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   1  According to Anagnostopoulou (p.c.), a more appropriate name for Greek gerunds, which 
she attributes to Iatridou (p.c.), is ‘absolutive’, given that they are not nominal clauses like their 
English counterparts but absolutive adverbial clauses.  
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    Th is dissertation provides a principled analysis for two interrelated phe nomena 
in the morphosyntax of Greek clitic pronouns: proclisis (1) and enclisis (2), 
respectively:

   (1)    When the verb is in the indicative or the subjunctive, the clitic precedes 
the verb, and nothing may intervene between it and the verb.           

To   eplina. (indicative)
It.cl washed.1sg
‘I washed it.’

Th elo       na   to    plino. (subjunctive)
Want.1sg subj it.cl wash.1sg
‘I want to wash it.’

    (2)    When the verb is in the imperative or the gerund/absolutive 1 , the clitic 
follows the verb, and nothing may intervene between it and the verb.           

Pline             to! (imperative)
Wash.2sg.imp it.cl
‘Wash it!’

Plenondas to    katalava          oti… (gerund/absolutive)
Washing   it.cl  understood.1sg that
‘While washing it I realized that…’

 I argue here that Greek object clitics are topicalizers, that is optional deter-
miner heads that are merged in the left periphery of the (direct or indirect) 
object DP. Th ey encode familiarity/prominence/topicality, as opposed to the 
lower/internal determiner which encodes defi niteness (see also Alexiadou, 
Haegeman & Stavrou 2007 for a similar proposal regarding the higher and 
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lower determiner within the DP). In doubling structures the two Ds appear 
together in the numeration, while in non-doubling structures only the 
lower D2 head appears. D1, by being in the edge of the minimal phase, is 
extractable, i.e. it may be probed by an external probe, and this is exactly 
what happens with v*-transitive (the probe). D1 moves to v*-transitive and 
incorporates, giving rise to a (pro)clitic doubling structure. Th is is illustrated 
in (3) (above).      

 Since part of the DP has moved to a higher position, it is as if the whole DP 
has moved to that position, even though the rest of the DP has stayed  in situ . 
According to this proposal, the clitic is analyzed as the highest D-head that 
may merge within the DP, which marks the DP as familiar, and which con-
nects it with the outside world both semantically/pragmatically and syntacti-
cally. As for the semantic restrictions on doubling, these must arise from the 
interaction of the two D-heads. 

 I further argue that syntactic cliticization follows from syntactic agreement 
between the clitic pronoun and a phase head (see Chomsky 2001a for the 
assumption that syntactic derivation is computed in phases). For Greek and 
for other languages which have adverbal clitics I propose that the relevant 
phase head is v*-transitive and not Tense (T), contrary to Kayne ( 1991 ), 
Philippaki-Warburton ( 1995 ), Terzi ( 1999 ), among many others. Th e deriva-
tion proceeds as follows: following Kayne’s (1975) movement hypothesis, the 
clitic is merged as/within a DP/D in the complement position, its phi-features 
being visible to appropriate probes higher up in the clause. V (or possibly 
some higher verbal v head), being a phase head by inheritance of phi-features 
from v*, attracts the clitic to its (external) specifi er (A-chain). At the same 
time, an optional EPP feature at v*, which is linked to a familiarity/ - focus/
old information D feature, probes and forms a chain with the clitic (A’-chain). 
Th e clitic moves as an XP, but lands as an X by incorporating into the edge of 
v*, which is a minimal morpho-syntactic phase transparent at the edge. Th e 
incorporated clitic will move along with the v*-V complex to T. Th e deriva-
tion is illustrated below in (4).      

 What happens with full pronouns and other DPs? Why don’t they also 
move to the periphery of v*? One way out would be to speculate that EPP 
addition is blind to the DP/Cl distinction, and that the grammar fi lters out 
ungrammatical derivations. In that case, ungrammaticality would follow from 
independent interface properties as well as from economy considerations. Yet, 
another way would be to take the clitic to be the realization of the optional/
topic EPP in all environments. Recall that the clitic is in essence a topical-
izer. To put it in other words, the EPP/clitic would be freely added to the 
numeration, independently of the type of DP complement available. Certain 
 combinations would give rise to cliticization, others to clitic doubling, while 
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others would be infelicitous. In those cases where no EPP is added we would 
get the non-doubling instances, which would only involve A-checking by V. 
So, we would get the following distribution: 

   (5)        i)   Optional EPP/clitic added //suitable- DP present: clitic doubling  
  ii)    Optional EPP/clitic added// non-suitable DP present: nonfelicitous 

clitic doubling  
  iii)   Optional EPP/clitic added//pro DP present: cliticization only  
  iv)   No EPP/clitic added//DP present: no cliticization       

 Th is would work for Greek and other languages which have clitic doubling. In 
the doubling constructions the clitic would move out of the double DP to the 
v*P periphery, while the double DP (i.e. the full DP or pronoun) would stay 
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in situ (as discussed earlier). In case (iv) the DP or pronoun would not move 
higher than the periphery of VP, which is the typical object position, as there 
is no (optional) EPP feature and as a result no clitic. 

 Going back to incorporation, I assume that it involves morphosyntactic 
restructuring, which breaks down into two steps: Th e fi rst step involves ‘intru-
sion’ of the clitic into the edge of its host. Th is takes the form of morphosyn-
tactic adjunction, which ‘glues’ the clitic onto its host (i.e. the clitic becomes 
morphosyntactically dependent onto it), ensuring that it will be carried along 
with the host to T. However, intrusion does not restructure the clitic that is 
within the spec into a head, as yet. As a result, and due to the fact that the 
edge remains open until the next higher phase (here I assume the Phase-
Impenetrability Condition (PIC) proposed in Chomsky 2001a: 14, according 
to which “the domain of H is not accessible to operations at ZP; only H and 
its edge are accessible to such operations.”), the clitic is still visible, as an XP 
element, to syntax [presumably an EPP feature] (i.e. it is syntactically inde-
pendent/active), which explains why it retains its XP-properties (projecting an 
A-spec) when it moves to T, even though morphologically it is part of a com-
plex head. Morphosyntactic restructuring is completed with the second step, 
which involves relocation/merger of the feature matrices of the clitic and (the 
phi-features of ) v*. Technically, this is achieved via syntactic agreement and 
deletion of the phi-feature bundle of v*, and leads to closure of the edge, ren-
dering the clitic (or any other sub-part of the complex head) inaccessible to 
further (syntactic) operations. As a result, the clitic loses its syntactic indepen-
dency, becoming a proper sub-part of the host and hence acquiring true 
head/X properties. Th is predicts that from this stage on the clitic counts as 
(part of ) a head for syntax, a fact borne out by empirical data which show that 
the clitic becomes sensitive to the head movement constraint at the T level 
(see, for example, the blocking eff ect of negation on clitic climbing, as reported 
in Kayne 1989b). 

 What characterizes a (minimal) phase (i.e. basically a word) is that it has a 
(left) edge (as any other phase). Th e edge of the phase though (which is defi ned 
as the label) is minimally transparent, in the sense that it allows a non-phase 
to incorporate into it under certain conditions (i.e. sisterhood and proper 
subset-hood in terms of features) [as opposed to a non-phase, which is fully 
transparent, and therefore may fully incorporate into an appropriate host]. In 
this respect, incorporation is viewed as feature restructuring, meaning that the 
features of the ‘incorporee’, which are a proper subset of the features of the 
incorporator, are relocated/‘sucked’ into the label of the host. Th e idea that 
I propose with regard to phases and clitics is that clitics are not phases 
and therefore they are able to incorporate into their verbal host, which is a 
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minimal phase, hence minimally transparent at the edge. In this I follow 
Cardinal etti & Starke (1999) who suggested that clitics are defi cient elements, 
accounting in this way for a number of their properties. 

 Th is analysis predicts that syntactic clitics will always target a phase head 
(C, T, v* or V, depending on parametric variation with regard to feature inher-
itance and the position of object agreement), which naturally captures the 
essence of special clitics, namely that their cliticization is syntactically moti-
vated. Moreover, it helps us get rid of the extra head movement, which does 
not bode well with the XP/X status of clitics, and of the extra greedy/look-
ahead features which drive this movement: the properties of clitics, then, 
do not follow from any special features they need to check but from the incor-
poration operation itself, which saturates them morphologically. Finally, 
this analysis accounts for the morphological properties of clitics (cf. narrow 
scope, etc.). 

 I further propose that in enclisis person agreement (on T) is defective, while 
the verb must check verbal infl ection on the higher Complementizer Modal 
head (CM). Th e clitic targets v*, as in proclisis, however it does not incorpo-
rate into it, because CM is the new phase head by being the highest infl ec-
tional verbal head in a chain of verbal heads (phase sliding). Th e verb moves 
to CM and the clitic merges with it from the lower specifi er of vp (assuming 
that T is not projected in enclitic environments, i.e. imperatives and gerunds). 
In this way we get the generalization that enclisis obtains when the verb moves 
across the cliticization site to a V-related site, i.e. to a site where a verbal infl ec-
tional head is found. Th is allows us to diff erentiate between imperatives which 
have V-to-C movement and take enclitics, from interrogatives, which in some 
languages have V-to-C movement, but take proclitics. 

 Th e advantage of this analysis is that it can be generalized across construc-
tions and across languages without great diffi  culty, since it is based on the 
general principles of (i) subset of features, and (ii) edge availability/acces-
sibility. Moreover, by basing cliticization on agreement with phase heads, and 
given Chomsky’s theory on phase heads, it is fl exible enough to be able to 
account for a plethora of distinct clitic constructions both within a single lan-
guage and cross-linguistically, which is something previous theories lacked.   
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