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Unlike object agreement markers, direct object clitics in Albanian and Greek
are Testricted in their distribution and display operator-like properties. This
paper shows that direct object clitic doubling in Albanian and Greek produces
“information structure in a systematic way, in that doubled DPs are unambigu-
ously interpreted as topics. Hence, topichood is syntactically encoded in these
ianguages. Specificity cannot be bestowed on an argument by a doubling clitic
or by scrambling but is fundamentally related to the D-head. :

- Introduction
pervasive phenomenon in the languages of the Balkans is clitic doubling. This

ady-investigates clitic doubling of direct objects in two of these languages:
banian and Greek. This undertaking is motivated by the need to gain deeper
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" insight into the nature of clitic doubling constructions, and in turn contributes to
the general question of why clitic doubling appears at all. Doubling constructions
are by their nature strongly reminiscent of object agreement constructions. Yet,
there are essential differences between the two that beg for explanation. The
Albanian and Greek patterns confirm the idea that in spite of certain similarities
between clitic doubling and object agreement phenomena, the two cannot be
equated. For instance, unlike object agréement markers, direct object clitics in
Albanian and Greek have a restricted distribution and operator-like properties. It
will be shown that the factors determining clitic doubling of direct object DPs in
both languages are by and large identical and can be captured by a uniform
syntactic analysis. Crucially, I argue that direct object clitics in both languages
unequivocally mark the DPs they double as [~Focus], which in analogy with the

[+Focus] feature on phrases (cf, Fackendoff 1972; Horvath 1986: Rochemont

1986; Brody 1990, ia.), will be defined as a syntactic feature interpretable at
both the LF and PF interfaces. Consequently, clitic doubling of direct object DPs
does not induce specificity on these DPs, as has been claimed for Romance (cf.
Sportiche 1996; Uriagercka 1995, i.a.). It will be argued instead that the locus of
specificity is the D-position (cf. Abney 1987), which for noun phrases underlies
argumenthood (cf. Longobardi 1994). The view that direct object clitics in
Albanian and Greek mark the DPs they double as unambiguously [-Focus] may
be implemented successfully within the minimalist framework (cf. Chomsky 1995)
by preserving Sportiche’s {1996.) basic assumption that clitics head their own
maximal projections and that direct object clitics in particular are heads with
operator-like properties. Importantly, it will be argued that argument clitics carry
a D-feature, which is why they may double only DPs, not NPs,! and that specific-
ity, presuppositionality and/or strength effects often attributed to clitic construc-
tions (cf. Sportiche 1996; Uriagereka 1995; Anagnostopoulon 1994 /.4.) are only
epiphenomenal, straightforwardly derived because of the feature-matching need.

This paper is organised as follows. I start out in Section 2 by outlining and
scrutinising the general properties of Albanian and Greek clitic doubling. This is

I. Here I depart from the view that an NP is exclusively a complement of D {cf. Abney 1987) and
more generally from the implication that once a functional projection is available at least within a
given language, it is always present/syntactically active in that language even though at times it may
be inert/morphologically empty {cf. Chomsky 1995). Note, however, that I am not claiming that the
D-position cannot be morphologically empty. For discussion, see sections 4.2 and 4.3 where I argue
that countable bare singulars and existential bare plurals are not DPs with a morphologically null D, but
NPs lacking a D-projection altogether. Consequently, they are not argurmnents, but predicates at LE By
contrast, generic bare plurals are DPs with morphologically nul Ds. The advantage of this distinction
between DPs and NPs is that it allows for a more principled mapping between syntax and semantics.
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motivated by the need to comprehend the factors that are important for the so-
called Clitic Doubling Parameter. In Section 3 the interaction of focus and
doubling is discussed. Finally, Section 4 deals with matters of representation. In
this section I also investigate the parallels between doubling constructions in
Albanian and Greek and scrambling constructions in Germanic and discuss in
some detail the internal structure of noun phrases. In addition, I provide an
account of the phenomenon of specificity which rests on’ the individual vs.
property-denotation distinction.

2. Preliminaries

Albanian and Greek are so-called free word order, null subject languages with
rich morphology. Both languages have object pronominal clitics with distinct
morphological inflections for accusative.and dative/genitive? cases; both lack
subject clitics. In Greek, clitics follow only gerunds and imperatives. In Albanian
they may precede, follow or be infixed in imperatives. As in French, clitics in
both languages immediately precede all other verb forms both in matrix and
embedded clauses.” The relative order of clitics is rigidly fixed for all combinations
of Person(s): dative/genitive followed by accusative. Clitic climbing is absent, as
are infinitives, which have historically been supplanted by the subjunctive form.*

Perhaps the most striking property of Albanian and Greek clitic doubling is
the fact that it violates Kayne’s generalisation which, informally stated, says that
clitic doubling is possible whenever a noun phrase can get case by means of
some non-verbal device which has case-assigning properties, namely, preposi-
tions.” The Albanian and Greek examples below show that doubled DPs are not

2. Albanian and Gréek have identical case systems except for the fact that the Greek counterpart of
the Albanian dative is the genitive.

3. For a detailed description of the positioning of clitics in several types of clauses in Albanian and
Greek, see Joseph and Philippaki-Warburton (1987), Rivero (1994), Rivero and Terzi (1994), Kallulli
(1995, 1997a).

4. For an analysis as to why clitic climbing is absent across all Balkan languages, see Terzi (1992).

5. Sufier (1988:399-400) provides the following examples from Portefio Spanish as empirical
evidence against viewing the prepositional element a.in Spanish, a language where Kayne’s
generalisation seems to be generally operative, as a case assigning device; she argues instead that a
is an animacy marker, which is why it is missing in the examples below in spite of the fact that the
object DPs are doubled here.
1  Yolo voy a comprar el diario - justo antes de subir

I it am going to buy the newspaper just before coming up
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preceded by prepositions. In fact, prepositional cbjects may not be clitic doubled
in these languages.®
In Albanian, dative DPs are invariably clitic doubled. In (1a) this applies to
a definite expression, in (1b, ¢) to an indefinite expression, in (1d) to a wh-dative,
in (1e) to a quantified dative. The opposition (1b) vs. (1c) shows that dative clitic
doubling is insensitive to so-called ‘VP-internal scrambling of objects’ (cf.
Massey 1991). -
(1) a. Bv-a *() dérgoi An-&s lule
Ev-the hercCL sent An-the.DAT flowers
‘Ev sent Ann flowers’
b. Ben-i *() . dérgoi njé vajze lule
Ben-the herCL sent a girl.DAT flowers
‘Ben sent a girl flowers’
c. Beni *(i) dérgoi lule  njé vajze
Ben-the hercL sent flowers a girl DAT
‘Ben sent a girl flowers’
d.  Kujt *(1) foli mé&sues-i?
who.DAT  him/her.CL talked teacher—the
“Who did the teacher talk to?
e. Beni *u) blen gjithé vajza-ve(t) lule
Ben-the them.cL buys all  girls-DaT(the) flowers
‘Ben buys all (the) girls flowers’

Both in Albanian and Greek, quirky subjects are invariably clitic doubled both when
marked for dative/genitive or accusative case. Examples are given in (2) and (3).
2 a. Al Jan-it *(i) mungojné dhjeté Tibra’
Jan-the DAT him.CL.DAT miss-they ten books.NOM
b. Gr: Tu Yanni *(tu) lipun dheka vivlia
the Yannis.GEN him.CL.GEN miss-they ten books.NOM
‘John is missing ten books’

(i1} Yo Ia tenia prevista esta muerte
I it had foreseen this death

(iif) Aboratiene que seguir usndolo €l iapellido
now she has to go on using-it the surname

6. On the s:gmﬁcance of violations of Kayne’s generalisation for the Clitic Doubling Parameter, cf.
Anagnostopoulou (1994).

7. Throughout the paper I use the symbols Al, Gr, Ge and Du as abbreviations for Albanian, Greek,
German and Dutch, respectively. .
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(3) a. Al Ben-in *(e) mérzit vetmia
Ben-the.ACC  him.CL.ACC bores solifude.NOM
‘Solitude bores Ben’
b. Gr: Ton Ydnni *(ton) ponii to kefali tu
the Yannis.acc  him.CL.AcC hurts the head.NOM his
“Yannis has a headache’

-~

The examples in (4) instantiate clitic doubling of direct object DPs.®

4y a AL*®E)  pashé Jan-in®
b. Gr:*(Ton) idha ton Yanni
him.cL saw-I the Yannis
‘T did see John’

As indicated by the English translation, (4a,b) cannot mean: ‘I saw John’
(uttered as out-of-the-blue sentences or as sentences in which ecither the whole
VP or the direct object DP is focused), which would be their meaning in the
absence of the doubling clitic. As such, (4a,b) are not felicitous answers to a
question like: “Who did you see?’, which they would be in the absence of the
doubling clitic. In other words, clitic doubling of direct object DPs in Albanian
and Greek is not an optional phenomenon, strictly speaking. For the moment, let
us just note this fact in passing; I will resume the discussion in detail in the next
section.

‘The examples in (5) show that unlike doubling in Romance, doubling of
dlrect objects in Albanian and Greek is not resiricted to [+animate] or [+huma11]

s.1% Nor is it restricted to {+definite] DPs.

" (5) a Al Dota pija me kénagési njé uiski
fut-it.c1. drink with pleasure a whisky
b. Gr: To pino eukharistos ena ouiskdki
it.cL drink with pleasure a whisky
‘T would gladly drink a whisky’

8. - Albanian and Greek are pro-drop, null-subject languages and nothing stops clitics from appearing
sentence initially.

9, In Albanian the definite article is sufﬁxed to the noun stem (indicated by the use of hyphens in
the Albanian examples); in Greek, like in English, it is a separate pheonological entity and precedes
the noun stem.

10... For instance, doubling is sensitive to the feature human in Romanian and ammacy in Spanish
(cf. Jaeggli 1986; Borer 1984; Sufier 1988; Dobrovie-Sorin 1990).
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It has been claimed for Greek that clitic doubling of direct object DPs is subject
to definiteness, in the sense that only definite DPs may be clitic doubled (cf.
Anagnostopoulou 1994)."" The example in (5b) (from Kazazis and Pentheroud-
akis (1976)) is then a counterexample to this claim since the doubled DP here is
clearly indefinite.'> This counterexample is in fact acknowledged by
Anagnostopoulou, who writes:

‘At first sight, sentences like [5b] seem to contradict the view that Modern
Greek doubling is subject to definiteness... Utterances like [5b] have a clear
modal reading, the verbal form used is subject to various aspectual restrictions
(imperfective aspect is systematically chosen: this type of aspect is typical of
conditionals) and the clitics in them seem to have a kind of “sentential”
function. .. These constructions are extremely interesting because the function
of the clitics in them is not clear. However, they are, in many respects,
different from the doubling constructions of the type examined here and, from
this point of view, beyond the scope of the present discussion... The fact that
the adverbial elements ... must be heavily stressed and that they typically
precede the doubled DPs seems to indicate that structures like [5b] are right
dislocations. Furthermeore, note that examples of this type are only possible in
“ordering-contexts” where ... it is quite common to use atiributive definites -
instead of indefinites.” (Anagnostopoulou 1994: 4, footnote 5) -

Let me point out several inaccurate claims in the quote. First, doubled indefinite
DPs need not occur in constructions where the verb has imperfective aspect; the
Greek example. in (6) contains a perfective aspect form. Secondly, adverbial
elements do not necessarily precede the indefinite DPs, as (6) also shows.
Thirdly, (6) shows that doubling of indefinite DPs is possible outside of ‘order-
ing-contexts’. Bven if examples as in (5b) were only possible in ‘ordering-
contexts’, where it is claimed to be common to use attributive definites instead
of indefinites, doubling should still be unexpected for Anagnostopoulou, who
claims that attributive definites, as a subclass of novel definites, may not be clitic
doubled in Greek.”

11. Note, however, that the implication is only one way: definite direct object DPs may be doubled
but need not be. As not all definites can be clitic doubled in Greek {cf. e.g. (9b}, (10b)), Anagnosto-
poulou tries to relate direct object clitic doubling in this langnage to Heim’s (1982) Familiarity
Condition. However, this analysis is untenable in the face of doubling of indefinites unless Heim's
crucial claim that all indefinites represent novel information is rejected.

12. Cf. also Agouraki (1993) who provides several other parallel examples of doubling of indefinites.

13. Anagnostopoulou’s claim that attributive definites may not be clitic doubled in Greek is not

uncontroversial, though. In this context, according to " Anagnostopoulou (1994), while clitics
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(6) Akoma ke i Anna katafere na to ekdosi ena vivlio prin -
still  and'the Anna managed SUBJ it.CL publish a book before
na pethani '

SUBJ die
‘Even Anna managed to publish a book before she died’

Finally, I reject the idea that indefinite DPs may be clitic ‘doubled only when
they are right dislocated, as has been claimed by Anagnostopouton for Modern
Greek. The main argument against the view that clitic doubled indefinites are
exclusively right dislocated phrases comes from the fact that, just like clitic
doubled definite DPs, they may occur in both languages in positions that are
typically associated with theta marking and case marking, i.e., in A-positions
such as ECM complements and subjects of small clauses, as in (7) and (8).14

(7Y a Al Jani e pret njége tstille ¢ ndodhe

Jan-the it.cL expects a thing such SUBJ happen

b. Gr: O Yannis to  perimeni kati tetio na  simvi
the John it.CL expects something such $UBJ happen
‘John expects something like this to happen’

c. Al Jani e pret ~  Mer-in t& . ankohet -
Jan-the her.CL expects Mary-the.ACC SUBT complain

d. Gr: O Yannis tin = perimeni tin Maria na  paraponethi
the John her.cL expects [the Mary].ACC SUBS complam
‘John expects Mary to complain’

{8 a. Al Jan-i nuke konsideron njé vajzé t8 tille/
Jan-the not her.cL consider a girl such/
Mer-in inteligjente '
Mary-the.acc intelligent

b. Gr: O Yannis dhen tin  theori  kamja tetia kopela/

the John not her.CL consider no  such girl
tin Maria eksipni
[the Mary].AcC intelligent
‘John does not consider any such girl/Mary intelligent’

necessarily license familiarity on the direct object DPs they double, these DPs may be either novel
or familiar if not doubled. This is clearly imperfect, as clitic doubling emerges in her treatment not
only as a totally optional but also as an entirely redundant phenomenon if elitics may double definite
DPs which are non-novel/familiar even when not doubied.

14. An additional argument against the right dislocation hypothesis is presented in Section 3.3.
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It is thus my contention that clitic doubling constructions of the type in (5b) do
not differ from the doubling constructions involving doubling of definite direct
object DPs other than with respect to the definiteness feature, which is irrele-
vant. The factors that determine clitic doubling of direct object DPs are the
same, irrespective of the [*definite] status of these DPs. In this way clitic
doubling of direct object DPs emerges as a uniform phenomenon and should be
treated as such.

The fact that both definite and indefinite direct object DPs may be doubled
does not mean that they always can be. The data in (9) show that even definite
DPs cannot be doubled invariably.

()] A: Do you walk to school or do you take the bus?
' B: a Al Nuk shkoj né kémbé, (*e) marr autobus-in

b.  Gr: Dhen pigheno me ta podhja, (*10) perno to leoforio-

not walk  with feet ~ it.cL take the bus
‘I don’t walk, I take the bus (to school)’

The fact that the definite DPs in these examples cannot be doubled is problemat-
ic for the specificity/presuppositionality/familiarity/d-linking/strength approaches
to doubling (cf. Sportiche 1996; Anagnostopoulon 1994; Uriagereka 1993), if we
assume with Eng (1991) and Diesing (1992) that -all definites are specific/
presuppositional/strong. While the claim that all definites are specific will be
challenged {(cf. Section 4.3.4), there are indisputably specific/presuppositional/
strong definites (and indefinites) that need not and/or cannot be doubled. (10) is
a case In point,

{10) A: "What happened?
B: a. Al Jan-i (#1) héngri fasule-t/ (#e) piu
b. Gr: O Yannis (#a) éfaye ta fasélia/ (#tin) ipje
' the Yannis them.cL ate- the beans/her.cL drank
" njé birré
mia bira
a beer.FEM'
“Yannis ate the beans/drank a beer’

Finally, referentiality of the doubled DP is also irrelevant for direct object clitic
doubling in Albanian and Greek. This is indicated by the fact that quantified
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expressions may also be doubled, as in (11).!° Note that doubling in Albanian
and Greek does not suppress the attributive reading of definite DPs; the doubled
DP .in (12) may receive both a referential and a non-referential/attributive
interpretation. '

(11) a AL Ana i urrente t& gjithe djem-t&
: b, Gr: TAmna ta misouse ola ta-aghorja
the Ann them.CL HATED all the boys
‘Anna HATED all the boys’
{12y a. AL I doa mace-t e vogla

them.CL LOVE cats-the small

b. Gr: Tis aghapos tis mikres (Lis) ghates
them.cL LOVE  the small the cats
I LOVE small cats’

Now that we have seen that clitic doubling of direct object DPs in Albanian and
Greek cannot be adequately described in terms of any of the features highlighted
so far by various theorists as significant for the Clitic Doubling Parameter, let
me turn to the identification of the factors determining direct object clitic
doubling in Albanian and Greek.

3. The Non-optionality of direct object clitic doubling

A varniety of facts converge in showing that elitic doubling of direct object DPs
systematically yields ungrammaticality when these DPs are in focus or part of
the focus domain, that is, when they are marked [+Focus]. 17 In this section, I
show that clitic doubling of direct object DPs in Albaman and Greek unambigu-
ously marks these DPs [—Focus].

15, However, clitic doubling in Albanian and Greek is incompatible with focus DPs, as will become
clear in Section 3. According to the view that any constituent that can be raised by QR can serve as
focus (cf. Chomsky 1976), quantifiers in general are default foci. In (11) I have tried to control this
facter by focusing the verb. This is indicated in the English translation by the use of small capital
letters, The interaction of clitic doubling and focusing will be discussed at length in Section 3.

16. Anagnostopoulou (1994} claims that doubled DPs in Greek may only receive a referential
interpretation. A. Androutsopoulou (personal communication), however, points out to me that the
doubled DP in (12b) can receive an attributive interpretation (e.g. when the verb is focused).

17. . Except where indicated otherwise, I will only be concerned with doubling of direct objects, not
of accusative quirky subjects.
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31 Jusnfymg[ -Focus]

In defining the feature [-Focus], I will proceed indirectly by defining the notion
focus first.

Informally speaking, focus is viewed as the most informative part of an
utterance. Hence, any definition of focus is sensitive to the speech act and varies
according to it. For instance, the notion information or information structure for
a question does not make sense unless one defines information structure as the
type of answer one expects (cf. Sperber and Wilson 1988). So, for wh-questions,
focus is the variable represented by the wh-element; this also holds for
echo-questions. For a yes-no question focus is either the assertion (i.e. the given
polarity), or the negation (ie. the opposite polarity). Focus can also be an

element which is contrasted. Finally, focus can be the item that fills in a slot in

an information structure where other slots have already been filled. In this latter

function, focus is close to the notion ‘new information’. The definitions above .

are quasi-collectively reflected in the following quote from Vallduvi (1994: 575):
‘... focus, an informative, news-bearing, dominant, or contrary-to-expectation
part...”.'® The complement of focus is fopic. Following a long-established
tradition in generative grammar, I assume that focus is a syntactic feature on
phrases interpretable at both the LF and the PF interfaces as [+Focus] (cf.
Jackendoff 1972; Rochemont 1986; Horvath 1986; Brody 1990).

In view of the fact that a sentence may lack a topic (e.g. out-of-the-blue
sentences) but will always have a focus, I assume that the [+Focus] feature is in
fact the unmarked value in a markedness theory for natural language and that the
[-Focus] feature is the marked value. Derivational syntax then renders this
feature significant. I argue that clitic doubling is one of the means by which this
feature gets licensed. :

Consider the examples in (13).

(13) a. Al: Ana lexoi libr-in
b. Gr: I Ana diavase to vivlio
the Anaread the book
‘Ann read the book’

The undoubled Albanian example (132) is a felicitous answer to either (14a) or
to (14b) but not to (14¢) or (14d).!

18. For details on the formalisation of focus (i.e, its formal representatlon in lambda-reduced
intensional logic), see Jacobs (1986), Rooth (1996), Krifka (1996).
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What did Ana do?

What did Ana read?

Who read the book?

d.  What did Ana do to/with the book?

(14)

cop

The Greek example (13b) may be a felicitous answer to either of the questions
in (14). However, (15b), the doubled version of (13b), is préferred as an answer
to (14c) and (14d) even in Greek. Crucially, (15a,b), the doubled version of
(13a,b), may in both languages only be a felicitous reply to (14c,d) but not to
(14a,b). This latter fact suggests that direct object clitic doubling in Albanian and
Greek is incompatible with direct object DPs that are marked [+Focus] (or
alternatively, are contained in focus domains). \

(13) a Al An-a e lexoi librin
b. Gr: TAna to diavase to vivlio
the Ana it.CL read  the book
‘Ann did read the book’/*ANN read the book’

I devote the next two sub sections to a brief review of some recent ideas on the
syntactic encoding of focus and to how focus interacts with clitic doubling of
direct object DPs in Albanian and Greek.

3.2 Focus, wh-elements and clitic doubling

Following Horvath (1988), Brody (1990) assumes that just like there is a feature
[+wh], which marks phrases as wh-elements, there is a feature [+f] that indicates
focushood;'® wh-phrases are argued to be necessarily [+f] and the conditions on
[+wh} and (+WH) CPs are generalised to the [+f] and F(ocus) P(hrase) so that
they will entail (16), which may be regarded as a Focus Criterion. The unavoid-
able implication is that Rizzi’s (1991) Wh-criterion is a subcase of the Focus
Criterion and that Spec of (a root) CP is one of the canonical positions for focus.

19. Brody claims that the S-structure presence of the [+f] feature shows up as heavy stress at PR,
According to him, the stressed [+f]-marked category is not necessarily the same as the [+f]-phrase,
but the [+f]-phrase will always contain a [+f]-marked element. While he does not-define the notion
of ‘heavy stress’, I take it to be phonetic prominence, probably indicated by a pitch accent. Unlike
Brody, I wish to leave open the possibility that focus may have other PF correlates even if phoneua
prominence/pitch accent is absent.
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(16) (Brody 1990:208)
a. At S-structure and LF the Spec of an FP must contain a [+f]-
phrase
b. At LF all [+f]-phrases must be in an FP

Just as the corresponding notion on +WH CPs is parametrised, it is assumed that
(16a) may or may not hold in a given language. (16b), on the other hand, like
the condition on wh-elements, should be universal. Further, a distinction is drawn
between + and —=WH FPs. :

If my claim is correct that direct object clitics license non-focusing of the
DPs they double and if we assume with Brody (1990) that wh-elements are
necessarily foci, then clitic doubling of wh direct object DPs in. Albanian and
Greek is bound to yield ungrammaticality. The examples in (17) show that this
is indeed the case. ’

{17y a. Al Ks/cfaré (*e) pe?
[who/what].AcC it/him/her.CL saw-you
b. Gr: Pjon/ti (*ton/to) idhes?
[who/what].AcC him/it.CL saw-you
“Who/what did you see?

Direct object DPs in Albanian are obligatorily clitic doubled in constructions
with wh-subjects, as well as in yes/no questions, as shown in (18) and (19),
respectively. Similar facts are reported for Greek by Agouraki (1993), who notes
that in questions, either yes/no or wh-questions, a doubling clitic is strongly
preferred.?’” These facts are also predicted under the hypothesis that clitic
doubling exempts direct object DPs from focus domams (that is, from phrases
that are marked [+Focus])

(18) a Al Kush*(e) pa femijé-n?
b. Gr: Pios (to) idhe to pedhi? (Agouraki 1993: 154)

who it.cL saw the child

“Who has seen the child?

20. At this point, it should be clear that difect abject clitic doubling is somehow less strict in Greek

than in Albanian since-only in the-latter does it obligatorily occur whenever the direct object DP is -

outside the focus domain. The fundamental point to note, however, is that in both languages direct
object clitic doubling mdlsputably marks the direct object DP as [-Focus]. In other words, while
doubling of direct object DPs in Albanian and Greek. necessarily marks these DPs as [~Focus], it is
not the case that for the direct object DP to be interpreted as {~Focus], it has to be clitic doubled
(e.g. Greek). o

DIRECT OBJECT CLITIC DOUBLING IN ALBANIAN AND GREEK 221

(19) a. Al (A)  *e) pe Jan-in?
[+q]* him.cL saw. Jan-the
b. Gr: (Ton) idhes ton Yanni? (Agouraki 1993: 170)
him.cL saw the John -
‘Have you seen John?’

In (ZQa) and (20b) the whole VP is contrastively focused. Sitice the difect objecf
here is part of the focus domain (i.e. is marked [+Focus)), it cannot be doubled.?

(20 a AL Ana nuk (*9) _Zjen . fasule-t, por
b. Gr:.1 Anna dhen (*ta) mayirepse ta fasdlia, ald
the Ann not . them.CL cooked - the beans but
(*)  hengri fig-t8
(*ta) éfaye ta sika
them.cL ate  the figs
- ‘Anna didn’t [cook the beans]g; she [ate the figs]y’

L1kew1se direct object DPs m out-of-the-blue sentences may not be doubled, as
the examples in (21) show.?

(21) A: 'What happened here? _ :

B: a Beni (%) kathyer termometr-in/njé pjaté - (Al)
Ben-the it.CcL has broken thermometer-the/a plate
‘[Ben has broken the thermometer/a plate]g’

b. O Yannis (*ta) éfaye ta fasélia/ (*tin)  ipje

the Yannis them.CL ate  the beans/ her.cr drank
mia bira : o : {Gr)
a beer.FEM | .
‘[Yannis ate the beans/drank a beer]F

Focus (i.e. a [+Focus] ph_rase) is most clearly brought out in association with so-
called focus particles, such as even and only, otherwise referred to as scalar
particles by Jacobs (1984), or as focusing adverbs by Rooth (1996). In the next

21, Albaman has an optional questmn partlcle for. yesino quesnons

22, The sentences in (20) are grarimatical also when the direct object (in the first con_]unct) is- clitic
doubled under an interpretation which can be roughly rendered in English as: ‘As for Anna-and the
beans, she didn’t cook them, rather she ate the figs'. But notice that under this interpretation, ‘the
beans’ is indisputably outside the focus domain, Hence, doubling exempfs' the direct object from the
focus domain. ' -

23. (21) is analogous to (10).
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section, I use this diagnostic to identify [+Focus] phrases and investigate the
effects of their interaction with direct object clitic. doubling.

3.3 More [+Focus] phrases and their interaction with doubling

In the examples in (22a,b) the direct object DP Tiranén is a [+Focus] phrase, as
the English translation indicates. 2+ As such, it cannot be clitic doublcd either in
Albanian or in Greek.

(22 a. Al Pap-a (*e) vizitoi madje Tirang-n(jo vetém Shkodrén)
Pope-the it.cL visited even Tirana-the (not only Shkodra)
b. Gr: OPapas (*ta)  episkeftike akoma ke ta Tirana...
the Pope them.CL visited still  and the Tirana
‘The Pope visited even [Tirana]p (not only Shkodra)’

Likewise, the direct. object DP in (23a,b) cannot be clitic doubled, since it is
marked [+Focus]. The fact that the direct object DP ‘a beer’ in (23) may not be
clitic doubled is not related to its being [-definite]; the examples in (24) show
that in both languages constructions involving doubled indefinites are fully
grammatical if (and only if) the direct object is construed as outside the focus
domain, a point which was already made earlier in the discussion.”

(23) a. Al Jani - (*¢) pin madje njé bin€ para se &
Jan-the it.CL drank even a beer before that SURS
shkonte
went

b. Gr: O Ydnnis (*tin) Iipje akoma ke mja bira prin
the Yannis her.CL drank still  and a beer.FEM before
na fighi. :

SUBJ went
~“John drank even [a beer]g before he left’

24, In Albanian, focusing adverbs can attach to different sites without necessarily affecting the
interpretation of phrases in terms of the [+Focus] feature. That is, unlike in English, it is not
necessarily the constituent which the focus particle immediately precedes that constimtes the focus
domain. Because of this complexity, I provide the intended interpretation in the English translations
of the Albanian and Greek examples by employmg square brackets followed by the subscript ‘I (to
indicate focus domains),

25. Again, in Albanian, clitic doubling: of direct object DPs is obhgatory when the object is outside
the foets domain. A. Androutsopoulou (personal communication) points out that clitic doubling of
the object when the direct object is outside the focus domain is optional in Greek; however, she notes
that (24b) and (25b) are strongly preferred with the doubling clitics.

5
i
.
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24) a. Al Jan-i *e) piu  madje njé birré para se (&
Jan-the i.cL drank even a beer before that SUBY
shkonte (jo vetdm e porositi)
went  not only it.CL ordered
‘John even [drank]r a beer before he left (not onIy did he
order it)’ e

b. Gr: O Yéonis ?(tin} IPJE mjabira. prin na
the Yannis her.cL drank a beer.FEM before SUBJ
fighi...
went...
‘John [DID drink] a beer before he left (he didn’t just
order it)’

Similarly, the clitic doubled versions of the sentences in (22) are grammatical
under an interpretation in which the direct objects are construed outside the focus
domain; in these cases, doubling is indeed obligatory in Albanian. This is shown
in (25).

(25) a. Al Pap-a *(e) vizitol madje Tirané-n.
Pope-the it.CL visited even Tirana-the
b. Gr: O Papas os ke ?(ta) episkeftike ta Tirana
the Pope till and them.CL visited the Tirana
‘The Pope even [visited] Tirana’ i.e. ‘As for Tirana, the
Pope even visited it’

The clitic doubled versions of the objects in (22) also become grammatical if the
subject DP is marked [+Focus], a fact which is indicated in the examples in (26)
by the focus particles in front of the subject DP.

(26) a. Al: Madje Pap-a  *(e) vizitoi Tirang-n
' even Pope-the it.CL visited Tirana-the
b. Gr: Akoma ke o Papas (ta) episkeftike ta Tirana
still  and the Pope them.CL visited the Tirana
‘Even [the Popelg visited Tirana’

The data thus systematically reveal that clitic doubling of direct object DPs that
are marked [+Focus] or are contained in [+Focus] phrases is disallowed in
Albanian and Greek. The question then arises as to whether the function of direct

26. In fact, as the notation in (26} indicates, clitic doubling of the direct object DP is obligatory in
Albanian when the subject is focus; in Greek, however, clitic doubling of the direct object DP is only
optional when the subject is focus. .
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object doubling clitics is to license verb/subject-focusing or object non-focusing.
The fact that verb/subject focusing may still be achieved in intransitive construc-
tions decides the issue in favour of the latter alternative.

In sum, we may state that clitic doubling of direct object DPs in Albanian

and- Greek is not optional; [+Focus] DPs cannot be clitic doubled. Thus, direct
object clitics in Albanian and Greck have interpretive import; they mark the DPs
they double as unambiguously [-Focus], which is interpreted as an operator
feature.”’ In this respect, direct object clitic doubling in' Albanian and Greek is
different from clitic doubling in Spanish, which does not necessitate a [-Focus]
reading (cf. e.g. (27) from Portefio Spanish}, but is strongly reminiscent of so-
called clitic right dislocation structures in French, Spanish and Italian, which are
incompatible with [+Focus] phrases.?

(27) La nombraron a Maria. (Suifier 1988: 419)
her they-nominated a Maria
“They nominated MARIA™

However, the fact that clitic doubled DPs in Albanian and Greek may occur in
positions where adjuncts are simply not tolerated, as was shown in Section 2 (cf.
e.g. (7) and (8)), ultimately rules out a right dislocation approach to these
constructions. Further evidence can be adduced to this effect. For instance, if the
doubled direct object DPs in Albanian were indeed right-dislocated, a [+Focus]
phrase to the right of a right dislocated direct object would be precluded. This
prediction is not borne out, however, as the example in (28) demonstrates.

27. This feature (i.e. [~-Focus]) could alternatiife]y be represented formally as [+Topic]. Recali that
in Section 3.1 I defined fopic as the complement of focus, not as necessarily old/familiar information.
In this context, see also Reinhart (1982, 1995), who crucially points out that defining fopic as old/
familiar information in keeping with the Pragne school is not only conceptually clumsy, but also
empirically incorrect. In view of the fact that topic is the counterpart of focus, it makes little
difference whether we choose to represeat it formally as [-Focus] or as [+Topic). For the sake of
symmetry in representation, however, the postulate of one binary feature (here: [*Focus]} might be
preferable. Hence my choice of label: [-Focus]. As Reinhart remarks, ‘even in view of the massive
varieties of opinions regarding what topics are, there is one context all studies agree upon: the NP in
there-sentences can never be topic..." (Reinhart 1995). We thus expect that objects of the verb ‘to
have’ may not be clitic doubled in Albamaq and Greek existential constructions. This is mdeed the
case, as shown by the examples under (i) and (ii) below: ~
i AL (*I) kishte minj né gjithé apartament-in
(i) Gr: (*Ta) ixe pontikia se olo to diamerisma

them.cL had mice.acc in all  the apartment

‘There were mice all over the apartment’

28. I thank the anonymous reviewer for pointing this out.

@i)
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(28) AL I-a dhashé libr-in BEN-it.
him.Cr-~it.CL gave book-the.acc BEN-the.DAT
‘I gave the book to BEN’ i.e. ‘It was BEN that I gave the book to’

The question then remains whether the Albanian and Greek doubling construc-
iions constitute yet a third type of clitic constructions with properties distinct
from those of the two others-that is, clitic doubling constrtictions in Spanish/
Romanian on the one hand and clitic right dislocation constructions in Romance
on the other—or whether it can subsume, or be subsumed, under either of the
two. To address this question one has to look at all the properties of the other
two constructions in detail, as well. Such a task is well beyond the scope of the
study at hand.

Direct object clitic doubling in Albanian and Greek is also strongly reminis-
cent of scrambling of direct objects in Germanic {cf. Webelhuth 1989), as will
be more closely discussed in Section 4.2.

34 Suymmary .

In concluding this section, it may be stated that direct object doubling clitics in
Albanian and Greek are characterised by the fact that they have (i) a restricted
distribution, and (ii) operator-like properties. These two properties suggest that
direct object doubling clitics in these languages cannot be treated as mere object
agreement markers, that is, as spell-outs of e.g. AgrO heads. Yet, there is little
doubt that clitic doubling is a form of agreement between an X and an XP,
namely the clitic head and the DP it doubles and with which it agrees in phi-
features. The next section is devoted to how this cluster of properties can best be
represented.

4. Issues of representation

4.1 Spec—Head licensing, feature checking and doubling

The view that accusative clitics mark the DPs they double as [-Focus] may be
implemented formally in terms. of the theory of spec-head licensing (cf. Chomsky

1995), if we assume with Sportiche (1996) that a clitic heads its own maximal
projection in whose specifier position it licenses a particular property/feature
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E2 For the derivation to converge, this feature has to be saturated or checked
off (cf. Chomsky 1995). Since features may enly be checked off in spec-head
configurations, the (doubled argument) XP* in (29) must by LF move to the XP»
position so as to establish the relevant spec-head configuration.

(29)

/\
Xpr cr
/\
clo VP

/\V ,

In Sportiche’s terms, movement of XP* to the XP” position is motivated by the
Clitic Criterion, an analogue of Rizzi’s (1991} wh-Criterion, and yet another
instantiation of the so-called Generalised Licensing Criterion, according to which
feature-licensing may only obtain in spec-head configurations.

Further, Sportiche (1996) sets the following parameters of clitic constructions:

(30)  Clitic construction parameters (Sportiche 1996: 36)
(i} Movement of XP* to XP* occurs overtly or covertly
(i) H is overt or covert
(iii) XP* is overt or covert

By these parameters, the cases in (31), among others, are predicted.

(31 a. Clitic doubling constructions (as in Spanish, Romanian, Greek,
Albanian) arise when an overt XP* moves covertly with an
overt CL

b.  Scrambling in Dutch/German arises when an overt XP* moves
overtly with a covert CL

29. With respect to the property they license, according to Sportiche, clitics subdivide into two types,
The first type (typically accusative clitics) assimilates to such functional heads as {+wh] complement-
isers or [+negative] heads, which license some operator-like properties (e.g. wh or negative
quantifiers). Sportiche argnes that the operator-like property these clitics license is specificizy in DPs.
The second type of clitics (typically nominative and dative Romance ¢litics) is claimed not to be
linked to specificity. Concerning this second type of clitics, Sportiche suggests that they should be
analysed as pure agreement markers, that is, as elements devoid of interpretive import, presumably
responsible for dative case assignment (i.e. AgrIO-heads in the sense of Chomsky 1995).
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As for direct object clitic constructions, Sportiche claims that the property which
the clitic head licenses in the specifier of the phrase it heads is invariably
specificity, irrespective of whether the direct object clitic is overt (as in doubling
constructions) or covert (as in scrambling constructions), As discussed above,
this cannot possibly be the case for Albanian and Greek direct object clitics. The
feature that Albanian and Greek direct object clitics license in_the specifier of the
phrase they head is what was defined in Section 3 as [—Focus] By the theory of
spec-head licensing, for the derivation to converge, the feature values on the
clitic head and those of the DP in its specifier must match. Since the attracting
feature is [—Focus], a clitic doubled [+Focus] direct object DP would invariably
cause the derivation to crash, T this way, doubling of [+Focus] direct object DPs
is of necessity ungrammatical. _ _

While the idea that the same syntactic configuration underlies both doubling
and scrambling constructions is desirable conceptually and attractive theoretically
{cf. Chomsky 1995), I argue that the property F, whose need to be licensed
metivates the postulated maximal projections (that is, Sportiche’s CIP(s) ot Voice
Phrases), is identified incorrectly by Sportiche. In Section 3, I demonstrated that
the feature that Albanian and Greek direct object clitics license on the DP they
double is not specificity but toplchood In the next section I show that this is also
the case for Germanic scrambling.®

4.2 Parallels with scrambling

Like doubling- of direct objects in Albanian and Greek, scrambling of direct
objects in Germanic applies both to definite DPs as well as to a-expressions.”!
That is, the [+definite] feature of the DP is not relevant for scrambling. This is
illustrated in (32b), (33b) and (34b).

(32) a  Ge: Anna hat gestern  das Buch gelesen
Anna has yesterday the book read

30. The idea that focus is involved in scrambling phenomena is extensively discussed in- Reinhart
(1995). While Reinhart argues that a scrambled conmstituent cannot be focus, she favours a PF
approach to focus (cf. Cinque 1993), which crucially invelves the notion of stress prominence.
However, as stated in note 19, I wish to leave open the possibility that the syntactic feature focus
may have PF corelates that are different from (and perhaps exclude) stress prominence, Therefore,
I will not undertake to present Reinhart’s account,

31. Throughout, I use the term a-expression (¢f. Chastain 1975) to refer to nen-quantified singular
indefinite noun phrases with articles.
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b. Ge: Anna hat das Buch gestern - gelesen
Anna has the book yesterday read
‘Ann read the book yesterday’

(33) a. Ge: Ich habe gestern eine Zeitung  gelesen.
1  Thave yesterday a  newspaper read
b. Ge: Ich habe eine Zeitung  gestern gelesen.
‘ I havea newspaper vesterday read
‘T read a newspaper yesterday’
(34) a. Du: dat de politie gisteren een kraker opgepakt heeft
' that the police yesterday a  squatter arrested has
{de Hoop 1992: 50) ' _
b. Du: dat de politie een kraker gisteren opgepakt heeft
‘ “that the police a  squatter yesterday arrested has
(de Hoop 1992: 50) '

It was shown in Section 2 that definite direct object DPs cannot always be
doubled. The data in (35) and (36) show that they cannot always scramble either.
This fact is problematic for the specificity/presuppositionality/strength related
approaches to scrambling (cf. Sportiche (1996), Diesing (1992), de Hoop (1992)
i.g.) if we assume with En¢ (1991) and Diesing (1992) that all definites are
specific/presuppositional/strong. While the claim that all definites are specific
will be challenged (cf. Section 4.3.4), there are unequivocally specific/presup-
positional/strong definites (and indefinites) that cannot scramble (cf. e.g. (37)).
Hence, scrambling emerges even in these analyses as an optional phenomencn.

(35) Ge: Er sagte, dafl er nicht zu FuB in die Schule geht, 'sondern -
he said that he not on feet in the school walks but
a. daB er immer den Bus nimmt
that he always the bus takes :
‘He said that he doesn’t walk to school but always takes
the bus’
b. *daB er den Bus immer nimmt
that he the bus always takes

(36) Du: a. dat ik altijd de bus neem (Reinhart 1996:4)
that I always the bus take :
b. *dat ik de bus altijd neem
that I the bus always take
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(37) A: "What happened?
B: a  Ge: Hans hat heute das Thermometer/einen Teller
Hans has today the thermometer/a plate
zerbrochen
broken
b.  Ge:"Hans hat das Thermometer/emen Teller heuote
Hans has the thermometer/a plate today
zerbrochen
broken
‘Hans broke the thermometerla plate today’

It is easy to notice in the (grammatical) examples above. that the direct object
DPs are marked [+Focus]. I propose that this is why these DPs cannot undergo
scrambling.*® Further evidence that can be adduced to-this effect is the fact
that +wh direct object DPs cannot scramble, as (38) shows.,

(38)  (Sternefeld 1990)
' a. Ge: Wem hat der Student welche Frage beantwortet?
whom has the student which question answered?
“To whom did the student answer which question?’
b.  Ge:*Wem hat welche Frage der Student beantwortet?
whom has which question the student answered

Now consider the German examples in (39).

(39) 'A: Hat der Papst Tirana endlich besucht?
has the Pope Tirana finally visited
‘Did the Pope finally visit Tirana?’

32. The anonymous reviewer points out that scrambled noun phrases may have contrastive focus, as
in the Dutch example below: :
() Ik heb slechts EEN van de boeken nog niet gelezen

I have only ONE of the books yet not read -
Here the DP ‘the books' is marked [—Focus], but *one’ is {+Focus]. However, in Albanian and Greek
contrastively focused direct object DPs are incompatible with doubling. The reason as to why the
parallel between scrambling and doubling breaks down when contrastive focus is. involved is not
entirely clear to me. It might be stipulated, though, that contrastive focus-is fundamentally correlated
with stress prominence at PE. However, since clitics are incompatible with PF stress (i.e, marked
[—stress]), the derivation crashes because of value divergence with respect to PF stress. The non-overt
clitic head in the case of scrambling might, however, be totally underspecified for the PF stress value;
as such, a [+stress] element moved to its specifier position in the syntax will not render the derivation
illicit at PF.
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B: a. Der Papst hat Tirana noch immer nicht besucht
the Pope has Tirana yet always not visited
“The Pope has not visited Tirana yet’
b. *Der Papst hat noch immer nicht Tirana besucht
the Pope has yet always not Tirana visited
“The Pope has not visited Tirana yet’

The examples in (39) show that scrambling of direct objects is obligatory in
answers to yes/no questions. This fact can be accounted for in a straightforward
manner under the hypothesis that scrambling of direct object DPs licenses a
[-Focus] feature on these phrases. As was pointed out in Section 3.1, for yes/no
questions (and answers to yes/no questions) focus is either the assertion or the
negation of the event expressed by the verb, whereas direct object arguments are
outside the focus domain. i.e. , they are not marked [+Focus]. Consequently,
there is no feature clash between the (covert) clitic head and the scrambled DP
in the specifier of the CIP in the diagram in (29) with respect to the feature
[+Focus]. Therefore the derivation will converge (provided that the covert clitic
head and the XP* do not show a mismatch with respect to other features). Note
that the specificity/presuppositionality/strength approaches to scrambling cannot
account for the fact that scrambling of direct objects in answers to yes/no
questions is obligatory, since ‘Tirana’ as a proper noun is referentially specific
also in the unscrambled version.

While definite and indefinite DPs with overt determiners may be doubled
and scrambled, bare indefinites cannot. For bare plurals this is shown in (40);
doubled and scrambled bare plurals are ungrammatical in any context.®? The
sentences in (41a—c) show that this also holds for countable bare singular direct
objects.

33, In fact, this claim only holds for those bare plurals that receive an existential interpretation. This
is explained in Section 4.3.2.

34, As it happens, even closely-related languages differ with respect to the possibility of instantiat-
ing their direct objects by countable bare singulars. Thus, while countable bare singulars are virtnally
non-existent as direct objects in English, across Balkan and Mainland Scandinavian languages they
may occur as direct objects of all predicates whose bare plural direct objects cannot get a generic
(either referential/kind-denoting or quantificational) interpretation but get an existential interpretation
instead. In German, on the other hand, countable bare singutars do occur as direct objects, but are
much more restricted than in Balkan and Mainland Scandinavian. Note in this context that of all the
languages mentioned above, only English disallows countable bare singulars in predicate nominal
position. Finally, note that countable bare singulars are found also in English as objects of certain
prepositions; e.g. go fo school/church/market; travel by train/plane etc.
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(40) a. Al An-a nuk (*0) Zjeu fasule, por
b. Gr: I Anna dhen (*ta) mayirepse fasélia, ald
: the Ann not them.cL boiled beans, but

Al: (%) héngri fig
Gr: (*ta) éfaye sika _
them.cL ate  figs

c. Ge: Anna hat nicht Bohnen gekocht, sondem sie hat Feigen
Anna has not beans ~boiled but  she has figs:
gegessen ' ' '
eaten -

d. Ge:*Anna hat Bohnen nicht gekocht, sondern sie hat Feigen
Anna has beans not cooked but  she has figs
gegessen
eaten
‘Anna didn’t [cook beans], but [ate figs]y’

41y a AL An-a donte t-(*a) blente fustan
b. Gr: I Annaithele na(*t0) aghorasi forema
the Ann wanted SUBJ-it.CL buy dress

‘Anna wanted to buy a dress’
¢. Ge: Ich habe (*Zeitung) nicht/im Garten (Zeitung)
I have newspaper notfin the garden newspaper

gelesen
read
‘I have not read a newspaper’/‘I have read a paper in the
garden’
vs.
a’. Al An-a donte t-(a) blente’ njé fustan
b. Gr: I Annaithele na(to) aghorasi ena forema

the Ann  wanted SUBJ-it.CL-buy a dress
‘Anna wanted to buy a dress’
¢’. Ge: Ich habe (eine Zeitung) nicht/im Garten (eine
I have a  newspaper not/in the garden a
Zeitung)  gelesen
newspaper read - :
‘Thave not read a paper’/‘T have read a paper in the garden’

{41a, b) are ungrammatical when the bare singular objects are doubled in spite of
the fact that the clitics and the direct object bare singulars agree in phi-features
(that is, in number, person and gender, since bare singulars, like a-expressions,
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are not marked for morphological case in Albanian and Greek).

The question arises as to why bare indefinites cannot be doubled/scrambled.
I will approach this question by considering first why bare singulars cannot be
doubled/scrambled.’® To the extent that this question has been addressed at all,
bare singulars have been treated as forming a complex predicate with the clausal
predicate (cf. Haiden 1996), that is, as incorporating semantically. While this
scems, intuitively correct, the fact that countable bare singulars need not be
adjacent to the clansal predicate but may' be moved to Spec of CP, as in (42),
shows that this semantic incorporation does not result from syntactic incorpora-
tion of the bare singular into V.36

(42)  a. -Al: Fustandoja (& ‘bleja
' : dress ‘wanted SUBY buy
‘Tt was a dress that I wanted to buy’
b. Ge: Zeitung habe ich gestern gelesen
-~ newspaper have T  yesterday read
‘It was a newspaper that I read yesterday’

I propose that the impossibility of doubling and scrambling bare singulars is due
to feature mismatch between the clitic head and the direct object bare singular
with respect to the D-feature: while clitics carry a D-feature (cf. Emonds (1992),
Uriagereka (1995)), bare singulars are NPs that altogether lack a D-projection.
Clitics are listed in the lexicon as separate morphophonological units. That clitics
carry a D-feature (alternatively: are specified in the lexicon as elements of
category D or are underlying determiners (cf. Postal 1969; Raposo 1997) is not
surprising, in view of the fact that they originate from personal and demonstra-
tive pronouns which are prototypical D-heads (cf. Abney 1987 and subsequent
literature). This means among other things that only DPs but not NPs may be
doubled and scrambled, since the [-D] feature of the latter will clash with the
[+D] feature on the clitic head, thus causing thé derivation not to converge. This
reasoning, however, rests on the assumption that bare singulars are NPs lacking
a D-projection. This is problematical, as it seems to run counter to Longobardi’s

35. The relation between bare singulars and bare plurals is discussed in detail in Section 4.3.2.

36. Here I am not implying that if a constituent occurs clause-initially it necessarily occupies the
Spec of CP. I am only assuming with Brody (1990) that Spec of CP is one (of the) canonical

position(s) for [+Focus] phrases and since the fronted constituents in (42) are indisputably [+Focus],-

it makes sense to assume that they occupy precisely this slot. However, I remain open to the idea that
above there is the CP-node a projection headed by some operator which licenses D-lmkmg in its
specnﬁer position (cf. Pesetsky 1987).
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(1994) claim that onty DPs but not NPs may function as arguments, his idea
being that bare noun objects have a morphologically null D-head. Therefore, the
assumption that bare singulars-are NPs and not DPs with a morphologically nuil
D is in need of some justification. Is there any evidence that legitimises the claim
that bare singulars lack a D-projection? In what follows, I will argue that there is.

First, note that bare singulars occur only as predicate nominals and as direct
objects. Crucially, they cannot occur as subjects.”” Further, bare singulars- do
not occur as direct objects of just any predicate; they may occur as direct objects
of only those predicates whose bare plural direct objects cannot get a generic
interpretation (either referentlab’kmd-refemng or quanﬂﬁcaﬂonal), but they get
only an existential interpretation.’® :

This fact alone raises an important quesnon what are the factors that govern
the distribution of bare singulars? The importance of addressing this question is
twofold. On the one hand, it has a bearing on the study of bare singulars. On the
other hand, it also relates to the study of bare plurals, given the distributional
parallels in languages between the bare singulars and the existential bare plurals.
With regard to the factors governing the distribution of bare singulars, I claim
that these are semantic. in nature. However, on the assumption that a.given
syntactic construction cannot be systematically ambiguous, my basic working
hypothesis is that semantic interpretations for noun phrases are fundamentally
dependent on their internal structure. On this view, I crucially claim that whereas
DPs may be either arguments or predicates, NPs translate as predicates at LF
irrespective of whether they occur as predicaté nominals or as direct objects.
Conseguently, they do not translate as variables or restricted modifiers. For bare
singulars (and existential bare plurals), this amounts to the claim that they are
predicates, not arguments. In other words, while subjects are always DPs (since
they are arguments, not predicates), direct objects (and predicate nominals) may
be either DPs or NPs, i.e., direct objects are not always arguments, they can also
be predicates. Thus, I argue that countable bare singulars cannot be doubled/

37. In some (though not all) Balkan languages (e.g. Greek, Bulgarian), bare singulars may occur as
subjects of unergative predicates. However, it i$ essential to note that unlike non- sub]ect bare
singulars, bare singular subjects are referentlally specific and therefore interchangeable. with singular
definite descriptions and/or a-expressions on the referential reading of the latter (cf, also Marinis
1997). (These crucial meamng differences are detailed in Secuon 4.3, where, among other issues, I
investigate in detail the meaning of bare smgulars) Since I am advocating a systematic mapping
between syntax and semanties, I contend that bare singulars occumng as subjects are DPs (not NPs)
with 2 morphologically null D (cf. Section 4.3.3).

38. ‘Throughout this paper the term ‘existential’ is used in opposition to presupposmona] (Thus
‘existential bare plurals” should be nnderstoed as ‘non-generic bare plurals’ only.)
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scrambled becanse they are not arguments but predicates; they denote properties,
not individuals, and translate therefore as predicates, not as variables or restrictad
quantifiers at LF. Drawing on work by Zimmerman (1993), I argue that most
natural language predicates can take both individvals and properties as their
internal arguments.

- In the next section, I show that it is precisely in terms of the distinction
individual vs. property denotation that the distinction specific vs. non-specific for
noun phrases should be understood. Countable bare singulars provide an excel-
lent tool for this. A discussion of the phenomenon of specificity is essential for
this study, as I intend to show that specificity cannot be bestowed on an argu-
ment by a clitic. I will also demonstrate eventually that specificity-related effects
in clitic doubling and scrambling constructions arise only as epiphenomena since
argumenthood for noun phrases is defined by specificity.

4.3 Specificity, individuation, argumenthood”

4.3.1 The meaning of bave singulars :
The. a-expressions njé fustan in (412") and ena forema in (41b") might denote:

(43) a. some particular dress that Ann has seen on some display
b. some particular kind of dress (e.g. some Dior vs. some Versace

dress) N
‘¢, some/any object which classifies as a dress; that is, any dress at
alt

With respect to specificity, the (43a) and (43b) readmgs are both specn‘ic
readings and can be continued by (44):*

39. This section builds on earlier work (cf. Kallulli 1997b, 1998). For reasons of space, I do not
discuss data from Mainland Scandinavian (MS) here. However, whatever is said in this paper about
the meaning of bare singulars in German and Balkan languages holds for MS as well. For details, see
Kallulli (1997b, 1998).

40. Note that the referential/attributive dichotomy (cf, Donellan 1966) divides the three readings in
(43) in a different manner, The readirig in (43a) is referential, while the (43b) and (43c) readings are
attributive. This is'so because only in (43a) has Ann established a direct relationship with some
particular dress. This is not the case in (43b); any Dior dress, not just a particular one, is sufficient
for Ann under the reading in (43b). Yet, the indefinite noun phrase in (43b) receives a specific
interpretation, because Ann is not interested in’any dress; she wants & specific type of dress, a Dior
one, but obviously she does not mind as to what particular sample (e.g. with respect to colour, cut,
production year, etc.) she gets. Thus, specific noun phrases may be intended as either referential or
attributive (cf. also Ioup 1977). In other words, the distinction referenual Vs, attributive makes sense
for specific noun phrases only. . :

DIRECT OBJECT CLITIC DOUBLING IN ALBANIAN AND GREEK 235

(44)  She may find it in House of Fraser

Only the (43c) reading is non-specific, and (44) is not an appropriate continua-
tion for it. One could continue the (43c) reading as in (45):

(45)  She may find one in House of Fraser

Importantly, the bare singulars fustan in (41a) and forema 'in (41b) cannot refer
to some particular dress or to some particular kind of dress. So, the bare
singulars in (41a,b) lack the readings given under (43a,b) that obtain for the
a-expressions in (41a’) and (41b”). This means that the bare singulars in (41a)
and (41b) may not receive specific interpretations. Thus, a-expressions and bare
singulars are not fully synonymous; they are so only on the non-specific readings
of the former.

As Toup (1977) points out, certain inferences foilow on'a specific reading
which are invalid on a non-specific reading. In the specific readings (43a, b), the
existence of the items referred to by the a-expressions is presupposed. Given
{43a) and (43b), the given sentence in (46) will be true. :

. (46) There is a certain dress that Ann wants to bﬁy

No existence claims follow from the non-specific reading in (43c), i.e. (46) is not
a valid inference from (43c). Instead, we can paraphrase (43c) as in (47):

(47)  Ann wants there to be some dress or other that she can (find and) buy

Thus, what Ann is interested in (in (41a) and (41b)) is some individual or other
which embodies a certain property, namely that of being [+dress] and not, say,
[+book]. The identity of the item that -Ann wants, beyond its being [+dress], is
irrelevant here. Assumning that properties do not exist outside individuals (that is,
that properties are not ontological primitives), Ann is intérested in some individu-
al or other that has the property [+dress]. But, each individual that has the
property [+dress] in addition has other properties, at least one, that make it
distinct from other individuals that have the same property [+dress]. The very
existence of distinct individuals possessing the same basic property (here:
[+dress]}, which causes them to be regarded as members of the same class (here:
the class of dresses), is due to the existence of at least one distinct propetty.
Being a distinct individual itself is a property. These extra properties of individu-
als, beyond the property {+dress], are not only irrelevant to Ann in (41a,b), but
indeed unable to be expressed by the bare singulars here. The bare singulars in
(39a,b) do not denote individuals but properties, which is why (41a) and (41b)
get an event-related reading which may be paraphrased as in (48):
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(48) Ann wants to engage/is interested in dress-buying

It is my contention that while direct object a-expressions may denote individuals,

direct object bare singulars may not; the latter invariably denote properties. The -

distinction between properties and individuals may be represented as in (49):

49 Pvs.Pnp
(where ‘P’ is the fundamental property that identifiés individuals as
members of the same class and ‘p; is a property that does not
contradict ‘P’) ‘ '

It is by now a well-established view in the semantic literature that specific
readings are presuppositional and non-specific readings are not (cf. Eng 1991;
Diesing 1992). The hypothesis that bare singulars are property-denoting expres-
sions, i.e. predicates, can account for the fact that they are .not presuppositional
if we assume that presupposition is about saturated structures, that is, about
individuals (and . propositions), not about properties. It then follows. that
specificity involves individuation; individual-denoting expressions are always
specific, irrespective of the fact that they may be used referentially or attribu-
tively. On the other hand, property-denoting expressions are non-specific. Since

arguments are saturated structures, noun phrase arguments denote individuals,
that is, are specific.

To summarise: On their spec1ﬁc reading, noun phrases always denote
individuals, not properties. Individuals translate as arguments (they are saturated
structures), never as predicates at LF. Therefore, noun phrase arguments are
always specific (irrespective of the fact that as such they may be used referent-
ially or attributively). On their non-specific reading, noun phrases invariably
denote properties, not individuals.. Properties translate as predicates at LF; they
are unsaturated .structures. Bare singulars are non-specific (1 e. property-denot—
ing); they translate as predicates.

Given that direct objects may be mstanuated by bare singulars, Wthh
invariably denote properties, it follows that direct objects are not always argu-
ments; they may also be predicates. I claim that when direct objects denote
properties, not individuals (i.e. when they are predicates, not arguments),
doubling and scrambling cannot apply to them.

Consider the examples in (50) and (51). 41 Tn (50), the bare singular piano
is a predicate, not an argument. Therefore it cannot scramble past the high
adverb probably. In (51) piane cccurs to the left of the adverb. Yet, the meaning

41. Many thanks to Marcel den Dikkeﬁ (personal communication) for pointing out these data to me.
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of (51) suggests that piano is a predicate here as well, as indicated by its English
translation. Observe, however, that here the predicate (namely: play or take)
which selects piano as its internal argument is deleted at PF; that is, no adverbial
intervenes between the bare singular piane and the predicate whose internal
argument it is. Note also that piano playmg or taking piano lessons is a gerundive
argument of the clansal predlcate find. As such, it may scramble.

(50) Du: dat Jan (*piano) waarschijnlijk (piano) speelt
: that Jan  piano. probably = pianoc . plays

(51)  Du: dat Jan (piano) waarschijnlijk (piano) leuker zal vmden dan
. that Jan piano. probably piano nicer will find . than
- vicol : :
violin
‘that Jan will find playing the plano/takmg piano lessons nicer
than playing the violin/taking violin lessons™

Adapting the formalisation of Dobrovie-Sorin and Laca (1995) for existential
bare' plurals, it may be stated that direct object bare singulars are predicates
restricting an existentially bound argument variable that is independently
introduced in the LF representation as the placeholder of the theta-slot (that is,
the internal argument) of the clausal predicate. It is important to note that the
argument variable that the bare singular restricts does not arise via the translation
of the bare singular itself. The clavsal predicate may then be translated as an
open formula whose open posmons are' bound by existential quantlﬁcatlon as
given in (53) for the (German) sentence in (52):

(52) . Ich lese Ze1tung
I - read newspaper

(53) Ax; [3 (x, read x, at e A zeitung (xz))] (ICHI)

Lct me now explam where the existential quantlﬁcauOn in (53) comes from '

A stnkmg property of Dbare singulars is that they invariably take (existential)
narrow scope in the presence of other seopal items in the sentence. Thus, the
Albanian sentence in (54a) only has the reading in (54b) but lacks the reading in
(54c) where the bare singular has scope over negation,

(54 a. Nukdua Dbigiklets
not want-I bicycle
‘T don’t want a bicycle’
'b. It is not the case that I want a bicycle
c. ¥Thereis a bicycle that T don’t want
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Likewise, the Albanian sentence in (55), unlike its English translation, can only
mean that there is a one-to-one correspondence between children and bicycles.
That is, (55) cannot mean that a bicycle was such that it was bought by many
children.
(55) Shumé fémijé bleng bicikletg dje
many children bought bicycle vesterday
‘Many children bought a bicycle yesterday’

The data in this section unequivocally show that bare singulars cannot take wide
scope. In this respect, they differ both from definite descriptions and a-expres-
sions, which may, but need not, take wide scope. This fact immediately reminds
one of Carlson’s (1977) observation that the English bare plural always takes
narrow scope with respect to negation. He accounts for this by suggesting that
the existential force of the bare plural in non-generic contexts comes from a
source external to the bare plural itself, namely from the verb. I adopt this
proposal for bare singulars as well.*?

What then is the relation between count bare singulars and bare plurals? I

address this question in the next section.

4.3.2 On the relation of count bare singulars to bare plurals

Recall from Section 2 that bare plural direct objects cannot be clitic doubled in
Albanian and Greek. Nor can they scramble in German or Dutch. For the
explanation that I will propose for this phenomenon, it is essential to point out
the distinction between generic and existential bare plurals (cf. Carlson 1977).
This distinction, which holds across the Germanic languages, does not, however,
hold for the Balkan languages. In the Balkan langnages, generic readings (either
referential/kind-denoting or quantificational) are incompatible with bare plurals.
Bare plurals in these languages can only have an existential interpretation. The
same holds for Romance bare plurals (cf. Laca 1990; Longobardi 1994). Thus,
individual-level predicates, which, as is well known, force generic readings on
their direct objects, are incompatible with bare plurals in these languages. Some
examples are love, respect, admiré, adore, etc. Generic readings in Balkan (and
Romance) languages require an overt determiner; the definite determiner for
plural noun phrases and either the definite or the indefinite determiner for
singular noun phrases. i

42. As van Geenhoven (1996) show.s, the arguments that have been brought against Carlson’s
lexicalised existential quantifier vanish if this quantifier is granted dynamic instead of static force.
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My proposal rests on the claim that geperically and existentially interpreted
bare plurals differ with respect to their D-feature: generic bare plurals are DPs
with a morphologically null D, whereas existential bare plurals are NPs lacking
a D-projection altogether. Consequently, generic and existential bare plurals
differ with respect to their specificity feature: generic bare plurals are [+specific]/
md1v1dual—denotmg, whereas existential bare plurals are [-specific]/property-
denoting.®

What does it mean for generic bare plurals to be individual-denoting? It
means that generic bare plurals denote kinds (in non-quantified contexts), as in
Tlove dogs, or (in quantified contexts) denote (quantified) instantiations of kinds,
as in (Most) dogs are clever. T his implies that generic bare plurals are either con-
stants or variables, depending on whether they name a kind or in (quantified
contexts) denote instantiations of it. T claim that existential bare plurals, on the
other hand, denote properties. As such, they are not constants or variables but
predicates. T argued above that bare singulars denote properties as well.

‘What, then, is the difference (if any) between bare singulars and existential
bare plurals, given that all languages that have bare singulars also have existen-
tial bare piurals? While both (56a} and (56b) necessarily have an event-related
reading, it seems to me that the difference between bare singulars and existential
bare plurals has to do with event reference. Thus, while the meaning of the
sentence in (56a) can be rendered as in (56¢) or (56d), the minimailly different
(56b) containing an (existential) bare plural instead of the bare singular can be
rendered as in (56d), not as in (56c). Thus, (56a) can, though need not, be
synonymous with (56b), whereas (56b) can only mean that Eva might engage in
several events of newspaper reading. Strictly speaking, there is no small event in
which a person can read more than one newspaper at a time. Hence, it is as if
the bare plural in (56b) has scope over the whole VP.* Whether this is an
instance of genuine wide scope of the bare plural or some kind of a pseudo-
scope effect, this paper will not contribute to assessing.

-(56) a. Eva will morgen Zeitung lesen
Eva will tomorrow newspaper read

43. This is independently proposed by Kiss (to appear). However, Kiss relies on Eng’s (1991)
account of specificity which is rather problematic. Space considerations prevent me from dealing with
this point in detail, though some problems with it will be identified in Section 4.3.4. For further
discussion see Abbott (1995).

44, M. Krifka (personal communication) points out to me that in the same vein, number words can
have wide scope, as in his example: ‘Four thousand ships passed through the lock’, which means:
“There were four thousand ship-passings’.
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b. = Eva will morgen Zeitungen lesen
Eva will tomorrow newspapers read .
¢,  Tomorrow Eva will engage in (at least) one newspapet- readmg
event
d. Tomorrow Eva wants to engage in several events of newspaper
- reading ‘ :

Thus, I am claiming that existential bare plurais are the plural counterparts of
bare singulars. On the one hand, the fact that bare singulars occur as direct
objects of only those predicates whose bare plural direct objects cannot get a
generic interpretation supports this claim. On the other hand, however, the
reverse does not hold across all the languages that have bare singulars in object
position. German is a case in point. How are we to account for the lack of (total)
distributional compatibility between bare singulars and existential bare plurals
then? For cne thing, we saw in (56a) to (56d) above that the meaning of bare
singulars is a subset of the meaning of existential bare plurals. We saw (in
Section 4.3.1) that the meaning of bare singulars is also a subset of (i.e. con-
tained in) the meaning of a-expressions. It is only reasonable then to try to relate
the lack of (ome-to-one) distributional parallelism between bare singulars and
existential bare plurals within and across languages to economy considerations.

If existential bare plurals are the plural counterparts of bare singulars, they
should not occur as subjects of unergative predicates. At first sight, this predic-
tion is easily falsified by data like the one in (57).

(57y Studenten ldrmen -auf der Strasse
students make noise in the street
‘Students are making noise in the street’ or: ‘Students make noise in
the street’® :

However, I maintain that this prediction is indeed borne out and that construc-
tions like the one in (57) are instances of subjectless sentences when Studenten
is interpreted existentially (though not when it is. interpreted generically). I
propose that when interpreted existentially, Studenten in (57) is a predicate
nominal in the Spec of CP, probably derived from a cleft construction. Crucial
evidence for this view comes from another Germanic language, Norwegian.
Hellan (1986) observes that in Norwegian, adjective phrases (APs) in predicative
position agree in gender and number with their subject. In (58}, however they do

45. Tt is well known that, unlike, simple present tense in English, the simple present in German can
have both an episodic and a generic meaning. Hence the double transiation in English.
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not: the predicative adjective is marked for neuter gender and singular number,
while the noun is masculine, and can be either singular or plural. If the bare
singular in (58) were really the subject of the sentence, this construction would
be a counterexample to the theory of agreement.*

{(58) Bil{er) er dyr-t. (Hellan 1986:95)
carMASC.8(s) is expensive-neut e

I propose that the NP bil(er) ‘car(s)’ is not the subject of the sentence, but
instead occupies the Spec of CP. This view is corroborated by the fact that the
NP in constructions like (58) is necessarily interpreted as a [+Focus] phrase; the
meaning of the sentence in (58) can be rendered as in (59). :

(59) It is expensive to have/keep/run/manage/buy a car/cars

In this section I have argued that just like bare singulars, existential bare plurals
are not DPs with a morphologically empty D, but NPs that lack a D-projection.
As such, they cannot be doubled (in Albanian/Greek) or scrambled (in German/
Duich). On the other hand, generic bare plurals are DPs with a morphologically
empty D. They are always specific (i.e. individual-denoting). As such, they can
scramble unless they are marked [+Focus].*’ The syntactic distinction NP vs.
DP {with morphologically null D} that I have drawn between existential and
generic- bare plurals, respectively, in addition to representing a principled
mapping between syntax and semantics, is also motivated by the (morphological)
fact mentioned above, that generic plural nominals in Balkan (and Romance)
languages necessarily require the presence of the definite determiner.

4.3.3 Bare singular subjects

As already pointed out, in' Albanian bare singulars are confined to pred1cat1ve
and direct object positions. In Greek, bare singulars may also occur as subjects,
in which case they are necessarily focused, as the Enghsh translation of the
Greek example in (58) indicates. :

(60) FIDHI ton ikhe dhagc’)si ton Céosta (Agouraki 1993: 170)
SNAKE him.cL had bitten - the Costas
‘It was a snake that had bitten Costas’

46. Note also that Norwegian is not a pro-clrop language.

'47: Since bare plurals are incompatible with generic readings in the Balkan languages the question

of doubling them does not even arise.
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In this context, it is fundamental to note that while all transitive verbs may take
a-expressions as their direct objects, not all may take bare singulars. Besides,
while a-expressions in direct object position may be ambiguous between a
specific and a non-specific interpretation, bare singular objects may only receive
a non-specific interpretation. In other words, direct object bare singulars are not
always interchangeable with direct object a-expressions. However, when bare
singulars occur as subjects (as in (60)), they are fully interchangeable with either
a definite DP or an a-expression. This is natural, in view of the fact that subjects
are necessarily specific. These facts suggest that subject bare singulars are
structurally different from direct object bare singulars. I claim that, while
subjects are always DPs, direct objects may be either DPs or NPs.:

4.3.4 Deﬁnité expressions
Consider the example in (61):

(61) I shall kiss the first woman to enter this room

In line with what was stated in Section 4.3.1, the definite expression in (61) is
also specific, though it may have both a referential and an attributive reading,
depending on whether or not the speaker knows beforehand who the first woman
to enter the room will be. In other words, the definite expression in (61) may
denote either a particular individual in relation to the speaker, namely, the type
of ‘first woman to enter the room’ (as opposed to, say, the type of ‘second
wornan to enter the room), or the type of ‘no woman to enter the roomy’. The
type of ‘first woman to enter the room’ is an individual with respect to the
concept/property ‘woman’. So, independently of whether the definite expression
is intended to refer or not, it is specific, which also accords with Enc¢ (1991).

The question arises, however, as to whether definite noun phrases in direct
object position can ever be predicates, that is, denote properties (like bare
singulars and ¢-expressions on a non-specific reading). I will argue that they can.
Examples are definite noun phrases in object position in set expressions like:
take the bus in (622), play the violin in (62b).%

(62) a. Ilike to take the bus
b. Ben has played the violin beautifully at times

It is true that the definite expression the bus in (62a) may have both a referential-

48. J. Emonds (personal communication.) points out to me that definite expressions in some locative
phrases (a.g. I am going to the airport/to the doctor’site the shore/to the hospital) have a predicative
reading as well. Note that these are not generic: The only time in my life went to Texas T took the plane.
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specific and an attributive-specific reading (as paraphrased in (63a, b)), but what
is important to note is that it also has a non-specific reading, as paraphrased in
(63c). Likewise, the violin in (62b) also has a non-specific reading which may be
paraphrased as in (64).

(63) a.  There is a bus-vehicle, always the very same, that T like to take

b. There is a bus-line that I like to take T
c. Ilike to travel by bus (I don’t like to walk, drive, take the train
or fly)

(64) Ben is a talented violin-player

The fact that not only indefinite expressions but also definite expressions may
have both a specific and non-specific reading constitutes a counterexample to the
claim that all definites are specific (cf. Eng 1991). It suggests that the class of
definite expressions is far from homogeneous semantically (cf. also Vergnaud
and Zubizarreta 1992). Above I argued that specific readings arise when noun
phrases denote individuals and non-specific readings when they denote proper-
ties. Note, however, that both a-expressions and definite expressions may only be
interpreted non-specifically when they occur as predicate nominals or as direct
objects (sometimes also as objects of certain prepositions), but not when they
occur as subjects. That subjects invariably denote individuals when they are
instantiated by noun phrases should not be a matter of controversy in a frame-
work like Principles and Parameters.® . .

The fact that bare singulars are synonymous with g-expressions on their
non-specific reading only suggests that g-expressions are potential designators of
either properties or individuals (that is, g-expressions may be predicates or
variables). However, postulating that g-expressions are intrinsically ambiguous
between a specific (i.e. individual-denoting) and a non-specific (i.e. property-
denoting) interpretation (that is, correspond to two distinct logical types, viz. {e)
vs. {e,1)) cannot account for two things in a principled manner. The first is why
a-expressions occurring as subjects and datives lack a non-specific (i.e. property-

49. In the Principles and Parameters framework the subjects of sentences like Being wise/To be wise
is crazy or Being crazy is crazy (examples from (Chierchia, 1985:418) are clausal from a syntactic
point of view and propositional from a semantic point of view (Koster and May 1982). For cases like
Wisdom deserves reward, 1 agree with Chierchia in that it cannot be stressed too strongly that the
subject of this sentence is a property-like element, because ‘the realm of nominalisations such as
[wisdom] ... is still largely unknown, which relegates our considerations to the realm of intuitions’
(Chierchia 1985: 418). Such examples do not therefore necessarily constitute counterexamples to my
claim that subjects invariably denote individuals.
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denoting) interpretation and why. The second is why the ambiguity in terms of
the distinction specific vs. non-specific for a-expressions arises only when they
occur as direct objects of certain predicates (e.g. want, buy, draw, huni, smoke,
find, get, etc.) but not of others (e.g. love, hate, admire, adore, etc.). These facts
can be accounted for if we assume that many (and perhaps most, though not all)
natural language predicates of the type {(e,(e,t}) (e.g. buy) can be raised to type
{e,t).{e,t) meaning: '

(65) AP Ax Jy [P(y) A BUY (x,y)]

This means that certain predicates that take individuals as their internal argu-
ments may also take properties as their internal arguments. In addition, we need
to assume that the dual nature of a-expressions is due to their lexical under-
specification with respect to specificity (i.e. individual vs. property-denotation).
Hence, they can oscillate between type {(¢) and (e,t). Given the fact that many
definite noun phrases may also be interpreted non-specifically/predicatively when
objects of verbs and prepositions, we need to assume that the-expressions are
also underspecified with respect to individual. vs. property-denotation and can
therefore oscillate between type (e} and {e,t). To generalise, we may then state
that while NPs (e.g. bare singulars and existeritial bare plurals) are unambiguous-
1y type {e), DPs may be of type () or {e.t S0 :
Consider the examples in {66).

(66) Ge: a. weil ich morgen den Bus nehme
because I ~tomorrow the bus take

“b. weil ich den Bus morgen ' nehme
"becanse I the bus tomorrow take

‘because I will take the bus tomorrow’

In line with what was stated above, den Bus ‘the bus’ in (66a) can denote either
an individual (that is, some bus-vehicle or other or some bus-line or other) or a
property. In other words, both (672) and (67b) are valid paraphrases for (66a).
(67a) is an event-related reading; that is, den Bus here denotes a property and
translates therefore as a predicate at LE.

(67) a. because, as for me, I will engage in bus-taking tomorrow
b. because, as for (me and) the bus, I will take it tomorrow.

50. Alternatively, it might be that both the indefinite and the definite article are not cxcluswely
generated under D but may also be generated NP-internally. Tt is beyond the scope of this study to
decide between these alternatives.
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In (66b), on the other hand, the scrambled DP den Bus denotes an individual
only; that is, it denotes some bus or other or some bus-line or other, In other
words, the scrambled DP dern Bus in (66b} is specific/presuppositional. Since
specificity/presuppositionality is a property of arguments not of predicates, den
Bus in (66b) is an argument variable, not a predicate, as it can (though need not)
be in (66a). Crucially, (66b) lacks the event-related reading that obtains for (66a).
This suggests that scrambling applies to arguments only, not to predicates, Hence
the unavailability of the reading in (67a) for the sentence (66b). The same pattern
obtains with clitic doubling of definites in Albanian and Greek.

In sum, it may be stated that definite noun phrases and a-expressions are
semantically (and perhaps syntactically) non-homogeneous; they are not always
syntactic arguments when objects of verbs (and prepositions) but may translate
both as arguments or as predicates at LF depending on whether the clausal
predicate selects an individual (type {e}) or a property (type (e,t)) as its internal
argument (cf. also van Geenhoven (1996) for a similar treatment of indefinites).
The type shifting mechanism (cf. Partee 1987) allows for this duality. This
creates the illusion that scrambling/doubling of definites. and a-éxpressions is
optional. In fact, scrambled/doubled objects are always syntactic arguments.
Since argument noun phrases are always specific (i.e. individual-denoting),
specificity effects will be observed in scrambling constructions, Non-scrambled/
non-doubled objects may but need not be arguments.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, I have shown that direct object clitic doubling in Albanian and
Greek produces information structure in a systematic way: doubled DPs are
unambiguously interpreted as topics. This suggests that topichood is, at least in
part, encoded in the syntax for these languages. Whether this is the case univer-
sally and whether the representation of topics involves the same syntactic
configuration cross-linguistically, remains an issue for further study. I have also
shown that specificity cannot be bestowed on an argument by a doubling clitic/
scrambling; instead specificity is fundamentally related to the D-slot. Specificity
effects in doubling and scrambling constructions are only by- products of deeper
triggering properties.
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Where do Clitics Cluster?

Ljiljana Progovac
Wayne State University

Abstract

Critically examining Bofkovié’s treatment in this volume of second position
clitic placement in Serbo-Croatian, this paper argues for a concepmally
desirable tight fit between syntactic position and intonation boundaties, on the
basis of the strong correlation between these ‘two. The approach proposed
accounts for the interaction between wh-formation, comma intonation and clitic
placement, and. sheds light on the nature of the syntax/phonology interface,

1. Introdu'ct_ion

This paper is a brief response to the conclusion reached in Bogkovié, this
volume, that second position cliticisation in Serbo-Croatian (SC) is phonological
in nature. For the relevant background on Clitic Second in SC the reader is
referred to Bogkovié’s paper.

There are two basic sets of data on which Bo¥kovié’s conclusion relies: (i)
the availability of partial clitic clusters, and (ii) apparent sensitivity of clitic
placement to intonation boundaries. The first set of data has been addressed in
Progovac (1998a), the basic argument of which will be reviewed in Section 2.

This paper addresses the latter set of data, and argues that the influence of
intonation boundaries on clitic placement is only apparent (see also Progovac 1998b
for additional arguments against phonological placement of clitics, based on the
interaction between the distribution of the (eventive) pronominal o and clitics).

If A and B consistently coincide, there are two possible reasons: (i) A
causes/determines B, or vice versa; or, alternatively, (i) there is a third factor,

-factor C, that canses/determines both A and B, giving the appearance that A and




