YbTO TU.DAT CA.REFL MbHUT® ‘threrefore, tell us
what you think’ will be calculated for the dative Tn as 2P, pre-V).

ii  The constituent in 1P can be preceded by a coordinating monosyllabic conjunction such as n
‘and’,a ‘but’,Hb ‘but’, etc., and the negation He. Elements after infinitives were calculated accordingly
(noBent aHeynaTb NpuMHecTW BpbTUWTE. 1 BbCagnTL U.ACC Bb He. ‘order the proconsul to bring the
backand to putitinside (in-it)’ was 2P, post-V for the accusative ) but periphrastic verb constructions
are notincluded.

iii  One or more constituents (noun phrases, prepositional phrases, adverbial phrases, including
non-monosyllabic adverbs such as nakb, nakbl) can be placed between the clitic/clitic cluster and
the verb.

iv. Numbers do not involve periphrastic constructions, first-position elements or prepositional
phrases.

If clusterised, the dative mu ‘I.DAT’ and Tu ‘you.DAT’ tend to precede
the accusative semi-clitics (and the reflexives), as in (10a-c). This is
not true for the clitic-like datives, though, as in (10d).
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(10) a.

npuseabTe MU 7] cbmo. CM, Mt. 17,17
bring I.DAT  he.Acc here

dépeTé not adtov  Q8e.

b.

npuHeckTe Mm A cbmo. CM, Mt. 14,18
bring 1.DAT they.Acc here

npuHeckTe A cbMo CA
npuHecbeTe cbemo CSb
depete pot wde avtoug.

dépeTé pot adTolg wde Scrivener 1894
c.

pbun oybo HaMb  YBTO TH CA MbHUTB CM, Mt. 22,17
tell  then we.DAT what you.pAT think

ging  odv Auly, Tl oot Sokel

d.

HazHaMeHa e cA lEmoy BEHbUD no Tthnoy: CSpr, 72v, 4
indicated EMPH ReflcL he.DAT wreath on body

Eonuaven 8& avtol 6oTédpavog kal S Tol owpatoc.

The placement of the pronominal elements often echoes the respec-
tive placement of the parallel elements in the Greek text but with var-
iant readings (especially if there were no corresponding construc-
tions in Greek - Stawski 1946 - such as the reflexive constructions
and periphrastic verb constructions). The verbal elements are dis-
cussed further in the article; here [ will only mention that clitics and
semi-clitics demonstrate similar behaviour: both may precede the
auxiliary and, by transitivity, also the participle (the active l-partici-
ple as well as the passive n/m/t-participles). Both may be found in 2P,
in the order X > CL > Aux > Participle, where X can be a wh-word, as
in (11a), a subjunction such as ga ‘to’, as in (11b), or some other func-
tional element in first position.

(11) a.

KaKo 7] 6.X noroybunu. CM, Mk. 3,6
how he.Acc are.AuUXx.3Sg murdered

OTWG adTtov ATIOAEGWOLYV.
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b.

[...]cbBbwTawA pa n6x oybunum CM, Mar. 3,6
[...] consulted to he.Acc are.Aux.3Sg killed

[...] ¢BouAeboavTo iva ATIOKTEIVWOLY AUTOV.

Semi-clitic reflextive pronoun cA ‘self.Acc’ exhibits variation in its
behaviour just like the other semi-clitic pronominals: it may appear
after the (reflexive) verb (more often) but also among the clustering
elements (more rarely) in a slot of another pronominal and, more spe-
cifically, in the slot of the accusative pronominals.

We have already distinguished between ‘true’ clitics (mu ‘I.DAT’
and tu ‘you.DAT’) and clitic-like pronouns (emoy ‘he.DAT’, etc.) above,
but their different status with respect to the cliticisation behaviour al-
so manifests with respect to ca ‘self.Acc’: mu and Tu always precedes
it, as in (10c), while the clitic-like pronouns typically follow it, as in
(10d) above.

If the semi-clitic ca ‘self.acc’, however, is found beside the ele-
ments in the core in (5), as indicated by (10c), it may also appear in
2P beside other elements as in (12) where it aspires for a slot within
the cluster. In (21) below, we will see another example where cA is
placed in front of the auxiliary but also after the main verb in com-
pound tenses in a variant reading.

(12)

KONINKO cA 6b1 Tpoyauns CSpr,49r,11-12
how-much ReflcL be.Aux.conp worked
Méoa av £Kaeg,

As mentioned above, semi-clitics (reflexives included) are mainly
post-verbal. Pronominal non-reflexive semi-clitics, though, may also
appear either post-verbally, in most cases, or in 2P. If 2P, however,
is occupied by a ‘true’ discourse clitic xe or 60, the semi-clitic is of-
ten post-verbal, as in the examples in (13). This may signal that these
semi-clitic pronouns do not behave as clitics yet.

(13) a.

NoTOMb e obpbte M fic. Bb [LipKBe. CM, Jo.5,14
later EMPH found he.Acc Jesus in temple

noToMb e obpbTe ic Bb LPKbBe Ccz

Metd  tadta eOpiokel adtov 6’Incolc &v T4 iep®
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b.

cegMb 60 Nxb MMBWA  BER HKEHX. CM, Mk. 12,23
seven because they.GEN  had she.acc  wife.Acc

ceamb 60 ‘iMBWA  ER KEHR" cz
ol yap émtd £oxov adtRv  yuvdika.

c.

OHM Ke OYKOpUIA MU [...] CM, Jo.9,28
they EMPH rebuked  he.Acc

kai éAotddpnoav adtov ]

EAoiSépnoavodv  aldtév . Scrivener 1894

The inventory of clitics (and clitic-like elements) in OCS texts is rath-
er limited. It is to be expanded in Middle Bulgarian but some forms
are already attested in the early texts: for example, contracted forms
of clitic-like datives, though very rarely and with variant readings,
as in (14).

(14)

‘I Bb UpPbKbBE CRLWTH moy"* NpUAoOWA Kb Aemoy CZ,Mk.11,27
and in temple being he.pAT came to he.AT

L Bb uUPKBe XOOALTIO emMoy npuax Kb Hemoy CcM

kai &v T@iepd mepmatolvrog avtod Epxoviar TPoOG alTov

The class of pronominal clitics expands in the Middle Bulgarian texts
that I have considered. In LTr, the respective clitics occur in the same
positions and order with the addition of third-person accusative ro ‘he.
Acc’ and dative moy ‘he.DAT’, which behave as ‘true’ clitics. The earli-
er forms, however (ero and emoy), are still found in LTr but in differ-
ent functions. The accusative clitic ro ‘he.Acc’ is used for direct ob-
jects only, while the genitive (genitive-accusative) ero predominantly
expresses the possessive genitive. The dative clitic Moy ‘he.DAT’ re-
fers to external possessors and is found in 2P, while emoy refers to
indirect object (and is found after a verb and after some prepositions
such as nmpotuBX ‘against’). Expectably, ero and emoy do not cluster.

The clustering elements exhibit the pattern in (5), as illustrated
by the examples in (15), with the core (DAT > Acc) in 2P, and the ver-
bal elements placed to its right (in AUX2).
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(15) a

[...] oymbicnutn, kKako ro ] pacbinatu LTr
[...] think.nF how he.Acc also.EMPH scatter.INF

b.

[...] kouTo moy CA w(Te)ub 6B Hapek/b LTr
[..] who he.pat ReflcL father was called

c.

[..] kakoTOo X (L] 7] npbBOE  YiOMb. LTr
[...] how she.acc be.Aux.2Sg  also.EmMPH first heard

d.

[.], ma ™y e UMA Mpwxia rpags. LTr
[...], to he.Acc is.cop.3Sg name Paris town

e.

[...] nomHoro moy 6u nbNOThi npubbino LTr

[...] much he.pAT be.conD beauty been

[.] HRX wmu ecu Tbi 06pOK™®. LTr
[...] but 1.DAT is.cor.2Sg you.NOM.2Sg  oath

In VB, pronominal clitics continue to cluster in the order DAT > AcC
(including reflexives). As in (16a), the cluster is placed before the ne-
gation particle and can be separated by the verb (although both pro-
nominal clitics and the cluster are already mainly verb-adjacent).

(16) a.

[.] ma wmy ra He nuncaT  HU eauMH  BRac VB
[..] to he.pAT it.Acc NEG lack no one hair

b.

A ako My ce KpUBO BUAUT TOMY [...] VB
and if he.pAT ReflcL awry see this.DAT
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The numbers in table 2 show clitics’ overall preference to second po-
sition and pre-verbal placement in VB.

Table2 PronominalcliticsinVB

2P,pre-V 2P,post-V 2P,non-V- non-2P, non-2P, non-2P,

adjacent pre-V post-V non-V-
adjacent
MU, TW, MOY, 1, UM 560 43 21 14 15 2
ra/ro, 10, ux, e, 237 18 12 8 3 2
Te, HW, BU

In VB, a certain number of pronominal clitics are found after a mo-
no-syllabic conjunction such as a ‘but’, u ‘and’, and after a pause, as
well as in second prosodic position where it can split a noun phrase.

an

n MU poge cnyra Moa, aa MU e VB
and I.DAT  came servant my to I.DAT is.AUX.3Sg
KYynMnb  Wo my CMb Kasan Wt BCE

bought what he.pAT am.Aux.1Sg said from all

In the two 17th-century damaskins that are took into consideration,
pronominal clitics are also found in 2P but pre-verbal and post-verbal
positions are almost equally distributed. Although rarely, the cluster
may split a noun phrase, as in (18d). The example in (18e) illustrates
the portion of the pattern in (5): DAT ACC AUX2.

(18) a.

za_8n1Hb yd_my_ce Az'KOpeHM cnnaTa i_fOHdwbcTBOTO DLV
for_one hour_he.pAT_ReflcL eradicated power.DEF and_courage.DEF

b.

M OCTaBu cM ro Ha OunTe M Ha cpuéTo, DTr
and leave ReflPossCL it.Acc on eyes.DEF and on heart.DEF

C.

a nobosb He  pmad' HAWO MM ce He npugasa. DTr
and love NEG have nothing 1.DAT ReflcL NEG lend
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d.

4 Torea arrn’ My ce THb BB DTr
and then  angel he.pAT ReflcL of-God showedup

®réps na HIETO

from-above over he.Aacc

[...] amn cn ¥Y3MU  CBOATa Kpbha, Agetd DTr
[...] but ReflPossCL take own towel that

mi A o pdna  Ha atnb

1.DAT she.Acc  is.AUX.2Sg given  on deed

Table3 Pronominalcliticsin DTrand DLv

2P,pre-V 2P, post-V 2P,non-V- non-2P, non-2P, non-2P,

adjacent pre-V post-V non-V-
adjacent
MU, TW, MOY, 11, 538 418 52 26 49 3
nM...
Me, Te, Hbi, Bbi... 147 58 19 4 5 1
ro, 9, rbi, A... 586 425 44 17 33 2

To sum up, the inventory of the clitical pronouns that are found in
second position and pre-verbally increases in the history of Bulgari-
an, mainly as a result of the changes in the inventory of pronominal
elements. The accusatives ro ‘he.Acc’, s ‘she.AcC’, rbi ‘they.Acc’ and
datives Moy ‘he.DAT’, # ‘she.DAT’ have joined the cluster after the re-
analysis of the earlier forms of anaphoric pronouns.

3.3 Verbal Clitics and Clitic-Like Elements

Both in the early and in later texts, the behaviour of most monosyllab-
ic verbal elements such as be-auxiliaries/copulas, future auxiliaries
mx/me ‘will/shall’, is ambiguous. They may be found in first position,
including immediately after negation, and preceding the discourse
clitics - as in (19), but also in 2P, within a cluster and in second pro-
sodic position, splitting a noun phrase, as in (19b) - in parallel to the
orders in the Greek text.
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(19) a.

65 ne Toy m&Fs  marganblHid.  [.] CM, Mt. 27,61
was.coP EMPH there Maria Magdalene

"Hv 5¢ ékel  Mapia AMaySainvh [..]

b.

NATb  XKe 65 OTb HUXDB 6oyu. [...] CM, Mt. 25,2

five  EMPH was.cop of they.GEN wise

. N - R , . .
mévte 8¢ noav €L authv dpdviuol

Auxiliaries are found either to the left, or to the right of the pronomi-
nals among the clustering elements, as exemplified by the periphras-
tic verb constructions in (20).

(20) a.

[...] FAako ga 6bl K Wz6asunb OTb Hero-  CSpr,280r,26
[..]if to be.Aux.coNnD she.Acc saved from he.GEN

b.

[..]t Bb BogX fa M6unoroybuns. CM, Mk. 9,22

[...] and in water to he.Acchbe.Aux.coND murdered

[..] kal ei¢ 08ata, iva damoAéon.suBJ avTtédv:.

na 6m CA UXb KOCHXR/Tb. CM, Lk. 18,15
to be.Aux.conp ReflcL they.Acc touched

iva adtv 4mTnTal.susJ

The positions of the reflexive and the auxiliary often vary, with the
former more often found in 2P, while the latter is adjacent to nega-
tion, as in (21).

(21)

pobpta 61 6'BL/10 eMoy CM, Mt. 26,24
better be.Aux.conp been he.pAT

nobpté émoy 6m 6buno CA
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nobptke emoy 6u 6bin10° Ccz
pobp bee 6b1710 6b1 €MOY" CSb
KaAOV AV.IND A0TH

awTe cA 6u He poaunb Gkb Th.

If ReflcL be.AUX.COND NEG born man this

auwe 6i He poginb ca Gnkb iy

dwTe cA 6M He pogunb Gkb iy

aue ca 6bl He poannb Gnkb ™

£l 00K £yevviOn.IND 6 GvBpwrog £kelvoc.

In Middle Bulgarian, fluctuations in the positions of auxiliaries re-
main, as exemplified in (22) from LTr.

(22) a.

" novgu npotnex EkTOpOy Kpanto, pAa LTr
and came against Hector king to

6un CA OCTaBUMb TPbLKbiX  BOUCKbI

be.Aux.coND  ReflcL  left Greek army

b.

[...] " METHXR npsa dapwxa erosa, LTr
[...] and threw in-front-of Paris his

0aBHO cA 6u Bb3BPaTU/b

long-ago  ReflcL  be.Aux.conD come back

In VB, monosyllabic auxiliaries are mostly in AUX2, i.e. to the far
right, where the latest clustering elements were joining, presuma-
bly, as in (23a-b), with 6 examples of the reverse order of which 5
are with cmo ‘are.1pPl’ and one - with the conditional auxiliary 6u
‘would’ and negation particle - see (23c) (and 13 instances are with
future auxiliary).

(23) a.
[...] epe He wmmu e ¥3en Bpaxmall rocrnoacTBa Mu VB
[...] that NEG I1.DAT is.AUX.3Sg taken enemy master my
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b.

a npbrapu 3anpuxb ™ [OBUTOKb, VB
and burghers  shut yOU.DAT cattle

Ta me cy monunn(n) MeHe.

thus l.acc Are.Aux.3Pl asked l.AcC

c.

" 3a Moy cnykby He  6m My MUno VB

and for my service NEG be.copr.cOND he.DAT dear

vs.
ako My He  6m nnatman WT  BOMA. VB
if he.pAT NEG be.Aux.conD paid from will

The trend continues into the Early Modern Bulgarian with auxilia-
ries placed on the far right (including the present-tense ones), as in
(24a-c), in contrast to the situation in present-day standard Bulgarian
(compare also their positions in the dialects according to Antonova-
Vasileva et al. 2016, map 144 where the majority of dialects instan-
tiates the order AUX > DAT / AcC). There are again single instances of
verbal clitics found before the pronominal ones, as in (24c). The or-
der with respect to the reflexive, as in (24c), is the same as in pre-
sent-day standard Bulgarian.

(24) a.
3auwo ro wm MbuMAb, M 3awo ro 4] ucnbguns  DTr
why he.Acc is.AuX.2Sg tortured and why he.Acc is.AuUX.2Sg driven away

b.

ak’_Cb (cToBane npdso Ta_e_€a rBne DLv
if_are.Aux.3pPl defended rightly then_it.Acc_are.Aux.3pPl eaten

C.

3atoBa_ca_e BekIE i_nokadHie [...] DLv
therefore_ReflcL_is.Aux.3pSg already  also_repentance [...]
zaToBa_ca_ce BeKIE i_pauckbie [...]

(]

therefore_are.Aux.2pPl_ReflcL already  also_heavenly
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d.

a'MM_cu_ca Ampbenne MoMUH'cTBOTO Npban csaBaTa DLv
but_ReflPosscL_are.Aux.3pPl sinned virginity.DEF  before wedding.DEF

e.

ToBa_ca deTo_cm Hb_Cb nagune [..] DLv
This_are.COP.3pPl that_ReflPosscL NEG_are.Aux.3pPl kept

Negation may separate clustering elements, with the reflexive to the
left and the auxiliary to the right to form two prosodic words (whose
constituents are linked via ‘'), as in (25a) (see also (24e) with the
possessive reflexive). Pronominal clitics are in second position while
auxiliaries are verb-adjacent, as in (25b-c).

(25) a.

i_oue_ce HE_@ pobpt  [TykaHambeTualb [...] DLv
and_yet_ReflcL  NEG_is.AuXx.3pSg  well herearranged [...]

b.

34mb poraé_eu Hang't Hb_& nptBapuna cdbia cbmpbTHA DLv

for until_you.DAT before NEG_is.AUX.3pSg overtook sword deadly

C.

i_porpdé_ca nazapb HbE_@ pazsanunb. DLv
and_until_ReflcL market NEG_is.AUX.3pSg broken

Table 4 gives the order of clustering be- and future-auxiliaries (the lat-
ter in Middle Bulgarian and Early Modern Bulgarian) and pronomi-
nal clitics, semi-clitics, and clitic-like elements with the periphrastic
verb constructions. The numbers attest for variation in the placement
of auxiliaries among the clustering elements with preference to the
right slot Aux2 of the pattern in (5). This is also true for the future
auxiliary (the form ur® was attested very early: Mircev 1956, 202;
Haralampiev 2001, 149). In the texts here, the position of mx is al-
so ambivalent (in AUX1 and AUX2), but it is negation-adjacent and al-
so found in second prosodic position.
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Table4 Pronominalsand auxiliaries with periphrastic verb constructions

Pron > Aux Aux>Pron Non-adjacent
ocCs 53 18 18
MB 143 10 2
EMB 103 25 4

The clitic cluster in the noun phrase is left outside the scope of the
present article but its phrasal position (2P) and order is very similar
to that of the clausal cluster, with the earliest clitics to the left and
the latest to the right (for comparison with Greek, see Eckhoff 2018).
This cluster may not be considered viable in present-day Bulgarian if
we assume that the definite article is an affix. The presumed pattern
of the noun-phrase clitic cluster might have been DISC > DEM/ART >
POSS/GEN/DAT > (AUX). There are very early examples of demonstrative
pronouns that are in second position in the noun phrase and imme-
diately follow a nominal element in first phrasal position: these are
exactly the demonstratives that may be interpreted as clitic-like ar-
ticles (Dimitrova-Vulchanova, Vulchanov 2012). However, there are
also examples of discourse markers followed by demonstrative pro-
nouns, clusterised in the same phrasal second position, which attests
that the reanalysis has not been completed yet (as per Kurz 1963).

4 A Tentative Conclusion

The data that have been discussed in the article backs the assump-
tion that, historically, there might have been no significant changes
in the position of the elements in the core of the primary clitic clus-
ter, i.e. the pronominal clitics, with variations happening (and still)
among the elements in the verbal periphery. The earliest 2P clitics
were lost, somewhat expectably, because they were non-paradigmat-
ic unlike those that have remained. The set of elements filling the re-
spective slots among the clustering elements was expanded as a re-
sult of the restructuring within the pronominal and verbal systems.
Similar developments might have been at play for the (partial) loss
of the noun-phrase cluster. A more thorough analysis of the variant
readings across the monuments and constructions (matrix vs. subor-
dinate clause, clause types, absolute constructions) is due in order to
highlight the numerous intricacies of cliticisation and clitic patterns
in the history of Bulgarian.
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