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Specificity effects in clitic constructions have been widely discussed in the linguistic literature, from Suñer (1988) to Sportiche (1996), Bleam (1999), Anagnostopoulou (1999), Gutiérrez-Rexach (2000), Parodi (2003). Such effects have been observed in certain Spanish dialects as well as in other languages like Romanian, Greek, Bulgarian and Albanian. The pattern is basically the same in every case: direct object doubling obeys specificity (and in some cases animacy) restrictions that do not hold of indirect object doubling. Suñer (1988) and Sportiche (1996) account for this result by means of a formal feature [+specific] for direct object clitics or, alternatively, the functional node they move to. Something similar is invoked in Uriagereka (1995) as a plausible motivation for clitic movement in Romance.

This raises a number of interesting questions about the grammatical nature of clitics and clitic doubling constructions. I will address only one of such problems: How How can we explain specificity effects in the syntax of clitics? In spite of the fact that clitic doubling looks like one of the main ways in which specificity can be grammaticalized crosslinguistically, my point is to argue, mainly relying on data from Spanish, that any account based on formal features like [+specific], i.e. on the assumption that specificity is encoded in pronominal clitics, is going to be unsatisfactory. Some of the arguments against a featural analysis are these:
1. There is no evidence in favour of specificity features in (third-person) clitics outside doubling constructions. This suggests that it is the doubling configuration, and not the clitic itself, that triggers specificity restrictions.
2. An additional [+animate] or [+human] feature is needed to deal with animacy restrictions, but, as noted in Anagnostopoulou (1999:788), it would lead us to predict that object clitics exclusively refer to human or animate referents in non doubling constructions too, which is contrary to the fact. Again, the features should not be part of the clitic’s semantic content, which reduces to definiteness, case, person, gender and number. Furthermore, there is evidence that clitics, contrary to strong pronouns, are underspecified for a feature like [human].

3. The main drawback of analyses based on specificity encoding in clitics is their inability to explain specificity effects as something related to Differential Object Marking and Scrambling. Among the facts that remain obscure under such approaches are the basic asymmetry between direct and indirect objects (DOs are affected by DOM, IOs are not; DOs allow bare nominals and incorporated nominals, IOs do not seem to do it; doubling in DOs is usually limited by constraints that do not affect doubling in IOs). Far from being inserted in a global and well motivated account of specificity effects in natural languages, the constraints on DO clitic doubling are quite often treated as idiosyncratic and unmotivated phenomena, and no attempt is made to answer questions about the relevance of specificity for certain constructions.

4. Clitic doubling with object complement clauses, as in (i) and (ii), is seldom analyzed in the light of more general proposals about doubling with DPs. Though there are interesting differences between doubled and non-doubled complement clauses, mostly related to presuppositionality and certainly related to the consequences of clitic doubling of DPs, such effects cannot be described in terms of specificity, thus falling out of the scope of featural accounts.
(i)
Lo sai 

[che Maria è a Parigi].

(Italian)


It know-you
that Maria is in Paris


You know that Maria is in Paris

(ii)
To theoro 
[to na petihis stis eksetasis]

simantiko.
(Greek)

It consider-I
the to (subj) pass-you the exams 
important

‘I consider passing the exams important’


If these arguments hold, some alternative account of the interpretive effects of clitic doubling must be devised. Such an account should be based on widely accepted assumptions like the following ones:
- clitic doubling can be considered an instance of object agreement; agreement relations are known to be often constrained by prominence hierarchies (this is why animacy and specificity can play a role in clitic doubling);
- clitic pronouns are definite determiners, and there is evidence showing that agreement morphemes are historically derived from pronouns / determiners in several languages.
As clitics encode definiteness (and not specificity), it must be definiteness the source of the semantic constraints. Following Gutiérrez-Rexach (2000), I assume that in doubling constructions the relevant context set for the interpretation of the clitic is retrieved from the denotation of the doubled expression. Thus the constraints should follow from the interaction between the clitic’s definiteness feature and the referential properties of the doubled DP, as long as it is the clitic, not yet an agreement morpheme, the element that guides the interpretive process in the doubling construction. Once the clitic reaches the final stages of grammaticalization (the case of dative clitics), the definiteness feature ceases to be relevant for reference assignment and the doubled expression gets its reference on its own, so that specificity effects disappear.
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