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Background:Corpus studies have attested clitic doubling constructions in the Mineirês dialect of
Brazilian Portuguese (Rocha 2010; 2011). According to them, doubling is optional and occurs
only in the object position for first and second person singular. Rocha & Ramos (2016) argued
that those constructions are in fact instances of f-agreement and are based-generated in a Clitic Phrase
that may or may not be present, hence the optionality. 
The data: In the object position, first and second person singular clitics and full pronouns are
both alternatively optional. (1) below shows how it works for second person. In (3), the third
person complement can be either a full pronoun or a clitic, while clitic doubling is ungrammatical:
(1) Ana te        viu                você       (2)  a.   Eu a    vi 

Ana 2SG .CL see.PAST.3SG 2SG                1SG       3SG.CL see.PAST.1SG 

Ana te viu         b.  Eu     vi                    ela
Ana  2SG.CL  see.PAST.3 2SG          1SG      see.PAST.1PS   3SG

Ana viu        você        c. *Eu  a        vi           ela
          Ana see.PAST.3SG   2SG                                                1SG  3SG.CL see.PAST.1SG 3SG

‘Ana saw you’                  ‘I saw her’
Claims: I propose that sentences in (1) are true instances of clitic doubling and not of pure  f-
agreement, as proposed by Rocha & Ramos (2016), based on tests from Nevins (2011), Kramer
(2014) and  Preminger (2009; 2014). I propose that first and second person singular clitics are
generated in a big-fP structure (Uriagereka 1995; Déchaine & Wiltschko 2002; Roberts 2010) and move to
vP due to a probe p that searches for [PARTICIPANT], but not for [NUMBER]. I adopt Deal's (2015) proposal
that  probes  can  be  specified  for  particular f-features  and Preminger's  (2014) simplified  feature
geometry based on Harley & Ritter (2002), in which a [PARTICIPANT] feature is not dependent on
the presence of [NUMBER], so they can probe separately. As a consequence, third-  person and
plural doubled clitics result in ungrammatical sentences. 
Puzzle: First person plural objects seems to be a challenge to the claim above and to many
accounts for clitic doubling and clitic generation: 
(3) a.  Ana nos viu
                 Ana 1PL.CL see.PAST.3SG           

b.  Ana  viu          nós/a gente     
         Ana see.PAST.3SG 1PL 

c. *Ana nos      viu             nós/a gente
      Ana 1PL.CL see.PAST.3SG 1PL 

     ‘Ana saw us’ 
The fact that clitic doubling of a [PARTICIPANT] pronoun is ungrammatical raises questions to
how this SINGULAR>PLURAL hierarchy can be explained since it has been argued that the relevant
syntactic feature is [PLURAL] (Nevins, 2011). These data are a challenge to Preminger's (2019)
proposal that all instances of clitics are in fact clitic doubling, and also Coon & Keine's (2018)
perspective on feature gluttony, by which clitic doubling is generated through a probe that is
applied to more than one goal,  successively.  A different solution would be to  adopt  Nevins
(2011) proposal that for some constructions the big-DP would not be available, which seems to
be very ad hoc in this case. In my presentation, I will discuss these possible analyses and where
this research has already led in terms of analysis and explanation. 
Contribution: This work contributes against the scarcity of publications on clitic doubling in
Brazilian  Portuguese  and its  dialects.  It  presents  a  challenging hierarchy effect  phenomenon
combining person (1st,  2nd)  and number that could help us understand better  how clitics are
generated and how clitic doubling works. 
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