Wackernagel Enclitics in Non-Wackernagel
Positions in the Rigveda

Gotz Keydana

1. Introduction

To my knowledge Bartholomae (1886: 3) was the first to claim that “[aJuch bei
oberflichlicher Betrachtung dréngt sich die Wahrnehmung auf, dass im RV.
die enklitischen Formen der Personalpronomina, sowie gewisse Partikeln, in
den meisten Fillen die zweite Stelle innerhalb des Verses oder des Vers-Ab-
schnitts einnehmen.” Thus, the clitic pronouns of Vedic Sanskrit have long
since been treated as clear cases of Wackernagel enclisis. While the general
impression is certainly true, in this paper I take a look at the most extreme
deviation from Bartholomae’s generalization, clitic pronouns in verse- and
sentence-final position.

1.1 The regular pattern

In Vedic Sanskrit, two types of so-called second position (2P) or Wackernagel
clitics are attested.! While particles, which make up the first type, are always
placed after the first word of a sentence, the placement of the second type,
enclitic pronouns, is much more involved.> The most straightforward case
is illustrated by ex. (1), where the clitic is hosted by the first word of the
sentence:

(1) t,vam no asyd’ usaso v, ustau
t,vam sira vdite bodhi gopdh

1  In the literature, often a third type is assumed. However, particles of this type like e.g. cid
are not Wackernagel clitics in the strict sense, as they are always immediately adjacent to the
topic they scope over. The fact that they occur in the left periphery is thus merely a conse-
quence of the fact that topics tend to surface sentence-initially.

2 Since the placement of particles is irrelevant for the purpose of this paper, I will not elaborate
on this difference. It should, however, be noted that other than in Classical Greek it is not one
between clausal and sentential clitics, a pattern called splaying by Goldstein (2016: 58).
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“You at the breaking of this dawn, you at the rising of the sun — be-
come our herdsman!” RV 3.15.2ab’

Note that the position of the head, gopah, is obviously irrelevant for the place-
ment of the clitic. In ex. (1), the host, fuvdm, is a constituent. It may, however,
also be part of a larger constituent, as in ex. (2):

2) varistho asya daksinam iyarti
indro maghonam tuvikirmitamah
“Indra, the most excellent, the most powerfully ranging of the boun-
teous ones, sets in motion his priestly gift.” RV 6.37.4ab

In this case the host is a fronted adjective modifying the subject, indrah, in b.
While examples like (1) and (2) seem to corroborate the impression that type-1
clitics, too, are hosted by the first word, another two patterns are attested which
challenge this view. On the one hand, there are rare instances where the clitic
is placed after an uninterrupted complex constituent as in (3):*

3) visve deva no adyd s,astdye
“Let all the gods be there today for our well-being.” (my
translation, GK) RV 5.51.13a

This pattern points to an interpretation of second position in terms of constitu-
ents, not simply words. Ex. (1) fits this revised interpretation easily. The case
of ex. (2) is slightly less straightforward. However, hyperbaton implies that
even under an analysis where vdristhah is assumed to be extracted from the
indrah-NP it forms a proper constituent of its own. On the other hand, cases
like (4) are attested. Here, the enclitic pronoun is preceded by two distinct
syntactic constituents, in this case the nominative indrah and the accusative
interrogative pronoun kim:

4) kim asya made kim , asya pitav
indrah kim asya sakh,yé cakara

3 All Rigvedic examples follow the metrically restored text of van Nooten & Holland 1994.
Restored vowels are indicated by subscript characters. If not indicated otherwise, the trans-
lation is taken from Jamison & Brereton (2014).

4 See already Luraghi (1990: 44) for Vedic prose.
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“What did Indra create in the exhilaration of it [sc. Soma], what at its
drinking? what in its fellowship?” RV 6.27.1ab

This pattern seems to indicate that the clitic is neither attached to the first word
nor to the first syntactic constituent, but rather to the left periphery of a sen-
tence. The left periphery consists of a slot for constituents with high discourse
prominence (focal material as in the case of ex. (1) or topicalized material as
in exx. (2)—(4)) plus an additional slot which, if filled, contains either a fronted
pronoun as in ex. (4) or a complementizer as in ex. (11).°

Various proposals have been put forward to account for this pattern. See
inter alios Lowe (2011) and Keydana (2011). In the latter paper, to which
I will return briefly in section 3, it was argued that the placement of type-1
clitics can be accounted for by prosody alone.® The reasons for choosing a
strictly phonological account are twofold: Firstly, we know from the Indian
tradition that type-1 clitics were unaccented. Thus, cliticization must at least
be triggered by phonological deficiency, a fact any model of type-1 placement
has to reckon with. Secondly, a prosodic approach allows us to deal with cases
like (3) and (4) in a unified fashion by proposing that type-1 clitics are hosted
by the first phonological phrase (p-phrase) of an intonation phrase (1-phrase).
This analysis is feasible since assuming a weak version of match theory (Sel-
kirk 2011) it can be demonstrated that the initial ¢-phrase corresponds to the
left periphery in syntactic structure (Keydana 2011: 104). It is further strength-
ened by an observation made in Keydana (2018: 226-227) where evidence
was presented that contrary to type-2 clitics clitic pronouns in Early Vedic are
independent phonological words (®’s).’

As already observed by Delbriick (1878: 48), followed by Wackernagel
(1892: 407), the patterns illustrated in this section prevail in Vedic prose.

5 In an explicit syntactic analysis this position can be identified with Spec,CP or C° respecti-
vely.

6 At first glance this choice might seem obvious, see already Wackernagel (1892: 406) or for
a more recent account Janse (1993). However, in the recent literature on clitics syntactic
or mixed approaches combining syntax and prosody have gained prominence. The most
notable syntactic (or rather syntax-centered, since the author acknowledges the possibility of
prosodic inversion) account of Vedic clitics is that of Hale, e.g. in Hale (1995).

7 In this paper I will not spell out a formal model of clitic placement. The ideas presented in
section 3, however, are loosely based on the analysis of Keydana (2011) which can be captu-
red in an optimality-theoretical ranking Align(WL1,r / ¢-phrase,r) >> Align(WL1,1 / 1-phra-
se,l) >> ¢-phrase # ®. The alignment constraints align the right and the left edge of a type-1
clitic respectively with the same edge of a phonological and an intonation phrase. ¢-phrase
# o is a constraint negatively defining the minimal shape of the phonological phrase.
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However, the picture we are confronted with in the Rigveda is far less clear.
While Bartholomae was right in claiming that there is an obvious tendency for
clitic pronouns to be placed in the left periphery, they are actually attested in
all conceivable positions within both verse and sentence.

1.2 Deviations from the standard pattern

As “in den meisten Fillen” in the quote from Bartholomae already indicates,
exceptions to a placement of clitic pronouns in the left periphery are indeed
attested. Actually, they are quite frequent. See e.g. exx. (5)—(7), all taken from
the first book:

(5) anarvano abhi yé céksate no
Jpivrta apornuvanto asthuh
“The unassailable ones who watch over us have taken their stand,
unclosing the enclosed (cows).” RV 1.190.6¢d

(6) sd vajesu prd no visat
“When prizes (are set) he will help us.” RV 1.81.1e

(7 Sakro yatha sutésu no
raranat sakh;yésu ca
“..., so that the able one will take pleasure in our soma-pressings and
in our companionship.” RV 1.10.5cd

In ex. (5), the enclitic pronoun nak stands in final position in the relative clause.
Its host is the verb it is governed by. In ex. (6), nah is placed between preverb
and verb which together form the complex predicate governing the pronoun,®
while in ex. (7) it again follows its head, in this case a noun. Examples like
these cannot be accounted for by any of the standard models. Obviously, these
aberrant patterns are far too systematic to be regarded as mistakes. Also, we
can hardly marginalize them by simply claiming that the strange placement
is due to poetic license. As Jakobson & Bogatyrev have pointed out in their
seminal paper from 1929, oral poetry is reigned in by what the authors call
“preventive censure”: the poets may stretch the possibilities their language

8 For the assumption that prd and av- form a complex verb see the frequent attestations of
prav® in embedded sentences in the Rigveda.
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allows for, but they cannot go beyond grammaticality. Thus, the following
questions arise: Is the placement arbitrary or do we find identifiable patterns?
And if so, how are these patterns related to the standard behaviour as attested
in the majority of cases in the Rigveda and throughout Vedic prose?

2. Case study: nah in verse-final position

In a current ongoing project all instances of the type-1 clitic na/ in the family
books of the Rigveda (books 2—7) are collected and analysed. The pronoun
nah was chosen because of its frequency and because of its polyvalence: Since
it may be accusative, dative, or genitive, it occurs in a variety of syntactic con-
structions, both in the nominal and in the verbal domain.

As already argued by Bartholomae (1886) for Avestan, some of the excep-
tions to the placement of enclitic pronouns in the left periphery of the sentence
can be explained by adopting his premise that “[i]n jeder dichtung nun, und
wire sie noch so waldurspriinglich, miissen satz- und verszasur zusammen-
treffen.” (Bartholomae 1886: 14—15). Bartholomae’s generalization thus cor-
rectly predicts cases like the following:

(®) purustuta , kratva nah sagdhi rayah
“Much lauded! Help us with thy power to riches.” RV 4.21.10c

In (8), the caesura after the fourth syllable coincides nicely with the syntactic
boundary between the sentence-external vocative and the sentence itself and
likewise most likely with a pause, because there is reason to believe that voc-
atives form 1-phrases of their own (Loewe 1923, Keydana 2021 [2023]). The
match between intonation and metrical structure is less clear in cases like (9):

) a dhendvah payasa tirn, artha
amardhantir , upa no yantu madhva
“Let the milk cows, swift to their tasks, not neglectful, come close to
us here with their milk, their honey.” RV 5.43.1ab

Here too, the caesura coincides with a syntactic boundary, as upa nah or more
likely (&) upa no yantu form a constituent. Thus, Bartholomae‘s conclusion,
that “[d]ie enklitischen pronomina und partikeln lehnen sich an den ersten
hochton im zeilenglied an” (1886: 31), still holds true. However, there is no
evidence that this verbal complex formed an i1-phrase of its own. Rather, it
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corresponds most likely to a ¢-phrase inside a larger 1-phrase. We can con-
clude that it is unlikely that the caesura separating the break from the opening
of the verse corresponds to a “satzzidsur” noticeable in speech.

Sure violations of Bartholomae’s constraint are cases like (10) where the
clitic is verse-final:

(10)  bhirida bhiri dehi nah
“O giver of much, give much to us.” RV 4.32.20a

Obviously, nah is part of the cadence and thus not hosted by the first word
bearing an udatta in its “zeilenglied”. Also, it clearly does not form any
syntactic constituent with its host; as usual, the cadence does not correspond
to any linguistic unit. Verse-final clitic pronouns like this, which are not
hosted by the first word or constituent of a sentence smaller than the verse,
challenge the hypothesis that all type-1 clitics are placed according to some
version of Wackernagel’s Law since they are furthest away from their ca-
nonical position. For the pilot study reported in this paper, I zeroed in on
exactly such cases.

The enclitic pronoun nah is attested 964 times in books 2 to 7. In 162 of
these 964 attestations nah stands in verse-final position. In no more than 4 of
these cases is the host part of the left periphery of a sentence smaller than the
verse. In these instances, verse-final nak follows the complementizer ydtha:’

(11) tasma uktham janaye ydj jujosan
nrvan naviyah synavad yathd nah
“For him I beget a hymn that he will enjoy, a newer manly one, so that
he will listen to us.” RV 7.26.1cd

In this example, it may be argued that srndvad is fronted to the discourse-func-
tional slot in the left periphery of the Vedic sentence. The pattern is then sim-
ilar to that of ex. (4) with both the DF-slot and C° filled. As type-1 clitics are
regularly positioned at the right edge of the left periphery, the sentence match-
es our expectations. Slightly more complex is ex. (12):

9  Hettrich (1988: 284) observes that “[v]on den 64 Finalsdtzen mit ydtha erdffnet die Konjunk-
tion in 25 Féllen den NS, 39mal steht sie im Satzinneren”, but does not account for this word
order.
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(12)  mdma dvitd rast-am ksatrivasya
visvayor visve amyta yatha nah
“Now as before, mine is the kingship of a lifelong ruler, so that all the
immortals (are) ours.” RV 4.42.1ab

Here, the complementizer is preceded by a full noun phrase, visve amyta.
Ex. (3) above illustrated the fact that full NPs are indeed attested in the DF
slot. Ex. (12) thus allows for the same analysis as (11). Still, it is the only ex-
ample in the corpus with such a complex left periphery.

While there are examples like (10) above where the placement of the pro-
noun does not seem to follow a recognizable pattern, such outliers are actual-
ly rare. Most cases of verse-final nah in the corpus fall into distinct patterns
which, because of their systematicity, cannot be attributed to chance. The most
important such pattern is the one where nah is hosted by its head.

2.1 nah hosted by its head

94 of the attestations with verse-final nah show a distinct pattern in that the
host is at the same time the head syntactically governing the clitic pronoun. In
56 of these cases in books 2-7 the head is a verb. Frequently, it is an imperative
as in (13). This, however, is simply due to the text sort and to the fact that the
pronoun selected for this study is first person. Other finite verbs are attested.
An example is (14). Note that in this example nah is a theme (and thus an
object), while in most cases it is a beneficiary. This is the case of (15), an ex-
ample with a verbal adjective.

(13)  dha visva sumana didihi nah
“Through all the days, shine benevolently on us.” RV 3.54.22d

(14)  nad yatava ind, ra jujuvur nah
“Sorcerers do not incite us, Indra.” RV 7.21.5a

(15) hdsteva Saktim abhi samdadi nah

“Like hands (clasping a spear) clasping power for us ...” RV 2.39.7a

With respect to the nature of clitichood in Vedic it should also be mentioned
that in cases like (13) and (14) the host does not bear an udatta. While pace
Wackernagel (1892) this does not imply that the verb itself is cliticised, it
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nonetheless shows clearly that at least a prominent high tone is not a necessary
prerequisite for hosts.!

Clitic pronouns may also be hosted within noun phrases. An example for
this slightly rarer type is (16) with the collocation pit@ nah, attested four times
in books 2—7. In ex. (17), nah is hosted by a pronoun.

(16) ydhi manur avynita pitd'na/_/t
“..., which our father Manu chose ...” RV 2.33.13¢

(17)  ma no vi yauh sakhya viddhi tdsya nah
“Do not keep us far away from your companionship. Know this
(speech?) of ours.” RV 2.32.2¢

Finally, nah may be hosted by a local particle. This pattern is attested three
times with upa (e.g. ex. 18) and once with puras (ex. 19).

(18) @ vayo bhiisa $ucipa iipa nah
“O Vayu, drinker of the clear (soma), attend upon us.” RV 7.92.1a

(19)  pryddho agne didihi puré nah
“When you are kindled forth, Agni, shine in front for us.”
Or with Geldner: “Entziindet leuchte uns voran, Agni.” RV 7.1.3a

Cases like (18) are best analysed as prepositional phrases, while for ex. (19)
such an analysis is possible but not mandatory (see the translation of Jamison
& Brereton as against that of Geldner). To sum up: The most frequent pattern
of verse- and sentence-final nah is such that the clitic is hosted inside the
phrase it belongs to. See below 2.3. for parallels from other ancient IE lan-
guages and 3. for an analysis.

2.2 Framing

In an interesting pattern which is again too frequent to dismiss, verse- and
sentence-final nah is governed by a sentence-initial head. This pattern occurs
44 times in books 2—7 (17 of which are identical, see ex. (21)). It is most fre-
quently attested with verbs. Cf. ex. (20):

10 See Keydana 2021 [2023] for an analysis of main verb tone patterns in terms of intonation.
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(20)  rasi ksdyam rasi mitram asmé
rasi Sardha indra marutam nah
“Grant us peaceful dwelling. Grant us alliance. Grant us a Marutian
warrior band, o Indra.” RV 2.11.14ab

This example is especially remarkable since the poet alternates between tonal
asmé and clitic nah depending on metrical demands. Note that both the clitic
and the tonal dative occur frequently in this position, the latter 43 times in
books 2—7.

Ex. (21), a sentence occurring 17 times in book 7, illustrates a slight ex-
tension of the same pattern, as in this case the sentence is framed by a tonal
subject pronoun followed by the verb at the left edge and nah at the right edge.

(21)  ywyam pata s,astibhih sada nah
“Do you protect us always with your blessings.” RV 7.1.20d

The framing pattern is also attested with a filled C°. This is the case of ex. (22),
where the verb is preceded by kuvid.

(22) kuvin namsante marutah punar nah
“Surely the Maruts will bow to us again?” RV 7.58.5b

The framing constituent is not necessarily verbal. Noun phrases as in ex. (23)
are also attested, and rarely even what might be analysed as a prepositional
phrase (ex. 24):

(23) imdm yajiiam nayata devatd nah
“Lead this sacrifice here to the divinities for us.”
Or with Geldner: “Fiihrt dieses Opfer von uns zu den Géttern.” RV
4.58.10c

(24)  ati va yo maruto mdnyate nah
“Whoever disdains us, Maruts ...” RV 6.52.2a

In two instances, both in dimeter verse, framing encompasses a whole stanza.
An example is (25):
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(25)  dhanavantam karambhinam
apupavantam ukthinam
indra pratar jusasva nah
“Indra, enjoy [the soma] of ours accompanied by roasted grain, by
gruel, by cakes, by hymns, early in the morning.” (adapted
from Jamison & Brereton) RV 3.52.1

Placement within its constituent and framing constitute the bulk of attestations
of verse-final nah. Other cases exist, but they are rare and they do not seem to
follow any particular pattern.

2.3 Comparanda from outside Vedic

The most frequent deviant type, that of Wackernagel placement inside a con-
stituent smaller than the sentence, finds an exact parallel in various other an-
cient IE languages.

Wackernagel himself was certainly right to claim that clitic pronouns are
typically placed in second position in Ancient Greek. However, there are
exceptions, which Luraghi (1990: 43) explains as resulting from 2P in “il
margine sinistro per I’ambito di collocazione”. As an amendment to Wacker-
nagel’s survey of votive inscriptions (1892: 346-349) see e.g. the following
examples from Athens:

(26) Ovéowog : 1’ avébexev : dmopyev | tabevoion : ho Zuuxivbo hoiog
“Onesimos dedicated me as a primal offering for Athene, the son of
Smikythos.” IG I? 699, ca. 500-480

27) Dpoyio : aveleré ue talevaian | he apromol[ig)

“Phrygia dedicated me to Athene, the bread-seller.” 1G I 546, ca.
500

The type represented by (27) is extremely rare. It should also be noted that here
the subject is separated by <:> from verb plus enclitic pronoun — this punctuation
may reflect prosodic constituency (Keydana 2023). Luraghi (1990: 43) explains
the possibility of phrase-internal 2P by the “ordine puramente pragmatico” of
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Greek.!! Actual placement is then according to her due to “le varie possibi-
lita di collocazione dei pronomi enclitici per scopi pragmatici” (1990: 58).
With respect to this proposition, exx. (26) and (27) are revealing, since from
the point of view of information structure and pragmatics both inscriptions
are, as far as we know, exactly identical. Still, the placement of the clitic
differs.

While in Greek 2P in constituents smaller than the sentence is rare, the
pattern is the dominant one in Old Lithuanian. Proper 2P, on the other hand, is
exceedingly rare. An example of the latter is (28) with the clitic reflexive =si
attached to dél:

(28) neturedamas wietos ant ziames delsi rangianciu zmoniu
“not having place on earth because of the crowding people” KnN';
1595

This pattern is only attested with complementizers and relative pronouns (see
Hermann 1926: 90, Sommer 2021: 65).'?
Ex. (29) is an example of clitic reflexive pronouns in the verbal domain:

(29)  Jeib gerybe ir wiernybe fu=[i=tiktu=s
“So that goodness and faithfulness meet each other” Clls;
(Psalms 85:11)

Since in (29) the clitic is doubled, the example exemplifies nicely both types of
clitic placement typical for Old Lithuanian. One clitic, =s, is an enclitic, which
is typical for simplex verbs. The other one, =si=, is an endoclitic placed be-
tween preverb and verb. Endoclisis is best explained by assuming a prehistoric
state of affairs where the preverb was still an autonomous word (like in Vedic
matric clauses). From a historical point of view, thus, the clitic was hosted

11 As Luraghi herself acknowledges, this tenet does not hold for Vedic: Pace Viti (2007) and
Reindhl (2016) the language is underlyingly head-final; see especially the insightful work of
Gunkel & Ryan (2011) on swappable bigrams.

12 The only exception to this rule is MgT, 25, Neffa kadangel wife=[i tur ifchpafSinti, iog...
“Because everyone has to recognize for themselves that ...”. This example is remarkable
since it seems to be a case of clitic climbing, as the clitic reflexive is positioned outside its
syntactic domain, the embedded infinitival phrase. What sets it even more apart is the fact
that the clitic is hosted by a quantifier positioned after the complementizer(s). In a recent
paper, Sommer (2021: 66) argued quite convincingly for the “Mdoglichkeit eines Druckfeh-
lers”.
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by the first word inside the verbal complex (for a striking Vedic parallel see
ex. (33) below). See Hermann (1926), Petit (2010) and Razanovaité (2014) for
more data.

A similar pattern is attested in Gothic. However, since Gothic does not
have special clitic pronouns, it only occurs with particles. It is attested mostly
with sentence-initial verbs, but there are exceptions, as e.g. in ex. (30):

(30) ip lesus uz=uh=hof augona iup jah qap: ...
6 6¢ inoode fpev Todg 6plaluods dvw Kol elmev, ...
“And Jesus lifted up his eyes, and said ...” John 11:41 CA

Here, too, the clitic, =uh=, is placed between preverb and verb. As with Old
Lithuanian, this seems to presuppose a Vedic-like situation where preverb and
verb did not yet form one (recursive) prosodic word. For more examples and
analyses see Eythorsson (1995), (1996), Buzzoni (2009) and Miller (2019).

2P placement in the verbal domain is fully grammaticalized in Old Irish,
the pronouns or argument indexes no longer being clitics, but rather infixes
as e.g. in no-m-isligur “I abase myself”, Wb. p.17d22. See Griffith (2011). A
similar development is attested in Tocharian (Peyrot 2019: 97-98).

It is difficult to interpret these data from a diachronic perspective. While
proper 2P placement is most likely IE heritage, 2P in smaller domains may be
inherited, but it may likewise be due to innovations in the individual subphyla.
Except for Old Irish, Tocharian and Lithuanian, where the pattern became fully
grammaticalized (in the latter case with reflexive verbs only), 2P in smaller
domains is extremely rare. It should also be noted that outside of Vedic it is
restricted to the verbal domain. Its infrequent attestation may point to an ar-
chaism. However, as is known from Romance, clitic placement in the verbal
domain may also develop out of older Wackernagel patterns.

3. Towards a model for noncanonical clitic placement

In this section an attempt is made to sketch a way of integrating the patterns
discussed above into the model of clitic placement laid out in Keydana (2011).
As sketched above in section 1.1., in this paper I argued for a strictly prosodic
approach to 2P.

In section 3.1. an extension of this model is developed to cover head-ad-
jacent clitic placement, in section 3.2. sentence-final placement is dealt with.
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3.1 Head-adjacent nah

The largest group of sentence-final nah-attestations comprises those where
the clitic is hosted by its head. This pattern allows for two possible explana-
tions: Firstly, it could be interpreted as obligatory head-adjacency, a pattern
generally called the Tobler-Mussafia effect (see e.g. Billings 2002: 56 for a
detailed exposition). If this analysis were on the right track, the pattern could
not be derived from 2P, since for the latter head-adjacency is obviously irrel-
evant (see e.g. ex. (1) above). Thus, we would need two distinct mechanisms
accounting for 2P on the one hand and head-adjacency on the other — a rather
undesirable outcome since both occur side by side. Plausible evidence against
the Tobler-Mussafia effect comes from five examples of noun phrases in my
corpus where the clitic is not hosted by its head, but rather by an attributive
adjective.” While the number is hardly compelling, they seem to confirm that
the host is actually the first ® in the ¢-phrase, not necessarily the syntactic
head. See e.g. (31), to which the similar priyo no dtithih “our dear guest”, RV
6.2.7b, can be compared:

31 susamsan mitro atithih $ivo nah
“Mitra of good fellowship and our kind guest ...” RV 7.9.3b

I thus conclude that it is more likely that the frequently attested head-adja-
cency is simply an epiphenomenon of placement of the clitic in second posi-
tion within its constituent.'* Such an analysis has the advantage that it is fully
compatible with 2P placement: the pattern would still be analysable as 2P, but
2P in the next-smaller domain. In this downgraded version of Wackernagel
placement, the domain is the @-phrase corresponding to the syntactic phrase
headed by the syntactic object governing the clitic pronoun.”® To illustrate

13 The fact that I abstained from looking for comparable data with the clitic hosted by a
sub-constituent of a VP other than the verb is due to my ignorance as to the exact nature of
the verbal complex. The most detailed account I am aware of is that of Hale (1995: chapter
2). However, his treatment of Vedic syntax relies heavily on theory-driven premises which
cannot be tested empirically.

14 Thus, pace an idea pondered tentatively by Hale (1995: 202), cliticization within the clitic’s
constituent is neither restricted to VPs nor to the position following its head.

15 Hale (1995: 130-131), too, argues for the possibility that clitics are hosted within their syn-
tactic constituent. If I understand him correctly, he seems to restrict this possibility to top-
icalized phrases. An alternative to phrase-internal placement would be to assume that the
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this idea, I would like to take a new look at pita nah from ex. (16). pitda nah
is a noun phrase, the pronoun a genitive licensed within the phrase by the
subcategorization frame of pitdr-. Being postverbal, the phrase functions as an
amendment to the subject mdanuh. Both typological generalizations like match
theory mentioned above and Early Vedic sandhi point to the fact that syntactic
phrases correspond to prosodic constituents larger than the prosodic word
and smaller than the 1-phrase, i.e. ¢-phrases (Keydana 2018). In the case of
verse-final pitd nah, this phrase, being positioned to the right of the verb, has
most likely even an enhanced prosodic autonomy. Thus, we can assume that
the noun phrase [y pitd nah] is matched to a ¢-phrase [o [o pita] [, nah]].'®
However, this is where the downgrading ends: At least in cases where the
clitic occupies the last position in the phrase, its host still seems to be the
¢-phrase, not the preceding : this is evident from the fact that the final vowel
of words preceding the clitic are regularly lengthened, a process restricted to
the right edge of ®’s (Keydana 2018). Cf. exx. (13) above and (32):

(32) suvacam bhagam yasasam krdhi nah
“Make a share for us that brings beautiful speech and glory.”
RV 3.1.19d

In cases like that of the noun phrase [y, pitd@ nah], the placement of the pro-
noun immediately adjacent to its head may have been favoured by the fact
that cross-linguistically ¢-phrases identical in extension to ®’s are avoided if
possible (Inkelas & Zec 1995).

Before ending this subsection it seems worth pointing out that an up to
now rather unsystematic look into sentence-internal nah reveals that 2P in
¢-phrases is certainly not restricted to sentence-final placement. See exx. (33)
with a noun phrase [yp @siso nah] and (6), repeated here as (34), with a verbal
complex [prd no 'visat]:

(33)  satyd bhavant, , asiso no adya
“... and let our hopes come true today.” RV 7.17.5b

domain is a phase. This idea, for which see Roberts (2012), will not be pursued here because
the assumption of phases is not so much motivated by empirical observations but rather by
theory-internal premises.

16 The idea that units smaller than the clause play a role in clitic placement is not new. Fraenkel
in a series of works beginning with his seminal paper from 1932 introduced the colon which
can be equated with the @-phrase or its syntactic equivalent.
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(34) sd vajesu prd no visat
“When prizes (are set) he will help us.” RV 1.81.1e

(34) is of special interest as it looks like the pre-stage of the Lithuanian (and
Old Irish) pattern discussed above. Staying with sentence-internal nah for the
moment, a complication arises due to examples like (35):

(35)  bhava samatsu no vrdhé
“Be there to strengthen us in the combats.” RV 6.46.3d

Here, the head follows the clitic which is either proclitic or hosted by a word
within the same hemistich but outside its constituent. The latter option, intro-
duced by Cysouw (2005) and assumed for Germanic verbal particles by Hill,
Kélligan, Scheungraber & Frotscher (2019), may at first glance be preferable
since it allows for a unified account of Vedic clitics as enclitics. However,
further evidence for the possibility of proclisis comes from cases where nah is
preceded by a vocative:

(36)  dadhikram u sidanam mart,ydya
daddthur mitravarund no asvam
“Dadhikra, who makes sweetness for the mortal, have you, o Mitra
and Varuna, given to us as our horse.” RV 4.39.5¢d

In cases like (36), enclisis can be excluded with high confidence. As pointed
out by Loewe (1923) and Keydana (2021[2023]), the so-called deaccentua-
tion of non-initial vocatives in Early Vedic is best analysed as low tone in-
tonation typical for a parenthesis. If this assumption, which is corroborated
by cross-linguistic evidence, is correct, vocatives or vocative phrases form
t-phrases of their own, often accompanied by a pause at their boundary. Thus,
in cases like (36) the clitic is positioned at the left edge of an 1-phrase. As a
consequence, its only accessible host is asvam to its right. I thus conclude that
in cases like (35) the clitic is most likely hosted within its @-phrase, albeit as
a proclitic.!”

The proposal given so far has an evident shortcoming: While it may account
for the possibility of head-adjacent clitic placement, it has nothing to say about

17 Proclisis is also attested with Ancient Greek clitic pronouns, cf. Devine & Stephens (1994:
367) and Janse (2000: 246).
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the reason why this option is chosen. I have no answer to this question. As
mentioned above, Luraghi (1990) argued that in Greek this type of placement
is triggered by pragmatic factors. In a similar vein, Adams (1994: 112) argues
for Latin that in those cases where a weak pronoun is in second position in a
constituent smaller than the clause, its host is typically a focal element. The
same applies if the 2P requirement is not fulfilled at all. Now, while it is con-
ceivable that information structure does play a role in clitic placement in Early
Vedic as well, this hypothesis cannot be verified. Due to the very specific
text sort of Rigvedic hymns, it is hardly ever possible to make testable claims
about information structure. For head-adjacent sentence- and verse-final naf, [
found only one instance in the corpus where the host is clearly prominent from
the point of view of information structure: This is ex. (17) with verse-final
tasya nah. The tonal pronoun is convincing evidence of emphasis; however,
this isolated example hardly points to a rule.'®

3.2 Sentence-final nah

Sentence-final clitics in framing contexts are the inverse of the standard 2P
pattern: The host is not the first ¢-phrase within an -phrase, but rather the last.
In both the standard and the deviant case, the positioning is independent of that
of the clitic’s head. Accounting for this pattern on a technical level is rather
straightforward: Based on an optimality-theoretical account of 2P one would
simply have to invert the values of the constraint ALIGN(WL1,1 / -phrase,l)
which forces the clitic to surface as far left in the 1-phrase as possible. Al-
ternatively, one might start from the account of head-adjacent placement
developed above: While with head-adjacent type-1 clitics the domain and
the host are both the ¢-phrase, sentence-final placement could be modelled
by allowing for a variant where domain and host are still identical, but ac-
tually the 1-phrase itself. As far as I can see, the predictive power of both
solutions is equal. However, even if the pattern can be modelled one way or
the other, it still eludes a satisfying explanation. A tentative idea would be
to start from the observation that Early Vedic assertive sentences ended in a

18 It should also be noted that the Vedic evidence contradicts a trend observable in the develop-
ment of various IE languages: As shown e.g. in Janse (2000), Ancient Greek and Latin were
rather canonical Wackernagel languages, deviations being explicable on pragmatic grounds.
When the pattern became more grammaticalized in later stages of Greek and in the Romance
languages clitics gravitated towards their respective head. Tighter grammaticalization from
Early to Late Vedic on the other hand, makes canonical 2P the sole surviving pattern.
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low boundary tone (see Loewe 1923). Since clitics are anudatta, it is tempting
to propose that the right edge of the 1-phrase, bearing low tone itself, could
quite naturally be extended by an additional low tone syllable, viz. the clitic.
However, pending further evidence, this assumption remains ad hoc.

4. Conclusion

The study of verse- and sentence-final nah revealed first and foremost that
such aberrations from the expected pattern are not random. The overwhelming
majority falls into two classes, those following the 2P pattern in a domain
smaller than the sentence, and those used in framing configurations. Due to
this systematicity we can thus conclude that these patterns were fully gram-
matical and have to be accounted for by any model of clitic placement in Early
Vedic.

2P in a smaller domain is most frequently attested with verbs. The pattern
has clear parallels in other ancient IE languages like Greek or, more notably,
Gothic, Old Lithuanian, and (the prehistory of) Old Irish and Tocharian. De-
spite these similarities it remains an open question if 2P in phrases (at least
in certain pragmatically triggered contexts) is common heritage from PIE or
rather a trivial recent development arising independently in the various sub-
phyla. Notably, 2P in phrases is not restricted to the verbal complex in Early
Vedic: there is clear evidence for 2P in noun phrases and most likely also in
prepositional phrases. Phrasal 2P is not due to the Tobler-Mussafia effect.'
While in most cases the clitic is hosted by its head, there are clear instances of
nah hosted by an attributive adjective inside an NP. Thus, the pattern is best
explained as a downgraded version of standard Wackernagel placement, the
domain being a @-phrase instead of an 1-phrase. Interestingly, there are attesta-
tions of nah preceded by a vocative and thus at the left edge of an -phrase. In
such cases, it is inevitable to assume that the pronoun is proclitic.

Framing, i.e. the positioning of the head in verse-initial position and that
of the dependent clitic in verse-final position, is again attested with various
heads, verbs, nouns, and local particles. Framing is clearly a stylistic device,
but the fact that the poets made regular use of it implies that it was acceptable
to speakers of Early Vedic. The pattern can be modelled as a special case of 2P
by assuming that in rare cases -phrases were admissible hosts.

19 Thus, the findings presented here do not contradict the alleged unidirectionality in the devel-
opment from 2P to verb-adjacent clitics assumed e.g. by Viti (2016).
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Thus, we may conclude that at least the dominant patterns of the placement of
type-1 clitics are instantiations of the same underlying grammar, the only var-
iable being the category of the host. While the picture emerging so far reveals
more regularity than expected, it should be pointed out that this study side-
stepped the discussion of exceptions to the two patterns identified. While be-
ing infrequent, they still need to be accounted for. I reserve this to a follow-up
study which will also extend the investigation to a systematic treatment of
verse- and sentence-internal clitic placement.
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