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This paper deals with Hittite parallels to Balkan clitic doubling. The structure and func-
tions of Hittite clitic doubling are briefly described, then they are compared with the Balkan one.
The small number of occurrences as well as the exclusively pragmatic conditioning of Hittite
clitic doubling (not any kind of topic, but rather shift topic) testify that clitic doubling was just
emerging in Hittite. The comparison with the pragmatically conditioned Balkan Sprachbund
clitic doubling demonstrates that these very first steps of clitic doubling evolution in Hittite
attest a very different scenario from the one in the Balkans, namely that clitic doubling need not
always develop along the same cline dependent on the topical hierarchy. This Hittite — Balkan
comparison contributes to the little described diachronic typology of clitic doubling.
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0. InTrODUCTION. The research of clitic doubling in the languages of the Bal-
kan Sprachbund has recently been activated by an important collection of papers
(Karrurr — Tasmowskr 2008). Outside the Balkans, clitic doubling has also been
described in Romance, Celtic and Slavic languages, as well as in more “exotic”
ones (see ARKADIEV 2009; 2010b).

This paper aims to bring Hittite data into the diachronic typology of clitic
doubling. The Hittite data are interesting for non-specialists in Hittite in two
ways: Hittite contributes to the universal diachronic typology of clitic doubling
(for which, see ArRkADIEV 2009; 2010b)' and, as a consequence, it is also of inter-
est to specialists in the languages of the Balkan Sprachbund. Of particular impor-
tance is the contribution of Hittite to the functional aspect of universal clitic
doubling typology. Since clitic doubling is functionally described in the most
detailed way in the Balkan Sprachbund languages, this aspect is also of interest
to scholars of those languages. Like the languages of the Balkan Sprachbund,

* This research is supported by RGNF, grant No. 11-04-00282a. I wish to thank Prof. Dr.
Grkovi¢-Major and the anonymous reviewers for valuable criticism and bibliographical suggestions.
The author alone remains responsible for all possible errors of fact or interpretation.

'Twill also try to draw parallels from clitic doubling of ‘exotic’ languages (ARKADIEV 2010b),
Celtic (PariNA 2006), Slovenian dialects (MARUSIC — ZAUCER in print) and Romance languages (NARUMOV
— SucHACEV 2001; Narumov 2001; CELYSEVA 2001; VANELLI 1998).
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Hittite demonstrates pragmatic conditioning of clitic doubling by topicality. At
the same time it attests an interesting variation of the type of topicality involved:
it is shift topic that triggers clitic doubling in Hittite.

For Hittitologists, the typological background may speak in favour of clitic
doubling as a special pragmatic category, up to now virtually ignored in Hittite
linguistics. Clitic doubling was discovered already in GARRETT 1990, but has been
completely ignored ever since. Even for A. Garrett the function and typology of
Hittite clitic doubling were a complete mystery.

0.1. Hirmite curics. Traditionally Hittite clitics are divided into three classes:
enclitic personal pronouns: subject, direct object and indirect object (HOFFNER —
MELcHERT 2008: 135-137, 279-282). Particles included the direct speech particle
-wa(r), the reflexive particle -z(a), local particles, the emphatic particle -pat
(HorrNER — MELCHERT 2008: 354-388), and the enclitic conjunctions -a/ma ‘but’,
-a/ya ‘and’ (HOrFFNER — MELCHERT 2008: 395—400). This distinction is based most-
ly on semantics although there are syntactic differences as well, mostly as far as
clitic position is concerned. The majority of the clitics are sentential clitics* and
are always placed in accordance with Wackernagel’s law, after the first accented
word (HorFNER — MELCHERT 2008: 410).

1. Hitite cuitic pouBLING. Clitic doubling involves enclitic personal pro-
nouns in their standard Wackernagel position in one clause with the full corefer-
ential NP in the same syntactic function. The position of the NP within the clause
is not marked, i.e. it is base-generated:

NS (CTH 461.D) KUB 44.63+ Vs. I1 8" (GARRETT 1990: 264)

mahhan=ma=at =S57 =kan ishar
when=but=it-cL.PRON.35G.ACC.N.=him-CL.PRON.3SG.DAT.=LOC.PART. blood-ACC.SG.N.
arha tarnai #

off lets-3 SG.PRES.

‘But when (s)he lets it, the blood, off from him, ...’

Clitic doubling is rare. However, it is attested 14 times at all periods of Hit-
tite language history: once in an Old Hittite text written in Old Script; twice in
Old Hittite texts preserved in New Script copies; seven times in texts written in
Middle Script; four times in texts written in New Script. The number of clitic
doubling occurrences is comparable to that of left dislocations in Hittite (15 cases).
These seemingly irrelevant statistics are significant because left dislocations are
unanimously acknowledged in studies of Hittite syntax, whereas clitic doubling
is ignored.

1.1. HITTITE CLITIC DOUBLING AS DIFFERENT FROM APPOSITIVE DISLOCATION. Taxo-
nomically it is necessary to distinguish clitic doubling from appositive disloca-
tion where the clitic doubled NP has to be marked off with comma intonation. As
opposed to appositive dislocation, clitic doubling should demonstrate no pauses
between the enclitic pronoun and the coreferent NP. Naturally, this assessment

2 With the exception of the emphatic particle -pat, partially local particles and enclitic con-
junctions.
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remains unverifiable for Hittite since there is no way to establish any intonation
or intraclausal pauses.

However, it seems that there are still criteria that distinguish clitic doubling
from appositive dislocations even when no prosodic data are present:

First, 1 and 2™ person pronoun clitic doubling (both enclitic pronoun and
accented pronoun are 1* or 2" person) is cross-linguistically attested only as
clitic doubling, but not as appositive dislocation. So the only Hittite example of
this type has to be clitic doubling.

MH/MS (CTH 188) HKM 48 Vs. 4-6

PUTUY =[m]u’ kuit BELI=[Y]4
Your Majesty=me-cL.PRON.1sG.AcC. concerning the fact that lord=my
ammulk "Hapirin kissan ~ watarnahta #

me-STRESSED PRON.18G.Acc. Hapiri-Acc.sG. as follows commanded-3sG.PRET.

‘Concerning the fact that you, Your Majesty, my lord, commanded me, Hapiri, as
follows’.

The second difference between clitic doubling and appositive dislocation is
the fact that appositive dislocation is used with both stressed and enclitic pronouns
whereas clitic doubling is only employed with enclitic pronouns. An example of
appositive dislocation with a stressed pronoun is

MS (CTH 186) HKM 17 Vs. 9-11

1. [n]=asta tulk ™ Hullan kuwapi gimmanti
s.c.part.=loc.part. you-sTRESSED PRON.25G.AcC. Hulla-Acc.sG.c. when in winter-Loc.sG.
para nehhun #

out sent-1SG.PRET.

2.nu  =tta apiya UL istamasSer #
S.C.PART.=YOU-CL.PRON.2ACC.SG. then  not  heard-3PL.PRET.

‘(1) When I sent you, Hulla, out in winter, (2) they did not hear about you then’.

In the example already cited, appositive dislocation occurs in the same con-
text with clitic doubling:

MH/MS (CTH 188) HKM 48 Vs. 4-6

PUTUY =[m]u’ kuit BELI=[Y]4
Your Majesty=me-cL.PRON.1SG.ACC. concerning the fact that lord=my
ammulk "Hapirin kissan  watarnahta #

me-STRESSED PRON.1sG.acc. Hapiri-acc.sG. as follows commanded-3sG.PRET.
‘Concerning the fact that you, Your Majesty, my lord, commanded me, Hapiri, as
follows’.

While clitic doubling in this case operates within the 1** person pronoun (clitic
-mu — stressed form ammul(k]), the appositive dislocation (ammulk]™Hapirin ‘me,
Hapiri’) involves the stressed pronoun (ammulk]).

3 In the autography (ALP 1991: 51) the sign, although damaged, is unambiguously read MU.
* In the autography (ALP 1991: 51) the sign, although damaged, is unambiguously read MU.
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Stressed pronouns never double shift topic NPs, they exclusively co-occur
as part of the appositive dislocation. The opposite is not true: both clitic and
stressed pronouns occur with appositive dislocation: 1% person pronouns attest
both forms (2 times clitic, once stressed in my corpus); 2™ person pronouns attest
only stressed forms with it.

Third, clitic doubling and appositive dislocation have different functions.
Appositive dislocation involves some kind of qualification/description of the refer-
ent of the enclitic (or stressed) pronoun of the 1 and 2™ person, while clitic dou-
bling deals with topicality. Appositive dislocation is never used in the immediate
anaphora after first mention (discourse status change function). It only gives ad-
ditional information about the referent. Conversely, no descriptions whatsoever, not
even epithets are possible as the full NP with clitic doubling. By this I mean that
normally the clitic doubled full NP is lexically identical to the antecedent full NP.

Unfortunately, this last criterion is not as straightforward as the first three
ones sketched above. I cannot exclude the possibility that some of the examples
which I consider to represent clitic doubling are, in fact, appositive dislocations.
The reason for this is the fact that both clear appositive dislocations and presum-
able clitic doubling employ lexically identical NPs: "UTU* ‘my majesty’. Names
occur quite frequently in appositive dislocations as well as in clitic doubling
("Kizzuwan in clitic doubling; ™Hapirin in appositive dislocation MS (CTH 186)
HKM 17 Vs. 9—-11). So purely lexically, no line can be drawn between clitic dou-
bling and appositive dislocations, especially if presumable clitic doubling exam-
ples demonstrate a continued topic function. Only discourse status change keeps
them appropriately distinct in some of the clitic doubling uses. Even in this case,
appropriate difference from appositive dislocation exists only if immediate ana-
phora after first mention is involved.

1.2. HITTITE CLITIC DOUBLING AS A DISCOURSE CONDITIONED PHENOMENON. Hittite
clitic doubling is clearly pragmatically conditioned. It attests to three functions.
The first function is shift topic:

MS (CTH 480) KUB 29.7+ KBo 21.41 Rs. 24-30

l.nu  =85i hasuwali]s* pianzi #

S.C.PART.= her-CL.PRON.3SG.DAT. SOapWOIt-ACC.SG.N. give-3PL.PRES.

2.n =at anda pussaizzi #

S.C.PART.=1t-CL.PRON.3SG.ACC.N. in  pounds-3SG.PRES.

3. anda=ma=kan kissan me[mai] #

then =but=rLoc.PART. thus  speaks-3sG.PRES.

4. man=wa ANA PA[NI] DINGIR*™ kuiski EN SISKUR idalawanni
if=DIR.SP.PART. before deity SOme-NOM.SG.C. ritual practitioner evil-LoC.SG.N.
memian harzi #

speak-PART.SG.NOM.N. AUX.3SG.PRES.PERF.

5. paiddu=wa=kan edani DINGIR*™_-qs parni
AUX.3SG.IMPER.=DIR.SP.PART.=LOC.PART. that-L0C.SG. god’s-GEN.SG. house-LoC.SG.
and[aln hurtais linglalis papratarr =a hasuwayas

inside curse-NOM.SG.C. perjury-Nom.sG.c. uncleanliness-NoM.sG.N.=and soapwort-GEN.SG.
iwar kisaru #
like may become-3SG.IMPER.MED
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6. nu =war =at hasu[waylass*®  iwar
S.C.PART.=DIR.SP.PART.=them-CL.PRON.3PL.NOM.N. S0apwoOrt-GEN.SG. like
miyan esdu #

luxuriant-PART.NOM.SG.N. let be-3SG.IMPER.

T.nu =war =at =za namma iyatnuwan
S.C.PART.=DIR.SP.PART.=it-CL.PRON.38G.ACC.N.=REFL. further luxuriant-Acc.sG.N.
hasuwais*® [pus)Suwanczi [lle kuiski tarahzi #§

$0apwort-Acc.sG.N. to crush/pluck-INF. PROHIB. no one-NoM.C. let be able-3SG.PRES.
‘(1) They give her the soapwort (2) she pounds it (3) and then speaks thus: “4) If
some ritual practitioner has spoken with evil intent befo[re] the deity: (5) “Let
curse, perjury and uncleanliness inside that temple become like soapwort. (6) Let
them be luxuriant like soapwort. (7) Further let no one be able to crush/pluck it, the
luxurious soapwort!”§’.

In clause 7 enclitic proun -at refers to hasuwai>*® ‘soapwort’, a referent dif-

ferent from the referent of the pronoun -at in the previous clause 6 (hurtais linglalis
papratarr=a ‘curse, perjury and uncleanliness’). Thus there is a topic shift: the
primary topic of clause 7 was the secondary topic of clause 6 whose primary
topic was hurtais linglalis papratarr=a ‘curse, perjury and uncleanliness’.

It follows from the term that shift topic always involves a change of topic in
the clause with clitic doubling. The “new” topic is normally present in the previous
discourse — either in the immediately preceding context, or earlier. In the latter
case the topic has been deactivated and the clitic doubling construction serves to
re-activate it. In the former case the topic was a secondary topic. Quite rarely
clitic doubling is used to select one from several equally active referents. Even in
this case there is to some degree topic shift as a less active referent is chosen.

The second function is discourse status change:

OH/NS (CTH 9.6) KBo 3.28 Vs. II 17-19" (GARRETT 1990: 264)

1. attas =mas harsant PID-ya mekkes

of father-GEN.SG.=my-GEN.SG. in the person-DAT.sG. in the river-Loc.SG. many-NOM.PL.C.
papresker #

were proven guilty-3pL.PRET.ITER.

2.8 =us ABI LUGAL  natta huisnuskét #
s.C.PART.=them-cL.PrON.3PL.ACC.C. father of the king not  let live-3SG.PRET.CAUS.ITER.
3. "Kizzuwas=pat ANA SAG<DU> ABI=YA  PID-ya
Kizzuwa-NOM.SG.C.=EMPH.PART. in the person of father=my in the river-Loc.sG.
papritta #

was proven guilty-3SG.PRET.MED.

4.5 =an attas=mis ®Kizzuwan

s.C.PART.=him-cL.PRON.3s5G.AcCcC.C. father-NOM.SG.c.=my-NoMm.sG.c. Kizzuwa-acc.sG.c.
nat<ta> hue<s>niit #

not let live-3SG.PRET.CAUS.

‘(1) Many were proven guilty in the river ordeal in (the matter of offending) the person
of my father. (2) The king’s father did not let them live. (3) Kizzuwa in particular
was proven guilty by the river ordeal in (the matter of offending) the person of my
father. (4) My father did not let him, Kizzuwa, live’.
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In this example clitic doubling codes the change of NP discourse status from
non-topical to topical: NP Kizzuwa- was focus in the previous clause 3. In clause
4 clitic doubling marks the change of Kizzuwa- discourse status to the topical.

Discourse status change is actually shift topic. Still it is different enough
from other shift topics to be described separately. Discourse status change does
not involve referential ambiguity. There is indeed topic shift involved with dis-
course status change, but the referent which is the topic of the clause with clitic
doubling is present in the previous clause, although in that clause it is focus or
comment.” Moreover, the main topic of the context is normally maintained and
coded by an enclitic or zero pronoun. Full scale topic shift (the main topic of the
preceding clause is not the main topic of the clause in question; the secondary
topic of the preceding context is the main topic of the clause in question) never
occurs with the discourse status change function.

It is important to notice that nearly all cases of discourse status change are
immediate anaphora after the first mention.

The third function is continued topic:

MS (CTH 443) KBo 15.10+ Vs. 11 33-35

1. nu ildlalllu harnikten #

S.C.PART. evil-Acc.SG.N. destroy-2PL.IMPER.

2.nu  ANA BELI ANA DAM=SU DUMUM®S=$U assu

S.C.PART. for lord for wife=his children=his  good-Acc.sG.N.

namma ést[u] #

then. may be-3SG.IMPER.

3. [nu=]ssi PUTU-us PIM-ass=a ANA BEL[I] ANA
S.C.PART.=him-CL.PRON.35G.DAT. Sungod-voc.sG. Stormgod-voc.sG.=and to lord to
DAM DUMUMS=SU assu TI-tar mayandatar

wife children=his well-being-acc.sG.N. life-acc.sG.N. youthful vigour-Acc.sG.N.
SBSTUKUL para néantan [nalm[mla piskatten #

weapon  ahead pointed-Acc.sG.N. then keep giving-2PL.IMPER.ITER.

‘(1) Destroy evil. (2) May it then be good for the lord, (his) wife (and) his children.
(3) But let you, Sungod and Stormgod, then keep giving to him, the lord, (his) wife
(and) his children well-being, life, youthful vigour (and) weapon pointed ahead’.

ANA BELI ‘to the lord’ was re-activated in clause 2 and is the established
topic of the context. No discourse status change is involved. The use is identical
to the enclitic anaphoric pronoun with unmarked word order. Such a use is actu-
ally attested to in the lexically identical context of the same text:

(CTH 443) KBo 15.10+ Vs. 1 35-36 (= Rs. 111 35°-37")

1. ANA BELI=ma DAM=SU DUMUMS=SU TI-tar hast[iliyatar)]
for lord=but wife=his children=his  life-acc.sG.N. bravery-acc.sG.N.
mayandatar piskandu #

youthful vigour-acc.sG.N. let keep giving-3pL.IMPER.ITER.

* This lack of referential ambiguity is probably the reason why, cross-linguistically and normally
in Hittite, discourse status change is coded by an anaphoric clitic pronoun.
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2. nu=38i DINGIRMESHAGSITUK]UL pard  neantan
s.c.p.=him-CL.PRON.3SG.DAT. gods weapon ahead pointed-Acc.SG.N.
piandu #

let give-3PL.IMPER.
‘(1) But let them keep giving to the lord, his wife (and) his children life, bravery
(and) youthful vigour. (2) Let the gods give him a weapon pointed ahead’.

Thus, clitic doubling is really redundant here, being identical to the anaphoric
enclitic pronoun use with unmarked word order. This function is the rarest, being
attested only twice.

All these examples demonstrate that clitic doubling in Hittite is pragmatically
conditioned. It is the topical status of the NP that brings about clitic doubling.
Normally, clitic doubling is conditioned by some finer-grained topicality, and only
in two cases of continued topic function is it pure topicality without finer meanings.

The question arises here — possibly in view of the two examples that code
unmarked topicality — of whether we should really consider Hittite clitic doubling
to code generic topicality: in some cases accompanied by finer-grained mean-
ings, but not in other cases. However, I am reluctant to resort to this description
as in this case clitic doubling would not be employed in the absolute majority of
contexts where the conditions for its use are met, as most of the topics are not coded
by clitic doubling. So I prefer to assess shift topic, including discourse status
change, as the main conditioning of clitic doubling, narrowing the potential con-
texts for clitic doubling considerably. The continued topic function is for me a
rare extension of this function implying the very start of clitic doubling, spread
to less specific and more general topicality.

Summing up the section on Hittite clitic doubling, it is necessary to say that
the small number of occurrences as well as the exclusively pragmatic condition-
ing of Hittite clitic doubling testify to the very first steps of the evolution of this
syntactic phenomenon in Hittite.

2. HITTITE AND BALKAN PRAGMATICALLY CONDITIONED CLITIC DOUBLING: TOPICALITY.
It is unanimously believed that, in the languages of the Balkan Sprachbund, clitic
doubling is triggered by topicality. It is sometimes specified that only one kind of
topic — the already established topic — triggers clitic doubling (KaLLULI — TAsSMOWSKI
2008: 1314, 16).°

Functional descriptions of concrete languages deviate from this general picture,
revealing more complex details. The most interesting case is provided by Bulgarian.
Functionally, clitic doubling is described as coding a contrastive topic (FRIEDMAN
2008: 45 with ref. to Leafgren; DiMiTROVA-VULCHANOVA — VULcHANOV 2008: 105,
121). The contrastive topic is, however, understood in very different ways.

According to Leafgren, clitic doubling in Bulgarian is almost always used
as an overt marker of topicality when this topicality is unexpected owing to its
not being an (established) topic of the preceding context (Friepman 2008: 45 with
ref. to Leafgren). It must be noted that this understanding is closer to new topic.

¢ The authors term it intended topic.
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Thus, for example, in the next example the discourse theme, i.e., the topic of
the context, is a philanderer, but in the clause with reduplication, the topic is ado-
lescent greed:

No izvednaz zad — garb-a mu ostana  ljubopitstvo-to kam

but suddenly behind back-pEr him.pAT remained curiosity-DEF  to

Zensko-to tjalo, njamase ja povece junoceska-ta lakomija da natrupva
female-DEF body not.have it more adolescent-DEr greed — sp accumulate

opit i toj se cuvase da kazva na prijateli-te si

experience and he it heard spsays to friends-pEr self.paT

‘But all of a sudden he lost his curiosity about the female body, the adolescent voracity
for accumulating experience was now gone, and he was heard to say to his friends ...
(FriEDMAN 2008: 45 with ref. to Leafgren).

In DiMiTROVA-VULCHANOVA — VuLcHANOV 2008 (105, 121) contrastive topic is
understood in a more standard way:

“[Clitic] doubling is predicted to occur when reference is made to a referent already
present in the discourse [...] and when this referent is selected out of a larger set. The
necessary condition then is that the larger set is introduced previously, thus making
the concrete referent available for selection later on through the clitic doubling
mechanism.”

Whatever the exact nature of the contrastive topic in Bulgarian, Hittite pro-
vides an interesting parallel. In Hittite it is not just topicality, but rather topic shift
(including change of the discourse status from non-topical to topical) that is marked
by clitic doubling. When the NP is already an established topic and there is no topic
shift, it is not marked by clitic doubling.” This situation is very close to Bulgarian
in Leafgren's rendering.

An illustration of widely divergent finer-grained types of topicality triggering
clitic doubling in the languages of the Balkan Sprachbund is provided by Roma-
nian where clitic doubling entails some sort of familiarity with the topic, i.e. having
a referent in mind beforehand (Friepman 2008: 54 with ref. to L. Tasmowski).

2.1. INHERENT/CONTEXTUAL HIGHER VS. LOWER TOPICALITY. For the languages of
the Balkan Sprachbund a number of asymmetries of clitic doubling are observed:
human, definite/specific, quantified by ‘all’, indirect object, 1 and 2™ person pro-
noun NPs (a) more often and more regularly trigger clitic doubling or (b) display
less pragmatic constraints on it (thus being more grammaticalized) synchronically,
(c) are the first to get clitic doubled diachronically than non-human, indefinite, not
quantified by ‘all’, direct object, 3™ person and full lexical NPs. This asymmetry
is motivated by higher vs. lower topicality (FrRiEDMAN 2008: 59; ARKADIEV 2009:
12 with ref. to Haspelmath; 2010b). Left members of these pairs (human, definite/
specific, quantified by ‘all’, indirect objects/recipients, 1** and 2" person pronouns)
are more topical that right ones (non-human, indefinite, not quantified by ‘all’, direct

7 With the exception of two examples which are in any case practically indistinguishable from
appositive dislocation.



HITTITE PARALLELS FOR BALKAN SPRACHBUND CLITIC DOUBLING 17

objects/themes, 3™ person pronouns and full NPs). The Balkan Sprachbund clitic
doubling is thus sensitive to the degree of topicality. Outside the Balkans the same
hierarchy is also operative.

All these parameters are part of the universal hierarchy of topicality:®
a. human > non-human; b. definite > indefinite; c. more involved participant >
less involved participant (agent > dative > accusative); d. 1% person > 2" person
> 3" person (GIVON 1976: 152). The parameters may be linearly ordered as subject
> definite object > human object > indefinite object (Givon 1976: 152). The topi-
cality hierarchy of M. Haspelmath is virtually identical: recipient vs. theme; 15/2
person vs. 3" person; pronoun vs. full NP; proper name vs. common name; animate
vs. inanimate; definite vs. indefinite (ARkADIEV 2009: 12). The hierarchy correlates
with the likelihood of verb agreement (Givon 1976: 152), thus predicting earlier
development of clitic doubling into an agreement marker for indirect objects and
I and 2™ person pronouns in the languages of the Balkan Sprachbund.

On the contrary, Hittite clitic doubling seems to be independent of the hier-
archy. This is not unique. There are other data that contradict this correlation of
the topicality hierarchy with the likelihood of agreement marking. For example,
Bakker and Siewierska highlighted the fact that agreement as head-marking is
more likely for the patient of transitive verbs (direct object) than for the recipient (in-
direct object). The latter is likelier to be dependent-marked (by case) (see ARKADIEV
2009: 1, 9 with lit.; ARKADIEV 2010a: 2).

2.1.1. HumMAN vs. NON-HUMAN. It is repeatedly noted that, in Romanian, ani-
macy triggers clitic doubling (CorNILEsScU — DoBROVIE-SORIN 2008: 304-5):

a. L-am vdazut pe  profesor-ul  tau.
3sG.ACC-AUX.1sG.SBJ seen  OBJ  professor-DEF your
‘I saw your professor.’

b. (*L-)am vazut (*pe) autobuzu-ul  tau.
3SG.ACC-AUX.1SG.SBJ  seen OBJ bus-DEF your
‘I saw your bus.” (ARKADIEV 2010b: 7).

As animacy obviously is more inherently topical than inanimacy, it is quite
often deduced from this that animacy/humanness should be an obligatory stage
in the grammaticalization process (Givon) and that a universal correlation exists
between animacy/humanness and a higher degree of topicality, including such a
connection in clitic doubling (FrRiEpMAN 2008: 59; ArRkaDIEV 2009: 12 with ref. to
Haspelmath; 2010b).

In Hittite animacy/humanness is irrelevant for clitic doubling: any kind of NP
can trigger clitic doubling: both animate, human, common gender NPs (LUGAL
MUNUS.LUGAL-ann=a ‘the queen and the king’, "Kizzuwan proper name, "UTU¥
‘My Majesty’ as the title of the Hittite great king, BEL[/] ‘lord’), animate, non—human
common gender NPs (MYSilluyanka[n] ‘the serpent’), and inanimate, non-human
NPs of both neuter gender (hasuwazsAR ‘soapwort’, tarhuilatar ‘valour’, ishar ‘blood’,
SAYURSAS gmmana uwawar commg to Mt. Ammana’, SESU7™ ‘brotherhood’ ) and
common gender (MU A-us ‘years’, galulupés ‘flngers ).

8 See also KaLLuLl — Tasmowskr 2008: 19, 26; HiLL — Tasmowskr 2008.
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More importantly, within the languages of the Balkan Sprachbund itself
only Romanian attests animacy as conditioning clitic doubling.” This certainly
means that animacy/humanness implies greater topicality indeed," but it also means
that animacy/humanness as a topicality related phenomenon does not automati-
cally trigger clitic doubling and, indeed, triggers it very seldom by itselfM So ani-
macy/humanness as an obligatory stage on the universal topicality scale is open
to question.

2.1.2. DEFINITE/SPECIFIC VS. INDEFINITE. Another important pragmatic trigger
of clitic doubling related to higher topicality degree is definiteness and specifi-
city (Karruti — Tasmowski 2008: 10—11; Friepman 2008: 43; Miseska Tomic¢ 2008:
70)."2 Mostly definiteness and specificity co-occur with topicality,”* more rarely
they conflict, and in this case there are two scenarios: 1. Topicality has priority:
in Albanian and Modern Greek clitic doubling is triggered by non-pronominal
direct object DPs if they are topical/given/anti-focal irrespective of their definite
status (KALLuLl — Tasmowski 2008: 16, 18; FrRiIEbMAN 2008: 43). 2. Definiteness has
priority over topicality: in Macedonian bare indefinite direct objects are not clitic
doubled even when topicalized (Miseska Tomi¢ 2008: 73—74).

Hittite follows the first scenario since shift topic triggers clitic doubling.
While I have no examples of shift topic indefinite NPs being clitic doubled,' no
definite focal NPs are ever clitic doubled.

2.1.3. THE QuanTIFIER ‘ALL’. Clitic doubling is obligatorily triggered by the
quantifier ‘all’ not only in the languages of the Balkan Sprachbund (Romanian,
Modern Greek, Albanian), but also in (River Plate) Spanish (Karrurt — TasMowsKI
2008: 17). It is especially stressed that in Modern Greek only this quantifier triggers
clitic doubling obligatorily (KaLrLuLi — Tasmowski 2008: 17; FRiEbmaN 2008: 37, 49).
Clitic doubling in this context is observed already in Old Slavonic (DimiTROVA-
VULCHANOVA — VULCHANOV 2008: 123-124).

This obligatory triggering is explained by the fact that the restrictor of ‘all’ is
always given (KaLruLi — Tasmowski 2008: 19) and thus it is again higher topicality
that regularly triggers clitic doubling in the Balkans and (River Plate) Spanish.

As for Hittite higher degree of topicality is not relevant, ‘all’ does not obliga-
tory trigger clitic doubling.

° The only other evidence comes from a Macedonian dialect spoken in Northern Greece where
“clitic-doubling of a noun without an article [...] can sometimes occur with indefinite human direct
objects, especially if they are masculine” (Mi3eska Tomi¢ 2008: 73 fn. 9 with ref. to Topolinjska).

' Humanness is also present in the indirect object which in the basic function of recipient is
normally human (see below 2.1.4.2.) and in 1*' and 2™ person pronouns.

'"Le., outside such inherently human categories as indirect object and 1% and 2™ person pro-
nouns.

12 See ibid.: 19; FriepmMAN 2008: 41-43 on some finer-grained distinctions involving non-
novelty, referential stability and potential specifiability.

13 This connection seems to be universal (KaLLuLl — Tasmowski 2008: 13). See also KALLULI
— Tasmowsk1 2008: 19 for analyzing certain indefinite expressions as non-novel leading to the con-
flation of specificity and topichood/givenness and ArRkADIEV 2009: 12 (with ref. to Haspelmath) for
the definite NPs being more topical.

14 Naturally, we should remember that Hittite does not grammaticalize definiteness as it has
no articles.



HITTITE PARALLELS FOR BALKAN SPRACHBUND CLITIC DOUBLING 19

2.1.4. TOPICAL ASYMMETRY

2.14.1. 1% and 2" person pronouns vs. 3™ person pro-
nouns vs. full NPs. Direct objects instantiated by 1** and 2" person pro-
nouns trigger clitic doubling more obligatorily or have less pragmatic constraints
on it than other types of direct objects in at least some languages of the Balkan
Sprachbund (FriEpman 2008: 40 generally; KaLLurt — Tasmowskr 2008: 17 and
Karrurr 2008: 228, 248 for Albanian; Mi1seskA Tomi¢ 2008: 70 and KoNgskr 1981:
334 for Macedonian). There are even Serbo-Croatian dialects where only pro-
nominal direct objects trigger clitic doubling (FriEpmaN 2008: 46—47, 59; MISESK A
Tomi¢ 2008: 82; MonNNESLAND 1977%).!¢ Diachronically this fact can be unam-
biguously interpreted as 1% and 2™ person pronouns being the first to trigger
clitic doubling. See most explicitly (Krarova — Cinque 2008: 279 fn. 33).

It is noted that, in Albanian, direct objects instantiated by first and second
person full pronouns are a/ways clitic doubled irrespective of their discourse
status (KALLuLl — Tasmowski 2008: 9, 17; KaLLuLt 2008: 228, 248). The situation
in Romanian is analogous as clitic doubling there is triggered by all full personal
and definite pronouns (Karrurt — Tasmowski 2008: 9—10). Thus, an inherent
higher degree of topicality again has priority over contextual topicality that may
be completely absent.

Outside the Balkans 1* and 2™ person pronouns are more frequently clitic
doubled than 3™ person pronouns in Welsh (PariNA 2006: 9).

More rarely, the borderline is between pronouns and full NPs: in Slovenian
dialects (Gorica) it is pronouns (including 3" person pronouns) that trigger clitic
doubling as different from full NPs (MARUSIC — ZAUCER in print: 3; ARKADIEV
2010b: 7). Any person, number and case of full personal pronouns (not demon-
strative), including reflexive pronouns, triggers clitic doubling. Simultaneous
clitic doubling of two pronouns is judged possible, but not recorded in spontaneous
speech (MARUSIC — ZAUCER in print: 3—4, 12).

Similarly in North Italian dialects (Turin) object clitic doubling is attested
only if the object is instantiated with a pronoun (CeLy$eva 2001: 110). In (River
Plate) Spanish, the indirect object is obligatorily clitic doubled if it is instantiated
by a pronoun and facultative if it is instantiated by a full human NP. It is obliga-
tory if the indirect object is the possessor and when it is a ‘quirky’ subject (VANELLI
1998: 135-136).

A very interesting distribution occurs in Friulian and in Italian Venetian
dialects: subjects are most obligatorily and widely clitic-doubled when instanti-
ated by a 2™ sg. pronoun (NARUMOV — SUCHACEV 2001: 378; CELYSEVA 2001: 122).
The situation in Ladinian is similar, but in some dialects subject clitic doubling
is obligatory not only in 2™ sg., but also in 3™ person (both sg. and pl.), instantiated
by both pronouns and full NPs with some phonological and morphonological
conditioning (NaruMov 2001: 403, 409). Analogous, but more complex is the
situation in North Italian dialects (CELY$EVA 2001: 109): in some dialects subject

'3 Actually, in Old Serbian there are some examples of clitic doubled full NPs (MoNNESLAND
1977: 106—107), but they are really sporadic, being attested in three documents under the Albanian
influence (ibid.).

16 Clitic doubling of full pronouns is attested even in the New Stokavian dialect of Serbian
which does not attest to Balkan Sprachbund linguistic features (Bosnjakovi¢ 2000).
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clitic doubling is obligatory in any person, in some — in 2 sg., 3 sg. and 1 pl. In
some dialects the subject clitic is facultative. In Genoa subject clitic doubling is
obhgatory in 2 sg. and 3 sg. In Venetian dialects there are also generalized subject
clitics: in Padua « is a topicalizor for all persons and numbers (CELYSEVA 2001:
122). In Sicily subject clitic doubling is obligatory in 2 sg. and pl. in imperfect,
conjunctive and conditional (CELySEvA 2001: 144). For a fuller list of obligatory
subject clitic doubling, see VANELLI 1998 (37, 48) where the obligatoriness scale is
2 gg. < 34 gg. < 3 pl. However, it should be mentioned that this difference is
actually based on the degree of obligatoriness of subject clitic pronouns without
clitic doubling (VANELLI 1998: 29—49).

This difference between 1*t and 2™ person pronouns vs. 3™ person pronouns
vs. full NPs is motivated by the fact that 1** and 2" person pronouns are more
topical than 3™ person pronouns and full NPs (FrRiepmaN 2008: 59; ARKADIEV
2009: 12 with ref. to Haspelmath).

In Hittite 1" and 2™ person pronouns are not clitic doubled more regularly
than full NPs. Actually, there is only one case of 1* person pronouns triggering
clitic doubling,.

MH/MS (CTH 188) HKM 48 Vs. 4-6

PUTUY =[m]u" kuit BELI=[Y]A
Your Majesty=me-CL.PRON.1sG.accC. concerning the fact that lord=my
ammulk "Hapirin kissan watarnahta #

me-STRESSED PRON.18G.Aacc. Hapiri-Acc.sG. as follows commanded-3sG.PRET.
‘Concerning the fact that you, Your Majesty, my lord, commanded me, Hapiri, as
follows’.

As 1 and 2" person pronouns have higher inherent topicality than 3™ per-
son pronouns and full NPs, the lack of any particular frequency/obligatoriness of
them being clitic doubled implies again that Hittite is insensitive to the degree of
topicality. However, an important proviso is in place here: it is clitic doubling of
the 1° person pronoun in Hittite that differs most clearly from appositive disloca-
tions. Although I believe that the shift topic function of clitic doubled full NPs
distinguishes the structures they occur in well enough from the appositive dislo-
cations, I cannot totally exclude the possibility that only clitic doubling of the 1*
person pronoun is actually clitic doubling in Hittite. If this is indeed so, the Hit-
tite state of affairs would be similar to that of the Slovenian dialects. In any case,
note that clitic doubling of 1% and 2" person pronouns is an innovation of clitic
doubling in comparison with left dislocations out of which clitic doubling most
likely developed: personal pronouns are never left-dislocated in Hittite.

2.142.Indirect vs. direct object. It has been remarked that “[...]
the literature on clitic doubling in various languages'® converges on the view that
direct object clitic doubling is much more restricted than indirect object clitic
doubling [...]” (KaALLuLl — Tasmowski 2008: 7). See also Friepman 2008: 40. In
the western periphery of the South-Eastern Serbian dialects, e.g. in the dialect of

' In the autography (ALP 1991: 51) the sign, although damaged, is unambiguously read MU.
18 Actually only Romance languages ((River Plate) Spanish) and the languages of the Balkan
Sprachbund are considered — AS.
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Prizren, only indirect lexical objects are as a rule clitic doubled (Mi$eska Tomi¢
2008: 82). This fact implies that diachronically indirect objects are the first to be
clitic doubled.

It is further specified that “[a]t least in Macedonian and Albanian, clitic
doubling of indirect objects can be equated with object agreement” (KArLrLuLl —
Tasmowski1 2008: 13, 15; KarruLri 2008: 228, 248; Vipoeski 1998—-1999: 1, 25). In
Albanian clitic doubling is pragmatically conditioned when triggered by direct
objects. It is triggered only by grammatical factors with indirect objects. So it is
a grammaticalized agreement marker for indirect objects and pragmatically con-
ditioned clitic doubling for direct objects (KaLLuLt — Tasmowski 2008: 13, 15;
Karrurr 2008: 228, 248)." The only constraint on Macedonian direct objects is
definiteness (specificity with partitive indefiniteness) (Miseska Tomic 2008: 7073,
79) while the constraint on indirect objects is specificity. However, bare dat[ive]
indefinites, which can never be specific, can also be optionally clitic doubled
(ibid.: 76). This indicates that “[t]he dat[ive] clitic [...] is actually much more close
to becoming a mere case marker than the acc[usative] clitic is” (ibid.: 76, 80).%°

The situation outside the Balkans is similar. In Friulian and in the Venetian
dialect of Italian clitic doubling of the indirect object is obligatory with verbs like
dare ‘give’, regalare ‘present’, mandare ‘send’, promettere ‘promise’ where the
recipient is an obligatory valency of the verb (VANeLLI 1998: 134—-135). The de-
scription seems to imply that clitic doubling of direct objects is not obligatory.

These data mean that there is a distinction between indirect object clitic
doubling as an agreement marker? (for the definition, see Givon 1976) being
grammatically conditioned and direct object clitic doubling as the only clitic dou-
bling proper type being grammatically and pragmatically conditioned (ARKADIEV
2009; 2010a; 2010b).>* The two are diachronically connected as different stages
of the grammaticalization of the same cross-referencing relations (ARKADIEV
2009; 2010a). Grammaticalization proceeds more quickly with indirect objects
because of their inherent higher topicality.?® This difference between clitic dou-

1 This is not characteristic of all the Balkan Sprachbund: “[...] grammatically constrained
clitic doubling on the left handside becom[es] freer and pragmatically significant as one proceeds to
the right: Macedonian > Albanian > Romanian > Greek > Bulgarian” (KarLrLuLi — Tasmowski 2008:
9). Clitic doubling of both indirect and direct objects in Greek and colloquial Bulgarian is not only
grammatically but also pragmatically conditioned (KarruLt — Tasmowski 2008: 2-3). Notice that,
contrary to frequent claims otherwise (FriEDMAN 2008: 50; KaLrLuLl — Tasmowski 2008: 11), both in
Modern Greek and Bulgarian clitic doubling is obligatory when properly pragmatically licenced
(DimiTROVA-VULCHANOVA — VUuLcHANOV 2008: 121; JAnsE 2008: 166).

20 At the same time I fail to understand why the fact that “the clitics can be optionally left out
even when the indirect object is obviously specific” (ibid.: 80) should mean that “the Macedonian
dat[ive] doubling clitics actually act as case markers” (ibid.: 80). This fact can signify only one
thing: Macedonian clitic doubling of indirect object is not yet completely grammaticalized.

I See most explicitly: Miseska Tomic 2008: 69.

22 Cf. Arkapiev 2010a: 9-10, who assesses both direct and indirect object clitic doubling as
being agreement markers. In this case they would just be differently conditioned: both by gram-
matical relations and by topicality (ibid.: 14). However, even if we consider clitic doubling of all indi-
rect and definite direct objects to be an agreement marker, we have to concede that it is not a canonical
one as it corresponds only to the part of criteria for agreement markers in ARKADIEV 2010b.

% The problem that so much troubled Kalluli and Tasmowski — “if the nature of agreement
and topic markers is indeed substantially different [...], why are doubling clitics employed as means
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bling of indirect and direct objects is explained by the fact that all indirect objects
are inherently more topical than direct objects as recipient vs. theme (ARKADIEV
2009: 12 with ref. to Haspelmath).

Again, as with definiteness, inherent topicality can be in conflict with textual
topicality. For Macedonian, a/l pragmatic uses (including focal ones) of definite
direct objects and all indirect objects trigger clitic doubling; for Albanian, all IOs,
DOs instantiated by first and second person pronouns, and all non-focal/non-rhe-
matic DO DPs trigger clitic doubling (KaLLuLi — Tasmowski 2008: 9—10, 25; KALLULL
2008: 228, 248; FrRIEDMAN 2008: 48, 54; ARKADIEV 2009: 9 with lit.; Mi1SEska Tomic¢
2008: 65).>* This would represent some difficulty for the authors like ARKADIEV
2009 (12) who directly assess obligatory clitic doubling of these categories as
topic-related. Alongside the lines of (Givon 1976), I would suggest a somewhat
more complex scenario. While originally the general greater topicality status of
indirect objects and direct objects instantiated by 1% and 2™ person pronouns
caused them to trigger clitic doubling more regularly, the situation in Western
Macedonian is grammaticalized and synchronically independent of pragmatics:
both categories can trigger clitic doubling even when in focus.?® Another way to
explain the situation is to assume the priority of inherent topicality over textual
topicality.

Hittite differs markedly from this state of affairs.?® Indirect objects are not
clitic doubled more regularly/obligatorily than direct objects. Clitic doubling of
both of them is purely pragmatically conditioned. In this respect Hittite is closer
to Greek and colloquial Bulgarian than to Romanian, Albanian, and especially
Macedonian (Karrurt — Tasmowski 2008: 9). Note that, in contrast to Balkan clitic
doubling, in Hittite clitic doubling is never present for both direct and indirect
objects simultaneously. Actually in my corpus there is only one clitic doubled
indirect object:

MS (CTH 443) KBo 15.10+ Vs. 11 33-35
1. nu i[d]a[llu harnikten #
S.C.PART. evil-AccC.SG.N. destroy-2PL.IMPER.

2.nu  ANA BELI ANA DAM=SU DUMUM®=SU assu namma
s.c.PART. for lord for wife=his  children=his  good-acc.sG.N. then.
est{u] #

may be-3SG.IMPER.

for fulfilling such different functions?” (KarLruLi — Tasmowski 2008: 17; Karruti 2008: 228) — can
be answered fairly easily within the functionalist paradigm: they represent different stages of the
same cline of grammaticalization dependent on the topicality hierarchy (Givon 1976; FRIEDMAN
2008; ARKADIEV 2009; 2010b). Cf. KarLruLi 2008: 249; Krarova — CINQUE 2008: 280.

2 See Miseska Tomic 2008: 72-3, 80 for some special cases. This holds good for standard
Macedonian and the western dialects (on which it is based). Clitic doubling in the eastern dialects is
not so consistent (VIDOESKI 1999: 53).

2 Although even in Macedonian there is historical evidence from the 18" and 19" centuries
for pragmatic factors in clitic doubling (FriEDMAN 2008: 43, 58): in focal contexts clitic doubling of
definite direct objects was blocked.

26 This concurs with those rare Balkan systems (some Bulgarian dialects) where the frequen-
cy of clitic doubling is equal for direct and indirect objects (FRiEDmMaN 2008: 40 fn. 11). However,
nothing is said about the obligatory/non-obligatory character of both of them in FrRiepman 2008 (40
fn. 11). So the real similarity of the Hittite system to the Bulgarian dialectal one remains unclear.
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3. [nu=]ssi PUTU-us PIM-ass=a ANA BEL[I
s.C.PART.=him-CL.PRON.35G.DAT. Sungod-voc.sG. Stormgod-voc.sG.=and to lord
ANA DAM DUMUMBS=SU assu Tl-tar mayandatar

to  wife children=his well-being-acc.sG.N. life-acc.sG.N. youthful vigour-Acc.sG.N.
SSTUKUL para néantan [nalm[m]a piskatten #

weapon  ahead pointed-Acc.sG.N. then  keep giving-2PL.IMPER.ITER.

‘(1) Destroy evil. (2) May it then be good for the lord, (his) wife (and) his children.
(3) But let you, Sungod and Stormgod, then keep giving to him, the lord, (his) wife
(and) his children well-being, life, youthful vigour (and) weapon pointed ahead’.

What should be especially emphasized here is the fact that this unique case
of a clitic doubled indirect object in Hittite has the function of a continued topic,
a sporadic secondary development of clitic doubling into the sphere of generic
topicality. This has two consequences: 1. The clitic doubling of indirect objects
involves a diachronically later function than the clitic doubling of direct objects and
subjects. 2. The continued topic function of clitic doubling is indistinguishable
from appositive dislocation in Hittite and may actually be an appositive disloca-
tion. At the same time the shift topic function, more distinct from appositive
structures, is attested only with direct objects and subjects.

Again, Hittite is not the only exception to the topicality hierarchy. Bakker
and Siewierska’s head and dependent-marking hierarchy plainly contradicts it
(see ARKADIEV 2010a: 5): viewed from the perspective of Bakker and Siewierska’s
hierarchy (for which see ArRkADIEV 2010a: 5), the topicality hierarchy would produce
a typologically unique situation (see ARKADIEV 2010a: 5) where indirect objects are
both indexed on the verb (head-marked) by an agreement marker and bear case
(dependent-marked) while direct objects only bear case (dependent-marked).?’
Head and dependent-marking hierarchy predicts a totally opposite state of affairs.
It is also important that systems with indirect object clitic doubling vs. subject and
direct object agreement are attested, but not ones with direct object clitic doubling
vs. indirect object agreement (ARKADIEV 2010b: 4). However, as ARKADIEV 2010a
showed, there are quite a number of counterexamples to Bakker and Siewierska’s
hierarchy, e.g. Amharic where in case of ditransitives both Theme and Recipient
may be marked accusative, but in this case only the Recipient triggers verb agree-
ment, and this agreement is now obligatory (ARKADIEV 2010a: 8). Other counterex-
amples are Kwomtari and Usan (ArRkaDIEV 2010a: 10—11). Thus, both hierarchies
simply do not coincide and neither of them is truly universal.

In any case, it is important to remember that Hittite clitic doubling is not
described within Bakker and Siewierska’s head and dependent-marking hierar-
chy either as it has nothing to do with agreement markers being exclusively prag-
matically motivated.

2.143.Subject vs. object clitic doubling. According to T.
Givon, since agents possess an inherently higher degree of topicality (Grvon 1976:
152), they should be more regularly/obligatorily clitic doubled. However, this pre-
diction is not borne out by the clitic doubling data available to me because I know

27 The fact that there are systems with clitic doubling of just indirect objects, beneficiaries and
‘raised’ possessors (ARKADIEV 2010b: 5 Ex. 20) is irrelevant as there is no information whether
clitic doubling in Yawuru is clitic doubling proper or agreement.
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of no languages where only subject clitic doubling is present. Still, if a language has
subject clitics, subject clitic doubling is always present (Hittite; Italian dialects).

Macedonian and Modern Greek lack subject clitics (Miseska Tomic 2008: 66;
Dk BokL 2008: 89). This situation is typologically common: subject agreement vs.
object clitic doubling is the most common type of their co-occurrence in a lan-
guage (ARKADIEV 2010b: 4).

In Friulian and in Italian Venetian dialects subject clitic doubling is obligatory
and is generally considered to be agreement (NARUMOV — SucHACEV 2001: 378;
CELYSEvA 2001: 122). In other sources it is observed that in Friulian and in the
Venetian dialect of Italian clitic doubling of the indirect object is obligatory with
verbs like dare ‘give’, regalare ‘present’, mandare ‘send’, promettere ‘promise’
where the indirect object is an obligatory valency of the verb (VANELLI 1998: 134-5).
In the same source nothing is said about subject clitic doubling. (See NarRUMOV —
SucHACEV 2001: 388; CELYSEvVA 2001: 110, 122, 144.))

Hittite is similar to Italian dialects since it clitic-doubles subjects in the
same way as direct and indirect objects. Thus it is insensitive to the higher degree
of topicality again. There are two examples of clitic doubling in my corpus:

NH/NS (CTH 171) KUB 23.102 Vs. I '-9”

1. kuitt=a =at SESU #
what=and=it-cL.PRON.35G.NOM.N. “brotherhood”-Nom.sG.N.?
2.n =at kuit=ma  SA YRS Ammana uwawar #

S.C.PART.=it-CL.PRON.33G.NOM.N. what=but of Mt. Ammana coming-NOM.SG.N.?
‘(1) What is it, “brotherhood”? (2) And what is it, “coming to Mt. Ammana”?”.
MS (CTH 789) KBo 32.13 Vs. 11 30-32

1. kisras =ma =SSi galulupes=ses talugaels) #
of hand-GEN.sG.=but=her-cL.PRON.35G.DAT. fingers-NoM.PL.C.=her-NOM.PL.C. long-NOM.PL.C.
2.n =at =kan miyawes =pat
S.C.PART.=they-CL.PRON.3PL.NOM.C.=LOC.PART. fOUI-NOM.PL.C.=EMPH.PART.

galulupes [ANA B]IBRI kattanta kiantari #

fingers-NoM.PL.C. vessel under are placed-3PL.PRES.MED.

(1) The fingers of her hand (are) long. (2) They, (her) four fingers, are placed under
the animal-shaped vessel’.

2.2. HIGHER VS. LOWER TOPICALITY AND CLITIC DOUBLING: SUMMING UP. It follows
from the material presented above that the languages of the Balkan Sprachbund
are sensitive to the degree of topicality while Hittite is not.

The higher degree of topicality of human, specific, quantified by ‘all’, subject,
indirect object, instantiated by 1% and 2™ person pronoun NPs is inherent. In con-
crete texts most of these NPs can also be focal. This conflict between inherent
and contextual topicality in the languages of the Balkan Sprachbund is mostly
resolved in favour of inherent topicality. If contextually determined features (def-
initeness and comment/focus) are in conflict, either property can have priority.

For Hittite generally it is the presence of a particular type of topicality (shift
topic including change of discourse status from non-topical to topical) that triggers
clitic doubling. Higher vs. lower degree of topicality has no effect whatsoever:
Hittite lacks more regular/obligatory clitic doubling of both indirect objects (in
comparison with direct objects) and of 1* and 2™ person pronouns (in comparison
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with full NPs). In Hittite, a higher level of topicality does not trigger any gram-
maticalization or more regular use of clitic doubling as it does in the Balkans.

The alternative scenario could assume that less topical features triggering
clitic doubling in Hittite besides more topical ones implies that grammaticaliza-
tion has gone further than in the Balkans. This would be supported by the facts that
(a) not only human but also inanimate NPs, (b) not only indirect, but also direct
objects, () not only subjects, but also objects; (d) not only 15 and 2" person pro-
nouns, but also full NPs trigger clitic doubling in Hittite. This certainly means
that clitic doubling has spread from the most topical categories to the less topical
ones. However, this scenario is not very likely: Hittite does not attest any proper
grammaticalization as clitic doubling is triggered by pragmatic factors only.
Moreover, it seems that inherent topicality is not relevant for Hittite clitic dou-
bling, only contextually determined topicality is.

3. ConcrusioN. The small number of occurrences as well as the exclusively
pragmatic conditioning of Hittite clitic doubling testify that this syntactic structure
was only emerging in Hittite. The comparison with the pragmatically conditioned
Balkan Sprachbund clitic doubling demonstrates that these very first steps of clitic
doubling evolution attest to a scenario different from the Balkan one. It implies
that clitic doubling need not always develop along the same cline dependent on the
topical hierarchy. Thus, the Hittite — Balkan comparison contributes to the little
described diachronic typology of clitic doubling.
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Annpej B. Cunespien

XETUTCKE ITAPAJIEJIE Y/IBAJABY KIIUTUKA Y
BAJIKAHCKOM JE3MYKOM CABE3Y

Pe3uwme

VY pany ce pa3marpajy XeTHTCKE Mapaliesic yaBajamby KIUTHKA y BalkaHCKOM je3MYKOM
caBe3y. Perka ymnorpe6a 1 HCKJBy4HBO IparMaruyka GpyHKIHja yIBajamba KIUTHKA Y XETHTCKOM
[OKa3yjy Za ce OBa rojaBa y XeTUTCKOM Tek pabaia. [Topeheme ca mparmMaTiHukoMm ycioBibeHomhy
y/Bajama KIMTHKA y je3uliuMa ballkaHCcKoT je3nuKor caBes3a rmokasyje Aa ce o4eTHa eTara pa3Boja
ylBajamba KJIUTHKA Yy XCTHUTCKOM CYLITHMHCKH pa3jIMKyje O] CLieHapHja OaJKaHCKOI pa3Boja.
OCHOBHA pa3JiMKa je y TOME IITO je y XeTHTCKOM y[Bajalbe KIUTHKA OYHIIICTHO HE3aBHCHO O
XHjepapXuje TONUKAIHOCTH, Koja je OuTHa Ha bankany.
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