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Abstract Object agreement is the realization of phi features on v, whereas clitic dou-
bling is often analyzed as the movement of a D head in order to attach to a verb. In
principle, these two phenomena are distinct, but in practice they can be difficult to dis-
tinguish. In this paper, I take up the issue for the Amharic object marker, a morpheme
that co-varies with the phi features of an internal argument. Evidence from its distri-
bution and morphological form indicate that it is a doubled clitic, but it also displays
a handful of properties characteristic of agreement. Building on some of the most
recent clitic doubling research, I develop an Agree-based clitic doubling analysis of
the object marker that accounts for both its doubled clitic-like and agreement-like
properties. Overall, the paper is a case study in how to distinguish clitic doubling
and agreement in a particular language, and an investigation of how to capture the
relationship between these two deeply similar phenomena in linguistic theory.
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1 Introduction
1.1 Overview

Object agreement is conventionally analyzed as the realization of phi features on
v (see e.g., Chomsky 2000, 2001). Clitic doubling is often claimed to be the
movement of a D head into a verbal inflectional complex (see e.g., Torrego 1998;
Uriagereka 1995; Nevins 2011). In principle, these two phenomena are distinct, but
in practice they can be difficult to distinguish. In this paper, I take up the issue for
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the Ethiosemitic language Ambharic, investigating the status of a morpheme called the
object marker.

The object marker attaches to verbs and co-varies with the phi features of an in-
ternal argument. For example, in (1a), -iw is an object marker and refers to the third
person masculine singular direct object tdmariwin ‘the (male) student’.! In (1b), the
object marker refers to tamariwan ‘the (female) student’ and accordingly has a dif-
ferent form: -at.

(1) a. Almaz tdmari-w-in ayy-atft[-iw
Almaz.F student-DEF.M-ACC see-3FS.S-3MS.0
‘Almaz saw the male student.’?
b. Almaz tidmari-wa-n ayy-atft[-at
Almaz.F student-DEF.F-ACC see-3FS.S-3FS.0
‘Almaz saw the female student.’3

The key question that this paper investigates is whether the object marker is the reflex
of object agreement or a doubled clitic.

In the remainder of the introduction, I lay out my assumptions about agreement
and clitic doubling (Sect. 1.2) and briefly discuss previous work on the Ambharic
object marker (Sect. 1.3). Initially, the object marker seems to behave like object
agreement (Sect. 2.1), and some recent work (Baker 2012) advocates for an agree-
ment analysis. However, in Sects. 2.2 through 2.4 and Sect. 3, I argue that the ob-
ject marker is best analyzed as a doubled clitic, drawing on distributional diagnos-
tics and morphological evidence. I develop a clitic doubling analysis of the ob-
ject marker in Sect. 4, proposing that the object marker undergoes A-movement to
Spec,vP after an Agree relationship has been established between v and the doubled
DP (cf. Béjar and Rezac 2003; Rezac 2008; Nevins 2011; Harizanov 2014). The
object marker then undergoes m-merger with v (Matushansky 2006; Nevins 2011;
Harizanov 2014). Section 5 concludes.

Viewed from a broad perspective, the paper is a case study in how to distinguish
clitic doubling from agreement using multiple diagnostics. This is a fruitful strain
of research both within individual languages (see e.g., Culbertson 2010 for French;
den Dikken 2006 and Coppock and Wechsler 2012 for Hungarian; Preminger 2009
for Basque; Harizanov 2014 for Bulgarian) and across languages (see e.g., Nevins
2011; Riedel 2009). Distinguishing the two phenomena is not a simple task, and the
more languages that are addressed, the more knowledge will be gained about how to
accomplish it (and of course, the more knowledge will be gained about the individual
languages).

Note that Amharic is head-final, unlike the Central Semitic languages.

2Gloss abbreviations: 1—first person, 2—second person, 3—third person, ACC—accusative case, AUX—
auxiliary, BEN—benefactive, C—complementizer, DAT—dative, DEF—definite marker, F—feminine,
GEN—genitive, GER—gerund, IMP—imperative, IMPF—imperfect, INF—infinitive, INST—instrument
JUSS—jussive, M—masculine, MAL—malefactive, NEG—negation, NEUT—neuter, NOM—nominative,
NONPAST—nonpast tense, .0—object marker, PASS—passive, PF—perfect, PL—plural, REFL—reflexive,
.S—subject agreement, S—singular Examples without attribution are from my fieldwork.

3 An alternative reading of this example is ‘Almaz saw her female student’ where -wa is the third person
singular feminine possessive marker ‘her’ instead of the feminine definite article.
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The paper also has a larger theoretical impact in that it develops a systematic
analysis of clitic doubling that synthesizes and confirms the latest results in clitic
doubling research. Also, morphemes like the object marker—morphemes that seem
to have properties of both agreement and clitic doubling—may at first blush seem
difficult to treat since agreement and clitic doubling are separate phenomena in the
theory. However, the paper demonstrates how current theories of clitic doubling in
fact predict the existence of such morphemes. This not only reinforces these theories,
but also, in the minimalist spirit, allows for an analysis of the object marker (and
similar morphemes) without recourse to additional theoretical machinery.

1.2 The differences between agreement and clitic doubling

Object agreement is a fairly common phenomenon. Roughly 50 % the 108 languages
surveyed in Baker (2008) have object agreement, including Basque, Slave, Fijian, and
Ojibwa. A Nahuatl example is in (2).

2) ni-*(k)-te:moa $0:¢itl Object agreement: Nahuatl
15.5-3S.0-seek flower
‘I seek a flower.’ (Stiebels 1999:790)

As for clitic doubling, its distribution cross-linguistically is unclear, but the best-
investigated cases are Spanish, Greek, Romanian, and (other) Balkan languages.* (3)
contains examples from Greek and Rioplatense Spanish (a dialect of Spanish spoken
mainly in the Rio de la Plata region in South America).

3) Clitic doubling
a. Rioplatense Spanish
(Lo) vimos a Guille.

3MS saw.1PL a Guille
‘We saw Guille.’ (Jaeggli 1982:14)

b. Greek
(ton) idhame to Jani

3MS saw.lPL the John.ACC
‘We saw John. (Philippaki-Warburton et al. 2004)

From a big picture perspective, there are not many differences between the object
agreement marker k- in (2) and the doubled clitics lo/ton in (3)—they are all mor-
phemes that co-vary in phi features with an internal argument of the predicate. In
fact, much of the descriptive and typological literature does not make a distinction
between agreement and clitic doubling, with agreement often used as a cover term

40n Spanish (standard and dialects), see e.g., Jaeggli (1982); Bleam (1999); Suiier (1988); Uriagereka
(1995); Ormazabal and Romero (2010). On Greek, see e.g., Anagnostopoulou (2003, 2004) and Philippaki-
Warburton et al. (2004). On Romanian, see e.g., Dobrovie-Sorin (1990, 1994). On Balkan languages, see
Kallulli and Tasmowski (2008) (and particularly on Bulgarian, see Harizanov 2014). See also Borer (1984)
on Hebrew; Aoun (1999) on Lebanese Arabic; Shlonsky (1997) on both Hebrew and Arabic; Arregi and
Nevins (2008) on Basque, and Banksira (2000) on Chaha (an Ethiosemitic language).
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for both phenomena (see e.g., Steele 1978; Corbett 2006; discussion in Woolford
2003).°

However, if a more fine-grained perspective is adopted, many empirical differ-
ences between agreement and clitic doubling emerge. These differences often con-
cern distribution and morphological properties. For example, in (2), k- is obligatory
and a prefix on the verb. However, in (3a), (3b), the clitics are optional and do not at-
tach as closely to the verb (i.e., they are morphophonological clitics).® Although some
unusual instances of agreement may be optional and/or cliticize, the clearest exam-
ples of agreement are obligatory and attach via affixation. Corbett (2006) carefully
catalogues the ‘canonical’ properties of agreement cross-linguistically, and through-
out the paper I compare clitic doubling to canonical agreement.

It is necessary to clarify my assumptions about the theories of agreement and
clitic doubling. To start with agreement, I adopt a conventional Minimalist formal-
ization in terms of Agree (Chomsky 2000, 2001), where Agree is a relation between
a functional head and a DP that is established in the syntax. A functional head with
unvalued phi-features (v for object agreement, the probe) searches downwards into
its c-command domain for a DP with valued phi-features (the goal). This is shown to
the left of the arrow in (4).

“)
vP VP
//////\\\\\\ /////’\\\\\\
v]_y] VP — v [val 9] VP
N / N
\ DP AGREEL_  V DP
[val @] e et > |val @]

When the probe finds a DP with valued phi-features, they enter into the Agree relation
and the DP values the phi-features on the probe. This is shown to the right of the
arrow in (4), where v finds and Agrees with the DP complement to V. The valued phi-
features on the functional head are realized at PF as the agreement marker. Object
agreement is thus the phi features on v which have been valued through an Agree
relation.’

SThis is why it is difficult to determine the cross-linguistic distribution of clitic doubling—it is usually
lumped in with agreement in large-scale typological studies (exceptions include Baker 2008 and Corbett
2006).

oA terminological clarification: I will use the terms ‘affix’ and ‘morphophonological clitic’ for, respec-
tively, ‘a bound morpheme that is tightly attached to its host” and ‘a bound morpheme that is more loosely
attached to its host’. The term ‘clitic’ will refer only to syntactic clitic-hood henceforth.

7Conventi0nally, the probe also values the Case feature on the DP. When v agrees with a DP, it assigns
the DP accusative Case. However, Baker (2012) argues that accusative case in Amharic is not assigned via
Agree. Instead, it is assigned hierarchically such that when there is a c-command relationship between two
DPs in a clause, the lower DP receives accusative (cf. Marantz 1991). I will follow Baker in this respect,
and therefore the theory of agreement does not make any predictions about Case/case in Amharic. See
fn. 47 for further discussion of Baker’s analysis of Amharic case in the light of a clitic doubling analysis
of the object marker.
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As for clitic doubling, there are two basic types of analyses. One option is to an-
alyze the clitic as an unusual (i.e., non-canonical) agreement marker (see e.g., Borer
1984; Suiier 1988; Sportiche 1996; Anderson 2005), and the other is to analyze it
as a morpheme that has moved into the verbal complex from within the DP (see
e.g., Torrego 1998; Uriagereka 1995; Anagnostopoulou 2003, 2004; Rezac 2008;
Nevins 2011; Roberts 2010).8 Additionally, some research combines both analyses,
depending on the type of clitic (see e.g., Bleam 1999; Ormazabal and Romero 2010).

Within Minimalism, and in much of the most recent work on clitic doubling, a
movement approach has been pursued. This is partially because a movement ap-
proach fits better within the framework, and partially because there has been increas-
ing evidence that doubled clitics have the category D (which is easily accounted for
under a movement approach). I will also adopt this approach, as it serves to better
account for certain properties of the object marker (see Sect. 3).

The movement approach claims that doubled clitics are D heads that move from
within the DP to a verbal functional head. The identity of the verbal functional head
varies depending on the proposal and language under investigation, e.g., T (Anagnos-
topoulou 2003), v (Nevins 2011), or F (Uriagereka 1995). In (5), this movement is
presented schematically with the functional head represented neutrally as Y.

(3) YP
S
Y XP Y
PN - N
DP D Y

The movement approach raises an immediate question: what is the structure of the
doubled DP that the clitic moves out of? If a D vacates a DP, under the simplest
assumptions there should be no D remaining there; i.e., the DP should not have a de-
terminer. However, doubled DPs cross-linguistically still have determiners, as seen,
e.g., in (3b) above (see also Roberts 2010:130 for an example from Rioplatense Span-
ish).

There are various potential solutions to this problem. Anagnostopoulou (2003) ar-
gues that clitic movement is merely feature movement where the formal features of
the D move to F. Alternatively, she suggests that the clitic may be a pronominal copy
of the whole DP, similar to a resumptive pronoun. The most widespread solution is
that the structure of the doubled DP is different than other DPs (the ‘big DP’ hy-
pothesis: Uriagereka 1995; Roberts 2010; Nevins 2011, and many others). There are
many proposals about the exact structure of the DP, i.e., how it can include both a
clitic and a determiner. To take a specific example, Nevins (2011) proposes that the

8See the detailed literature review in Anagnostopoulou (2006). An additional analysis is that the doubled
DP is a (right-dislocated) adjunct, the clitic is merged in complement position, and the clitic moves to
adjoin to a verbal head (see e.g., Aoun 1981; Philippaki-Warburton et al. 2004). This theory has not been
widely adopted, so I set it aside here; see arguments against it in Jaeggli (1986), Harizanov (2014), and
Anagnostopoulou (2006).
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clitic is a simultaneously minimal and maximal projection (like a pronoun) that may
be adjoined to the DP.

(6) DP
/\
DP/D DP
clitic

Under this analysis, the determiner heading the DP and the clitic adjoined to the DP
are distinct, even though they both have the same categorial feature. Overall, in the
movement approach, a doubled clitic is a D (or DP/D) that has undergone movement
to a verbal functional head.

A summary of the differences seen so far between agreement and clitic doubling
isin (7).

@) Agreement = affix, obligatory, realization of valued phi features on a func-
tional head
Clitic doubling = morphophonological clitic, optional, D that has moved to a
verbal functional head

This list suffices in order to begin investigating the Ambharic object marker.
1.3 Previous work on the Amharic object marker

Most previous research has referred to the Amharic object marker as object agreement
(see e.g., Amberber 1996, 2005; Demeke 2003; Gasser 1983; Yabe 2007; Yimam
2004, 2006). In most cases, though, the term ‘agreement’ is used in its cover term
sense, without any particular theoretical commitment.” The clearest precedents for
the present work are Mullen (1986) and Yabe (2001), who both suggest that the object
marker is a doubled clitic.'” T build on their arguments, bring new evidence to bear on
the question, and develop a full clitic doubling analysis. As noted in Sect. 1.1, Baker
(2012) argues that the Amharic object marker is the reflex of object agreement, and I
will address his arguments throughout the paper.

2 The Amharic object marker
In this section, the basic facts of the Amharic object marker are laid out: first, its

handful of agreement-like properties, and second, its many distributional similarities
to a doubled clitic.

9A key exception is Yabe (2007). He argues that the object marker is the reflex of an agreement relation
between the object and v, and explicitly connects object agreement to the assignment of accusative case.
However, see Baker (2012) and Kramer (2014) for evidence that accusative case is neither a necessary
nor a sufficient condition to license the object marker. See also Yimam (2004), where it is argued that
the object marker is an agreement affix based on a more limited definition of morphophonological and
syntactic clitic-hood than is usually assumed.

108¢e also Halefom (1994) where the object markers are classified as clitics but there is no discussion of
doubling per se.
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2.1 First impression: agreement

At first glance, the object marker seems to be the realization of object agreement on v.
It behaves like object agreement, and not like a doubled clitic, in three main ways.
First, since there is only one v per clause, an agreement account predicts only one
object marker per clause, even if there are multiple internal arguments. This is borne
out in Amharic (Mullen 1986:260; Leslau 1995:417). In (8), there are two internal
arguments (female Almaz, masculine mds hafun ‘the book’), but having two object
markers is ungrammatical.

(8) *Girma 14-Almaz mas’haf-u-n sat’t’-at-aw
Girma.M DAT-Almaz.F book-DEF.M-ACC give-(3MS.S)-3FS.0-3Ms.0!!
‘Girma gave the book to Almaz.’

This contrasts with the best-known cases of clitic doubling, where if there are two
internal arguments, both can be doubled simultaneously.'> An example from Greek
is in (9), where both the accusative Theme to vivlio ‘the book’ and the genitive Goal
tu Jani ‘John’ are doubled by clitics.

©)) tu to edhosa to vivlio tu jani Greek
3MS.GEN 3MS.ACC gave.1S the book.ACC the John.GEN
‘I gave the book to John. (Philippaki-Warburton et al. 2004:969, (7¢))

Baker (2012) argues that the inability to double both arguments in Ambharic indicates
that the object marker is object agreement.

Another way in which the object marker behaves like agreement is that it can only
attach to the verbal stem, as if it were (relatively) low in the clausal spine like v. For
example, in (10), the object marker -ar attaches to the verbal stem fillig ‘look for’
and not the nonpast tense auxiliary alldhu.

(10) s’dhafi-wa-n i-fallig-at -alla-hu
secretary-DEF.F-ACC 1S.S-look.for-3FS.0 AUX.NONPAST-1S.S
‘I am looking for the secretary.’

This is different from a doubled clitic, which normally attaches to the auxiliary. In
the Greek example in (11), the clitic fo leans on the auxiliary echo ‘have’ and not the
verbal stem ghrapsi ‘written.’

(11) to echo ghrapsito ghrama Greek
3MS have.1S written the letter
‘I have written the letter.’ (Philippaki-Warburton et al. 2004:969, (7b))

U This verb is a phonologically acceptable string in the language so there is no phonological reason why
two object markers should not co-occur. Also, note that if the object markers are attached to the verb in
the opposite order, the result is still ungrammatical (*sdt’t’-i-w-at ‘give-3MS.S-3MS.0-3FS.0).

1255 long as certain conditions, e.g., the Person Case Constraint, are respected. This is a typological claim
(following Baker 2012) and it holds of all Romance and Balkan clitic doubling languages to the best of
my knowledge. See Sect. 4.7 for discussion of some languages with (alleged) clitic doubling where only
one clitic can surface at a time.
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Finally, the object marker behaves like an agreement marker in that it cross-
references the highest internal argument, e.g., the Goal in a ditransitive clause (De-
meke 2003; Baker 2012). Thus, it seems to be subject to locality restrictions on the
Agree relation (v must agree with the highest DP in its domain), similar to object
agreement in, for example, Nez Perce (Deal 2010). To take an example, in (12), the
object marker must refer to the female Goal Almaz and not the masculine Theme
mds’hafun ‘the book’.

(12) a. Girma l4-Almaz mas’haf-u-n sit’t’-at
Girma.M DAT-Almaz.F book-DEF.M-ACC give-(3MS.S)!3-3Fs.0
‘Girma gave the book to Almaz.’
b. ... *sdt’t’-d-w
give-3MS.S-3MS.0

This is different than clitic doubling, where either the theme or the goal may be
referenced. In the Greek example in (13), either or both of the Theme ta hrimata ‘the
money’ and the Goal tis Marias ‘Mary’ may be doubled.'*

(13) (tis) (ta) estile o Petros tis Marias ta
3FS.GEN 3PL.NEUT.ACC send.3S the Peter.NOM the Maria.GEN the
hrimata Greek
money.NEUT.ACC
‘Peter sent Mary the money.’ (Kordoni 2004:155, (19))

If the Amharic object marker behaved like a doubled clitic, we might expect that, even
though only one object marker surfaces, that object marker could cross-reference ei-
ther the theme or the goal in a ditransitive clause (especially since object markers of-
ten refer to themes in monotransitive clauses). Nevertheless, object markers in ditran-
sitives cross-reference only Goals, and thus the object marker always cross-references
the highest argument.

It is therefore plausible to analyze the object marker as agreement, but a closer
look reveals some deviations from canonical agreement that render the object marker
much more similar to a doubled clitic. I discuss these clitic-like properties in the
next subsection, and return to the agreement-like properties of the object marker in
Sect. 4.

2.2 The distribution of a clitic

Apart from the facts in Sect. 2.1, the distribution of the object marker in Ambharic is
very similar to the distribution of doubled clitics in other languages (Mullen 1986;

13Third person masculine singular agreement (¢) is deleted here by a regular process of hiatus with the
third person feminine object marker -at. In such cases, I still gloss it and place it in parentheses, following
Baker (2014).

14However, the Theme can cliticize separately from the Goal only when the Theme is neuter and/or inan-
imate. See Anagnostopoulou (2003:199-201, and discussion in Sect. 4.7).
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Yabe 2001). I will first describe the distribution and then compare it to clitic doubling
in Rioplatense Spanish (Jaeggli 1982) and to canonical agreement (Corbett 2000).

First of all, the object marker is optional. In all of the examples thus far, the object
marker need not be present. (14), for example, is grammatical with or without the
object marker.

(14) Almaz tdmari-w-in ayy-atft[(-iw) (repeated from (1a))
Almaz.F student-DEF.M-ACC see-3FS.S-(3MS.0)
‘Almaz saw the male student.’

There are also semantic restrictions on the DP that the object marker references,
namely, the object marker can only cross-reference specific DPs (Yabe 2001; Haile
1970). For example, the object marker is grammatical when it cross-references a
specific definite DP, e.g., doro wiit’un ‘the chicken stew’ in (15). However, with a
nonspecific indefinite nominal, e.g., doro wdat’ ‘chicken stew’ in (16), it is ungram-
matical.

(15) Almaz doro  wit’-u-n ball-att/-iw
Almaz.F chicken stew-DEF.M-ACC eat-3FS-3MS.0O
‘Almaz ate the chicken stew.’

(16) Almaz doro  wit’ bill-atftf(*-iw)
Almaz.F chicken stew eat-3FS-3MS.0O
‘Almaz ate chicken stew.’

Wh-words make it clear that the contrast is in specificity. The object marker may
cross-reference a D-linked wh-word as in (17), but not a non-D-linked wh-word as
in (18).

a7 Almaz tinant  yitifinaw-in tdmari ayy-atftf-iw
Almaz.F yesterday which-ACC student see-3FS.S-3MS.0
‘Which student did Almaz see yesterday?’

(18) Girma tinant minn-in ayy-i(*-w)
Girma.M yesterday who-ACC see-3MS.S-3MS.0
‘Who did Girma see yesterday?’

This indicates that the object marker may cross-reference indefinite DPs like wh-
words, but only if they are specific.

The object marker also triggers a poorly understood semantic effect of some kind
of emphasis on the argument which it references (reported in Haile 1970 and Demeke
2003, and confirmed in fieldwork).

19) Almaz doro  wit’-u-n ball-atft[-iw

Almaz.F chicken stew-DEF.M-ACC eat-3FS.S-3MS.0
‘Almaz ate the chicken stew.’

Comment: It’s like, ‘Almaz ate that chicken stew’.

In (19), the object marker emphasizes the particular chicken stew that was eaten.
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Although the object marker is optional in the majority of contexts, it is obligatory
when the internal argument has an inalienable possessor, as in (20).

(20) barr-u t’at-e-n K’ ardt’t’ af-4-* (fifi)
door-DEF.M finger-my-ACC pinch-3MS.S-1S.0
“The door pinched my finger.’ (cf. Leslau 1995:187-188)

Note that the object marker here cross-references the possessor itself, -e ‘my’ in (20).
The list of distributional properties of the object marker considered in this section
thus far is summarized in (21d).

21) The Ambharic object marker . ..

is optional;

indexes specific DPs;

triggers a semantic effect of emphasis;

is obligatory when the internal argument is inalienably possessed and
can refer to the possessor. >

/o o

This pattern of facts is nearly identical to one of the most well known cases of clitic
doubling: Rioplatense Spanish (Jaeggli 1982; Sufier 1988; Gutiérrez-Rexach 1999).
In Rioplatense Spanish, clitic doubling is optional for full DPs and is conditioned
by the specificity of the object. It also triggers an effect of emphasis on the argu-
ment it doubles for some speakers (Gutiérrez-Rexach 1999:fn. 6), is obligatory for
inalienably possessed objects, and refers to the possessor.'© In the interest of analyz-
ing empirically similar phenomena in a similar way, this is strong evidence in favor
of the object marker being a doubled clitic.

This pattern is not unique to Rioplatense clitic doubling and the Amharic object
marker. For example, there are similar semantic restrictions on doubling in almost
all clitic doubling languages. In particular, the contrast between D-linked and non-
D-linked wh-words in (17) and (18) is easily reproducible across clitic doubling lan-
guages (Kallulli 2008:237).

Canonical agreement does not share this behavior. Agreement is typically oblig-
atory for all DPs, not optional (Corbett 2006:14—15). Moreover, agreement canon-
ically is not conditioned by any feature of the controller of the agreement like
definiteness (Corbett 2006:26), and it does not have any semantic effects (Corbett
2006:26-27). The distribution of the Ambharic object marker, then, overlaps signif-
icantly with that of a doubled clitic and displays many characteristics atypical of
agreement markers.

15The object marker is also obligatory with goal passives, psych verbs and certain unaccusative predicates.
See Sect. 4.7.2 for discussion.

16 A wrinkle here: in Spanish, the doubled clitic must refer to the possessor. In Amharic, the object marker
may refer to either the possessor or the possessed DP as whole. This may be due to the fact that, in Spanish,
the inalienable possessor is externalized to the point of being (arguably) its own DP; see Jaeggli (1982:13).
There is no evidence for possessor externalization in Amharic.
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2.3 Lack of a default

Further evidence that the Amharic object marker is a clitic comes from a diagnos-
tic that has been proposed specifically for distinguishing clitic doubling and agree-
ment by Preminger (2009). The diagnostic exploits the fact that agreement involves
feature valuation of pre-existing unvalued features on a functional head, whereas
clitic doubling involves the generation (or merging) of a new D morpheme. This
makes different predictions about what happens when agreement or clitic doubling
fails.

The diagnostic begins by setting up a scenario where the agreement or clitic dou-
bling relation is broken. This can occur for the Agree relation if a potential goal
that is inactive intervenes between a probe and another (active) goal; this is the phe-
nomenon of defective intervention. Defective intervention scenarios are ungrammat-
ical in some languages (e.g., French) but in others (e.g., Icelandic), they cause the
probe to surface with default phi-features. Thus, if the relation is broken and a de-
fault morpheme surfaces, then the relevant morphemes (Icelandic subject markers)
are agreement morphemes under this diagnostic.

For clitic doubling, Preminger (2009) discusses how the relation can be broken
if the locality conditions of clitic doubling are not abided by (roughly, the clause-
mate relation). If the result is still grammatical (as Preminger 2009 shows it can be
in Basque), the doubled clitic simply does not appear in the structure. There is no
default clitic doubling since no phi features remain stranded to be given a default
value.

In Ambaric, the diagnostic can be applied using the semantic restrictions on clitic
doubling, namely, that the object marker must refer to a specific DP. When there is
an indefinite argument, any attempted clitic doubling relation is ungrammatical.

(22) *Almaz lam ayy-at[t[-at
Almaz.F cow.F saw-3FS.S-3FS.0
‘Almaz saw a cow.’

The question now becomes: how can (22) be repaired? If a default object marker is
grammatical, then object markers are object agreement. If the absence of an object
marker is grammatical, then the object marker is a doubled clitic. As shown in (23a),
a default object marker (third person masculine singular) turns out to be ungram-
matical. Leaving out the object marker entirely, though, is perfectly grammatical, as
in (23b).

(23) a. *Almaz lam ayy-itft[-iw
Almaz.F cow.F saw-3FS.S.-3MS.0
‘Almaz saw a cow.

b. Almaz lam ayy-itftf
Almaz.F cow.F saw-3FS.S
‘Almaz saw a cow.’

Thus, the object marker is a doubled clitic by Preminger’s diagnostic, and not the
reflex of an Agree relation.
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An important detail here is that default agreement is not null in Amharic in any
other context. Otherwise it could not be determined whether there was default agree-
ment in (23). For example, clausal subjects control third person masculine singular
agreement even though they lack phi features.

(24) a. [Almaz sira-w-in indammi-tt-agifi] gils’ ndw
Almaz.F job-DEF.M-ACC C-3FS.S-get clear be.3MS.S
‘That Almaz will get the job is clear.’

b. [elian-otft[ ind-all-u] ba-bizu sdw-otft[
alien-PL  C-exist-3PL.S by-many person-PL
yi-t-amén-al
3MS.S-PASS-believe-AUX.3MS.S
“That aliens exist is believed by many people.’

Thus, if there really were default agreement in (23), we would expect it to surface
overtly as a third person masculine singular object marker.

Baker (2012) proposes that there is a special null default form for the object
marker in Ambharic, separate from its third person masculine singular allomorph.
However, this null default allomorph would be the only null default in the language.
All Amharic default agreement is overt third person masculine singular; in addition
to the subject agreement in (24), see, for example, Kramer (2009) on masculine sin-
gular allomorphs as the default for gender agreement within DPs. In fact, it is unclear
whether any language makes use of a default form which is both (a) null and (b)
distinct from other agreement morphemes in the language.!”

2.4 Binding

Finally, and perhaps most definitively, the object marker affects binding relationships.
(25) shows that, while a subject can bind a possessive pronoun in the direct object,
backward pronominalization between subjects and objects is nearly ungrammatical
in Amharic.

(25) a. Tigist; tdmari-wa;-n  ayy-atftf
Tigist.F student-her-ACC see-3FS.S
“Tigist; saw her; student.’

b. 7*tdmari-wa; Tigistj-in  ayy-d

student-her Tigist.F-ACC see-3MS.S
Intended: ‘Her; student saw Tigist;.’

17Baker (2012:fn. 10) offers Ukrainian as an example of a language that has a null default distinct from
third person masculine singular. It has been argued, however, that the null default in Ukrainian is not a
default form of agreement, but a lack of agreement altogether. Lavine and Freidin (2002) propose that the
T in ‘null default” sentences is in fact a separate lexical item from normal, phi-complete T. They propose
(for independent reasons) that the T in ‘null default’ sentences lacks phi features and does not enter into
an Agree relation with any DP. Thus, at PF, the ‘null default’ T has no phi features to be realized, so no
agreement morpheme is inserted. Therefore, the purported ‘null default’ form is a lack of any agreement,
not a default form where agreement fails syntactically and morphology fills in the blanks.
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Table 1 Properties of the Object Marker seen in Sect. 2

Characteristic of Agreement Characteristic of Clitic Doubling

One object marker per clause Optional

Attaches to verbal stem Indexes specific DPs

Refers to highest internal argument Triggers a semantic effect of emphasis

Obligatory for inalienably possessed nominals
No obligatory default

Allows for backward pronominalization

Backward pronominalization substantially improves, however, if the object is referred
to by an object marker.

(26) tdmari-wa; Tigistj-in  ayy-at
student-her Tigist.F-ACC see-(3MS.S)-3FS.0
‘Her; student saw Tigist;.’

Thus, the object marker allows for the object to bind into the subject more easily.

It is well known that clitic doubling affects binding relationships in various ways,
sometimes including backwards pronominalization (see e.g. Sufier 1988:420ff. on Ri-
oplatense Spanish; Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1997; Anagnostopoulou 2003
on Greek; Harizanov 2014 on Bulgarian).!® This is not surprising: clitic doubling
involves moving a pronoun-like element (the clitic) and pronouns are intimately in-
volved in the establishment of binding relations.

In contrast, under a minimalist theory of agreement, agreement should not be capa-
ble of affecting binding at all (Rezac 2010). Agreement markers are simply bundles
of uninterpretable phi features. They cannot refer, and therefore they are predicted
not to change binding relations. So, the fact that the object maker enables backward
pronominalization is evidence that the object marker is a doubled clitic.

2.5 Summary

To wrap up the section, Table 1 summarizes the properties of the object marker seen
so far and whether they are characteristic of agreement or of clitic doubling.

The facts in the right-hand column render it implausible that the Amharic marker
is an agreement marker. Although individual members of this set of facts may be
explained away as exceptional, their collective force is telling. They are all predicted

18For example, clitic doubling often ameliorates weak crossover violations (Anagnostopoulou 2003:
Greek; Harizanov 2014: Bulgarian; Sufier 1988: Rioplatense Spanish). It is very difficult, however, to
create weak crossover violations in Amharic. The typical contexts are unavailable: wh-words remain in
situ, universal quantifiers cannot be referenced by the object marker (see Baker 2012:fn. 11), and direct
objects cannot scramble across indirect objects (Kramer 2012).
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Table 2 Object marker

paradigm Singular Plural
1st person -fifi -n
2nd person -h (masc.) | - (fem.) -atft/thu
3rd person -w, -t after [u] or [o], (masc.) -atftfaw
-at (fem.)
2nd person polite -wo(t)
3rd person polite -atftfaw

if the Amharic object marker is a doubled clitic.'® In the next section, I explore the
morphological evidence that the object marker is a doubled clitic, further lengthening
the right- hand column and bolstering the claim that the facts in the left-hand column
are the exceptions.

3 Morphological properties

This section reviews the morphological evidence for a clitic doubling analysis of the
Ambharic object marker. In Sect. 3.1, I show how the object marker is formally invari-
ant with respect to verbal features. Section 3.2 demonstrates that the object marker
has the category D. Finally, in Sect. 3.3, I argue that it is a morphophonological clitic,
not an affix.

3.1 Morphological invariance

Recall that an agreement morpheme is the realization of phi-features on a functional
head. The realization of those phi-features may vary depending on other features
that the functional head itself has e.g., a past tense feature on T or a voice-related
feature on v. This is common cross-linguistically; subject agreement in Romance, for
example, formally varies depending on tense, aspect and mood (e.g., Spanish cant-o
‘I am singing (present)’, cant-aba ‘1 was singing (imperfect)’, and cant-e ‘I sing
(subjunctive)’).

Unlike agreement markers, the object marker is invariant across verb forms
(Mullen 1986). It varies only according to the phi features of the DP that it refers
to, and according to certain phonological factors like whether its host (the verb) ends
in a consonant or a vowel. The paradigm of the object marker is in Table 2.%°

19The object marker is also used in clauses with presentational deixis, e.g., yitft[-at-inna ‘this.FEM-3FS.O-
? ‘Here she is’. (It is unclear what the status of -inna is, and there is some speaker variation in whether it
is required.) This is additional evidence that object markers are clitics in so far as such clauses are similar
to pronominal copular clauses in Semitic (see e.g., Doron 1986), and to presentational clauses like French
la voici ‘here she is’. Although there is not space to explore these facts in detail, they suggest that a clitic
analysis is on the right track. Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for bringing this data to my attention.

20The object marker also does not vary by case, as doubled clitics do in e.g., Spanish and Greek. This may
be related to the fact that there is only one object marker per clause.

@ Springer



Clitic doubling or object agreement: the view from Amharic 607

In this section, I will show how the object marker does not formally vary no matter
what aspect, tense, voice or mood the verb has.

I begin with aspect. In Amharic, subject agreement varies depending on aspect
(perfect or imperfect) as shown in (27), so it is plausible that Asp bears the phi-
features involved in subject agreement.

27 Perfect Imperfect
a. sdbbar-ku i-sdbr
break.PF-18 1S-break.IMPF
b. sdbbir-ih ti-sdbr
break.PF-2MS 2MS-break.IMPF
c. sibbar-a yi-sdbr

break.PF-3MS 3MS-break.IMPF

However, the object marker does not vary based on aspect. In (28), the object marker
does not change in form depending on whether the verb it is attached to is perfect or
imperfect except for the epenthetic vowel preceding the object marker in the imper-
fect, which is inserted only because the verbal stem ends in a consonant (see Leslau
1995:418).

(28) Perfect Imperfect
a. sabbir-i-fif yi-sébr-afifi
break.PF-3MS.S-1S.0 3MS.S-break.IMPF-1S.0
b. sébbir-d-h yi-sibr-ih
break.PF-3MS.S-2MS.0  3MS.S-break.IMPF-2MS.0O
c. sibbir-d-w yi-sdbr-aw

break.PF-3MS.S-3MS.0 3M.S-break.IMPF-3MS.0O

The object marker also does not vary based on tense. In (29), the verb is past tense (see
Demeke 2003 on how perfect verbs have an abstract past tense morpheme; I refrain
from glossing it for simplicity), and the object marker surfaces as -f (the third person
masculine singular allomorph after -u and -o).

(29) sillase betd.kristiyan k’dbbér-u-t Finite Clause = v* Object Marker
trinity church bury.PF-3PL-3MS.0
“They buried him in Trinity church.’ (Leslau 1995:359)

In (30), there is an object marker on a nonfinite form referred to as a gerund (Leslau
1995:355-389), but more similar to an Indo-European participle.?! The object marker
still surfaces as -1.22

211 consider the gerund non-finite because it cannot appear with verbal negation (Leslau 1995:357) and
cannot be the main verb of a matrix clause (except in an ellipsis context, Leslau 1995:363). It carries
subject agreement, but recall that subject agreement is on Asp. Thanks to Jeff Lidz and an anonymous
reviewer for comments on this.

221y Ambharic, nominalized verbs (“verbal nouns”, Leslau 1995:393-412) are often used where Indo-
European languages use infinitival clauses, e.g., as a complement of want. Object markers may not be
used with verbal nouns (Leslau 1995:394), and I submit that this is because the verbal nouns lack the
functional head that triggers clitic doubling; see Sect. 4.
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(30) sdwiyye-w-in  wiffa Nonfinite clause = v* Object Marker
man-DEF.M-ACC dog.M
niks-o-t widd hakim bet  wissdd-u-t

bite.GER-3MS.S-3MS.0 to  doctor house take-3PL.S-3MS.0
‘A dog having bitten the man, they took him to the hospital.’
(Leslau 1995:362)

This behavior correlates with doubled clitics in that, cross-linguistically, doubled cli-
tics do not vary depending on aspect or tense. Nevins (2011) has even suggested that
tense-invariance is a defining property of clitics (see Sect. 3.3).

As for the features of v, agreement markers and doubled clitics again behave dif-
ferently.”> Object agreement is often absent entirely with passive and/or reflexive
verbs (e.g., in Chichewa, Mohawk, and Mapudungun, Baker 2012). Doubled clitics,
though, are often attested with passive verbs and unaccusative verbs (see Anagnos-
topoulou 2003 for Greek and Spanish examples). They are also attested with reflexive
verbs, although there is often a (partially) separate set of reflexive clitics (as in e.g.,
Spanish). However, reflexive clitics are not found in all clitic doubling languages
(e.g., they are not found in Lebanese Arabic or Hebrew). Given these cross-linguistic
patterns, the Ambharic object marker again behaves like a doubled clitic. It is attested
in passive (31) and reflexive (32) verbs, although it does not have a separate set of
reflexive forms (see also (59) for an object marker example with an unaccusative
verb).

3D Almaz mais’haf-u td-sdt’t’-at
Almaz.F book-DEF.M PASS-give-(3MS.S)-3FS.0
“The book was given (to) Almaz.’%* (Baker 2014: (16b))

(32) idzd3-wa-n t-at’t’ db-atft[-iw
hand.M-her-ACC REFL-clean-3FS.S-3MS.0
‘She washed her hands.’ (Leslau 1995:464)

Finally, for completeness, the object marker does not vary in form on verbs in-
flected for different moods. For example, it is grammatical on imperatives.

33) iski mattawik’iya wirdk’at-ih-in Imperative = v Object Marker
please identification card-your-ACC
asayy-ani
show.IMP-1S.0
‘Please show me your identification card!’ (Leslau 1995:354)

23 Following Chomsky (2001:8), I assume all verbs (= V) are selected for by some type of light verb (= v).
Types of light verb include transitive v that introduces an external argument, passive and unaccusative v’s
that do not introduce external arguments, and reflexive v’s. See Folli and Harley (2005, 2007) for the
feature content of some of the different types of v.

24 A reviewer observes that this passive is ditransitive, and thus a second argument is available for the object
marker to refer to. It is indeed often the case that doubled clitics are available in specifically ditransitive
passives. However, object agreement remains unavailable even in ditransitive passives in languages like
Chichewa, Mohawk and Mapudungun, so the contrast between the distribution of doubled clitics and
object agreement in passive clauses still stands.
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Table 3 Pronominal possessor

paradigm Singular Plural
15t Person -e -atftfin
21 pergon -h (masc.) | -[ (fem.) -attfihu
3" person -u (masc.) | -wa (fem.) -attfaw
27 person polite -wo(t)
3" person polite -atftfaw

Clitics also do not vary with mood, and are attested on, e.g., imperatives cross-
linguistically.

To conclude, the object marker does not vary according to tense, aspect, mood
or the features of v. This is characteristic of doubled clitics but unexpected for an
agreement marker.

3.2 Object markers as Ds

Since the object marker is invariant with respect to all verbal features, but varies with
respect to phi features, it seems more akin morphologically to pronominals or definite
determiners rather than agreement markers. This is predicted by a clitic doubling
analysis where the clitic is a D. Besides morphological invariance, there is substantial
additional evidence that the Ambharic object marker has the category D. I review the
evidence in this section.

3.2.1 Formal similarities to possessive pronouns

The object marker shares parts of its paradigm with the paradigm for pronominal
possessors (my, her, our, etc., Yabe 2001). Some basic examples with pronominal
possessors are in (34).

(34) a. bet-e ‘house-my’  my house
b. bik’lo-h ‘mule-your.M’ your mule
c. tdmari-yat[tfin ‘student-our’ our student (Leslau 1995:50ft.)

The paradigm for the pronominal possessors is in Table 3.
The object marker and the pronominal possessor share more than half of their
respective paradigms, with shared forms indicated by graying out in Table 3.2

25For the sake of comparison, the object marker shares less than half of its paradigm with the perfect
subject agreement paradigm (Leslau 1995:287) and with the gerund subject agreement paradigm (Leslau
1995:355). Moreover, the object marker and the imperfect agreement paradigm (Leslau 1995:301) have
no overlap whatsoever. It is likely that the object marker would overlap with the perfect and the gerund
rather than the imperfect because perfect and gerund verb forms are historically derived from possessive
constructions (see Allen 1964 on the perfect in general; Bergstrdsser 1928 and Leslau 1995:356 on Semitic
perfects and gerunds in particular).
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Moreover, the third person masculine singular forms, while not identical, are strik-
ingly similar (-u for the pronominal possessor and -w in most contexts for the object
marker).

The syncretism could be explained under an agreement approach to object markers
if the pronominal possessors are possessor agreement. Object agreement and posses-
sor agreement would then be syncretic. However, it is doubtful that the pronominal
possessors are possessor agreement since they cannot co-occur with overt possessors,
unlike possessor agreement in Hungarian (Szabolcsi 1994), Chamorro (Chung 1998),
and Tzotzil (Aissen 1996), among other languages.

(35) a. *yi-ine bet-e b. *y4-Girma mis’haf-u
of-me house-my of-Girma book-his
‘my house’ ‘Girma’s book’

On the other hand, if pronominal possessors are analyzed as determiners/D heads
(Lyons 1986; Giorgi and Longobardi 1991), then the syncretism here is easily ex-
plained. Both pronominal possessors and object markers would be the realization of
a D with phi-features.

3.2.2 Formal similarities to definite determiners

Within the clitic doubling literature, it has been widely argued that formal similarities
between doubled clitics and definite determiners indicate that doubled clitics are Ds
(see e.g., Uriagereka 1995; Bleam 1999 for Romance; Anagnostopoulou 2003:212
for Greek; see also Preminger 2011 on the similarities between absolutive clitics and
pronouns in Kaqchikel). In Amharic, feminine and plural definite markers (-wa and
-u respectively) are formally distinct from third person feminine and plural object
markers (-at and -atftfdw, respectively). However, the masculine singular definite
determiner is formally similar to the third person masculine singular object marker,
as shown in (36) (C = consonant, V = vowel).

(36) a. Caw, Vw  third person masculine singular object marker
b. Cu, Vw masculine singular definite determiner

The object marker and the definite determiner have identical allomorphs when pre-
ceded by a vowel (-w). When preceded by a consonant, they are realized by phono-
logically extremely similar forms (-d@w for the object marker, -u for the definite
marker).

The object marker has two allomorphs, though, that the definite determiner lacks:
(1) -t after [u] or [o], and (ii) -#w after [[] and [[]. In contrast, the definite determiner
is (i) -w after [u] or [o0] and (ii) -u after [[] and [t[]. This is shown in (37).

37 a. t’iru-w tdmari ‘good-DEF student’ ‘the good student’
b. Dbet-otft[-u ‘house-PL-DEF’ ‘the houses’

Therefore, the morphological overlap between definite determiners and clitics ini-
tially seems rather limited.
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However, a closer look at the distribution of the definite determiner reveals deeper
similarities. When there is a relative clause, the definite determiner attaches to the
right of the verb within the relative clause (Leslau 1995:83ff.; Kramer 2010). In (38),
for example, the definite determiner for the whole DP has attached to the relative
clause verb ydsdrrdk’d ‘stole’.

(38) [libs  yé-sérrdk’-4-w] lidz
clothes C-steal-3MS.S-DEF child
‘the child who stole the clothes’ (Leslau 1995:86)

If the relative clause verb ends in a consonant, however, the definite determiner is
realized as -dw. (Leslau 1995:84). Moreover, if the relative clause verb ends in [u]
or [0], the definite determiner is realized as -#, as shown in (39).

39) [ba-fitdna yaimmi-wadk’-u-t] timar-ot/t[
at-exam C-fail-3PL.S-DEF student-PL
‘the students who fail the exam’ (Leslau 1995:84)

In (39), the definite marker attaches to the relative clause verb ydamiwddk’'u ‘fail’,
giving the whole DP a definite interpretation. However, it surfaces as - instead of
its usual -w (compare (37)). Similarly, if a relative clause verb ends in [[] or [t[], the
definite marker surfaces as -iw, identical to the object marker.

In general, it can be concluded, then, that the allomorphs -dw, -f, and -iw are
triggered by a D element being adjacent to a verb. Therefore, the ‘extra allomorphs’
that seemed initially specific to the object marker are in fact syncretic with the definite
marker once they are put in the same morphosyntactic context.”® I conclude that
there are significant syncretisms between the definite determiner and the third person
singular object marker, as predicted under a clitic doubling account.

3.2.3 The definite marker and relative clauses

The distribution of the definite determiner presents a curious puzzle: when a deter-
miner and an object marker attach to the same host underlyingly, only the object
marker surfaces. Recall that when a DP is definite and contains a relative clause, the
definite determiner attaches to the verb within the relative clause—see (38). However,
if the verb within the relative clause has an object marker, there is no determiner.

(40) [wire-w-in ya-ndggér-at] lidz
news-DEF-ACC C-tell-(3MS.S)-3FS.0 child
‘the child who told her the news’ (Leslau 1995:85)

In (40), the DP is interpreted as definite but without any visible determiner.

26Gimilar morphological facts are found in Spanish for definite determiners and doubled clitics. The def-
inite determiner is syncretic with a third person masculine clitic only when the determiner has a non-NP
complement (Bleam 1999:20).
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If the object marker has the category D, this puzzle is easily solved by ap-
pealing to haplology (see e.g., Stemberger 1981; de Lacy 2000; Kramer 2009 for
Ambharic). I assume that the determiner attaches to the relative clause verb late in the
derivation—post-syntactically (Kramer 2010). Therefore, PF need only have a rule
which states: in a sequence of two D morphemes attached to a stem, the outermost
D is deleted. This rule is formalized below where a dash symbolizes morphological
attachment.

41 Morphological Haplology of D (D1 = Object Marker,
Stem — D; — Dy — Stem — Dy D, = Definite Determiner)

If the object marker were an agreement marker (= valued phi features on v), then
the relevant rule would have to be something like, “Delete a definite marker to the
right of valued phi features on v.” However, this not only loses the connection to
haplology (a robust cross-linguistic phenomenon), but it also would require the def-
inite marker to be deleted in an environment very similar to its typical context—
to the right of valued phi features (on a noun; see e.g., wdre-w-in ‘the news.ACC’
in (40)).77

To sum up, there is substantial evidence that the object marker has the category
D like a doubled clitic: its invariance with respect to verbal features, its formal sim-
ilarities to the definite marker and to possessive pronouns, and its ability to trig-
ger haplology with the definite marker.”® Under an agreement analysis, the object
marker is a bundle of phi features, and is not predicted to have any of these proper-
ties.

3.3 Morphophonological clitic vs. affix

As noted in Sect. 1.2, agreement markers are generally affixes whereas doubled cli-
tics are (as the name suggests) morphophonological clitics. Thus, morphophonologi-
cal status (affix or clitic) is often correlated with syntactic status (valued phi features
or D head). The correlation need not hold in all cases, though. For example, there are
agreement markers that are morphophonological clitics (Corbett 2006:75-76) and it
has been argued that there are doubled clitics which are affixes (see e.g., Monachesi
2000 on Romanian). This is similar to some of the previously investigated charac-
teristics, like optionality. Most agreement is obligatory, and most clitic doubling is
optional, but there are exceptions both ways. This type of evidence is not robust con-
sidered on its own, but its power lies in numbers. The more of the ‘typical doubled

2T Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for raising this point.

28Non—possessive pronouns do not formally resemble definite markers, possessive pronouns, or object
markers (see Leslau 1995:46 for the pronominal paradigm). In other words, they do not participate in the
syncretisms found across D heads in Amharic. This may indicate that the internal structure of Amharic
pronouns is more complex than simply a D with phi features, and in fact, some of the pronouns are ‘de-
composable’ into a D and another piece, perhaps an NP (e.g., the second person formal pronoun isswo
can be decomposed into iss- and -wo, the latter morpheme formally identical to the second person formal
object marker/possessive pronoun). Not all of the pronouns can be decomposed this way, however, so fur-
ther confirmation of this approach is needed. Thanks to Line Mikkelsen and Sharon Rose for raising this
issue.
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clitic’ characteristics that the object marker has, the more likely it is to be a doubled
clitic (and the more difficult it is to analyze as agreement). In this section, then, I add
another ‘typical doubled clitic’ characteristic to the pile: the Amharic object marker
is a morphophonological clitic

The most well known criteria for distinguishing morphophonological clitics and
affixes are in Zwicky and Pullum (1983). Some of the relevant criteria involving
idiosyncrasy are listed in (42).

(42) Criterion B: Arbitrary gaps are more common for affixes than for clitics.

Criterion C: Morphophonological idiosyncrasies are more common for af-
fixes than for clitics.

To the best of my knowledge, the Amharic object marker behaves like a mor-
phophonological clitic according to these criteria. It has no arbitrary gaps—the object
marker is not barred with any particular verbs like stride, which lacks a past partici-
ple in English. There are also no morphophonological idiosyncrasies of the combined
host and clitic form—e.g., thought for ‘think + -ed” in English.>’

Another morphophonological criterion in Zwicky and Pullum (1983) involves at-
tachment.

(43) Criterion F: Clitics can attach to material already containing clitics, but
affixes cannot.

Criterion F causes affixes to be closer to the host than morphophonological clitics—
once a morphophonological clitic is added, the host effectively becomes ‘closed for
business’ to affixation. This diagnostic confirms the morphophonological clitic-hood
of the Ambharic object marker. In Sect. 2.1, I observed that the object marker always
attaches to the verbal stem, which might indicate that it is attached to v. However,
it is always outside of subject agreement, contrary to Mirror Principle expectations
(Baker 2012; Halefom 1994; Yimam 2004).3°

44) Almaz tdmari-w-in ayy-atft[-iw (repeated from (1a))
Almaz.F student-DEF.M-ACC see-3FS.S-3MS.0
‘Almaz saw the male student.’

This contrasts strongly with object agreement, which is closer to the stem than subject
agreement, as expected if it is the realization of phi features on v (see (2)). If the
Ambaric object marker is a morphophonological clitic and subject agreement is an
affix, though, the ordering is in accord with Criterion F. See discussion in Sect. 4.6
for how the ordering is achieved under a clitic doubling analysis.

29Miller (1992) expands on the morphophonological properties that distinguish clitics and affixes, includ-
ing e.g., the criterion that processual exponence is evidence for a certain morpheme being an affix. The
Amharic object marker still behaves like a clitic with respect to all the criteria he proposes.

30The object marker is not necessarily the furthest element from the verb—it can be followed by a cliti-
cized negation marker (Leslau 1995:114). Between the verb and negation is a typical position for doubled
clitics (Héctor Campos, p.c.).

@ Springer



614 R. Kramer

As a side note, Nevins (2011) rejects morphophonological criteria for distinguish-
ing clitics and affixes and instead proposes a diagnostic for syntactic clitic-hood: mor-
phological invariance with respect to tense. In Sect. 3.1, I showed that the Amharic
object marker meets this criterion, so it is also classified as a clitic syntactically ac-
cording to Nevins.3!

To wrap up this section, then, the Amharic object marker behaves like a mor-
phophonological clitic (and a syntactic clitic according to Nevins 2011). This is as
expected if it is a doubled clitic, but unusual at best if it is an agreement marker.

3.4 Interim summary

In Sects. 2 and 3, I have shown that the object marker is like a doubled clitic in its
basic distribution, its lack of a default, its invariance with respect to verbal categories
(tense, aspect, etc.), its formal similarity to D and its status as a morphophonological
clitic. Some of these individual traits can be explained away while maintaining an
agreement proposal, as in Baker (2012). For example, as discussed in Sect. 2.3, Baker
(2012) argues that the apparent lack of a default is because there is a null default for
object agreement in Amharic. Baker also argues that the object marker is one of
the exceptional types of agreement markers that is a morphophonological clitic, and
that it is invariant because it is the realization of a functional head that has no other
purpose but to agree.

However, if these arguments are on the right track the object marker is highly ex-
ceptional. It is exceptional within Ambharic since it has a null default. It is exceptional
typologically as an agreement marker since it is a morphophonological clitic. It is
exceptional morphologically because it is totally invariant. Viewed as a whole, the
facts presented in this section form a clearer, less exceptional picture: that the ob-
ject marker is simply a doubled clitic. In the next section, I propose a clitic doubling
analysis of the object marker and address its handful of remaining agreement-like
properties.

4 A clitic doubling analysis

This section develops an analysis of the object marker that builds on many recent
proposals on clitic doubling in order to account for the Amharic data. That said, the
main tenets of the analysis are not Amharic-specific. It is intended to serve as an
all-purpose analysis of clitic doubling that can be adopted and adapted for multiple
languages.

In Sect. 3, it was shown that the object marker has the category D. To be more
precise, since the object marker itself does not project arguments and is not modi-
fied by adjuncts, it is either a D head (like a determiner) or a simultaneously max-

3INevins also argues that only clitics participate in clitic climbing, but this cannot be tested in Amharic
since the object marker attaches low to v (not T as in Romance and Greek). Also, not all doubled clitics
participate in clitic climbing; for example, doubled clitics in Bulgarian do not (Harizanov 2014). Nevins
also notes that only clitics display Person Case Constraint effects, but since there can never be two object
markers on the same verb in Amharic, the PCC is irrelevant.
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imal/minimal DP/D projection (like a pronoun, as per Bare Phrase Structure defini-
tions of projection; Chomsky 1995:241ff.). Recall from Sect. 2 that the object marker
can allow for new binding relationships. (It allows backward pronominalization; see
(26)); this indicates that it can refer and therefore is a DP/D pronoun. Now, it is
clear that the object marker ends up part of a complex head that also includes the
verbal stem. If the object marker has the category DP/D, then it must have under-
gone movement from some position where the DP/D is licensed into a verbal projec-
tion.3?

Three questions then become crucial: where does the clitic start from? Where does
the clitic move to? What are the properties of that movement (how is it licensed and
what kind of movement is it)? In the following sections, I go through each of these
answers in turn. In Sect. 4.1, I suggest that the object marker is adjoined to the DP,
following Nevins (2011). In Sects. 4.2 and 4.3, I argue that the clitic moves to Spec,vP
and undergoes m-merger with v (Matushansky 2006), and that the movement of the
clitic to Spec,vP is A-movement licensed by an Agree relation. In Sect. 4.4, I explore
the limits of Nevins (2011), and suggest a more radical alternative for the origin
of the clitic following Harizanov (2014). Section 4.5 has an interim summary, and
shows how a clitic doubling analysis accounts for the specific properties of the object
marker. Section 4.6 addresses the ditransitive data and ‘one object marker’ restriction
from Sect. 2.1. Finally, Sect. 4.7 briefly addresses some additional contexts where the
object marker can be found.

4.1 The origin of the clitic: adjunct analysis

Much of the clitic doubling literature is concerned with the original location of the
clitic in the derivation. A variety of ‘big DPs’ have been proposed that accommo-
date both the doubled DP and the clitic under the same DP node (see discussion in
Sect. 1.2; Torrego 1998; Uriagereka 1995; Rezac 2008; Nevins 2011; Roberts 2010;
Anagnostopoulou 2003 (in part) and many others). Here, I adopt the adjunct analysis
(Nevins 2011), where a doubled clitic is merged as a DP/D adjoined to the doubled
DP, similar to a floated quantifier (Haegeman 2006).

(45) DP
T
DP/D DP
clitic

Also like a floated quantifier, it can be detached from the DP during the derivation.
Nevins (2011) does not discuss how the clitic and the adjoined DP are required to

321 assume, crucially, a non-lexicalist approach to morphology—that there are no pre-syntactic mecha-
nisms that could assemble a v and a DP/D into a complex head. Another alternative here could be for v
itself to have a [D] category feature. The object marker would then be the realization of this type of v.
However, this requires v to agree with an internal argument in order to receive phi features and this kind of
agreement would be non-canonical in all the ways sketched above (optional, lacking a default, etc.). See
Roberts (2010:130ff.) for further arguments against this analysis.
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have the same phi features, but it is presumably the same mechanism that forces a
floated quantifier and a DP to have the same phi features in languages like Span-
ish, French, Arabic, etc. (see Bobaljik 2003 for an overview of some specific propo-
sals).

If (45) is the same structure used for floated quantifiers, then the structure is in fact
generally available in the language and quantifiers can surface in the DP-adjoined po-
sition (as in, e.g., fodas las personas ‘all the people’ in Spanish with the quantifier ad-
joined on the left, or saw-otftf-u hullu people-PL-DEF all ‘all the people’ in Amharic,
with the quantifier adjoined on the right). The structure in (45) is also reminiscent of
the appositional adjunction of pronouns to a DP (e.g., nosotros las estudiantes ‘we
the students’ in Spanish, or iifia tdmar-otftf-u we student-PL-DEF ‘we the students’
in Amharic). So, initially, this kind of ‘big DP’ seems plausible for Amharic and other
languages.

The question is now: how does the object marker end up part of a complex
verbal head? Following Nevins (2011) and Harizanov (2014), T will argue that the
object marker undergoes A-movement to Spec,vP, and then undergoes m-merger
(Matushansky 2006) with v. The A-movement of the object marker is discussed in
Sect. 4.2, and m-merger is discussed in Sect. 4.3.

4.2 The mechanics of A-movement

Clitic doubling shows evidence of A-movement across languages (see Alexiadou and
Anagnostopoulou 1997, 2000; Anagnostopoulou 2003 for Greek; Harizanov 2014 for
Bulgarian, among others), and Amharic is no exception. The object marker allows for
new binding relationships (see (26)), indicating that there is an A-chain between the
object marker and the doubled DP.3

I propose that the object marker (and doubled clitics in general) move to the speci-
fier of vP. This is a common component of recent analyses on clitic doubling (Nevins
2011; Harizanov 2014), but it also has support within Ambharic. The object marker
needs to be somewhere that it can combine morphologically with the lexical verb,
but still be in a relatively low projection since the object marker does not attach to
auxiliaries; v fits the bill on both counts. Also, I follow Chomsky (2001) in assum-
ing that all clauses contain a v, and it is preferable for economy purposes to have

33The two main alternatives for analyzing the movement of clitic doubling are feature movement of the
set of formal features of the doubled DP and head movement of the clitic to v. Anagnostopoulou (2003)
argues for feature movement since it creates an A-chain between the clitic and the doubled DP (which
she argues for extensively using Greek data) and captures the XP/X nature of clitics. However, both
advantages are maintained in the A-movement analysis developed here, without needing to appeal to
(somewhat controversial) feature movement. A head-movement account is a potentially viable alterna-
tive (Roberts 2010), although it has some drawbacks. First, it does not capture the semantic restrictions
on clitic doubling as straightforwardly as an object-shift analysis (see discussion in Roberts 2010:49—
50). Also, the object marker can refer to indirect objects, i.e., specifiers; it is at best non-standard that
head movement can occur from within a specifier to a higher head. (This kind of movement is in fact
explicitly banned in the approaches to head movement in Pesetsky and Torrego 2001 and Matushansky
2006.)
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the landing site of the clitic be a projection that is independently necessary in the
derivation.>*

So far, then, the analysis is that the clitic is merged adjoined to DP and it undergoes
A-movement to the specifier of vP. Standard minimalism assumes that the operation
Move is a combination of the two operations Agree and Merge (Chomsky 2000,
2001). Therefore, v must enter into an Agree relation with a DP before that DP moves
to Spec,vP. In other words, object agreement between v and a DP that it c-commands
is a precondition for any movement of (a component of) that DP to Spec,vP.

This correlates with recent clitic doubling literature where the movement of the
clitic is licensed by an Agree relation between a functional head and a DP (Béjar
and Rezac 2003; Rezac 2004, 2008; Roberts 2010; Nevins 2011; Preminger 2011).
This may seem unexpected since I have assumed throughout this paper that clitic
doubling and agreement are distinct phenomena. Clitic doubling, though, remains
distinct from the valuation of phi features on the functional head in all respects: it
involves movement of a DP/D to Spec,vP, m-merger with v, and ultimately realization
of some D as the clitic itself. The clitic is not the realization of phi features on a verbal
functional head, and it undergoes movement, unlike an agreement marker.

One of the recent accounts that clearly differentiates clitic doubling and agreement
is Rezac (2008), where clitic doubling is the result of the movement of a D to a
functional head after an Agree relationship has been established between a functional
head and the containing DP. The result is that there are valued phi features and the
doubled clitic on the functional head, and a full DP in argument position. All of
the components can be spelled out separately, as in West Flemish complementizer
agreement in (46). This makes it clear that the agreement marker and the doubled
clitic can be distinct morphologically.

(46) da-n-k ik komm-en West Flemish
that-1s-I(clitic) LNOM come-1S
‘that I come’ (Rezac 2008:91 (8))

However, as Rezac notes, not all of the components are required to be realized, e.g.,
one or more may be null or some may be realized together as one morpheme (see
also Béjar and Rezac 2003; Preminger 2011 for detailed discussion of clitic doubling
as distinct from, but licensed by, agreement).

A schematic derivation illustrating the analysis so far is in (47). (I assume the verb
has already moved to v; see Roberts 2010:55ff. for technical discussion of the timing.)

34Verbal nouns can take external arguments and display voice alternations (Leslau 1995:394), which indi-
cates that they may contain a v. Nevertheless, object markers are impossible on verbal nouns (see fn. 22),
and this may seem like evidence against object markers being on v. However, the encoding of argument
structure in Ambharic, especially with respect to v, remains somewhat opaque. It is not settled what func-
tional heads are present in what order, and how the work of argument introduction is divided up between
them, particularly within in verbal nouns. It is possible that some head which is not v conveys Voice in a
verbal noun, especially since the voice alternations in verbal nouns are formally distinct from voice alter-
nations on finite verbs (compare Leslau 1995:394 with Leslau 1995:462). In any event, though, the identity
of the head that hosts the object marker is not crucial to determining whether the object marker is a clitic or
an agreement marker. I continue to call the host v for convenience and familiarity, pending a more nuanced
investigation of Amharic argument structure. I thank an anonymous reviewer for raising this issue.
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The Agree relationship is created between v and a DP in its c-command domain and
the phi features on v are valued.

47
vP vP

T Agree between » and DP ‘ T

v [ _9] VP — v | val g VP
v v ¥ DP [val g \Y% v M DP [val ¢)

/\ /\
DP/D DP DP/D DP
clitic clitic

After v agrees with the DP, the clitic moves to Spec,vP (see Sect. 4.4 for discussion
of why the clitic and not the full DP is moved).

Under this kind of Agree-based analysis of clitic doubling, Amharic has object
agreement, i.e., an Agree relationship must be established between v and a DP and it
results in valued phi features on v. However, this object agreement is always phono-
logically null, just like object agreement in other clitic doubling languages under
Nevins’s account. Why should this be? Preminger (2011:69) proposes that there may
be a general preference for pronominal material (= the clitic) to be expressed over
functional material (= agreement). Alternatively, Rezac (2008) suggests that the lack
of realization of agreement may be due to morphological economy (building on
Kinyalolo 1991). Since the clitic moves to be local to the valued phi features (and
expresses the same phi features), there is little motivation to have object agreement
also be morphologically expressed.3>-3

4.3 M-Merger

I have covered where the object marker starts and what kind of movement it under-
goes. However, it remains to be seen how the DP/D in Spec,vP ends up as part of a
complex verbal head including v. I will follow Nevins (2011) and Harizanov (2014)
who propose that the clitic undergoes m-merger (Matushansky 2006) with v. To ex-
plain m-merger, however, one must first explain Matushansky’s redefinition of head
movement.

Traditionally, head movement occurs when one head moves to adjoin to another
head, but this has caused problems with the elegance of the theory of movement from
the beginning (e.g., it violates the Extension Condition). To remedy this, Matushan-

35This raises the question of why object agreement, and not the clitic, is null for purposes of economy. It
may be because if the doubled clitic was not expressed, there would be no evidence that clitic doubling had
occurred to the language learner. The mere presence of the doubled clitic (i.e., that movement is licensed)
is evidence for an Agree relation. Alternatively, Kinyalolo’s (1991) constraint privileges the higher head
that expressed the relevant redundant phi features, and the clitic is higher in the complex head than the phi
features on v (see (51)).

361 Kagqchikel (Preminger 2011), agreement “re-appears” in certain contexts where clitic doubling is
illicit. A reviewer asks why this does not occur in Ambharic, e.g., when there is a non-specific DP. It may
be because in such cases the non-specific DP has not moved high enough to be in the agreement domain
of v (although this requires assuming that Agree is “obligatory when possible” but does not cause a crash,
as in Preminger 2011; see also Sect. 4.5). Alternatively, if an EPP feature triggers clitic doubling, v could
only have phi features when it also has an EPP feature.
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sky proposes that head movement is exactly like phrasal movement except that it is
driven by c(ategorial)-selection and not Agree. If a head Y c-selects for XP, then X
can undergo movement to the specifier of YP. The result is a head in specifier posi-
tion, as in (48).

(48) YP
X Y
/\
Y XPp
/\
X WP

The question is then, what happens next? This is where m-merger enters the picture.
Matushansky proposes that m-merger changes a structure like (48), where a given
head (X) is a specifier (of YP), to structures like (49), where the head (X) adjoins to
the head (Y) of the projection of which it was the specifier (YP).

(49) YP
/\
Y XP
N
X Y

Crucially, there are two heads in (48) but only one (complex) head in (49).

Matushansky (2006) argues that m-merger can also occur without head movement.
She points to Romance cliticization, where a DP/D clitic moves to a specifier of XP
and then m-merges with the head of XP; it can undergo m-merger since it is a head
(as well as being a maximal projection).

A similar approach can capture the Ambharic facts. The adjoined DP/D undergoes
phrasal movement to Spec,vP and then undergoes m-merger with v. This is shown
schematically in (50) (again with the verb having already undergone head movement

(and m-merger in Matushansky’s system) with v).3’
(50)
WP
/\ M-merger between » P
DP/D v and the clitic P
/\ — » VP
v VP /\ /\
N T~ DP/D  » ¥ DP
Y v ¥ DP /\ /\
N Y v BRAD DP
Bbr/b Dp

37Following Nevins (2011), I assume that the external argument has been externally merged in the specifier
of vP before the clitic moves; the clitic then “tucks in” (Richards 1997) beneath it.
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(50) provides a way to analyze the Amharic object marker as a pronoun that moves
like a phrase but ends up part of a complex head with a low verbal projection (v).

4.4 An alternative to the adjunct analysis

The adjunct analysis is a lucid and well-supported example of the traditional ‘big DP’
analysis of clitic doubling, but it faces a few problems. First, it is left open why the
adjoined DP/D clitic is chosen to move to Spec,vP, and not the larger DP which it
is adjoined to. Additionally, it is unclear whether the clitic and the doubled DP form
a chain. Instead, it seems that the clitic forms a chain with itself, i.e., with the copy
of itself in the adjoined position where it is originally merged. If the clitic does not
form a chain with the doubled DP, then it is not as obvious how it can extend the
binding possibilities of that DP. Finally, it is difficult under the adjunct analysis to
force clitic doubling when a clitic is merged; object markers never surface adjoined
to DPs, but there is no mechanism in the adjunct analysis that will cause them to
move obligatorily after being (externally) merged.

I briefly explore an alternative to the adjunct analysis that may address these prob-
lems but is significantly more radical. I will call this analysis the copy analysis (sug-
gested in Harizanov 2014), and it is nearly identical to the adjunct analysis since it
assumes that there is movement to Spec,vP and then m-merger with v. However, the
difference is in the origin of the clitic. The doubled DP itself moves to Spec,vP and
then both copies of the doubled DP are pronounced. The topmost copy surfaces as a
clitic/object marker via the following modification of m-merger (Matushansky 2006).

Harizanov proposes that m-merger can apply to structures that have a branching
projection as a specifier. When a branching projection undergoes m-merger with a
head, a ‘reduced’ version of the branching projection is adjoined to the head. Specif-
ically, I propose that m-merger reduces the branching node to its head. The relevant
operations are shown schematically for a doubled clitic in (51).

(S
P
T M-merger between » sP
DP » and the DP in Spec,sP P
T — v VP
PN T~ D v ¥ Dp
v v V4 Dp g

The DP direct object moves to Spec,vP to the left of the arrow in (51a), and then un-
dergoes m-merger with v. Under the copy analysis, it is ‘reduced’ to just its head-D.
This head naturally has a D categorial feature, and it also has phi features since de-
terminers vary with gender and number in Amharic (Kramer 2009); therefore, it has
all the features necessary to be morphophonologically realized as the object marker.
The copy analysis, in a sense, cashes out Anagnostopoulou’s (2003) suggestion that
the clitic is a pronominal copy of the doubled DP, like a resumptive pronoun.
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A crucial part of the copy analysis is that both ‘copies’ of the DP are pronounced—
the full DP which is sister to V and the ‘reduced’” D which is adjoined to v. This is
expected since, at PF, the two copies will be distinct, as defined in Kandybowicz
(2007) and earlier work on the copy theory of movement (cf. Nunes 2004; Landau
2006; Boskovi¢ and Nunes 2007).38

Under the copy analysis, all the problems detailed above are avoided. The doubled
DP itself moves to Spec,vP (not an adjoined clitic), and this naturally affects that
DP’s binding relations. Also, there is no separate clitic adjoined to the DP that must
somehow be forced to move. However, the copy analysis is not perfect. The revision
of the m-merger operation (so that it can apply to branching projections) needs to be
further justified by independent examples of branching projections m-merging with
heads across languages. Moreover, from the vantage point of the theory of movement,
it is an important question whether other putative cases of head movement are in fact
phrasal movement followed by m-merger.>* However, the copy analysis addresses
the clitic doubling data well, and I tentatively adopt it henceforth.

In the copy analysis, a DP enters into the Agree relation with v and then moves
to Spec,vP. This movement is optional, and must somehow be restricted to only spe-
cific DPs (since only specific DPs can be referenced by the object marker). In the
establishment of an Agree relation, movement to Spec,vP, optionality, and sensitiv-
ity to specificity, clitic doubling is identical to object shift (see Holmberg 1986 and
Diesing 1992, an overview by Thrainsson 2001, and a minimalist approach in Chom-
sky 2000, 2001). It has even been argued that clitic doubling is in fact reducible to
object shift (Nevins 2011; Sufier 2000).

However, there are some reasons not to consider these two phenomena identical.
First of all, clitic doubling is also available for subjects, although less commonly (Ar-
regi and Nevins 2008; Preminger 2009). Also, in Basque (Arregi and Nevins 2008;
Preminger 2009) and certain Mayan languages (e.g., Kaqchikel; Preminger 2011),
there are verbal markers that are rather clearly doubled clitics but they are obliga-
tory (modulo certain structural restrictions) and not subject to specificity restrictions.
Therefore, clitic doubling is at best a less unitary phenomenon than object shift in
terms of optionality and specificity restrictions.

381 Kandybowicz (2007), a pair of expressions A and B are non-distinct if they (i) form a chain and
(ii) are morphosyntactically isomorphic (Kandybowicz 2007:141, (31)). The full DP sister to V and the
‘reduced’ D adjoined to v form a chain, but they are not morphosyntactically isomorphic in that the top
copy is a head and the bottom copy is a phrase. Therefore, the two copies are distinct and they are both
pronounced at PE. (More technically, they are not subject to the operation Chain Reduction that deletes
non-distinct copies before linearization.)

39There is some evidence that head movement cannot in fact be reduced to phrasal movement followed by
m-merger. It has been previously argued that it is some kind of locality violation for a phrasal complement
to move to the specifier of its selector head (see e.g., Pesetsky and Torrego 2001; Matushansky 2006; anti-
locality in Abels 2003). This renders head movement and phrasal movement in complementary distribution
with respect to a given probe: head movement will occur when the complement to the probe is the target
of movement, phrasal movement will occur otherwise (assuming the Head Movement Constraint). Under
this approach, movements that seem to end in head-adjunction can be distinguished. If the moved head
originated as the head of the complement of the probe, it has undergone head movement followed by
m-merger. If it originated elsewhere, it has undergone phrasal movement followed by m-merger. These
remarks remain speculative, but they suggest that a copy analysis may not present as severe a problem to
movement as it first seems. Many thanks to an anonymous reviewer for raising this issue.
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A plausible approach to these facts comes from extending part of Baker’s (2012)
analysis of the Amharic object marker. I assume that in languages with optional clitic
doubling subject to specificity restrictions (e.g., Amharic, Spanish, Greek), specific
objects optionally undergo object shift to a projection between v and V. Follow-
ing Thrainsson (2001), I also assume that shifted objects can only be interpreted
specifically. That is, the landing site of a shifted object is only compatible with a
specific interpretation—similar to Diesing’s (1992) classic Mapping Hypothesis (see
also Chomsky 2001:35(61b)).

Following Baker (2012), I propose that if (and only if) a DP undergoes object shift,
then it is capable of being referred to with an object marker. In other words, optional
object shift feeds clitic doubling, causing a doubled DP to be close enough to v for v
to Agree with it. Since only specific DPs undergo object shift, then only specific DPs
are clitic doubled (and clitic doubling seems to have specificity restrictions). I as-
sume that clitic doubling itself is an “obligatory operation” as defined in Preminger
(2011), such that clitic doubling always happens if it can, but there is no crash if it
cannot.*

In contrast, in languages like Basque and Kaqchikel, there is no object shift and
no projection between v and V. Hence, v can always access the relevant DP and clitic
doubling is obligatory and with no specificity restrictions. This is barely a sketch of
an analysis and it leaves certain crucial questions open like whether there is evidence
for an (albeit small) movement of the clitic doubled DP in languages like Amharic,
Spanish and Greek (see Baker 2012 for some thoughts on Amharic). However, it is a
start on an explanation for why the object marker in Ambharic is optional and subject
to specificity restrictions, without reducing clitic doubling to object shift.*!

4.5 Interim summary and data review

I have argued that the object marker is a ‘reduced’ version of the full DP itself,
specifically, the head of the DP after the DP has A-moved to Spec,vP and under-
gone m-merger with v. With this much analysis in place, I now briefly review the
characteristics of the object marker and how the analysis explains them.

Several of the key clitic-like properties of the Amharic object marker have already
been discussed above. All the properties related to having the category D as well as
invariance are captured by having the object marker be the realization of a D head (the
reduced version of a DP) adjoined to v. The object marker allows for new binding
relations since it undergoes A-movement, and it seems optional in that it is fed by
optional object shift and the derivation does not crash if clitic doubling does not occur
(Preminger 2011). Moreover, since object shift feeds clitic doubling, the Ambharic
object marker can only reference specific DPs.

Recall from Sect. 3.3 that the object marker surfaces outside of subject agree-
ment in the verbal complex head (and thus it is a morphophonological clitic). This is
derivable under the current analysis in the following way. When a head X m-merges

40Alternatively, the same effect can be achieved more conventionally if the EPP feature on v is optional
(see Chomsky 2000, 2001), but this works less well with some additional ditransitive data. See fn. 57.

4 Many thanks to an anonymous reviewer for some suggestions concerning the material in this section.

@ Springer



Clitic doubling or object agreement: the view from Amharic 623

with another head Y, X is adjoined to the left of Y. This follows the conventions
of head movement. Therefore, the reduced DP in (51) adjoins as a D to the left of
the [V-v] complex. Recall that subject agreement is on Asp in Amharic (Sect. 3.1).
I propose that, in Ambharic, the complex [D-V-v] head undergoes head movement to
Spec,AspP, and then m-merges with Asp.*> This yields the following complex head;
Asp is shown with phi features to represent subject agreement.

(52) Asp

As Nevins (2011) notes, complex head structures like (52) encode hierarchical re-
lations but not linear relations. When this structure reaches PF, the information that
the object marker is an enclitic is accessed, and the object marker is linearized at the
right edge of the complex head.*> Therefore, the object marker surfaces to the right
of Asp, i.e., to the right of subject agreement as attested.

The analysis also explains why the object marker does not attach to auxiliaries, as
shown in (53).

(53) s’dhafi-wa-n i-fillig-at (repeated from (10))
secretary-DEF.F-ACC 1S.S-look.for-3Fs.0
-alld-hu

AUX.NONPAST-1S.S
‘I am looking for the secretary.’*

All that needs to be said is that Asp does not undergo head movement when there
is an auxiliary in T. This means that the clitic, attached to v, remains in the same
complex head as the verb (and subject agreement, realized as a prefix in imperfective
aspect), and does not surface on the auxiliary.*’

42Asp here is “outer aspect” (imperfective vs. perfective) not inner aspect (aka Aktionsart). See Travis
(2010).

43This raises the question of how exactly complex heads are linearized in terms of order and cyclicity,
which there is not space to address in this paper. See Embick (2003) for relevant discussion.

44The subject agreement in this example deserves some further comment. The auxiliary agrees with the
subject, but I assume that this is separate from typical subject agreement on Asp. Since the auxiliary affects
tense, it is plausible that it is a realization of a T head with its own phi features, and T (somehow) agrees
with the subject. The subject agreement on the lexical verb, in contrast, is a result of the verb having moved
to Asp. The position of subject agreement as a prefix on the verb raises questions about how the complex
head containing subject agreement is linearized at PF. However, subject agreement is in fact discontinuous
for much of the imperfective paradigm (Leslau 1995:301), indicating a greater degree of complexity to the
realization of this bundle of phi features than this example suggests.

4SWhen there is no auxiliary, the [D-V-v-Asp] complex may raise to T and/or C; see Baker and Kramer
(to appear).
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As observed in Sect. 2.2, when a DP is referenced by the object marker in Amharic,
native speakers report a meaning of “emphasis” on the doubled DP. This semantic ef-
fect will require careful fieldwork to clarify. However, object shift is often associated
with topicality, so it may be that the intuitive emphasis corresponds to topic-hood
if all doubled DPs undergo object shift. Therefore, a clitic doubling analysis of the
object marker gives it the potential to have a semantic effect.

The lack of a default object marker is also predicted by the current analysis. The
key case is when there is a non-specific direct object; instead of a default object
marker being generated in such cases, there is simply no object marker whatsoever.
Recall that object shift feeds clitic doubling, and that clitic doubling is obligatory
when possible but does not cause a crash if it does not occur. If the object is non-
specific, the object will not shift to a location where it can be accessed by v; clitic
doubling will not be possible since there is no accessible argument, but the deriva-
tion continues without crashing.*® Therefore, the analysis predicts that, rather than
there being a default object marker when there is a non-specific direct object, there is
simply no object marker whatsoever in the resulting grammatical string.

The final property to be accounted for is the obligatoriness of clitic doubling
with inalienable possessors, and here is where the limits of the present analysis are
reached. There are at least three analyses on the market for Spanish and they are rather
divergent (Jaeggli 1982 based on theta roles; Bleam 1999 based on the movement of
the inalienable possessor out of the DP; Roberts 2010 based on the externalization of
the possessor within the DP). To the extent that this effect is common across clitic
doubling languages (on e.g., Bulgarian, see Franks and King 2000:276; Harizanov
2014), it seems best to assume that some component of clitic doubling will ultimately
explain it, thus lending further support to analyzing the Amharic object marker as a
doubled clitic.*’

4.6 Ditransitive clauses

The focus thus far has been on doubled clitics appearing with monotransitive verbs.
The object marker can also appear with ditransitive verbs, and it references the high-
est internal argument of a ditransitive verb. In (54), it references the female Goal
Almaz and cannot reference the masculine Theme mdis haf-u ‘the book’.*

46For the sake of completion, here are the remaining scenarios. If the object is specific and undergoes
object shift, clitic doubling occurs. If the object is specific and does not undergo object shift (recall that
object shift is optional for specific DPs), there is no clitic doubling since there will be no local accessible
DP.

47 final benefit of the present analysis is that it confirms the conclusions of Baker (2012) about case.
Baker’s main point is that accusative case is assigned via a different mechanism than Agree in Amharic.
In the current analysis, the object marker provides evidence that an Agree relation has been established;
otherwise, the object marker could not have moved. So, if there are DPs that can be referenced by an object
marker (Agree relation holds) but not receive accusative case, then Baker’s point still stands. In fact, there
are such DPs—dative goals do not receive accusative case but can be referred to by an object marker.

48 A minor complication here: the object marker cannot refer to inanimate arguments in a ditransitive clause
(animacy is irrelevant in monotransitives). Animacy restrictions on agreement and clitic doubling are com-
mon across languages (see Jaeggli 1986 for clitic doubling and Corbett 2006 for agreement, among many
others). I assume animacy is a privative feature on nominals in Amharic, exactly like grammatical gender
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54) Girma l4d-Almaz mas’haf-u-n sat’t’-at
Girma.M DAT-Almaz.F book-DEF.M-ACC give-(3MS.S)-3FS.0
(*sat’t’-d-w)
give-3MS.S-3MS.0
‘Girma gave the book to Almaz.’

Baker (2012) takes this as evidence for an agreement analysis of the object marker.
However, an Agree-based analysis of clitic doubling also predicts this fact. The v will
enter into an Agree relation with the highest DP in its c-command domain—the Goal.

I conclude that the evidence in (54) is neutral between an agreement and a clitic
doubling analysis. However, I submit that a clitic doubling analysis is the preferred
analysis, since it captures not only (54) but also the D-like morphology, binding ef-
fects, etc. of the object marker. An Agree-based analysis of the object marker thus
provides a way to reconcile the Agree-like locality of the object marker with its oth-
erwise clitic-like behavior.

An Agree-based analysis of clitic doubling, though, predicts that the highest argu-
ment will always be the one that is doubled, whereas doubled clitics across languages
can refer to both arguments with two clitics surfacing. There are at least two ways to
accomplish this. Nevins (2011) proposes that when two clitics surface, there has been
an application of Multiple Agree (Hiraiwa 2004; Nevins 2007). Then, all that needs
to be said is that Amharic does not have Multiple Agree.** Alternatively, languages
that have two clitics surface could have two probes that trigger clitic doubling (with
the doubled clitics ending up as part of the same complex head). Amharic would then
have only one probe that triggers clitic doubling (v, in the present analysis). Either
analysis in fact predicts the existence of morphemes like the Amharic object marker;
if clitics can be generated via Multiple Agree or multiple probes, then it would seem

(Kramer 2009). Therefore, inanimate nominals lack an animacy feature altogether (cf. Anagnostopoulou
2003 for a similar proposal in Greek). I propose that ditransitive v (i.e., a v that selects for an ApplP that
introduces the Goal) has an unvalued animacy feature as part of its uninterpretable phi set (thanks to Héc-
tor Campos for this suggestion). Therefore, ditransitive v can only enter into an Agree relation with a DP
that also has an animacy feature since other DPs will not match its phi set. (These DPs will not count
as defective interveners, either; see Chomsky 2000:122-123.) This has the desired effect that ditransitive
v will only agree with animate DPs, and thus only animate DPs will be capable of being referenced by
the object marker. The animacy restriction raises many empirical questions, though. What if the Goal is
inanimate and the Theme is animate? What if both arguments are animate? The facts here are currently
under investigation, but initial results indicate that they are compatible with the clitic doubling analysis of
the object marker (Kramer 2012).

Ort is tempting to use the haplology rule from Sect. 3 to account for the ‘one object marker’ restriction.
Amharic could have Multiple Agree and then delete the outermost object marker from the resulting se-
quence of Ds (= clitics). However, there are technical reasons not to pursue this option, even besides the
lack of empirical evidence for a second object marker ever attaching. Under Nevins (2011), v agrees with
the Goal and then the Goal moves to Spec,vP, “tucking in” beneath the external argument. Then v agrees
with the Theme and the Theme moves to Spec,vP, tucking in beneath the goal. After the clitics have moved,
they need to undergo m-merger with v. Presumably, the lowest specifier (the Theme) undergoes m-merger
first, and then the next lowest (the Goal). This will result in a cluster where the Theme clitic is closer to
the verb than the goal clitic, and this is indeed the ordering in languages that have multiple clitic doubling
(e.g., Greek, Spanish). However, in Amharic, it would predict that only the Theme object marker would
be realized when the Goal is higher, leading to an inverse relationship between the height of the argument
and the realization of the clitic. This is a false prediction.
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highly suspicious if they could not be generated in some language via (single) Agree
or a single probe.

However, this raises the question of why all clitic doubling languages seem to
have either Multiple Agree or multiple probes triggering clitic doubling. This may be
because the ability to have multiple clitics present has been taken as a hallmark of
clitic doubling itself, as assumed here and in Baker (2012). If a language can only
have one morpheme that refers to an internal argument, it is often assumed to be
object agreement without much investigation. Hopefully future work will keep clitic
doubling in mind as a possibility, especially given the morphological and distribu-
tional tests above. In the meantime, there are several, less well-known languages that
have (been argued to have) clitic doubling, but just one clitic surfaces: Hungarian
(den Dikken 2006), Arabic (Shlonsky 1997:192), Kaqchikel (Preminger 2011), and
Chaha (Ethiosemitic: Banksira 2000:256). This may be because these languages, like
Ambharic, only have Agree or only have a single probe that triggers clitic doubling
(note that two of them are Semitic).

Overall, the Agree-based analysis of clitic doubling predicts the ditransitive data
while also capturing the clitic properties of the object marker, and shows some
promise in accounting for clitic doubling in ditransitives across languages.>”

4.7 Coda: additional data

In this section, I examine two additional sets of data with respect to the clitic/affix
status of the object marker: prepositional object markers, and a set of contexts where
the object marker is obligatory.

4.7.1 Prepositional object markers

Previously, we have seen that the object marker can refer to Themes and to Goals.
It can also, however, refer to malefactive arguments and benefactive arguments. In
these cases, there is an additional element within the verbal complex which looks
like a reduced version of either the preposition/case marker bd- ‘in, at, by’ or the
preposition/case marker ld- ‘to, for’. Some basic examples are in (55) and (56).

(55) dafifa-w bi-Aster farrada-(bb-at) Malefactive
judge-DEF.M against-Aster.F judge-3MS.S-(MAL-3FS.0)
“The judge judged against Aster (= he convicted her).’
(Amberber 1996:164 (4a))

S0Besides being able to double both arguments simultaneously, it is often claimed that clitic doubling
languages can double either the Theme or the Goal each on their own. The Agree-based analysis predicts
there should be two structures available for ditransitives in such languages (one where the Theme is higher,
one where the Goal is higher) and that the structures will be different depending on which argument is clitic
doubled.

However, regardless of whether that is correct, it is usually not quite the case that the Theme and the
Goal can freely be doubled on their own. In Greek, for example, only neuter inanimate Themes can be
doubled without also doubling the Goal (Anagnostopoulou 2003). Moreover, the Person Case Constraint
encodes cross-linguistically robust generalizations about when Themes and Goals with certain features
can be cliticized in the presence of other Themes or Goals. Overall, then, what seems more accurate is
that “either the Theme or the Goal may be doubled given certain feature and locality restrictions,” which
is broadly commensurate with an Agree-based account of clitic doubling.
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(56) dafina-w la-Aster  farrada-(ll-at) Benefactive
judge-DEF.M for-Aster.F judge-3MS.S-(BEN-3FS.0)
“The judge judged in Aster’s favor (= he acquitted her).’
(Amberber 1996:164 (5a))

In (55), the object marker is third person feminine singular referring to Aster, the
malefactive argument, and it is preceded by the element -bb-. In (56), Aster is the
benefactive argument referred to by the object marker, and it is preceded by -//-. Be-
cause of the resemblance between -/I-/-bb- and the prepositions/case markers, object
markers in this context are often called ‘prepositional object markers’ and I will refer
to them as such here as well. The use of -lI- is fairly limited to benefactives (and I thus
gloss it as BEN), but -bb- can be used for instruments and locatives as well (and it is
thus glossed as INSTR in an example below; see Leslau 1995:428-429).5! Note that
-ll- and -bb- never occur without a following object marker, and that the sequences
-bbat and -llat are optional in the examples above.

These constructions (often referred to as applicatives) have been the subject of
much research within the Ambharic literature (Hetzron 1970; Mullen 1986; Amber-
ber 1996, 2002; Demeke 2003; Yabe 2007). However, there is little consensus about
their proper analysis, with the categorial status of -lI-/-bb- particularly in dispute.
There are at least three different hypotheses: that these markers form part of a multi-
morphemic agreement marker/clitic along with the object marker (Amberber 1996;
Mullen 1986), that they are inflectional applicative heads (Demeke 2003), and that
they are incorporated prepositions (Yabe 2007).

Regardless of -1l-/-bb-, though, prepositional object markers behave like ‘normal’
(non-prepositional) object markers. First of all, there can only be one prepositional
object marker per clause and it must refer to the highest argument. For example,
(57a) contains both a benefactive and an instrumental argument, but only a single
benefactive prepositional object marker can surface (compare (57b) and (57¢c); see
McGinnis 2008 on how benefactives are higher than instrumentals).>?

(57) a. Girma ld-Almaz  dddzdz-u-n ba-mit’ragiya-w
Girma.M for-Almaz.F doorway.M-DEF-ACC with-broom-DEF.M
tarrdg-a-ll-at
sweep-3MS.S-BEN-3FS.0
‘Girma swept the doorway with the broom (= instrument) for Almaz
(= benefactive).’

b. *...tC#rrdg-4-1l-at-bb-at No Multiple Prep-OM
(also *t’4rrig-d-bb-at-ll-at)
sweep-3MS.S-BEN-3FS.0-INST-3MS.0

51_pp- is also used for dyadic unaccusatives and to express deontic modality, among other uses; see Leslau
(1995:424f1f.).

52Prepositional object markers and ‘normal’ object markers also do not co-occur. This suggests that all
object markers (prepositional and ‘normal’) only involve (single) Agree or a single probe. The only excep-
tion to this is presentational clauses (see fn. 19), e.g., yitft[-at-ill-if this-3FS.0-BEN-2FS.0 ‘Here she is for
you’. It may be that the ‘normal’ object marker here (interpreted as the entity being presented, e.g., she) is
triggered by some probe unique to presentational clauses and not v. Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for
sharing this data.
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c. *...tdrrag-d-bb-it No Instrumental Prep-OM
sweep-3MS.S-INST-3MS.0>3

Additionally, prepositional object markers do not attach to auxiliaries (Leslau
1995:426), and attach to the verb outside of subject agreement (see 57a). They are
also subject to the same specificity restrictions as normal object markers (Haile 1970;
Amberber 1996; Demeke 2003), and trigger a similar semantic effect of emphasis
(Haile 1970). They are optional as noted above, and do not trigger a default.>*

Moreover, they trigger haplology when attached to a verb that ends in a D. For
example, in (58) the definite marker cannot surface on the verb in the relative clause,
despite the whole DP being interpreted as definite. I submit that this would violate
the haplology rule for determiners proposed in (41).

(58) bet-u-n yammi-tti-t’ drgd-bb-it(*-u) mét’ragiya
house-DEF.M-ACC C-3FS.S-sweep-INST-3MS.O(*-DEF) broom.M
‘the broom with which she sweeps the house’

The prepositional object marker thus behaves like a doubled clitic in the same ways
as a ‘normal’ object marker and supports the analysis of all object markers as clitics
in Amharic.>

However, we can also ask which type of marker is more likely to mark male-
factives/benefactives: agreement markers or doubled clitics? That is, does the sheer
existence of an object marker referencing malefactives/benefactives have a bearing
on the main question of the paper: whether they are agreement markers or clitics?
The answer to this question is not entirely clear. From a cross-linguistic perspective,
it has not been directly investigated whether agreement or clitic doubling is more
likely when benefactive/malefactives are referenced on the verb. However, doubled
clitics are compatible with benefactive/malefactive interpretations of the doubled DP
in several of the well-known clitic doubling languages, including Spanish (see e.g.,
Belloro 2007) and many Balkan languages (Rivero 2004).

Overall, then, the prepositional object marker does not offer any additional evi-
dence for object markers being clitics, but is perfectly compatible with a clitic analy-
sis.”®

53The prepositional object marker has nearly identical allomorphs to ‘normal’ object markers with one
primary exception: the third person masculine singular allomorph is —dt and not —gw. It is difficult to
speculate on what is conditioning this allomorphy when it is still unclear what category the conditioning
elements —/l/-bb- are.

54There is an exception here; the prepositional object marker is obligatory if the doubled argument has

accusative case and appears obligatorily to the left of the other internal argument (Amberber 1996:164),
but this is exactly like the ‘normal’ object marker (see fn. 57).

55There are two exceptions. First, preliminary results indicate that backward pronominalization is gen-
erally acceptable in benefactives and malefactives, regardless of the presence of the object marker. That
makes backward pronominalization irrelevant for determining the status of the object marker here. Ad-
ditionally, inalienable possessors are not obligatorily referred to by prepositional object markers, a fact
which may become clearer when there is a better understanding of the effect for ‘normal’ object markers
(see Sect. 4.6).

56 A reviewer mentions that the object marker can reference adjuncts, and wonders how this will be han-
dled. There are at least two potential cases. First, the prepositional object marker can refer to certain PP
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4.7.2 Obligatory contexts

Baker (2012) observes that the object marker is obligatory in a certain set of contexts.
These contexts are: (i) the Goal when certain ditransitive verbs are passivized (A book
was given to Almaz), (ii) the Possessor in an existential have-predication (Women
have grace), (iii) the Experiencer in certain non-agentive/psychological verbs (Almaz
is sick; called impersonal verbs in Leslau 1995; see also Amberber 2005), and (iv)
the affected argument in a dyadic unaccusative verb. An example of (iv) is in (59).

(59) Almaz zdmad  mot-at
Almaz.F relative.M die-(3MS.S)-3FS.0
‘Almaz had a relative die on her.” Or ‘Almaz lost a relative.’
(Baker 2014: (20a))

To be clear, the object marker in these contexts is obligatory in that it must be present
regardless of the specificity of the doubled DP. For example, the object marker may
refer to a non D-linked wh-word Experiencer of a psych predicate (= (iii) above).

(60) man-in ammim-4-w? (compare with (18))
who-ACC be.sick-3MS.S-3MS.0
‘Who is sick?’ (Baker 2012: (21b))

Baker observes that the object marker here is behaving exactly like subject agreement
(obligatory with all DPs) and he concludes that the object marker is in fact agreement.
He claims that object agreement is obligatory because Experiencers are merged high
enough to be in the domain of the head that carries object agreement, whereas Themes
must undergo optional object shift to enter this domain (see Sect. 4.5).

However, an agreement analysis misses a strong cross-linguistic generalization.
This pattern of facts (obligatoriness of some marker that references the Experiencer
in the above contexts) is robustly found in languages that uncontroversially have
clitic doubling. The doubled clitic is obligatory at least for Experiencers in psy-
chological predicates in every clitic doubling language for which significant data
is available including Spanish (Torrego 1998), Greek (Anagnostopoulou 2003), Ro-
manian (Dobrovie-Sorin 1994), Albanian (Kallulli 2000), Bulgarian (Krapova and
Cinque 2008), and Macedonian (Krapova and Cinque 2008). In many of these lan-
guages, clitic doubling has been reported to be obligatory in some or all of the

adjuncts, e.g., certain locatives (gd@nbo-w lay milikkit lit’t’ifi-bb-dt ‘jar-DEF on label put-LOC-3MS.0’
‘put the label on the jar’; Leslau 1995:430). If these PPs are truly adjuncts, then the data is equally prob-
lematic for both an agreement and a clitic doubling analysis of object markers. Adjuncts do not canonically
agree, and neither are they normally clitic-doubled. Therefore, this data is not directly relevant for deciding
between an agreement and clitic doubling analysis.

The second potential case is Sources, e.g., Girma kd-Tigist irsas tdwas-at Girma from-Tigist pencil
borrow-(3MS.S)-3FS.0 ‘Girma borrowed a pencil from Tigist’. The Source phrase here is quite likely an
argument, given that the Source behaves just like a doubled Goal: the Source must be animate (see fn. 48)
and it is ungrammatical to double the Theme. It is somewhat noteworthy that this is clitic doubling of a PP,
but depending on how certain elements are analyzed, PP clitic doubling may be fairly common in many
clitic doubling languages (e.g., Rioplatense Spanish, Romanian, see e.g., Jaeggli 1982). Overall, then,
object markers doubling adjuncts are generally problematic for clitic doubling and agreement analyses,
but object markers doubling Sources fit into the clitic doubling account here.
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other contexts mentioned above including goal passives (Greek and Spanish, Anag-
nostopoulou 2003), dyadic unaccusatives (Greek, Anagnostopoulou 2003; Albanian,
Kallulli 2000), and existentials (Bulgarian; Krapova and Cinque 2008). In Bulgarian
(Krapova and Cinque 2008) and Romanian (Dobrovie-Sorin 1994), the clitic is even
obligatory in these contexts regardless of specificity, identically to the Amharic object
marker.

Therefore, the fact that the Amharic object marker is obligatory in these contexts
does not mean that it must be an agreement marker. This distribution is strongly as-
sociated with clitic doubling languages, and the fact that Amharic also displays it is
in fact evidence for the object marker being a doubled clitic. The fact that this dis-
tribution is so widely attested of course cries out for an explanation. Baker’s (2012)
explanation is compatible with the approach taken here where clitic doubling is li-
censed by an Agree relation; it is possible that Experiencers trigger obligatory clitic
doubling because they are automatically in the agreement domain of v. In contrast,
Anagnostopoulou (2003) has argued extensively that clitic doubling of the higher
argument in Greek is obligatory whenever a lower argument is A-moved across a
higher argument. It remains to be seen how broadly either analysis will be able to
apply, across Amharic and other languages.>’

Overall, I have argued that prepositional object markers are clitics and thus support
a clitic analysis of object markers, and that the obligatory uses of the object marker
are in fact characteristic of clitic doubling.

5 Conclusion

I conclude that the Amharic object marker is a doubled clitic. If it were an agreement
marker, it would be unusual in that it would: lack a default, have the category D, not
display any allomorphy based on verbal categories, be a morphophonological clitic,
affect binding relationships and, finally, be generally optional but obligatory only
with inalienable possessors and the arguments discussed in Sect. 4.7. In contrast, all
of these properties are characteristic of clitic doubling across languages. Synthesizing
and building on recent work in clitic doubling, I developed an Agree-based analysis
of the object marker explains nearly the whole list of empirical characteristics.

The Amharic object marker was never an open-and-shut case of clitic doubling,
though. It displays a handful of properties that seem characteristic of agreement: a low
position on the verb, referring to the highest argument in a ditransitive, and having
only one object marker per clause. However, these properties hold because Amharic
is an atypical clitic doubling language—it does not use Multiple Agree (or it only
has a single probe for clitic doubling) and it targets v for cliticization. I hope that

5TThere is an additional obligatory use of the object marker worth commenting on. Amharic has another
type of ditransitive clause where the object marker still references the Goal but—unusually—both the Goal
and the Theme are marked accusative, the object marker is obligatory and the Goal must be to the left of
the Theme (Goals and Themes are otherwise freely ordered). This array of facts seems to suggest a locality
explanation, such that the Goal has moved somewhere high enough above the Theme where it can receive
accusative case and triggers obligatory object marking. Space precludes further exploration of these facts,
but see Baker (2012, 2014).
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the research here will thus allow for new questions to be asked about languages with
purported object agreement. Do the purported object agreement morphemes have
the morphology of Ds? Can they affect binding relations? Are there any semantic
restrictions on their distribution? If so, they could be doubled clitics.

In general, the literature on clitic doubling is vast, complex, and bursting with data,
but it has focused largely on clear-cut cases of clitic doubling in Greek, Spanish, etc.
The present paper’s contribution is in mapping out the largely uncharted territory at
the boundary between agreement and clitic doubling.
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