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The strangeness of words
How the meaning keeps changing
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RESUMO

PALAVRAS CHAVE: clivadas, interface sintaxe-discoy$ortugués Europeu

O objetivo final deste estudo é contribuir parasaussao sobre qual a medida em que
conceitos semanticos e discursivos estao sintaticgmcodificados. Mais especificamente,
investiga-se se existe alguma correlacédo consestentre alguns aspetos interpretativos e
sintticos de quatro construcdes clivadas do Poegsidcuropeu, e como se deve dar conta
teoricamente destas potenciais correlacbes. Asaddwy consideradas sdo as clivadas
canodnicas, as pseudoclivadas, as clivadag dgiee as clivadas de SER. Sintaticamente
podemos distinguir dois tipos: clivadas bioracisn@andnicas e pseudoclivadas) e clivadas
mono-oracionais (clivadas de quee de SER). Todas as estruturas tém um constituinte
clivado focalizado que pode constituir tanto um ofomformacional como um foco
contrastivo, e uma oracdo clivada que introduz um@ssuposicdo existencial.
Adicionalmente, o constituinte clivado identificea@stivamente uma posi¢éo vazia na oracao

clivada.

Adota-se a semantica alternativa para o foco (Ra8®8b), segundo a qual o foco
entoacional contribui uniformemente um conjuntoatternativas na Forma Logica. Regras
pragmaticas operando neste conjunto dao origem a& dmplicaturas que podem ser
suspensas: pressuposicdo existencial e exaustvi@adio que as clivadas daquee as de
SER tém a mesma interpretacdo que oracdes nadadiv@onclui-se que a sua estrutura
sintatica particular ndo contribui para estas peoades interpretativas. Em contrapartida, as
clivadas bioracionais, que sao oragcOes copulaggagcificacionais, ttm uma presuposicao
existencial e uma interpretacdo exaustiva que mde [ger suspensa, tal como as oragdes
especificacionais nado-clivadas. Argumenta-se qtee $& deve ao facto de o constituinte
clivado identificar uma variavel introduzida por amescricdo definida. Demonstra-se que a
oracado clivada, uma relativa em posicao de compleange um determinador definido nas
clivadas candnicas e uma relativa livre nas psdivddas, tem a mesma denotagdo que um
DP definido, e portanto tem uma pressuposicaoendsl inerente. A interpretacdo exaustiva

deve-se a relacéo identificacional entre o constéclivado e a descricao definida.

Além disso, defende-se que em Portugués Europetagm de foco ndo desencadeia
movimento-A’ para um FocP especializado. Os carnstis focalizados movem-se antes por
razdes independentes do foco. Isto é confirmado faeto de apenas o constituinte clivado
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das clivadas dé queter propriedades de movimento A’, 0S outros pareestarin situ.
Prop&e-se que o constituinte clivado das clivadss gueé um topico com um traco de foco
gue se move para um TopP. Esta andlise da con&xist®&ncia de restricdes discursivas
semelhantes para topicos néo focalizados e papagiittinte clivado das clivadas deque

O traco quantificacional de foco arrastado pelaicalzacdo da origem a efeitos de
intervencdo, causando a néo-recursividade do foao pariferia esquerda e a sua
incompatibilidade com movimento de outros congsiiees com tragcos quantificacionais. A
analise prediz as restricoes de encaixe observaalasas clivadas dé que Finalmente,
desenvolve-se uma andlise sintatica das clivadaéSER que aproxima estas estruturas das
estruturas com particulas de foco. Propfe-se @dpuala é um operador sensivel ao foco que
€ mergedjuntamente com o constituinte clivado. As resegalistribucionais da cépula

devem-se a requisitos selecionais de nucleos.
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SAMENVATTING

KEYWORDS: gekloofde structure, syntax-discoursiifaee, Europees Portugees

Het hoofddoel van deze thesis is bij te dragen detdiscussie in welke mate
semantische ediscoursegerelateerde concepten relevant zijn voor de gigitMeer bepaald
wordt er onderzocht of er consistente correlatigstassen de interpretatieve en syntactische
eigenschappen van vier Europees Portugese geklo@leé) structuren, en hoe deze
potentiéle correlaties theoretisch dienen te worderklaard. De gekloofde structuren die
bestudeerd worden zijirclefts, pseudocleft® queclefts en SER-clefts. Op syntactisch viak
kan er een onderscheid worden gemaakt tussen dge&lstmucturen die samengestelde zinnen
zijn (it-clefts en pseudoclefts), en gekloofde structurenedkelvoudige zinnen zijré(que
clefts en SER-clefts). Alle gekloofde structurerblnen enerzijds een gefocaliseerd gekloofd
zinsdeel dat zowel een informatiefocus als een rastiéve focus kan uitdrukken, en
anderzijds een existentiéle presuppositie. Bovendlentificeert het gekloofde zinsdeel een
open positie in de presuppositie op exhaustieveewi

Als verklaringsmodel voor focus wordt de altermatiesemantiek van Rooth (1985)
aangenomen. Volgens deze semantiek zorgt intorediofocus altijd voor een set van
alternatieven op het niveau van de interpretatiek dogische Vorm (LF) genoemd.
Pragmatische regels die op deze set inwerken zemyeor dat er twee implicaturen ontstaan
die geannuleerd kunnen worden: een existentiélsuppositie en exhaustiviteit. Aangezien
zowel é queclefts als SER-clefts dezelfde interpretatie heblls niet-gekloofde zinnen met
intonationele focus wat betreft existentiéle premsgitie en exhaustiviteit, kom ik tot het
besluit dat hun specifieke syntactische structuiet bijdraagt tot deze aspecten van de
interpretatie. De complexe gekloofde structuren ade andere kant, waarvoor
geargumenteerd wordt dat ze specificationele zinpgm hebben een niet-annuleerbare
existentiéle presuppositie en exhaustieve intespest net zoals niet-gekloofde
specificationele zinnen. Dit komt doordat het gekiie zinsdeel in deze structuren een
variabele identificeert die geintroduceerd wordbrdeen definite descriptionin it-clefts is de
bijzin die de presuppositie introduceert een refain die het complement is van een bepaalde
determinator; in pseudoclefts is de bijzin een evrijelatiefzin. Ik toon aan dat de
ondergeschikte zin in beide gekloofde structureretide semantische denotatie hebben als
bepaalde nominale constituenten, die inherent ppesitioneel zijn. De sterk exhaustieve
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interpretatie ontstaat door de identificationellatie tussen de gekloofde constituent en de

definite description

Verder wordt er geargumenteerd dat focus geen Adtaatsing naar een
gespecialiseerde FocP veroorzaakt in het Europeesigees: wanneer een gefocaliseerd
zinsdeel verplaatst, gebeurt dit omwille van fagtodie onafhankelijk zijn van focus. Dit
wordt bevestigd door het feit dat enkel het geldeafinsdeel va@ queclefts eigenschappen
heeft van A’-verplaatsing, de gekloofde constiteentan de andere gekloofde structuren zijn
in situ. Daarom stel ik voor dat het gekloofde zinsdeel &ajueclefts een topic is met een
focus feature dat verplaatst wordt naar een TopiP.vBorstel houdt rekening met de
gelijkaardigediscoursegerelateerde beperkingen die bestaan voor niecgk$eerde topics
en voor het gekloofde zinsdeel v&nqueclefts. Het quantificationele focufeature dat
meegesleurd wordt door de topic-verplaatsing vesaat interventie-effecten, waardoor
focus in de linker periferie van de zin niet retefrss en niet compatibel is met verplaatsingen
van constituenten met een quantificatiorfeature Dit voorstel doet recht aan het feit dat
gueclefts beperkingen vertonen op het vlak van deewsthikking. Tenslotte stel ik een
analyse voor die de syntaxis van SER-clefts dichtengt bij structuren met focuspartikels.
Ik argumenteer dat het koppelwerkwoord in SER-slefén focusgevoelige operator is die
samen met het gekloofde zinsdeelngegedwordt. Distributionele beperkingen van het

koppelwerkwoord worden veroorzaakt door selectiexa van hogere hoofden.
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ABSTRACT

KEYWORDS: clefts, syntax-discourse interface, E@ap Portuguese

The main goal of this thesis is to contribute t® discussion about the degree to which
semantic and discourse related concepts are swatctencoded. More particularly, |
investigate whether there are consistent correlatlzetween the interpretative and syntactic
properties of four European Portuguese cleft caosons, and how these potential
correlations should be accounted for theoreticalljne cleft constructions taken into
consideration arét-clefts, pseudoclefts¢ queclefts and SER-clefts. Syntactically we can
distinguish between biclausal clefis¢lefts and pseudoclefts) and monoclausal cléftgue
clefts and SER-clefts). All cleft constructions baa focalized cleft constituent that can both
constitute information focus and contrastive focasd an existentially presupposed cleft
clause. Additionally, the cleft constituent exharedy identifies an open position in the cleft

clause.

The alternative semantics for focus (Rooth 1985adspted, according to which
intonational focus uniformly contributes a set tiéanatives in LF. Pragmatic rules operating
on this set give rise to two suspendable impliegurexistential presupposition and
exhaustivity. Given that both queclefts and SER-clefts have the same interpretatgonon-
cleft sentences with intonational focus when it esnto existential presupposition and
exhaustivity, | conclude that their particular sacttc structure does not contribute anything to
these interpretive aspects. The biclausal clefttherother hand, argued to be specificational
sentences, have a non-suspendable existentialjpp@stion and exhaustive interpretation, on
a par with non-cleft specificational sentences.gua that this is because in these structures,
the cleft constituent identifies a variable introdd by a definite description. The cleft clause,
a headed relative clause in complement positicen aéfinite determiner iit-clefts and a free
relative in pseudoclefts, are shown to have theesaemantic denotation as definite DPs,
which are inherently presupposed. The strongly estie interpretation arises because of the

identification relation between the cleft constittiand the definite description.

Furthermore, | argue that focus features do nggén A’-movement to a dedicated
FocP in European Portuguese: when focalized caestis move, they do so for focus-
independent reasons. This is confirmed by the tfzat only the cleft constituent & que
clefts has properties of A’-movement, the othersoseem to b situ. | propose that the cleft
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constituent o queclefts is a topic with a focus feature that mot@s TopP. This account
straightforwardly captures the similar discours&rietions that exist for non-focalized topics
and for the cleft constituent @f queclefts. The quantificational focus feature pieggd by
topicalization gives rise to intervention effectsausing left-peripheral focus not to be
recursive and to be incompatible with movement ohstituents with quantificational
features. The account predicts the observed emhgddstrictions o€ queclefts. Finally, |
develop an account for the syntax of SER-cleft$ #pgroximates it to structures with focus
particles. | argue that the copula is a focus-$ieesoperator that is merged together with the
cleft constituent. Distributional restrictions dfet copula are due to selectional requirements

of higher heads.
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1 Introduction

1.1 The problem: interpretation and syntax: friends or strangers?

The ultimate goal of this study is to contributeaiar understanding of the degree to
which semantic and discourse related concepts wneadically encoded. This question
remains at the forefront of research in formal ayrdand has become much debated with the
development of the cartographic approach (Rizzi71®@nque 1999 a.o.), on the one hand,
and the Minimalist approach, on the other. The tioieshow much of discourse properties
should be codified in syntax has been widely disedssince Rizzi (1997). Some authors
defend a discourse-free syntax (Chomsky 2001, C281® a.o.), while others argue that
(some) discourse features are active in syntaxz(Ri297, Belletti 2004 a.0.). The relation
between the syntax and the interpretation of aefistructions is the central issue in this
thesis. Three interpretational properties of ctefhstructions are taken into consideration:
exhaustivity, existential presupposition and foduswvill be investigated whether there is a
consistent correlation between these interpretaspmects and aspects of the syntax of cleft

constructions and how this correlation is to beoaoted for theoretically.

The empirical basis of the investigation are fouffedent cleft constructions in

European Portuguesié:clefts (1), pseudoclefts (2, queclefts (3) and SER-clefts (4).

(1) Foi 0 quejio que o corvo comeu
be.3.PRF the  cheese that the raven embRF
copula cleft constituent cleft cladse

! Throughout the thesis, clefts of the type illutcain (1) will be calledt-clefts, although these structures do not
have an overt precopular pronoun in European Poesgy The reason for this terminological choide is

capture the similarity with Englisk-clefts. In the Portuguese tradition, these claféscalled canonical clefts
(clivadas candnicgsor just cleftsE queclefts have also been called inflection-less sléftmbar 2005) or
inverted & que’pseudocleftsgseudoclivadas invertidas de ‘é quéBrito & Duarte 2003, Costa & Duarte

2005). SER-clefts have also been called basic psmido clefts (Costa & Duarte 2008)at-less clefts (Ambar
2005), reduced pseudoclefts (Mioto 2012), semitgl@esenes & Den Dikken 2012) or focalizing SER-
constructions (Méndez-Vallejo 2009a, b).

2 The terncleft clausds chosen because of its neutral character. dfeathuse has also been called ¢hedt
relative (Reeve 2012 for instance), but | chose not to attepterm sinc& queclefts and SER-clefts do not
involve a relative clause.



‘It was the cheese that the raven ate.’

(2) Oaque o corvo comeu foi 0 queijo.
what the raven eaS®RF  be.Z.PRF the  cheese
cleft clause copula cleft constituent

‘What the raven ate was the cheese.’

3 O gueijo e que o corvo comeu.
the  cheese bes®Pres that the raven eas®RF
cleft constituent copula cleft clause

‘The cheese (is that) the raven ate.’

4 O corvo comeu foi 0 gueijo.
the raven eat3PRF  be.ZB.PRF the  cheese
cleft clause copula cleft constituent

‘The raven ate (was) the cheese.’

It-clefts and pseudoclefts exist in a variety of lasges, including EnglistE que
clefts only exist in (European) Portuguese, and -8ERs exist in Portuguese and in some
varieties of Spanish, more precisely Caribbean Spa(Camacho 2006) and Columbian
Spanish (Méndez-Vallejo 2009a, bJhere are more cleft constructions apart frometias
European Portuguese (see Brito & Duarte 2003; Goddaarte 2005; Vercauteren 2010a, b)
which will not be dealt with here.

The choice for these four cleft constructions istivated by the fact that, despite
having similar interpretational properties, thekdta@onstructions differ considerably in their
syntactic structure, which makes them propitiouaralyse the relation between syntax and

discourse.

% There is a structure in Brazilian Portuguese seams to be identical éoqueclefts, with the only difference
that it does not contain any copula, but only thenglementizegue

0] Aquele carro que o] Jodo  comprou
that car that the Jodo  bought
(Mioto 2004: 176)
| do not know whetheé queclefts are grammatical in African varieties of Rguese.



First of all, two of the clefts, nameili:clefts and pseudoclefts, are biclausal structures,
while é queclefts and SER-clefts are monoclausal structuses ¢hapter 4). It has repeatedly
been noted that biclausal cleft constructions \dtgn are reanalysed as monoclausal focus
constructions, with the copula grammaticalizingoirat focus particle (Harris & Campbell
1995). Also, € queclefts and SER-clefts can be and have been amblyse a
grammaticalization of biclausal clefts (see KatoR&eiro 2007 foré queclefts, Wheeler
1982 and Zubizarreta 2014 for SER-cleftsfomparing biclausal clefts with monoclausal
clefts can shed a light on the grammaticalizatioocess and the relation between clause
structure and interpretation. In chapter 4, it Wil argued that some interpretive properties of
cleft constructions correlate with their monocldusa biclausal character. More precisely,
the strength of the exhaustive interpretation ainthe existential presupposition (indirectly)
depends on the presence of a relative clause shatterpreted as a definite description.
Hence, when the biclausal character disappears, sttength of the exhaustive and
presuppositional interpretation can also disappHais seems to be exactly what is going on
in European Portuguese monoclausal clefts. Additlgnl will suggest in chapter 8 that the
copula in cleft constructions has some propertiegoous-sensitive operators and focus
particles. The similarities of the copula with fegparticles are greater in monoclausal clefts
than in biclausal clefts, which indicates that Bguese monoclausal clefts effectively
instantiate a step in the grammaticalization pre¢es/ards monoclausal focus structures with

focus particles.

Apart from differences in the clausal structures fhosition of the cleft constituent
differs across the structures:itrclefts, the cleft constituent is preceded by thputa only, in
€ queclefts, it is clause-initial. In pseudoclefts aBBR-clefts on the other hand, it is clause
final. This is relevant since the linear positidrttee cleft constituent can reflect its underlying
position in the clausal hierarchy. It has been nleskthat, in Romance at least, left-peripheral
focus is contrastive while TP-internal focus uspadl new information focus (Belletti 2004
a.o.). It will be shown that, effectively, thereascorrelation between the left-peripheral vs.

TP-internal position of the cleft constituent ahe pragmatic type of focus. Concerning the

* Kato & Ribeiro (2007) note th&t queclefts surge after inverted pseudoclefts, insédintiy a
grammaticalization process of the copular verbok&aRibeiro (2009) propose an alternative sourgesfque
clefts, namely explicative sentences:

(i) E que 0 meu  pé doi.
is that the my foot hurts
‘It's that my foot hurts.’



interpretation of the cleft constituent, the pattésund is the following: the cleft constituent
of é queclefts is almost always contrastive while the tclednstituent of the other cleft
constructions, although often contrastive, moreunadly has a new-information focus
interpretation than the cleft constituentéfiueclefts. This correlation is however not strict,
which leads me to argue that whether a focus epnéted as contrastive or new information
focus is not encoded in particular syntactic poegi Rather, the interpretation of focalized
constituents depends on the discourse anteceddotus (Rooth 1992). The reason way
gueclefts more often or almost always have a contragtieft constituent is because the cleft
constituent is a topic with a focus feature, whiile cleft constituent of the other structures are
not topics. Topics cannot hawdrconstituents as a discourse antecedent, and nedhethe
cleft constituent o queclefts. As a consequence, the cleft constituenthe$e clefts will
generally be contrastive, and rarely constitute ndarmation focus (but see chapter 5 for a
more fine-grained characterization of the cleft stdoent of é queclefts). The cleft
constituent of the other cleft constructions, neinly topics, can also havdrconstituents as

their antecedent, and hence more easily receievanformation interpretation.

Being a sentence topic, the cleft constituené afueclefts occupies a left-peripheral
position, unlike the cleft constituent of the otludeft constructions. This has the additional
advantage of accounting for the fact that thistobeinstruction cannot freely occur in all
embedded contexts, contrary to the other cleft tcoosons. As was discussed in detail by
Haegeman (2012), structures involving the left peery of the clause are often restricted in

embedded contexts.

Summarizing, the four cleft constructions analybede have similar interpretational
properties: they all have an exhaustive interpia@iatan existential presupposition and a
focalized constituent. Nevertheless, they diffengiderably from each other in terms of
syntactic structure. This turns these structuregiqodarly interesting to investigate the
interaction between syntax and discourse, and taribote to the general discussion

concerning this interface.



1.2 The data

The source of the data analysed for this thesisvifold: they are attested data, mainly
provenient from the Cordial SIN-corpus, and corggd data. Constructed examples were all
judged for acceptability by native speakers frorsblon. The Cordial-SIN corpus is a corpus
of spontaneous and semi-directed speech, obtairmd hative speakers of European
Portuguese with little or no scholarly educatiaoni rural aread.The corpus examples cited
in this thesis are followed by the code of the libgand the number of the file, according to

the Cordial-SIN norms. The source of any other godamwill be indicated in the text.

Using this corpus as a basis for the researchechout for this thesis has several
advantages. First of all, cleft constructions g@dal of spoken language, hence they are
likely to be more frequent in oral data than intten data. Second, the fact that the corpus
consists of spontaneous and semi-directed speekbsnitgparticularly adequate for discourse
analysis: it provides a source of naturally ocawgrexamples of cleft constructions in an
adequate discursive context. Since cleft constostiare structures with a particular
information structure and discourse use, their piat®lity often depends on the context they
are inserted in. The relevance of context is ithtstd for instance by the fact that subject
SER-clefts have been reported to be ungrammatidasta & Duarte 2005), while they are
attested in the corpus, in particular discoursegeoda. Moreover, constructed examples, such
as objec# queclefts, were sometimes judged ungrammatical orgimal by my informants,
but when confronted with the same structures iataral context, they were judged perfectly

grammatical.

A third advantage of the Cordial-SIN corpus is thabntains data from speakers with
little or no scholar education, due to which thepos contains some non-standard data. The
decision to include the cleft structures of nomdtad varieties is motivated on a number of
grounds. First of all, by including dialectal datae enlarge the empirical basis of our
investigation. In a pilot study (Vercauteren 201Ba,| have shown that the non-standard
varieties of EP have more clefting strategies aéal than those traditionally described, for
example, these varieties also dispéaygueclefts with a null or a recursive cleft constittien

® The corpus used is Martins, A. M. (coord.) [20pR010. CORDIAL-SIN: Corpus Dialectal para o Estutio
Sintaxe / Syntax-oriented Corpus of Portugueseebtal Lisboa, Centro de Linguistica da Universiddele
Lisboa. URL: http://www.clul.ul.pt/en/resources/4ddrdial-corpus



Another advantage of including dialectal data iattlwve can reduce to a minimum the
influence of normative rules. Third, the study atro-variation permits us to study potential
correlations between syntactic variables, sincecae 'manipulate’ some variables while
keeping others constant (cf. Kayne 1996). The eeleg of micro-variation is illustrated for

instance in chapter 6, where it is shown #hgueclefts can only be embedded in resumptive
relative clauses, which involve doubling of the dhed the relative clause in a TP-internal
position. This is a non-standard relativizatiomtggy. The fact that embeddingé§ueclefts

is only grammatical in resumptive relative clausesfirms the proposed intervention account
for the embedding restrictions éfqueclefts, in the sense that doubling cancels inteiga

effects.

Finally, the corpus has a POS annotated versioigchmmakes identification of the
relevant structures easfeFor this thesis, all structures with the copulaerbser ‘to be’ were
isolated, and subsequently all cleft constructisrese manually identified. The number of
occurrences of the different cleft constructionalgsed in this thesis are summerized in the

table below.

‘ Cleft construction Number of occurrences ‘

It-clefts 508
Pseudoclefts 202
E queclefts 1440
SER-clefts 588

Doing corpus research has two big disadvantagegodo not contain negative data
and it is not possible to manipulate the data arepto test hypotheses. In order to overcome
these shortcomings, the corpus data were complechevith constructed data. Constructed
data were judged by native speakers from Lisboh wihigher education. Given this profile

of my informants, | considered their judgementsetitect the standard variety.

® http://www.clul.ul.pt/en/research-teams/387-antestecorpora



1.3 Structure of the thesis

The thesis is structured as follows: chapter 2othices the theoretical background
concerning the syntax-discourse interface. Bothvtee that syntax is independent of scope-
discourse properties (section 2.1) and the view thacourse properties can drive the
syntactic computation (section 2.2) are brieflycdssed and illustrated. Chapter 3 deals with
the interpretive properties of cleft constructiorihe chapter starts with a theoretical
discussion of focus, concentrating on the questiether there is more than one type of
focus, and provides a description of the interpi@taof the cleft constituent of the four cleft
constructions (section 3.1). It is shown that tledét constituent of the four cleft constructions
Is consistently focalized and that it can constitbbth an informational and a contrastive
focus. Then | turn to the interpretation of the ficlelause. The conceptsxistential
presupposition(section 3.2.1) andxhaustivity(section 3.2.2) are delimited and clarified, and
a classification of the cleft constructions is pysged, distinguishing between clefts with a
strong exhaustivity claim and existential presujtpws and clefts with a weak exhaustivity

claim and existential presupposition.

Chapter 4 focuses on the interpretation of thd clafise and draws a parallel between
the monoclausal vs. biclausal character of thet dehstructions and the strength of the
exhaustivity claim and existential presuppositiBinst, it is argued that queclefts and SER-
clefts are monoclausal structures whileclefts and pseudoclefts are biclausal structures
(section 4.1). Then, in section 4.2, the monoclaciséts are discussed in more detail and it is
argued that the weak exhaustivity claim and exigikpresupposition of monoclausal clefts
arises as an implicature, due to pragmatic ruleratipg on the alternative semantics of
focus. In section 4.3 it is argued that the bickutefts are specificational copular sentences.
On a par with non-cleft specificational sentenc®y have a semanticised existential
presupposition and exhaustivity claim. Given tHa¢ tleft clause of these structures is
semantically a definite description, it is inhetgnpresupposed. Exhaustive identification

arises when a constituent is identified with thérde description.

Chapter 5 turns to the syntax of focus. In sectibidsand 5.2, some problems of the
assumption that all focalized constituents havemimve to a FocP are discussed. Two
alternatives to obligatory focus movement are psego it could be the case that foci

optionally undergo A’-movement or it could be thase that if foci move, they do so for
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focus-independent reasons. Since it is not cleartbamplement optional focus movement in
a principled theory that can make adequate predistil explore the second hypothésis.
section 5.4, | work out the hypothesis for focumntmg in more detail: | propose that fronted
foci, in European Portuguese at least, are topits avfocus feature. Hence, they move to a

left-peripheral TopP.

Chapter 6 deals with some implications of thisraléive account for focus fronting.
More precisely, | argue that several syntacticeddhces between topics and fronted foci, also
topics according to the hypothesis, can be ascribeéke presence vs. absence of a doubling
element in the base position of the fronted camstit, since properties such as recursivity,
WCO, compatibility with wh-movement and embedding restrictions correlate wita
presence of doubling and not with the interpretatad the fronted constituent. This is
discussed in detail in section 6.1. In order tolaxpwhy doubling correlates with these
properties, | adapt Haegeman’s (2012) intervergiczount for left-peripheral constituents in
English: quantificational features, such as foasures, give rise to intervention effects with
movement of other constituents with quantification@atures. Non-quantificational

constituents, such as doubled constituents, dgiuetrise to intervention effects.

In chapter 7, the details concerning syntax of notausal clefts are worked out. The
cleft constituent o€ queclefts gives rise to intervention effects, indingtthat it occupies an
A’-position, in line with the hypothesis put forvehin chapter 5 that focus fronts to become a
sentence topic in European Portuguese. Additionaflysection 7.1.2, | argue that the
sequence quelexicalizes the Fin head, based on the distrilbbutibleft-peripheral adjuncts
and clitic left dislocated topics around the clednstituent o queclefts. Section 7.2 deals
with SER-clefts. Given the relatively free distrilaun of the copula in the clause, | argue that
it is base generated together with the cleft ctuestit. The distribution of the copula is

determined by selectional restrictions.

Chapter 8 deals with some open issues that ansaghout the thesis and discusses
some theoretical implications of the proposals.g@#@9 concludes the thesis.

" But see chapter 8 for some suggestions conceafitignal focus movement.



2 Theoretical background: the syntax-discourse interdce

The focus of this thesis is the interaction betwiensyntax of cleft constructions and
their interpretational properties. Broadly, theree awo views on the syntax-discourse
interface: there are those who argue that syntdotinsl to interpretive properties and those
who argue that (some) scope-discourse propertig® dne syntactic computatidnBoth
views will be shortly discussed in the next sediddf course, there is a range of intermediate

views.

2.1 Syntax is independent of scope-discourse properties

Several authors have argued that syntax is bliretépe-discourse properties (Adger
1994; Costa 1998, 2000, 2004, 2010; Chomsky 200%taC& Figueiredo Silva 2006; Costa
& Kula 2008 a.o.). According to this view, the e@ngent computational output of syntax is
evaluated at the interfaces, in the sense thatfaete conditions will select one of the
convergent outputs of the computation. It is assuthat interface conditions or interpretative
properties do not trigger syntactic operationswhnat follows, | will dicuss three pieces of
data that indicate that word order patterns detegthby information structure are restricted

by other syntactic properties of particular lingigcizvarieties.

An example supporting the view that syntax is blitad information structural
properties, discussed in great detail by Costa§120904) and Costa & Figueiredo Silva
(2006), are the discourse uses of the differentdwarders available in Portuguese. Both in
European and in Brazilian Portuguese focused daestis tend to surface at the right edge of
the sentence, aligned with default sentence stndssh is rightmost (Frota 2000). As such, in
question-answer pairs, the order of the complemardgransitive verbs depends on which of

the complements carries the information focust i§ithe direct object that constitutes the

! The interpretive properties mentioned here incloolén discursive properties related to informastmicture
and semantic properties, such as adverbial concgjtse the focus of this thesis are the discoprsperties of
cleft constructions, the hypothesis that interpeepiroperties are encoded in syntax will only baleated in
relation to focus, exhaustivity and presuppositemg nothing will be said concerning other intetipee
properties, for which | refer to the relevant lggrre.
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answer to the question, the order will be 10-DCe(E€Ba and (2)a), but when it is the indirect
object that answers the question, the order wiltHee opposite (see (1)b and (2)b). This is
illustrated in the examples below, for both vaastof Portuguese:

(1) Brazilian Portuguese:
a A O que o Joéao deu pra Maria?
‘What (did) Jo&o give to Maria?’
B: O Joao deu pra Maria um CD.
‘Jodo gave Maria a CD’
b A: Pra quem o Joao deu o CD?
‘To whom (did) Joao give the CD’
B: O Joao deu o CD pra Maria.

‘Jodo gave the CD to Maria’

(2) European Portuguese:
a A: O que é que o Joao deu a Maria?
‘What (did) Jodo give to Maria?’
B: O Joéo deu a Maria um CD.
‘Jodo gave Maria a CD’
b A: A quem € que o Joao deu o CD?
‘To whom (did) Joé&o give the CD?’
B: O Joéo deu o CD a Maria.
‘Jodo gave the CD to Maria’
(Costa & Figueiredo Silva 2006: 89)

Both variaties have similar word order patternsdomplements of the verb, but differ
when it comes to subject-focus. In European Podsgufocalized subjects of transitive and
intransitive verbs in question-answer pairs surfacéhe postverbal position, aligned with
default sentence stress, while this is ungramnlaiicdrazilian Portuguese. In the latter
variety, the focalized subject surfaces in previgobaition and receives heavy stress, on a par

with focalized subjects in English. In EuropeantbBguese, preverbal focalized subjects are
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grammatical, but not felicitous in question-ansyairs. The pragmatic infelicity is indicated
by #.

3) A Quem comeu o bolo?
‘Who ate the cake?’
B: Comeu o Jodo. (EP/*BP)
‘ate Jo&o’
B’ O JOAO comeu. (#EP/BP)
‘Joao ate’

(Costa & Figueiredo Silva 2006: 85)

This difference between the two varieties is expdi by the fact that Brazilian
Portuguese is losing its null subject propertiemti@ry to European Portuguese (see for
instance Figueiredo Silva 1996; Barbosa, Duarte &0K2005). As a consequence, subject-
verb inversion is much more restricted in BrazilRortuguese than in European Portuguese.
In Brazilian Portuguese, in most contexts, an owettbject has to occupy SpecTP; only
unaccusative verbs allow for postverbal subjédtsEuropean Portuguese on the other hand,
inversion is grammatical with all types of verbsccArding to Costa & Figueiredo Silva
(2006), in European Portuguese, both structurel pigéverbal and postverbal subjects are
derived, the choice between the structures is raattee interfaces. Since a postverbal subject
permits alignment with default sentence stress awitlany additional operations in order to
indicate focus, the structure with postverbal sctgjevill be spelled out in case of subject
focus. In Brazilian Portuguese on the other hamtly structures with preverbal subjects are
computed, as postverbal subjects are ungrammaticabst contexts. As such, structures with

preverbal subjects are the only ones that reacintedaces, and in case of subject focus, the

2 Brazilian Portuguese is a semi-pro-drop languides null expletive pronouns and unaccusativeseo
allow for postverbal subjects:

(0 Chove.
‘It rains’

(ii) Chegou o Joéo.
Arrived Jodo

In Brazilian Portuguese, when unaccusative subpetfocalized, both SV and VS order is allowed. In
European Portuguese on the other hand, only VS @dd#lowed. See Costa & Figueiredo Silva (20@8)rfiore
details.
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subject has to be marked with heavy stress siaqeo#ition does not coincide with the default

sentence stress.

Another piece of evidence for the idea that po&nthovement for discourse
considerations is often defeated by other facterghe order of verbal complements in
Portuguese, discussed in detail by Costa (2009Wassillustrated above, the order of verbal
complements depends on which complement receivessfothe focalized complement
surfaces in clause-final position. However, if tloealized constituent needs to bind an
anaphor in the non-focalized constituent, the faedl constituent will not surface in clause-
final position, since, in this configuration, theagssary c-command relations would not hold.
For instance, in the following example, the infotima focus of the sentence is on the indirect
objecta cada autorto each author’. The default position of a fozall indirect object is
clause-final, to the right of the direct object.wver, since the quantifieada‘each’ needs
to bindseu livro‘his book’, it needs to surface in a position erenanding the direct object.

As aresult, it has to surface to the left of tireat object and receives heavy stress.

4 A A quem é gue deste os livPos
‘To whom did you give the books?’
B Dei A CADA AUTORv seu livro.
(I) gave to each author his book.
B’ ?*Dei o seulivro A CADA AUTOR
(1) gave his book to each author
(Costa & Figueiredo Silva 2007: 95)

In case of information focus in Portuguese, alignine@ith default stress is thus
overruled by syntactic considerations. Costa (1988) Costa & Figueiredo Silva (2006)
conclude from these patterns that information s$timec properties do not trigger syntactic

operations such as movement.

A third piece of evidence in favour of the ideattimiormation structure properties do
not trigger syntactic computations is the positiaitierence between possessive pronouns in
Italian and in European Portuguese, discussed IsfaC® Kula (2008). They observe that
focalized possessive pronouns are postnominalairait (5), while they are prenominal in
Portuguese (6):
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(5) a *la SUA casa, non tua
the her house not yours
b la casa SUA, non tua
the house hers not yours

‘Her house, not yours’

(Cardinaletti 1998: 19-20, taken from Costa & KRGE08: 300)

6) a Esse € o MEU problema, néao o teu.
that is the MY problem not the yours
b *Esse € 0 problema meu, nédo o teu.
that is the problem my
‘That is MY problem, not yours’
(Costa & Kula 2008: 300)

The authors argue that the difference between wwee languages is due to the
categorical status of possessive pronouns: inattalpossessive pronouns are XPs, while in
Portuguese, they are heads (Castro & Costa 200%3. have a more flexible position than
heads, hence, they can surface in different positiepending on their information status.
Once again, it seems to be the case that synttncteshe possibilities of discourse-related

movement.

The data discussed by Costa in several paperfhiasecompatible with the view that
the computation derives several competing strustuhe choice among which is determined
post-syntactically. The advantage of this viewhisttit permits to account for the flexibility in
the mapping between syntax and discourse propetiiese is no one-to-one correspondence
between syntactic positions and interpretationséesh, it can easily account for the freedom
of focus assignment in languages such as Portugaresd-nglish, to be discussed in more

detail in chapter 5.

One potential problem for a discourse free syngathe existence of languages with
overt discourse-related particles that consistesiiface in the same position. Japanese and

Gungbe are cases at point. In Japanese topics ateednwith the particleva (7) and are
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clause-initial (Maki et al. 1999); in Gungbe, tapiare marked witlya and foci withwé (8)

and both are in a pre-subject position (Aboh 2607).

(7)

(8)

John-wa kono hon-o yonda.
JohnTop this  bookacT read
‘As for John, he read this book.’

Un  mwéngo  Yéti ya  DOsl na
1sc know that Yeti ToPp Dosu FUT
‘I know that as for Yeti, Dosu will marry her’

Un  mywéngo  DOsSGO we na  da

(Maki et al. 1999: 7)

da-¢

marry-3G

Yéti

1sc know that DosurFoc FUT marry Yeti

‘I know that DOSU will marry Yeti’

(Aboh 2007: 84)

It thus seems to be the case that, at least in $amgeiages, discourse properties are

encoded in syntax, and consistently trigger moveneededicated syntactic positions. This is

one of the hypotheses explored in the cartograffamework, to be discussed in the

following section.

2.2 Cartography: discourse is syntactically relevant

In the cartographic framework, the role of scopsedurse properties is argued to be

two-fold. Discourse properties are represented ficislized discourse features that can

trigger movement to the specifier of specializestdurse-related functional projections in the

% Maki et al. (1999: 8) refer that constituents vattopic marker can also surface in other posititmghis case,
they cannot be interpreted as sentence topicsebaive a contrastive reading.
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clausal spine, and as such determine word drdefditionally, the same discourse-features
can give rise to intervention effects. In whatdalk, | will briefly discuss the main goals of

the cartographic framework. Then | turn to the roldeatures for movement (section 2.2.2)
and finally to the role of intervention in the framork (section 2.2.3). The discussion
focusses on features related to information stracteor other features, | refer to the relevant

literature.

2.2.1 The goals of cartography

One of the main goals of cartography is, as the enaithe framework itself
indicates, to draw detailed maps of the structdirhe® clause. Based on ordering restrictions
and transitivity, authors working in this framewoakm at determining which functional
projections make up the architecture of the claasd, how they are organized. Ultimately,
following the maximone feature - one hed®izzi & Cinque 2008: 50¢artographists aim at
decomposing the clause into primitive interpretivéts, and as such discover the inventory of
features that are relevant for syntax (see Riz8712013a; Cinque 1999, Cinque & Rizzi
2008, 2010 a.o.).

Rizzi’'s (1997) seminal work focusses on the stnectof the left periphery of the
clause. According to Rizzi, the left periphery bétclause does not consist of one single CP
projection, but rather of a series of functionaljpctions, each with a head and a specifier. He
proposes a split-CP, with several hierarchicallyamized functional projections. Several of
these functional projections are related to scapeedrse properties. The hierarchy is the
following (based on Rizzi 1997, 2001, 2004):

(9) ForceP > TopP* > IntP > TopP* > FocP > ModP* > TopHFinP

The highest projection ForceP is a clause-typingegtion and hosts complementizers in

finite clauses and relative pronouns (Rizzi 19%mP, the lower edge of the left periphery,

* In recent work in the Minimalist Program theraigendency to move away from feature-triggered muars,
in the sense that movement (merge) can apply fr&elg Chomsky (2001) for conceptual arguments ahd O
(2015) for instance for an implementation. Also skapter 8.
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encodes finiteness and is the host of non-finitmglementizers, such as Italiah. The
projections sandwiched in between ForceP and FiP dadicated to particular scope-
discourse properties. Topics are hosted in onehef recursive TopPs (the * indicates
recursivity). Several authors have argued that sindtion between types of topics is
necessary (see for instance Beninca & Polletto 2804 rascarelli & Hinterholzl 2007).
According to these authors, TopPs are not (enjimglgursive and ordering of different types
of topics is not free but reflects a strict hiehgrc

Interrogativewh-constituents target IntP or FocP. The interrogattemplementizers
se ‘i and perché ‘why’ lexicalize the specifier of IntP, whilevh-constituents in root
interrogatives target the specifier of FocP. Thaees&ocP is targeted by focus fronting, which
accounts for the incompatibility of focus frontimgth wh-movement to FocPFinally, ModP
is lexicalized by unstressed left-peripheral adiasb On a par with TopP, ModP is a

recursive projection.

Not only for the left periphery has it been argubat it contains a variety of
discourse-related syntactic projections, similaimk have been made for the vP periphery
(see for instance Szabolcsi 1994; Brody 1990; EsKi998; Bosque 1999; Jayaseelan 2001;
Belletti 2004, 2008, 2015; Horvath 2000, 2010 aBgsed on the idea that the interpretation
of sentences should be immediately read of theasyintconfiguration, Belletti argues that the
vP-periphery contains (at least) a recursive TapdPaaFocP:

(10) TopP > FocP > TopP > VP

Belletti (2004, 2005, 2008) argues that the IPsmaeFocP hosts, a.o., postverbal new
information subjects in null-subject languages sashitalian® but also cleft constituents of

new information subject clefts (see Belletti 20064 detailed account).

® In later work, Rizzi (2013a, b, 2015) assumes Wiatonstituents move to check a Q feature, and thus
presumably target a QP. Incompatibilityvafirmovement with focus fronting is accounted foremts of
Relativized Minimality (see section 2.2.3 and cleajit for more details).

® In Italian, postverbal subjects of transitive \&#re focalized. Ciro Greco (p.c.) notes that parsial subjects
of unaccusative or unergative verbs are in broaddgolt is thus not very clear how Belletti's acnbfor
postverbal subjects can be extended to all typesns.
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Also in the literature on Hungarian focus very ofteference is made to a dedicated
preverbal FocP (Szabolcsi 1994, E. Kiss 1998), siomes considered to be a focus field with
several focus positions (as in Brody 1990). As &l wnown, arguments and adjuncts which
express exhaustive identification and bear prinstrgss very often occupy an immediately

preverbal position in Hungarian.

Arguing that a universal hierarchy of functionabjections determines word order
patterns has several advantages from a cross4ingygoint of view. For instance, it has
repeatedly been noticed for a variety of unreldtedjuages that topics are recursive while
left-peripheral focus is not (see Rizzi 1997 faliin; Puskas 2000 for Finno-Ugric; Aboh
2004, 2007 for Bantu and Kwa languages; Durrlen@8Zor Jamaican Creole for instance).
The unicity of the left-peripheral FocP, as opposethe recursivity of TopPs accounts for
this cross-linguistic pattern in a straightforwarcinner. Additionally, a fixed hierarchy of
functional projections giving rise to particulaterpretations accounts for the observation that
certain syntactic positions are consistently asgedi with a specific interpretation, and that
there are ordering restrictions that, once agare, quite consistent cross-linguistically.
Finally, the existence of languages with discouedated particles is easily accommodated in
the cartographic framework: arguably, these padidexicalize functional heads, which
attract a constituent to their specifier. For ins&® as mentioned in the previous section,
Gungbe has both topic and focus particles, whichhkmeft-peripheral topicalized and
focalized constituents. These particles can codmut only in the fixed order topic-focus
(Aboh 2006). Assuming a strict functional hieraratgn straightforwardly account for the
very limited distribution of the specialized pal#ig. A view under which syntax is blind to
discourse cannot easily account for these facts.

The discovery of universal hierarchies of functiop@jections is only one aspect of
cartographic approaches to natural language. Asundsrlined by Cinque & Rizzi (2010),
Rizzi (2013a) and Ramchand & Svenonius (2014) the.hierarchy is very unlikely to be a
syntactic primitive, since if it were, it would nbe clear why natural language should have
evolved to such a complex hierarchys such, an important second step is to provide a
further explanation for the observed ordering restms in the clausal domain. In the search
of a further explanation, Relativized Minimalityapies an important place (see for instance
Starke 2001, Rizzi 2004, Abels 2012, Haegeman 2G12¢o 2014). As will become clear in

" But see Starke (2001) for an opposing view.
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section 2.2.3, several well-known ordering restrits and incompatibilities can be accounted
for naturally if we assume that Relativized Minimakestricts movement operations. | refer
to the rich literature within the cartographic frawork, and Rizzi (2013a) in particular, for

more details on the general framework.

2.2.2 Features and movement

In the previous section it became clear that theeeseveral ordering restrictions in the
clause that seem to respect a universal hieraahgimilar patterns are found in unrelated
languages. In order to account for this, it hamlsrgued that the left periphery of the clause
contains a number of discourse-related functionajeptions, ordered in a specific way. The
constituent occupying the specifier of these pitges will have a particular interpretation,
typical for the position it occupies. For instancenstituents occupying the specifier of a
FocP will consistently have a focus interpretatilbrnas been argued that similar projections

also exist clause-internally, at the vP edge.

One consequence of assuming that certain intevpretioperties are associated with
specialized functional projections is that constitis move away from their base position to
the specifier of these projections in order to @etarticular interpretation. A straightforward
example of such A’movement is Italian focus frogti In the example below, the direct
object of the verb moves to the specifier of thi¢-peripheral FocP and gets a contrastive

focus interpretation.

(11) [rocpIL TUO LIBRO [ Foc® e ho letto [-]]]].

Based on Chomsky (1993), it is standardly assumetthe cartographic framework
that movement is last resort, and consequently,itaust be triggerefl.lt is assumed that
each functional head can be endowed with a speuibipho-syntactic feature that will trigger

movement of a constituent to its specifier. Fortanse, concerning the sentence in (11)

8 See Starke (2001) and Rizzi (2015) a.o. for akfiit theory of movement within the cartographéarfework.
Also see chapter 8 for some suggestions for amaliee.
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above, it is assumed that constituents with a fdeature move to the specifier of FocP in
order to check this feature (Rizzi 1997). The idederlying this view on movement is that no
free adjunction or preposing to the left periphany allowed.

It has to be noted that some constituents do neenw their surface position but are
immediately merged in the corresponding functigmalection. This is the case for instance
for adverbs (see Cinque 1999) and some interragativstituents discussed in the previous

section.

In more recent work (Rizzi 2003, Rizzi & Shlonsky0B, Rizzi 2010), Rizzi develops
his 1990 Criterial Theory. The basic idea, refertedabove, is that in a syntax ruled by
economy guidelines, movement is always motivated, reever optional. For instance, some
constituents move in order to get a particular rprtation, such as topic or focus. The
features triggering these movement operationsdpesdiscourse positions are called criteria.
These includewh, Neg, Top, Foc, Subj and Rel. The interpretatidnaoconstituent is
determined by the criterial feature on the headlubse specifier the constituent is moved to.
For example, a constituent moved to the speciffeFaxP will be interpreted as a focus.
Summarizing, movement to specialized functionajgmioons is assumed to be triggered by

the need to check features in a Spec-Head relation.

As was discussed in detail by Aboh (2010), thisrapgh to A’-movement has the
great advantage of drawing clear parallels with emoent in the A-system. At the basis of
feature-triggered movement in the sense discudsaekdies the observation that features that
arguably trigger A-movement are often spelled gubbert morphemes, such as inflectional
morphemes. Topic and focus markers, as are founkhnguages such as Japanese and
Gungbe (see examples (7) and (8) above), can bfsadaas the lexicalization of
morphosyntactic features triggering A’-movemente@otential problem for this view is that
it is not clear how this feature-triggered movemesat be parametrized across languages or
made optional within one language. For instancechapter 5 it will become clear that
focalized constituents in European Portuguese antether languages can both remain
situ or move to the left periphery of the clause. IFecP triggers movement of focalized
constituents to its specifier in order to checku®eatures, it is not clear why this movement
does not apply consistently: apparently, sometifoess features need to be checked and
sometimes not. In order to provide a solution fos fproblem, | will argue that in European
Portuguese focus features do not trigger movemgnthiat some focalized constituents move
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to the left periphery to check topic features. Awmwtpossibility, not explored in this thesis
(but see chapter 8), would be to assume that (sost@nces of) A’-movement is not feature
triggered in the sense described above.

As an alternative to the movement triggered byrteed to check features in a Spec-
head configuration, Rizzi (2015) explores ChomsK#814) proposal that labeling conflicts
force movement and investigates the consequenctssofiypothesis for A’-movement and
Criterial Freezing. Chomsky’s proposal is inseited tendency to move away from the idea
that agreement is a prerequisite for movement.eS@ltomsky (2001), it has been assumed
that move, an instance of merge, applies freelyc@irse, assuming that merge comes for
free seriously overgenerates, as several instaofa@®vement give rise to an ungrammatical
result. Additionally, there are instances of oliggg movement, hence, even if merge comes
for free, some instances of lack of movement neddktruled out in a principled manner. In
chapter 8, I will discuss the movement issue inerdetail, and suggest that a theory in which
obligatory movement is triggered by the foot of tain, along the lines of Chomsky (2014,
2015) and Rizzi (2015), in combination with Relaed Minimality in order to rule out some
instances of improper movement, can provide a lmsalternative to feature-triggered
movement in the classical sense and more easilguatx for cross-linguistic differences
concerning A’-movement. However, since the fullgarof implications of this alternative
account for movement is far from clear, in thissikd will follow the standard assumptions in
the cartographic framework and assume movementetdripgered by the need to check

features in a Spec-head configuration.

2.2.3 Relativized Minimality

As mentioned above, recently Relativized Minimalitgs gained importance in the
cartographic framework. The reason for this is tabf First, it has been argued that the split
CP hierarchy follows (at least partially) from ttieory of locality (Abels 2012) and second,
the highly articulated structure assumed to exist the cartographic framework is
complemented by Relativized Minimality, a localigyrinciple that restricts movement

operations.
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As Cinque & Rizzi (2008: 52, section 6) and RiZ2013a: 210, section 7) explicitly
discuss, the functional hierarchy is not to be @w®red a syntactic primitive. Rather, the
observed ordering restrictions in the clausal h@ma have to be further explained by

interface requirements and independent grammatiocabgnitive principles:

One important question which arises is: where dthes hierarchy, and its
universal properties, come from? It is hard to inmagthat the hierarchy may
be an irreducible property of UG, disconnected framy other aspect of
human cognition; it is also hard to believe tha¢ thierarchy may be a purely
arbitrary “cultural” property, rediscovered by evgrlanguage learner in the
same form, language after language, on the basjsuoé inductive learning.
So, there must be some principles determining i@ifthical sequence, and

guiding the child to “rediscover” it in the cours# language acquisition.

(Cinque & Rizzi 2008: 52)

A crucial tool in the attempt to derive the templ& Relativized Minimality, as was
illustrated by Abels (2012) and Haegeman (2012ye&# formulations and applications of
Minimality exist in the literature (see Rizzi 2013tx an overview, see also Cecchetto &
Donati 2015). Relevant for our purposes, Relatikdinimality gives rise to intervention
effects. These effects will constrain movement apens. The general idea is that movement
cannot occur across an interveidn. order to determine what counts as an interyehere
are three crucial aspects: hierarchical relatistrsictural type and features. The first aspect is
captured in the following definition of interventin

(12) Zintervenes between X and Y when X c-commandsdZzao-commands Y
(Rizzi 2013b: 173)

° The question of where Relativized Minimality apglis controversial. Chomsky (1995) argues it aspiin
movement, but Chomsky (2000) argues it applieseanch. Rizzi (2004, 2013b) on the other hand argues
applies on LF, i.e. it is a representational pptei Finally, based on BoSk@{2011), Authier & Haegeman
(2015) argue that Relativized Minimality violatiooan be rescued by PF deletion.
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The importance of c-command is illustrated by tiofving two sentences:

(13) a *When did you wonder who left __ ?
b When did the uncertainty about who won dissolve?
(Rizzi 2013b: 173)

In both sentences, thiveh-constituenwhois crossed bywhen However, only in (a) is
this problematic, since only in (a) does the inéeier c-command the base positionubien
An experiment carried out by Costa & Lobo (20141%200n the interpretation of relative
clauses with simple and complex DPs also indicttas c-command is a crucial factor in

determining intervention for syntactic dependencies

The second aspect determining intervention is sirat type. There are three
structural types: head-positions, A-positions andpdsitions. As Rizzi (1990, 2013b)
illustrates, only elements of the same structuygletas the moved element count for
intervention, for instance, only A-positions wilitervene in A-movement. This is illustrated
below. (14) illustrates intervention by a head,)(l/bistrates intervention by a constituent in
an A-position, and (16) illustrates interventiondry A’-position. All examples are taken from
Rizzi (2013b: 176-177).

(14) a The guests could have left
Could the guests ____ have left?
C * Have the guests could ____ left?
(15) a Everyone considers [[John] [a good doctor]]
John is considered | [a good doctor]]
C * A good doctor is considered [John |
(16) a | wonder [who left at five]

* When do you wonder [who left |
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A last crucial factor for intervention are featurddased on the observation that
apparently not all A’-positions are interveners fgrmovement (noted by Obenauer 1984,
1994; Pesetsky 1987 a.o.), a refinement of Reiad/iMinimality, in terms of features, has
been developed by Starke (2001), Rizzi (2004) &ar. instance (some) d-linked/h
arguments can be extracted across an intervemimgonstituent (see Szabolcsi 2005 for a

detailed description of the relevant factors farastability from weak islands):

(17) ?Which problem do you wonder how to solve?

Taking that d-linkedwh-constituents are featurally richer than non-d-éidlkwh-
constituents? Relativized Minimality can be reformulated as dols:

(18) Relativized Minimality (revised): in the configurarm
X Zoo YL
a local relation (e.g., movement) cannot hold betw¥ and Y if Z intervenes
and Z fully matches the specification of X in thelewant morphosyntactic
features.
(Rizzi 2013b: 179).

Note that featural Relativized Minimality is a wayp represent fine-grained
intervention patternsvithin a given structural type of movement. It does re®ns to be the

case that features can have influence on movenhendifferent structural type.

The aim of a lot of recent research is to deternexactly what features characterise
what constituents, and how these features int@rdetms of intervention. It is often assumed,
following Starke (2001) and Rizzi (2004), that f@as belong to classes, and that intervention
only arises in case constituents with featureshefdame class are involved. The classes of
features proposed by Rizzi (2004) are the following

1% This claim is based on the observation that delihkh-constituents, unlike non-d-linkegh-constituents,
have a lexical restriction (Rizzi 2013b), or on tieservation that they are more ‘specific’ (Sta2k@1).
However, as is clear from the discussion of weknis in Szabolcsi (2005), it is hard to deterntireeexact
inventory of the aspects that improve extractabftbm weak islands.
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(19) a Argumental: person, number, gender, case
b Quantificational: Q, Neg, measure, focus...
C Modifier: evaluative, epistemic, Neg, frequeiviat celerative, measure,
manner,....
d Topic

(Rizzi 2004: 19)

According to this taxonomy of features, constitgemith quantificational features will
only give rise to intervention with other constig® with quantificational features. For
instance, a constituent with a Q-feature gives tséntervention with constituents with a
focus feature, but not with constituents with ai¢digature. The feature-class approach has
revealed to be particularly adequate, see for mestddaegeman (2012 and related work) and
Authier & Haegeman (2015) on the interaction betw&enting and operator movement in
central adverbial clauses (and other contexts) Lamdusse et al. (2014) for intervention with

cleft constructions?

It has been argued (see for instance Abels 2012zi R013a) that the universal
hierarchy can be (at least) partially derived néferto Relativized Minimality. Abels (2012)
provides a detailed discussion of the ltalian ledriphery, showing that most ordering
restrictions and restrictions on co-occurrence lmarexplained in terms of intervention. For
instance, it has been noted that samheconstituents cannot co-occur with fronted foci ihi
others can, in a fixed order. The crucial differemng between wh-constituents that in Rizzi
(2001b) target FocP and those targeting IntP. Tiise dannot co-occur with fronted foci, as
they target the same position, while the latter, datney precede fronted foci, as is predicted
by the template in (9). The difference between Wgfes ofwh-constituents is illustrated

below:

(20) a *A chi IL PREMIO NOBEL dovrebbero dare?

1 See Szabolcsi & Zwarts (1993, 1997) for a differgéew. Szabolcsi & Zwarts (1990) note that constitts
that are less sensitive to weak islands denoteithgils. In their (1993, 1997) paper, they develgget-theoretic
account for weak islands. They argue that weakdsiaducers involve complements and/or intersection
formation, hence a set is needed to calculate sieaivantic effect. Individuals can be collected s#ts, hence
only individuals can be extracted from weak islaridsfer to Szabolcsi & Zwarts (1993, 1997) fornmdetails.
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‘To whom THE NOBEL PRIZE should they give?’
b *IL PREMIO NOBEL a chi dovrebbero dare?
‘THE NOBEL PRIZE to whom should they give?”
(Rizzi 1997: 298)

(21) a Mi domando se QUESTO gli volessero dire (non qusaddtno)
‘I wonder if THIS they wanted to say to him, notsething else’
B *Mi domando QUESTO se gli volessero dire (nonlgogialtro)
‘I wonder THIS if they wanted to say to him, notsething else’
(Rizzi 2001b ex. 7a-b)

As noted by Abels (2012), it is possible to accotort the differences between
interrogative constituents without having to assuiva they target different left-peripheral
projections:? Given the distributional differences betwegh-constituents such as chi ‘to
whom’ and se ‘whether’, we have to assume thatrconstituents can target different
positions, and hence, in a theory with featureggigd movement, that differenmth-
constituents check different features: somfeconstituents check focus features in a FocP,
while otherwh-constituents check interrogative features in dR.IA more economic account
would be to assume that alh-constituents surface in the left periphery of ¢teise (in some
languages) for the same reason, i.e., to checlsdahee feature. As Abels (2012) discusses,

Relativized Minimality permits just such an accotortwh-movement.

First of all, we have to distinguish betwees-phrases that are moved to the left
periphery (IP-internal ones) and those that cabds® generated there. Several authors have
argued thatvhy (Rizzi 1990, 2001; Hornstein 1995; Stepanov andi P§08) andvhether
(Rizzi 2001b) and their counterparts in some otheguages are base generated in the left

periphery, contrary to othevh-constituents. If these wh-constituents are basergéed in a

2 Under a strict ‘templatic’ approach, in additi@nfocP and IntP, even more positionsvibrconstituents
would be needed, since in embedded interrogathesitdering restrictions differ from the ones obsdrin root
interrogatives. In embedded interrogatives, thetPralwh-constituents target a position lower than FocP
(Rizzi 2001b: 7), since they can follow but notgede (some) left-peripheral focalized constitueRizzi

(1997) argues that in English, embeddéttargets SpecForceP, since topics can only folldweconstituents in
these contexts. Under an Intervention accoungritlie maintained that allh-constituents move because of the
same features and target the same projection. i@gddifferences an incompatibilities are due t@imention
effects. It is thus clear that Relativized Minintialis an important aspect of the cartographic fraor.
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position c-commanding FocP, the position targetgdoous fronting, we do not expect any
intervention effects to arise. This is borne outce thesavh-constituentscan co-occur with
fronted foci, as is illustrated in (21) above. O tother hand, when focalized constituents
move across base generateth-constituents, the result will be ungrammatical doe
intervention of quantificational features. The ingmatibility of wh-constituents originating
inside of TP and fronted foci is accounted forhia same manner: quantificational features on
both constituents give rise to intervention effedtse relevant configurations are illustrated

below. All examples are taken from Rizzi (2001b).

(22) Midomando se QUESTO gli volessero dire (non qusaddtwo)
me ask if THIS him wanted to say (not something)els

wh foc foc
A

(23) *Mi domando QUESTO se gli volessero dire (non queétmo)
me ask THIS if him wanted say (not something else)

foc wh foc

|
*

(24) * Mi domandi a chi QUESTO abbiano detto (non qualaiisd)
me ask to whom THIS have said (not something else)

wh foc wh
A _ |

(25) *Mi domandi QUESTO a chi abbiano detto (non qualaihs)
me ask THIS to whom have said (not something else)

foc wh foc
A |

*

As is clear, Relativized Minimality permits us tesame that allvh-constituents, base
generated in or moved to the left periphery, tatgetsame position, for instance IntP, and
thus check the same features. Differences in cadhiliigt with other left-peripheral

constituents and ordering restrictions can be atdeoufor in terms of intervention, without
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having to assume that different positions for irtgative constituents are involvétiWith

Relativized Minimality, the hierarchy can thus east partially be derived.

In addition to accounting for some ordering resibns and incompatibilitites of
constituents within the same CP, Relativized Miditpgpermits us to explain why very
similar ordering restrictions and incompatibilitiesld when two different CPs are involved.
For instance, in the example beloperché‘'why’ cannot refer to the reason of resigning, it
can only have a reading in which it modifies thebvef the highest CP, i.e., it can only be
locally construed. In the absence of a fronted $pbwth local and long construal are possible.
The sentcne in (b) thus has two interpretationis: dsked for the reason of saying that Gianni
will resign, or it is asked why Gianni resigns.the (a) sentence on the other hand, only the

first reading is available.

(26) a Perché A GIANNI ha detto che si dimettera (nonex®r?
‘Why TO GIANNI he said that he will resign (not Riero)?’
(Abels 2012: 20)

b Perché ha detto a Gianni che si dimettera ?

‘Why did he say to Gianni that he will resign?’

In a theory without a Relativized Minimality-likprinciple, it is not clear why the
long construal is unavailable in (26)a. The sergeocould be derived as follows: theh
constituent, merged in the lower CP, is attractgdhe IntP of the higher CP. The fronted
focusa Gianni‘to Gianni’, merged in the higher TP, is attractegthe FocP of the higher
CP:

(5) [ perché[roce[a Gianni; [tp ha dettotj [rorcer[ine ti [Che si dimetter@l]]]

If all that is at stake is movement triggered bg tieed of feature checking in the

specifier of a specialized head with a specificifpms in the clausal spine, it is not clear why

13 According to Shlonksy & Soare (201Whyand its counterparts in some other languagesase grenerated
in a low left-peripheral ReasonP and subsequemitergo short movement to IntP. Such an accouwligris
not compatible with the Relativized Minimality acod forwh-movement discussed above.
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this derivation is ungrammatical. In a theory wiRklativized Minimality on the other hand,
the ungrammaticality of this derivation is strafgimvardly accounted for: theh-constituent

cannot move to the left of the fronted focus, eifgpresumably, there is a position it could
occupy, because the movement operation it would meeindergo to reach this position is
barred by locality principles. It is thus clear ttiRelativized Minimality is a crucial aspect of

the cartographic framework.

In summary, the observed ordering restrictionshim ¢lausal domain require further
explanation, since it is very unlikely that the warsal hierarchy is a syntactic primitive. An
important tool for providing this further explarmati is Relativized Minimality, as was
exemplified by the fact that Relativized Minimalitgccounts for the cartography of
interrogative constituents without having to asswamadically different syntax for different
types of interrogative constituents. In chapter @ill provide a Relativized Minimality

account for focus fronting.

2.3 Summary

In this chapter, | discussed the theoretical bamlgd of the present thesis. The main
research question is what the relation is betwgatag and discourse properties. There are
two general opposing views. The first view is thderpretative properties do not play any
role in syntax. The output of the computation ialeated at the PF and LF interfaces, and the
most adequate syntactic structure is chosen. Toendeview, adopted in the cartographic
framework, is that discourse properties play anargnt role in syntax, in the sense that
discourse-related features trigger movement to ipesyntactic positions. As such, the
interpretation of sentences can be immediately re&dthe output of the syntactic
computation. Both views have advantages and disdages. For instance, the existence of
discourse-related particles can more easily beuwated for if we assume that clauses contain
functional heads dedicated to certain interpretaticA discourse-free syntax on the other
hand is more compatible with the observation thedid syntactic properties rule out some

instances of discourse-related movement.
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In the rest of the thesis, | will examine which ergretative properties of cleft
constructions play a role in syntax, and how sywitacomputation might determine
interpretation. The next chapter turns to the pregative properties of cleft constructions.
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3 Interpretative properties of the cleft constructions

When it comes to the interpretation of cleft comstions, traditionally, it is assumed
that they consist of a focalized cleft constituamdl a cleft clause that expresses a presupposed
open proposition (Chafe 1976, Reeve 2012 a.oilluatrated in (1):

(1) It was the SHIRTthat she gavetb Harry.
Focus: SHIRT
Presupposition: She gave X to Harry.

(Prince 1986: 2)

Additionally, several authors have provided that tteft constituent exhaustively
identifies the open position in the cleft clauseii1981, E. Kiss 1998, Biiring 2011 a.o.).
This exhaustive interpretation has been calledetti®austivity claim of cleft constructions
(Buring & Kriz 2011, Biring 2011), a term that wide adopted in this thesis.

There is a lot of discussion in the literature @nig focus, presupposition and
exhaustivity, three notions that are crucial fog ttharacterization of cleft constructions. For
instance, the termfocushas been used to designate at least two diffe@mtepts, namely
contrastandnewnessSome authors, such as E. Kiss (1998) defendisiativbetween these
two types of focus, while others, such as Root®2)9consider all foci to be fundamentally
the same. In other words, Rooth (1992) defendsftbat a semantic point of view, focus has
a uniform input. Differences in interpretation diee to independent pragmatic factors such as

the discourse antecedent of focalized constituents.

Also concerningpresuppositionthere is disagreement in the literature. One ef th
main points of discussion is on whether it is neaeg to distinguish different types of
presupposition, such gsragmatic and semanticpresupposition (Prince 1978; von Fintel
2004b; Beaver & Zeevat 2007), areak and strong presupposition (Abusch 2005, 2010;
Abrusan 2014). This debate is related to the natntenumber of mechanisms that give rise
to presuppositions (Simons 2007a; Abusch 2005, 2@8Baver & Geurts 2013; Abrusan
2014).
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Furthermore, there is discussion on the statushef d@xhaustivity claim in cleft
constructions: is it an entailment (Bolinger 197&), implicature (Byram-Washburn 2010,
Horn 1981) or a presupposition (Buring 2011, Vebenet al. 2012)?

All concepts will be discussed separately. Firgtitioduce the semantic treatment of
focus as in Rooth (1985, 1992), based on alteresitiand evaluate the data with respect to
this Alternative Semantics. The second part of thigpter is centred on the interpretation of
the cleft clause. First, | clarify which definitiaf presupposition is used in this thesis and |
distinguish between two types of presuppositiomealst weak and strong presupposition. A
classification of the clefts, based on this sjpdiiows. Finally, | clarify what is understood by
exhaustivity and two types of exhaustivity claime alentified, weak and strong. Again, the

clefts are classified according to these two tygfesxhaustivity claim.

In this chapter, the European Portuguese examplédevtranslated in a way that
reflects their interpretation as accurately as ipbssFor those clefts that do not have an
English counterpart, namelg queclefts (2)a and SER-clefts (2)b, the copula (and
complementizer) are added between brackets to riigsE translation, as illustrated below,

in order for the non-Portuguese reader to easdtifly the cleft constituent.

2 a O Superhomem € que apanhou a galinha.
‘Superman (is that) caught the chicken.’
Cleft constituent (is that) cleft clause
b O Superhomem apanhou foi a galinha
‘Superman caught (is)  the chicken.’
Cleft clause (is) cleft constituent

3.1 The cleft constituent

In this section | will discuss my theoretical asgtions concerning focus. | will adopt
Rooth’s (1985, 1992, 1999) unified view on focusol argues that focus does nothing but
uniformly contributing a set of alternatives in LFtonational, pragmatic or syntactic
differences between ‘types’ of foci are thus ardyalue to focus-independent factors. The

alternative semantics for focus is adopted hereaumx it makes correct predictions
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concerning the relation between focus and presuppos and between focus and
exhaustivity, to be discussed in sections 3.2.1n8 8.2.2.2 respectively. On whether
pragmatically different types of foci have a di#fat syntax, as was argued by Belletti (2004)

for instance, see chapter 5.

3.1.1 Alternative semantics

Starting with Rooth (1985), several authors hageied that, from a semantic point of
view, focus has a uniform import, namely it coniitiss a set of alternatives. Differences in
interpretation, such as the ones identified by EssK1998), who distinguishes between
identificational and informational focus, are due focus-independent factorsin what
follows, I outline the most relevant aspects of fR&(1992) Alternative Semantics for focus.

Rooth (1985) argues that the semantic reflex obnational focus on a certain
constituent is a focus value]' in logical form. This focus value is “the set obppsitions
obtainable from the ordinary semantic value by m@ka substitution in the position
corresponding to the focused phrase” (Rooth 196Q:This is illustrated in (3). The sentence
S with focus orMary contributes the focus valys]', i.e. a set of propositions of the form
John likes xwith x of the same semantic type as the focalized caestit in this case type
<e> for entities. A condition on the set of altdiveas is that it contains at least the ordinary
semantic valug[S]° of the sentence with focus and an element distirmn [S]°.? An

example of a set of alternatives is given in (3)d.

! The definition for identificational focus proposky E. Kiss (1998) is the following:

0] An identificational focus represents a subset efdgét of contextually or situationally given
elements for which the predicate phrase can paifntiold; it is identified as the exhaustive subse
of this set for which the predicate phrase actuadiigs.

(E. Kiss 1998: 245)

E. Kiss (1998) uses the term informational focudésignate that part of the proposition that cassignew
information. It has often been argued that the st in affirmative sentences that correspoodfié wh-
element in interrogatives is the informational feai the proposition (Costa 2004 a.o.).

The difference between the two types of focus bélldiscussed in section 5.2, where it will be adgiheat,
although the distinction is useful at a descripteaeel, it is not relevant for the syntactic conggidn.

2 The notation used here is as in Heim & Kratze®g)9Curly brackets indicate sets; fands for the domain
of individuals.
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3) a S = John likes MARY.
b [S]° like (j, m)
c [S]" = {like (j, X) | x € D¢}
d {John likes Mary, John likes his sister, Johedkhis book, ...}

According to Rooth (1992, 1999), there is no seioamtistinction between
identificational/contrastive focus and informatifacus. All focus does is contribute a set of
alternatives in LF. However, there are interpretiiféerences between focalized constituents,
the most well-known being the difference betweaeformational (4) and contrastive (5)

focus, illustrated below:

4) A Who does John like?
B John likes MARY.

B A John likes Sue.
B No, John likes MARYHe despises Sue.

These examples straightforwardly illustrate a sdconportant aspect of Rooth’s
theory of focus: the fact that the alternatives t@nused by pragmatic rul2sAs such,
whether a focalized constituent is interpreted @astrastive or informational is due to the

pragmatic use of focus. How these interpretatioise as spelled out in what follows.

Relevant for the final interpretation of focus ts discourse antecedent. The ordinary
semantic value of the antecedent of focus has tarbelement of the set of alternatives

contributed by the focus semantic value. This imfized as follows:

(6) If [B]° € [o], the semantic value of a phrgisean serve as the antecedent for

the variable introduced by Focus interpretatiothatlevel of the phrase

% The alternatives contributed by the focus semaratice can also be used by semantic processesstance
by focus-sensitive operators. This is not relefanturrent purposes. | refer to Rooth (1992, 199%)
Erlewine (2014) a.o. for a discussion and illusbrabf this aspect of Alternative Semantics.

34



(Rooth 1992: 13)

Applying this to the examples above, the antecedefdcus has to be of the forike
(, x), informally John likes xNow, the interpretation of the focalized constitudepends on
the semantic value of its antecedent. If the amleteis a question, i.e.,xfcorresponds to an
interrogativewh-constituent, as in (4), the focalized constituenit be interpreted as an
information focus. On the other handxi€orresponds to an individual, as in (5), the frzeal
constituent will be interpreted as a contrastiveubb Summarizing, the semantics of focus
does not change, the interpretation depends oarttexedent available for focus. 1 refer to
Rooth (1992) and Brunetti (2004) for more detaild axamples.

Throughout the rest of the thesis, | will assumeotRs unified view on focus.
However, | will use the terms informational focusdaidentificational focus for descriptive
purposes.Informational focusrefers to the constituent that is the new inforamatin an
answer to a questiorfContrastive focun the other hand will be used to designate those
constituents that are contrasted with the altereatin the set contributed by the focus

semantic value.

3.1.2 Focus in European Portuguese clefts

3.1.2.1 Are cleft constituents uniformly focalized?

It is a fairly standard assumption that the clefbstituent of the cleft constructions
under discussion are focalized, but there are geaslons to investigate this issue with more
care. For instance, in some non-standard variatiesEuropean Portuguese, the cleft
constituent iné queclefts and pseudoclefts can have properties tieatypically associated
with syntactic topics, and not with foci. For insta, the cleft constituent of these two clefts
can be doubled by a (clitic) pronoun (7). Additibypathe cleft constituent o queclefts can

be recursive (8) and it can be null.

(7) a O que lhe chamamos aqui ‘cardelas’ é
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what CL.DAT.3s  callPRES3PL here ‘cardelas’ bERES3S
sé uma qualidade(OUTO06)

only one quality

‘What we call (it) ‘cardelas’ here is only one \&ti.’

b Eu, as outrase gue ndo estou certa
I the  others beres3s that not berResls sure
agora quais sao elas (PVC29)
now which beeReS3PL  they

‘Me, the others (is that) I'm not sure now whitiey are.’

c E ainda antes dessa vem uma ou&ssa
and still before this.one CONPRES3S a other this
e que a gente (...) trathe por a
bePrES3s that the  people treaiaT.3s by the
estrela (GRCO08)
star.

‘And before this one, there’s another one, this fsehat) we call (it)

the star.

8 A gente é que la e que
the  people beres3s that there beres3s that
fazia as cangas para a geni®TJ57)
makelMPERF.3S the  oxbows for the people
‘The people (is that) there (is that) made the exbtor us.’

(9) Aquele mais fino & boa e %] e
that more fine beres3s good and O beres3s
que fica(...) para o pagCoVvO06)

that stayres3s for the  bread
‘The finer one is good and @ (is that) is usedtfier bread.’

A second observation that might be problematictifier claim that cleft constituents
are always focalized is the existence of informapvesupposition clefts, as was described in
great detail by Prince (1978) and Hedberg & Fad@®97) for Englisht-clefts. Informative
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presupposition clefts are clefts in which the mo&irmative portion is the cleft clause, which
can contain completely new information, while theftcconstituent is given in the discourse.
It has been argued that foci are the most informegpiortion of the sentence they surface in
(Bolinger 1972, Vallduvi 1993). If we take the it@la informativity of a constituent as the
sole diagnostics for focus, we need to assume dledit constituents are not necessarily

focalized.

As for European Portuguese clefts, bathqueclefts andit-clefts can have an
informative presupposition. For instance, the dja below contains attcleft in which the
presupposition contains completely new informatigathing in the context indicates that the
information that the sparrow sings the ‘grepe’ whies harvest is ready to reap and steals the
barley, is known by the hearer:

(10) INQ1 O que é que queria dizer "o pardal canta o 'grepe

‘What means “the sparrow sings the ‘grepe™?

INF O pardal canta o 'grepe'?
‘The sparrow sings the ‘grepe’?’

INQ2 O que é o 'grepe'?
‘What is the ‘grepe’?’

INF O 'grepe'? E roubar. E ele o cant@..) “Treme-treme-treme-treme-
treme-treme”. Pois.
‘The ‘grepe’? It's stealing. And he sings it. (.“Jreme-treme-treme-
treme-treme-treme”. Yes.’

INQ2 Ai'grepe' € roubar?
‘So ‘grepe’ is stealing?’

INF  Pois. E por isso que "o pardal canta o 'grepe' quando aasa esta
grada, ao dono chama: "Charepe"!, e vai-lhe comém a cevada".
Pois (CPT03)
‘Exactly. It's because of that that “the sparrow sings the ‘gepe’
when the harvest is ready to reap, he calls themmer: “Charepe™,

and eats his barley”.Indeed.’
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The same is possible & queclefts. On a par witht-clefts, their presupposition can

contain new information:

(11) INF

INQ1

INF

INQ2

INF

Isso, os homens que apanhavam a lenha (...) chamagaos homens
que iam buscar lenha. E assim como eu. E (.f)idauscar tanta.
‘That, the men who gathered wood (...) were caftezh that gathered
wood. It's just like me. And (...) | went to get saiah.’

N&o eram os rachadores?

‘It wasn't the splitters?’

N&o. Isso é rachadores de lenha isso é quem amdahar lenha
mesmo para as maquinas.

‘No, that's wood splitters that is who splits thead proper for the
machines.’

Mesmo para qué?

‘Proper for what?’

Para as maquinas. H4 maquinas que estao a trabalhguxar agua
para o arroz, e ttm uma caldeira. E € preciso eatpdr lenhaDepois
€ que 'houvia' esses rachadores que iam rachar lanbom um
machado e com umas cunhas, com uma marreta, pararab..) os
tracos (...) das faxinas para pér da caldei@LC19)

‘For the machines. There are machines that areingyrkrawing water
for the rice, and they have a kettle. And it isessary to put wood in it.
Afterwards (is that) there were these splitters thasplitted the wood
with an axe and with some wedges, with a sledgeharem to open

(...) the veins (...) of the fascines to put them in thkettle.’

Almost all of the information contained in the prpposition is new: it is explained

for the first time how the wood for the machinespdit. As is clear from these two examples,

the cleft constituent is not necessarily the mofirmative portion of the sentence.

A third important property of focus is prosodic prioence (Jackendoff 1972,
Reinhart 1995, Zubizarreta 1998, Frota 2000, Selk®02). As Chomsky (1971) puts it,
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focus is determined by “the intonation centre afaee structure” (Frota 2000: 20). In simple

sentences, focus can be freely assigned to anyitcems:

(12) A Superman kissed Batman.
B No, Superman kissed CATWOMAN.
B’ No, CATWOMAN kissed Batman.
B”  No, Superman HIT Batman.

In cleft constructions on the other hand, the ass&nt of focus is restricted, which
indicates that, effectively, cleft constructiong &ocus constructions. Prominence can fall on
the cleft constituent, on a sub-constituent ofdledt constituent, both on the cleft constituent
and on an element in the cleft clause (in whiclecss get a pair-list reading or a vice-versa
cleft)* as in (13), but not on an element in the clefastaonly, as in (14) and (15):

(13) a O SUPERHOMEM néo beijou A MULHER GATA. Foi A MULHER

GATA que beijou 0o SUPERHOMEM.
‘SUPERMAN didn't kiss CATWOMAN. It was CATWOMAN who
kissed SUPERMAN.’

b Quem comeu o qué? Quem comeu o BOLO foi o SUPERNDME
guem comeu a FRUTA foi o BATMAN.
‘Who ate what? The one who ate the CAKE was SUPERIVE#nd the
one who ate the FRUIT was BATMAN.’

* A vice-versa interpretation is not possible inymheclefts, as was pointed out by Hedberg & Fad@en®):

0] O Superhomem beijou o Batman
Superman kissed Batman.
# N&o, quem beijou 0o SUPERHOMEM foi o BATMAN
#No, the one who kissed SUPERMAN was BATMAN.

This can easily be explained considering that tbf clause of pseudoclefts uniformly functionsaa®pic, as
was argued by Prince (1978) and Hedberg & Faddedi7(?a.o.

® The contrastive examples seem to be much moreuatkeif they are inserted in a context in which the
speakers are answering a question of the type ‘Wéldodinner with whom?'. This is not the relevant
interpretation here, since in this case, also ke constituent is focalized in the sense tha &n element of a
set of alternatives. The relevant interpretatiothésone in which only an element in the cleft skais focalized.
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c A RAPARIGA é que estava a casa DA MAE; O RAPAZe&aj para
casa DO PADRINHO(AAL54)
‘THE GIRL (is that) was in her MOTHER'’s house; THEDY (is that)
went to his GODFATHER'’s house.’

d FEZ o bolo foi o SUPERHOMEM, COMEU o bolo foi oTBAAN.
MADE the cake was SUPERMAN, ATE the cake was BATMAN

(14) Who did Superman invite for his birthday party?

a # Foi o Superhomem que convidou TODOS OS SEUS AMIGOS
SUPERHEROIS
‘It was Superman who invited ALL OF HIS SUPERHERRIENDS.’

b # Quem convidou TODOS OS SEUS AMIGOS SUPERHEROIS foi
Superhomem.
‘Who invited ALL OF HIS SUPERHERO FRIENDS was Supan.

c # O Superhomem é que convidou TODOS OS SEUS AMIGOS
SUPERHEROIS
‘Superman (is that) invited ALL OF HIS SUPERHERRBIENDS.

d # Convidou TODOS OS SEUS AMIGOS SUPERHEROIS foi o
Superhomem.
Invited ALL OF HIS SUPERHERO FRIENDS was Superman

(15) ‘Superman had dinner with Wolverine.’

a #Nao, foi o Superhomem que jantou com a MULHERAGA
‘#No, it was Superman who had dinner with CATWOMAN.

b #N&ao, quem jantou com A MULHER GATA foi o Superneme
‘#No, who invited CATWOMAN was Superman.’

c #Nao, o Superhomem é que jantou com A MULHER GATA.
‘# No, superman (is that) had dinner with CATWOMAN.

d #Nao, jantou com a MULHER GATA foi o Superhomem.
No, had dinner with CATWOMAN was Superman
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The generalization is thus that if there is focustbe cleft clause, also the cleft
constituent needs a focus interpretation (alsdHsegemann 20115.Given these restrictions on
the assignment of focus in cleft constructions, ill assume that the cleft constituent
consistently has a focus feature, in line with dead assumptions concerning clefts, which
triggers phonological prominence in PF, and theisogemantic value at LF (see Rooth 1985,
Krifka 1992, Frota 2000 etc.).

3.1.2.2 The interpretation of the cleft constituent

Having established that the cleft constituent @f ¢tkefts under discussion effectively
is focalized, | will now turn to the question wheththe European Portuguese clefts comply to
the prediction made by the Alternative Semantiesfdous, namely that the cleft constituent,
a focalized constituent, can be both an informatidocus and an identificational focus,

depending on the antecedent.

All of the clefts under discussion can be usedawtrast the cleft constituent with an
element in the previous discourse. The cleft camstito raio das zorrasthose damn foxes’
of theit-cleft in (16) is contrasted witbs cacadoreghe hunters’ as the cause of the decline
of the rabbit population. In the pseudocleft in)(Iarulho e dizer mal uns dos outromise

and speaking ill of each other’ is contrasted i desirable situation of getting things done.

® Delin (1992) refers Englisit-clefts with focus on the cleft clause only:

0] A And does the head know?
B No. Oh, wait a minute. It was the head who ARRANIGIt.

Also in Portuguese, clefts with focus only on tleebvin the cleft clause are more acceptable:

(i) O Superhomem beijou o Batman.

‘Superman kissed Batman.’

a Nao foi nada, foi o0 Superhomem que BATEU no Batman
‘That's not true, it was Superman who HIT Batman.

b  Na&o foi nada, quem BATEU no Batman foi o Superhomem
‘That'’s not true, the one who HIT Batman was So@an.’

¢ Nao foi nada, o Superhomem é que BATEU no Batman.
‘That's not true, Superman (is that) HIT Batman.’

d Nao foi nada, o Superhomem BATEU foi no Batman
‘That's not true, Superman HIT (was) Batman.’

In these clefts, the whole event is contrastedpnbt one constituent. Although | have no explamafior why
this dichotomy exists, it has to be noted thatessees with focus on the event have been reportedve
different syntactic properties than sentences feitius on a constituent. See for instance Haegemanigdi
(2010) for focus in factive complements.
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In the dialogue in (18), the interviewer asks thioimants what they cabbonina The first
informant answers thdtoninais the name of a flower. The second informant dussagree
and uses a® quecleft to argue that what he cal®ninais a colour, and not a flower.
Finally, the informant in (19) corrects the inteawier by means of a SER-cleft, stating that a

rope is used to attach something, and not a wire.

(16) Ha j& pouco coelho (...) e ndo é por caass cacadoresdNao é por causa dos
cacadores. Foo raio (...) das zorra$...) que arrebentaram com is§&JT14)
‘There aren’t many rabbits anymore (...) and it$ because of the hunters. It's
not because of the hunters. It were those damnsfaxe) that blew
everything.’

(17) SO o que se vélarulho e dizer mal uns dos outrpmas ndo se wéada feita
(AAL32)
‘What is seen is noise and speaking ill of eacleigthut we don’t see anything
getting done.’

(18) INQ O que é para si uma bonina?
‘What is aboninaaccording to you?’

INF1 Ah! Uma bonina éaquela flor... Olhe, eu tenho ali uma planta de
bonina. Agora flor ndo esta. E uma amarela, assimamla. Cor-de-
laranja.

‘Ah! A boninais that flower... Look, | havelaoninaover there. It's not
blossoming right now. It's a yellow one, a bit ysll. Orange.’
(..
INF2 Para mim, a bonina € uma cor. A cor. A cor.
‘For me, theboninais a colour. The colour. The colour.’
INQ A cor é que se chama bonina?
‘So it's the colour that is calldabning?’
INF3 Cor de bonina. E. E.
‘The colour ofbonina Yes. Yes.’
INF2 E.A coré que se chama bonina e n&o o... E naqMIG29)

‘Yes. The colour (is that) is calldmbninaand not the... and not the...
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(19) INQ1 Mas nao se ata assioom uma, uns arameés..
‘But isn't it attached like with, with some wires?.
INF  Ata-se. Nao, ata-sead®m uma corda(ALC18)

‘It is. No, it's attached (is) with a rope.’

When it comes to informational focus, the predictnade by Alternative Semantics
does not seem to be borne out at figstjueclefts cannot be used to answédrinterrogatives
(also see Soares 2006, Vercauteren 2010a). The d#fe constructions can more or less
naturally constitute the answer to a question. Epan(20) illustrates a question-answer pair
with anit-cleft, (21) with a pseudocleft, (22) with @queeleft and, finally, (23) contains a
SER-cleft in which the cleft constituent is thedmhation focus. As can be seen, only tiée

guecleft in (22) is infelicitous.

(20) INQ1 E como é gue se chama isto?
‘And how was this called?’
INF Isto aquierao (...) Ail
‘This here was the (...) Ail’
INQ2 Chambaril?

" Contrary to most authors, Costa & Martins (2010:231) do not accept ancleft for information focus. |
assume this is becauseclefts are not the default way to answer wh-intgatives, unlike their French
counterparts (see Belletti 2005, 2008 for Frengk)leman et al. (2012) argue that Englisklefts are Inquiry
Terminating structures, they provide a completevango the current Question Under Discussion. Beeand
this, it-clefts are a bit odd when they are used as a neutsaver. However, when the context is an extended
inquiry, it-clefts can be used to indicate that the inquitgiminated, and as such, terminate the discussion:

0] A: What did Mary eat?
? B: It was a PIZZA that Mary ate.
(i) A: What did Mary eat?
C: I thought she said she was gonna get a pizzd,rhight be wrong.
D: And did she also order a salad?
B: Guys, | was there. And C’s right—it was a PIZ##at Mary ate.

(Velleman et al. 2012: 449)

This is becausi-clefts are always associated with an exhaustiv@intg as will be discussed in detail in section
3.2.2. The same can be observedtfatefts in European Portuguese. These structuresaatieularly

appropriate to terminate inquiries, indicating ttheg cleft constituent is the only correct answeethie question,

as in example (20).
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(21)

(22)

(23)

INF

INQ

INF

A

INQ

INF

‘Cambrel?’

Hum... Ele isso aqui a gente chamava um (...) Naogancho, era...
Parece quesra o pernil que a gente chamava a iskois.(ALC30)
‘Hum... this here we called a (...) It wasn’ganchgq it was... It seems

thatit was the gammon that we called thisExactly.’

O queé que entra pela janela e que nos pica toda a Roite
‘What enters through the window and bites us ahnhlong?’
Se tem a janela aberta, o que entrané@ morcego (ALC 39)

‘If the window is open, what comes in is a bat.’

Quem é que cortou a arvore?

‘Who cut the tree?’

# O Superhomen& que cortou a arvore.
‘Superman (is that) cut the tree.’

Olhe, e como é que chama aquilo que pde no buraeoégpara nao
entrar agua?

‘Look, and how do you call the thing that you puthe hole and that is
through where the water comes in?’

A gente trata-lhe aqui (...) € deeira (GRCO06)

‘We call it here (...) (ispoeira’

If focus has a uniform input, as is argued by Ro¢i892), and if the final

interpretation of focalized constituents is unigqugétermined by its antecedent, it is not clear
why the cleft constituent of queclefts cannot be an information focus, unlike tieft
constituent of the other cleft constructions. Howrevt has to be noted thétqueclefts can

be used to answer questions, under particular rostances. More specifically, the cleft
constituent ofé queclefts can be an information focus if it is retht® an element that is
already present in the common ground. This is emidé by the fact thad queclefts are
felicitous answers to so called d-linked interroged, in which it is asked to identify one (or

more) members from a set of previously identifidteraatives. In this case, the cleft
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constituent is appropriately related to an elenierthe common ground, by set-membership

of a given sef:

(24) (talking about alternative forms of energy)
A E neste momento, qual é que € mais bem visto ppldagao?
‘And at this moment, which one is the most accepitsd the
population?’
B N&o posso dizer com certeza, na&nergia solar é que me parece
mais bem vista
‘I cannot say with certainty, bblar energy (is that) seems to be the

most accepted.’

When the cleft constituent is drawn from a giveh 8equeclefts can also answer non d-
linked interrogatives. In the following examplegtbleft constituent is an element of a set of

ordered temporal intervals that are introducedhendiscourse preceding the cleft:

(25 A Quando é que vamos visitar a avo?
When are we going to visit grandmother?
B Vamos ver... primeiro tenho de ir ao médico buscar prescrigao.
Depois acho que é melhor irmos ao supermercadosante fechekE

s6 depois é que podemos ir visitar a avo.

8 Note that the alternatives of the set really haviee identified in the common ground, a generigssaot
enough to license é que-clefts:

(i) [S]":= {x : x is a car}
A Que carro é que € mais rapido
‘What car is the fastest?’
B #O meu Porche é que anda mais rapido

‘My Porche (is that) is the fastest.’
(i) [S]":={my Mitsubishi, my red Toyota, my Porche,...}

A Qual dos teus carros € que é mais ra@ido
‘Which of your cars is the fastest?’
B O meu Porche é que anda mais depressa

‘My Porche (is that) is the fastest.’
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Let’s see, first | have to go to the doctor to pigka prescription. Then
| think it is better that we go to the supermarkefore it closesAnd

only after that (is that) can we visit grandmother.

As is clear from these examples, also the clefstuent ofé queclefts can be an
information focus, albeit in a more restricted manthan the cleft constituent of the other
cleft constructions. Hence, we can maintain theikitive Semantics of focus as elaborated
by Rooth (1992). | will thus continue assuming tHfadm a semantic point of view, focus
does nothing more than contribute a set of alteresit and that the interpretation of a
focalized constituent depends on the discoursecedémt. However, there are additional
restrictions concerning the antecedent of somelifmth constituents, such as the cleft

constituent o€ queclefts. | return to this issue in chapter 5.

3.1.3 Summary

In this section | introduced Rooth’s (1985, 1992)efnative Semantics for focus.
Focus gives rise to a focus semantic value, i.setaf alternative propositions of the same
form as the ordinary semantic value of a sentendé wubstitution of the focalized
constituent. Differences in interpretation, suchtlas difference between contrastive and
information focus, are not intrinsic to the semauwati focus, but arise because of the discourse

antecedent for focus. They are thus pragmatic turea

The European Portuguese clefts confirm this semmnfor focus: all cleft
constructions can be used to introduce both cditeaand information focus. Nevertheless,
there are some restrictions on the cleft constiteér® queclefts. These clefts can only be
used to introduce information focus if the clefhsbtuent can be related to an element in the

common ground.

In what follows | turn to the interpretation of thieft clause. It will become clear that
the view on focus as proposed by Rooth is more etilvip with the observed properties of

existential presuppositions and exhaustivity claims
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3.2 The cleft clause

3.2.1 Existential presupposition

In this section | discuss the existential presupjmesassociated with the cleft clause
of cleft constructions. First, | delimit and defitlee concept, since the tenpnesupposition
has been used with different meanings in the libeea Then, | turn to the relation between
existential presuppositions and focus: | will argtmat the two interpretations are not
intrinsically related to each other, but that exiétal presuppositions arise through pragmatic
rules operating on the set of alternatives contetbiy focus. In section 3.2.1.3, | discuss the
observation that presuppositions seem to comefiarent strengths. Finally, | classify the

cleft constructions according to their presupposistrength.

3.2.1.1 Definition and properties

A second important notion that has been used toritbesthe discursive properties of
cleft constructions ipresuppositionseveral authors claim that the cleft clause ésppposed
(Prince 1978, 1986; Reeve 2012 a.o.), althoughniot always clear what they mean by this.
Following Prince (1978), | distinguish between a&@adt two main uses of the term

presupposecthe pragmatic use and the logico-semantic’use.

One group of authors uses the tgpresuppositionin a pragmatic sense (Stalnaker
1974, Chafe 1976, Simons 2007b): a propositiorrésypposed if ‘the speaker is warranted
in taking [it] to be shared knowledge’ (Prince 1986 This notion thus corresponds to
given/known/old information, and | will refer to @s such. The term presupposition has also
frequently been used in a logico-semantic way ardma existential presupposition, and this

is the relevant notion for describing cleft clauses

° Von Fintel (2004b) distinguishes between semaantit pragmatic presupposition. This distinctiorhis $ame
as logico-semantic and pragmatic presuppositiote Ilowever that other authors such as Abusch (2§i06)a
different interpretation to these terms. | willcliss this in section 4.2.3.
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Existential presupposition can be triggered by animer of elements, such as
intonational focus, definiteness, aspectual vefidogjve verbs and adverbs suchtas, even,
also, againandeither. For instance, a sentence suclSaperman dropped the teapot again
presupposes that Superman has dropped the tedpog,biee., that there exists a previous
moment in which Superman dropped the teapot. Alfmite descriptions trigger existential
presuppositions. Sentences suchthas king of France is balghresuppose that there is a

unique X, such that x is the king of France.

Existential presuppositions have several propertdesussed at length by Beaver &

Geurts (2014). | will briefly discuss two of themamely projection and accommodation.

One of the definitions that have been proposeds@mantic presupposition is the

following:

(26) A sentence S presupposes a sentence S’ just inSdsgically implies S’
and the negation of S, ~S, also logically imp&eés
(Keenan 1971: 45, taken from Prince 1978: 884).

Theit-cleft below illustrates this:

(27) a It was a shirt that | gave to John for his biayd
b It wasn’t a shirt that | gave to John for hidhuiay.
c | gave John something for his birthday.

Both (27) a and b, with sentential negation, hdaesame presupposition, namely the
one in (27)c. The example above illustrates thattthth value of presupposed propositions is
not affected by sentential negation. This is begasmmantic presuppositiopsoject they
remain intact when they are embedded under an topesach as negation (a), question
formation (b), modal adverbs expressing possib{tily probability or evidentiality (d), belief
operators (e), or when they are put in the antetdeafea conditional (f). All of the following

sentences presuppose that someone stole the tarts:

48



(28) It isn't the knave that stole the tarts.

Is it the knave that stole the tarts?

Maybe/lt is possible that it's the knave thalestbe tarts.
Presumably/probably it's the knave that stolddhis.
The king thinks it's the knave that stole thestar

If it's the knave that stole the tarts, he wél punished.

- 0®0 o O T 9O

(Beaver & Geurts 2014)

Apart from theit-clefts in (28), also intonational focus gives risgoresuppositions, as

can be seen in the following examples with seraéntgation:

(29) a | didn’t give John A SHIRTor his birthday.

b presupposition: | gave John something for hightday.

In short, relevant for current purposes, both sleftd sentences with intonational focus are
associated with an existential presupposition. |l seturn to the relation between focus and

presupposition in section 3.2.1.2.

I now turn to the relation between presuppositiod givenness. It has to be noted that
there is a link between the two uses of the tprasuppositiorestablished above, related to
the ‘givenness/knownness’ status. Von Fintel (200 instance notes that all semantic
presuppositions trigger pragmatic presuppositibms,not necessarily the other way around.
In other words, according to von Fintel (2004b)yegi information is not necessarily
semantically presupposed, but semantically presgipoinformation is granted to be
“common ground among the participants in the cosat@n” (von Fintel 2004b: 3; see also
Stalnaker 1973 a.0'J.This claim needs some qualifying, since even séimaresuppositions
can contain new information not assumed to beercttimmon ground. In the examples below

the presuppositions are indicated with italics:

19 Note that Von Fintel (2004b) only deals with déBrdescriptions, not with existential presupposis
associated with focus.
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(30) a Where was Harriet yesterday?

b Henry discovered thahe had a job interview at Princeton.

(Simons 2007: 1035)

(31) The leaders of the militant homophile movement imekica generally have
been young people. It was they wibaght back during a violent police raid
on a Greenwich Village bar in 1969, an inciderdnfr which many gays date

the birth of the modern crusade for homosexuditag

(Prince 1978: 898)

Nevertheless, there is something ‘given’ about sgimaresuppositions: This has
led several authors to propose that presuppositiead to beatisfiedin a given context (see
Heim 1983 and Beaver 2001 for instance). A satisfieesupposition is a presupposition
containing information that is already presenthia tommon ground when the sentence with
the presupposition is uttered. Beaver & Geurts 42@drmalize this as follows, with S and S’
sentences and C a context set:

(32) i Sis satisfiedin a contexC iff C + S=C (i.e., updatingC with Shas no
effect).

il. S presupposeS§ iff S is satisfied in all contexts where update with
Sis defined.

As is clear from the examples in (30) and (31),itfflermation in a presupposition can
be completely new in the discourse context, and ttai satisfied. This leads us to the second
property of presuppositions: they canameommodatedAccommodation is conceived of as a

repair strategy. In Beaver & Zeevat's (2007: 2) dgyrthe hearer recognizes that something

" Prince (1978) refers an experiment by Hornby ()9®ich provides evidence for this claim: the sai§
were asked to evaluate pictures that (mis)repredahe content of several sentences, some of wigcé
clefts. Discrepancies were noted less often whepitture represented information contained in the
presupposed part of a cleft construction, indigathrat speakers tend to verify the truth valuerespppositions
less thoroughly, since they are conceived of aglgiinformation.
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is wrong, sees that the day can be saved by adangnissing presupposition [to the common
ground] and proceeds to do just that'. Accommodaisorestricted by several factors which
will not be discussed here as they are not relef@nturrent purposes. | refer the reader to
Beaver & Zeevat (2007), von Fintel (2008), Gazd#®70), van der Sandt (1988, 1992) and
Simons (2001) a.o. for further details. | retaiattthe given-new distinction is thus orthogonal

to the notion of presupposition.

Summarizing, semantic presuppositions have thegptppf having a truth value that
is not affected by sentential negation, modalitgrapors, conditional operators etc. In other
words, presuppositions project. Additionally, aligb semantic presuppositions often contain
given information and have a givenness-flavourytloan also contain discourse-new

information. In this case, the presupposition isoacmodated.

3.2.1.2 The relation between focus and presupposition

Concerning the relation between focus and presufipasthere has been a lot of
discussion on whether they are systematically aswuacwith each other. Some authors have
argued that existential presupposition is a prgpartrinsically related to (some types of)
focus (Geurts & van der Sandt 2004 a.o.), othegsieathat presupposition is a by-product
generated from the alternative semantics of fo&moth 1999, Abusch 2005, 2006, 2010,
Abrusan 2014 a.o.)

Geurts & van der Sandt (2004) argue that all fogives rise to a presupposition.

Consider the following example:

(33) [Fred]robbed the bank.
(Geurts & van der Sandt 2004: 27)

Focusing divides a proposition into two parts: fieeus, which is intonationally
prominent, and the background. The backgroundextrdtion in the sentence above by itself
does not entail that somebody robbed a bank, thespresence of focus that causes the
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projection typical for presupposition, as the awmthdormulate in the Background-

Presupposition Rule:

(34) Whenever focusing gives rise to a backgroimd(x), there is a presupposition

to the effect thatx.p(x) holds of some individual.

(Geurts & van der Sandt 2004: 26)

For instance, if we negate the sentence aboven &35)a, it still presupposes that
someone robbed the bank, even though it wasn't. Ffred presupposition projection also

persists with other operators, such as modalslafloperators:

(35) a [Fred} didn’t rob the bank.
b Maybe [Fred] robbed the bank.
C | think [Fred} robbed the bank.

All of the three sentences above are only felustd the bank was robbed, indicating
that there is effectively an existential presupposi Also it-clefts are associated with an
existential presupposition, as evidenced by thé faat theit-cleft below maintains the
presupposition that someone stole the tarts, evemwegated:

(36) a It was the knave who stole the tarts.

b It wasn't the knave who stole the tarts.

This confirms the idea that existential presuppasits an intrinsic property of sentences with

focus.

However, sentences such as the ones in (37) haveeleral authors (Rooth 1999
a.0.) to argue that focus and presupposition atamansically related and should be dealt

with separately:

52



(37) a Nobody shot the sheriff.
b Soméody shot the sheriff.

(Geurts & van der Sandt 2004:51)

Clearly, even with emphasis mrobody which makes it focalized, it is hard to argue
that sentence (a) presupposes that somebody shehéhmiff. In the (b) sentence, if it is true
that focus always gives rise to a presuppositiba, dsserted content would be exactly the
same as the presupposed content, while they shi@uld complementary distribution. This

has led several authors to defend that focus aslipposition should be treated separately.

According to Geurts & van der Sandt (2004), thebfmatic examples in (37) above
cannot be compared to regular instances of naroowst they are instances of polarity focus.
As such, it is not the emphatic constituent thdbcslized while the VP is backgrounded, but
it is rather the whole proposition that is focatlzeFocus on negative and existential

guantifiers are thus not instances of narrow fobus,should be treated in a parallel way to
sentential negation.

If focus on bare negative and existential quamsfie an instance of polarity focus, we
could assume that-clefts are not compatible with focus on these $ypé constituents
because they do not allow for polarity focus. Tikifiowever not the case, sintelefts do

allow for sentential negation and can be polarigsiions,as is illustrated in the example
below:

(38) a *It was nobody/somebody who destroyed Gotham.
b It wasn’t Superman who destroyed Gotham.
C Was it Superman who destroyed Gotham?

There does not seem to be any relation betweenliZedaquantifiers and the
possibility of having polarity focus on a structufde line of reasoning followed by Geurts &
van der Sandt (2004) thus quickly comes to a dedd/As such, the hypothesis that focus and
presupposition are orthogonal seems more promising.

If focus and presupposition are independent of edbkr, how can we explain that

focus is often associated with a presuppositions agear in the sentences in (35)? Abusch
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(2005, 2010) argues that “the semantics for focoesdcreate the potential for a default
process to generate a presupposition” (Abusch 28L0As will be discussed in detail in

chapter 4, it has often been noted that sets efratives, such as the one contributed by
focus, are pragmatically interpreted as questionieudiscussion (see Buring 2003, Kadmon
2001 a.o.). Additionally, it is generally taken fgnanted that one of the alternative answers to
guestions is true, as formulated in the maxim afien. This process is a default process,
and does not take place when it would give risenéppropriate discourse. Presuppositions

thus arise as an implicature, they are a by-prodiitte semantics of focds.

3.2.1.3 Presupposition strength

Inside the class of semantic presuppositions, aéaethors distinguish between weak
and strong presuppositions (see for instance Ab@86l®, 2010; Abbott 2006; Romoli 2014
and Abrusan 2014). Weak presuppositions are codependent and easily suspendable. This
means that an expected presupposition does nat &tsong presuppositions on the other
hand cannot be suspended. Several authors hawddhat the presupposition associated
with intonational focus and the one associated wiblefts differ in strength. As was
illustrated in examples (28) and (29), both sergsnwith intonational focus anticlefts are
associated with an existential presupposition, véathruth value that is not affected by
sentential negation or other operators. Howevely santences with intonational focus are
felicitous in explicit ignorance contexts, i.e.,ntexts in which the truth value of the
presupposition is explicitly undefinedt-clefts are not felicitous in these contexts, as

illustrated below:

(39) a | have no idea whether anyone read that lettetr.ifBBill read it, let's

ask him to be discreet about the content.

2 The attentive reader might have noticed that #seimption that presuppositions associated withsfacise as
an implicature (section 3.2.1.2) is in conflict ivthe observation that they cannot be suspendeciefts. If

the presupposition iit-clefts arises because of the presence of focueoaléft constituent, it should be an
implicature, and hence not arise in contexts inciithis would give rise to infelicitous discour3éis issue will
be returned to at length in chapter 4, in whiab @rgued that this property fclefts is a consequence of their
specificational semantics, and independent of focus
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b | have no idea whether anyone read that lettdut#f it is Bill who
read it let's ask him to be discreet about the content.
(Abusch 2010: 3)

Also the fact that bare negative quantifiers caty dre focalized by means of
intonational focus and not by means ofinleft constitutes evidence for the claim that the
presupposition associated with both types of fodiifers in strength. In both sentences
below, the presupposition that somebody shot tleziffhs negated. However this is only
felicitous in (40)a, since only the presuppositessociated with intonational focus can be
suspended. The presupposition associateditvdlefts is a strong presupposition, and cannot
be suspended. Hence it conflicts with the clain titdody shot the sheriff.

(40) a Nobody shot the sheriff.
b *It wasnobody who shot the sheriff.

Also focus on bare existential quantifiers illugtsathis dichotomy between sentences
with intonational focus and-clefts. Again, bare existential quantifiers carydoe focalized
by means of intonational focus, arguably becauseatiserted content would redundantly be
exactly the same as the presupposed content (Gwds der Sandt 2004:51). As such, the
felicity of intonationally focalized existential guatifiers can be taken to indicate that no

presupposition arises.

(41) a Somebodydestroyed Gotham.

b ??It wasomebodywho destroyed Gotham.

Summarizing, presuppositions come in two strengtheak and strong. Weak
presuppositions can be suspended, hence they @mgatble with explicit ignorance contexts
and with focus on bare negative and existentiaintifiers. Strong presuppositions on the
other hand cannot be suspended and are not fakcitothese contexts. In what follows, the
felicity of focalizing existential and negative auidiers will be used as a diagnostics to
distinguish between weak and strong presuppositions

55



3.2.1.4 Classification of the European Portuguese clefts

In the previous sections | discussed the nopisuppositiorand illustrated that there
are weak and strong presuppositions. Only strustwbich are associated with weak
presuppositions can occur in explicit ignorancetexits and can be used to focalize bare
negative and existential quantifiers. | will noteushe explicit ignorance context as a
diagnostic here, since this context requires suthjpm mode in Portuguese, and it is not clear
if this could itself have an influence on the adaépity of the different cleft constructions in
these contexts. Only the adequacy of bare quanstifie a cleft constituent will be used as a

diagnostic.

Recall that negative quantifiers are in conflicttrwithe presupposition that the
predicate holds for at least one alternative institegenerated by focus. Existential quantifiers
on the other hand are a simple expression of symwksapposition, they do not add anything.
Negative and existential quantifiers can only stefas the cleft constituent é queclefts
(42) and SER-clefts (43), and notifrclefts (44) or pseudoclefts (45). This indicatest tine

presupposition of the first two structures is wesikce it can be suspended.

(42) a Alguém sabe onde estdo os gravadores que Ricarddgres roubou
ao meu amigo Fernando Esteves da Sdbado. Majsielama so
pessoa, se calhar.

‘Someone knows where the recorders are that Ric&atlyigues stole

from my friend Fernando Esteves of thébado More than one person,

maybe.
Ninguém  é que ndo &, de certdZa
nobody is that not s of certainty

‘It wasn’t nobody, for sure.’
b Alguém teve sempre culpa ou alguém é

someone had always blame or someone IS

13 http://memoriarecenteeantiga.blogspot.be/2010/B#ls0-e-ladrao-e-ladrao.html, consulted 24/12/2013
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gue comegcou e o] outro teve de respondér.
that started and the other had to answer
‘Someone was always to blame or someone stdreettithe other had

to answer.’

(43) a Eles ndo sabem é nad®&AL31)
they not know is nothing
‘They don’t know anything.’
b As testemunhas viram foi alguém.
the  witnesses saw was Ssomeone.

‘The witnesses saw someone.’

(44) a *N&o foi ninguém gue se apaixonou pelo Batman.
‘It's nobody that fell in love with Batman.’
b *Foi alguém que se apaixonou pelo Batman.

‘It was somebody that fell in love with Batman.’

(45) a ?®uem se apaixonou pelo Batman néo foi ninguém.
‘Who fell in love with Batman was nobody.’
b ?uem se apaixonou pelo Batman foi alguém.

‘Who fell in love with Batman was somebody.’

We can thus conclude that there are two classekeft$ when it comes to the strength
of the presuppositiont-clefts and pseudoclefts have a strong presuppostience, they do
not allow for negative and existential quantifi¢ossurface as the cleft constitueft.que
clefts and SER-clefts on the other hand have a wesdupposition. These structures do allow

for negative and existential quantifiers to surfasehe cleft constituent.

4 http://p3.publico.pt/cultura/filmes/5751/historia-drgo-aconteceu-mesmo, consulted 28/10/2013
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3.2.1.5 Summary

In section 3.2.1.1 | introduced the noti@xistential presuppositiorand briefly
described its main properties, namely projectiod aocommodation. The first refers to the
fact that the truth value of presuppositions is affected by operators such as sentential
negation. The second refers to the fact that ppsifpons can contain discourse new
information, in which case the information needé¢cadded to the common ground, through
accommodation, a repair strategy. In section 22.Mll.argued that presupposition is
independent of focus, as in Rooth (1999). Existéénpresuppositions rather arise as an
implicature due to the semantics of focus. Thertrbduced the distinction between weak and
strong presupposition and their diagnostics. Fmalitlassified the European Portuguese cleft
constructions according to their presuppositiorrgjth: it-clefts and pseudoclefts have a

strong presupposition, whiequeclefts and SER-clefts have a weak presupposition.

3.2.2 Exhaustivity

This section deals with the exhaustivity claim assed with cleft constructions and
focus in general. First of all, | will establish athis meant byexhaustivityand establish the
diagnostics that will be used in order to detedtagrstive identification. Then, | will discuss
the relation between focus and exhaustivity, agd@that exhaustivity associated with focus
arises as an implicature, and is thus weak. Howdwgeus-independent properties of certain
syntactic structures can give rise to strong extinatysclaims. This section is concluded by a

classification of the European Portuguese clefstrogtions.

3.2.2.1 Diagnostics

It is well known that focus is often associatedmehaustivity. More specifically, in
a sentence such as the following, with focusdrook it is asserted that John bought a book,

but it also expresses that the only thing John bbug a book.Book thus exhaustively
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identifies the (relevant) set of objects that htheeproperty of being bought by John. This has
been called the exhausitivity claim (Buring &iKi2011, Buring 2011).

(46) It wasa bookthat John bought.

As was discussed by E. Kiss (1998), some phragesarcompatible with exhaustive
identification, since their lexical meaning impliggt the predicate holds for other elements

not identified by the phrase. Cases in pointeasenandalso-phrases:

(47) *It was even/also John who ate the cake.

In what follows, these phrases will be used asagrmbstics for the presence of an

exhaustivity claim.

3.2.2.2 The relation between focus and exhaustivity

There is a lot of discussion about the relatiomieen focus and exhaustivity, related
to the question whether there is only one or twaesyof focus. For instance, E. Kiss (1998)
uses the presence versus absence of an exhaustaiity as an argument to set apart two
types of focus, namely contrastive (identificatipnBocus and information focus. Other
authors, such as Brunetti (2004) have shown thaketis no strict correlation between the
presence of an exhaustivity claim and the integpi@t of focus, and argue that focus and

exhaustivity are independent of each other.

One of the main reasons that led E. Kiss (1998)ht@racterize contrastive focus as
being consistently associated with an exhaustotdym, is the inappropriateness of sentences

like the following:

(48) *It was even/also a hat that Mary picked out forsied.
(E. Kiss 1998: 252)
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According to E. Kiss (1998), identificational focissused to identify all the elements
in the set of alternatives contributed by focusvidmich the predicate holds, excluding all the
other possible alternatives by not identifying the&@onstituents such @&venor also-phrases
cannot be placed in a syntactic position associattdidentificational focus, such as the cleft
constituent of Englislit-clefts, because they are semantically incompatibte this type of
focus. Even and also-phrases imply that there are other elements faclwkhe predicate
holds. Informational focus on the other hand doets put any restrictions on the type of
constituent. For E. Kiss (1998), this is one of thain properties that distinguish the two

types of focus.

In work on ltalian focus fronting, Brunetti (2004hows that focus fronted
constituents are not instances of information fodug of contrastive focus since structures

with preposed focus are not adequate answers giigng in most contexts:

(49) a Dove sei andata quest’estate?
‘Where did you go last summer?’
b ??IN  FRANCIA sono andata.
in France bedGPRES gone
‘It was FRANCE where | went’

(Brunetti 2004: 67)

However, unlike what E. Kiss’ view on focus and awstivity predicts, contrastive
focus in ltalian is not consistently associatechvakhaustivity, since constituents wahche

‘also’ andpersino‘even’ can be focus fronted:

5 |n some contexts, Italian focus fronting can bedu® answer questions:

0] A Oh, Mauro, quanti tavoli c’hai ancora da fare?
‘Oh, Mauro, how many tables do you still have teetaare of?’
B TRE DI SOPRA me ne sono rimasti.

three upstairs meL.DAT necL are left.
‘There are THREE left UPSTAIRS.’

(Ciro Greco, p.c.)

Brunetti (2009) shows that these structures canaiswer questions that are far back in the diseoor
implicit. | refer to her paper for more details sselveral examples.
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(50) Anche UN  CAPPELLO (li ha comprato Maria.
also a hat him has  bought Maria
‘Maria bought him also A HAT.’
(Brunetti 2004: 68)

(51) Persino UN CAPPELLO gl ha comprato Maria.
even a hat him has  bought Maria
‘Maria bought him even A HAT.

(Brunetti 2004: 69)

We thus have to assume that contrastive focus tsnecessarily associated with an
exhaustivity claim, and hence, exhaustivity shaudtl be regarded as an intrinsic property of
(types of) focus® This is an additional argument in favour of thewion focus defended by
Rooth (1985, 1992, 1999) and adopted here, in whuchs is uniform but its interpretation,
such as the fact that it is often associated witheahaustivity claim, depends on focus-

independent factors.

Following Schulz & van Rooij (2006) and Spector@@pa.o., | will adopt the view
that exhaustivity claims arise as an implicaturkisTcan easily be illustrated by question-
answer pairs, with intonational focus. It is welldwn that questions generally require an
exhaustive answer, as was formulated in Grice’simaf quantity: ‘Make your contribution
as informative as required’. However, answers camén exhaustive, since conversational
implicatures can be cancelled (Grice 1975or instance, when someone asks who has a pen
in a room full of people, it is sufficient to idefiytonly one person with a pen, exhaustivity is
not obligatory and would even give rise to inappiate discourse, since giving an exhaustive

answer would violate the maxim of Quantity, whigguires a speaker to make his or her

18 Also see Wedgwood (2005), Wedgwood et al. (2086)E& Kiss (2006, 2010) for the dissociation of
Hungarian contrastive focus and exhaustivity. ThgWRuese data discussed in section 3.2.2.4 atsdder
evidence for this view on focus and exhaustivity.

" Multiple questions on the other hand seem to receithaustive answers, see for instance Schulz&&o
(2011).
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contribution as informative as is required but naire informative than is required. Rather,

questions pragmatically require exhaustive answers.

Also contrastive focus is often associated witlegmaustivity claim, arguably because
of pragmatic processes. As will be amply discussedhapter 4, the set of alternatives
contributed by focus is interpreted as the Quedtlader Discussion, to which the focalized
constituent is the answer. Since questions pragaitirequire an exhaustive answer, as |
have discussed above, both information and conteaficus are generally associated with an
exhaustivity claim. Being a conversational impligat this exhaustivity claim can however
easily be suspended and will be in case not susmgritie implicature would violate
conversational maxims. Henaeyenandalso-phrases can be marked with intonational focus

and can be contrastively focalized, as has beestriited in examples (50) and (51) above.

In summary, exhaustivity is not an inherent propeftfocus, it arises as a by-product
of the semantics of focus. Being an implicaturdyaasstivity claims can be suspended in order

to avoid infelicitous discourse.

3.2.2.3 Exhaustivity strength

As was noted abovét-clefts are not compatible witbven andalsophrases, which
led E. Kiss (1998) to argue that these structuresrderently associated with an exhaustivity
claim. It is effectively the case that some struesuare associated with a strong exhaustivity
claim, which cannot be suspended. However, theeegaod reasons to assume that the
presence of a semanticised exhaustivity claimdependent of focus, and has to be ascribed
to other properties of these structures, as wildiseussed in detail in chapter 4. For now, |
retain that there are two types of exhaustivityneta weak ones, such as the ones associated
with intonational focus, and strong ones, suchhasanes associated witficlefts. Only the
first type of exhaustivity claim is compatible wigven-andalso-phrases, since only the first
can be suspended.

18 But see Shulz & Roeper (2011) for a different view
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3.2.2.4 Classification of the European Portuguese clefsttotions

In this section, | provide a classification of tHeuropean Portuguese cleft
constructions based on the type of exhaustivityintlaassociated with them. The

appropriateness of focalizirmyen andalso phrases will be used as a diagnostics.

When it comes tat-clefts, there are two instances também‘also’-phrases in the
corpus. However, as is clear from the context, dthlcasedambém‘also’ does not make
reference to other entities for which the predidatéhe cleft clause holds. Instead it scopes
over the VP:

(52) INQ2 Entéo sabe bem de cozinha?
‘So she knows well how to cook?’
INF  Sabe. Também ja foi cozinheira (...) dum casémnéama amiga. Ja,
ja. Foi ela também que preparou tud@¢VPA42)
‘Yes, she knows. She also already cooked for thelwgddf a friend.
She already did thatln that occasion as well,it was she that

prepared everything.’

(53) INQ Olhe e como é que se diz... E antes de se met&o agpforno, o que
€ que se diz? Ou, ou quando se mete o pao no,ferse, se tapa, ou se
poe a porta?

‘Look and how do you say... and before putting bhead in the oven,
what do you say? Or, or when you put the breadhénaven and you
cover it, or you put in the door?”’

INF  Eu acho que ...
‘| think that...’

INQ N&o se diz nada?
‘Don’t you say anything?’

INF  N&o, era isso também que elas diziam sempre

‘No, it also was that thing that they always said.’
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INQ Era o "te acrescente"... "Sao Vicente te acresceS@o Joao"...
(GIA06)
‘It was the “grows you”... “Saint Vincent grows yo8aint John”...’

There are no instances in the corpus in wharhbém‘also’ scopes over the cleft
constituent, indicating that there are alternatitedt for which the predicate also holds.
Neither are there instancesait ‘even’-phrases. In fact, we observe the same npatte for

it-clefts: these phrases cannot surface as thecdeétituent:

(54) *O Batman foi convidado para a festa do Homem Aeard foi também o
Superhomem que foi convidado.
‘Batman was invited to Spiderman’s party, and isv@perman as well who

was invited.’

(55) *Foi até o Robin que trouxe uma prenda.

‘It was even Robin who brought a gift.’

The corpus also does not contain any instancessefidoclefts withaté ‘even’ or

tambéntalso’-phrases. Again, these phrases seem na &ppropriate as cleft constituents:

(56) *O que o Batman fez foi também contar uma piada.

‘What Batman did was also tell a joke.’

(57) *Quem usa 6culos é até Clark Kent.

Who uses glasses is even Clark Kent.

¥ These structures are grammaticaité ‘even’ scopes over the copula, which is not therided interpretation
here. The same appliesate ‘even’ in pseudoclefts.
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Things are different when we look @tqueclefts or SER-clefts. The corpus contains

several occurrences afé ‘even’-phrases ig queclefts:

(58) Isso ateé meu irmao € que podera explicar uma
EXPL even my brother is that could explain a
coisa melhor(PIC12)
thing better.

‘Even my brother (is that) could explain somethirggter.’

There are no instances @mbém‘also’-phrases in the corpus, but these phrases ca

surface as the cleft constituentémueclefts:

(59) Pois também eu é que gosto das dlas.
well also I IS that like of.the two

‘Also | (is that) like both.’

The sentence below illustrates that SER-clefts sam@lar to € queclefts when it
comes to exhaustivity. It is clear that severalpbediad horses to do the heavy pulling and

that several people also had mares:

(60) Muitos tinham um cavalo e muitos tinham (...) eguas, também boas de

puxar, que faziam o mesmo servigdiG12)
‘Several people had a horse and several peoplé. ha@ivas) mares, also good

draft animals, that did the same job.’

The fact that the same proposition cannot be egpcedy means of a pseudocleft,
which has a strong exhaustivity claim, as was titated above, confirms that SER-clefts are

not necessarily exhaustive:

20 hittp://www.audipt.com/f91/moreira-silver-projectdmms-sport-p@g-62-a-68478/index53.html
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(61)

Muitos tinham um cavalo e # o que muitos tinhamégraas.
‘Several people had a horse and what several pbaplevas a mare.’

Also the constructed examples below indicate tHaR-8lefts are not necessarily

associated with an exhaustivity claim, since thaftatonstituent can contaité ‘even’ or

tambéntalso’:

(62)

Li foi até/também este livro.

‘| read (was) even/also this book.’

There are thus two types of clefts when it comesxtraustivity. Canonical clefts and

pseudoclefts have a strong exhaustivity claim, Widannot be suspenddfl.queclefts and

SER-clefts on the other hand have a weak exhatystolaim. The following examples

confirm this classification:

(63)

Foi o Batman que organizou a festa, # e 0 Superhotaenbém.

‘It was Batman who organized the party, #and Superas well.’

Quem organizou a festa foi o Batman, #e 0 Superhotambéem.

‘Who organized the party was Batman, #and Supersareh’

Pois, o0s agricultores € que sofrem e
well the  farmers is that  suffer and
povo até  sofre, tambéfAAL32)
people even suffers as well

‘Yeah, the farmers suffer and even the peopliesat well.’

Chegou atrasado foi o] Joker, e o]
arrived late was the Joker and the
também.

also

‘The Joker arrived late, and Bane as well.’

the

Bane
Bane
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Only é queclefts and SER-clefts can be followed by a sergethat explicitly adds

another referent for which the predicate expresseithe cleft clause holds.

| conclude that when considering exhaustivity asagnostic, there are two classes of
clefts. The first class consists ibfclefts and pseudoclefts, with a strong exhaustigiggm.

The second class contaidgjueclefts and SER-clefts, with a weak exhaustivigirl.

3.2.2.5 Summary

In this section, | discussed the relation betwedraestivity and focus. Contra E. Kiss
(1998) a.o., | argued that exhaustivity is not @aiminsic property of contrastive focus. The
semantics of focus uniformly permits an exhaustieiaim to arise as an implicature, wich
will be suspended, i.e., it will not arise to begiith, when conversational principles require
this. Nevertheless, there are two types of exhatystilaims: weak ones and strong ones. The
latter cannot be suspended, but, as will be argnedhapter 4, this is due to focus-
independent factors. Finally, | classified the tlebnstructions according to the type of
exhaustivity claim associated with theitaclefts and pseudoclefts have a strong exhaustivity

claim, whileé queclefts and SER-clefts have a weak exhaustivityrtla

3.3 Summary

In this chapter, the main concepts related to therpretation of cleft constructions

were introduced, namely focus, presupposition aestivity.

First, | spelled out the basic aspects of the Alitve Semantics for focus (Rooth
1985, 1992, 1999). In this account, focus has dowmi import: it contributes a set of
alternatives in LF, which can be used by semamiit pragmatic processes and rules. As
such, there is no semantic difference between astite and information focus. Whether a
focalized constituent is interpreted as contrastiveather as an information focus depends on

its discourse antecedent. If the antecedent istarrogative element, focus will be interpreted
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as an information focus. If the antecedent is notirderrogative element, focus will be
interpreted as contrastive. Then | evaluated tl@s/vwn focus w.r.t. the European Portuguese
clefts. The outcome is that all clefts can be usedignal both information focus and
contrastive focus. Nevertheless, there are addaitiogstrictions on the cleft constituent @f
gueclefts: the cleft constituent has to be drawn franset that is given in the common

ground. This issue will be dealt with in detaildhapter 5.

Second, | discussed the properties of existentedyppositions. Their main property
is that the truth value of presuppositions is nifécied by operators such as sentential
negation, i.e., presuppositions project. Additibnahlthough presuppositions often contain
given information and have a givenness-flavourspppositions can contain discourse-new
information, in which case they are accommodat@&tdlowing Abusch (2005, 2010) a.o., |
argued that focus and presupposition are indepéndereach other. Nevertheless, the
semantics of focus permits presuppositions to assean implicature: the set of alternatives
contributed by focus is interpreted as the questioder discussion and since questions are
assumed to have at least one answer, an existguslupposition arises. Since this
presupposition is an implicature, it can be suspdnde., not arise to begin with, in order to
comply with conversational rules. This is the cameé queclefts and SER-clefts. However,
the existential presupposition associated with sostreictures, such a#-clefts and
pseudoclefts cannot be suspended. | will argue hapter 4 that this is due to focus-

independent factors.

Finally, 1 argued that also exhaustivity is notiatrinsic property of focus. On a par
with existential presupposition, exhaustivity clainarise as implicatures based on the
semantics of focus. Given that exhaustivity claaresimplicatures, they can be suspended, as
is the case foé queclefts and SER-clefts. However, the exhaustiviyna associated witht-
clefts and pseudoclefts is strong and cannot beesged. In chapter 4, | will argue that this is

due to focus-independent factors.
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4 Syntax and the interpretation of the cleft clause

In the previous chapter, it became clear thatlefts and pseudoclefts behave
differently from é queclefts and SER-clefts when it comes to existergrasupposition and
exhaustivity. The former are associated with argjrexistential presupposition and a strong
exhaustivity claim. The latter are associated wathweak existential presupposition and
exhaustivity claim. Given the semantics of focuomdd here, it is not clear why the
presupposition and exhaustivity claimibtlefts and pseudoclefts cannot be suspended, while
this should be possible if both phenomena arisenpBcatures resulting from the interaction
between the semantics of focus and conversatiomaliples. In this chapter, | will argue that
the dichotomy between the cleft constructions is ttuthe fact that-clefts and pseudoclefts
semantically are specificational sentences, whitpieclefts and SER-clefts are monoclausal
structures, without any special specificational aetics. The specificational semanticsitef
clefts and pseudoclefts gives rise to an existeptesupposition and exhaustivity claim that,
unlike the ones associated with intonational fo@rs, not implicatures, but are due to the
truth-conditional semantics of these structureschvpredicts their non-suspendability.

The chapter is structured as follows: first, | &dbat the clefts under discussion are
structurally different. On a par with what has besmgued for other languages (see for
instance Akmajian 1979, Declerck 1988, E. Kiss 200gbo 2006, Hartmann 2011, Reeve
2012, Den Dikken 2013, Frascarelli & Ramaglia 26d3it-clefts; Declerck 1988, Heycock
& Kroch 1999, Den Dikken et al. 2000, Den DikkerD80 Frascarelli & Ramaglia 2013 for
pseudoclefts), | will argue that baithclefts and pseudoclefts are biclausal sentencdis tine
copular verb functioning as the matrix vebqueclefts and SER-clefts on the other hand are
monoclausal sentences, in which the copula hagrusst of) its verbal properties (see Soares
2006; Lobo 2006 and Vercauteren 2010a, béfaueclefts, and Méndez-Vallejo 2009a, b,
2012 for Spanish SER-clefts).

Concerning the monoclausal clefts, | will revieve tmain arguments in favour of a
monoclausal structure. | will argue that énqueclefts, € queis a grammaticalized unit
lexicalizing a left-peripheral head, and that theftcconstituent moves from a TP-internal
position to the left periphery of the structurer BER-clefts, it has been argued that these
structures are pseudoclefts with a nub-operator. On a par with Bosque (1999), Camacho
(2006), Mioto (2012) and Méndez-Vallejo (2009a2bB12), | will argue that a monoclausal
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analysis of SER-clefts is more adequate. The strecatf the two monoclausal clefts will not
be discussed in much detail. A detailed analysistfi@se structures will be provided in
chapter 7. Then, in section 4.2.3, | will spell the pragmatic account for presupposition and
exhaustivity alluded to in the previous chapter.

In section 4.3, | discuss the syntax of the bicutefts in more detail. | will argue
that both init-clefts and in pseudoclefts, the cleft clause islative clause, but that the two
types of clefts differ when it comes to the typeadhtive clause involved. | will argue that in
it-clefts, the copula selects a small clause congistira demonstrative pronoun modified by
a restrictive relative clause and the cleft conent. In pseudoclefts on the other hand, the
copula selects a small clause consisting of arilzive and the cleft constituent. Then | turn
to the pragmatic and semantic account for the pné¢aition of the cleft clause. | will argue
that, although the syntax tfclefts and pseudoclefts differs, they uniformly enterpreted as
specificational sentences, in which a definite dpion is equated with the cleft constituent.
This particular semantics gives rise to the strpresuppositionality and strong exhaustivity

claim.

4.1 Two types of clefts: monoclausal vs. biclausal

It is standardly assumed thgtclefts and pseudoclefts and their counterpartstlier
languages are biclausal structures in which theuleojs the head of the matrix VP (see for
instance Belletti 2008, 2015, Reeve 2012). Howesame authors have proposed an analysis
of these structures according to which the copsilanalyzed as a functional element rather
than a verb. Examples of such analyses are theassifering question analysis of
pseudoclefts in Den Dikken et al. (2000) for Enrgligseudoclefts, in which the copula

occupies SpecTopP.

There are good reasons to assume that the copmrlainit-clefts and pseudoclefts is
a real verb that heads the matrix VP. First oftalty can be preceded by aspectual auxiliaries
and modal verbs, as is illustrated in (1)a anchbylich the copula is preceded both by the
modal verbpode‘could’ and an aspectual auxiliatgr ‘have’. Iné queclefts ((2)a) and SER-
clefts ((2)b) on the other hand, the copula carbepreceded by auxiliaries and/or modal
verbs. Additionally, the copular verb @& queclefts invariably surfaces in the present

indicative.
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(1)

(2)

Pode ter sido ele que os tem treinado.
could have been he that cL has trained

‘It could have been him who has been training them.

Quem organizou a festa pode ter sido o
who organizersT.3s the party could have been the
Batman.
Batman

‘The one who organized the party could have beemBa.’

O Batman *pode ter sido/*foi/é gque organizou a
the Batman *could have been/*was/is that organizedhe
festa.

party

*O Batman tem organizado *pode ter sido/foi/é

the Batman has organized *could have been/waslis
festas

parties

Also, only init-clefts (a) and in pseudoclefts (b) can the copudgeib be modified by

negation (3) or by adverbs (4). This is not possibE queclefts (c) and SER-clefts (d).

3)

Quem organizou a festa ndo foi 0 Batman.
who organized the party not was the Batman
‘The one who organized the party wasn’'t Batman.’

Nao foi o] Batman gue organizou a festa.
Not was the Batman that organized the party

‘It wasn’t Batman who organized the party.

*O Batman ndo € que organizou a festa.
the Batman not isthat organized the party
*O Batman organizou nao foi a festa.
the Batman organized not was the party
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(4) a Quem organizou a festa foi definitivamente o]
who organized the party was definitely the
Batman.
Batman

‘The one who organized the party was definitelyrngat.’

b Foi  definitivamente o] Batman que  organizou
was definitely the  Batman that organized
a festa.
the party
‘It was definitely Batman who organized the party.’

c *O Batman e definitivamente gue organizou
the Batman is definitely that organized
a festa.
the party

d *O Batman organizou foi definitivamente a
the Batman organized was definitely the
festa.
party

Since the copular verb it-clefts and in pseudoclefts has the same propetiesther main
verbs, | will assume, following the standard vighat in these clefts, the copular verb heads
the matrix VP* The copular verb ig queclefts and SER-clefts on the other hand, seems to
be almost entirely grammaticalized and has losttrabgs verbal properties. As such, | will

assume that these clefts are monoclausal sentences.

! The copula in biclausal clefts does not havehalidroperties of other main verbs: the tense ieuiégnt on the
tense of the verb of the cleft clause. This issillenat be dealt with here.

72



4.2 Monoclausal clefts

Contrary to pseudoclefts antclefts, Portugues€ queclefts and SER-clefts are
monoclausal sentences. | will discuss the releaeguiments for each type of cleft separately.
Given that it seems to be the case that monoclaleféd have the same interpretation as non-
cleft sentences with intonational focus, as wasudised in the previous chapter, in section
4.2.3, | will spell out the details of the pragneasiccount for existential presupposition and
the exhaustivity claim. It will be argued, follovgrAbusch (2005, 2010) and Abrusan (2014)
that the set of alternatives generated by focustéspreted as the question under discussion,
and thus gives rise to two implicatures, namely extistential presupposition and an

exhaustivity claim.

4.2.1 E queclefts

In this section | will discuss the main argumemigavor of the monoclausal analysis
of é queclefts. First, | will argue, on a par with LoboO@5) and Soares (2006), that the
copula iné queclefts has lost its verbal properties, and thdbiims a grammaticalized unit
together withque Second, | will show that the cleft constituentémueclefts undergoes

movement to a left peripheral position.

It is generally assumed that the sequengeeis a non-segmentable unit lexicalizing a
single node in the left periphery of the clausee (S®mares 2006, Lobo 2006, Vercauteren
2010a, b). First of all, the copula cannot exhéry person/number or temporal agreement.
As such, in (5), the verb of the cleft clause ishia plural, while the copula has to surface in
the singular. In (6), the verb of the cleft claisén the past, but the copula has to surface in

the present of the indicative.

B) a Os agricultores é que  sofrem(AA32)
the  farmers b8sG.PRES that suffer3PL.PRES
‘The farmers (is that) suffer.’

b *Os rapazes sao gue partiram 0 vaso
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the boys b&rPL that  broke3pL the  vase

(6) a Isso é gque se chamava uma
this be.3GPRES that SE call.35G.IMPERF a
gavela.(AALO8)
sheaf

‘This (is that) was called a sheaf.’
b *Os rapazes foi/foram gue partiram 0 vaso

the boys besdrL.PsT that broke.BLpsTthe  vase

A second argument for the grammaticalized status gdieis the fact thaé andque
have to be strictly adjacent. For instance, no devenay intervene between the two elements,
as illustrated in(7). Finally, as was already discussed above, tipeila cannot be modified,

for instance by negation (8):

(7 *O  Superhomem ¢é ontem que fez anos.

the  Superman is yesterday that made birthday

8) *O Superhomem ndo ¢é que fez anos.
the Superman not is that made birthday

The same invariable clustér queis also found in other structures involving a left
peripheral constituent, such as interrogativesréative clauses (b), adverbial clauses (c) and
complement clauses (d):

9 a Oque é que julgavgAALO6)
what is that thought
‘What (is that) did you think?’

b Quando tirava a coalhada dalém, e
when removed the  curd of.there is
claro, (...)depois no fundo, aonde é guénha a
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clear after on.the bottomwhere is that had the
coalhada, ficava também liquid@BV55)

curd stayed also liquid

‘When we took the curd from there, it's clear, tlae¢the bottom, where
(is that) the curd was, there was also liquid.’

c Ele que pegue o pado e ponha em cima da
he that take the bread and put in top  of.the
pa que eu vou a lenha quando e que
peel that | go to.the wood when is that
fizer falta. (PAL31)
do shortage
‘Let him take the bread and put it on the peel sih@et firewood

whenever (is that) it is necessary.’

d E de maneira que ela(...) criava bois e
and of manner that she reared oxen and
acho que ¢é que lavrava. (CLH35)

think that s that worked
‘So that she reared the oxen and I think that &§ ghe worked

Note that in standard European Portuguesgeecan only occur in cleft constructions,
in interrogatives (as in (9)a) and in genitive tigka clauses with focus on a pied-piped NP, as

illustrated below. This latter fact has not beetedoyet, as far as | am aware of.

(10) O menino cujo pai € que estd no hospital
the  boy whose father is that is.3in.the hospital
estd todo triste.

Is.3s all sad
‘The boy whose father (is that) is in the hospgalery sad.’

E quein other relative clauses (b), adverbial clausgsuicd complement clauses (d) is
non-standard. For a detailed description of allcdtres withé quein non-standard varieties
of European Portuguese, | refer to Vercauterenqagh).
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The examples above all have their main verb inpt& tense, while the form of the
copula corresponds to the present tense form,isaléar that there is no sequence of tense of
what would be the copula with the main verb. Noi& in all of these patterns, an alternative
variant with temporal agreement on the copula tsaly also available, but these are not to
be equated to the structures with invariablguebecause the structures that display sequence
of tense have different syntactic properties. lgtance, in answers to questions, the copula
ser‘to be’ can only be repeated if there is tensecinat between the copula and the lexical

verb in the question:

(11) a Quem foi que a Ana  viu?
who be.3.PRF that the Ana saw
‘Who was it that Ana saw?’
b O Joéo./Foi 0 Jo&o./?Viu o Jodo.

John./lt was John./?She saw John.

(12) a Quem ¢é gque a Ana  viu?
who be.3PREs that the Ana saw
‘Who did Ana see?’
b O Jo&o./#E 0 Jodo./Viu o Jodo.
John./#lt is John./She saw John.

Another difference between the invariable sequearm the one with temporal agreement,
discussed by Soares (2006), is distributional. dsecthere is temporal agreement on the
copula, elements can occur between the copulajagdinlike what happens in the invariable
sequence. This is not only the casedauein clefts, but also foé quein interrogatives (see
(7)). For instance, it is possible for a wh-consiit to appear between variaBERandque

In questions with the invariabfequesequences andquealways have to be adjacent.

(13) a Foi oqué que a Maria leu?
be.3.PRF what that the  Maria read.BRF
‘What was it that Maria read?
b *E oqué que a Maria leu?

be.3PRES what that the Maria read.BrF
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(Soares 2006:140)

A last observation is that the two sequences amgpatible, both in interrogatives and

in clefts, the agreeing form always following tmariable one. In (14)a& queprecedes the

variablefoi que while the opposite order in (b) is ungrammatical.

(14)

(15)

a

E
And
era
was

dos

Oque é que foi que a Maria
what be.3PRES that be.3.PRF that the  Maria
leu? (Soares 2006:137)

read.3.PRF

*QO que foi que ¢é que a Maria
what be.3.PRF that be.3.PRES that the Maria
leu? (Soares 2006:139)

read.3.PRF

depois, a serra de Séo Mamede que
then, the highlands of S&o Mameie that
que pagava, que era O quartel (...)

that paid, since was the headquarters
lobos(CBV44)

of.the wolves.

‘And then, the highlands of S&o Mamede it was et for it, since they

were the headquarters of the wolves.’

These contrasts indicate that we are looking atdifferent SER + questructures: a

segmentable one with temporal agreement and amiat@ non-segmentable structure, as

was argued by Soares (2006). Because of the redhmigsated above | will assume théat

gueis a non-segmentable sequence, lexicalizing ds soe single node in the cleft structure.

The exact position oé quewill be discussed in chapter 7, after having deieed the

position of the cleft constituent.
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Furthermore, there are several indications that ¢heft constituent undergoes
movement from a TP-internal position to a left pkdral position. Indeed, the cleft
constituent ofé queclefts has properties of moved constituents. Fitet cleft constituent

cannot be extracted from a strong island:

(16) *Esta sopa éque conheco homem que cozinhou [-
this  soup isthat knowst man that cooked

Second, it licenses parasitic gaps (Soares 20@5:f2296)°

a7 A sopa € gque a Maria fez [-] sem provar [-].
the soup is that the Maria made [-] without taste

‘Maria made the soup without tasting it.’

Third, in standard European Portuguese, on a p#r wit-constituents, the cleft

constituent cannot be doubled by a pronoun or tdjtie:*

(18) a (@) gueijo é que o corvo comeu(*-0).
The cheese is that the raven ate-
b Oque é que o corvo comeu(*-0)?

What is that the raven atek

2 This example cannot be an instance of a null opgince null objects are not licensed in islarRiaposo
1986):

(0 *Q pirata partiu para as Caraibas depois de ter guardado [-]
the pirate left to the Caribbean after  of have  kept [-]
cuidadosamente no cofre
carefully in.the chest

| thank Andrew Weir and an anonymous revieweEstudos Linguisticofor pointing this issue out to me.

% See chapter 6 for a different view on the relabetween doubling and movement.
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The claim that the cleft constituent targets apeitipheral node is corroborated by the
fact thaté queclefts exhibit some embedding restrictions. In skendard analyses éfque
clefts the cleft constituent occupies a left peei@h position (Modesto 1995, Ambar 2005,
Costa & Duarte 2005, Lobo 2006, Soares 2006). @unchnalysis predicts that queclefts
are not compatible with contexts lacking a leftipeery altogether, such as non-finite

complements. This prediction is borne out:

(19) *Algumas pessoas afirmam nos e que
some persons affirm we is that
termos sido enganados

havelNF.1PL been mislet

(Casteleiro 1979:114)

Also in other embedded contexts @ejueclefts restricted. As has been discussed
extensively in the literature since Emonds (1980jme structures involving the left periphery
of the clause are highly restricted in embeddediecds. These patterns are called Root
Transformations or Main Clause Phenomena (MCP)haweé been widely discussed in the
literature, see for example Aelbrecht, Haegeman y& K012) and Haegeman (2012) for

some recent proposals concerning these phenomdrenaextensive bibliography.

On a par with MCP such as English argument/VP-ingnté queclefts cannot be
embedded in temporal adverbial clauses (20)a, eeentitionals (20)B, Speech Act

adverbial clauses (20)ah-interrogatives (20)d and relative clauses (20)e:

* Portuguese has marks of personal agreement dnfithiéive in certain contexts. These contexts hheen
analyzed as having a TP, but no CP (see Duarte g&c&wes 2002, Pereira 2012)

® | adopt the terminology of Haegeman (2003). Skérdjuishes between event conditionals (i), whiaidify
the event expressed by the predicate of the mairsel and premise conditionals (ii), which intraskia context
in which the main clause is evaluated:

0] If it rains we will all get terribly wet and misebiz.
(i) If [as you say] it is going to rain this afternoavhy don’t we just stay at home and watch a video?

Both types of conditionals do not only differ ineémpretation, but also in internal and externaltayn
Only the first blocks Main Clause Phenomena sudrgsment preposing. Premise conditionals occupypiae
peripheral position than event conditionals. Seegéman (2003) and Lobo (2003) for more details.
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(20)

*Quando 0 Jodo é que chegou, a Maria
when the Jo&o isthat arrived the Maria
ficou muito contente.

stayed very happy

*Se a relva € que estiver seca, 0S meniaem

if the grass isthat is dry the boys may

brincar no jardim.

play in.the garden

*Para que vocés é que saibam, vou ser  praiaov

SO that you isthat know will  be promoted

*O Pedro perguntou guando o] Jodo é que

the Pedro asked when the Jodo is that
chegou.

arrived

*O homem que ontem € que Vvimos no

the  man that yesterday isthat saw on.the

Rossio é 0 meu irmao.

Rossioisthe my  brother

Unlike English MCP, howeveg queclefts can occur in complements of factive verbs

(21)a, in clausal subjects (21)b and in clausal@ements of nouns (21)c.

(21)

a

O Joao lamenta que sb com cunhas é que
John regrets that only with connections is that
se consiga arranjar emprego.

one manages to.find job

‘John regrets that it is only possible to fingbl if you have
connections.’

Queo Jodo € que tenha ganho o prémio ndo me
thatthe Jodo is that has won theprice not me
surpreende nada.

surprise nothing
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‘That John won the price does not surprise melat al

C Platdo mudou alguns aspectos deste modelo
Plato changed some aspectsof.this model
politico, mas manteve sempre a ideia que
political but maintained alwaysthe idea that
a razéo € que devia governar sendo a Gnica que
the reason is that should govern being the onlyat th
podia aproporcionar aos cidaddosa justicae a
could provide to.the citizens the justice andhe t
felicidade®
happiness

‘Plato changed some aspects of this political molokei he maintained
always the idea that reason should govern, beirgotily thing that

could provide the citizens with justice and happsie

Summing up,€ queclefts are restricted in some embedded contestdha left-peripheral
analysis predicts. Still, the pattern differs frahe one observed for English MCP:que

clefts are less restricted than for example froategiments in English.

In this section | argued that the standard analyfeé queclefts are correct in
assuming these clefts to be monoclausal struciaregich the cleft constituent undergoes
movement to a left peripheral position. In chapierl will argue that this movement is
triggered by a topic feature and targets a TopPwever, the additional presence of a
guantificational focus feature on the cleft consitt gives rise to intervention effects (chapter
7).

4.2.2 SER-clefts

In this section | will discuss the main argument$avour of a monoclausal analysis of

SER-clefts, through comparison with pseudoclefissaveral authors (Wheeler 1982; Toribio

® http://afilosofia.no.sapo.pt/plataol.htm
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1992, 2002; Costa & Duarte 2005) have argued tleR-8efts are a type of reduced
pseudocleft, with a null operator instead of theaplerator, as indicated in (23):

(22) Oque o Pedro quer ¢é um livro.
what the Pedro wants is a book
‘What Pedro wants is a book.’

[O quey, 0 Pedro queryt] € um livro.

(23) O Pedro quer ¢é um livro.
the Pedro wants is a book
‘Pedro wants (is) a book.’

[Opwh 0 Pedro quert] é um livro.

This analysis faces several empirical problems;udised by various authors. In what
follows, | will discuss the arguments against theeuymdocleft analysis of SER clefts,
illustrating with Portuguese examples. The sameiragnts are also valid for the Spanish
varieties that have the structure, and for BrazilRortuguese, unless the contrary is

mentioned.

The first argument against the pseudocleft anglysisted out by Bosque (1999) and
Camacho (2006), is that SER-clefts, contrary taigeelefts, do not allow wh-extraction of
the cleft constituent: the cleft constituent of segpdocleft (24), can beh-moved to the left

periphery in order to form a question while thisieg possible in SER-clefts (25).

(24) a Oque o Jodo queria era uma banana.
what the Jo&o wanted was a banana
‘What John wanted was a banana.’
b Oque era oque o Jodo queria?
what was what the Jodo wanted

‘What was what Jodo wanted?’

(25) a O Jodo queria era uma banana.
the Jodo wanted was a banana
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‘Jodo wanted (was) a banana.’
b *O que era o0 Jodo queria?
what was the Jodo wanted

The second argument, pointed out by Mioto (2012)Bmazilian Portuguese, is that
the agreement patterns in pseudoclefts and in 3&R-are different: in pseudoclefts, the
verb of the cleft clause agrees with thdrconstituent and not with the subject cleft
constituent as shown in (26)a in which the verbtlé cleft clause exhibits singular
agreement, while the subject cleft constituent @uwumal DP. As illustrated in (26)b, plural
agreement on the verb of the cleft clause givesrgmammatical result. In SER-clefts, on the
other hand, a subject cleft constituent has to eagvith the verb of the cleft clause, as
illustrated in (27)a. However, the data are manalex than standardly assumed: the data in
the Cordial-SIN corpus exhibit a slightly differguattern. In the SER-clefts in the CORDIAL
corpus, agreement between the verb of the cleftseland a subject cleft constituent is not
categorical, as illustrated in (27)8However, the difference between pseudoclefts di-S
clefts still holds: in pseudoclefts, the verb of ttieft clause cannot agree with a subject cleft

constituent, while in SER-clefts it can, althougdaes not need to.

(26) a Oque é lavado a parte sdo 0s
What iss washed to.the side are the
pedacozinhagMSTO05)
little pieces

‘What is washed apart are the little pieces.’

b *O que sao lavados a parte séo os pedacozinhos.

" In the Cordial-SIN corpus, there were only 5 SHé&fts with a subject cleft constituent that was inathe third
person singular. In only 2 of these clefts thers wabject agreement with the main verb.

Note that the agreement of a verb with a postvesblaject is not obligatory in colloquial Portuguegéh
unaccusative and copular verbs:

0] Anda na moda calcas de ganga.  vs.Andam na moda calcas de ganga.
walk.s in.the fashion jeans vs. watk.in.the fashion jeans
‘Jeans is/are fashionable.’

The agreement patterns found in SER-clefts canlibusonsidered to be independent of the partiattacture,
since we find the same patterns without the ocaga®f focalizing SER. See Cardoso et al. (2014afo
discussion.
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What arerL washed separately are the little pieces

(27) a De noite aparecem é estrelaJTO06)
Of night appearL is stars
‘During the night there appear (is) stars.’
b Hoje ele anda na moda é cancerogdfRC59)
Today ExpL walks in.the fashion is cancers

‘Nowadays what is fashionable is cancers.’

A third argument mentioned by Mioto (2012) agaih& reduced pseudocleft analysis
is that while VPs cannot be focalized in a pseusfb@lithout inserting the dummy vefazer
‘do’ (28), a VP can be focalized in a SER-clefthwitit this dummy verb (29faSER-clefts

with a dummy verb are even ungrammatical (Z9)b.

(28) a *O que vao é almocar.
What will is to have lunch
b O que eu havia de fazer era  despedi(@&RV46)
What | had of do was fire-you
‘What | should do is fire you.’

(29) a Vao e almocar(GRC28)
go is to lunch

8 Note that a VP cleft constituent is only grammaitioc SER-clefts. Alsdt-clefts and é que-clefts do not allow
this:

0] *E comer o bolo que a Maria vai
be.33GPRESto eat  the cake that the Maria gEGPRES

(i) *Comer o] bolo & que a Maria vai
to eat the cake  besBPRES that the Maria QgOSGPRES

° There is one occurrence in the corpus of a SERwlth a pro-verb in the cleft clause:

0] A gente fazia era juntar as reses la para aixt (MIG14)
the people did was join the cattle there to down
‘We did (was) join the cattle down there.’

According to Costa & Duarte (2001) these structaresungrammatical. There is not enough data dleaita
determine whether this is an available strateganiyivariety of European Portuguese.
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‘They are going (is) to lunch’
b ?Eu  havia de fazer era  despedir-te.

I had of do was fire-you

This is not only the case for VP complements ofilaries, but also for VPs in raising

contexts. Only SER-clefts (30)b can be used td el&P complement of a raising verb.

(30) a *O que 0 Jodo parece e estar doente.
what the Jodo seems is to be sick
b @) Jodo parece é estar doente.
the Jodo seems is to be sick

‘Jodo seems (is) to be sick.’

Furthermore, pseudoclefts and SER-clefts differ rwiite comes to focalizing the
complement of control verbs. In pseudoclefts, a mhymerb can optionally be inserted in the
cleft clause (see (31)b), while this gives an ungretical result in SER-clefts (32)b (Mioto
2012):

31 a O que gquerem é trazer muito peixe para a terra.
what want.8L is bring much fish to the  earth
‘What they want is to bring a lot of fish ashor@/PA14)
b O que querem fazer é trazer peixe para a rater
what want.8L todo is bring fish to the earth

‘What They want to do is to bring fish ashore.’

(32) a Ela queria era levar o pucaro gue tinha
she  wanted was take the pan since had
muito preciso(MLD17)
alot need
‘She wanted (was) to take the pan since she nateddat.’

b *Ela queria fazer era levar o pucaro.
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she  wanted todo was take the pan

Also when it comes to scope effects, there aresdiffces between pseudoclefts and
SER-clefts (Mioto 2012). When a focalizing advedewrs in a preverbal position in non-cleft
simple sentences, there are two possible readimdke first reading, the adverb scopes over
the verb, in the second reading, the adverb scoype&sthe object. The same two readings are
possible in SER-clefts, but not in pseudocleftgpdeudoclefts, a preverbal adverb in the cleft
clause can only scope over the verb of the cleftis®, not over the cleft constituent. In the

examples below the scope is indicated with cursives

(33) a Sé li este livro.
Only read this book
‘l only read this book.’
| only readthis book or | read onlthis book
b So li foi este  livro.
only read was this book
‘l only read (was) this book.’
| only readthis book or | read onlthis book
C O que sob li foi este livro.
what only read was this book
‘What | only read was this book.’

| only readthis book.

These differences between pseudoclefts and SER-ct not follow on the
assumption that they are in fact variants of pselafis, as proposed by Wheeler (1982),
Toribio (1992, 2002) and Costa & Duarte (2005).Heat | will assume that they are due to
the fact that they have a different derivation: yakxclefts involve a biclausal copular

structure, as will be argued in section 4.2.3 wBilER-clefts are monoclausal structures.

Indeed, in line with the above considerations aadh@ alternative to the biclausal

pseudocleft analysis of SER-clefts, several authlease argued that SER-clefts are
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monoclausal structures (see for instance Bosqué, 1¥8ndez-Vallejo 2012, Kato & Mioto
2012, Mioto 2012, Curnow & Travis 2003, Camacho ®@hd Zubizarreta 2013. This
analysis is supported by the data. | have alrebwlstriated the fact that SER-clefts have the
same scope readings as monoclausal sentenceso®dsagument in favor of this account is
the fact that SER-clefts allow raising across tbputa, as was illustrated in (30). A third

piece of evidence is the possibility of clitic-cling across the copufa:

(34) Vao para a tropa, vém para tras, querem-se
go to the army come to back wesH- is
casar.(GRC34)
marry

‘They go to the army, they come back, they wanttigget married.’

Given the scope, raising and clitic climbing pheeom it seems to be the case that
we are looking at a monoclausal structure with putar verb inserted somewhere in a
relatively low position. There is one main reasonassume that the copula lexicalizes a

relatively low position: it cannot precede the varid:

(35) *O Joao foi comeu o bolo.

the Jodo was ate the cake

19Bosque (1999), Méndez-Vallejo (2012) and Kato 801di(2012) analyze the copular verb SER as a
realization of a low FocP, Mioto (2012) and Curn&w ravis (2003) argue that SER is a focus partia@ined
to the cleft constituent. Lobo, Santos & Soared 2 @o not work out the syntax of SER-clefts inagraetail,
but simply assume that SER marks the left vP e@gmacho (2006) and Zubizarreta (2014) assume a
monoclausal structure with adjunction of a CopPsiiimg of the copula and the cleft constituent allipsis of
a portion of the part of VP that corresponds todleé constituent. See chapter 7 for a discusaimha novel
analysis.

! Clitic climbing is also possible in non-standas®pdoclefts:

0] O que eu ndo o sabia era trat4CBV59)
what | not it knew was take care
‘What | didn’t know was to take care of it.’

Although this is a very interesting phenomenom alsted for non-standard Spanish pseudoclefts fAuntmtta
2014) | will not provide any account for this phemenon.
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As such, subjects can only be clefted if they renaia postverbal position (also see Lobo et

al. 2012):

(36) a Dancou foi a Maria.
Danced was the  Maria
‘MARIA danced.’
b *Foi a Maria dancgou.

was the Maria danced

An alternative would be to assume the copular Vexicalizes Rizzi's (1997) left-
peripheral FocP. However, it is very unlikely titae left periphery is involved in these
structures, since SER-clefts can be embedded itexitsnbanning MCP, such as relative

clauses.
(37) Isso(...) é um homem que cantava era as
that is a man that sang was the
Velhas antigamentéGRC36)

‘Velhas’ erstwhile
‘That is a man who erstwhile used the sing (was)Welhas’.’

Given these data, | will assume that SER-cleftsmmomoclausal sentences with the

cleft constituent in a low position.

4.2.3 Presupposition and exhaustivity as an implicature

In this section | will spell out the details of theagmatic account for the existential
presupposition and the exhaustivity associated witjueclefts and SER-clefts. | will argue

that both interpretations arise as an implicatwe t the regular semantics of focus.
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4.2.3.1 Weak existential presupposition

When it comes to the difference in presupposititnength briefly discussed and
illustrated in chapter 3, Abusch (2005, 2010) dmtishes between presuppositions that are
caused by soft triggers and those that are caugethfdl triggers? Soft triggers, such as
intonational focus, aspectual verbs, factive veebs, give rise to weak presuppositions,
which are context dependent and easily suspendiablethey do not always arise. Strong
presuppositions are triggered by hard triggersh sasit-clefts, too, even, agaimnd either,

and cannot be suspended.

In order to account for the differences in preswgmn strength, Abusch (2005)
advances the hypothesis that all soft triggersrdmrte a set of alternatives, but not the
semantic presupposition that one of the alternatisd@rue, although other factors might give
rise to this interpretation. The set of alternatiaeguably is a part of the lexical representation
of soft triggers, or it can be generated by fo¢iard triggers on the other hand do give rise to
the strong presupposition that one of the alteveatis true. Abusch (2005, 2010) does not

discuss what mechanisms give rise to strong presigms.

According to Abusch (2005, 2010), weak presuppasitiassociated with intonational
focus are generated as follows: focus and presitppadity are independent of each other,
focus contributes nothing but a set of alternagix@positions-> However, sets of alternatives
are often pragmatically interpreted as questiordeudiscussion (see Biring 2003, Kadmon
2001 a.o.). Additionally, generally it is taken fmanted that one of the alternative answers to
guestions is true. This process is a default pgy@asd does not take place when it would give
rise to inappropriate discourse. This is what happeé queclefts and in SER-clefts: these
structures are generally associated with an exiatgoresupposition, but this presupposition

can be suspended in case it would give rise tdigitteus discourse.

There is one weakness in this account, as was mgtébrusan (2014): alsib-clefts
(and pseudoclefts) involve a focalized constituéet)ce, it is not clear why the existential

presupposition of these structures is not deriveithé same manner as for intonational focus.

12 Other authors assuming this distinction are AbiA06) and Romoli (2014) a.o..

13| only discuss the problems related to the pressitipns associated with focus. For presuppositidggered
by verbs and other elements, | refer to Abrusain420
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Because of this, Abrusan (2014) considers thentistin between hard and soft triggers to be
a non-distinction. She argues that all presupposstiare generated uniformly, and that their
strength depends on other factors, such as infeymadtructure and anaphoricity. Also
experimental evidence from Schwarz (2014), refetedy Abrusan (2014), confirms the
hypothesis that all presuppositions are ultimatitly same. Given that focus uniformly
generates a set of alternatives (Rooth 1985, 19%Yrusan (2014) argues that
presuppositions of botit-clefts and intonational focus arise as an implicatdue to the fact
that the set of alternatives is interpreted as gbestion under discussidh.She adapts

Abusch’s (2010) proposals concerning intonationali and extends themiteclefts.

If we assume Abrusan’s (2014) view that all presgipon associated with focus is
derived in the same manner, we have to concludealh@resuppositions are derived by a
pragmatic process, as a byproduct of the generaticm set of alternatives by focus. One
problem for this view is that if presuppositions@dated with focus are all derived with the
same mechanism, we would expect all presuppositorse equally suspendable, which is
not the case. Recall that there are two typesaffscivhen it comes to presupposition strength:
only in & queclefts and SER-clefts can the existential presgpijpm be suspended. it

clefts and pseudoclefts, it cannot.

In order to provide a solution, Abrusan (2014) msgs that the suspendability of
presuppositions derived from sets of alternativegsethds on the type of background question
they associate with. In what follows | will onlysdiuss Abrusan’s (2014) proposal concerning

presupposition associated with focus, for otheesypf presupposition, | refer to the article.

Following Abusch (2010) and extending her proposalall types of focus, Abrusan
(2014) assumes that presuppositions are generated the background questions focus
associates with. Abrusan (2014) argues that umfit@national focus constructions;clefts
cannot associate with ‘higher questions’, i.e. tjoas that are more general than the ones that
can be derived by focus marking. An example is miire (38). It-clefts can only associate
with questions that coincide with the ones deribgdfocus marking, i.e wh-questions that
could have the focalized constituent as an ans8#, (vhile intonational focus can associate

both withwh-questions and with higher questions:

4 Andrew Weir (p.c.) points out that analysing sdmstances of presuppositions as implicatures nmigbm a
contradiction, and suggests to use the terms exiat@resupposition for strong presuppositions exidtence
implicature for weak presuppositions. | will howewgaintain the terminology adopted by Abusch andushn.
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(38) A Did anybody fix the typewriter?
B Yes, [Mary}fixed it.
B’ #Yes, it was Mary who fixed it.
(Abrusan 2014:32)

39) A Who fixed the typewriter?
B [Mary]e fixed it.

B’ It was Mary who fixed it.

The difference betweenh-questions and higher questions is that the latiemot associated
with any presupposition, while the first give rise real sets of alternatives and as a
consequence there will be an existential presufiposiln case focus is licensed by a higher
question, and not by wh-question, no presupposition will ariSeAs such, according to
Abrusan (2014), all presuppositions associated Vattus are derived through pragmatic
processes, weak presuppositions are due to thehaicthe background question licensing

focus is a higher question without an existentrasppposition.

There are several problems with Abrusan’s accdtirgt of all, not all speakers agree
with Abruséan’s (2014) judgments (Andrew Weir, p.dn) that they do accept ancleft for
answering higher questions. Also in Portuguese ctimgrast between intonational focus and

cleft focus as answers to higher questions ishaitdtrong:

(40) A Alguém viu o Superhomé&m
‘Has someone seen Superman?’
B Sim, [o Batmanj viu.
‘Yes, Batman saw him.’
B’ ? Sim, foi [0 Batmary que viu

‘Yes, it was Batman who saw him.’

!5 Note that this reasoning is similar to what hasrbargued by Geurts & van der Sandt (2004) corgrni
structures with focalized quantifiers. Accordingtiem, when a negative or existential quantififbotsalized,
the set generated by focus contains the propositiinnegative and with positive polarity, henceexistential
presupposition is expected.
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Secondwh-questions do not have a strong presuppositiois. Well known thatwh-
guestions can be answered with a negative quantifieexpected if they had a strong
existential presupposition. If the strong presujipms associated witht-clefts is due to the
backgroundwh-question they associate with, it is not clear vaegative quantifiers are not
allowed to surface as a cleft constituthlt is thus desirable to find an explanation for the
difference betweeit-clefts and intonational focus in other factdfs.

Abusch (2005, 2010) argues that weak presuppositian be suspended because they
are derived by pragmatic processes, contrary tmgtpresuppositions, which arise through
semantic processes. In section 4.3.3.3.4, | wguear following several authors (Percus 1997;
Heycock & Kroch 1999; Hartmann 2011; Reeve 2012s€arelli & Ramaglia 2009, 2013)
that the strong presupposition associated wAthefts and pseudoclefts is due to the fact that
they are specificational sentences, and not onlyeéofact that they are focus constructions.

Strong existential presuppositions are inheretii¢éosemantics of specificational sentences.

Concluding, following Abrusan (2010), | will assurtieat all focus gives rise to a set
of alternatives, which is interpreted as the Quastunder Discussion. Since in general,
guestions are assumed to have an answer, an éi@kt@resupposition arises because of
pragmatic rules. This presupposition is an implioat and can easily be suspended. The
reason why the existential presuppositiont-afiefts and pseudoclefts cannot be suspended, is

because they are specificational structures.

16 Abruséan (2014: 34) notices this too, and suggastsansweringvh-questions with a negative quantifier is a
case of denial of the presupposition, rather thdictating that the question does not have an eiate
presupposition.

" One problem that Abrusan (2014) can account foileihe specificational structure account to beetteped
below cannot, is the strong presupposition assettiaith the Hungarian focus position. As is welbtum (see

E. Kiss 1998, Horvath 2004), Hungarian focus igmfout not always, see E. Kiss 2006, 2010) aswsatiaith
the same strong exhaustivity and existential pressipion as Engliskt-clefts. Abrusan (2014) shows that, on a
par withit-clefts, the Hungarian focus construction is natlecitous answer to higher questions, and attriute
the existence of a strong presupposition to this fdowever, in this thesis it is assumed thatstheng
presupposition oit-clefts is due to its specificational nature. Tkiasoning does not straightforwardly apply to
the Hungarian focus construction (but see E. Ké&6Xor the opposite claim). The reason why thisstaiction
has a strong presupposition need not concern @s Iberas Wedgwood et al. (2006) argue, the exiviyst
effects and the existential presupposition of Huiagiefocus and oit-clefts seem to have different origins.
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4.2.3.2 Weak exhaustivity

As was discussed in chapter 3, the exhaustivepragtion of information focus
arises as an implicature. Questions require anustive answer, but answers can be non-
exhaustive, since conversational implicatures aspended in case they would give rise to
infelicitous discourse (Grice 1975). Since it iswaved here, following Rooth (1985, 1992),
that focus has a uniform semantic import, it iseotpd that also the exhaustivity claim of

contrastive focus arises as an implicature.

As was discussed in the previous section, setdt@inatives are often interpreted as
the question under discussion. We can thus arquehh exhaustivity claim associated with
contrastive focus arises through the same pragmaithanisms as the one associated with
information focus. As such, focus uniformly giveiser to an exhaustive interpretation,
although this interpretation is an implicature, aindoes not arise when it is not compatible
with the discourse context. The exhaustivity claassociated with focus is thus uniformly

weak.

However, as was illustrated in chapter 3, the estmaty claim associated witit-
clefts and pseudoclefts is strong and cannot beesuked, unlike the exhaustivity claim
associated wité queclefts and SER-clefts. In section 4.3.3.3.4, I afhue that this is due to
independent factors: apart from being focus consbms,it-clefts and pseudoclefts are also
specificational sentences. The strong exhaustieiym is due to the fact that the cleft

constituent is equated with a definite descriptiwhich presupposes unique identification.

4.2.4 Conclusion

The weak existential presupposition and exhaugtsldim of é queclefts and SER-
clefts arise as an implicature, due to the presefdecus on the cleft constituent. Hence,
monoclausal clefts pattern with non-cleft senteneéh intonational focus, their particular
syntactic structure does not seem to contributethamy to these aspects of their
interpretation. Focus contributes a set of altéveatthat is interpreted as the question under
discussion. Since questions presuppose at leastaoswer, an existential presupposition

arises as an implicature. Additionally, since armsware assumed to be exhaustive, also an
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exhaustivity claim arises as an implicature. Sibo#& interpretations are implicatures, they

can be suspended when they are in conflict wittdtbeourse context.

4.3 Biclausal clefts: different underlying syntactic stucture

It has been argued that-clefts and their counterparts in other languaged a
pseudoclefts both are specificational sentences f@einstance Akmajian 1979, Declerck
1988, Percus 1997, E. Kiss 2006, Hartmann 2011yék2@12, Den Dikken 2013, Frascarelli
& Ramaglia 2013 foit-clefts; Declerck 1988, Heycock & Kroch 1999, Derkkan et al.
2000, Den Dikken 2005, Frascarelli & Ramaglia 20fi8 pseudoclefts). Based on
experimental evidence from acquisition, Lobo et (@012, 2015) argue that-clefts and
pseudoclefts have a different syntactic structuvéore specifically, they argue that
pseudoclefts have a regular specificational syntatty the copula selecting a small clause,
while in it-clefts, the copula selects a full CP, with movemathe cleft constituent from a
position inside of this CP to its left peripherypat from the acquisition data, also
connectivity effects between the cleft constitusamd the cleft clause point towards a different

syntactic structure (Lobo 2006).

In what follows, | will first discuss the hypothedhat botht-clefts and pseudoclefts
are specificational copular sentences, and conchatethis claim is basically correct. Then, |
will turn to the nature of the cleft clause fclefts and pseudoclefts. | argue that the
difference between both types of clefts is dueh fiact that int-clefts, the small clause
selected by the copula consists of a headed relafmuse and the cleft constituewtr(
Percus 1997), while in pseudoclefts, the smalls#atonsists of a free relative clause and the
cleft constituent. This analysis permits us to geptboth the specificational nature of the
clefts and the syntactic differences. The basectire of both clefts argued for is illustrated

below®

8| do not make any claims concerning the intertraicsure of the small clause involved in speciiicaal
sentences. Some authors have argued that speoifimlagentences are an instance of inverse préaficat
copular sentences (Moro 2000, Mikkelsen 2005, dfgoyedicational sentences are PredPs, as afgyed
Bowers (1993) or Svenonius (1996), then the sntalise involved here will also be a PredP. Othenamsthave
argued that specificational sentences are notetbfiom predicational sentences, but have a ursjueture
(Heycock 1994, Heycock & Kroch 1999, Reeve 201ggctficational small clauses are an instance oatgel
small clauses and are headed by an Eq head. Y#tearscount is found in Starke (1995), who arghas
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(41) Canonical cleft:

[vp  serkc [op@ [cp gue o Joao comeu]] pg 0 bolo]]]

be the that Jodo ate the cake

(42) Pseudocleft:
[vv serkc[ce 0queoJodocomeulld o bolo]]]

be what Jodo ate the cake

Finally, 1 will focus onit-clefts, arguing that their cleft clause is a spetype of
‘headed’ relative clause without a nominal anteogde the usual sense. This relative clause
is merged as the complement of a definite detetmivlich remains null in null-subject

languages, and is spelled out as a determiner@pasnoun in non-null-subject languages.

4.3.1 Pseudoclefts andt-clefts as specificational sentences

Several authors have argued thatlefts and pseudoclefts are specificational
sentences. The main argument in favour of thigrclaithe fact that pseudoclefts atwtlefts
exhibit the same connectivity effects as non-ctgfecificational sentences. This has been
discussed in great detail in the literature, seenfstance Declerck (1988), Percus (1997) and
Den Dikken (2005). | repeat the principal argumdrgiow.

Pseudoclefts anittclefts exhibit the same unexpected connectivitgaf as non-cleft
specificational sentences: the binding principleplya in the absence of c-command. A
relevant binding pattern in English specificatiosahtences is illustrated in (43)a: only the
postcopular reflexive pronoun can be bound by ailBrecopular position, a postcopular

personal pronoun gives an ungrammatical result. Setme binding relations hold as in non-

small clauses are reduced CPs. This account igetiapd further elaborated by Belletti (2015), vaingues that
specificational small clauses are CPs lacking Fom@ed TopP. Here, small clauses will be represdmted
neutral SC. Nothing in the proposed analysis hireggethe precise nature of specificational smallisés. The
main claim is that biclausal clefts are specifizatil sentences, whatever their underlying syntaghtre. |
refer the interested reader to the relevant liteeat
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specificational simple sentences, as can be seeoraparing (43)a with (43)b, even though
no c-command relation holds between the constitugnblved. In European Portuguese on
the other hand, the personal pron@@‘him’ can be used with a reflexive interpretation i

PPs (Estrela 2006), as illustrated in (#4The same binding configuration obtains in clefts,

illustrated in (44)b and c.

(43) a Johiis greatest treasure is a book about hingskeim;.
(Den Dikken 2005: 16)

b Johntreasures a book about himgaim,

(44) a O Superhomenescreveu um livro sobre si proprio/?ele
‘Superman wrote a book about himself/him.’
b O que o Superhomemscreveu foi um livro sobre si préprio/Zele
‘What Supermanwrote was a book about himself/him
C Foi um livro sobre si proprio/?elgue o Superhomegmscreveu.

‘It was a book about himself/hirthat Supermarnwrote.’

As shown in (45)a, a referential DP in the postdapaonstituent may not be bound
by a precopular element. However, this is not etggb@s no c-command relation holds
between the pronoun and the referential expressiopostcopular position. In other words,
binding relations in specificational sentences amalogous to binding relations in non-
specificational sentences, as can be seen by comgpa@5)a to (45)b, even though the
necessary c-command relations do not hold. Alsalibg relation in clefts are as in non-

specificational simple sentences (46).

(45) a *His claim was that Johmvas innocent. (Heycock & Kroch 1999: 3)

b *Heg claimed that Johnvas innocent

19 The possibility of using a personal pronoun asfexive pronoun depends on the predicate they aumb
with. See Zribi-Hertz (1980) for French, and Meriya890) for Brazilian Portuguese and Estrela (3366
European Portuguese. Experimental evidence frorag&an Portuguese confirms that some speakersyriwe s
predicates, prefer a bound reading for personaiqams (Silva 2015). This factor is not relevanttfor current
discussion. What is relevant is that we observesétmee binding patterns as in non-specificatiomape
sentences.
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(46) a *Elg disse a Maria que ela tinha estado a mentir acoJoa
‘He said to Maria that she had been lying to John.’

c *O que eledisse a Maria foi que ela tinha estado a mentidJaéq.
‘What he had said to Mary was that she had been lying ho;Jo
d *Foi que ela tinha estado a mentir ao Jpgoe eledisse a Maria.

‘It was that she had been lying to Joffat he said to Mary.’

There is a difference between English and Europeatuguese when it comes to NPI
licensing. In English an NPI in the cleft constitteof pseudoclefts can be licensed by
negation in the cleft clause, as shown in (47)awimch the NPlany inside the cleft
constituentany wineis licensed by negation in the cleft relative Haropean Portuguese, not
all NPIs can be licensed in this way. Only negativacord NPIs are licensed ((47f¢)rue

NPIs are not licensed ((47)b).

47) a What John didn’t buy was any wiffe.

*O que 0 Jodo nado pode fazer é vir de
what the Jodo not may do is come of
forma alguma.
manner some

C Oque o Jodo ndo comprou foi vinho nenhum.
what the Jodo not  bought was wine none

‘What John didn’t buy was no wine.’

? There is speaker variation concerning negativeaahin pseudoclefts. Some speakers only get thbldo
negation interpretation.

2L As Den Dikken et al. (2000) notice, NPI's insidédioms are not licensed in pseudoclefts:
0] *What John didn't have was (he didn’'t have) a redtc
(Den Dikken et al. 2000: 80)

According to the authors, these data provide ewiddor their claim that pseudoclefts are disguigeestion-
answer pairs, since the same pattern exists iragatives:

(i) *What didn’t John have? (He didn’t have) a redtcen

However, this pattern is consistently degradedhierrogative sentences, also when no idioms a@hiad,
since negation creates a weak island for extra¢iea Ross 1986, Rizzi 1990, Szabolcsi 2005).
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In Englishit-clefts and in European Portugueselefts, NPI's contained in the cleft

constituent cannot be licensed from within thetal&fuse:

(48) a *It was any wine that John didn’t buy.

*E de forma alguma gque o Jodo néo
IS of manner some that the Jodo not
pode vir.
may come

Note that NPI licensing iit-clefts patterns the same as in non-cleft specifinat

sentenceé?

(49) a *The thing that John didn’t buy was any wine.

b *A maneira como o Jodo nédo pode vir é
the  manner how the Jodo not may come is
de forma alguma.
of manner some

‘The manner how Jodo may not come is at all.’

The data discussed here indicate that ethefts and pseudoclefts are specificational

sentences.

There is a lot of discussion concerning the statfisthe two constituents in
specificational sentences, both concerning theitagfic and their semantic status. Since this
is not the place to solve this long-standing problewill simply limit myself to one aspect of
the syntax of specificational clefts: | will argtleat init-clefts, the cleft pronoun occupies the

structural subject position, as is standardly agsliyjrand that in pseudoclefts, it is the cleft

% The licensing of NPIs in English pseudoclefts theems to be a special case, when comparing to défe
constructions and other languages and with non-gefcificational sentences. Also see Percus (1997)
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clause that occupies the structural subject posifitiis does not mean that these constituents

are the underlying (i.e. semantic) subject of #mtance, although they could Fe.

Schematically specificational clefts are formedtlwyp constituents related through a
copula, I will consider these constituents to be @ainguments of the copula. Concerning the
syntactic function of the two arguments of the dapn specificational clefts, there are two
main views. Concerning pseudoclefts, some authsssrae the cleft constituent to be the
subject of the structure (Williams 1983, Heggie 8Q&thers assume it to be the predicate
(Costa & Duarte 2005, Hedberg 1993). Roclefts, Reeve (2012) argues that the cleft
pronoun is the subject, and Costa & Duarte (208Sume that the cleft clause in extraposed

position, together with the null cleft pronounhe tsubject.

In some languages the copular verb in both typedeafts can or must agree with a
nominative cleft constituent, as was discussedeiaiiby Heycock (2012). The agreement
patterns are a possible indication that - at leatese languages - the cleft constituent is the
subject of the sentence. One of these languadasragean Portuguese. (50)a illustrategtan
cleft, (50)b a pseudocleft.

(50) a Séo estas coisas assim que eu tenho visto!
be3PL.PRES these things such that | have seen
1) b Quem ama o Superhomem sou/*é eu.

who loves the  Superman b&*Bs I

‘The one who loves Superman is me.’

Of course, triggering verbal agreement does nbt dmaracterise structural subjects:
in some cases, non-subjects (i.e., elements thabtdoccupy SpecTP) can also trigger verbal
agreement. This is the case for instance for naimmabjects triggering agreement in Italian
impersonalsi constructions (D’Alessandro 2002). On the otherdhajuirky subjects do not
trigger verbal agreement, even though they arguablyupy SpecTP (see Boeckx 2000,

2| refer to Heycock (1994, 2012), Heycock & Krod999), Romero (2005), Moro (1997, 2000), Mikkelsen
(2004), Geist (2007), Cann (2007), Comorovski (9G0@. for a discussion of the underlying statuthef
constituents of specificational sentences.
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Rognvaldsson 1991). Verbal agreement is thus ngbal diagnostics for identifying the

structural subject of a sentence.

The following empirical facts drawn from Englisidinate that the cleft constituent is
not the subject oit-clefts nor pseudoclefts. First of all, as is wiallown, subjects cannot
remain inside of the vP in English, they have tovendo SpecTP. As a consequence, in
subject auxiliary inversion contexts, the subjedt always immediately follow the highest
auxiliary. It cannot follow more than one auxiliag). Init-clefts and pseudoclefts, the cleft
constituent must follow all auxiliaries, indicatinigat auxiliaries do not invert with the cleft
constituent and hence that the cleft constituenbisthe subject of these structures (Hedberg
1993)%*

(52) a *What have been doing you?
b What we saw must have been a superhero.

C It must have been a superhero that we saw.

Pronouns in English question tags provide a seeoguiment against the subject status
of the cleft constituent. In English, the subjecbrun in tags obligatorily refers to the
subject of the sentence. With clefts, the pronouthe tag is obligatorilyt, which indicates
that it cannot refer to the cleft constituent (Hextp1993, Frascarelli & Ramaglia 2009):

(53) It's YOU that/who wants to become a doctor, ist/taren’t you/*doesn’t
it/’*don’t you?
(Frascarelli & Ramaglia 2009: 9)

(54) What they bought was books, wasn't it/*wasn’t thesgren’t they?
(Hedberg 1993: 13)

4 |f we assume that the cleft constituent moves@PaocP, followed by remnant movement of IP, as in
Frascarelli & Ramaglia (2009, 2013), we can asstinaethe cleft constituent sits in a subject positin
chapter 7 it will be shown that such an analysi&esavrong predictions concerning embedding resirist
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Both arguments against the subject-status of ¢ cbnstituent are hard to replicate
in null-subject languages such as European Porsegudowever, there are other arguments
that do apply to these languages. For instanceaadn out of the cleft constituent is

grammatical, while extraction from subjects is gatig degraded ((55)cF°

(55) a De quem achas que quem estava a falar com Pecamg®i [-]?
‘Of whom do you think that the one who was talkiogPedro was the

father?’
(Costa & Duarte 2005: 2)
b De quem achas que era o pai [-], e ndo a mae, gteva a falar com o
Pedro?

‘Of whom do you think that it was the father, armmt the mother, that
was talking to Pedro?”’

Cc ??De quem falava o pai [-] com o Pedro?
‘Of whom did the father [-] speak to Pedro?’

There are thus good reasons not to assume thafdfieconstituent int-clefts and
pseudoclefts is the subject of the sentence. Asltamative, we could hypothesise that it is
the cleft pronoun int-clefts and the cleft clause in pseudoclefts th#teéssubject. This seems

indeed to be the case. For instance, in languageshich polarity questions are formed

% There seems to be cross-linguistic variation abiuatpoint. For instance, in Italian, subextragtioom the
cleft constituent is severely degraded:

0] ?Mi chiedo) di quale film & il regista che & st@i@miato (non lo sceneggiatore).
‘(I wonder) of which movie it is the director thiahs been rewarded (not the scenographist).’
(Ciro Greco, p.c.)

In English (Eric Lander, p.c., also see Reeve Z01#&-clefts) and in Dutch on the other hand, subextpacti
from the cleft constituent is grammatical:

(i) Of whom was it a picture [-] that John found?
(iii) Of which company was what you couldn't find the raemof the bank account [-]?
(iv) Vanwelk kind is het de vader [-] die in de gevangenili®
‘Of which child is it the father who is in prison?’
(v) Vanwelk kind is wie in de gevangenis zit de vader [-]?
‘Of which child is the one who is in prison theHat?’

Note however that not all speakers of English acsepextraction from the cleft constituent (Andréeir,
p.c.).
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through subject-auxiliary inversion, such as Ergaad Dutch, it is the cleft pronoun/the cleft

clause that will invert with the auxiliary.

(56)

(57)

Was it John who killed Superman?

Isn’t where he’s going San Francisco? (HedbeB8§19)

Was het Jan die Superman vermoordde?
was it Jan that Superman killed
Was wat Jan deed Superman vermoorden?

was what Jan did  Superman kill

This argument cannot be replicated in EuropearnuBoese, because in this language,

polarity questions are marked by intonation only.

Also the fact that the cleft pronouniinrclefts and the cleft clause in pseudoclefts can

be raised in subject-to-subject raising structuiredicates that, indeed, these constituents are

the structural subject of the sentence. Note th&trench, a language in which the expletive

pronoun and the pronoun introduciiteclefts have a different form, the pronoun in raised

position is indeed that associated with clefts (c):

(58)

QO

It appears to be John who killed Superman.

What he’s asking appears to be whether there ballany beer.
(Hedberg 1993: 16f

Ca parait étre Jean qui a tué  Superman.

it seem be Jean who has killed Superman

‘It seems to be Jean who killed Superman.’

Quem matou o Superhomem parece ser 0 Jodo.
who killed the  Superman seems be the  Jodao

% As was discussed by Hedberg (1993), polarity pselefts are often degraded because of discourgeeies,
but they are not ungrammatical. Also see Culic¢¥8i77) for more grammatical examples. Also concegni
raising structures, the judgements of pseudocieéinot uniform, again because of semantic andégrpatic
factors. | refer to Hedberg (1993) for more details
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‘The one who killed Superman seems to be Jo&o.’

The cleft clause in pseudoclefts and the cleft puonin it-clefts have several
properties of regular syntactic subjects, and I wius follow Hedberg (1993), Costa &
Duarte (2005) and Reeve (2012) in assuming thacykly, these constituents are the
structural subject of the senterféeThis in turn entails that in botitand pseudoclefts the

cleft constituent itself is not the subject of gentence.

4.3.2 Headed relative clause vs. free relative clau$e

Although bothit-clefts and pseudo-clefts are arguably specificatisentences, there
are several differences between the two structunas)ly related to the type of relative clause
involved in their syntax. The fact that the cldfiuse of both structures is a strong island for
extraction, indicates that effectively, the clefiuse of both structures can be analysed as a
relative clausé?® (59)a illustrates extraction from the cleft clauset-clefts, (59)b illustrates
extraction from a restrictive relative clause myithff the direct object. (60)a illustrates
extraction from the cleft clause of pseudoclefta] &0)b extraction from a free relative in

object position.

%" This is the opposite of what Heycock (2012) argoesion-cleft specificational sentences: she asghat the
postcopular DP, which invariably is the focus ¢ #entence, is the structural subject.

% The term ‘free relative clause’ here does not amtjude free relative clausesnsu strictpbut also a series of
relative clauses that De Vries (2006) calls ‘seraéfrelative clauses’. Free relative clauses imhee restricted
sense are only those relative clauses that adunted by a relative pronoun and do not have amy &f
nominal antecedent. Semi-free relative clausehemther hand involve a determiner or demonstrgie@aoun
and a complementizer. This type of relative clawsgalso been called ‘light headed relative claosédalse

free relative clause’, and have often been analgsa@al free relative clauses. In some langudgese) free
relative clauses are actually semi-free relatieaisés. This is the case for European Portuguésegaage in
whichwhatfree relative clauses are introduceddogue which can be analysed as D + null NP + que (séde B
1991 or Cardoso & De Vries 2010 for more details):

0] | ate what you cooked.
(ii) Comi o que cozinhaste.
ate.s the that cookedx

# The strong islandhoud of the cleft clause couim &le ascribed to an intervention effect. In thalyses in
which it is assumed that the cleft constituentiogtes inside of the cleft clause (Belletti 2008ph 2006 a.0.),
the cleft constituent moves to a position in thed€khe cleft clause. However, it is not clear te why this
movement should give rise to a strong island, aitdana weak one, as A-movement usually does.
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(59) a *Com quem achas que era O pai da
with  who think.2 that was the father of.the
Maria que estava a falar [-]

Maria that was talking

b *Com quem viste o homem que estava a fgdfr [-

with  who saw.3the man that was talking

(60) a *Com quem achas gque quem estava a falar [-pra
with  who think.2 that who was talking was

0 pai da Mari&
the  father of.the Maria
b *Com quem viste quem estava a fala? [-]

with  who saw.2who was talking

Another aspect that supports the analysis of thedt atlause ofit-clefts and
pseudoclefts as a type of relative clause is tke tfeat both involve A’-movement. This is
illustrated for instance by the fact that the gagleft clauses and in regular relative clauses
cannot be inside of a strong island. (61)a illussaa restrictive relative clause and (61)b
illustrates a free relative clause, both have a igame of a temporal adjunct, which is a
strong island for extraction. Also the gap in theftcclause init-clefts (62)a and in

pseudoclefts (62)b cannot be located inside ofamgtisland.

(61) a *Estd ali 0 homem que a Maria ficou
is there the man that the Maria stayed
contente guando chegou [].
happy when arrived

b *Conheco gquem a Maria ficou contente guando
know.1s who the  Maria stayed happy when
chegou [].
arrived

(62) a *Foi o Jodo que a Maria ficou contente
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was the Jodo that the  Maria stayed happy
quando chegou [].

when arrived

b *Quem a Maria ficou contente gquando
who the  Maria stayed happy when
chegou [] foi o] Jodo.
arrived was the  Jodo.

In relation to islandhood, the cleft clauseitstlefts and of pseudoclefts thus pattern
alike, and they also pattern with relative clau3é® cleft clause at-clefts and pseudoclefts
differ however when it comes to (i) tleh-element introducing the cleft relative clause and
(i) connectivity effects between the cleft constimt and the cleft clause. As will be
illustrated, the cleft clause df-clefts patterns with headed relative clauses wthite cleft

clause of pseudoclefts patterns with free relatlaeises.

First of all there is a difference betweaeilefts and pseudoclefts when it comes to the
C-element that introduces them.itrtlefts, the C-elements that can introduce the clefise
are those that are typically found in headed netatilauses, while in pseudoclefts the C-

elements are the relative pronouns that typicadgchfree relatives.

In European Portugueseclefts, the element introducing the cleft clausaally is
the complementizeque ‘that’, independently of the category and refereftthe cleft
constituent, as illustrated in (63)a. This complatizer can introduce headed relative clauses
(63)b but not free relative clauses (63)c. Thosstive pronouns that cannot introduce headed
relative clauses are also ungrammaticat-clefts. This is the case guem‘who’: it cannot
introduce the cleft clause dfclefts (64)a or a restrictive relative clause 6#)The type of
C-element we find int-clefts thus indicates that the cleft clause isretance of a headed

relative clause.

30 Quemcan introduce headed relaive clauses if it is etdbd ina PP:

0] O rapaz a gquem eu telefonei é 0 meu primo.
the boy to who I called is the my cousin
‘The boy to whom | phoned is my cousin.’
As will be illustrated below, the cleft clauseibtlefts cannot be preceded by a preposition.
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(63) a Foram 0s meus pais que compraram

be.3L.PRF  the my  parents that bupBrPRrF
a aguardente.
the  liquor

b O livro que compraste esta .ali

the book that boughts2 is.35 there
c *que compraste esta ali
that bought.2 is.35 there

(64) a *Foram 0s meus pais guem compraram
be.3L.PRF  the my  parents who buyBPRF
a aguardente.
the  liquor
b *O homem guem estd doente é 0 chefe.
the  man who is sick is the  boss

Concerning other relative pronouns that can intcedweaded relative clauses, such as
onde‘'where’ orquando‘'when’, it is not clear whether they can introdube cleft clause of
it-clefts. There are some instanced aflefts with a relative pronoun in the corpus:

(65) Foi entdo quando lhe  bate(CPT17)
was then when CL.DAT hit

‘It was then when it hit him.’

Lobo (2006) a.o. argues that these structures, hwhie callswh-clefts, are noit-
clefts, based on the fact that agreement pattardscase connectivity effects in thesé-
clefts differ from the ones found itrclefts. For instance, in subjest-clefts, the verb of the
cleft clause exhibits third person singular agre@ni@6)a , while int-clefts, the verb of the

cleft clause agrees in person and number withlgfeaonstituent (66)b.
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(66) a Foram 0s meus pais quem comprou a
be.3LPRF the my  parentswho buyg®rF the
aguardente.
liquour
‘It were my parents who bought the liquour.’

b Foram 0s meus pais que compraram a
be.3LPRF the my  parentswho buyBpPRF the
aguardente.
liquour

‘It were my parents that bought the liquour.’

Also the lack of case connectivity effects, sonsdrietions on the category of the cleft
constituents and the reversibility of the two argmts of the copula indicate that Q-clefts are
not a sub-type at-clefts (see Lobo 2006 for a detailed descriptidime wh-clefts have been
analysed as pseudoclefts with an extraposed difise (Mioto 2001). However, it is not
clear to me whether all instanceswaifi-clefts need to be treated as a type of pseudecleft
since connectivity effects are not visible in alh-clefts, especially not in clefts with an
adjunct cleft constituent. In any case, the mostroon C-element in Portuguegeclefts is
gue which can only introduce headed relative clausdslitionally, the cleft clause cannot be
introduced by relative pronouns that cannot intcedbheaded relative clauses. It thus seems
reasonable to assume that the cleft clausedlefts is a type of headed relative clause. Also

data from English and French, to be discussed hetalicate that this is effectively the case.

Portuguesat-clefts differ from their English counterparts, irhieh the cleft clause
can be introduced by a series of relative prongRegve 2012), such agereandwhen but
not by how or why. The same pattern is found in restrictive relatileuses. For instance, if
the cleft constituent denotes a [+human] entitg, ¢reft clause can be introduced Wwko or
by that The same pattern is found in headed relativeselau

(67) a It was Boris that/who bought the vodka.

b The man that/who arrived first
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Crucially, in standard English, the cleft clausarwat be introduced byhat, a relative
pronoun that also cannot introduce headed relataugses, confirming that the cleft clause in

it-clefts is a a type of headed relative clatfse:

(68) a *It’s this book what | like.
b *| bought this book what | like.

Also in French does the cleft clauseitlefts pattern with headed relative clauses.
French subject relative clauses are introducedjdiy(a) while object relative clauses are

introduced byque(b). The same alternation is founditirclefts (c and d)

(69) a L’homme qui/*que a gagné est arrive.

The man qui/*que has won is arrived
‘The man that won has arrived.’

b L’homme *qui/que t'as vu est arrive.
The man *qui/que you have seen is arrived
‘The man that you saw has arrived.’

C C est ca qui/*que ne va pas.
DEM is.33 that qui/*que NE goes not
‘It's that that’s wrong.’

d C est ca *qui/que je Veux.
DEM is.33 that *gui/que I want
‘It's that that | want.’

The range of relativizers that can introduce theftctlause ofit-clefts is thus
compatible with the idea that it is a headed re¢atilause. Pseudoclefts on the other hand

pattern with free relative clauses. The cleft obaud Portuguese pseudoclefts can be

3 Liliane Haegeman (p.c.) points out thtatcan introduce headed relative clauses in somestaordard
varieties of Englishwhatcan also introduce the cleft clausdtetlefts in non-standard varieties of English.

0] It was The Daily Telegraph what done it, rightXd@pendent 20.2.10 page 40 col. 1)
(i) He’s a man what likes his beer. (Trudgill 1983: 41)
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introduced by any relative pronoun, as long as d#tames the category of the cleft
constituent? Additional evidence for the claim that the clefiuse of pseudoclefts is a free
relative is the fact that, in Engliswhopseudoclefts are marginal (Prince 1978: 885), as
illustrated in (71). Free relatives introducedviyo are restricted in general, independently of

the syntactic position they surface in (see Pattessid Caponigro 20155.

(70) a O que fica ¢é a pele do linh@BV41)
what stays is the  skin of.the flax
‘What stays is the skin of the flax.

b A que se come ai mais tenra € essa (P&iC17)
what SE eat there more soft is that there
‘The one that is eaten softer is that one.’

c Quem manda e eléGRJ69)
who rules is she
‘The one who rules is she.’

d Onde punham aquilo era  ao pé dos cemitérios.
where put that was at.the foot of.the cemiteries
‘Where they put that was near the cemiteries.” (6BV

e Como gosto mais de frango é frfGRJI47)
how like more of chicken is fried
‘How | like chicken most is fried.’

f Quando elas comem é na véspera de
when they eat IS in.the eve of

%2t has to be noted that adjunct pseudoclefts aite gare (21 out of 199 occurrences in the corpas)not
accepted by all speakers

% The fact that the only wh-pronouns that can intagdthe cleft clause in pseudoclefts are the omesfin free
relatives, i.e., a subset of the wh-pronouns faaridterrogatives, constitutes evidence againstthestion-
answer analysis of pseudoclefts of Den Dikken ef28l00). These authors argue that the cleft clause
pseudoclefts is an interrogative. As is clear ftbmexample below, which can introduce interrogegj\but
cannot head the cleft clause.

(0 | wonder which book John is reading.
(i) *Which book John is reading is ‘Ulysses’.

(Caponigro & Heller 2007: 14)

| refer to Caponigro & Heller (2007) for additiorabss-linguistic evidence against the analysihefcleft
clause of pseudoclefts as a (concealed) internogati
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Natal. (OUT50).
Christmas
‘When they eat it is at Christmas Eve.’

(71) a ??Who rules is my sister.
*? Ana consoled who Samir fired. (Patterson &@agro 2015: 1)

The discussed patterns indicate that the cleftselad pseudoclefts seems to be a free

relative, while the cleft clause @fclefts is more similar to headed relative clauses.

The second difference between HRlefts and pseudoclefts are the connectivity

effects between the cleft constituent and the diefise. First of all, the cleft clause of both

clefts usually has an empty position related todleét constituent, but in EP some speakers

allow for a dative cleft constituent to be doubled a clitic pronouri? Other types of

doubling are not attested and considered ungraroatafi >

(72) (...)é esse que a gentelhe chama 0
be.lscPRes this that the  peopleL.3sGDAT call.33G.PRES the
galego de Borba (...]SRP24)

Galician of Borba

‘It's this one that we call the Galician Borba.’

3 This is not considered to be standard languageieer, | have not found any speaker who considerset
structures ungrammatical.

% In the two occurrences dfclefts with clitic doubling found in the corpusgthleft constituent surfaced in
nominative case, instead of the expected obligh& Jeems to be a coincidence, since some speall@ssfor
clitic doubling of cleft constituents that displthe expected case connectivity effects:

0] E a ele que Ihe compete salvaguardar
be.3GPRES to him that  CL.3S.DAT behove.8GPREStO preserve
oque resta de positivo da sua imagem
what  remain.8GPRES of positive of.the his image

‘It's of his competence to preserve what positigpexts remains of his image.’

Nevertheless, there seems to be a relation bettliedack of case connectivity and the presenceduitdbling
clitic: also in 11 of the& queclefts without case connectivity, there was cld@ubling. However, there are not
enough data to come to any definitive conclusions.

3 Zubizarreta (2014) reports a similar pattern foafish pseudoclefts.
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(73) O quelhe chamamos aqui ‘cardelas’ e
what cl.3GDAT  call.3PL.PRES here ‘yellow knight’ be.8G.PRES
s6 uma qualidade(OUTO06)
only one quality

‘What we call (it) ‘yellow knight’ here is only ontype.’

This is a general property of relative clauses am-standard European Portuguese,
independent of the cleft constructions (see Alexan@000): in colloquial European

Portuguese, resumptive relative clauses are graicahat

The cleft constituent in subject clefts agrees wlith verb of the cleft clause in person
and number int-clefts. This is not the case in pseudoclefts, inctvtihe main verb of the
cleft clause always receives default agreement, eharthird person singular. This is
illustrated in (74). In thé-cleft in (74)a, the verb of the cleft clauseer‘make’ has to agree
in person and number with the subject cleft comstit, and hence surfaces in the third person
plural. In the pseudocleft in (74)b on the othemdhahis agreement pattern is ungrammatical,

and the verb of the cleft clause consistently s$an the default third person singular.

(74) a Eram 0S sapateiros que faziam/*fazia
be.3LIMPERFthe  shoemakers that make.BL/* SGIMPERF
as sandalias(CDR25)
the  sandals
‘It were the shoemakers who made the sandals.’
b O que *sao/é lavado a parte sao
what be3*PL/SG.PRES washed to.the part be3PRES
0s pedacozinhogMSTO05)
the little pieces
‘What is washed apart are the little pieces.’

The same different agreement patterns exist betwesstnctive subject relative clauses
and free subject relative clauses. In free relatilaises, the verb always exhibits default

agreement, namely the third person singular (7B)aestrictive relative clauses, the verb
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agrees in person and number with the antecedeheatlative clause when it is the subject
(75)b:

(75) a Quem chegou/ *chegaram primeiro
Who arrived.3/  arrived.®L first
b Os meninos que  *chegou/ chegaram primeiro
the boys that arrivedsB arrived.®L first

Lobo (2006) argues that the difference in verbaeament betweeit-clefts and
pseudoclefts is due to the fact that,thtlefts, the cleft constituent has been moved from a
position inside of the cleft clause, while in pseciéfts the cleft constituent is generated
outside of the cleft clause. As a result, in pselgfts, the verb of the cleft clause does not
agree with the cleft constituent, but rather with telative pronoun, which is not specified for
person and number, and hence receives defaultragntéelnit-clefts on the other hand, the
cleft constituent determines agreement of the wdrithe cleft clause. However, there are
some arguments against the claim that the healdeofdlative clause iit-clefts is the cleft
constituent, which will be discussed below. For nowetain that the agreement patterntin
clefts is identical to that in headed relative skesy while the agreement in pseudoclefts is

identical to that in free relative clauses.

There are thus several reasons to assume thateftielause init-clefts is a headed
relative clause, while that of pseudoclefts isee frelative’’ The latter claim is fairly standard
and will not be discussed any further (see CapondgHeller 2007 for additional evidence
from Hungarian, Macedonian, Wolof and Hebrew). Bteicture of pseudoclefts assumed
throughout is schematized below. In the lack of ement of the cleft constituent, see chapter
5.

3" See Reeve (2012) and references cited for argsrirefavour of the restrictive relative clause mataf the
cleft clause oft-clefts. These arguments range from the type ofivel@ronoun that can head the cleft clause,
over that-trace effects to islandhood. See Decl€r8B8) and Ambar (2005) for an opposing view.
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(76) TP
/\
CR T

N N

quem telefonou foram VP

T~
t SC
T~
&« DP

[0S meus pais]

4.3.3 The syntax ofit-clefts

In this section | develop an analysis for the syrdhit-clefts. To summarize the main
claims: (i) | argue that the cleft clause is atre&aCP selected by a determiner without any
nominal antecedent; (ii) a deleted copy of thetatehstituent occupies the gap in the cleft
clause and triggers phi-feature agreement insideclgft clause. This section is organized as
follows: first, in section 4.3.3, | argue that ttleft constituent itself cannot be considered to
be the antecedent of the cleft clad&@hen, | show that in the final stage of the deitrs
the cleft clause is extraposed to the VP (sectidh34). Finally, | develop the analysis
according to which the cleft clause originateshes domplement of a D and that phi-feature
agreement is triggered by a deleted copy of thi¢ ebmstituent. | also suggest that the ban on
preposition pied-piping might be related to theetksdl nature of the CP-internal copy of the
cleft constituent.

4.3.3.1 The antecedent of the relative clause cannot beldifieconstituent

Given the assumption that the cleft clausdtidefts is a headed relative clause, we
have to wonder which element in the cleft constoucis the antecedent of the relative clause
in question. It has been argued that the cleftsdas headed by the cleft constituent itself

% Antecedent here is to be understood as the noméaal that is modified by the headed relative ealiswill
be argued that the cleft constituent itself isthetantecedent, even though it determines binditagions, and is
thus an antecedent of the cleft clause in a ceseiise.
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(Reeve 2012; Belletti 2008, 2015; Lobo 2006), hsitated in (77). Other authors argue that
the cleft clause is headed by the cleft pronourdfideg 1990; Percus 1997, Huber 2002), as
illustrated in (78)* in English this pronoun i, in French it isce in Dutch it ishet,in null

subject languages such as European Portuguegapotieun is null.

(77) VP

John that Mary saw

(78) VP
/\
Vv SC
DP DP
it that Mary saw John

In what follows, each hypothesis will be discussegarately. | will conclude that the
structure in (78) is basically correct, and refthe proposal. More particularly, | will argue
that the cleft clause i-clefts does not have a nominal antecedent intdredard sense.

Assuming that the cleft constituent is the antenedéthe cleft clause makes accurate
predictions concerning phi-feature agreement incta# clause. As was illustrated in section
4.3.2, it is the cleft constituent that determiagseement on the verb of the cleft clause in
subject clefts. The same agreement patterns argl fiouregular headed relative clauses. The

relevant example is repeated below:

(79) Eram 0s sapateiros que faziam/*fazia
be.3L.IMPERF the shoemakers that make.BL/* SG.IMPERE

%9 Hedberg (1990) assumes an indirect link betweercléft pronoun and the cleft clause, in LF.
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as sandalias(CDR25)
the sandals
‘It were the shoemakers who made the sandals.’

Also the form of reflexive pronouns is determingctive cleft constituent. In the
example below, the cleft constitueneis‘l’, hence the reflexive pronoun in the cleft ctau

has to bene‘me’, it cannot bese the third person reflexive pronotth.

(80) a Sou eu que me olho ao espelho.
is.1s | thatREFL.1s watch.E in the mirror

b *Sou eu que se olha ao espelho.
is.1s | thatREFL.3s watch.3 in the mirror

There are however some problems with assuminghieatleft constituent itself is the
head of the cleft relative clause in the traditisense. If the assumption that the cleft clause
in it-clefts is a headed relative clause is correctietlae two possibilities: either it is a
restrictive relative clause or an appositive remtclausé’ Both types of relative clauses
mainly differ in their semantic relation to the ecgdent: the first restricts the denotation of
the antecedent while the second does not. Thixt@sequences for the type of antecedent
these relative clauses can have. For instance well known that restrictive relative clauses
cannot have proper names or personal pronounseasatfitecedent, since the denotation of

these elements cannot be restricted. Appositivativel clauses can have such antecedents.

“° There are cross-linguistic differences concermiegson features connectivity. | refer to sectich3t4.4 for a
discussion.

“L Also light-headed relative clauses, which haveampminal antecedent, are an instance of headative!
clauses. This type of relative clause has also beked a semi-free relative clause or a false ifedative clause.
According to some authors, such as De Vries (20@f)t-headed relative clauses can also be heagled b
determiners.

(@ He who must not be named
(i) Comprei 0 que tu compraste.
bought. X the that you bought2

Smits (1989) considers these to be appositiveivelatauses, since the antecedent, a pronoun, theno
semantically restricted. Cardoso & De Vries (20d0)he other hand consider light-headed relatigasgs to be
a variant of restrictive relative clauses. In aage; if the cleft constituent is the antecedenhefcleft clause,
the cleft clause cannot (uniformly) be a light-heddelative clause, since the cleft constituenttzaa full DP

or PP.
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Now, if the cleft constituent were considered as démtecedent of the cleft clause, then the
cleft clause could not be a restrictive relativauske, since the cleft constituent — i.e. the

antecedent under this hypothesis - can be a pr@yee or a pronoun:

(81) Itis John/him who is always late.

However, if the cleft constituent were seen asahtecedent of the cleft clause, we
also could not assume that the cleft clause ippositive relative clause. As shown in (82)a,
appositives cannot be stacked (Smits 1989). Orotiher hand, as shown in (82)b, the cleft
constituent can be modified by an appositive redatilause. If the cleft clauseho you like
(82)b were analysed as an appositive relative eldliat modifies the cleft constituettiis
man we would expect it to be impossible to add aniteathl appositive relative clause that

modifies the cleft constituent, contrary to fact:

(82) a *this man, with whom | have never spoken, who ke

b It is this man, with whom | have never spokenpwbu like.

In the light of these data, if | am assuming cdiyethat the cleft clause is a type of
headed relative clause, and on the assumptionhdeded relative clauses must be either
restrictive or appositive, then we have to abanttenidea that the cleft constituent is the

antecedent of the cleft clause.

Also the impossibility of pied-piping of prepositis, discussed in section 4.3.3.3.4, is
unexpected if the cleft constituent is the heathefcleft clause, as it is not clear why the cleft
clause should differ from other headed relativeisds in this respect. As such, | will discard

the hypothesis that it is the cleft constituent teahe antecedent of the cleft clause.

Rather than assuming that the cleft constituetitasantecedent of the cleft clause, the
hypothesis that the cleft pronoun is the antecedérthe cleft clause, as was argued by
Hedberg (1990) and Percus (1997), is more companith the empirical patterns. Since it is
not the cleft constituent that is the head of et clause, we do not expect to encounter any

restrictions on proper names or pronouns as acdeftituent. Additionally, we do not expect
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that the presence of appositives modifying thet dehstituent should be ungrammatical. As
such, we can maintain that the cleft clause ispe t9f headed relative clause, which was
shown to make some accurate predictions concerislagpdhood and the form of the
relativizer. There are however two properties of teft clause int-clefts that do not
immediately follow from an analysis along these$in(i) it is not clear why phi-agreement in
the cleft clause is determined by the cleft constit and not by the cleft pronoun (see
examples (79) and (80)), and (ii) it is not cledrywpreposition pied-piping is not possible
(see section 4.3.3.3.4). In what follows, | propaseanalysis foit-clefts that can account for

these facts.

4.3.3.2 The final stage of the derivation ibfclefts

So far | have established thiatlefts are instances of specificational copulateeaces
in which the cleft pronoun occupies the structsw@bject position SpecTP. Additionally, the
cleft clause init-clefts seems to be a headed relative clause Wwéhcleft pronoun as the
antecedent. This gives us the following simplifsdicture fort-clefts:

(83) TP
proo T
T VP
/\
Vv SC
ser T~

DP DP

Joao tj[cpque a Maria viu]

It has been noted repeatedly, based on head-inguhges such as Dutch, that the
cleft clause oft-clefts is extraposed (see Grange & Haegeman 1988,kken 2008). For
instance, in Dutch, the cleft clause has to follailtwerbs and auxiliaries, it cannot occur in

any other position:
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(84) a ...dat het Superman geweest moet zijn die de vaaskmbheeft
...that it Superman must have been that the vasesbro&s
b *...dat het Superman die de vaas gebroken heeft gemeesizijn

...that it Superman that the vase broken has must heen

An extraposition analysis for the cleft clause talidn clefts has also been argued for
by Belletti (2015), based on the observation thatadverbs may intervene between the cleft

constituent and the cleft clause. The same apjai&siropean Portuguese:

(85) FE’ Gianni, oggi, che deve decidere sulla siiome
IS Gianni, today, that must decide on.thatten

‘It's Gianni, today, that must decide on the matter

(Belletti 2015: 50)

(86) Foi o meu pai— quando eu era ainda novinha
was the my father when I was still  young
gue ainda me ensinou a letra que @diG18)
that still me  taught the letter that know
‘It was my father, when | was still a little githat taught me the writing that |
know.

As to the question of where the cleft clause extsap to, | will follow Han &
Hedberg (2008) and assume that it is adjoined éoMR. Evidence for this account comes
from VP-ellipsis, coordination and fronting. All dhese operations indicate that the cleft

constituent and the cleft clause form a syntaaiitstituent:

(87) a | said it should have been [Bill who negotiateel hew contract], and it
should have been.

b It must have been [Fred that kissed Mary] bull [Bat left with her].
(Han & Hedberg 2008: 348)
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C | said it'd be a conservative who'd win, and aservative who won it

certainly was.
(Hedberg 1990: 98)

The structure oit-clefts is summarized below. In chapter 5, | wiljae that the cleft

constituent does not move away from its VP-intebzale positiof?

(88) TP
N
[prot]x T

foram VP

/\
VP CP

IO
t; SC que telefonaram

N
i DP

—

[0os meus pais]

4.3.3.3 Digging in

In what follows, | further develop my analysis fticlefts. The analysis can account
for the relative clause properties of the clefuska and for the agreement facts. The crucial
ingredients of my proposal are the following: fgtcleft pronoun is not a pronoun but rather
a determiner; (ii) the determiner takes the cldftuse CP as its complement; (iii) the
determiner (i.e. the cleft pronoun) lacks valuedfphtures, hence it cannot trigger agreement
in the cleft clause. It is a null copy of the cleinstituent inside of the cleft clause CP that
triggers agreement. The analysis proposed her¢hleagdditional advantage that the correct
interpretation oft-clefts can be derived compositionally. In sect#b8.4.2, it will be shown

“2The cleft constituent will be argued not to mowédeclarative'it-clefts, but it can bevh-moved or fronted to
the left periphery.
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that the cleft clause is a definite descriptionisTihterpretation will follow if the cleft clause

is a sister of a definite determiner, but not iSithe cleft constituent that is the antecedent.

4.3.3.3.1 The cleft pronoun as a determiner

That the cleft pronoun iit-clefts is a determiner (in disguise) and not apletwve has
been argued by several authors, see for instanabddg (1990) and Percus (1997).
According to these authors, the cleft prondtun Englishit-clefts is the spell-out form of the
definite determinethe In English, raising verbs (89)a and weather v€88b require real
expletives, the pronoun cannot alternate with aatestrative pronoun. The cleft pronoun on
the other hand can alternate withisthat, as illustrated in example (89)c, and the same
pronoun is found with a referential use (89)d (Hagt2000)*

(89) a *This/*that seems to me that you're wrong.
b *This/*that is snowing.
c This/that was John that | saw.
d This/that is not true.

(Hedberg 2000: 892)

Second, in German and French, the cleft pronountliadgorm of a demonstrative,
expletive pronouns have another form. In Germam ptionoun that preferentially occurs with
raising verbs (90)a and with weather verbs (90)esisvhile the pronoun that preferentially

occurs init-clefts (90)c and in a referential use (90)dias. The French expletive i, as can

3 The availability ofit-clefts with demonstrative cleft pronouns dependshensalience of the content of the
cleft clause: it has to be currently under disaussir activated. See Hedberg (2000) for more detalso see
Grange & Haegeman (1989) for similar facts in FEmiAlso in European Portuguese, it seems to beabe
that the demonstrative pronoun can be overt:

0] Aquilo foi dor que lhe deCRV52)
that was pain that him gave
‘That was pain that he felt.’

The problem with these structures is that we caknotv whether the overt pronoun is really the geéinoun,
or an instance of the non-subject expletive deedrity Carrilho (2005, 2014) related to discourseking.
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be seen in (91)a and b, while the pronouit-triefts and in referential use ¢g as illustrated
in (91)c and d.

(90)

a

(91)

German

Es/?das kommt mir so vor, als ob du unrecht hast.

it/that seems me so as if you wrong have
'It seems to me that you're wrong.'
Es/?das schneit.

it/that snows

'It's snowing.'

7Es/das war John, den ich gesehen habe.
it/that was John, that | seen have

'It was John that | saw.’

7Es/das ist nicht wahr.

it/that is not true

‘It is not true.'

French

[I/?ce/??cela me semble que tu as tort.
it/this to.me seems that you have wrong
'It seems to me that you're wrong.'
[I/*ce/?ca neige.

it/this snows

'It's snowing."'

*|l/c'est John que j'ai vu.

it/this is John that | have seen

It's John that | saw.’

*|l/ce n'est pas vrai.

it/this NEG is not true

‘It is not true.’

(Hedberg 2000: 893)

(Hedberg 2000: 893)
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The cleft pronoun int-clefts in the languages discussed has thus tha fufr a
demonstrative, with the exception of Englisty that can nevertheless alternate with
demonstratives. Assuming that the cleft pronouacisially a determiner, and not necessarily
a pronoun, seems to be plausible, given the fadtdemonstratives also have a determiner

use:

(92) This book / that book / those books

Additional evidence for this idea is the fact thia French cleft pronouce cannot be
considered to be a real pronoun, as it cannot stants own, contrary tthis/that.It can only
surface if there is an additional modifier, suchadecative pronoun or a relative clause, or
when it is used as a determiner with an NP comphmE@e rather seems to be a

demonstrative determiner and not a demonstrativequm.

(93) Donne-moi ce *(ci)/*(la)/*(que tu veux)/*(livre)

give-me this  here/there/that you want/book

In Dutch, the cleft pronoun has the form of thetreddefinite determinehet

(94) Hetis mijn vader die deze schilderijen heeft gethaa

the is my father that these paintings has made

Analysing the cleft pronoun as a determiner thusmseto be on the right track.
Additionally, determiners have underspecified @attires, which is evidenced by the fact

that they agree with their NP complement in nunaret gender:

(95) As meninas

theFEM.PL  girls
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Since the cleft ‘pronoun’ has underspecified platfiees, we do not expect it to
determine agreement inside of the cleft clauset asuld if it were a real pronoun. This

effectively seems to be the case, since agreemeleteérmined by the cleft constituent itself.

4.3.3.3.2 The derivation of the cleft clause

So far | have established that (i) the cleft clanisié-clefts is a type of headed relative
clause; (ii) the cleft constituent itself cannotthe antecedent of this relative clause and (iii)
the cleft pronoun is actually a determiner. As Wi discussed in detail in section 4.3.4, the
cleft clause oft-clefts has the denotation of a definite descriptibhis interpretation follows
naturally if the cleft clause is a sister of a daé determiner at a certain point in the
derivation. The interpretation of the cleft cladkas indicates that the cleft ‘pronoun’, which
was argued to be a determiner, takes the clefsel@P as its complement, along the lines of

Kayne’s (1994) analysis for headed relative clauses

There are two basic analyses for headed relatimeisek: the head-external (or
matching) analysis and the raising analysis. Thed lexternal analysis (Chomksy 1977 a.o.)
differs from the raising analysis (or head interaablysis) in that it is assumed that the
nominal head of the relative clause does not aaiginvithin the relative clause. It is rather an
operator that establishes the relation betweemtminal head and the gap in the relative

clause, as illustrated below.

(96) [P D NP][cpOp C[TP {]]]

The raising analysis (Kayne 1994 a.o.) on the ottgard builds on the Determiner
Complement hypothesis of Smith (1969): the rela@eis assumed to be the complement of
an external determiner D (see Bianchi 1999 forwamoew of the arguments in favour of this
hypothesis). The nominal antecedent of the relatlaese originates within the relative CP
and moves to its specifier, as such appearing twdsn the external determiner and the

relativizer. Something very similar is exactly whegems to be going on ib-clefts: the
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interpretation of the cleft clause indicates thas the sister of a definite determiner. As such,

| will assume a similar derivation for the clefaake oft-clefts.

The raising analysis for headed relative clausgsieat for by Kayne (1994) was
further elaborated by several authors, a.o. Bian@#99) and Bhatt (2002). They
convincingly argue that the nominal antecedentesged in the complement position of a DP
with a relative morpheme in D° position. The diéiece between relative clauses with a
complementizer and those with a relative pronounrakted to which C-element is
pronounced, as illustrated in (97). This analysexifcts that both the relative pronoun and the
complementizer can be pronounced simultaneouslig pgssible in some languages, such as
some Flemish dialects, illustrated in (98).

(97) a [op the kp[nepClaim]i [pprer Drelti]k that  [p John maded]]]]
[op the ke [npclaim] [oprer Which ]k C  [p John madect]]]]

(98) De man tegen wie dat ik dat gezegdheb s Jan.
the man againstwho that | that said have is Jan

‘The man to whom (that) | said that is Jan.’

The cleft clause oit-clefts differs from regular headed relative clauge that there
does not seem to be any nominal antecedent intémelard sense: it was argued in section
4.3.3.1 that the cleft constituent cannot be theaadent of the cleft clause, and there are no
other candidates. | will thus assume that what ésged in the relative CP is a copy of the
cleft constituent, or perhaps a reduced pronomioith of the cleft constituent, along the
lines of Sauerland’s (1998) matching analysis faded relative clauses. This copy is deleted

under identity with the cleft constituent. The sture is schematized beldtt:

“*4 Note that this structure was also argued for bg#e(1997), based on semantic considerationssgsmn
4.3.4.2). Percus suggests that there might belmaminal constituent heading the cleft clause,underlines
that nothing particular hinges on this claim. Neheless, if there is a null nominal head presemhéncleft
clause, it is not immediately clear to me how tie rut that this nominal head determines agreemesibject
clefts, as it does in other headed subject relafimeses.

Note that the proposed base structurdtfatefts also makes some interesting predictiongenring categorial
restrictions on the cleft constituent. As is welbkvn, the category of the two members of a spetifioal
sentence is not free, it seems to be the casbdtimimembers need to have the same category. bidwasnoted
that cleft constituents df-clefts can only be DPs or PPs, other categoriegsleast marginal. This can be made
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/\
D CcpP
| /\
it C TP

that  John bougHbpre Drel [BOSK]

The fact that in non-standard European Portugtiesgap in the cleft clause can be
occupied by a clitic pronoun can be consideredrbwide evidence for this analysis, in the
sense that the clitic can be considered to be gk# sut of (a part of) the copy of the cleft

constituent:

(100) (...) é esse que a gentelhe chama 0

be.lscPrRes this that the  peopleL.3sGDAT call.33G.PRES the
galego de Borba (...JSRP24)

Galician of Borba

‘It's this one that we call (it) the Galician Borba

Another prediction of the proposed copy-accountthiat we expect there to be
categorial connectivity between the cleft constituend the gap in the cleft clause: the copy
inside of the cleft clause can only be deleted urdkntity if the cleft constituent is identical.
This is borne out: for instance, in Engligtclefts, prepositions can either surface in thét cle
constituent itself or in the gap in cleft claugeisinot possible to have a preposition in both
positions. It is thus clear that the cleft congitineeds to coincide with the deleted portion of
the copy.

(101) a It is to this man that | spoke.

b It is this man that | spoke to.

to follow from the proposed structure fibiclefts, moduloan adaptation of Caponigro & Pearl’s (2009)
proposals for free relative clauses. They conviglgimrgue that FRs uniformly are nominal constitsebut that
the optional presence of a (silent) preposition @sakat they have the distribution of either DPBBSs. | will
leave this issue for future research.

125



c *It is to this man that | spoke to.

An additional advantage of the hypothesis develdpe@ is that we get the binding
facts for free. As was discussed in section 4.8rl,a par with non-cleft specificational
sentences, binding relations iaclefts seem to hold in the absence of c-commahdnl
instance of the cleft constituent occupies the igape cleft clause, the c-command relations
necessary for binding are present:

(102) a It was a book about himsghat Johnwrote
b DP
T
|D CP
/\
it C TP

that John wrot§ppre Drel [book-abeut-himsd]f

On the other hand, we expect NPI-licensingiddefts to be grammatical, which is not borne

out. The relevant example is repeated below:

(103) *It was any wine that John didn’t buy.

However, it has been noted that NPI-licensing carrappen under reconstruction (Den
Dikken et al. 2000: 49-51):

(104) *any students didn’t come

The unavailability of NPI-licensing iit-clefts can be accounted for if the null copy of
the cleft constituent undergoes movement to theofRe cleft clause, as it would in regular
headed relative clauses. That movement takes plaike of the cleft clause is evidenced by

the fact that the gap in the cleft clause canndobated inside of a strong island:
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(105) *It was John that Mary was happy [when [-] arrived]

Since at the end of the derivation the NPI occupiessition that is not c-commanded
by negation, we do not expect it to be licensedgckvis borne out. It can thus be maintained
that the structure in (99) is the base structurehef cleft clause oft-clefts. The DR,

undergoes movement to the CP of the cleft claussc¢laematized below.

(106) a [or[o the A c that frp [pprel Drel [eleft-constituent]]]]]]]
c [orlp' the kr{pprel Drel [eleft-constituent)] [ that fre [ t ]]]1]

The cleft clause oft-clefts is thus derived in the same manner as aedgutaded
relative clauses, with the difference that the mahantecedent is deleted. In order to ensure
deletion of the copy of the cleft constituent, theft constituent needs to c-command it at a
certain point in the derivation. The necessary mio@and relation does not hold at the end of
the derivation (see (88)), but it might in an earlstage, namely within the small clause
selected by the copula. Although the structure pdcgicational small clauses is highly
controversial, there are several proposals forrtls&iucture in which the necessary c-
command relation holds. This is the case for tle®act argued for by Moro (2000), in which
small clauses have a symmetric structure in whiehcteft constituent is the sister of the cleft
clause DP, illustrated in (107). It could also be tase that the cleft constituent originates in
the specifier of the projection that has the ctefative as its complement. Several authors
have argued for such a structure for specificatismall clauses. For instance, several authors
that assume that specificational sentences aret@vpredicational sentences assume that the
value of specificational sentences originates i specifier position of a functional head
while the variable originates in complement position a par with predicational small
clauses (see for instance Mikkelsen 2004, Den Dil2@06), as illustrated in (108) beldW:

“5 | am abstracting away from the nature of the fiomatl head in specificational small clauses. Actaydo
Mikkelsen (2004) it is a Pred head, according to Dékken (2013) it is a Relator head. Heycock (20drgues
that specificational sentences are not invertedipagional sentences and assumes the relation éetiie two
members is established by means of an Equative head
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T
N
T VP
PN
be SC
/\
DP DP
A T
John D CP
| /\
the C TP
| T
that T vP
Jehnbuy the book
(108) FP
T~
DP F
YANNNE
John F DP
T~
D CP

that-Jehn buy the book

In either of these configurations the necessargrarnand relation holds. | will not

make any definitive conclusions on which of botihfagurations is ultimately correct, since
nothing particular hinges on this.

Summarizing: the cleft clause CP is a complemeatio The gap in the cleft clause is
occupied by a DR that has a deleted copy of the cleft constituerihé complement position.

The copy is deleted under c-command by the clefisttwent. The DR undergoes
movement to the CP of the cleft clause.
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4.3.3.3.3 Phi-feature agreement

An additional advantage of the syntaxibtlefts that was proposed in the previous
section, is that it can account for the phi-featageeement patterns that they exhibit. | will
show that the agreement patterns indicate thateawrst is not triggered in a local
configuration, and that assuming that it is thdtatenstituent itself that triggers agreement
makes wrong predictions. It rather is the CP-irdédeleted copy of the cleft constituent that

triggers agreement.

In subjectit-clefts, the agreement on the verb in the clefus#ais determined by the
cleft constituent. We can distinguish between twpes of languages. In null subject
languages, the verb obligatorily exhibits full agmeent, both in number and in person. In the
Portuguese example in (109), the first person plcieft constituentnds ‘we’ obligatorily
triggers first person plural agreement in the clefause, third person agreement is
ungrammatical, irrespective of number agreemensoAh the Italianit-cleft in (110) is
person and number agreement obligatory.

(109) a Fomos nés que encontrdmos/*encontrou/*encontrara
were.PL we  that foundAL/*3s/*3pPL
a solugéao

the solution

b Somos n6s que vamos cantar.
be.3Lwe that will.3L sing
(110) a Sono o che vado/*va in America
besG | that go0.$5G/3sG to America
b Siamo noi che siamo malati.

be.lpPL we that be.gL sick

In non-null subject languages on the other handeeagent can be only partial:
number agreement is obligatory, but person agreewem be absent. | will illustrate this

point on the basis of English, French and Flemish.
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In English, number agreement between the clefttdtaest and the verb in the cleft
clause is obligatory, person agreement is onlyiptese the cleft constituent has nominative
case, and it is restricted to all usedefand the auxiliarjhave (Smits 1989), as illustrated in
(111). Person agreement is not triggered with Exierbs (112§° Cleft constituents that
appear in the accusative form and which are in ¢actsidered to be more natural (Andrew
Weir, p.c.) only trigger number agreement, persgre@ment is ungrammatical, as can be
seenin (113).

(111) a % It is | who is/am to blanfg.

b % It is | who has/have done that.
(112) a It is | who ??has/*have the key.
b *It is | who go to Africa.
(113) a It's me who (is/*am) to blame.
b It's me who (goes/*go) to Africa.
c It is them who *is/are to blame.

In standard French, full agreement is required, laok of person agreement is
possible in colloquial French, as is illustratedhie attested examples in (b), (d) and (f). Note
that French differs from English in that agreemisritiggered by what looks like an oblique
cleft constituent, and hence that nominative casesdnot seem to be a prerequisite.
Agreement is triggered with both auxiliaries (aadyl with lexical verbs (e-f).

“° It is possible that agreement is only possiblewxiliaries, but since this is not visible on othexiliaries than
be andhave we cannot be sure.

4" Some speakers do not accept nominative cleft itoests or consider these structures to be vergimai;
independently of the agreement pattern.

“8 In the languages under discussion person agreeraemormally only be triggered by nominative cinsnts
(see Baker 2008, Heycock 2012). This is exactlytwappens in Englisi-clefts, but not what happens in
French, as illustrated in examples (111)-(114) ab&v French, a pronominal cleft constituent olibigdy has
the oblique form, nevertheless, person agreemeheigleft clause is possible. In English on tHeeohand,
oblique pronominal cleft constituents cannot triggerson agreement in the cleft clause. The dififezebetween
these two languages could however be related ttatitehat unlike English, French does not havensir
nominative pronouns. Focalized pronominal constitsidave to be strong forms, and French nominative
pronouns are weak (see Cardinaletti & Starke 198@)could thus assume that the cleft constituent
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(114) a C est moi  qui  suis responsable.
it IS me that bed responsible

b C  est moi qui est parti avél.

it is me that bes3 left with

c C est nous qui  sommes sauves.
it IS us that bePL saved

d C est nous qui sont [Ihistoir8.

it is us that beR the history

e cC' est moi qui le feral.
it 5 me that it dauT.1s

f C  est moi qui fera la  loft
it is me that makeuT.3s the law

In Flemish, there is speaker variation, which ishably also related to dialectal
variation. At least two dialects can be distingeisff West-Flemish speakers require person
and number agreement between the cleft constitaedt the verb in the cleft clause
independently of whether it is an auxiliary (a)aofexical verb (b§® The copula agrees with
the precopular constituent:

(115) a 1 is ik dien da gezeid een
it be.3 | that.lsthat said havedl

underlyingly has nominative case, and that theqoleliform is only a purely phonological variant do¢he
presence of focus. In English on the other hananguage that does have strong nominative pronalntisiue
pronouns cannot be considered to be a phonologgeaint of nominative pronouns.

“9Henry Le BalLe Janvier du monde. 143.
* Title of a book by Gabrielle Riqueti.
*L hitp://forums.euw.leagueoflegends.com/board/shaeithiphp?t=651561&page£¥0/11/2015)

*2The judgements were obtained in an informal canfexrther research is need in order to estabtisHine
grained patterns. | leave this issue for futureaesh.

%3 In West-Flemish, the copula agrees with the praapronstituent. If it is the cleft pronoun, thepala is in
3s, as in the examples above, if it is the cleft ¢ibmsnt, it agrees with the cleft constituent:

0] Ik zyn 't die da gezeid een
| bels it that that said havesl
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b ‘t is ik dien do lopen

it be.3 | that.lsthere walk.%
b ‘t is wiender die ziek  zien
it be.3 we that sick beL

Speakers of Brabantish dialects, and possibly Bisi-Flemish dialects, only require
number agreement between the cleft constituentthadverb of the cleft clause, person
agreement is possible but not obligatory with daris (a) but not with lexical verbs #).

The examples below are from Brabantish:

(116) a ‘t zin  ekik da ziek is/?zijn

it be.1s | that sick be.8/1s
b ‘t zin  ekik da ginter loopt/?*loop
it be.ls | that there walk.81s
c ‘t zijn  wij da ginter lopen
it bepL we that there walkL

In Flemish, number agreement between the cleftttaoast and the verb of the cleft
clause seems thus to be obligatory for all speakadependently of the type of verb.

Concerning person agreement, there is dialectatian.

Summarizing, null subject languages require fullreagient, non-null subject
languages require number agreement and allow fiaopeagreement to a bigger or lesser
degree, depending on the linguistic variety.

The agreement patterns founditrclefts could be an indication that we are dealing
with what has been refered to by Baker (2008, se@i3) as long-distance agreement. The
core properties of the agreement patterns are nhatber agreement is mandatory while
person agreement varies somewhat, and in parti¢calaron-pro-drop languages it is not

mandatory.

** In Brabantish dialects, the copula always agre#stive cleft constituent.
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Based on data from a variety of languages, Bake®g§2108) concludes that person
agreement seems to be subject to stricter requimsnas locality than number (and gender)
agreement’ More particularly, according to Baker, person agrent can only take place in a
Spec-Head or Head-Complement relation, while numdgreement only requires a c-
command relation between probe and goal withouteth®ing any potential interveners.
Given our observation that person agreement ircligfe clause int-clefts is not consistently
triggered in the non-pro-drop languages, the patman thus be taken to indicate that
agreement on the verb has not been triggered ata tonfiguration, i.e. that the element
triggering agreement never occupies the specifiér of the cleft clause. The need for full
agreement in null subject languages could then bdento follow from their null-subject
status. In what follows, | will determine in whiameasure long-distance agreement is possible
in null subject languages and non-null subject laggs: do subjects that do not occupy

SpecTP trigger number agreement, person agreeordmtth?

It seems to be the case that full agreement isidess long-distance configurations
in null subject languages. As is well known, nulbgct languages allow for subject-verb
inversion, in which case the verb exhibits full @gnent with the subject. Nevertheless, the
overt subject is not in a local configuration witte functional head T triggering agreement at
any point in the derivation (see Costa 2004, BelR804 a.o. for the position of postverbal
subjects in Romance). Full long-distance agreensetiius possible and even obligatory in
Romance null subject languages. | will not go itite reasons why full agreement in these

contexts is possible, | will simply retain thatst

(117) [rp Resolvemos/*resolveu/*resolveram [0 problemgenps préprios]].

solved.pL/*3s/*3PL the problem we self

For the non-null subject languages under discussias hard to establish in what
measure long-distance agreement is possible, dimege languages have a strong EPP
requirement, which makes that the subject almagayd surfaces in SpecTP, and hence sits

in a Spec-Head relation with T.

% | refer to Baker (2008) section 3.3.4 for an atamdllustration of this generalization and a dissian.
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French does seem to allow subjdatsitu (or at least not in SpecTP) in interrogative
contexts. The fact that the subject follows thadaixverb in the example below indicates its

relatively low position in the clausé:

(118) [cp Quand | sont frp arrives [p  les directeurs]]]]?

when be.BL arrived the directors

In these contexts, number agreement is triggeregteftheless, it is not clear whether
person agreement is consistently triggered, simdg strong subjects are allowed in this
position. Strong subjects in French are alwaysitpegrson, and the default agreeing form is
also third person.®iand 2 person nominative pronouns are weak in Frenchawdys
immediately follow the verb that moves to C in irsien contexts, they cannot remam

situ>’ Weak subjects thus surface in a local configuratiith T:

(119) [cp Quand | suis (je) |p arrivée *1e)?11
when am I arrived I

Also in English and in Dutch, postverbal subjeats possible, more particularly in
existential constructions. Plural postverbal suigjeicigger plural agreement on the verb.
Nevertheless, it is again difficult to establishetirer the postverbal subject triggers person

agreement, since first and second person pron@mstappear in these constructions.

(120) a Er zijn  gisteren veel studenten gekomen.
there berL yesterday many students come
‘There came many students yesterday.’
b *Er is ik/jij gekomen
there s I/'you come

*% See Lahousse (2006) for arguments that postvedtgéct NPs in French inversion contexts occupgsition
within vP.

" Weak subjects in inversion contexts are enclititie verb.
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Even though it is not clear in what measure lorgjasice agreement between subjects
and verbs in the non-null-subject languages undscudsion is possible, given that the
agreement pattern we find itrclefts is very similar to what Baker (2008) fouirdlong-
distance agreement contexts in a variety of otfneguages, | will assume that we are dealing

with an instance of long-distance agreement.

| argue that it is the deleted copy of the clefistduent inside of the cleft clause CP
that triggers agreement. As an alternative, weccagsume that it is the cleft constituent itself
that triggers agreement. As was argued in 4.3.3tBelcleft constituent c-commands the cleft
clause inside of the small clause selected by thmila. It thus occupies a position c-
commanding T of the cleft clause CP and could ingiple trigger agreement. The relevant c-

command relations for both hypotheses are indicatéue structure below:

(121) TP

fhe contra,, D CP
| /\
[thes C TP
| /\
T[pL] vP
hiave /\

DP Vv’
P NN
[thecontrap,, v VP

cried uncle

Nevertheless, if it is the cleft constituent thadders agreement, it is not entirely clear

why agreement does not consistently show up omtkelecting for the cleft clause. Since D
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occupies a position on the c-command path betwleercleft constituent and T, we would
expect D also to agree with the cleft constitu&his does seem to be possible: in Engiish
clefts the cleft pronoun may be pluthbse which indicates that agreement between the cleft

constituent and the determiner is possible.

(122) Those are real eyeglasses that Mickey is wearing.
(Hedberg 2000: 917)

However, it cannot be true that agreement in tleé& clause is consistently triggered
by the cleft constituent itself, for the followingeasorr® In English copular sentences,
agreement is determined by the precopular DP (ssedtk 2012: 212), hence, when used as

the cleft pronounthosealways triggers plural agreement on the copula.

(123) a The real problem is/*are your parents.
b Those *is/are real glasses that Mickey is wearing

If it is true that agreement is triggered by theftctonstituent itself, we expect D to be
plural whenever the cleft constituent is pluralkl ave thus expect there to be plural agreement
on the copula as well. This is not the case, dkigrated below: the copula exhibits singular

agreement, while there is plural agreement in ki clause.

(124) It's the contras who have cried 'uncle'.
(Hedberg 2000: 916)

If agreement is triggered by the CP-internal copytbe other hand, D does not

intervene and is not expected to exhibit agreemetit the cleft constituent. An analysis

%8| do not exclude the possibility that the clefhstituent itself may trigger agreement in some sasgist
argue that this cannot always be the case.
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according to which a null copy of the cleft congit triggers phi-feature agreement with T

in the cleft clause seems thus to be the most adetju

4.3.3.3.4 No preposition pied-piping

The properties of the cleft clauseitrclefts discussed so far follow naturally on the
assumption that the cleft clauseibtlefts is some sort of headed relative clauseewmgect
there to be phi-feature agreement inside of thi clause and we expect to find the range of
relativizers that is found in headed relative cémudNevertheless, one aspect that saliently
does not follow from analysing the cleft clauseaa®lative clause, is the fact thatitrclefts

preposition pied-piping is not allowed, while ititsregular headed relative clauses.

In European Portuguese regular relative clause¢leifjap is a PP, the preposition has
to be pied piped and ends up preceding the retativin the example below, the gap is
interpreted asobre o homertabout the man’, and is thus a PP gap. The praposobre

‘about’ obligatorily precedes the relativizgaem'who’.

(125) o homem *(sobre) quem falepf ]
the man about who talked.1l

‘The man about whom | spoke’

European Portuguese differs from English in thiseas In English, the preposition

may be either pied-piped or stranded:

(126) a The man about whom | spoke {]
b The man whom | spoke abogb ]

*9|n order to account for the partial agreementgpatthat is found in several languages, we haessame that
the null copy triggers agreement from the basetipasSpecvP or from the CP of the cleft clause, tuadl it
skips SpecTP on its way to CP. It might be the tlgkin those linguistic varieties that do haviédgreement
in the cleft clause, the null copy does move thto8gecTP. | leave this issue for future research.

137



This difference between the two languages is dubddact that European Portuguese

does not allow for preposition stranding, while Estgdoes.

In it-clefts on the other hand, the C-element introdyi¢ive cleft clause uniformly is
gue independently of the interpretation of the gape Telativizer cannot be preceded by a
preposition, it can only surface in the cleft camsint, sobre o0 homertabout the man’ in the

example below:

(127) a Foi sobre o homem que falepf]
was about the man that spoke.l
b *Foi sobre o homem sobre quem/que fapel- |
was about the man about who/that spake.1
c *Foi o homem sobre quem/que falei
was the man about who/that spole.1

In English we find a similar pattern: the prepasitimay either surface in the cleft
constituent or be stranded, but it may not surfacthe left of the relativizer (Quirk et al.
1985: 1387):

(128) a It was about the man that | spoke.
b ?It was the man that | spoke about.
c *It was the man about whom | spoke.

It thus seems to be the case that in the cleftivelafit-clefts, preposition pied-piping
is not possible. Although I have no definitive agebfor this property of the cleft clauseiin
clefts, 1 would like to suggest that it is relatedhe fact that the nominal material involved in
the derivation of the cleft clause is null. Thedagructure of the cleft clause of titeleft in
(129) is schematized in (b). (c) and (c’) illustratvo possible derivations, only (c) gives a

grammatical result.

(129) a It is John that | have a problem with.
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b [op[p' the Edc that [rp | have a problemsp with [pprel Drel [F0B0]]]]111]
c [oPlo the kA pprel Drel [F6RA]k [c that frp | have a problem
[pe with [t J1]]
c *[ o[ the e ppWith [ppret Wwhom [Jehn]k [ C [re | have a problem
tic 1111

It has been noted that in order for the raisindyamaof relative clauses to go through,
we need to assume that the CP of relative clausesansparent for selection, since a
selectional relation holds between the externaérdginer and the relative head RiPwe
could assume that the derivation in (c’) is nobwkd because of this selectional relation. In
regular headed relative clauses with pied pipingisiassumed that the nominal head

undergoes subsequent movement to the specifiePgf D

(130) a [op the kp C° [ he was sittingdr on [op which [yp chair ]]1]]]
b [op the kHppoON [pp Which [yp chair]]]i [C° [i» he was sittingJ]]
C [op the e pp[npchair] [on pp which p]]]i [C° [ip he was sitting ]

We could assume that due to the fact that-olefts, the nominal portion is deleted,
this last step of the derivation is not availalblence, what happens iiclefts is that there is
a selectional relation between a D and a PP. Howeasds well known, D’s cannot select for
PPs, which could lie at the basis of the ungranuabty of the derivation in (129)c’. The
derivation in (129)c on the other hand is possiblace determiners do seem to be able to
select for CPs. This is the case for instance enetkample below, in which the determisaear

takes the CP headed byuais ‘which’ as its complemerf Also French

60| refer to Bianchi (1999: 74-79) for a possible@ant for this issue.

®1 Unlike o que‘what’, o qualcannot be argued to contain a null NP in betwherdetermineo ‘the’ and the C-
element. Unlikeo qual o quecan be paraphrased Aypessoa quéhe person who' oa coisa quéthe thing
that’, indicating thab in o queis a pronoun, while in o qualis not:

0] a A Ana e a Maria, as que ganharam
the Ana and the Maria det.fem.pl that won
uma  bolsa de estudo
a scholarship
‘Ana and Maria, who won a scholarship’
b A Ana e a Maria, as pessoas que
the Ana and the Maria det.fem.pl people that
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lequel/laquelle/lesquellesvhich’ and Spanistio que‘which’ can be considered to consist of

a determiner selecting for a CP.

(131) A Ana e a Maria, as quais ganharam
the Ana and the Mari@eT.FEM.PL which won
uma bolsa de estudo

a scholarship

‘Ana and Maria, the ones which won a scholarship’

Summarizing, | tentatively conclude that prepositmed-piping in the derivation of
the cleft clause int-clefts is not allowed because of selectional r&sins between the
external determiner and its sister: determinersiaaselect for PPs but they can select for
CPs.

ganharam uma bolsa de estudo
won a scholarship
‘Ana and Maria, the people who won a scholarship’

(ii) a A Ana e a Maria, as quais ganharam
the Ana and the Maria det.fem.pl which  won
uma  bolsa de estudo
a scholarship
‘Ana and Maria, the ones which won a scholarship’

b *A Ana e a Maria, as pessoas
the Ana and the Maria det.fem.pl people
guais ganharam uma bolsa de estudo
which  won a scholarship

‘Ana and Maria, the people which won a scholarship’
| refer to Brito (1989) and to Alexandre (2000) foore details and additional evidence.
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4.3.3.4 Summary

The syntax oft-clefts assumed throughout is illustrated below:

(132) TP
[it t]i T
IS VP
.
VP CP

/\ /\
i SC bPreI DreI [J-Gh-l’-‘l]}n C
/\

DP t; C TP
John that  |; vP
P
t] VP

have a problem withyt

4.3.4 Specificational semantics and its implications foclefts

In section 4.3.1 | have illustrated that bdatlelefts and pseudoclefts are specificational
copular sentences. It has been argued by sevdhalrauhat the typical interpretation of these
clefts is precisely due to the fact that they apecticational sentences (Percus 1997,
Heycock & Kroch 1999; Hartmann 2011; Reeve 2013s€arelli & Ramaglia 2013). In what
follows, | will argue that this view is correct. &tbase structure daf-clefts consists of the
cleft constituent and a restrictive relative clawssdected by a determiner. The latter is
interpreted as a definite description. In pseudtgl¢he copula selects a free relative. It has
been noted that free relatives denote maximal iddals (see Jacobson 1995, Caponigro
2004). Crucially, this is the same denotation &sdhe of definite descriptions (Link 1983).

As is well known, definite descriptions are inhahgrexistentially presupposed. They also
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introduce a uniqueness interpretation, hence tlauestivity claim associated witit-clefts

and pseudoclefts.

First, 1 will illustrate the interpretive similam@s of clefts with non-cleft specificational
sentences and show that specificational sentenee® hhe same strong existential
presupposition and exhaustivity claimigsglefts and pseudoclefts. These interpretations are
due to the definite semantics of the constituemmbducing the variable. Then, | will show that
the cleft clause in both types of clefts are alsdinite descriptions, hence existential

presupposition and exhaustivity follow.

4.3.4.1 Interpretative similarities with non-cleft specditonal sentences

In general, specificational sentences are coputsitesces in which one of the
arguments of the copula specifies a value for Hreable introduced by the other argument, as
exemplified in (133f% The postcopular DRIohn does not predicate anything about the

captain of the team, it rather specifies who th#aia of the team is.

(133) The captain of the team is John.
Variable: the x who is the captain of the team

Value: John

Predicational copular sentences do not have thespretation. In these structures, the
postcopular XP predicates something about the subje (134),Johnis the subject of the

sentence, and the postcopular constituent prediedteut John that he is tall.

(134) John is tall.
Subject: John

Predicate: tall

®2variable’ here is to be understood as an elemédmise reference is determined by another constjtirethis
case the value. This terminology is adopted frorl&ek (1988) and Den Dikken (2005).
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Canonical clefts and pseudoclefts have the sansrpmatation as specificational
copular sentences: the cleft constituent identifieslue for the variable introduced by the
cleft clause (see (135) and (136)). The cleft darestt does not predicate anything about the

cleft clause or vice versa, as would be the cag®if were predicational copular sentences.

(135) Foi o Superhomem que comeu o bolo.
‘It was Superman who ate the cake.’
Variable: the x who ate the cake

Value: Superman

(136) Quem comeu o bolo foi o0 Superhomem.
‘The one who ate the cake was Superman.’
Variable: the x who ate the cake

Value: Superman

As a consequence, non-cleft specificational seetensuch as (133) can be
paraphrased by a cleft, while predicational copwantences such as (134) cannot, as is

illustrated in (137):

(137) a It is John who is the captain of the team.
b *It is tall that John is.
c What John is is the captain of the team.
d *What John is is tall.

Additionally, specificational sentences are assed with an exhaustivity claim and
an existential presupposition. Thus in (138), then-nleft specificational sentence
presupposes that there is a culprit. A similar ypessition arises iit-clefts and pseudoclefts,
as was discussed in the previous chapter andexeisplified in (139) below.
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(138) The culprit isn’t John
presupposition: there is a culprit

(139) a

N&o foi 0 Superhomem que organizou a festa.

‘It wasn’t Superman who organized the party.’
Presupposition: someone organized the party.
Quem organizou a festa nédo foi o Superhomem.
‘The one who organized the party wasn’'t Superman.’

Presupposition: someone organized the party

As can be seen in the examples below, the exiateptesupposition of non-cleft

specificational sentences is as strong as the bitectefts and pseudoclefts: on a par with

clefts, no bare negative or existential quantiian be used as the value of specificational

sentences:

(140) a
b

(141) a

(142) a

*The captain of this team is no-one.
??The captain of this team is someone.

(Andrew Weir, p.c.)

*N&o foi ninguém gue se apaixonou pelo Batman.
‘It was nobody that fell in love with Batman.’
*Foi alguém que se apaixonou pelo Batman.

‘It was somebody that fell in love with Batman.’

?®Quem se apaixonou pelo Batman néo foi ninguém.
‘Who fell in love with Batman was nobody.’
?uem se apaixonou pelo Batman foi alguém.

‘Who fell in love with Batman was somebody.”

Additionally, non-cleft specificational sentences aot compatible witlevenor also-

phrases, indicating that the postcopular constituthaustively identifies the variable

instantiated by the precopular constituent. As diasussed in the previous chapter, the cleft
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constituent ofit-clefts and pseudoclefts cannot contain these phragber. The relevant
examples are repeated in (144) below. In other gyotlde cleft constituent exhaustively

identifies the variable instantiated by the clédiuse.

(143) The thing that John drank was *also/*even the sherr

(144) a *Foi também o Superhomem que organizou a festa.
‘It was also Superman who organized the party.’
b *Quem organizou a festa foi também o Superhomem.

‘The one who organized the party was also Supefman.

A further property that indicates that clefts setitatly are specificational sentences
is the fact that they have a fixed information stawe: only the value can be focalized (Reeve
2012, Heycock 1994, 2012, Den Dikken 2008, a.e), only the postcopular DP of non-cleft
specificational sentences can constitute the ansowver question. For clefts, only the cleft
constituent can be focalized. As can be seen i6)(1the precopular DP in non-cleft
specificational sentences, the value, cannot balifed, on a par with the cleft clauseitf

clefts and pseudoclefts.

(145) Who was the culprit?
a The culprit was JOHN.
b E 0 JOHN que é o culpado.
‘It's JOHN who is the culprit.’
C Quem é o culpado € o JOHN.

‘The one who is the culprit is JOHN.’

(146) Was John the culprit or the victim?
a *THE CULPRIT was John.
b *E 0 John que é o CULPADO.
‘It's John who is the CULPRIT.
c *Quem é o CULPADO é o John.
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‘The one who is the CULPRIT is John.’

Finally, there are restrictions on what type of X&n surface as the value. For
instance, the value of a specificational senteram@nat contain bare universal quantifiers

(Heggie 1988), and neither can the cleft constitureit-clefts or pseudoclefts:

(147) a *The captains of the team are everyone.
b *Foi toda a gente que viu o Superhomem.
‘It was everyone who saw Superman.’
C *Quem viu o Superhomem foi toda a gente.

‘The one who saw Superman was everyone.’

All of these interpretative properties are comgatiith the view thait-clefts and

pseudoclefts are specificational copular senteratdsast from a semantic point of view.

However, care must be taken in particular in refatio the status of pseudoclefts. In
the literature it has in fact been argued that gselefts may be either specificational or
predicational (Declerck 1988; Den Dikken 2005, 20b8it, the relevant structures differ in a
number of respects. On a par with Declerck (1988), & will not consider what has been
called predicational pseudoclefts to be cleftstdad | will treat them as regular predicational
copular sentences, in which the subject happehs tofree relative. Notice that predicational

‘pseudoclefts’ do not have non-cleft counterpartdike specificational pseudoclefts:

(148) a What | found is green.
*| found green.
b What | found is a frog.

| found a frog.

In what follows, | will discuss in more detail wigethe existential presupposition and
exhaustivity claim associated with specificatiosahtences comes from. | will however not
discuss the details of specificational semantisshe is a matter of much debate and outside
of the scope of this thesis. Specificational ser#enhave been argued to be inverted
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predicational sentences (Moro 1997, Mikkelsen 208dyatives (Heycock 1994; Heycock &
Kroch 1999) or a special case of predicationalesergs with Partee’s (1987) additional type-
shifting rule IDENT. Other authors assume that smvanalyses are compatible with each
other (Heller 2005). Some authors have arguedsietificational sentences differ both from
predicational sentences and from equative sentgielsmann 2009), although they might
have the same predicational basic type (Geist 200at) another account for specificational
sentences is the one in which they are treatedoataioing a concealed question, i.e.,
sentences that semantically consist of a questmmhaa answer (Schlenker 2003, Romero
2005). | refer to these authors for more detailceoning each type of analysis for

specificational sentences.

4.3.4.2 The cleft clause as a definite description

In this section, | will argue, on a par with Heykao& Kroch (1999) for pseudoclefts
and Reeve (2012) fat-clefts, that the cleft clause semantically is ardef description. | will
argue that this is the origin of the strong exiB&npresupposition associated with
pseudoclefts anit-clefts. Additionally, the exhaustivity claim assatgid with clefts is a result
of the identificational relation between the clefinstituent and the definite description in the

cleft clauseé”®

As was noted by Den Dikken (2005), specificatios&intences only have an
exhaustive interpretation if the precopular DPpisddfic. In the sentence below, it is clear that

the war on crime in Sin Citig not the only example of a nasty war:

(149) An example of a nasty war is the war on crime im Sity.

The existential presupposition of specificationahtences however also arises when

the value is indefinite:

83 See also Delin & Klein (1990), who argue thatéxbaustivity does not come from the cleft constitubut
derives from the referential properties of thetadduse.
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(150) *A thing that he drank was nothing.

This is because indefinites that move out of the B always specific, hence
existentially presupposed (Diesing 1992 a.o.). Asoasequence, indefinites in preverbal
position are always existentially presupposeduimmary, in order to ascribe the exhaustivity
and the existential presupposition to the spediboal nature of the cleft constructions, it is
necessary to show that the variable is a defiragedption.

For it-clefts, several authors have argued that the plefbounit together with the
cleft clause, despite being a discontinuous sywataminstituent in the surface structure,
semantically forms a definite description (Perc97, Hedberg 2000, Han & Hedberg 2008,
Reeve 2012). In section 4.3.3.3, | argued thaténase structure, the cleft clause is a relative
clause selected by a determiner. There are go@bmeao assume that it consistently is a
definite determiner: in Dutch, the determinehés which is the neutral definite determiner.
In French, it isce a demonstrative determiner. In English, althoué determiner is
generally spelled out as it can alternate with demonstratives, as wasudsed in section
4.3.3.3.1. Since demonstratives are definite (Reb2002) the constituent introducing the
variable init-clefts will consistently be definite, hence we ectpa strong exhaustivity claim
and a strong existential presuppositidiThe interpretation of definite descriptions is aibu
accounted for by means of theperator, which is defined and illustrated below:

(151) wy[f(y)] denotesaiff f(a) A Vz (f(z2) — z<a)

(152) a [the A = x[P(X)]
b [the cat§ = x[cats(x)]

Paraphrasing, ‘the cats’ denotes the largest extithich is such that all x’s parts are
cats and all cats are a part of x = the sum afadH.

® Note that the structure fitrclefts argued for here is compatible with the ithet semantics is compositional:
the denotation of the cleft clause will be composefibre it is extraposed, in the regular mannerséah, it is
clear where the definite description interpretattomes from. The structure argued for by ReeveZp06m the
other hand, in which the cleft clause does not farsyntactic constituent with the cleft pronouauay level of
the derivation, is not compatible with a compositibsemantics.
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Additionally, definite descriptions, unlike (nonespfic) indefinites, are existentially
presupposed (see Beaver & Geurts 2014 a.o.). As, sndhe example below, “speaker B
legitimately complains that A presupposed that smmeeproved the conjecture, when it was
not in fact established prior to A’s utterance. HeaB' illegitimately makes a parallel
complaint about an asserted, non-presuppositiom@aponent of A’s statement” (von Fintel
2004b:3).

(153) A The mathematician who proved Goldbach’s Conjecisia woman.
B Hey, wait a minute. | had no idea that someorm/gut Goldbach’s
Conjecture.
B' #Hey, wait a minute. | had no idea that that wasoman.

(von Fintel 2004b:3)

It is thus clear that the existential presupposittmd the exhaustivity claim derive

from definite semantics.

The semantics foit-clefts are illustrated below (based on Heycock &dfr 1999).
Recall that an identificational relation holds beém the cleft clause and the cleft

constituents.

(154) Foi uma maca e uma laranja que o Batman comprou.
‘It was an apple and an orange that Batman bought.’

X [Batman bought x] = ‘an apple and an orange’

Informally paraphrased, the cleft in (154) is tiiand only if there is an x such that
Batman bought x, and this x denotes an apple armdaarge; and for each z such that Batman
bought z, z has to be a part of ‘an apple and anga’. As is clear, the second part of the
truth conditions introduces the exhaustivity claim.

Extending the same reasoning to pseudocleftsakigri, since it is far from obvious
that the cleft clause, a free relative, is in agiyse a definite description. However, it has been

argued that free relative clauses denote maximalaplindividuals (Jacobson 1995,
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Caponigro 2004) rather than properties or setsltefratives. As such, the free relative in

(155)a below has the semantic representation iB)f15

(155) a What Batman bought
b X [bought (x) (b)A Vy (bought (y)(b)— y < X)]

Applying this to pseudoclefts, we get the followingerpretation:

(156) a What Batman bought was an apple and an orange.

b 1X[Batman bought x] = an apple and an orange

Paraphrasing,what Batman bought is an apple and an orangetrue if and only if
there is an x such that Batman bought x, and x téen@n apple and an orange’; and if
‘Batman bought z’ is true of z, then z is a partaof apple and an orange’; and for everything
z which is a part of ‘an apple and an orange’, saehan apple’, it is also true that Batman
bought it; so if it is true that Batman bought aarge, then ‘an orange’ is a part of ‘an apple

and an orange’.

Note that an exhaustivity claim does not arise wifieme is no identification relation.
Consider for instance the pseudocleft below, widobs not have the interpretation that the
only things that Batman bought are an apple andrange, but rather that the maximal thing
that Batman bought was not an apple and an or@&sgguch, this sentence says nothing about
what the maximal thing that Batman bought actui)yso there cannot be any exhaustivity

claim:

(157) What Batman bought wasn’t an apple and an orange.

This is a property of clefts that has also beeradty Biiring (2011), who argues that
the exhaustivity claim oft-clefts is a conditional presupposition. First df, #alvorsen
(1978), Biring (2011) or Biring & Kriz (2013) argtleat the exhaustivity claim afclefts is

presupposed. This view is supported by the fact, thalike other structures with an
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exhaustivity claim, such as structures with theesldonly, the exhaustivity claim of clefts is
not a part of the asserted content, which is ortee@Mmain properties of presuppositions. As a
consequence, the exhaustivityitrclefts cannot be negated (all examples are fromnBu

2011:1-2), unlike the exhaustivity claim introdud®dthe lexical semantics ohly.

(158) a She only invited Fred.
b She didn’t only invite Fred. She also invited Gor
C She didn’t only invite Fred. She invited Fred &wd

(159) a It was Fred she invited.
b #lt wasn't Fred she invited. She also invited dsor
C #lt wasn't Fred she invited. She invited Fred &udd.

If the exhaustivity was a part of the assertion,waild expect it to be affected by
negation. The problem with the view that the exhaitg claim is a presupposition is that,
when anit-cleft is negated, the exhaustivity presuppositi@appears: the cleft constructions
in (159) b and ¢ do not presuppose that the subjeited Fred and no-one else, as we would
expect if the exhaustivity claim was a regular ppgsosition or even an implicature, as argued
by Byram-Washburn (2010) and Horn (1981). In oreprovide a solution, Buring (2011)
suggests that the exhaustivity claimibtlefts is itself a conditional presupposition, ins
(160):

(160) It was Fred she invited.
assertion: she invited Fred

presupposition: if she invited Fred, she didn’tiiexanyone else.

(Buring 2011: 3)

With the semantics for clefts discussed here, tleer® need to posit special types of
presupposition, such as conditional presuppositibfollows naturally that exhaustivity is
only present in case there is identification, wlileere is no identification, no exhaustivity
arises.
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Summarizing, given that the cleft clause of botleys®clefts andt-clefts has the
semantics of definite descriptions, it is expedfeat they uniformly introduce an existential
presupposition and an exhaustivity claim which carire suspended, as it is a part of their
lexical semantics. Additionally, no exhaustivityaich is expected to arise in case there is no

identification, as in negated clefts.

A possible problem for ascribing the exhaustivibyd gpresupposition entirely to the
semantics of the precopular constituent, is theewofagion that, even int-clefts, both
exhaustivity and existential presupposition areusssensitive. As Velleman et al. (2012)
discuss, in thet-cleft in (161) below we do not get the interprigiatin which only John’s
eldest daughter attended the party, and nobody €l felicitous continuation in (161)a
indicates that we do not get this interpretatioistéad, as is clear from the continuation in (b),
it is only eldestthat exhaustifies an open proposition, nandelgn’s P daughter attended the
party. Note that the same objections against the arsgbtysposed above apply to pseudoclefts
(162).

(161) It was John’s ELDEST daughter who attended theypart

a ...and 200 of her closest friends were there.
b #... and John’s YOUNGEST daughter was ALSO there.
C ... and MARY’s eldest daughter was ALSO there.

(Velleman et al. 2012: 447)

(162) Who attended the party was John’'s ELDEST daughter.

a ...and 200 of her closest friends were there.
b #... and John’s YOUNGEST daughter was ALSO there.
c ... and MARY’s eldest daughter was ALSO there.

In order to account for this, the authors argue #éxaaustivity is focus sensitive: the
presence of focus signals the description of thefreen which the exhaustive element is
taken. This description does not necessarily cdewith the cleft clause, as is clear from the
examples above. Velleman et al. (2012) proposenalysis in terms of the Current Question,

similar to the account proposed for monoclausdt<ia section 4.2.3. However, in order to
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account for the fact that the exhaustivity claimthalefts is stronger than the one associated
with non-cleft intonational focus, the authors needstipulate a specialized cleft operator
which semanticises the strong exhaustive interpoataln what follows | will argue that the
account for presuppositionality and exhaustivitylined above is not incompatible with the

observation that exhaustivity (and presuppositity)edre focus sensitive.

In the sentences in (161) and (162) there are &yer$ of exhaustivity and existential
presupposition. First, we have the specificatidager: the definiteness of the cleft clause
gives rise to the interpretation that (i) theramsx such that x attended the party, and (ii) there
is a uniquex (x can denote a plural entity) such that x attendedparty. Because of the
presence of focus agldestin the cleft constituent, we also get the intetgien that (i) there
is aP such that John’® daughter attended the party, and (ii) there isiigue P such that
John'sP daughter attended the pafty.

The problem here is thus that, by virtue of hawgpgcificational semantics, we should
get the interpretation that there is a unique >hdhat x attended the party. However, as is
clear from the felicitous continuations in the &ad (c) examples, this is not the case. Instead,

we only get the reading in which there is a unigwich that John’s x daughter attended the
party.

This problem can easily be accounted for by makiefgrence to the context-
sensitivity of focus. A sentence such as (161162}, with heavy stress on a sub-part of the

cleft constituent, cannot occur in any contexts lonly natural in a context in whiatdestis

contrasted with an alternative, suchyasingestIn other contexts, such as question-answer

% Andrew Weir (p.c.) points out that it might be plematic to word the interpretation of (161) anf2)Las
involving a unique property of John’s daughteritese certainly are other properties that canifelisly fill the
gap inJohn’s P daughterfor instance, if John has a blond, a redheaddndnette daughter, and the latter,
who also happens to be the eldest, attended thg fawvould be truth-conditionally felicitous tdter It was
John’s brunette daughter who attended the parhere thus seems to be more than®ech that John'’®
daughter attended the party. However, the poskiblés alternatives are contextually restrictedhditgh | will
not enter into details of how focus alternativess r@stricted (see Wagner 2005 and Fox & Katzir 200, |
wish to note that clefts with focus on a sub-péthe cleft constituent are only felicitous in cattive contexts,
they cannot be used to answer questions (see esaififi3) and (164)). As was noted by Wagner (2005),
contrastive focus has a very limited set of fetio& alternatives. For instance, in the contextwgled cannot
be used as an alternativeebgpensiveunexpected if the set of alternatives is notrietsd:

0] John makes expensive convertibles. He is comiday’s wedding.
a. He brought a CHEAP convertible.
b. #He brought a RED convertible.

Something similar is going on with the cleft aboliéhas the interpretation that there is a unigue {eldest,
middle, youngest} such that JohrPdaughter attended the party, the set of alteresitbannot be something
like {eldest, blond, tall}. | refer to Wagner (2008012) and Katzir (2012) for an account of theasteons.
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pairs asking for the identification of the variabl&roduced by the cleft clause, these clefts are

not appropriate:

(163) A John’s youngest daughter attended the party.
B No, it was Johns ELDEST daughter who attendeqgbénty.
B’ No, who attended the party was John’s ELDESTgher.

(164) A Who attended the party?
B # It was Johns ELDEST daughter who attended éney p
B’ # Who attended the party was John’s ELDEST d#ergh

As is clear from these contexts, the set of alteres from which the cleft constituent is
drawn, needs to be adequately restricted by theeggnn the sense that the general question
under discussion (daughters of John who attendegadrty in (163) and people who attended
the party in (164)) has to coincide with the guestinder discussion determined by focus on
the cleft constituent. If we allow the general diggs under discussion to restrict the
denotation of the cleft clause, the denotatiorhef ¢left clause coincides with the denotation

of the set of alternatives generated by focus.

Summarizing, we can ascribe the exhaustive int&apom and the existential
presupposition of the cleft clauseibtlefts and pseudoclefts entirely to the fact thathiese
clefts, the cleft constituent is equated with airdef description. The potential problem of
focus-sensitivity can be overcome if we allow thendtation of the cleft clause to be

restricted by its discourse antecedent.

4.4 Conclusion

In this chapter, a parallel was drawn between syiatgroperties of clefts and their
interpretation: the clefts with a weak existenpaésupposition and exhaustivity claim are
monoclausal, while the clefts with a strong exig&rpresupposition and exhaustivity claim
are specificational sentences. This differenceymagtic structure lays at the basis of the
different interpretation of these clefts. | haveabished thait-clefts and pseudoclefts are
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biclausal sentences in which the copular verb SE&$ the matrix VPE queclefts and

SER-clefts on the other hand are monoclausal seegen

In € queclefts, the cleft constituent undergoes movemerthe left periphery of the
clause E queis a non-segmentable unit that lexicalizes apefipheral head. In SER-clefts,
the copular verb lexicalizes a TP-internal positiand the cleft constituent sits relatively low
in the structure. It was argued that the preserfcéoais uniformly gives rise to two
implicatures, due to the semantics of focus. ThHeoSalternatives contributed by focus is
interpreted as the question under discussion, amm gjuestions are assumed to have an
answer, focus is often associated with an exigibrmresupposition. Additionally, since
guestions require exhaustive answers, focus i1 @ssociated with an exhaustivity claim.

However, both interpretations arise as implicatuaesl can easily be suspended.

Since focus uniformly gives rise to weak presupjpmss and weak exhaustivity
claims, another explanation was provided for therpretation oft-clefts and pseudoclefts. It
was argued that both types of clefts are specifinat sentences. For the biclausal clefts, |
argued thait-clefts and pseudoclefts have a different underhstrgcture. Init-clefts, the
copula selects the cleft constituent and a DP stingi of a definite determiner that takes a
headed relative clause with a deleted head asoitgplement. In pseudoclefts, the copula
selects the cleft constituent and a free relafiVee surface structure dfclefts is derived by
extraposition of the restrictive relative to a V@jeaned position, the determiner ends up in
SpecTP. In pseudoclefts, it is the cleft clausé dtlsaupies SpecTP.

In both types of biclausal clefts, there is an tdeational relation between the cleft
constituent and a definite description. Since defidescriptions are inherently existentially
presupposed, specificational clefts have a stroxigtemtial presupposition. Additionally,
definite descriptions introduce maximality. The nt&cation relation between the cleft
constituent and the definite description will thgige rise to the interpretation in which the
cleft constituent is the maximal element correspagdo the variable introduced by the cleft
clause. This is the exhaustivity claim. When nohsugentificational relation exists, no

exhaustivity arises.
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5 Focus and movement

This chapter deals with the relevance of focustlfi@r syntactic computation, more
particulary, the question of whether a focus featuggers movement to a FocP is examined.
As was discussed in chapter 3, the cleft constitoéthe four types of clefts is focalized: it
can constitute an information focus or a contrastivcus. Nevertheless, there are some
additional restrictions on the cleft constituentéofiueclefts, not present for the other cleft
constructions: the cleft constituent can only binmation focus if it can be related to an

element in the common ground.

Several authors have argued that cleft constituenisalize the specifier of a FocP.
See for instance E. Kiss (1998), Meinunger (199998), Belletti (2005, 2008, 2015),
Frascaralli & Ramaglia (2013) and Lahousse, Laageli & Soare (2014) foit-clefts and
their counterparts in other languages; ReseneDj2Atd Frascarelli & Ramaglia (2013) for
pseudoclefts, Ambar (2005) férqueclefts and Kato & Mioto (2012) for SER-clefts. Bpsg
(1999) and Méndez-Vallejo (2009a, b, 2012) argue 8ER-clefts involve a FocP, although
it is not occupied by the cleft constituent buttbg copula. Although the details differ among
authors, all of these analysis predict that thét denstituent is consistently focalized. This
prediction was evaluated in section 3.1.2 and vasva to be correct. Another aspect of the
cartographic approaches to focus to be discuss#usrchapter relates to the position of the
FocP. Some authors argue for a vP-peripheral FosBnlg the cleft constituent, while others
assume that only the left periphery of the clausedFocP. In both cases, constituents with a
focus feature undergo movement in order to reaBbcP. It is standardly assumed that the

presence of a focus feature on a constituent trigg@vement to a FocP.

In section 5.1 | will argue that assuming that faltalized constituents undergo
movement to a left peripheral A’-position is prabigtic, since not all focalized constituents
exhibit the same syntactic properties typical &ft-peripheral focus. Also assuming that
situ focus targets a vP-peripheral FocP is problemasicill be discussed in section 5.2,
since it is not clear how to implement the choi€d-ocP a focalized constituent moves to.
Some authors assume that different FocPs giveaigéferent interpretations (Belletti 2005,
2008, 2014; Frascarelli & Ramaglia 2009, 2013)rahis a FocP dedicated to informational

focus and another FocP dedicated to contrastivie Tbes hypothesis will be shown to make
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wrong empirical predictions, since there does re®ns to be a strict correlation between

pragmatic type of focus and syntactic position.

Based on the analysis of the four cleft construdtion section 5.3, | conclude that it
seems to be the case that focalized constituemgtsnes move to an A’-position but that
they also can remaim situ. Since it is not clear how to implement such apiofocus
movement, | will assume that, in some languageteadt, focus features do not trigger
movement. If a focalized constituent moves, it deedor focus-independent reasons. Based
on the observation that very similar discourserig&ins apply to the cleft constituent éf
gueclefts, a fronted focalized constituent, in sectm4 | will advance the hypothesis that
fronted foci actually are topics that happen toehavfocus feature. This implies that fronted
foci move to the left periphery of the clause floe same reasons topics do. This is not that
straightforward: in several theoretical frameworkss (tacitly) assumed that a topic and a
focus interpretation are mutually exclusive on coastituent (for instance Rizzi 1997 and a
lot of work based hereupon, with some exceptionshsas Bocci (2004) or Authier &
Haegeman (2015), or even orthogonal concepts (Sdajicova & Panevova 1986 and von
Stechow 1981 for instance). However, there arerakveasons to assume that, at least in

some languages, fronted foci are topics with agdeature.

The chapter is organized as follows: in section buiill discuss some problems with
assuming that focalized constituents uniformly mewea left-peripheral FocP, in overt or
covert syntax. The data discussed concern WCOndslaand contexts blocking focus
fronting. Then, in section 5.2, | discuss the hipgsis that some foci move to a vP-peripheral
FocP, since this type of movement is not expeabedxhibit the same properties as focus
fronting. However, even though the idea that soooe hove to a low FocP is attractive, it is
not clear how to provide a principled account focus movement if there is more than one
FocP in the clausal spine where foci can move &€l on the observation that there does not
seem to be a strict correlation between the pragmgte of focus and particular syntactic
positions, | will argue that it is better to assuthat some foci really aren situ. This
hypothesis will be examined in light of the clefatd in section 5.3. based on several
diagnostics, | conclude that the cleft constituehtit-clefts, pseudoclefts and SER-clefts
effectively isin situ, while the cleft constituent of queclefts moves to an A’-position.
Finally, in order to account for the fact that oslyme foci move to an A’-position, | argue
that some foci move to the left periphery of theusle because they are sentence topics. | will
show that this idea accounts naturally for the alisse restrictions on both sentence topics
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and fronted foci. More precisely, it brings out tt@mmonality between topics and fronted
foci in that both have to be referentially contedl] a property that does not follow from

postulating that topics and fronted foci targeteipendent and distinct projections.

5.1 Problems with obligatory focus movement to the lefperiphery

In this section, | will argue that, although foeakl constituents have a focus feature
(see section 3.1.2.1), this feature does not triggezement to a left peripheral FocP, at least
not in languages such as European PortuguSseeral authors assume that the presence of a
focus feature on a constituent triggers movemend tgpecialized focus projection (Rizzi
1997, Belletti 2004, E. Kiss 1998, Szabolcsi 19Bdody 1990, Aboh 2004). There are
however several problems with the idea that foeasufres uniformly trigger movement, both
in overt and in covert syntéxEirst, unlike fronted focusn situ focus does not give rise to
WCO. Second, focus can occur in syntactic islamdsch is unexpected if it undergoes
covert movement. Third, focus can occur in contdsasning focus fronting. Each of these
properties will be discussed separately. Note tt@bbjections against focus movemeninof
situ focus only apply to movement to the left periphdrwill discuss the hypothesis thiat
situ focus moves to a low vP-peripheral FocP in sechiéh | will argue that also assuming

thatin situfocus always moves to such a FocP is problematic.

! In languages in which focus always has to suriia@eparticular position, it might be the case thébcus
feature triggers movement. See for instance Jalgas€2001) for Malayalan, Aboh (2007) for Bantu dtda
languages, and the extensive literature on foctiuimgarian (Szabolcsi 1994; E. Kiss 1998, 2007; §\exbd
et al. 2006; Brody 1990; Onea 2008; Horvath 200092a.0.). | refer to chapter 8 for a discussiothete
cross-linguistic differences concerning focus.

Z In the semantic literature, it is assumed thatigde interpreted in its surface position. See B2606) and
Eckhardt (2007) for instance.
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5.1.1 WCO

Data exhibiting WCO effects, as in (165)b, have te assume thah situ focus
covertly moves to a left peripheral A’-position @hsky 1977), presumably a FocP:

(165) a *After he came home, JOHMent to bed.
b John [after hecame home; went to bed].
(Krifka 1992: 37)

However, Krifka (1992) notes that focalized consditts cannot refer to something in

the immediate context, unless it is contrasted:

(166) a *John and Mary came in. JOHN kissed Mary.
b John kissed Mary, and then MARY kissed JOHN.
(Krifka 1992: 37)

The apparent WCO effects in (165) could thus bepkirdue to the fact that there is
nothing apart from the pronoune with what John can be contrasted, giving rise to a
pragmatically inadequate sentence, as we canndrasbnsomething with itself. This is
confirmed by the following context, in which thesbould be WCO if it is true that focus
undergoes covert movement to the left peripheryisAdear, the so-called WCO effectsiof

situ focus are context-dependent, hence they are ndD \&ftécts at all.

(167) A | heard that John’s sister got sick when she aolon returned from
their trip.
B That’s not true. When hand his sister came home, JOHjdt sick.
His sister is just fine.

Given this, there seems to be no reason to asshemim tsitu focus undergoes covert

movement.
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5.1.2 Islands

Jackendoff (1972) and Rooth (1985) note thasitu focus does not observe island

constraints, which would be expected if there isecbmovement:

(168) Sam even saw the man who was wearing the RED hat.
(Krifka 1992: 23)

We could explain the lack of island-sensitivity iof siti-focus by arguing that the
whole island is pied-piped by focus movement in (@ in Horvath 2007; Endo 2012;
Danckaert 2012), hence we do not expect any istdfatts. However, a constituent can be
focalizedin situ even when the left periphery is not accessiblefifonting operations, as

discussed in the following section.

5.1.3 Contexts blocking focus fronting

Haegeman et al. (2014: 97) point out tlatsitu focalization is compatible with
contexts blocking focus fronting, which providegair evidence thah situ focus does not

undergo covert movement, at least not to the sasitign as the one targeted by overt focus
fronting.

(169) a. Whenever we needed INFORMATION, Bill could netreached.
b. *Whenever INFORMATIONwve needed, Bill could not be reached.
(Haegeman et al. 2014: 97)

% The validity of this argument against covert foousvement depends on our assumptions concernisg the
movement operations: several authors, such as H1&8g), have argued that covert movement, unlilgrto
movement, is not island sensitive. | assume thatrtanovement has the same properties as overtmave
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Note that the fact that focus can occur in contekth an inaccessible left periphery
also constitutes an argument against the ideddhas uniformly moves to the left periphery,
followed by remnant movement of the non-focalizedtipn of the sentence to a TopP, as in

Frascarelli & Ramaglia (2013) for instance.

5.2 Low FocPs

All of the above objections against focus movemanly apply to movement to the
left periphery of the clause. They can be answérede assume that there is a lower, TP-
internal FocP where focus can move to, as has aegpred by Szabolcsi (1994), Jayaseelan
(2001) and Belletti (2004) a.o. Again, assuming #dhain situ focus moves to such a FocP
faces some problems. In the following section, Il aigue that there is no strict correlation
between syntactic position and pragmatic type oti$p and hence, that it is hard to provide a
principled account for focus movement if there isrenthan one FocP in the clausal spine.

First of all, although left-peripheral focus is metursive (but see Beninca & Poletto
2004, Brunetti 2004: 91-92), it is not the case theus is not recursive:

(170) Superman didn’t kiss Batman, BATMAN kissed SUPERMAN

This is unexpected if we assume that all focalizedstituents have to move to a
unique left-peripheral FocP, in overt or coverttayn However, it does follow th situ focus
does not move, or if we assume that there are twe®$ present in the hierarchy of the clause,
in the line of Belletti (2004). However, if Bellet2004) is on the right track, we run into

trouble again if more than two constituents araliaed, as in the following context:

a71) A Who gave what to whom?
B SUPERMAN gave a BOTTLE OF CHAMPAGNE to the HULK&
BATMAN gave CHOCOLATE MICE to CATWOMAN.
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In order to account for these sentences in termsy@fement to a FocP, we need
several FocPs and a principled account for thecehoi FocP: how does syntax decide which
FocP the focalized constituent has to move to?eBel{2004) proposes that each FocP is
associated with a particular interpretation: thi¢ peripheral FocP hosts contrastive foci,
while the vP-peripheral one hosts new informatioouk. Effectively, several authors have
argued that there are at least two different typke$ocus, based on the observation that
contrastive and informational focus differ in terofinterpretation and discourse use (E. Kiss
1998 a.o.), prosody (Zubizarreta 1998 a.0.) andastic position (Belletti 2004). | have
argued in chapter 3 that, from a semantic poinview, a theory of focus in which it is
assumed that focus has a uniform import is morejate to account for the data. It could
however be the case that pragmatically differepesyof focus occupy syntactically distinct

positions, as was argued by Belletti (2004 a.o.).

Although it is true that, in languages such asidtal Spanish and European
Portuguese, fronted foci only with difficulty contate answers tavh-interrogatives, | have
shown in section 3.1.2.2 that this is not entiietpossible. | repeat the relevant data below,
and add data from ltalian, in which it is clearttladso in this language, fronted foci can
constitute the answer to a question in the appaigdiscourse context (see Brunetti 2009 or
Delfitto & Fiorin 2015:167 for more data):

(172) (talking about alternative forms of energy)

A E neste momento, qual é que € mais bem visto ppldagao?
‘And at this moment, which one is the most accepitsd the
population?’

B N&o posso dizer com certeza, mas a energia saj@eéne parece mais
bem vista.
‘I cannot say with certainty, but solar energythat) seems to be the
most accepted.’

(173) A Oh, Mauro, quanti tavoli c’hai ancora da fare?
‘Oh, Mauro, how many tables do you still have tketaare of?’
B TRE DI SOPRA me ne sono rimasti.

three upstairs meL.DAT necL are left.
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‘There are THREE left UPSTAIRS.’
(Ciro Greco, p.c.)

Also the cleft constituent of the other types dfid under discussion can both be
informational focus (174) and contrastive focus5)1 Hence, at first sight it does not seem
necessary to postulate two different types of FosiRce the same syntactic position
apparently can be associated both with contrastikinformational focus.

(174) a Ha ja pouco coelho (...) e ndo é por caulss cacadoresFoi 0 raio

(...) das zorrag...) que arrebentaram com is§@&JT14)
‘There aren’t that many rabbits left and it's nechusef the hunters
It werethose damn foxeghat destroyed everything.’

b SO o que se Vvélgarulho e dizer mal uns dos outrpsnas néo se vé
nada feito (AAL32)
‘What we see isa lot of noise and speaking behind each other’s
back, but we don’'t seanything being done

(o INQ Mas nao se ata assim com uraas arames...

‘But don’t you attach it with ggsome wire®’

INF Ata-se. Nao, ata-se € carma corda (ALC18)

‘Yes. No, we attach it with rope.’

(175) a INQ Ecomoé que se chama isto?
‘And how is this called?’
INF Isto aquierao (...) Al
‘This was the (...) Ail’
INQ Chambaril?
‘Cambrel?’

* Belletti (2008, 2015) argues that cleft constitsezan lexicalize a left peripheral contrastive FEdout only
when the cleft constituent is a subject, a vP-fenial new info FocP. This captures the fact th&trench, the
default answering strategy for subject questiorsrisduced cleft. However, as is clear from exar(@ite c),
also non-subject clefts can be used to answeriguesiAs such, it seems more adequate to assumih¢ha
focus feature on the cleft constituent is not a&ciized as Belletti argues.
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INF  Hum... Ele isso aqui a gente chamava um (...) Naagyancho,
era... Parece que era pernil que a gente chamava a isto. Pois.
(ALC30)
‘Hm... This here we used to call a (...) it wadmbk, it was... It
seems that it wakie gammonthat we used to call it. Exactly.’
b INQ O queé que entra pela janela e que nos pica toda a Roite
‘What enters through the window and bites us all nighgP’
INF  Se tem a janela aberta, o que entrané@ morcego (ALC 39)
‘If the window is open, what entersadat.’
c INQ Olhe, ecomo é que chama aquilo que pde no buraco que é
para ndo entrar agua?
‘Look, andhow do you call the thing that you put in the hole
through where the water comes in?’
INF A gente trata-lhe aqui (...) é teeira (GRCO06)
‘We call it here boeira”.’

Also non-cleftin situ focus can be both contrastive and new informatibthe low
FocP is restricted to new information focus, itnst clear how sentences with a low
contrastive focus are derivéd:

(176) A Who ate the cake?
B Comeu o0 SUPERHOMEM.
ate the Superman

a77) A Superman ate the cake.
B No, Superman ate the CANDY.

®> One could assume that the focus moves to thedeiiphery, while the remnant IP moves to a highejgation
(see for instance Kayne & Pollock 2001 for stytistiversion in French, Szendrdi 2003 for partiadvaers in
Hungarian). There are however several argumeniagigaich an analysis (see Belletti 2004, Lahog666,
Cable 2008 and the previous sections).
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If we assume, as | have so far, that focus dodsingimore than providing a set of
alternatives, there is no need to distinguish betw&vo types of foci, and hence no need for
two interpretatively distinct projections for fodi.have shown that Rooth’s (1992, 1999)
theory of focus makes correct predictions conceyniexistential presupposition and
exhaustivity, unlike theories in which these intetptions are included in the semantics of
focus. Exhaustivity and presupposition arise asnaplicature based on the semantics of
focus, and both interpretations can be suspenddtoke structures in which exhaustivity and
presupposition cannot be suspended, suclt-elefts and pseudoclefts, there are focus-
independent factors that give rise to these ingtgpions. Int-clefts and pseudoclefts, strong
exhaustivity and existential presupposition are wuthe identificational relation between the
cleft constituent and a definite description. Hentseems more adequate to assume that if
there are FocPs in the clausal hierarchy, theyldhall be associated with the same basic
focus interpretation. In section 5.4.2 | will prdei an explanation of why fronted foci in
languages such as Italian and European Portuguesdtan contrastive, while other foci are
not, based on the fact that fronted foci, arguetbéaopics here, cannot easily havevta
constituent as their discourse antecedent anddansot easily be a plain new information

focus.

The data discussed here indicate that postulatimg EFocPs where focalized
constituents can move to, as in Belletti (2004,8@D15), is not enough to cover the data,
since there can be more than two foci in one clafdditionally, if there are several FocP, it
is hard to establish how syntax decides which FogRen focalized constituent moves to, as
there does not seem to be a strict correlation dmtwposition and interpretation. An
alternative would be to assume that not all foealizonstituents move to a FocP. The cleft
data discussed in the next section corroborate itlga: the cleft constituent of-clefts,
pseudoclefts and SER-clefts seems to occupy ies pa@sition within the vP.

5.3 Some foci aran situ

In this section, | will argue that the cleft comséint of all clefts under discussion

excepté queclefts does not undergo movement to any A’-positim order to determine
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whether the cleft constituent occupies its basetipasor has moved to some A’-position,
intervention effects will be used as a diagnostlossection 2.2.3, | introduced the basic
notions concerning Relativized Minimality. Recdllat the relevant factors for Relativized
Minimality are hierarchical relations, structuraJjpé and features. Since here we are
concerned with constituents undergoing A-movememtill concentrate on the intervention
that A’-constituents can give rise to. It will bested whether the cleft constituents of the cleft
constructions, arguably marked by a focus featureesthey are uniformly focalized,
intervene for movement of constituents with a feaf the same class. Given the taxonomy
of features proposed by Rizzi (2004), | will teshether the cleft constituent intervenes for
movement of constituents with a quantificationaltéee. If the cleft constituent occupies an
A’-position and assuming that it is itself quarg#tional, we expect it to restrict movement of
guantificational constituents across it. | will shthat the predicted intervention effects only
arise foré queclefts, which indicates that the cleft constitiseot the other cleft constructions
do not occupy the same position as the cleft cuestt ofé queclefts. Based on additional
evidence, | will argue that the cleft constituehtteclefts, pseudoclefts and SER-cleftdnis
situ. In what follows, | will first discus#-clefts and pseudoclefts (section 5.3.1), thejue
clefts (section 5.3.2) and finally SER-clefts (s@t5.3.3).

5.3.1 lIt-clefts and pseudoclefts

Several authors argue that the cleft constituent-ciefts occupies the specifier of a
FocP (E. Kiss 1998; Belletti 2004, 2008, 2009, 2(14; Lahousse et al. 2014; Meinunger
1997, 1998; Frascaralli & Ramaglia 2009, 2013 amekiBan 2011). There are several
implementations of this approach (see Haegemanl.eR(d4a, b, 2015 for a detailed
discussion), but what all of these analyses hawemmon is the fact that the cleft constituent
occupies an A’-position, and hence it occupies temqt@lly intervening position for A’-
movement of quantificational constituents. Also feeudoclefts it has been argued that the
cleft constituent occupies the specifier of a FOgRBsenes 2009 and Frascarelli & Ramaglia
2009, 2013 a.o.). In this section, | will examinbether there effectively are indications that
the cleft constituent of these cleft constructiandergoes A’-movement to a FocP, and, given

the lack of evidence, | will conclude that the tladnstituent remains situ.
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Haegeman et al. (2014a, b, 2015) illustrated extelys that, when it comes to
intervention, Englislit-clefts pattern with sentences withsitu focus, and not with sentences
with fronted focus. The patterns concerning Enggishillustrated below. In (178), it is shown
that argument fronting is ungrammatical in centiderbial clauses (a), factive complements
(b), clausal subjects (c), clausal complements dana (d) and subjunctive clauses %e).
Haegeman (2010a, b, 2012) and Haegeman & UrdgdilOj20account for the
ungrammaticality of argument fronting in these et by arguing that the contexts blocking
argument fronting involve operator movement fromRainternal position to the left periphery
of the clause. This operator movement is blockea logantificational constituent in the left
periphery of the clause. As can be seen in (1i7@)efts are grammatical in these contexts.
Haegeman et al. (2014a, b, 2015) conclude thatclkie constituent ofit-clefts does not
occupy a matrix left peripheral FocP, and argu¢ dmaanalysis according to which the cleft

constituent occupies a lower FocP, be it in theedibd CP or in the periphery of vP, is more

adequate.
(178) a *When this song | heard, | remembered my firgelo
b *Mary realizes [that this book, John read]. (H#gd991: 52, n. 19)
C *That this book, Mary read thoroughly is trueu¢ier 1992: 332)
d *John raised the possibility that Mary, your astiwould upset.
(Alrenga 2005: 179)
e *It's important that the book he study carefu({ljooper and Thompson
1973: 485)
(Haegeman et al. 2015: 86)
(179) Whenever it was money we needed, George was mewhmbe seen.

John regrets that it was Mary who was put in gaaf the conference.
That in the end it was Bill who invited Mary stiged everyone.

o O T

The news that it was Mary that they had invitegpssed everyone.

® Recall that argument fronting in English has thme syntactic properties when the fronted constitise
interpreted as a plain topic and when it has adacterpretation.
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e But if this is the force of the quantifier in (Zhen that force requires
that it be Ortcutt who is the value of the variakle
(Haegeman et al. 2015: 86-87)

European Portugueseclefts also do not exhibit the embedding restritsi which
arise for structures containing a left peripheoalus, which indicates that effectively, the cleft
constituent oft-clefts does not occupy the position occupied leyldit peripheral focalized
constituent. An instance of focus fronting in Ewgap Portuguese is illustrated below. One of

the main characteristics is subject-verb inverg¢sme Costa & Martins 2011):

(180) SEISCENTOS EUROS recebo eu por més.
six hundred euros receive.l | per  month

‘Sixhundred euros | receive per month.’
(Costa & Martins 2011: 221)

The sentences in (182) illustrate the contextshitiwfocus fronting is unavailable in
European PortuguedeNote that the fronted constituents are non-spedience they cannot
be fronted without having a focus interpretatioee(ssection 5.4.3). Furthermore, these
constituents cannot be doubled by a clitic, asttated in (181), hence we can exclude the
possibility that they are doubled by a null clitec,strategy that presumably is available in
European Portuguese, as was discussed in sectiorAdditionally, all sentences exhibit
subject-verb inversion, a property of focus frogtim European Portuguese (see Costa &
Martins 2011). (182)a illustrates a central adwrkilause, (182)b contains a factive

complement, (182)c a relative clause and (182)dusal complement of a noun.

(181) *Um inéditq leiloaram-no em Londres por uma
a unedited auctionFB.PRFCL in London for a
fortuna.

" The termfocus frontings intended to be a neutral term to refer to maxeinof a focalized constituent to the
left periphery of the clause, independently ofttiggers of this movement or the exact positiotedtfperipheral
focus.
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fortune
(Duarte 2013: 408)

(182) a *Quando muitos livros andava a ler o Jodo, a sua esiava

satisfeita.
When a lot of books was reading Jo&o his mothersatisfied

b *O Jodo lamenta que muitos livros ainda néo tentla & sua irma.
Jodao regrets that a lot of books still not has feadister

c *O homem que muitos livros costuma ler esta a fiego.
the man that a lot of books is accostumed to regetiting blind

d *Figuei com a ideia de que muitos livros ja leu aurago.
| got the idea that a lot of books already readgmandfather

As can be seen in the examples belivelefts can occur in these contexts, hence as
was argued in Haegeman et al (2014a, b, 2015)riglig¢h, for European Portuguese, we can
also exclude the hypothesis that the cleft coretitoccupies the same position as fronted

foci, on a par with what Haegeman et al. (2014204.5) found for English:

(183) a Quando era para a praia que queriamos ir, a maavavnos.
‘When it was to the beach that we wanted to gather used to
bring us.’

b O Joéao lamenta que tenha sido o Cavaco que fdbgbeesidente.
‘Jodo regrets that it was Cavaco who was electesiders.’

C O ano em que foi o0 Cavaco que foi eleito foi umtaisce.
‘The year that it was Cavaco that was elected wselayear.’

d Fiquei com a ideia que era para a praia que queari.
| got the idea that it was to the beach that weteghto go.

Given thatit-clefts do not exhibit the same embedding restmdtias structures with a
left peripheral focus, it is probably the case tina cleft constituent of these clefts does not

occupy any A’-position in the matrix CP. Howevdrcould still be the case that the cleft
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constituent does occupy an A’-position, but not ¢ma&t intervenes for the quantificational
movement involved in the derivation of the struetim (183). This would for example be the
case If the cleft constituent occupied a positiothie left periphery of the cleft clause, as was
argued for instance by Belletti (2008, 2015), LgB606) and Soares (2006), or a lower A’-
position, such as for instance Belletti’'s (20081£20vP-peripheral FocP associated with cleft
subjects. In the remainder of this section, | witlow that it is hard to provide empirical
support for movement of the cleft constituentite€lefts, which leads me to assume that it

occupies its VP-internal base position, and noA‘aposition.

It has been observed that displaced constituetds dlecome islands for extraction, a
phenomenon known as freezing. Although it is ndirely clear what the reason for these
freezing effects are (see Corver 2006 for a disooysthere is a clear correlation between
opacity for extraction and A’-movement. As suchd &ollowing Hartmann (2013), | will use
the opacity of the cleft constituent as a diagmsstor its position: if the cleft constituent is
opaque for extraction, it probably occupies an Asition, while if it is transparent for
extraction, it more likely does not occupy an A'sgmn. Hartmann (2013) argues that the
cleft constituent of Englisit-clefts does not occupy an A’-position, based ondibgervation
that subextraction from the cleft constitueniteélefts is grammatical, while extraction from

for instance a shifted DP is rbt:

(184) a ??Whodid he donatg to a museum [a vase ¢f?
b What was it a manipulation of [-] that the conte®gtcriticized?
(Hartmann 2013: 490)

As was illustrated in section 4.3.1, in EuropeamtiRpese subextraction from the
cleft constituent is grammatical, which indicatbattit does not occupy an A’-position but

rather remainin situ. The relevant example is repeated befow:

8 Haegeman, Jimenez & Radford (2014) provide datsitidicate that extraction from subjects in anpésition
is considerably better than extraction from sulgjécian A-position. A formal experiment testingitheaims
indicated that there is no significant differenetvireen extraction from subjects in A and A’-posiidsee
Greco, Haegeman & Marefiorthcoming.

° The fact, mentioned in chapter 4, that subexwadiiom the cleft constituent in Italianclefts is
ungrammatical, might indicate that the syntax eftsldiffers cross-linguistically. It might be pdsds that in
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(185) ?De quem achas que era o pai [-] que estava a fatan o Pedro?
‘Of whom do you think that it was the father thadsatalking to Pedro?’

As for the hypothesis that the cleft constituerdupees a position in the left periphery
of the cleft clause, it is not compatible with tha@se structure fat-clefts assumed here. In
chapter 4, | argued that the cleft constituent #mel cleft clause start out as different
constituents: the copula selects a small clausesistimg of the cleft constituent and a
restrictive relative clause headed by a demongé&gbronoun. | summarize some of my
arguments here. First, assuming that the clefttdtarsat heads the cleft clause makes wrong
predictions concerning the relative pronoun thadsethe cleft clause: if it were the cleft
constituent which heads the cleft clause, we wedlgect a variety of relative pronounsitin
clefts, contrary to fact. In addition, assumingtttie cleft constituent is one of the arguments
of the small clause also correctly predicts thafefts behave like specificational sentences,
not only when it comes to binding patterns, bub a$en it comes to interpretation.

Now, given the structure fat-clefts argued for in chapter 4, and repeated helaw,
it is not clear how the cleft constituent can mawehe left periphery of the cleft clause, to
occupy a FocP or any other A’-position, since iis ttase it would undergo movement to a
position that does not c-command its base position.

(186) TP
Dt ]k T

foram VP

/\
VP

CP
SN
t; SC que telefonaram

N
i DP

PN

[0s meus pais]

Italian, unlike in European Portuguese, English Batch, the cleft constituent does occupy an A'#as, as
has been argued by Belletti (2008, 2015).
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As for the last hypothesis, namely that the clefistituent occupies a vP-peripheral
A’-position, it is hard to provide evidence for meswent of the cleft constituent. In order to
provide evidence for the claim that the cleft cansht occupies an A’-position and not its
base position, we could show that the cleft comstit intervenes for quantificational
movement from a position c-commanded by it. Howgetlegre is no such position. It is also
not possible to test whether the cleft constituenbnstructs for scope, as it would if it were
A’-moved, or whether the short movement of thetatehstituent to a vP-peripheral position
has any influence on binding, such as for examplieg rise to WCO effects, on a par with

foci moved to the left periphery of the clause.

Based on these considerations, | will assume tletkeft constituent does not move
to an A’-position and occupies its base positiothimithe VP.

On a par withit-clefts, pseudoclefts do not exhibit embeddingrigtstns. They can
occur in central adverbial clauses (187)a, in ¥&ctomplements (187)b, in relative clauses

(187)c and in complement clauses to nouns (187)d.

(187) a Quando quem chegava atrasado era o presidentejrade

comecava mais tarde.
‘When the one who arrived late was the presidéetmeeting
would start later.’

b Nasci no ano em que quem liderava o partido eraawaCo
‘I was born in the year in which the one who lead pgarty was
Cavaco.’

c Que quem chegou atrasado foi o Jodo é 6ébvio.
‘That who was elected was Cavaco doesn’t surprise me

d Fiquei com a ideia de que 0 que precisavamos emdirdeeiro.

‘I got the idea that what we needed was money.’

It is thus clear that the cleft constituent does eaxzupy a matrix left-peripheral A’-
position, contra Frascarelli & Ramaglia (2013) festance. This also follows if the cleft
clause is the subject of the sentence, and occEpesTP, as was argued in section 4.3.1.
According to this analysis, there would be no fedtipheral position available to the right of

the cleft clause. However, it could still be thesedhat the cleft constituent occupies a vP-
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peripheral A’-position. Again, it is hard to proeidevidence for such a short movement
operation of the cleft constituent, for the sanasoms as the ones referred to in the discussion
concerningit-clefts. The example below illustrates that sulrastion from the cleft

constituent is grammatical, which indicates thaicitupies its base position:

(188) De quem achas que quem estava a falar com o Pegh@ai [-]?
‘Of whom do you think that the one who was talking?edro was the father?’

(Costa & Duarte 2005: 2)

Given these arguments, | will assume that the aeftstituent of pseudoclefts
occupies its VP-internal base position, on a pah whe cleft constituent at-clefts. The
structure that | proposed for these clefts in cliagt can thus be maintained. | repeat the

structures below:

(27) TP
N
Dt ]« T
foram VP
/\

SC que telefonaram

- s
)

DP

[0S meus pais]

(28) TP
CH T

PN <N
guem telefonou foram VP
/\
§ SC
/\
t DP

N 173

[0os meus pais]



5.3.2 E que-clefts

In chapter 4, | provided some evidence that thdt adenstituent ofé queclefts
undergoes movement. The relevant properties wkredssensitivity, parasitic gap licensing

and ban on doubling. The relevant data are repédeaiea:

(189) *Esta sopa é que conheco homem que cozinhou [-
this  soup isthat knowsts man that cooked

(190) A sopa € gque a Maria fez [-] sem provar [-].
the soup is that the Maria made [-] without taste

‘Maria made the soup without tasting it.’

(191) a @] gueijo é que o corvo comeu(*-0).
The cheese is that the raven ate-
b Oque é que o corvo comeu(*-0)?

What is that the raven atek

Another property of queclefts that indicates that the cleft constituentupies an
A’-position is the fact that these structures astnicted in contexts in which quantificational
constituents undergo movement. For instagcgueclefts cannot be embedded in temporal
adverbial clauses (192), event conditionals (1@8yinterrogatives (194) and relative clauses

(195):

(192) *Quando o] Jodo é que chegou, a Maria ficoauito
when the Jodo isthat arrived the Maria stayag ve
contente.
happy

(193) *Se a relva € que estiver seca, 0S meninos oderp
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If the grass isthat is dry the boys may

brincar no jardim.
play in.the garden
(194) *O Pedro perguntou quando 0 Jodo é que chego
the Pedro asked when the  Joao is thavedalri
(195) *O homem que ontem € qgue Vvimos no Rossio é
the  man that yesterday isthat saw on.the Rossio i
o] meu  irmao.

the my  brother

Summing up, there are several reasons to assutniéheleft constituent & queclefts does

move to an A’-position, unlike the cleft constitae it-clefts or pseudoclefts.

5.3.3 SER-clefts

If the cleft constituent in SER-clefts moved to AnRposition, we expect it to be a
potential intervener for quantificational movemeatthough SER-clefts typically occur in
root contexts, which might at first be taken asdewice for such a view, these clefts can
actually be embedded. Example (196) illustratesEER-8left embedded in relative clauses,
both restrictive (a) and free relative clauses @ample (197) illustrates a SER-cleft in
central adverbial clauses, (198) in a factive cammant, (199) a complement of a noun. SER-

clefts can be embedded in all of these contexts.

(196) a Havia umas que tinha era ele uma ver@dlG52)
had some that had wagpL a lintel
‘There were some that had (was) a lintel.’
b O governo quer castigar quem foge é dos impostos.
the government wants punish who escape is of.Hesta

‘The government wants to punish who runs (isirftaxes.’
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(197) a ?Quando a gente quer € ver bem as pinturas, usamadupa.
when the people wants is see well the paintingsausagnifying glass
‘When we want (is) to see the paintings well, we as magnifying
glass.’
b Se 0 Jodo quer é acabar o curso, vai ter de estouas.
If the Jodo wants is finish the course will havestofdy more

‘If Jodo wants (is) to finish the course, he widlve to study more.’

(198) Descobri que o Jodo gosta é da Maffa.
discovered that the Joao likes is of.the Maria

‘| discovered that Joao likes (is) Maria.’

(199) Nao gosto nada da ideia de que o Jodo venha émle.ca
not like nothing of.the idea of that the Jo&o comsex car

‘I don't like the idea that Jodo comes (is) by aball.’

Additionally, SER-clefts may occur in the cleft at®e ofé queclefts. The resulting
structure is a monoclausal sentence, with two clefistituents, one in the left periphery and

one inside of TP:

(200) Eu é que o vi foi de noit€CPT14)
| is thatcL saw was of night

‘I (is that) saw it (was) at night.’

As is clear, unlike the cleft constituent &fqueclefts, the cleft constituent of SER-
cleft does not intervene for quantificational mowst) which might indicate that it does not

10 SER-clefts seem to be worse in subjunctive claugmsinstance, in the example below, a SER-cleft i
embedded in a subjunctive factive clause. Thismdtl be further discussed here.

0] ??0 Jodo lamenta que tenha ganho é a Maria.
The Joao regrets that have.SUBJ won is the Maria
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occupy an A’-position. However, some care is nedus@: it might also be the case that the
cleft constituent does occupy an A’-position, bot an intervening one. For instance, for
central adverbial clauses and factive complemétss been argued that operator movement
originates in TP (Haegeman 2012, Haegeman & Ur@gdi0). The operator thus might
originate in a position higher than the cleft cdnsht, in which case no intervention is
expected. The fact that the only occurrences of-Slefs in the cleft clause & queclefts
involve a subject or adjunct cleft constituent lie left periphery, indicates that this could

effectively be the cas&he configuration is schematized below:

(201) /[ Q Foc

In order to test whether the cleft constituent ifERSclefts intervenes for
guantificational movement, we thus need to exteaaonstituent originating in a position
lower than the cleft constituent. For instance, @@ test whether the quantificational
movement of an object across a subject cleft cmesti gives rise to intervention. However,
subject cleft constituents, although grammatical attested in the corpus, are generally more
marked than object cleft constituents, which makelficult to determine the potential role

of intervention.

Quantificational movement of an object across gurad cleft constituent on the other
hand seems to be grammatical. If VP adverbs argeden a position adjoined to VP, or in
any case a position c-commanding the merge positiahirect objects (see Frey 2003), then
the following context indicates that the cleft cttoent of SER-clefts does not intervene for

guantificational movement:

(202) A A sopa que a gente fez hoje teve imenso sucesso!
‘The soup that we made today had a lot of success!
B N&o, teve imenso sucesso a sopa que a gente ferdon.
no had immense success the soup that the peopke waadyesterday
‘No, the soup that we made (was) yesterday had @f success.’
A sopa de hoje ainda esta toda na cozinha.

‘All today’s soup is still in the kitchen.’
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The intervention configurations thus do not provsti®ng evidence for the position of
the cleft constituent, but it seems to be the thaethe cleft constituent does not occupy an
A’-position. Some properties of the cleft constitief SER-clefts indicate that it occupies its
base position, and that it has not moved at alk. iRstance, subextraction from the cleft
constituent is possible. This is indicated by thet fthat clitics can climb from a position
inside of the cleft constituent to the verb prengdihe copula, as illustrated in (203)a, or by
the fact that the direct object of the verb cantdy@calized in a SER-cleft with a VP cleft
constituent. In general, it is assumed that subettm from a constituent in an A’-position is

ungrammatical (see Hartmann 2013 or Corver 2006):

(203) a Eu ndo meposso é perder [r] (MLD25)
I not me can is lose
‘| can't (is) lose myself (i.e., get lost)’
b Este livro, eu queria era que lesses [-] com matencéo.
this book | wanted was that read [-] with much ratiten
‘This book, | whish (was) that you would readadtrefully.’

A second piece of evidence is the fact that thé clenstituent can correspond to a
constituent that cannot be regularly moved, fotanse to the left periphery. Compare (204)
with (205): the infinitive VP can be the cleft ctihgent in SER-clefts, but it cannot be
fronted. The same contrast exists between 7.aridd&: the direct object gluero‘want’ and
the secondary predicate mesdon the table’ can be the cleft constituent in Sel&fts, but

they cannot be topicalized as a whole.

(204) A A Maria estava na praia e viu 0s meninos jogareapanhada.
‘Maria was on the beach and she saw the boys gdgm’

B N&o foi nada. A Maria viu os meninos foi ganhareoogida.**

1 Mioto (2012: 291) considers this example to berangnatical in Brazilian Portuguese. My informantsept
this sentence in an appropriate context.
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No she didn’t. Maria saw the boys (was) win theerac

(205) *Ganharem a corrida, a Maria viu 0s meninos

win the race the Maria saw the boys

(206) a Quero é as flores na mesa e 0s vasos no chéo.
want is the flowers on.the table and the vase$erildor
‘I want (is) the flowers on the table and the vaseshe floor.
b *As flores na mesa, quero (-as) (-ali)

the flowers on.the table want.Acc there

The fact that vP-shells can be the cleft constituerSER-clefts, while they cannot
regularly move away from their base position, iatiks that the cleft constituent of SER-

clefts does not move:

(207) Pus foi o livro na prateleira.
Put was the book on.the shelve

‘| put (was) the book on the shelve.’

I will thus assume that the cleft constituentinissity, following what most authors
propose for these structures in Brazilian Portugue®l Spanish varieties. In the next section,

| will turn to the position of the copula in thesteuctures.

5.3.4 Conclusion

In this section, | examined whether there are mhnis that the cleft constituent of
the cleft constructions under discussion undergmAvement. If focalized constituents move
to a FocP, we expect cleft constituents to haveesmroperties of A’-moved constituents. |
showed that this is not the case for the cleft twent ofit-clefts, pseudoclefts and SER-

clefts. The cleft constituent éfqueclefts on the other hand does undergo A-movement.
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From the data discussed here, | conclude thatusffeature does not necessarily trigger
movement to a specialized FocP, be it a vP-pergblugre or a left peripheral one: some foci

genuinely occupy their base position.

5.4 An alternative account for focus fronting: Topics wth a focus feature

In the previous sections | argued that we cannstiras that all foci move to a left-
peripheral FocP, in overt or covert syntax. Assigninat some foci move to a low FocP
solves several of the problems of generalized fonogsement to the left periphery, but it
raises the question of how one can implement forogement in a theory with several FocPs
in a principled manner: it is not clear how syntean choose which FocP a focalized
constituent moves to, since there does not sedra #ostrict correlation between types of foci
and syntactic position. Additionally, the data dissed in section 5.3 indicate that focalized
constituents can remain situ. It thus seems to be the case that some foci gadapovement
to an A’-position, and some foci do not. Sincesinbt clear how to implement such optional
focus movement, | will explore an alternative te thmypothesis that the presence of a focus
feature triggers movement to a specialized FocR:fdcalized constituent moves, it does so
because of focus-independent reasons. The facth@atleft constituent’ iré queclefts can
be an NP pied-piped by relativization provides #@ddal evidence for the idea that focus
features do not trigger movement in European Padse, but that ‘focus’ movement is
parasitic on other movement operations. It is sadigg assumed that relativization is not

triggered by focus features.

(208) O menino cujo pai éque esta no hospital esta
the boy whose father is that is.3in.the hospital isS
para ali todo triste.
to there all sad

‘The boy whose father (is that) is in the hospgabver there, terribly sad.’

Several authors have suggested an analysis of fbomsing along these lines.
Brunetti (2009) for instance argues that focus msot@ the left periphery in order to

180



disambiguate the structure: it is well known thatus can project to the left, but not to the
right.*? If a focus is moved to the left edge of the seceerit has nowhere to project to, and
hence the focalized constituent can be identifiednbiguously. Although this idea is
attractive, it makes too strong predictions, sifte®is fronting can also occur when it is clear
what the antecedent of focus is, and hence whattiteent is focalized, as in the following

context:

(209) A Foi o Superhomem que disse esta asneira?
‘Was it Superman who said this stupidity?’
B Nédo, o Batman é que  disse.
No the Batman is that said
‘No, Batman did.’

Zubizarreta (2014), based on Spanish, and Cable8j2@ased on Hungarian, have
also argued that focalized constituents do not ni@eause of focus, but these authors do not

elaborate any detailed alternative.

My hypothesis is that fronted foci should be segmopics with a focus feature, | will
hence assume that foci move to the left peripharytfe same reasons as topics do in general.
| will argue that fronted foci are topics from asclirsive point of view, in support of the
hypothesis advanced in the previous section. Bfratl, | will clarify what | mean byopic, as
this term has been used to designate a varietprofepts (see Reinhart 1981, Vallduvi 1993
and Roberts 2011 for an overview). | will only diss the uses of the term that are relevant
for current purposes, and | refer to the abovedcaethors for more details on related
concepts. After clarifying terminology, | will indiduce the concept akferential control
(Reinhart 1980) in order to characterize the giemssrestrictions on topics in a precise way.
Finally, 1 will illustrate that, effectively, bottopics and fronted foci are subject to the same
givenness restrictions, an observation that supptiit hypothesis that fronted foci are

12 This generalization does not seem to be entiyaate. Subjee queclefts can be used to contrast the
whole event:

0] A Chegaste atrasado por causa do transito?
‘Did you arrive late because of the traffic?’
B N&o, 0 meu carro € que teve uma avaria.
‘No, my car (is that) broke down.’
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actually topics. The exact mechanisms of this mam@noperation will be discussed in
chapter 6. In the following section, | provide exde from discourse restrictions on topics
and foci that support the hypothesis that frontexl &re topics.

5.4.1 About topics

Roughly speaking, a topitis that what the sentence is about, and is oppuséte
rhemeor thecommentwhich designates the informative portion of ateeoe, or that what is
said about the topi. However, there is no full agreement on what coasts topic. Several
criteria have been proposed, including linear ordlee topic is the first constituent of a
sentence, Halliday 1967), destressing (Jackend®iR), the centre of speaker’s attention
(Schachter 1973), constituent with the least comaoative dynamism (Firbas 1975) and the
givenness status. Reinhart (1981) shows that alhede criteria fall short of covering the
empirical data, but there seems to be a generabamnt that the topic of a sentence is that
element which the sentence is about and that dsheedenote a “given” entity. However, the
concept of Aboutness is problematic, since theraadsformal definition for it. Also the
givenness criterium is problematic, since topias danote entities that are discourse-new. In
order to deal with these problems, Reinhart (198bposes an intuitive and rather general
conception of topic, based on its two main propsrtiOn the one hand, topics link the
sentence they surface in to the previous discobmsge there is a strong tendency for them to
denote given entities. However, as Reinhart shtvese are other ways of establishing a link
with the previous discourse than by repeating givéormation. | will discuss this in more
detail below. On the other hand, topics are whatgbntence is about. Reinhart underlines
that this is an intuitive notion and that there aceformal tests to determine what a given

sentence is about, if it is about anything at @lie proposes some tests, such as embedding

13 The relevant notion of topic is called theme ia Brague School of functional Linguistics. See Rain
(1981) for references.

% Note that the discussion is restrictegémtencetopics, and excludes discourse topics. The latisralso been
called Question Under Discussion, and refers towlhat the conversation is about. Although it isetthat
sentence topics often refer to the discourse tepid,can be used to introduce a new discourse topiturn to
a previous discourse topic, both concepts arentetdhangeable. See Reinhart (1981) and Roberid)26r a
discussion.
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underas for.., and simultaneously shows that the tests she pespdo not cover all the

empirical data. The two functions of topics will hecussed separately in what follows.

The most important function of topics is to linketlsentence they introduce to the
previous discourse. According to Reinhart (198®emtence can be linked to the discourse in
two ways, namely through referential linking andrbgans of semantic connectors. It is the
former notion that is relevant for topics. The d&ifon of referential linking below is a
slightly modified version of the one that was prepd by Reinhart (1980) based on
Paducheva (1974), since she only considers linkietyveen sentences in a written text.
However, in discourse, not only the informationtie discourse record, i.e. that what has
been said, is relevant, also the speaker’s assongpébout what is on the hearer’'s mind are
an appropriate anchor for sentences, as will becdeer from the discussion of the data.
Vallduvi (1993) discusses the claim that topicsdneebe given or shared information. It is
well known that this claim is too strong (see Ranili981:71, Roberts 2011 a.o0.), especially
because it is not always clear what is meant byelgi information. He defends that Prince’s
(1985) definition of shared information, as “whaetspeaker assumes about the hearer’s
beliefs” is the most accurate when it comes to mlaisg the “sharedness” status of topics.
Shared information thus clearly includes that wies been said in the previous discourse, as
it can be assumed to be a part of the hearer'sfbebut it also includes what the speaker
assumes to be considered true by the hearer, doegh it has not been mentioned in the
discourse. This view is integrated here in my ceptioa of the common ground. In what
follows, the termcommon groundefers to both the discourse record and the spsake
assumptions about the hearer’'s knowledge. The idefinof referential linking | propose,
based on Reinhart (1980), is the following:

(210) A sentence S is referentially linked to the comngpaund if the topic of S
is referentially controlled by an expression ia tommon ground.

There are several types of referential controliigbns based on Reinhart 1980: 175). Note

that the link is between the referents of expressiaot between the expressions themselves:
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(211) a An expression is directly controlled by anothepression when two
expressions co-refer.
b An expression is indirectly controlled when arpmssion contains a
direct mention of a previously mentioned referent
c An expression is implicitly controlled when anpeassion contains a

membership relation to a class previously meetion

Note that the “membership relation” in (c) needddainterpreted in a sense broader than set-

membership. This relation also includes inferralnethe sense of Prince (198%F):

(212) An inferrable is a linguistic expression for whitte hearer can infer the
referent based on other discourse entities thréngjbal and plausible
deduction.

(Prince 1981:236)

For instanceroof can be linked tdnouseby virtue of the general knowledge that houseshav
roofs. Also note that since topics need to be esfitally controlled by elements in the
common ground, they will often contain given infatmon, a fact that has repeatedly been

noted.

The second main property of topics is that theyehanr aboutness-interpretation. As
was referred above, there is no clear delimitatibthe concept of ‘aboutness’, and there are
also no tests that can be applied to all types mfstituents that have an aboutness-
interpretation. In order to deal with the aboutnpssblem identified by Reinhart (1981),
Vallduvi (1993) argues that it is logical to assutinat only sentence-initial constituents can
be topics. The reason for this assumption is tHeviing: intuitively, topics direct the hearer
to some element about whigubsequenthsomething will be said (Vallduvi 1993: 41). In
other words, it is intuitively illogic to first sagomething and only afterwards specify what
you were talking about. Of course, this does noammihat all sentence-initial elements are

topics. In fact, a sentence can have no topiclaaslwas noted by Kuroda (1972), Gundel

15 Inferrables have also been called bridging infeesnsee for instance Haviland & Clark (1974) onéal et
al. (1993).
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(1985) and Sasse (1987). In this case, all thenmdition contained in the sentence is new, and
the sentence is thetic judgment. However, in case a sentence does hawei@ it will be
sentence-initial. According to Vallduvi (1993), top can be seen as some sort of address
under which the subsequent new info has to be dtare a pointer to a file card in the
knowledge store of the hearer (also see Reinh&2 28d Krifka 2007: 31% This is parallel

to what Reinhart (1981) identified to be the fuontiof topics: they link a sentence to the
common ground. The aboutness interpretation is-progluct of the function of the topic: if
the information is retrieved and stored under d@aar address, we get the feeling it is about
this address. This view solves the vagueness prolde the concept of aboutness that
Reinhart (1981) tried to deal with. The topic candbsent and there can be more than one
topic. In the latter case, the information is stoveder several “addresses” in the knowledge

store of the hearer.

Let us see how this works by looking at a concestample:

(213) a What does John drink?
b John drinks beer.

In the (b) sentence, it is asserted about Johnhihalrinks beerJohnis thus the topic of the

sentence, andrinks beeiis the comment.

Note that several authors, such as Reinhart (1981)ld argue that natohnbutJohn
drinks is the topic of the (b) sentence. This is becdas¢hem, topics are all elements that
refer to the Question Under Discussion. In thdelilialogue above, the Question Under
Discussion is beverages that John drinks. As Reb@®11) points out, this difference
between authors is due to the fact that some aytlsoich as Vallduvi (1993), distinguish
between topics and topicality. As such, topicsaweys topical, but topical elements are not
necessarily topics. For authors such as Reinh@&1(]1 on the other hand, all topical elements
are topics, i.e., all elements that refer to the€ion Under Discussion are topics. As such,
the bookin the second sentence of the example below wiltlassified as a topic by Reinhart
(1981), since it refers to the Question Under Désaon:

18 vallduvi (1993) uses the less common term linkdad of topic.
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(214) Kracauer's book is probably the most famous evédtenron the subject of the
cinema. Of course, many more people are famililt the book's catchy title

than are acquainted with its turgid text.

(Reinhart 1981: 62)

Here, it is Vallduvi’'s more restrictive notion afptics that will be adapted: topics are
sentence-initial constituents that direct the aib@nof the hearer to some element about
which subsequently something will be said. Thislaxy why they often have an aboutness-
flavor. Considering the topic of a sentence to bengrdially a linking element, with the
aboutness interpretation as a by-product, allowtou$eal more easily with those topic-like
elements that do not denote entities, such as ldVvghrases or adjectival phrases, which
cannot be described in terms of aboutness thatyeasnce they do not always indicate
“where” the information in the comment has to b@et, but rather how it has to be stored in

relation to the previously present knowledge.

A last aspect related to topics that | wish to aéscis their relation with focus. A
common assumption is that topics cannot be foadlizee for instance Rizzi (1997) and a lot
of work based hereupon, or Sgall, Hajia & Panevova (1986), von Stechow (1981) and
Vallduvi (1993) for instance. Other authors, sushDahl (1974) and Krifka (1992, 2007)
argue that both topics and comments can have a-oackground structure. Dahl (1974)
argues that a sentence can have two distinct ktiicns, namely focus-presupposition and
topic-comment (also see Huber 2006). The first aliciny refers to the semantics of a
sentence, while the second refers to the pragmaamning of a sentence. Both articulations
are not entirely independent from each other botbeacombined freel}/. A topic can thus be
both focalized or presuppositional (or neither) ammbmment can be or contain a focus and/or
a presupposition. The presupposition of a senteanealso cover both the topic and a part of
the comment. The interaction between the two ddimns will be exemplified in the

following section.

Y The articulation topic-comment articulation hasrffuence on the focus-presupposition articulatiorthe
sense that topical presuppositions cannot be acootat®d, while presuppositions in the comment cansuch,
topical presuppositions have to contain given imiation. | refer to Beaver (1994) and von Fintelq28, b) for
a discussion.
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Concluding, sentences can be headed by a topiwhich the primary function is to
link the sentence to the common ground. Linkingcase of topics is established through
referential control. Often, and especially when tbpic denotes an entity, the information
introduced subsequently will be interpreted as dpaipout the link. Finally, nothing precludes

a topic from being focalized, as topic is a pragomadtion while focus is a semantic one.

5.4.2 The cleft constituent ofé queclefts is a topic

As was discussed in the previous section, topicfands are often considered to be
mutually exclusive on the same constituent. Howeseme authors have argued that the
notions of topic and focus refer to two differespacts of language, namely pragmatics and
semantics respectively. As such, nothing preclualespic from being focalized (see for
instance Krifka 1992:47, 2007:34). In this sectiomill provide evidence for this claim: the
cleft constituent o€ queclefts is consistently referentially controlledhish unifies it with

topics in the sense that it links the sentencetelament in the common ground.

Data from question-answer pairs provide evidengetlie hypothesis that the cleft
constituent iné queclefts has to be linked to an element in the commeund: unlike the
other cleft csonstructionsé queclefts cannot easily constitute the answer towl-

interrogative (Soares 2006, Vercauteren 2010a, b):

(215) Quem cortou a arvore?
Who cut the tree?
a #0O Joadoé que cortou a arvore.
The Jodois that cut the tree
b Foi o0 Jodoque cortou a arvore.

It wasJodothat cut the tree.

If focus does nothing more than generate a setltefnatives, this pattern is
unexpected: why caé quecleft focus not constitute an answer to a questibile it-cleft

focus can? The answer is that the cleft constitoéatqueclefts functions as the topic of the
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sentence. By virtue of this function it needs tad&ated to an element that is already present

in the common ground. This is evidenced by the tiaaté queclefts are felicitous to answer

so called d-linked interrogatives, in which itaisked to identify one (or more) members from

a set of previously identified alternatives. Instltiase, the cleft constituent is appropriately

controlled by an element in the common ground, bgteet-membership and co-reference:

(216) (talking about alternative forms of energy)

A

E neste momento, qual é que € mais bem visto ppldagao?

‘And at this moment, which one is the most accepitsd the
population?’

N&o posso dizer com certeza, n@a&nergia solar é que me parece
mais bem vista

‘I cannot say with certainty, bsblar energy (is that) seems to be the

most accepted.’

E queclefts can also answer non d-linked interrogatiifethe cleft constituent is properly

controlled. In the following example, a set of tirmgervals is identified in the discourse

preceding the cleft construction. This makes theft atonstituent implicitly referentially

controlled:

(217) A

Quando é que vamos visitar a avo?

‘When are we going to visit grandmother?’

Vamos ver... primeiro tenho de ir ao médico buscar prescrigao.
Depois acho que é melhor irmos ao supermercadosamte fechekE
s6 depois é que podemos ir visitar a avo.

‘Let’s see, first | have to go to the doctor tokpig a prescription. Then
| think it is better that we go to the supermarkefore it closesAnd

only after that (is that) can we visit grandmother.

The other types of relation with the common groanelalso all attested in the corpus.

As such, the cleft constituent can be directly olgd by an element in the common ground.
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In the next example, the cleft constituassim uns odre'something like a water skin’ refers

to an element that has been introduced in the pue\sentence:

(218) INQ1

INF1

INQ1

INF1

INF2

Mas os almocreves vinham com qué? Com machos?

‘But the muleteers came with what? With mules?’

Vinha com machos.

‘They came with mules.’

N&o vinha com carros?

‘Didn’t they come with chariots?’

Era com machos. Os carros ndo vinham cé na altura!

‘It was with mules. Chariots didn’t come here béogn!’

Eram homens, os donos, cos odres Ele assim uns odree (...) que
eles levavam (...) a transportar o azeite |a (para donde o queriam
vender (PVC27)

‘It were men, the owners, with the water skiismething like a water
skin (is that) they used to transport the olive oito the place where

they wanted to sell it.’

It can also be indirectly controlled, i.e8, queclefts are appropriate if the cleft

constituent contains a previously mentioned expras3 he speaker in the following example

talks about the milk of the animals, and what teyn order to prevent the offspring to drink

it all. As such, the referent fonilk has been introduced, before the cleft constituefietrs to

what is left of the mitk

(219) (as crias) Andam com as méaes a comer. Comer, amnep pau, mas mamar,

nao mama. Agora, as ovelhas ndo pdem isso. Deidaas crias a parte, a

noite vém, tiram o leite a ovelha, e depois @.que resta de leite é que vai

para la ele (...) escorropichafALC22)

‘(the offspring) walks with their mother to eat.dbes eat, with the stick, but

suckle, it does not. Now, they do not put this be sheep. They set the

offspring apart, by night they come, they milk #ieeep, and then (..wWhat is

left of the milk (is that)(the offspring) goes thee to drink up.’
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The data discussed in this section provide evidéorcthe claim that sentences have a
two-fold articulation, as was proposed by Dahl @P@nd here. The cleft constituent &f
gueclefts is a focalized constituent, but it alsehe topic of the sentence, since it needs to be

controlled by an element in the common ground.

5.4.3 The role of the focus feature for referential contol

In the previous section, it became clear that th# constituent o queclefts obeys
some discourse restrictions which also apply taeser® topics, namely they have to be
referentially controlled. Additionally, especialily thoseé queclefts in which the cleft clause
itself introduces new information and hence funwi@as the comment of the sentence, the
parallels with topic-structures are clear: thetatehstituent functions as an aboutness-topic to

which the cleft clause adds information. The exang@low illustrates this:

(220) INQ1 E como é que se chama isto?

‘And how is this called?’

INF Isto aquierao (...) Ail
‘This here was the (...) Ail’

INQ2 Chambaril?
‘Cambrel?’

INF  Hum... Ele isso aqui a gente chamava um (...) Naogancho, era...
Parece que era o pernil que a gente chamava aksic.
‘Hum... this here we called (...) It wasn’t hookwias... It looks like it
was the gammon that we called this. Exactly.’

INQ1 Chambaril ndo?
‘Not Cambrel?’

INF  Chambaril? N&o era chambaril.
‘Cambrel? It wasn’t Cambrel.’

INQ1 Nao.
‘No.’
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INF  "Traz la o pau do pernil"! Era este pau.
“Bring the gammon stick!” It was this stick.’
INQ2 O pau de pernil?
‘The gammon stick?’
INF  Rhum.Porque este pau é que era de entalar dentro dosnibes' das
pernas do porco(ALC30)
‘Rhum. Because this stick (is that) was used toksihside of the

gammons, of the legs of the pig.’

In the example above, it is clear that the cledusk introduces information about the
cleft constitueneste pauthis stick’, justifying why it is calledpau de pernifthe gammon
stick’. The cleft constituent refers to a stick watiis the object the whole conversation is

about, it is thus clearly topical.

Also for Italian Brunetti (2004) argues that fromtecus has to be d-linked, a property
typical for topics. In her 2009 paper, she showat ®panish focus fronting has the same
properties as ltalian focus fronting. The discourses she discusses for both languages are
very similar to the ones we find for European Pgueseé queclefts, and | will assume that
they are the sant&.Similar facts have been noted for English argunpeeposing (see Birner
and Ward 1998 and Lahousse et al. 2014: 40-43)tifrg is only possible if the argument can
be linked to some element in the previous discqounsiependently of whether it functions as
a sentence topic or a focus. Additionally, it haser noted that, in several languages,
including Italian and European Portuguese (Frafica&&eHinterholzl 2007, Frota 2000),
contrastive topics and fronted foci have the sameniation contour. This can easily be
accounted for if in both patterns the same focasufe gives rise to a focus intonation at PF.

Also in the semantics literature, it has repeatédign argued that contrastive topics have the

18 |talian focus fronting differs from European Payteseé queclefting in one possible interpretation. Fronted
foci in Italian can express what Bianchi (2015)sahirative focus’.E queclefts cannot be used for this type of
focus.

0] (Non posso crederci!) NANELLO DI DIAMANTIle ha regalatd
‘(I can't believe it!) A diamond ring he gave her!
(Bianchi 2015: 62)
(i) N&o acredito! #Um anel de diamante € que ele dsusanamorada!
‘| can’t believe it! #A diamond ring (is that) hexge to his girlfriend!’

191



same alternative semantics as focus (Buring 19903;2Krifka 2007; Steedman 2008;
Constant 2012).

If we add these observations to the facts discussdle previous section, we can
hypothesise that focus fronting is actually ananse of topicalization of a constituent with a

focus feature.

A first piece of evidence supporting the claim tfrahted foci are topics with a focus
feature is the fact that, on a par with topics,nfeal foci generally do not contain new
information. Both types of constituents need tardferentially controlled, so they often co-
refer with an element in the Common Ground. Thé® axplains why fronted foci are often
overtly contrastive: as Krifka (1992) points oubcif that co-refer with an element in the

immediate context have to be contrastive:

(221) a *John and Mary came in. JOHN kissed Mary.
b John kissed Mary, and then MARY kissed JOHN.

(Krifka 1992: 37)

This is predicted by the semantics for focus assuinege: recall that the interpretation
of focus is determined by its discourse antecedénit is a wh-constituent, it will be
interpreted as information focus, if it is a refdaral constituent, it will be interpreted
contrastively. Since the cleft constituentéfjueclefts has to be referentially controlled, it

will have a contrastive interpretation.

The cleft constituent at-clefts, pseudoclefts and SER-clefts on the othedha not
necessarily referentially controlled, it can beirehf new in the discourse context. It can thus
easily be a focus that does not co-refer with angthand hence get a non-contrastive new
information focus interpretation. | leave the exatderaction between types of referential

control and contrast for future research.

In spite of its initial attractiveness, data as tbkowing suggest that the hypothesis
that focus fronting is an instance of topicalizatis incorrect. As is well known, topics cannot
be negative constituents, nor bare quantifiersomly, even or also-phrases. When these

constituents are fronted, focus is obligatory:
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(222) a *Nothing worrying, Superman said to Catwoman.
b *Someone/everyone, Superman kissed.

c *Only/even/also the cake, Superman shared witiw@aan.

The inadequacy of fronting these constituents witifocus intonation can be easily
accounted for, considering that topics link sen¢srto the previous discourse (Reinhart 1981,
Vallduvi 1993), and that linking is establishedoilgh referential control (Reinhart 1980).
Since negative constituents do not refer to angtmon Heusinger 2011: 1031), the only way
of making them appropriate topics is by focalizthgm?® In this case, they gain a contrastive
interpretation, and are interpreted as a membeax sét of alternatives (Rooth 1992). Set-
membership, as was defined in ((211)c), is a telid way of establishing referential control

and licensing a topic.

The idea that focus has an influence on the spégifieferentiality of DPs has also
been discussed by Szabolcsi (1981), Wedgwood (26@8) E. Kiss (2010) a.o. It is
standardly assumed that numerical modifiers dormedn ‘exactlyn’ but rather ‘at leash.?°

For instance, the sentence below is also truehifi bwought up three or four children:

(223) John brought up two children.

When these numerals modify an NP, the NP is nonHspeHowever, when NPs modified by
a numeral are focalized, the only possible intagti@n is at its face value. The sentence
below is only true if John brought up exactly twaldren, not if he brought up 3 or more

children. Hence, focus forces a more ‘specificdiag.

19 Also see Molnar & Winkler (2010) for the role afrtrast for discourse cohesion. Based on Szabsl(k#83)
observation that contrast is a means of individumate. Kiss (2007: 73) argues that non-specificstirents can
be made referential by means of contrast, and sefeeentiality is a prerequisite for topicalizatjaontrast on
non-specific topics is obligatory. Leonetti (20H0 notes the relation between contrast and nieneriality:
he shows that topicalized constituents that caeasily receive an aboutness-interpretation, suctoasspecific
indefinites, quantifiers, bare nominals, adjectiwaddicates etc., must have a contrastive rea&ieg.also
Gécseg & Kiefer (2009) for Hungarian topics, Kua872) for Japanese topics and Arregi (2003) foni&ha
topics.

2 Note that this is the same meaning as the meafiimglefinite DPs in Heim (2011).
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(224) TWO CHILDREN John brought up.

As for theonly/everfalso-phrases, another explanation is needed. As is kmeivn,
these adverbs are focus operatdrghich means that they need a focalized constitirent
their c-command domain (Tancredi’'s 1990 Princigléexical Association). This makes that
focalization on the XP they modify is obligatory emthey are frontetf.

In conclusion, there seem to be no reasons to a&sstmat focalization and
topicalization are mutually exclusive. Rather,gems to be the case that fronted foci can be
treated as topics with a focus feature. That topars be focalized has also been claimed by
Dahl (1974) and Krifka (1992, 2007). Authier & Hamgan (2015) claim that French

topicalized PPs are endowed with a morphosyntémties feature.

An extra advantage of this account is that we ogiaen some of the non-standard
properties of European Portuguesequeclefts. Recall that for some speakers, the cleft
constituent can be nuif. Crucially, topics have the same property: theyndb need to be
present, in case it is clear where the new infoilonainh the comment needs to be stored, or
when the sentence is not ‘about’ anything, asesctise for thetic sentences (Vallduvi 1993).
Indeed, foré queelefts, in case the cleft constituent is null, dteenment is consistently about
a salient entity. In the example below, the topiorcela ‘black pudding’ is introduced,
subsequently all the steps needed for their caofecre described in chronological order.
The cleft clause of thé quecleft describes the last step in the confectiow @ine null cleft

constituent clearly has a temporal interpretation.

% Beck (2006) does not treat these adverbs as fqmemmtors but argues that they have to stay isahpe of a
focus operator. Additionally, the focus operatongistently sits in a left-peripheral position. Thigangential to
our discussion.

% The focus operata@venis able to associate with a focus that is notsrs¢ope, contrary tonly:
0] JOHN even gave his daughter a new bycicle.
(Jackendoff, 1972, p. 248)

According to Erlewine (2014), this is becaesenis able to associate with a lower copy of the ndofeeus
constituent, whilenly cannot do this. | refer to the paper for details.

% This phenomenon is quite widespread: there a@c@8rrences in the corpus examined (on a tota#t69),
from 26 localities (out of 42).
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(225) E a morcela, a gente vem para dentro, vdo amarraagdomorcelinhas a
maneira que guerem, assim em ponto pequeno, @U@ gdo cozidagP1C29)
‘And the black puddingwe come inside, we tie the black pudding together
way they want it, to make small ones, andi®that) are cooked.’

Second, topics can be recursive, in case the comooeaeserns more than one entity.
Some speakers accept a recursive cleft constitnengueclefts, with each cleft constituent

followed byé que

(226) A gente e que la e que fazia as
the  people is that there is that made the
cangas para a genté-LF68)
yokes for the people

‘Those people, there, they made the yokes for us.

If fronted foci can indeed be viewed as topics watliocus feature, then the reason
why topics and foci move to the left periphery farmly because of their topic-status, and
never because of a focus feature they may carrys Tigpothesis also explains why
sometimes foci move and sometimes they do not. IRtbed it was argued than situ focus
does not move, neither overtly nor covertly, arat,ts such, the presence of a focus feature
cannot be regarded as the trigger for movemerda#lized constituents.

5.5 Summary

In this chapter, | evaluated the hypothesis thatalfeed constituents occupy a
dedicated FocP. | argued that assuming that adllifcexd constituents move to a FocP makes
wrong predictions. More specificallin situfocus does not exhibit the same WCO effects and
island sensitivity as fronted focus, and it canusda contexts blocking focus fronting. As
such, it is very unlikely thah situfocus covertly moves to the same position as é&ohbcus.
We could assume that situ focus moves to a low FocP, but in this case wel @egrincipled
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account for the choice of FocP a focalized constitunoves to. Providing such an account is
problematic given that botim situ and fronted foci can be contrastive or new infdroma

focus. As an alternative, we could assume thatsdeatures do not trigger movement, at
least not in European Portuguese. Based on thisrgw®n, | advanced the hypothesis that

fronted foci are topics with a focus feature.

On a par with Reinhart (1981), | assume that theagndial function of topics is to
link the sentence they introduce to the previouscalirse. As such, they need to be
referentially controlled by an element in the conmngoound. Their aboutness interpretation is
a by-product of this function (Vallduvi 1993). Iashked that the cleft constituent éfque
clefts has to be referentially controlled by anmedat in the common ground, on a par with
plain topics. Additionally, the fact that the clefonstituent ofé queclefts is consistently
focalized indicates that topics can be focalizeslwas argued by Dahl (1974) and Krifka
(1992, 2007) a.o. Finally, | showed that the welbWwn differences between non-focalized
topics and fronted foci can be accounted for gitfeat the presence of focus permits non-
referential constituents to be referentially colxh As such, | will maintain the hypothesis
that focus does not move because of a focus fedfuaefocalized constituent moves, it will
do so for focus-independent reasons. As such,ddbfdci move to the left periphery of the
clause because they are topics and thus undergemamk to the left periphery of the clause
for the same reasons plain topics do. In the neapter, | will turn to the implications of this
alternative account for focus movement, and shost Heveral of the properties of left

peripheral foci can be accounted for in terms tdrivention.
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6 The role of intervention for ‘focus movement’

In the previous chapter | argued that focalizedstituents do not move because of a
focus feature (also see Costa & Figueiredo da Qi0@6, Wagner 2009 a.o.). As such, it does
not make much sense to assume that focalized toer#s move to a FocP, since it is
generally assumed that the feature triggering mevenand the feature determining the
landing place are the same. Arguing that movemeggedred by a topic feature targets a FocP
even goes against the foundations of criterialoggaphy: movement is triggered by the need
to check certain features in a Spec-Head relatspecially if we assume that the probe of
movement provides the label of a syntactic propec(isee Cecchetto & Donati 2015, Citko
2008), we cannot maintain that fronted foci target a Foklence, | will follow standard
theory, and assume that the landing place of momemme&letermined by the feature triggering
it. In case of fronted foci, a topic feature triggenovement to a TopP.

Since | am arguing that fronted foci target a Top&yeral aspects of the traditional
account for focus fronting are lost. Based on tgetactic and interpretative differences
between topics and fronted foci in Italian, RizZ997) argued that both types of constituents
target different positions in the left peripherytbé clause, TopP and FocP respectively. Each
projection encodes a particular interpretation.dlasn ordering restrictions, Rizzi (2001b)

arrives upon the following articulated left peripyé

(1) ForceP >TopP* >IntP >TopP* >FocP >TopP* >FinP >TP

(Rizzi 2001b: 297)

! This corresponds to Chomsky’s (2012) labellingagbgommon prominent feature’. For a discussion of
potential problems of this implementation of lalmg| see Vercauteresuybmitted.

2 This is not intended to be a cross-linguisticathid claim. | only argue that focus fronting iretlanguages
under discussion does not target a FocP. On ttes-dirgyuistic variation concerning focus movemeeg
chapter 8.

% The * indicates that the TopP is recursive. Basesvork by Frascarelli & Hinterholzl (2007) and Béhi &
Frascarelli (2010), Rizzi (2012) suggests thatdejgire not freely recursive, and that the finakardy of topics
is determined by Relativized Minimality.
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The template for the left periphery straightforwgrdccounts for the fact that left-
peripheral focus is not recursive, unlike topicatian? Given the hypothesis that fronted foci
are topics with a focus feature, the predictiors dest: if fronted foci are topics and topics are
recursive, why can’t there be more than one frofbeds in the left periphery of the clause?
Additionally, the template accounts for well-knowrdering restrictions in the left periphery.
If fronted foci target a TopP, they are expectetld@ble to surface in several positions, while
this is not the case.

The solution to these issues lies in the role dafRézed Minimality. Abels (2012)
argues that the unicity of left peripheral focus ¢e accounted for by making reference to
intervention effects only, it is not necessary tstplate a unique landing site for fronted foci
(see section 6.2). The same goes for the obserdedimng restrictions: they can be accounted
for by making reference to Relativized Minimalithlso Haegeman (2012) argues and
illustrates extensively that movement operationsaofstituents with quantificational features,
such as focus features (Rizzi 2004), are restrioteRelativized Minimality. An intervention
account can thus explain why focus fronting is meaursive, even if the landing site of focus
fronting is recursive, and it can also explain whgre are ordering restrictions in the left

periphery.

Under the present hypothesis, a topic feature tndger movement of a focalized
constituent to a left peripheral TopP. Howevergotieatures can be pied-piped by movement
operations (Starke 2001, Cable 2008, 2010, Erlewirkotek 2014), and cause or alleviate
intervention effects. For present purposes, a fdeature pied-piped by topicalization can
cause intervention effects. A similar account hagrbproposed fowh-movement:wh
constituents move to the left periphery becausg tieed to check wh-feature, which causes
intervention with, among others, otheh-constituents. This is the well-known weak island

effect:

(2) *What,, do you wonder hoyy, to solve §,?

* According to Frascarelli & Ramaglia (2009, 201®re are two left peripheral FocPs, one for cotitta$ocus
and one for information focus.
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The weak-island effect can be alleviated if Wreconstituent extracted from the island
has an additional feature that is pied-piped bythdeature. This is the case for d-linkeft-
constituents, which have been argued to have @k featured (in the sense of Haegeman
2012) or a specificity feature (Starke 2001):

(3) [Which problem}n+s do you wonder hoyy, to solve tyh+?

In section 6.2, | will spell out how the focus fes pied-piped by topicalization gives

rise to intervention with other quantificationalnstituents.

Note that the account outlined here straightforlyahptures the observation that
there does not seem to be a strict correlation dmtwnterpretation and syntactic properties.
For instance, Beninca & Polletto (2004) have argae@vour of analyzing fronting in terms
of syntactic topicalization versus syntactic fozation. These fronting operations are not
necessarily distinguished by the interpretationapprties of the fronted constituent, but
rather by their syntactic properties: unlike topiation, syntactic focalization has
guantificational properties such as WCO, non-raeitys and incompatibility with wh-
movement. Also work by Haegeman (2006, 2010, 2@idlfates that what is really relevant
for the syntax of left peripheral constituents ist mecessarily the interpretation of left-
peripheral constituent, but rather the presenceguantificational properties. For instance,
English argument fronting uniformly gives rise tatarvention with other quantificational
elements, independently of their topic or focusiiptetation. This idea is also present in
Rizzi's (1997) seminal work, which is at the basighe articulated left periphery. Based on
several properties of clitic left dislocation anocdis fronting, Rizzi concludes that focus

fronting is quantificational, while clitic left discation is not.

In what follows | will explore the idea that not ethinterpretation of fronted
constituents but their quantificational propertea® crucial for the derivation of the left
periphery: constituents with quantificational faat give rise to intervention effects,
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restraining movement operations (Starke 2001, Riffi4, Haegeman 2012)Additionally,

specificity features can alleviate these intenam#ffects (Starke 2001).

This section is organized as follows: first | wdilscuss the role of quantification, and
show that several fronting operations exhibit theme quantificational properties,
independently of their topic or focus interpretatidhen | turn to the syntactic intervention
account for the derivation of the left peripherakrarchy. | will adapt and elaborate
Haegeman’s (2012) system of featural RelativizediMality to derive the patterns, see also
Abels (2012) who independently developed a sinafgwroach. Finally, two different aspects
of focus fronting related to intervention will basdussed: the lack of recursivity and
intervention with other (non-focal) movement openas. Additionally, | will briefly discuss
the role of what has been called semantic intersen{Beck 2006), and argue that this
interface requirement rules out some of the ungratiwal patterns concerning left peripheral

focus.

6.1 Doubling and quantification

Based on the following properties of clitic lefsstiication (CLLD) and focus fronting
in Italian, Rizzi (1997) concluded that focus friogtis quantificational, while CLLD is not:
(i) topics are clitic doubled while foci are not);(4ii) topics are recursive while fronted foci
are not (5); (iii) fronted focus gives rise to WCQ@hile topics do not (6); (iv) bare
quantificational elements can be focus frontedrmittopicalized (7) and (wWvh-operators in
main questions are only compatible with topicstkie fixed order topiavh), not with fronted
foci (8). These properties are illustrated beloW daamples are from Rizzi 1997: 290-291).
Based on these observations, and on his earliek war the role of quantification in
determining A’-dependencies (Rizzi 1992, see alasnik & Stowell 1991), Rizzi (1997)
proposes that focus is quantificational while tepace not. Focus binds a variable in its base

position, while topics bind a clitic or, in langwesylacking clitics, such as English, a null

® In what follows, ‘quantification’ is not to be Evpreted as a separate feature, but as an abstrat series of
features. Possibly, all of the features that haenkincluded in the class of quantificational feesuRizzi 2004)
can actually be broken into even smaller featuras,of which will be the relevant feature causimgivention.
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constant. The type of element bound by the frootetstituent seems thus to be crucial when

it comes to these quantificational properties.

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

I tuo  libro, lo ho comprato.
*IL  TUO LIBROIo ho comprato.

the  your book cL have bought

Il libro, a Gianni, domani, glielo daro senz’altro

‘The book, to Gianni, tomorrow, I'll give it to hirfor sure.’
*A GIANNI IL LIBRO daro (non a Piero, I'articolo)

TO GIANNI THE BOOK will give (not to Piero the acle)

Gianni, sua madre lg ha sempre apprezzato.
‘Gianni;, his mother Cl. has always appreciated’
?? GIANN)J, sua madre ha sempre apprezzato.
GIANNI;, his mother has always appreciated

*Nessuno, lo ho visto.
Noone CL have seen
NESSUNO ho visto.
NOONE have seen

A Gianni, che cosa gli hai detto?
‘To Gianni, what did you tell him?’
*A GIANNI che cosa hai detto?

to Gianni waht have said

As mentioned above, Beninca & Polletto (2004) artdgeman (2012) a.o. observed

that the quantificational properties of Italian rfted foci are not limited to foci, but

characterize several fronting operations, indepethgef interpretation. Additionally, as was

described in great detail by Haegeman (2012)raifiting operations involving quantification

exhibit similar intervention effects: they are reted in some embedded contexts, they are
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not recursive (although there is speaker variatsg®, below) and often mutually exclusive.
Quantification seems thus to play a crucial roleewht comes to movement to the left
periphery. Putting this together with Rizzi's (199insight, we expect quantificational

properties to arise in those constructions in wrilod fronted constituent does not bind a

clitic.

In the rest of this section, | will show that effieely, many of the syntactic
differences between topics and fronted foci describy Rizzi (1997) for Italian are amenable
to the fact that in this language, topics needecaliiic doubled (when a corresponding clitic
is available) while foci do not need such a doublelement. The presence of a doubling
element apparently cancels quantificational progertOther fronting operations without
doubling pattern like focus fronting, independermtfytheir interpretation. The properties to be
discussed are recursivity, WCO and compatibilitghwirh-constituents. Additionally, | will

discuss embedding restrictions.

First of all, it has to be noted that, in genet@hics are not obligatorily clitic doubled,
neither are fronted foci obligatorily related to ampty position, not even in Italian.
Cardinaletti (2009) describes in great detail aucdtire first identified by Cinque (1990),
called Resumptive PreposifigCrucially, it shares the syntactic properties wibnted foci
(incompatibility withwh-movement, non-recursivity, no doubling etc.), ibliacks the typical
contrastive focus interpretation and is only licahs$n very particular contexts: it needs an
overt discourse antecedent with which it co-refersyith which it can be inferentially linked.
Based on the observation that similar discourst&icgens exist on clitic left dislocation
(topicalization in Rizzi 1997), Cardinaletti (2008)gues that Resumptive Preposing is an
instance of topicalization, and that the main ddfeee with CLLD is one of register:

Resumptive Preposing belongs to a more formaltewitegister than CLLD. An example is

given below:
(9) Fece loro la proposta di assumere un
made.3 to.them the  proposal of taking.on a
NUOVO usciere. Tale proposta discusse poi [ con

® This term is taken from Cardinaletti (2009). Inist clear to me why the fronting strategy is @hflesumptive
preposing, as there is no resumptive pronoun.
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new porter this  proposal discussed.3hen [-] with
lo stesso direttore.
the director himself.
‘He made the proposal to them of taking on a newigpoThis proposal he
discussed then with the director himself.’
(Cardinaletti 2009: 3)

Also in European Portuguese, topics do not neduoktaolitic doubled (although they
can be). When they are not, they share severakprep with Italian fronted foci and with
Resumptive Preposing, such as parasitic gap-lingnsirefer to Duarte (1987, 2013) for a
detailed discussion of all the properties of tlget of topics. An example is given below:

(10) A essa conferéncia, confesso que ndo ap}isti
to this conference confess.1 that not  assistedsl
‘That conference, | confess | didn't attend.’
(Duarte 2013: 416)

Finally, in English, topics and fronted foci havery similar formal properties, and
used to be referred to by the general term ‘argurfrenting’: independently of the presence
of a focus prosody and interpretation, English argnt fronting gives rise to intervention
effects in contexts withwh-movement (11); fronted arguments are related toewpty

position, and they are not recursive (12) (seegilan 2010, 2012 and related wofk):

" Recursivity improves if only the second fronteduament is focalized:

0] This book TO ROBIN | gave. (Culicover 1991a: 361 {4))
(i) *TO ROBIN this book | gave.

It might be the case that this pattern is not dugnty syntactic properties, but rather to a pragmatjuirement
on topicalization. As E. Kiss (2005: 1) points d[a,constituent] can only be topicalized if anatlenstituent
assumes the role of information focus.’ In otherd® a constituent can only be topicalized if astibuwent to its
right makes the comment ‘heavy’ enough. This isddwee in (i), but not in (ii). Also in the followgnsentence, a
recursive topic is perfectly acceptable. Note thihs a focalized subject and a negative elenmetiis
comment, which makes it ‘heavy’ enough:

(iii) To Mary, such a book even JOHN would never give.
(Van der Wurff 2007: 35)

| refer to E. Kiss (2005) and Frota & Vigario (1996r evidence that topicalization is effectivestricted in
such a manner.
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(11) a *| asked what, to Lee, Robin gave.
*Lee forgot which dishes, on the table, you aving to put.
(Haegeman 2012: 57, taken from Culicover 1991)
(12) a *This book, to Robin, | gave tt. (Culicover 1991a: 36, (117a))

*Billj, that housg she took;tto § for the weekend. (Emonds 2004: 95

(27Db))
(Haegeman 2012:54)

As is clear from the data discussed here, top@@dia is not necessarily indicated by

doubling.

On the other hand, although fronted focus oftends accompanied by a doubling
element, it sometimes is found to be doubled bglament in TP. First of all, Bocci (2004)
discusses some cases in which left-dislocated elesrsoubled by a clitic have the same

specific prosodic and intonational properties asted foci:

(13) A Ha detto che il tappeto I'ha comprato I'anno scarso
‘[S/he] has said that the carpet [s/he] it-has Ihblgst year’
B No, ti sbagli. Ha detto che LA POLTRONAa comprata I'anno scorso
( non il tappeto)!
‘No, you are wrong. [S/he] has said that THE ARMORASs/he] it-has

bought last year (, not the carpet)?’

(Bocci 2004: 1)

Also, if we are correct in assuming that cleft ddoents always have a focus feature,

it is clear that foci can be doubled by a (clifgpnoun as shown in (14) and (15) below. It
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follows that the presence or absence of a douldiegent says nothing about the presence or

absence of focalizatich.

(14) E esse que a gente lhe
be.lscPrRes this that the people CL.3SG.DAT
chama 0 galego de Borba ((S9RP24)
call.3sG.PRESthe Galician of Borba

‘It's this one that we call the Borba Galician.’

(15) A minha mie é que ninguém a
to.the my  motherbes&.PRES that nobody CL.3SG.ACC
apanhava a fazer carvalJNS42)
catch.3GIMPERF  to make charcoal

‘My mother (is that) nobody used to catch (her) mglcharcoal.’

Given that non-doubled topics often have the samtastic properties as fronted foci,
as is the case for English topicalization and dtalResumptive Preposing, we need to ask
ourselves exactly which properties are due to tiesgnce of focus and which ones can be
reduced to the presence of a doubling element.hat Wollows, | will argue that recursivity,
WCO, compatibility withwh-constituents and embedding restrictions are naessarily
related to a topic or focus interpretation, buheatto the presence or absence of a doubling
element, which cancels quantificational propertiaghe remaining of this section | will not
deal with left-peripheral adjuncts. These constitaavill be dealt with in the next section.

8 Doubling seems to be related to the specificitdisfocated constituents, since non-specific ctretits cannot
be clitic doubled:

0] *Alguém, 0 Superhomem ajudou-o.
someone the Superman helmad-

This is corroborated by the fact that my informasftstandard European Portuguese find doublinpetteft
constituent much more acceptable if the cleft darestt ofé queclefts is extracted from a weak island. As will
be discussed below, specificity mitigates interimneffects with weak islands.
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6.1.1 Recursivity

As noted above, topicalization is not recursiveEmglish (although there is a lot of
variation, see Haegeman 2012: 11-12), which preveladence that the ban on recursivity is
not necessarily related to the interpretation effilonted constituent, but could be due to the

lack of doubling.

(16) *This book, to Robin, | gave tt. (Culicover 1991a: 36, (177a))).

However, in European Portuguese, non-doubled tbhpateon is recursive:

(17) Ao Joagsobre esse assunt@@inda ndo desisti de falar [-] [-].
“To John, about this issue, | still didn’t give tadking.’
(Duarte 2013: 418)

Note however that things might be obscured by #éloe that, unlike English, European

Portuguese allows for null objects:

(18) Tirei os Oculos da gaveta e pus [] no bolso.
‘| took the glasses out of the drawer and putri-iny pocket.’
(Costa & Lobo 2006: 286)

It could be the case that the sentence with a sa@inon-doubled topic is actually an
instance of CLLD with omission of a doubling clifit object positior. The idea that (some)
non-doubled topics are actually CLLD topics withudl clitic, is corroborated by the fact that
they can occur in contexts witth-movement and that they do not show WCO, on a i w
CLLD:

° See Raposo (1998) for similar claims concernipictdization and null objects in Portuguese.
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(19) Esse artigpqguem € que ainda néo leu [-]?
‘This article, who hasn't read [-] yet ?’
(Duarte 2013: 418)

(20) O Joag, a suamae ama do fundo do coragéo.
‘John, his mother loves from the bottom of her hart.’

It has also been noted that null objects are liegne contexts very similar to those
where topicalization occurs, which has even ledesanthors to propose that null objects are
elided topics (Raposo 1986). Given the additiormhglication that the existence of null
objects in European Portuguese poses on determinéengxact role of doubling elements, |
will not consider these data to be a counterexanpl¢he claim that the possibility of
recursivity does not necessarily correlate with ititerpretation of the fronted constituents,
but rather with the presence of a doubling elei&nt.

In summary, recursivity does not correlate entirgith the topic-focus distinction.
The data seem to indicate that left peripheral $osunot recursive (see (5)) and that the
recursivity of topicalization is related to the geace of a doubling element, with the
additional complication of European Portuguesa@ngliage in which non-doubled fronting is

recursive, but that also allows null objects, whitiscures the facts.

6.1.2 WCO

A second property that distinguishes CLLD from texhfoci but that can be reduced
to doubling is WCO. As Rizzi (1997) observed, W&ot present with Italian CLLD:

1% Concerning the recursivity of focus, | have memgid that the cleft constituent éfqueclefts can be recursive
in some non-standard varieties of European Porgggueithout any doubling elements in the base joositf

the cleft constituents. Nevertheless, since ibisatear if both cleft constituents are foci oheta focus and a
topic, | will not consider these structures as alisacounterevidence for the idea that left-periphocus is not
recursive. Given that the unicity of left-peripheiaus also has been reported for typologicallselated
languages, such as Gungbe (Aboh 2004), | will asstinait left peripheral focus is not recursive.
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(21) Gianni, sua madre l¢ ha sempre apprezzato.

Gianni, his mother Cl. has always appreciated

(22) ?? GIANN] sua madre ha sempre apprezzato.

GIANNI; his mother has always appreciated

In section 5.1.1 it became clear that the WCO &fassociated withn situfocus are
not WCO effects but rather illustrate that focusamtext sensitive. We thus need to check
whether the difference in acceptability betweentiine following examples are really because

focus fronting gives rise to WCO or because fosusontext-sensitive:

(23) a John I believe hismother really loves.
b ??JOHNI believe hismother really loves.

When we insert the (b) example in a context in Whi@ can exclude that the sentence
is inappropriate because of the lack of a propsealirse antecedent for focus, it continues to

be marginal, hence we can be sure that there éxtefély a WCO effect when focus is

fronted:

(24) A John's and Bill's mother really love their chédr
B | don't think so. | saw Bill's mother yelling laim the other day. ?? Only

JOHN do | believe hismother loves.
(Andrew Weir, p.c.)

Several generalizations concerning WCO have beanulated (see Falco 2007 for an
overview). Based on different types wh-elements in WCO configurations, Falco (2007)
convincingly argues that WCO only arises with npesfic wh-elements. In order to account
for this dichotomy, he adopts Rizzi’'s (2001) anaysf weak island extraction, based on
reconstruction. Rizzi (2001b) shows that the cludiéference between specific and non-

specific wh-elements is that the restriction of the former do®t reconstruct (see also
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Pesetsky 1987, Heim 1987, Beck 2006 and Eckha@if)26 A sentence such as (25)a, taken
from Falco (2007: 6), has the (simplified) LF reg@etation in (25)b. The restriction of non-
specific wh-elements does reconstruct, as in (26)b (see alsqu€ 1990).Wh-elements
without a restriction are interpreted in the leéiriphery of the clause (also see Pesetsky
2000).

(25) a [Which stories about Diajjadid she most object to;?
LF: which stories about Diana did she most oldject
(26) a *[How many stories about Diaihds shelikely to invent {?
b LF: how many is she likely to invent stories abbiana

(25)a is felicitous because in LF, there is an elmwith adequate grammatical
features (arguably the relevant features for bigdare ¢-features) c-commanding the
pronoun, hence binding is possible. In (26)a on ttker hand, the restriction has
reconstructed to its base position, hence no elemig the necessary grammatical features
c-commands the pronoun and binding fails. Also, ¢befiguration in LF is a violation of
Principle C, since the pronoun binds the R-exposs$diana. Whelements without a
restriction lack the necessary features to bindotio@oun, hence, even though they occupy a
position from which binding is possible, they cahbmd anything. What seems to be crucial
here is thus the position in LF of the element aomihg ¢-features (see Cecchetto 2000 and

Bocci 2004 for similar insights).

I will not discuss WCO in detail here, since thaiuld lead us too far. My main point
is that whether there is WCO or not depends on evhie dislocated phrase is interpreted in
LF (also see Fox 1999 on condition C). It is gelerknown that topics reconstruct

differently from fronted foci. It has been argudthtt fronted foci reconstruct to their first

" The data discussed by Fox (1999) show that thangsnore complicated. Even specific wh-constitueats
reconstruct, and sometimes must reconstruct. Femple, in the sentence below, there is reconstrudtir

scope reasonsisuallyneeds to bind a variable. As is clear, this oltigareconstruction has effects on principle
C:

0] *Which language spoken in a country a linguistmes from did you say that;hesually knows?
(Fox 1999: 178)
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merge position while topics reconstruct to the dgee(Zubizarreta 1998, Cecchetto 2000,
Heycock & Kroch 2002, Lépez 2008).This is clear from the fact that even a postverbal
subject can bind a fronted focus, while it cannotlta clitic left dislocated topic:

(27) *ElI sey fill haura d’acompanyar-lo cada mare

the her  child mustuT.3sG of accompanyL every mother

el primer dia  descola.
the  first day of-school
(Lépez 2009 :116)
(28) EI sey FILL haura d’acompanyar cada mare el
the her  child mustuT.3sG of accompany every mother the
primer dia  d'escola.
first day of-school

‘Each mother must accompany her child to the @est of school.’
(LOpez 2009:118)

12 Cecchetto (2000) argues that clitic left dislodatenstituents reconstruct to an intermediate jpositocated
between the position for preverbal and postverbljexts, based on the following contrast (see algnzarreta
1998 for Spanish):

0] L'opera prima di [uno scrittorg]la scrive sempre lui

the first work of a writer it writes always he

‘The first work of a writer is always written byetwriter himself’
(ii) ?’opera prima di uno scrittorelui; la scrive sempre volentieri.

‘The first work of a writer, he writes it always thipleasure.’

However, if CLLD always reconstructs to this pasitiit is not clear why the sentence in (iii) isfpetly
grammatical: there should be a principle-C violatio

(iii) Mario;, i suoj genitori non lo vedono mai.
Mario the his parents nat. see more
LF: his parents not see more Mario

It might be the case that only a part of the CLtbpic reconstructs, on a par with wh-elementsaB3aich as
the following indicate that this might effectivebg the case. Only in the second sentence is tiwatzed NPI
licensed, and crucially the NPI is a part of thestriction’ of the topic:

(iv) *| bought lots of text books, but any novels, Imicbuy.
(V) We found various doctors, but a doctor who knewttsing about acupuncture, we couldn'’t find.
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However, the difference in reconstruction pattemght be due to the presence of the

doubling clitic, and not because of the topic-fodishotomy. For instance, contrastively
focalized left dislocated constituents do not slaaw WCO effects (Bocci 2004), indicating

that the presence of a doubling clitic correlatath ihe lack of complete reconstruction,

independently of focus.

29) A

Mario;, i suoj genitori non lo vedono mai.
‘Mario;, his parents do not ever see him.’
Sbagli, GIANNIi suoj genitori nonlo vedono mai (, non Mario!).
‘You're wrong, Gianni his parents never see him anymore (not
Mario)V’
(Bocci 2004: 6)

The following minimal pair indicates clearly thatG&® depends on the doubling clitic,

since both continuations have exactly the samegretation (Ciro Greco, p.c.):

(30) Dopo I'incendio, portarono un bambino all’accamparte

‘After the fire, they brought a child to the camp.’

a

1.0 stesso bambin@ua madre lo poté abbracciare e assicurarsi che
stesse bene.

the same childchis mothercL could hug and ascertain that he was ok.
*Lo stesso bambinsua madre poté abbracciare e assicurarsi che
stesse bene.

the same childchis mother could hug and ascertain that he was ok

It thus seems to be the case that WCO correlatidswhiether there is clitic doubling or not
rather than with the topic-focus distinction. Howevthis does not explain the pattern

observed in English, a language for which a difieee between topicalization and focus

fronting is reported. Note that not all English akers accept a bound reading with
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topicalization, as in (23} Further research is needed in order to understtamdapparent
cross-linguistic differences concerning WCO. Thlisot relevant for current purposes, what
is relevant is that the presence of WCO does notlete with the presence of focus. What
seems to be the relevant factor is the LF positidnthe constituents in a binding
configuration. However, it is far from clear howcoastruction works. It seems that doubled
elements do not reconstruct to their base positadso see Li 2000), while non-doubled
elements (at least if we look at cross-linguistata) sometimes reconstruct to their base

position and sometimes not (as would be the cadgerfglish).

6.1.3 Compatibility with wh-operators

Another difference between CLLD and fronted foctthies at the basis of the idea
that topicalization and focus fronting are mutuakclusive is the fact that only the former
can co-occur with avh-operator in main questions, in a fixed order. Tekevant data are

repeated below:

(31) A Gianni, che cosa gli hai detto?

“To Gianni, what did you tell him?”’

(32) *A GIANNI che cosa hai detto?
TO GIANNI what has said

Haegeman (2012 and related work) notes that thiergézation does not apply to
English. In general, argument fronting is not cotiige with a wh-operator in the left
periphery, independently of the interpretation:

13 The European Portuguese equivalent of (60) is gratical under the bound reading:

(0 O Jodg, a suamae realmente ama.
the Jodpthe hig mother really loves

However, as pointed out above, it could be the tzestethere is a null clitic doubling the topic daas such we
expect the same pattern as in CLLD constructions.
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(33) a *The book to whom did you give? (Baltin 1982)
b *Robin knows where, the birdseed, you are gomgut. (Culicover
1991)
(Haegeman 2012: 134-135)

It has to be noted that there is a lot of variatiothe judgments concerning these structures,
arguably related to the degree of d-linkednesshefvth-constituent. | refer to Haegeman
(2012: 134-135) for a discussion.

Haegeman (2012) argues that this asymmetry betReemance and English is due to
the doubling element: only clitic doubled topicanceo-occur with avh-constituent. This
generalization is corroborated by additional dattlian Resumptive Preposing, a
topicalization strategy (Cardinaletti 2009), isoaf®t compatible withvh-movement:

(34) a ... € questo disse anche il Sottosegretario.
‘... and this said also the Vice Minister’
b *... e la stessa cosa a chi disse suo figlio?
... and the same thing to whom said his son
(Cardinaletti 2009)

I will thus follow Haegeman (2012) and assume that incompatibility of fronting

with wh-movement in interrogatives depends mainly on wéretiere is a doubling element.

6.1.4 Embedding restrictions

A last difference between CLLD and fronted focittlbkan be explained by making
reference to the doubling element, are some embegddistrictions. This issue has been
discussed in great detail by Haegeman (2003, 2P062 and related work), Haegeman &
Urégdi (2010), Authier & Haegeman (2015), and ashsuwill only briefly review the pattern
here, while | refer the reader to the relevant pafm more details.
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When it comes to embedded contexts resisting Mdauseé Phenomena (MCP),
Haegeman (2012 and related work) notes an asymroetryeen English argument fronting

and Romance clitic left dislocation, illustratedie relative clauses below:

(35) a *This is the student to whom your book | haveoramended.
Voici I’ étudiant a qui  ton livre je I
this.is the  student to who your book | cL
ai recommande.

have recommended
‘This is the student to whom | recommended yourdioo

Crucial for current purposes, Haegeman (2003, 201® related work) notes that in
English, all argument fronting is ungrammaticatontexts such as central adverbial clauses,
contexts withwh-movement, factive complements and subject claddese is no difference
between topicalization and focus fronting. Clitioutbled constituents on the other hand are
grammatical in the same contexts. In order to agctar the differences, she argues that clitic
left dislocated elements are base-generated itethperiphery (Cinque 1990), while fronted
arguments are moved there. This movement operaaongive rise to intervention in case

another constituent with similar features undergonesement.

The exact source of the observed asymmetry willdiseussed in more detail in
section 6.2. What is relevant for now is that enaiegl restrictions do not correlate with the
topic-focus dichotomy, but rather depend on whethere is a doubling element in the base

position of the fronted constituent.

6.1.5 Summary

In this section | have discussed some of the ptigsethat were at the basis of the idea
that topicalization and focus fronting target diffiet positions, namely the presence or
absence of quantificational properties. The obsemvdhat there is no direct relation between
the presence of a doubling element and the intifiwa of a fronted constituent led me to
examine whether some of the observed asymmeteeduar to the presence of doubling.
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Concerning recursivity, | tentatively concluded ttHeft peripheral focus is not
recursive, while the recursivity of topicalizatiatepends on the presence of a doubling
element in the base position. When there is doghtiopicalization is recursive. When there
is none, only one constituent can be fronted. EemopPortuguese constitutes an apparent
exception to this generalization, but since thigyleage allows for null objects, it is not clear

whether instances of multiple topics involve a midubling element or not.

Also WCO does not correlate with the topic-focushdtomy, but rather with
doubling. The core observation is that doubled ttuents reconstruct differently from non-
doubled constituents: only the latter reconstrac¢heir base position, while doubled elements
reconstruct to an intermediate position, arguabéy/\tP-edge. The reconstruction patterns are

independent of the topic vs. focus interpretation.

The last pattern | discussed are embedding raestisct Haegeman (2003, 2012 and
related work) described in great detail that, iredefently of the interpretation, non-doubled
argument fronting is restricted in a number of eatd that allow CLLD. Again, it is the

presence of a doubling element that plays a cruciel

In sum, there seem to be no objections of a syntaature to assume that topics can
be focalized. Thus, | will maintain the hypothepist forward in the previous chapter and
assume that fronted foci are topics with a focaguiee. Since this implies that focus fronting
does not target a FocP, but rather a TopP, thegragihy of left periphery of the clause needs
to be re-examined. Recall that Rizzi's (2001) hielg can account for the observed ordering
restrictions and the lack of recursivity of leftipdneral focus. In what follows | turn to the
role of Relativized Minimality in the derivation afe hierarchy of the left periphery, and,
following recent proposals (Abels 2012, Haegemat20demonstrate how this principle can

account for several left-peripheral patterns.

6.2 Intervention

In order to account for the observed ordering i@gins and incompatibilities
concerning fronted foci, | will adapt and elaboréteegeman’s (2012) system of featural
Relativized Minimality based on Starke (2001) angzR(2004). In chapter 2 | introduced the

basic notions concerning Relativized Minimality. dai that the relevant factors are

215



hierarchical relations, structural type and featur&ince here we are concerned with
constituents undergoing A’-movement, | will congat¢ on the intervention that A’-

constituents can give rise to.

6.2.1 Haegeman (2012)

In order to account for a number of Main Clauser®hgena, Haegeman (2012 and
related work), based on Starke (2001), Rizzi (2084d Endo (2007), proposes a featural
Relativized Minimality account. Recall from chapt2rthat a constituent can only move
across an intervener if the intervener has a sulfseie relevant features of the constituent

moving across. The expected patterns are schemdtetew:

(36) a *Qj ... O .. O (identity)
b *o ...af ... 0 (subset)
C afi ... o ... af (superset)
d *afi ... of ... af; (double identity)

Haegeman proposes a taxonomy of features chamntgleft-peripheral constituents
that exhibit embedding restrictions. She compabessd MCP with other left-peripheral
constituents that are not subject to the sameictstrs. For instance, English argument
fronting, VP preposing, negative inversion, locatpreposing and French non-clitic doubled
PP topicalization (Authier & Haegeman 2015) carswtace in contexts blocking MCP, such
as central adverbial clauses, factive complementses and subject clauses. Additionally, all
of these phenomena are not recursive and are iratdste with wh-movement in the same
CP, and create islands for (non-speciit}movement. CLLD and circumstantial adjuncts on
the other hand can occur in the relevant embeddettxts, can co-occur withh-movement,
are recursive and do not create islands. Basedignfitst dichotomy, she proposes that
fronting operations that are MCP involve movemeha @onstituent with a quantificational
feature (OP-feature in Haegeman 20T2j)s feature can cause intervention in contextsrevhe

there is another constituent with the same featdté.D and circumstantial adjuncts on the
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other hand are not quantificational, hence theydbgive rise to intervention effects with

guantificational constituents.

A comment on the ‘quantificational’ feature is ilage. Haegeman (2012) follows
Rizzi (2004) and assumes that the quantificatideature is some sort of ‘superfeature’, a
class of features that includes focwé, neg etd* As such, quantificational features such as
Neg, Foc omwh cause intervention between each other, but dontetact with constituents
with a non-quantificational Top or Mod(ifier) feaéu That assuming that features belong to
classes and that the class is relevant for intéivens indicated by several phenomena
discussed in great detail by Haegeman (2000, 28@H), 2012), Authier & Haegeman (2015)
and Lahousse et al. (2014). The basic observagidhat a variety of syntactic operations, at
first sight triggered by distinct features, creaeak islands fowh-movement and each other
and are mutually exclusive in certain domains @ltfh there is variation in the judgments
concerning this second property). These operatiodside English argument fronting (a),
negative inversion (b) (Haegeman 2012: 36-52). Algcative inversion (c) (Rizzi &
Shlonsky 2006), VP-preposing (d) (Haegeman 2042:147) and Resumptive preposing (e)
(Cardinaletti 2009) exhibit similar properties.

(37) a *Who did you say that to Sue Bill introduced? ¢gaman 2012: 61)

*How did you say that on no account would theavél to France [-]?
(Haegeman 2012: 45)

c *| have no idea how often they said that among dglests sat John
and his family. (Haegeman 2012: 96)

d *Who do you expect speaking at today’s lunchedhbg? (Haegeman
2012:96)

e *Chi credi che la stessa proposta abbia fatto afimb congresso?

14 Also Cable’s (2010) suggestions concerning relegiion, wh-movement and focus fronting go along these
lines, although based on different consideratidisof these movement operations allow for piedipip
something bigger than the head bearing the fetdngeted by movement can undergo movement. Cable
suggests that these movement operations involveement of a QP, with the moved constituent in the
complement position of the head Q. The featurestadyby movement would be Q, and wtfoc/rel. These
features would be merely ‘pied-piped’ by QP movemAithough several questions remain unanswered
concerning these ideas (see Cable 2010 chaptewB)y to note that this analysis straightforwardaptures the
superfeaturadea put forward by Rizzi (2004).
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Who do you think that the same proposal has matteedast

congress?

Several of these phenomena are not compatibleaaith other. | refer to Haegeman
(2012) for more data:

(38) argument preposing-locative inversion
a *That big toy into the pool jumped Mary with.
b *Into the pool that big toy jumped Mary with.
(Haegeman 2012: 94)

Additionally, several of these movement operatidrigger subject-V (or Aux)
inversion in several languages. This is the casemM®emovement in main interrogatives
(Ambar 1992, Soares 2006)focus fronting (Costa & Martins 2011) and Resumpti
Preposing (Duarte 1997) in European Portuguese;wimovement and Resumptive
Preposing in Italian (Cardinaletti 2009), and feh-movement, negative inversion and
locative inversion in English (Haegeman 2012 a.Additionally, wh-movement and focus
fronting (Costa & Martins 2011) trigger proclisis European Portuguese. It is standardly
assumed that proclisis is triggered by quantifaai elements. As such, | will follow
Haegeman’s (2012) proposals concerning these pramieind assume that they all involve
movement of a constituent with a quantificatioredttire. In what follows, Q will represent

the quantificational feature, abstracting away fiitsrprecise nature.

In addition to the Q-feature, Haegeman assumesatlthlinking feature, represented

as 8, which encodes discourse-related properties, dmviate intervention effect® A

15 5.V inversion is only obligatory when ®oqueis inserted in the left-periphery. Also, wh-conhstints with a
lexical restriction do not require inversion a®efyly as barevh-constituents. See Soares (2006) for more
detalils.

'® Haegeman (2012:130) notes that it might be necgssaefine thiss-feature, such as for instance in Starke
(2001), who argues that there are at least twindtseatures involved in intervention-mitigaticaspecificity
feature and a range feature (range is to be urdet st the sense of Diesing 1992). Starke (200a)vstthat
extraction of a (familiar) specific constituent fincahow or whyisland is better than extraction of a constituent
with a range, i.e. that is a member of a set eéshhlternatives, from the same island. The degfepecificity
or referentiality seems thus to be relevant fognwnention.
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constituent with both a-feature and an Q-feature can cross a constituéght amly a Q-
feature, but not vice versa, as was explained aptgr 2. This featural characterization can
account for instance for the fact that a fronteguarent can move across an interveniig
constituent (if the argument targets a differentt@&h thewh-constituent), but not the other
way around. The sam&feature also characterizes CLLD, since in thisqguat the left-
peripheral constituent is clearly d-linked. Theekgint configurations are summarized below,
each with an illustrative example. | refer to Haege (2012 and related work) for more

details.
39) a
(39) A Q Q
*Howgq do you wonder whethgidohn will solve the problem?
(Haegeman 2012:129)
b )
(I 7
?[This problemg.s, | wonder whetheyr John will be able to solve.
(Haegeman 2012: 132)
10
© 1 9 9

*Whog do you say that [to Sug} Bill introduced?
(Boeckx and Jeong 2004: 84, (3))

S S

?Non so comg pensi che, J[a Gianny) gli

not know how think.2 that to Gianni CL.GEN
dovremmo  parlarg].
should.®L  speak
‘I don’t know how you think that we should speakGianni.’
(Rizzi 2004)
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e 1\ d (%+6

[Quali di miei  studentig.s pensi che [questo
which of my  students thinks2 that this

libro] s, potrebbero  averlo gia letto
book could.BL havecL.Acc already read
‘Which one of my students do you think that thi®kocould already have read

it?’
(Ciro Greco, p.c.)
f d
1 N |
?Mi  domando [a chig, [il premio Nobel}, lo
me ask.$G to who the Nobel Prize CL.ACC

potrebbero  dare.
could.3L give
‘I wonder to whom, the Nobel Prize, they could gitve
(Rizzi 1997: 330)

In order to account for the fact that CLLD can ke&tfacted’ across a d-linkedh-
constituent, characterized by both a Q andfaature, Haegeman (2012) follows Cinque
(1990) and assumes that CLLD does not involve mevenif it did involve movement, we
would expect thevh-constituent, which has a superset of the featofeSLLD, to be an

intervener, contrary to fact:

(40) [Questo texto qui} mi domando [quali dei miei studeryil; potrebbero averlo
gia letto.
‘This text, | wonder which of my students mightesldy have read it.’
(Haegeman 2012: 137)
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Haegeman (2012) assumes that also (mbneircumstantial adjuncts can be merged
directly in the left periphery, since they do notegrise to intervention, not even with other
left peripheral circumstantial adjuncts.

Although some problems remain (see Haegeman 208-248), Haegeman’s (2012)
account makes quite accurate predictions concercangpatibilities of fronting operations,

and | will adopt it with some minor revisions, whiwill be discussed in the next section.

6.2.2 Only quantification counts

First of all, Haegeman (2012) follows Cinque (1980assuming that CLLD does not
involve movement (also see Zubizarreta 1994). Hawew this is true, it is not clear why
CLLD is sensitive to strong islands, as Cinque 9¥mself notes’ If the relation between
the left-dislocated constituent and the clitictslbase position is established through binding,

islands should not pose a problem (also see R4 :24):

(41) *A Carlo, ti parlerd solo delle persone che
to Carlo cL.DATspeakruT.1sGonly of.the people that
gli piacciono[-].

CL.DAT please

(Cinque 1990: 59)

Also, in order to account for some binding pattems need to assume that CLLD can
reconstruct to the vP edge (Cecchetto & ChiercBi@91 Cecchetto 2000). For instance, it is
not clear why the following binding configuratiors idegraded, if the left-dislocated
constituent occupies a left-peripheral positiohfn

7 Cinque (1990: 96) notes that this is a problenhfsmon-movement account and suggests that ststamy
sensitivity might not be intrinsically related tawement. However, note that Cinque (1990) arguasaga
wh-movement account of CLLD. | do agree that CLLD slaet undergavh-movement, since it has different
properties, as was discussed by Cinque (1990). ifeless, recent accounts of weak islands have rstioay
movement is not uniform, and that there existsraetsaof A’-movements that are minimally distindthe idea
that CLLD involves movement is thus perfectly cotifla with Cinque’s (1990) claim that meh-movement is
involved.
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(42) ?A’opera prima di uno scrittorelui; la scrive sempre (volentieri)
the first work of a writer he it writes always wipheasure
(Cecchetto 2000: 6)

It is not clear how CLLD can reconstruct if theseno movement involved. As such, |
will follow Cinque (1977), Dobrovie-Sorin (1990),ane (1994) and Cecchetto (2000), and
assume that CLLD does involve movement. | will niaiim Rizzi’'s (1997) basic insight and
assume that CLLD does not involve any quantificggtivence we do not expect intervention

with quantificational elements, which is borne 8.

This revision does however pose a problem for tlepted account: recall that CLLD
is assumed to havedafeature. If CLLD does involve movement, we expetérvention with
other constituents with &-feature, such as other CLLD constituents and ketihwh-
constituents. This is however not the case: CLLPewursive, and a CLLD constituent can
move across a d-linkedh-constituent, as illustrated in (40). Note howethat CLLD does
not involve quantification. It could be the casatififeatures (and the like) are only relevant
for intervention when they are combined with quiadtional features, in the sense that only
guantification gives rise to intervention, but afdiional 5-feature can alleviate intervention

effects. Ad-feature on its own however, does not count fagrivention.

Note that if it is correct that only quantificatigives rise to intervention, we also do

not need to stipulate that circumstantial adjurzdas be base generated in at least two

18 Authier & Haegeman (2015) convincingly argue tinaerench CLLD of a PP does not involve movement. A
major argument in favour of this claim is that,ikelCLLD of a DP, CLLD of a PP is not (consistetly
sensitive to strong islands:

)] Tous les politiciens parlent du mariage gay,mais  de
all the politicians talk ofthe marriage gay but of
la situation économique, il y en a pas l(12:11))
the situation economic EXPL  LOC PART have  not much
[qui en parlent].

whoPART  talk
‘Every politician talks about gay marriage, butr¢gharen't a lot of them that talk about the stéte o
the economy.’

(Authier & Haegeman 2015: 5)

A possible explanation for the difference betwedts@nd PPs is possibly related to the preposi#@s: can be
merged in more places because they carry theirassgner with them. DPs on the other hand redefuem
vP-internal heads, hence they need to be mergatkinfvP. See Rizzi (1997) for a first accounttos
difference and also Garzonio (2008) on Italian PPs.
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positions, namely a TP-internal position and in 1{e& periphery. This assumption is
necessary to account for the fact that left pergheonwh-adjuncts are recursive. If they
were to undergo movement, we would expect intergargince it is highly probable that both
movement operations involve the same features. thisdact that left-peripheral adjuncts do
not create weak islands indicates that they aregoantificational. Note however that if we
assume that only quantification gives rise to wvegation, we do not need to stipulate several
merge positions for circumstantial adjuncts: we samply assume that all of them are
merged in a TP-internal position (Cinque 1999, Kayi994, Nilsen 2000, Lobo 2062
Baltin 2007), and can undergo movement to theplefiiphery.

When a circumstantial adjunct is quantificationfy instance when it is avh
constituent, there are intervention effects (43@o nonwh quantificational adjuncts give
rise to intervention if they sit in an intervenipgsition, as has been noted by Obenauer
(1984), illustrated in (43)b. Non-quantificatioreadjuncts on the other hand do not cause any

intervention effects (43)c.

(43) a *How do you wonder when to fix the car [-]?
Combien as-tu (*beaucoup) consulté [-] de livres?
how many have you (*a lot) consulted [-] of books

c How do you think that tomorrow, you will fix thear [-]?

Another instance of quantificational adjuncts avegkmoved adjuncts, i.e., adjuncts
that semantically modify a CP different from theeahey surface in. This was discussed at
length by Haegeman (2012: 98-102). The fact thag lmoved adjuncts create islands for, for
instance, argument preposing, indicates that longeh adjuncts are quantificational, unlike
‘local’ adjuncts. The sentence below only is grarticaa with a reading in which the adjunct

modifies the closest TP, it cannot modify the memabedded TP:

(44) To these patients | suggest that in the presectimistances you announce that

we will only give the cooked vegetables.

9 Lobo (2002) argues that central adverbial clags@sbe merged either in a TP-internal positiomadhe left
periphery.
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(Haegeman 2012: 100)

It is not entirely clear why only long-moved adjtscare quantificational. Note
however that long-moved adjuncts have a slightlied@nt interpretation than local adjuncts.

Only the former have a topic-like aboutness intetigiion:

(45) a Tomorrow he says that he cannot come.
b ‘About tomorrow, he says that he cannot come.’
(Haegeman 2012: 101)

Additionally, in Dutch, only long-moved adjunctsatkto be stressed, local adjuncts

can be stressed or not, as was noted by Cardinde®?2):

(46) a Morgen ga ik naar Gent.
tomorrow go I to Ghent
‘Tomorrow | go to Ghent.’
b MORGEN zegt ze dat ze naar Gent gaat.
tomorrow says she that she to Ghent goes
(Haegeman 2012: 102)

Since long-moved circumstantial adjuncts have fedint interpretation and prosodic
contour in some languages, it seems reasonablestore that they have a feature that local

circumstantial adjuncts need not have, presumaklyf@ature.

Adding the additional assumption that only quacdifional elements give rise to
intervention, permits us to account for the patiethat we observe with CLLD and
circumstantial adjuncts, without having to postalttat they are or can be base generated in
the left periphery. | will thus maintain this asgutton. Why only quantification gives rise to
intervention is however not clear to me. A moreibagiestion is what makes a constituent
guantificational. It is quite clear that a diveysif fronting operations give rise to very similar

intervention effects, so the idea that all of theperations share a common property is not as
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such implausible. The common property has beeedajuantification’, although, as far as |
am aware, there is no precise definition of quaraifon and quantification is not a uniform
phenomenon (see Szabolcsi 2010, chapters 5, &,ip.f@&rticular). In chapter 8, | will briefly

discuss this matter.

6.2.3 The role of specificity

The second minor revision of Haegeman’'s (2012) aac@oncerns the d-linking
feature. She posited this feature in order to agctur the fact that d-linked/h-constituents
a.0. can move out of weak islands. However, she doé exclude that this notion has to be
refined. | will assume that the relevant featurspscificity, following Rizzi (2001a), Starke
(2001) and several other authors. It might be rszggsto distinguish different degrees of

specificity in the sense of Starke (2001).

Related to the island issue, there is an abundaratlire and a variety of approaches,
some of which are discussed by Szabolcsi (2005¢rellis no consensus on exactly what
factors contribute to weak island immunity. Sevenaposals have been made. Rizzi (1990)
for instance, based on the argument-adjunct distimcargues that only constituents with an
event-participant role can escape from weak isla@laque (1990) adds the additional
requirement that these constituents be d-linkedn@ber (1992) on the other hand argues it is
not d-linking, but specificity that is at stake.i¥hs confirmed by data from Romanian,
discussed in Dobrovie-Sorin (1994). In this langyad-linked wh-constituents are clitic
doubled. However, also non-clitic doublett-constituents can escape weak islands, provided
they are specifié’ Also Szabolcsi & Zwarts (1990, 1993) pursue arlysigalong the same
lines: it is the existence of discrete individutist is relevant. In later work, Rizzi (2001a)
pursues an analysis of weak island extraction irchvepecificity plays a crucial role, in the
sense that the restriction of specifitconstituents does not reconstruct, while the dne o
non-specifiovh-constituents does. Given that this line of rededwas been quite successful, |

will assume that it is specificity that increasesriunity to weak islands.

20 Note that d-linkedvh-constituentsare specific in the sense of Enc (1991): they askhfe identification of a
subset of a familiar referent.
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In the next two sections | discuss the relevanta datd explain how the account
presented here can account for the observed pgtterthout having to assume that focus
fronting targets a FocP with a fixed position ie teft periphery. This permits us to maintain
that focus fronting is an instance of topicalizatf a constituent with a focus feature, and

that the target of movement is a TopP.

6.3 Why doubling and (some) prepositions cancel quaniiational effects

In section 6.1 it was argued that doubling of anfead element, such as in CLLD,
cancels quantificational properti€slt has also been noted that not all PPs give tidse
intervention effects when they are fronted (seegdaen (2012) on negative preposing and
Greco (2014) orwh-movement for instance). In what follows, | willibily discuss these

observations and make some suggestions on whyidgubid prepositions have this effect.

It has been noted that fronted PPs behave diffgrértm DPs when it comes to
intervention. This is particularly clear from Haew’s (2012) discussion of negative
preposing. She distinguishes between negative piepotriggering subject-auxiliary
inversion (negative inversion, NEG1 from now on)jdamegative preposing that does not
trigger inversion (NEG2). Only the first type hasaqtificational properties, the second
behaves like a local adjunct or a CLLD topic. Callgi negative DPs are always instances of
NEG1: they trigger inversion (compare (47)a andig¥and always give rise to intervention,
as illustrated in (49)a. PPs on the other handbeaboth NEG1 and NEG2. In the latter case
there is no inversion (48) and no intervention @8g49)b. In (49)a, theh-adjunct cannot be
construed with the lower clause, while this intetption is available in (49)b. | refer to
Haegeman (2000, 2012) for more details and Hata.

2L Rizzi (1997) argues that the quantificationalefiénces between CLLD and focus fronting is duééctype
of element that is bound in base position. It iméeer not clear where the crucial distinction betavaull
constants and variables comes from. In a framewack as the one in Heim & Kratzer (1998), binding a
variable and binding a pronoun (a null constarRizei 1997) is semantically the same.

2 Note that the two examples in (48) have a diffeneterpretation. The examples can be paraphrased a
follows:

0] There is no job such that it would make Mary happy.
(ii) Mary would be happy if she did not have a job.
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47) a No job would Mary be happy with.
*No job, Mary would be happy with.
(48) a With no job would Mary be happy.
With no job, Mary would be happy.
(Haegeman 2012: 37)
(49) a *How did you say that with no money would thegvel to France
[-1?
b How did you say that with no money, they woubll/&l to France

[-1?

It thus seems to be the case that a prepositionhode the quantificational features
of the DPs in their complement. This is however alatays the case: argument PPs do give

rise to intervention, as has been discussed byi&wghHaegeman (2015):

(50) Achéte-moice qu'a Marie, tu allais  *(lui) acheter.
buy-me that which-to Marie you were-goindier to-buy
‘Buy me what you were going to buy Marie.’
(Authier & Haegeman 2015: 9)

The difference between argument and adjunct PPkl dmei due to an underlying
difference between the prepositions that introdtleem. It has been argued that the
prepositions of argument PPs are not real prepositibut mere case-assigners (see Demonte
1987, Ott 2015, Baker and Kramer to appear, Cald®)20his could lie at the basis of the

This difference in interpretation is due to thetfdat only in (48)a, the negation in the preposeastituent has
scope over the while sentence. In (48)b, negatiopes over the preposed constituent only (Haeg@has:
42-43).
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difference between argument PPs and adjunct PBgharreason why only the first give rise
to intervention: only real prepositions are abléstauggle’ the quantificational features of the
DP in their complement past possible intervenersc®(2014) applied the same idea to other
cases of intervention. A possible implementatiorihef distinction between real prepositions
and mere case-assigners could be along the linBemibnte’s (1987) proposals concerning
prepositions, based on entirely independent corstides® she argues that real prepositions
project a PP, while mere case assigners do nom Breyntactic point of view, argumental
prepositional phrases would thus be DPs, and nst IPEhis is correct, we expect argumental
PPs to give rise to the same intervention effest®RBs, which seems to effectively be the
case. However, more research concerning the exaetvention patterns observed with
different types of PP-fronting is needed in ordedétermine whether these suggestions are

on the right track. | leave this for future resdarc

Concerning the lack of intervention effects withubled constituents, we could
assume that CLLD is an instance of partial copyardy some of the features of the CLLDed
constituent are copied to a TopP, some of them Istéynd, possibly to check other features
(see for instance Poletto 2006). If it is the quemational features that stay behind, no
intervention is expected. A potential problem faraccount along these lines is that it is not
clear why partial copying is only allowed in cadeGhLD, but not in case of subextraction
from a complex DP for instance. In both cases, @lyubpart of a DP would be copied.
Nevertheless, only for CLLD does this give a graricahresult®*

As an alternative to a partial-copying account, eeelld assume that, Relativized
Minimality being a restriction on dependencies ia (Rizzi 2000), doubled constituents do
not give rise to intervention because they do eebnstruct the same way as non-doubled

constituents, as was illustrated in section 6.1k relevant examples are repeated below:

(51) Dopo I'incendio, portarono un bambino all’accamparte
‘After the fire, they brought a child to the camp.’

% Demonte (1987) proposes the distinction betweahREs and argumental PPs based on the obsertfadion
only the latter can take secondary predicates anSh. As is well known, PPs cannot take secongdaggficates,
while DPs can.

24 Ott (2015) argues against partial copying in splitic construction based on the same arguments.
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a 1.0 stesso bambinsua madre lo pote abbracciare e assicurarsi che stesse
bene.
the same child his mother CL could hug and asicetftat he was ok.

b *Lo stesso bambinsua madre pote abbracciare e assicurarsi che stesse.be

the same child his mother could hug and ascettainhe was ok

If the reconstruction patterns were the same fdin Bentences, we would expect them
to exhibit the same binding patterns. Neverthelesb; in (51)a carsua madrebe bound by
lo stesso bambind his indicates that doubled elements do not refitoat. If Rizzi (2001a) is
correct in arguing that Relativized Minimality i$% &F phenomenon, and hence restricts
reconstruction of movement chains, we have a $ttmgvard account for the lack of
intervention effects with doubled elements. Howeviéris not correct that doubled
constituents do not reconstruct at all. Cecche2@0(Q) argues that clitic left dislocated
constituents reconstruct to an intermediate positmcated between the position for preverbal
and postverbal subjects, based on the followingtrash (see also Zubizarreta 1998 for

Spanish):

(52) a L'opera prima di [uno scrittorg]la scrive sempre lui
the first work of a writer it writes always he
‘The first work of a writer is always written byetwriter himself’
b ??’opera prima di uno scrittorelui; la scrive sempre volentieri.

‘The first work of a writer, he writes it always thipleasure.’

Given these patterns, it is not clear whether dlo& bf intervention with CLLD can be
reduced to reconstruction patterns. More reseacteeded in order to provide a definitive

answer.

In this section | discussed why some PPs and dduddastituents do not give rise to
the same intervention effects as non-doubled DRsighested that some prepositions can
‘smuggle’ the quantificational features across &ptal intervener. Concerning CLLD, |

suggested that we might be looking at an instamgaxtial copying or that the contrast with
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non-doubled DPs is due to a difference in reconstm. However, more research is needed
in order to fully evaluate these hypotheses. Thestion of why CLLD and not all PPs give
rise to intervention is related to the questionwbft the source for intervention is. This issue

will be briefly discussed in chapter 8.

6.4 Application to focus fronting

In the remainder of this chapter, | will apply tpeoposed intervention account to
focus fronting. Focus fronting is to be understagsdnovement of a focalized constituent to a
left peripheral position, not necessarily triggebsda focus feature. The movement operation
undergone by the cleft constituent @fqueclefts, triggered by a topic feature, is thus an
instance of focus fronting. Two main propertiesfeus fronting that lay at the basis of
Rizzi’'s (1997) proposal for the split CP with a asgge FocP and TopP will be discussed: the
lack of recursivity and the incompatibility withh-movement. Given that | am assuming that
focus fronting targets a TopP, and not a FocPs ihat clear why focus fronting is not
recursive, since TopP is a recursive projectioral$p is not immediately clear why focus
fronting is incompatible withwvh-movement if both movement operations target daffier
projections. | will illustrate that an interventi@ccount straightforwardly accounts for these

properties of focus fronting.

6.4.1 Recursivity

It has been noted repeatedly for a variety of laiggs that left-peripheral focus is not
recursive. As Abels (2012) argues, the lack of rgeity could be due to the fact that there is
only one focus position in the left periphery, @ intervention, in that one focussed
constituent will block a second one from movingtgasin order to determine which of the
two hypotheses is correct, we need to look at ffeeteof focus fronting to different CPs: if
the incompatibility of multiple foci is only due tbe fact that there is just one landing site, we

expect multiple foci to be possible as long as they in different positions, if RM is also at
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stake, we expect intervention to play a role batlocal and non-local contexts and hence,
moving two focussed constituents out of one claose, to a lower CP and one to a higher
CP, should be illicit, regardless of the availdpibf two landing sites.

Given that focus fronting is seen not to be remarsvhen different CPs are targeted,
we can assume with certainty that RM rules out ipleltfocus movement, because of
intervention caused by the focus feature, a queatibnal featuré>?® This means that
multiple focus need not be ruled out by appealmntihe unicity of FocP.

(53) a *TO JOHN: THE BOOK: | gave [-] [-] (not to Peter, the cd).

*AO SUPERHOMEM é que a menina disse
to.the Superman is that the  girl said
que A MULHER GATA e que deu [ um
that the  Catwoman is that gave [-] a
beijo [-].

kiss [-]

% According to Rizzi (1997), the focus projectiorshia be unique because of the interpretative ptigsenf
focus: the complement of Foc® is a presuppositiod,according to Rizzi (1997), presuppositions are
inconsistent with focalization. This assumptiofdsvever not correct, since presupposed constituamts
contain a focus, as in the following context in @hha because-clause contains the focus of thersente
indicating that the unicity of left-peripheral faxhas to be ascribed to other factors. The felaftye ‘hey, wait
a minute’-continuation indicates that because-eawse presupposed:

0] A: You went to Tanglewood because Mary did.
B: That's not true. | went to Tanglewood becausklNQvent to Tanglewood.
A: Wait a minute! | didn’t know John went to Tangieod.

Also the fact that definite DPs, which are inhelyeptesupposed, can be focalized, indicates trestypposition
and focus are compatible on the same constituent.

% Note that even when the two focalized constituerisinate in two different CPs, the structuredserely
degraded:

(i) 2?0 JOAO é que disse [-] que A MARIA é quefez [
the Jodao is that saik3 that the Maria is that dids3
uma asneira
a  stupidity

(i) *GIANNI pensa [-] che IL LIBRO abbiamo lettd. [

Gianni thinks that the book hawveL3 read

| have no explanation for this. Note tlitatlefts do not exhibit this pattern, hence we camsotibe the
ungrammaticality of (i) and (ii) to a semantic irieze requirement for focus, since there clearlyagproblem
with having two focalized constituents in two difat CPs:

(iii) It was John who said that it was Maria who wrote Iditer.
Also the templatic approach cannot account fouttgrammaticality of this example. | believe that ttegraded
status of these sentences is due to pragmatia$acto
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An additional piece of evidence for the idea tha¢ focus feature gives rise to

intervention is the fact that contrastive clitift ldislocated topics never co-occur with fronted

foci, which can be accounted for if we assume Iiadth have a focus featufé:

(54)

*A LUCA | COLLEGHI Mariali ha presentati alla festa (, non a Franco i

compagni di classe).

To Luca the colleagues Maria CL has presentedegpdinty (, not to Franco the

classmates)

(Bocci 2004: 14)

The fact that the sentence is bad even when timéeficdfocus and the contrastive left

dislocated topic target different CPs, confirmd thare is intervention:

(55)

A

Ho sentito che il professore ha consigliato a Giorglibro di
Tomasello e quello di Chomsky.

‘I heard that the professor recommended to Giorifie book of
Tomasello and that of Chomsky.’

??Non so, ma A FRANCESCO credo ¢hd IBRO DI CHOMSKY
I'abbia consigliato e quello di Tomasello ['abbia rtéamente
sconsigliato.

‘I don’t know, but TO FRANCESCO I think that CHOMIKS BOOK

he advised it and that of Tomasello he advisedagéi’

(Lahousse et al. 2014: 38)

Additionally, Torregrossa (2014) notes that thear only be one contrastive CLLD in

the left periphery of the sentence. This is exgedieontrastive CLLD has a focus feature

and CLLD involves movement.

2" Torregrossa (2014) accepts the order contrastiveDdocus (unlike Bocci 2004) but not focus-contias

CLLD.
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(56) ??Non lo so, ma Al SUOI FRATELLI, LA SCACCHIERA tieelasciata.
| don’t know, but TO HIS BROTHERS THE CHESS TABIHE bequeathed it
to them.
(Torregrossa 2014:3)

It thus seems to be the case that, independentihether a constituent is interpreted
as an aboutness topic or is clitic doubled or ta&,sole presence of emphasis, or contrast, on
a constituent gives rise to intervention. A lagigei of evidence supporting this generalization
is the fact that clitic doubled left-peripheral @isc behaves exactly like the non-doubled
focalized counterparts in embedded contexts, e, clitic doubled focus is restricted in

embedded contexts:

(57) ?/??Gli sembra LE SEDIE di aver(le) venduto Venerdiof) il tappeto)!
to.him it.seems THE CHAIRS to have sold Friday thet carpet
(Bocci 2013: 103-104)

Based on these observations, | will conclude thatrion-recursivity of left peripheral
focus can be accounted for in terms of interventiba focus feature.

6.4.2 Incompatibility with wh-movement

Based on observed ordering restrictions and inctibifites between left peripheral
constituents, Rizzi (2001b) concludes that theee(at least) two positions available foh-
constituents in the left periphery of the claus@Pland FocP. The specifier of the first is
occupied byse'if’, perché'why’ and come mathow come’, phrases that are base generated
in the left periphery, while FocP is targeted bye tbther wh-constituents in main
interrogativessuch asvho, when, wheretc. TP-internalvh-frases cannot be directly merged
in IntP, probably because of selectional reasoes Rizzi 2001b, Greco 2014). In embedded

interrogatives, the IP-internalh-constituents target a position lower than FocRZR2001b:
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7), since they can follow but not precede (somé)}peripheral focalized constituerfts.
Apparently, there are two or more projectiavisconstituents can occupy, and it is not clear
why this should be so. A conceptually superior aotavould be to derive these differences

betweenvh-phrases based on independent principles.

Abels (2012) shows that many of the ordering restms of wh-phrases can be
accounted for in terms of Relativized Minimalityirgt of all, we have to distinguish between
wh-phrases that are moved to the left periphery ritBrnal ones) and those that can be base
generated there. This difference betweaehphrases can account for several observed
ordering restrictions. Recall that base-generatbghrases can precede foci, while moved

wh-phrases are incompatible with them:

(58) a *A chi IL PREMIO NOBEL dovrebbero dare?
‘To whom THE NOBEL PRIZE should they give?’
b *IL PREMIO NOBEL a chi dovrebbero dare?
‘THE NOBEL PRIZE to whom should they give?”
(Rizzi 1997: 298)

59) a Mi domando se QUESTO gli volessero dire (non qusaddtno)
‘I wonder if THIS they wanted to say to him, notsething else’
B *Mi domando QUESTO se gli volessero dire (nonlgogialtro)
‘I wonder THIS if they wanted to say to him, notsething else’
(Rizzi 2001b ex. 7a-b)

Given that the first are base generated in a posittcommanding the fronted focus, we do
not expect any intervention to arise. Movedirphrases on the other hand do cause
intervention. There is thus no need to assume lb#t types ofwh-constituents target
different projections and it is thus possible tswase that alivh-constituents move to or are
merged in the same position to check the sameré=atli refer to Abels (2012) for more

details.

% Rizzi (1997) argues that in English, embeddedawets SpecForceP, since topics can only follow wh-
constituents in these contexts. There thus sedra twoss-linguistic differences.
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If Abel's (2012) reasoning is correct and alt-constituents target the same position,
an explanation for the incompatibility of somérconstituents with fronted foci has to be
sought in other properties of syntax. | will illeetle that Relativized Minimality can account
for some of the observed patterns. As pointed dave, we have to look at non-local
contexts in order to determine if RM excludes daiprpattern. The example below indicates
that fronted foci and wh-constituents can co-ogow non-local context, if focus is extracted

acrosswh (Ciro Greco p.c., same pattern in EP, Maria Lolmo)p

(60) a ?7A chi pensi che IL PREMIO NOBEL daranno [-][-]?
‘To whom do you think that they will give THE NOBBERRIZE?’
b ?IL PREMIO NOBEL non so a chi daranno [-] [4.
‘THE NOBEL PRIZE | don’t know to whom they will ge:’

(61) a *Quem é que dizes que a Maria é que beijou?
who is that say that Maria is that kissed
b O Rui é que ndo me lembro quando chegou a Bélgica.

‘RUI | don’t remember when (he) arrived in Belgium.

Following the RM reasoning, the pattern indicatest fronted foci have a superset of
the features characterizimgtconstituents. Given this, it is not clear why fea@annot always

precedevh-constituents in a local context:

(62) a *QUESTO a chi abbiano detto?
THIS to whom have said
b *Mi domando QUESTO a chi abbiano detto (non quaklo®)
| wonder THAT to whom they said (not something glse
c Mi domando A GIANNI che cosa abbiano detto (noneady
‘I wonder TO GIANNI what they have said (not to e

% This sentence is only acceptable in a contexthitivprizes are compared according to the degree of
knowledge the speaker has about who is going talveim (Ciro Greco, p.c.). | have no explanationviiy this
degree interpretation is obligatory.
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(Rizzi 2001b)

A first remark concerns the example in (62)c. Sainattovici (2005: 857 ff.) points
out that fronted foci can preceadrelements only if the question is given in the joas
discourse. These configurations are grammaticélefinterrogative portion does not receive
the regular rising intonation, but rather a flattoimation typical for right-dislocated
constituents. Samek-Lodovici (2005) argues that thaexactly what is going on in these
contexts: thewh-constituent and the focus are not in the same iB&e ghe interrogative
portion of the sentence is extraposed. | will asstinat this also applies to (62)c, since Rizzi
(2001b) does not provide details on the contextshich this example can occur, and given
that similar structures with interrogative inteffateon are ungrammatical in European

Portuguese. | will thus assume that focus canrextgutenvh-constituents in a local context.

A possible explanation for the ungrammaticalitytfoé configuration can be sought in
interface requirements. Both Beck (2006) and Eakh&2007) have noticed that \ah-
constituent cannot occur in the scope of a focdl@enstituent in the same domain (i.e. CP),

not even when therh-constituent does not undergo movement (neithes tluefocus):

(63) *Only JOHN saw who?

This is due to the fact that these configurations gse to propositions without a truth
value. The details of the account of both authdfferd and | will not discuss them here. |
refer to the papers for the exact account. Wha¢levant for current purposes is thatvh
operator in the scope of a focalized constituemvariably ungrammaticalndependently of
movement This clearly indicates that these sentences ateimappropriate because of
syntactic operations, but rather because of inddgm@ninterface requirements. | will thus
assume that the sentences in (62) are out predigelguse of this reason, and not because
fronted foci andwvh-constituents target the same position. That bgtled of constituents do
not target the same position has also been argyebbh (2007), Cable (2008), and Lee
(2001). The sentences in (60)b and (61)b on therdtland are not problematic since the

focalized constituent and theh-constituent are in different CPs.
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Summarizing the discussion so far, a focalized et generally can move across a
wh-constituent, but not the other way around. Assgntiat RM determines this difference,
we would have to postulate that fronted foci havesuperset of the features ofh

constituents. The question is what the featuralengk ofwh-constituents and fronted foci is.

It is generally assumed thatfconstituents are inherently focalized (see Heirg419
Beck 2006 a.o., Eckhardt 2007 for an overview),ceemwe could assume that they have a
focus feature, and that this feature gives risat&rvention in the contexts we have discussed
so far®® Another possibility is to adopt the superfeatisgstem, as in Starke (2001) and Rizzi
(2004). In this system, features belonging to thmes class give rise to intervention. | will
adopt this system and assume that focusvamd@jive rise to intervention because both are

guantificational features.

The next question is what permits focalized counstits to move across/h
constituents, but not vice versa. In other wordsu$ fronting does not seem to be island
sensitive. In section 6.2, | have briefly discussedhe of the literature concerning island-
sensitivity. It seems to be the case that spetifiocreases immunity to weak islands. Also
when it comes to fronting of a focalized constitiyeme can see that specificity is a crucial
factor. For instance, bare negative or existeigntifiers, which are not specific under any

possible definition of specificity, cannot be fredtacross ah-constituent:

(64) *NOONE did John ask who [-] kissed [-].

b *NESSUNO mi domando chi abbia baci@] .
no one myself ask who has kissed

Cc *SOMEONE John asked who [-] kissed [-].

d *QUALCUNO mi domando chi abbia bacigtd[-] .

QO

30 Eckhardt (2007) convincingly argues that the foleagure ofwh-constituents and the one on focalized
constituents are different from a semantic pointiefv. First, focalization is context sensitivetime sense that
its appropriateness depends on the context, wiilguestion formation is not. Secomih-elements can be
focalized in the context-sensitive sense, andribisclear how, ifvh-elements have a focus feature of
themselves, the presence of two focus featureserconstituent would be dealt with both in syntad a the
semantic compound (see Eckhardt 2007 for more aggtsragainst the unification of focus amd-elements):

0] Otto only wanted to knowhen you’ll arrive (nothow, orwhere).
(Eckhardt 2007: 4)

However, if we adopt the view that what mattersifideervention is that botivh and focus are quantificational,
Eckhardt’s objections do not have to pose any grobl
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someone myself ask who has kissed

Also the fact that movement of a d-linkedh-constituent across a fronted focus is

better than movement of a non-d-linketi-constituent, indicates that specificity plays kero

for intervention:

(65) a
b
(66) a
b
(67) a
b

A quale scienziato pensi che IL PREMIO NOBEL abbidato?
‘To what scientist do you think THE NOBEL PRIZkety gave?’
(Ciro Greco, p.c.)
?°A chipensi che IL PREMIO NOBEL abbiano dato?
‘To whom do you think THE NOBEL PRIZE they gave?’

Which books did Lee say that only to Robin wileggive? (Culicover
1991a: 7, (12a))
??What did Lee say that only to Robin will shee@i (Will Harwood,

p.c.)

?Qual destes assunto dizes que o Rui é que reSolveu
‘Which one of these issues do you say that Ruh@s$) solved?’
*QO que dizes que o Rui é que resolveu?

‘What do you say that Rui (is that) solved?

The data in (64) to (67) indicate that, assumingt thoth wh-features and focus

features are quantificational, we correctly predhztt there is intervention, but the resulting

intervention effect is predicted to be mitigatethié constituent moving across is specific.

The discussion of the data here has shown thaaweccount for the incompatibility

of focus fronting withwh-movement in terms of intervention and interfacgureements. As

such, we do not need to assume that both typesow&ment target the same position, and

hence we can maintain our hypothesis that focutifrg targets a TopP. It also became clear

that specificity plays a role for intervention. Hewer, since specificity is highly context-

dependent, it is hard to determine how exacthynfluences the appropriateness of several
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potential intervention contexts. Additionally, asgaed by Starke (2001), the degree of
specificity seems to be relevant. The more spetliicmoved constituent, the more easily it

will move across potential intervenérs.

| wish to add some comments on the role of spaiyifi€irst of all, specificity is not
always able to save intervention. For instance,tiplal focus movement continues to be
ungrammatical even when the constituent moved a¢hesintervener is more specific, unlike

what happens wittvh-constituents:

(68) *O segundo problema& que o Jodo acredita quen superherdié que vai
resolver.
the second problemis that the Jo&o believes thatsuperherois that will

solve

Second, fronted focus is not recursive, indepengenspecificity. This is unexpected

if specificity is all you need to circumvent interntion:

(69) *QUESTO LIBRO A NESSUNO Gianni ha dato.
THIS BOOK TO NOONE Gianni has given

Note that the other phenomena that arguably invalegiantificational feature, such ab-
movement, English argument fronting, negative is\@T, locative inversion, Resumptive
Preposing etc. exhibit the same pattern: they ate@atursive in the same CP, and specificity

does not seem to be relevant at all.

In summary, the incompatibility of focus frontingitv wh-movement can be
accounted for without having to assume that botlhvenment operations target the same
position. On the basis of the restrictions obsenasdl assuming RM is at the basis of the
restrictions, | assume that fronted foci have sessgt of the features wfh-constituents, since

31 There seem to be good reasons to assume thedifarent degrees of ‘specificity’, in the sensatttefinite
descriptions are more specific/referential tharefimite specific constituents, and it has been agguily argued
that we have to distinguish at least between twegyof indefinite specificity (see Starke 2001,dig 1992,
Enc 1991).
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the first can (often) move across the latter, hott vice versa® Presumably, both types of
constituents have a quantificational feature. Tiesgnce of a specificity feature can alleviate
the intervention effect. Howevewh-constituents cannot surface in the scope of foedli
constituents within the same domain, because thesgise to a proposition without a truth

value.

6.5 Summary

Summarizing, | have argued that several of theedifices between Italian
topicalization and focus fronting can be reducedht® fact that topicalization is often clitic
doubled, while focus fronting can (but does notche® license an empty position. This is
compatible with the hypothesis put forward in clead that fronted foci are topics with a

focus feature.

Given my assumption that focus fronting is notgdged by a focus feature, but rather
by a topic feature, | proposed that the operatioesdnot target a FocP, but rather a TopP.
However, the focus feature is pied-piped by thisvemeent operation and gives rise to
intervention effects with other quantificationaleeients. This intervention effect can be
alleviated by the presence of a specificity feature

The non-recursivity of left peripheral focus ane ihcompatibility of focus fronting
and wh-movement can thus be reduced to an interventidectefwhich permits me to
maintain that focus fronting targets a TopP. Addidlly, the intervention account also
explains why similar patterns hold when two differ€Ps are targeted.

Several questions still remain unanswered: (i) whatkes an element
quantificational? (ii) why do only quantificationalements give rise to intervention in the A’-
system? (iii) why does specificity not mitigate timtervention effect when two focalized
constituents are fronted? (iv) why does specifiahty mitigate the intervention effect (in
some cases) when two different CPs are targete@®eThuestions will be returned to in

chapter 8.

32| do not exclude the possibility that there aneesal specificity features, each corresponding degree of
specificity.
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In what follows, | will assume that focus featuegs quantificational features, on a par
with Rizzi (2004). Focalized constituents can tlnesan intervener for quantificational A’-
movement. Additionally, specific constituents aesd sensitive to interveners, presumably

because they have more features than non-spegiigtituents.
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7 The syntax of monoclausal clefts

In chapter 5 | argued that focus features do nggér movement, at least in European
Portuguese, and that when focalized constituentgemthey do so for focus-independent
reasons. This hypothesis is in line with the obston that fronted foci in European
Portuguese exhibit the same discourse restricasrsentence topics: they need to be linked to
an element in the common ground. In section 5pytiforward the hypothesis that what is
referred to as focus fronting is actually an instanof the topicalization of a constituent which
happens to have a focus feature. In chapter 6sdudsed the alternative account for focus
fronting in more detail, and argued that Relatididinimality can account for the classical
properties of fronted focus, such as non-recussiaitd incompatibility withwh-movement.
This permitted me to maintain the hypothesis camogrfocalized constituents, namely that
they do not undergo movement because of a foctisrégaand hence, do not occupy a FocP.
As such, the structure proposed in chapter 4t fdefts and pseudoclefts was maintained.

In chapter 5, | argued that the cleft constitugné gqueclefts moves to a TopP, while
the cleft constituent of SER-clefts remaimssitu. In this chapter, | work out the details
concerning the syntax & queclefts and SER-clefts, two structures that are amtwell

studied ast-clefts and pseudoclefts.

For € queclefts, | argued that while the cleft constituemtitself associated with a
focus feature, it is an additional topic featurechihtriggers movement of the cleft constituent
to the left periphery of the clause. Pied-pipedtiig movement operation, the focus feature
causes intervention effects in contexts with qu@ational movement. The intervention
effects thaé queclefts give rise to will be discussed in more detasection 7.1.1. | discuss
the interaction of the cleft constituent witih-movement, operators in central adverbial
clauses and relativization. Concerning the positibrthe sequencé que argued to be a
grammaticalized non-separable unit (see chaptet gdjiggest it occupies the lowest head
position in the left periphery of the clause, Findidsed on the observation that no left-
peripheral material may occur to the rightéofjue while adjuncts can occur in between the

cleft constituent and que(section 7.1.2).

The analysis of SER-clefts proposed in section ig.Rheavily inspired by Cable’s

(2010) account for Q-particles. | will argue thhae tcopula, semantically vacuous, takes the
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cleft constituent as its complement and projegwn vP. This vP has the same semantic
properties as the cleft constituent alone but hases syntactic properties of verbal

projections. Following Cable (2010), | will assuthat lexical heads only select for semantic
properties and that the syntactic category of astent is relevant only in case of selection
by a functional head. As such, the vP consistinthefcopula and the cleft constituent cannot
surface as the complement of a functional headdibes not select for verbal constituents, but
it will be able to be selected by either a lexicaad or by a functional head which selects for
verbal constituents. This account will be showmiake the right predictions concerning the

distribution of the copula, and will be shown to fgperior to several of the analyses that

have been proposed in the literature for thesetsires

7.1 E queclefts

As was discussed in chapter 5, unlilkkelefts and pseudocleft§,queclefts do exhibit
embedding restrictions. In this section | will aggihat these embedding restrictions are due to
an intervention effect between the cleft constitueatcupying a TopP and other
quantificational constituents. Concerning the posibfé que | will argue that it occupies the
lowest head position in the left periphery, nanfély.

7.1.1 Intervention effects

As already discussed in the previous chapter, thsegpce of intervention effects can
serve as a diagnostic to determine the positiofocdlized constituents. In what follows, |
will demonstrate that the cleft constituent é@fqueclefts does cause intervention effects,
leading me to the conclusion that it occupies ampdsition. This is in line with the
hypothesis put forward in chapter 5 that the abeitstituent ofé queclefts is a topic, and
occupies the specifier of a left-peripheral TopFhe contexts to be discussed are
interrogatives, relative clauses and central adakdiauses. From the discussion of the data,
it will become clear that the definition of featumelativized Minimality, repeated here

below, is not entirely adequate.
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(1) A local relation (e.g., movement) cannot hold be&mweX and Y if Z
intervenes and Z fully matches the specification X0 in the relevant

morphosyntactic features.

This definition predicts that the following patterhold:

2) a *Qj ... O .. O (identity)
b *o ...af ... 0 (subset)
C afi ... o ... af (superset)
d *afi ... of ... af; (double identity)

The last line of the predicted patterns is, howevwest borne out: a specific
guantificational constituent does not seem to heraare of an intervener for movement of a
specific quantificational constituent than a noeefic quantificational constituent. A similar
pattern has been noticed in an experiment carug¢dby Villata et al. (2013) and by Atkinson

et al. (2015) concerningh-slands.

Let us start with the best known case of inten@mtintervention with interrogative
wh-movement. As was discussed in section 6 Wl2movement cannot target the CP hosting
the cleft constituent, as illustrated in (3)a: btewh-constituenguando‘'when’ and the cleft
constituento Jodooccupy the same CP. wh-constituent can also not move across the cleft
constituent of the quecleft in a lower domain, as shown in (3)b: thle-constituentquem
‘who’ originating in the lower CP moves across theft constituents Maria to a position in

the higher CP, giving rise to an ungrammatical ltesu

3) a *O Pedro perguntou [quande][o Jo&o}.. € que chegou.
the Pedro asked when the Jodo is that arrived
b ?7Quem]y é que dizes que [a Marig} é que beijou [-]?

who is that say that Maria is that kissed
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The incompatibility of € queclefts with wh-movement in questions can
straightforwardly be captured with an interventamtount. The cleft constituent has a focus
feature, i.e. a quantificational feature, whichdl® movement of the&h-constituent across it.
Following Starke (2001) and Rizzi (2013b, 2015)will assume thatwh-constituents in
guestions have a Q-feature. This Q-feature, lile fitus feature, belongs to the class of
guantificational features, hence it gives risertenivention. The locality violation in (3) is
schematized below:

4) ,I\ Foc Q

* [Quem]q dizes que [a Marial,c € que beijou [} .

As discussed in section 6.2, specificity also playsle for intervention effects. If the
wh-constituent moving across the cleft constituergpscific, the intervention effect is much
less strong. Additionally, given the version oftteal Relativized Minimality adopted here,
we expect a specific cleft constituent to intervdroth for specific and non-specifieh-
constituents, but a non-specific one to intervemg @r non-specifiovh-constituents. This is
not borne out: specificity only seems relevanttfte constituent moving across, not for the
intervener, in the sense that a specific cleft tuent itself does not block movement of a
specific wh-constituent, contrary to what would be expecteeegithe version of featural
Relativized Minimality schematized in (2)d. As isistrated in (5)a, a specifigh-constituent
can move across an intervening cleft constituenteNhat a specifievh-constituent can only
cross the cleft constituent if it targets a difféar€P, as indicated by the ungrammaticality if
(5)b.

(5) a 1Qual desses assunteglpecdizes que [0 Ruhc, spec€ que resolveu?
‘Which of these problems do you say that Rui (et)lsolved?’
b *[Qual assunto, spec[0 RUi]Foc, spec€ que resolveu?

which problem Rui (is that) solved
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(6) ,I\ Foc+spec | Q+spec

A sentence in which a non-specifidconstituent moves across a non-specific cleft
constituent, continues to be very degraded, asdsed predicted by the version of featural
Relativized Minimality adopted here. The interventieffect is mitigated if a thevh

constituent is specific.

(7) a *[O que]o achas que [algum ministrgl € que devia ter dito [-] ao
Presidente?
what do you think that some minister is that shdwdsle said [-] to the
president

b Qual destes assuntaglspecachas que [algum ministrgl € que devia

ter resolvido?
‘Which of these problems do you think that some istér (is that)
should have solved?’

Summarizing the data illustrated in (3)-(7), we\arrat the following patterns:

(8) a *Q ... foc (spec) ... Q
b Q, spec ... foc (spec) ... Q, spec

A very similar pattern is found whenveh-constituent is an intervener for movement
of the cleft constituentAgain, the cleft constituent and thd+constituent have to target two
different CPs, and the specificity of the intervenwh-constituent plays no role. Only

specific cleft constituents can move acrosghaconstituent: compare (9)b with (9)c.

9 a *[O Rui] oc, spec€ que [quandaj chegou a Bélgica?

the RUI is that when he arrived in Belgium.’

b [O Ruisoc, spec€ que ndo me lembro [quandathegou a Bélgica.
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‘RUI (is that) | don’t remember when arrived in Bieim.’

c ?7Uma amiga minhal € que néo sei [quandglchegou a Bélgica.
a friend of mine is that | don’t know when arriviedBelgium
d [O Rui]foc, spec que ndo me lembro [que livigkpecleu.

‘Rui (is that) | don’t remember which book (he) dea

(20) ,r Q (spec) FocTspec

Concerning the intervention effects betweam-movement and the movement
undergone by the cleft constituentdrqueclefts, we can make the following generalizations:
(i) an interrogativewh-constituent cannot occupy a position in the sarke as the cleft
constituent, (i) a specific whconstituent can move across the cleft constituent,
independently of whether the latter is specifiot; (iii) a specific cleft constituent can move
across awh-constituent, independently of whether tiM-constituent is specific or not.
Summarizing, the presence of quantificational fesgugives rise to intervention, but
specificity of the constituent that moves acrossraervener alleviates intervention effects.
Specificity of the intervener does not seem to @aywle. This is unexpected given featural
Relativized Minimality: the specificity of the imeener should count for intervention,
blocking movement of specific constituents. Theestpd pattern is however not found in the
data discussed above. A similar lack of interventeffects was found in an experiment
carried out by Villata et al. (2013), in which iaw established thath-extraction of a d-linked
constituent across a d-linkedh-constituent was found to be as acceptable asserosn-d-
linked constituent. Additionally, when both conséibts involved in the intervention
configuration were d-linked, the sentences werggddbetter than when both constituents
were not d-linked, even though the involved couostits had the same featural make-up in
both cases. In this experiment, it was thus alamdothat some features only seem to be
relevant for intervention when they characterize é¢lxtracted constituent, but not when they

mark the intervener. | will return to this matterthe next chapter.

! The ungrammaticality of wh-constituent to the left of the cleft constituerithin the same CP also follows if
€ queoccupies the lowest left peripheral head. Nevéatise the ungrammaticality of the opposite ordenoa
be accounted for in these terms.
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A second context in which the cleft constituent @f queclefts might cause
intervention, are central adverbial clauses, sisctemporal adverbial clauses (11) and event
conditionals (12:

(11) *Quando o Joao é que chegou, a Maria ficou muitetente.

when the Jo&o is that arrived, the Maria becamg vappy

(12) *Se arelva é que estiver seca, 0s meninos podewabmo jardim.

if the grass is that is dry, the children may playhe garden

Building on a long tradition starting with Geis @@, Haegeman (2010, 2012) argues
for the existence of operator movement in tempanal event conditional adverbial clauses,
in order to explain why these contexts do not allfmw Main Clause Phenomena. For
temporal adverbial clauses, not only Haegeman (R0ifs argued that they involve
movement, but a free relative clause-like analiisis been argued for by a series of authors,
such as Larson (1987), Enc¢ (1987), Demirdache &beéjEtxebarria (2004), Bhatt &
Pancheva (2006), Hall & Caponigro (2010) and M@i@0Q) for Portuguese. The main piece
of evidence for the free-relative clause analysiemporal adverbial clauses comes from data
such as the following, which are ambiguous betweeeaading in whicltwhenmaodifies the
predicate of the higher CP and a reading in whkbtlenmodifies the predicate in the lower
CP:

(13) I ate dinner {p when Mary thoughtdp that | should eat dinner]].
a | ate dinnerdp when Mary thought {[cp that | should eat dinner]].

2 The terminology adopted here is the one also hyddaegeman (2012). Central adverbial clauses molakf
event expressed by the predicate of the clausey diteeto be distinguished from peripheral advertalses,
which modify the whole proposition, and Speech &averbials, which modify the enunciation. See Lobo
(2003), Haegeman (2003, 2004, 2012 and related)wddegeman & Hill (2013) and references citedafor
more detailed discussion of adverbial claugegueclefts can be embedded in peripheral adverbiaisels, on a
par with English Main Clause Phenomena:

() Até parece que a mulher € fria e cruel ao abandomguando ele é que a traiu
‘It even seems that the woman is cold and cruehddiaing him when he (is that) cheated on her.’

| refer to Vercautererfgrthcominga) for more details.
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Paraphrase: | ate dinner at a certain time andhatwery same time
Mary had the thought that | should eat dinner gates later time).
b | ate dinnerdp when Mary thought {p that | should eat dinnef]L
Paraphrase: | ate dinner at a certain time and Madypreviously had
the thought that | should eat dinner exactly attitme | did.
(Hall & Caponigro 2010: 552)

This ambiguity receives a straightforward explasatunder the assumption that
temporalwhenclauses are derived through operator movementhensame manner free
relative clauses areAn additional piece of evidence for this analyisisthe fact that no
ambiguity arises in case the lower CP is an isfanéxtraction. In the following example, the
lower CP is a relative clause, known to be a stiskagpd. As a consequence, the sentence can

only receive the interpretation in whigthenmodifies the higher CP.

(14) | ate dinner { when Mary made the suggestiopp [that | should eat
dinner]].
a | ate dinnerdr when Mary made ¢ [pp the suggestioncpthat | should
eat dinner]]].
Paraphrase: | ate dinner at a certain time andhaitvery same time
Mary made the suggestion that | should eat dirstesdme later time).

b *| ate dinner {p when Mary made fp the suggestionch that | should
eat dinner{]].
Cannot mean: | ate dinner at a certain time andyNad previously
made the suggestion that | should eat dinner gxatthe time | did.
(Hall & Caponigro 2010:552)

Continuing a tradition originating with Lycan (200Bhatt & Pancheva (2006) a.o.

have argued that temporal adverbial clauses andittmmals should have a similar derivation,

3 As for temporal adverbial clauses introduced bydsmther thawhen such asintil, before, afteetc., these
clearly are relative clauses in European Portuguwesell of these adverbial clauses involve thatinad operator
gue See Lobo (2003) for an overview of adverbial slagonnectors.
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and they propose that conditional clauses are elgrirough movement of a world operator.
A fact clearly illustrating the similarity betweé@mporal and conditional adverbial clauses is
that, in some languages, both temporal clausescanditionals are introduced by the same
operator. German is a case at point. In this laggudoth types of adverbial clause are

introduced bywenn:

(15) a Wenn Steffi kommt, fangen wir an zu spielen.
when Steffi arrives begin we prt to play.inf
‘When Steffi arrives, we begin to play.’
b Wenn Steffi gewinnt, wird gefeiert.
if Steffi wins is celebrated
‘If Steffi wins, there is a celebration.’
(Bhatt & Pancheva 2006: 642)

Also in English cawhenclauses receive a conditional interpretation:

(16) a When a natural number is divisible by 2, thenrtheber is even.
b If a natural number is divisible by 2, then thanber is even.
(Hall & Caponigro 2010: 545)

Based on the observation that event conditionatteqpa with temporal adverbial
clauses when it comes to left peripheral constisjeMlaegeman (2010, 2012) further
develops the movement analysis of conditional duakclauses, and argues that the operator
originates in Cinque’s (1999) MoogRis One possible objection to this analysis of
conditionals, discussed by Haegeman (2010) is tiidikke temporal clauses, conditionals do

not have an ambiguous readiifgcannot be interpreted as modifying the lower CP:

(17) 1 will leave [cpif you say Ep you will]].
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However, the lack of a long-distance reading in ditonal clauses does not
necessarily imply that no movement is involvednight just as well indicate that movement
must be local, a line of reasoning followed by BRatPancheva (2006). Haegeman (2010)
provides additional arguments for the locality obwvement of the conditional operator. For
instance, also modal adverbs originating in MoedR cannot undergo long distance
movement, unlike temporal adverbs: the adverblerekkamples below can only be construed

with the matrix clause:

(18) a Frankly, | do not understand that he wantsdude

b Probably he thinks that Mary will come.

(Haegeman 2010: 607)

| refer to the relevant literature, especially Hamgn (2010, 2012), for a more detailed
discussion and further evidence of the movementwadcof conditional clauses, adopted
here.

Returning to intervention effects, assuming that trerivation of central adverbial
clauses involves movement, the ungrammaticalitg glieclefts in these contexts receives a
straightforward explanation: the temporal/condiéiboperator, a quantificational element,
cannot cross the cleft constituent. The fact that long construal, normally available in
temporal clauses, is not available when the loweri<Cané quecleft, confirms the relative-
clause like analysis for adverbial clauses. As baldiscussed in more detail below, relative

clauses pattern exactly like adverbial clausekimrespect.

(19) *Jantarei kpquanda a Maria disse [que o Joao
lunch.Is.FuT when the Maria sayS8PrRF that the  Jodo
éque vai jantarj].
is that will  dinet

The opposite pattern, namely the cleft constitupréceding the temporal or
conditional operator in central adverbial clausssingrammatical, since adverbial clauses,
being adjuncts, are strong islands for extraction.
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Let us now turn to relative clauses: queclefts cannot be embedded in relative

clauses, neither inwhrelative clauses (20) nor imuerelative clauses (21). This

incompatibility with relative clauses can be exp&d in terms of intervention, since also

long-extraction of the relativized constituent asrdhe cleft constituent @& queclefts is

ungrammatical, as illustrated in (20)B’ and (21)b:

(20)

(21)

A

Isto ndo € o lugar onde o Pedro beijou a Inés pelmeira vez?

‘Isn’t this the place where Pedro kissed Inés lerfirst time?’

N&o € nada. *Isto € o lugar onde[o Ruilxc € que a beijou pela
primeira vez.

‘No it isn’t. This is the place wheggRuk (is that) kissed her for the
first time.’

N&o é nada. *Isto € o lugar ondea Inés disse que [0 R € que a
beijou pela primeira vez.

‘No it isn’'t. This is the place whege Inés said that Ryt (is that)

kissed her for the first time.’

*Estamos a falar do livro qug [a professora de linguistical € que
recomendou.

we are talking about the book that the professolingfuistics is that
recommended

*Estamos a falar do livro qug disseste que [a professora de
linguistical.c € que recomendou.

we are talking about the book that sa&tl2at the professor of

linguistics is that recommended

In free relative clause§ queclefts are also ungrammatical, both in short-etion

and in long-extraction contexts:

* Since relative clauses are strong islands fometitn, the cleft constituent éfqueclefts cannot be extracted
from a relative clause. As such, these data willh@odiscussed here.

0] *A gente

éque o homem que [-] viu no Rossgio o} meu
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(22) a *Fiz [0 que}e [0 professor de linguistical € que me mandou fazer.
did.1s what the professor of linguistics is that me mdde
b *Fiz [0 quele a Maria disse que [0 professor de linguistigaf que
nos mandou fazer.
did.1s what Maria said that the professor of linguistissthat us

made.3 do

The fact that the only occurrenceséofjueclefts embedded in relative clauses found
in the corpus involve doubling of the head of tektive clause, a relativization strategy not
available in standard European Portuguese, proaddgional evidence for an intervention

account. As was discussed in section 6.3, doulstimgels quantificational effects.

(23) Tinha uma roda que a forca da agua éque
havelvp.3sG a wheel that the  force of.the water is that
fazia andar a roda e com 0s baldes porque

makeimp.3SG go the  wheel and with the  buckets because

tem esses 'tales' baldes, como era o]
havePRES3sGthese ‘suches’ buckets since lsa\@ the
estanca-rio e regava aquele campo grande (...) que
river.stagnator and irrigated that field big that
esta além(MIN31)

bePRES3sG there
‘There was a wheel that the force of the water{h& wheel] into motion, with
the buckets, because it has these buckets siatanithes the river and irrigates

that big field over there.

We is that the man that [-] sawllat.the Rossio, is the my
irm&o.
brother.
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It is generally assumed that relative clauses aeved by movement of some
element, be it a (null) relative operator (the heatkérnal analysis, see for instance Chomsky
1977, 1981), or the head of the relative clausafimong with an operator (the raising or
promotion analysis, see Kayne 1994, Bianchi 199%5tB2002 a.o.). Under a third type of
analysis of relative clauses, the matching anglitsis assumed that there are two instances of
the head of the relative clause that are not cdeddry a movement chain: a clause internal
and a clause external one. The internal head iso(@ily) phonologically erased under
identity with the external head (see for instaneeie8land 1998, Cinque 2008). Although
movement is not always required under a matchimyaten of relative clauses, one of the
heads can undergo movement, which gives rise toumbar of properties such as
reconstruction of the head and island sensitigge(Cinque 2008 for a discussion).

A matching analysis of relative clauses can sttéagivardly account for the non-
standard data such as in (23). The head of tlativelclause has an overt realization inside
the relative clause. It could be the case thatethektive clauses, called resumptive relative
clauses, with an overt realisation of the head @taase internal position, are derived through
movement-free matching, without erasing of the staunternal head. If this account is
correct, we have a straightforward explanationtiier lack of intervention effects with que
clefts in resumptive relative clauses: there isnavement, hence no intervention is expected.
As was discussed in detail by Alexandre (2000)rethe indeed support for the claim that,
contrary to canonical relative clauses, resumpilative clauses in European Portuguese do
not involve movement.As is well known, movement cannot occur out obsty islands. As
such, the head of a canonical relative clause ¢dmoonnected with a gap inside of a strong
island, as illustrated in (24)a. The resumptivatstyy on the other hand, does allow the head
to be connected to an element within a strong dslas illustrated in (24)bThe difference in
island sensitivity receives a straightforward erplgon if we assume that resumptive
relativization does not involve movement of any ckirdifferently from the canonical

relativization strategy.

® Also see Chomsky (1977); Sufier (1998); McClosk8Q) for similar claims concerning other languages.

® See Milller (2014) for similar data from Germansa\In other languages it has been observed thampive
relative clauses are not as island sensitive asnicail relative clauses (see for instance Shloi€e2;
McClosky 2002; Boeckx 2003).
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(24) a *A pessoafcom quemtu encontraste [alguém que falaria]} esta
doente.
the persoywith whqg you met someone who would tajkg sick
b A pessoa[que tu encontraste [alguém que falaria com; glaesta
doente.
the personthat you met someone who would talk with; hiesick

(Alexandre 2000: 77)

In standard European Portuguese, relative clawsasotinvolve resumption, hence, it
is plausible that they are derived through movemehtch would account for the fact théat
gueclefts are consistently restricted in these casteXhere is indeed evidence for a
movement-account for canonical relative clausesstFof all, there is the fact that
relativization cannot extract an element from argjrisland. Note that this is not only the
case forwhrelative clauses, as illustrated in (24)a abowvat, &lso for relative clauses

introduced bygue‘that’:

(25) *alivrariaj [gque conheci a pessoa [que abrbit

the bookshopthat met.$.PRF  the person that openedt

The fact that relativization from within a weakastl is severely degraded, indicates

that relativization involves movement of a constituwith a quantificational feature:

" Judgements concerning relativization dependeridsveak island sensitivity are not categoricak Th
following sentence for instance is judged to bexgratical:

0] ?0 teu irmdo, a quem nao sei que histéria contar@mha um ar muito preocupado
Your brother, to whom | don’t know which story thieyd, was looking concerned.

Note that this cannot be ascribed to the facttti@sentence in (i) contains an appositive relatisese and not
a restrictive relative clause, as the ones abanee she following sentence with an appositive tireéaclause is
ungrammatical:

(i) *Este quadro, que te perguntas onde ja viste, daranito.
This painting, that you wonder where you already,sa very beautiful

It seems to be the case that PP extraction is amreptable than DP extraction, at least when thaard
element is an argument; compare the following serevith (i):

(iii) *Fechou a loja [[em queglo professor perguntou [quem comprou os livros said.
closed the shop in that the professor asked whghidhe books rare
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(26) a *Fechou a loja [onde o professor perguntou

closed the  shepwhergethe  professor asked
[quem comprou 0s livros raros; |1
who bought the books rare ; t

(Alexandre 2000:79)
b ?*0 Jodo leu o] livro [que o professor
the Jodo read the  baqokhat the professor
perguntou [quem escreve]] t

asked who wrote t

We can thus ascribe the incompatibility betweeatingkzation andé queclefts to an
intervention effect: the movement of a quantifioatl constituent, be it the (null) operator
alone or the operator together with the head ofrétative clause, is blocked by the cleft
constituent. Following standard assumptions, | vaisume that relativization involves
movement to the left periphery of a constituenthwat quantificational feature (see Grillo

2008 for instance), which I will call [Rel]. The mfiguration is schematized below:

(27) ,I\ Foc Rel

One could wonder whether features of the head efehative clause might have any

influence for intervention, as one would expecthié head undergoes movement, as in the

Also in English, PP extraction is better than DRantion (Andrew Weir, p.c.). This is particuladiear when
comparing sentences with and without prepositicansling:

(iv) ??1 met the man to whom | don't know what they aixgd.

(v) ?1 met the man to whom | don't know which problémyt explained.
(vi) *| met the man who | don’t know what they explairted

(vii) ?*| met the man who | don’t know which problem thexplained to.

A DP-PP distinction has also been reported forratitervention contexts, see section 6.1.5.
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raising account for relative clauses. This doesseein to be the case: relativization patterns
with barewh-constituents when it comes to weak island exwacti his can be accounted for
by assuming that the head of the relative clauss ot undergo movement, as in the head-
external account, or if the head of relative clausensistently is non-specific, as was argued
by Cinque (2008), based on data such as the failpfvi

(28) a The men that there were [-] in the garden
b *there were the men in the garden
Cc there were some/three men in the garden

Also in European Portuguese, a relative operatorbeaextracted from an existential

construction, indicating that it consistently iswgpecific:

(29) a 0os homens que ha [-] por ai
the men that have [-] around
‘the men that there are around’
b *h& os homens por ai
have the men around
c h& alguns homens por ai
have some men around

‘there are some men around’

As is well known, only non-specific indefinite DRsan surface in existential

constructions. Since the gap in a restrictive netatlause can be insidetlzere construction,

8 The validity of the suggestion that the head sfrietive relative clauses is irrelevant for inteméion depends
to a great extent on where Relativized MinimalippBes. If it is a restriction on the movement ggiem itself,
we do not expect that the head of the relativesglas relevant for intervention if it does not molfeon the
other hand, Relativized Minimality is a represeiotal principle, applying at LF, as is generallg@sed (see
Rizzi 2013), the head should be relevant whetheoites or not, since it does enter the depend&ifcgourse,
it could also be the case that featural Relativigkmimality does not work the way it is assumedeheavhich is
also indicated by the fact that the specificitylef intervener does not seem to play any rolenfi@rvention. |
refer to chapter 8 for a further discussion.
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we have to assume that it is indefinite, at leastsi base position. | refer to Cinque (2008) for

more evidence for his clainis.

The fact that also in combination withqueclefts, relativization patterns with bare
wh-constituents, confirms the idea that relativizatiovolves movement of a constituent with
a quantificational feature only. The examples beppavide some additional evidence that the

specificity of the head of the relative clauseas relevant at all:

(30) *Estou a ler o/um livro que o Jodo disse que a siea de linguistica é que
recomendou.
| am reading the/a book that Jo&o said that théegsor of linguistics is that

recommended

In summary: the cleft constituent éfqueclefts blocks relativization in all contexts
discussed so far, specificity of the head of thatinee clause does not seem to play any role.

As such, relativization patterns with bave-movement?

° It has been argued that relativization involveserfeatures thawh-movement, see Abels (2012) or Danckaert
(2012) for instance, who argue that relativizaiiorolves movement of a quantificational feature aratinking
feature. | do not exclude the possibility that tiglaation involves movement of a featurally rickdement than
wh-movement, but based on the intervention patteittséwqueclefts, | have to conclude that these extra
features in relativization do not count for intemtien withé queclefts. It might be the case that there is a eross
linguistic difference here, as focus fronting ialiin is grammatical in relative clauses:

0] ?Tuo Fratello, a cui crediamo che MARIA abbiano praato (non Francesca).
‘Your brother, to whom we believe that MARIA theyegented (not Francesca).’
(Abels 2012: 9)

19 Notice that the relativization patterns clearlystrate the relevance of Relativized Minimalityel&ive
pronouns are argued to target a different posttian both topics and fronted foci (see Rizzi 198ifjce both
topics (CLLD) and fronted foci can occur insiderefative clauses in Italian:

0] Un uomo a cui, il premio nobel, lo daranno senzt@a[t]. (Rizzi 1997:289)
a man to who the prize nobel CL give without other
‘A man to whom the Nobel Prize, they would certgigive it.’
(i) Ecco un uomo a cui il PREMIO NOBEL dovrebbero dan il premio X)(Rizzi 1997: 298)
there a man to who the PRIZE NOBEL should givethetprize X
‘This is a man to whom the NOBEL PRIZE they shaogile (not prize X).

We could explain the incompatibility éf queclefts and relativization by arguing that the tlainstituent and
relative pronouns target the same position, althatigrould not be clear what the nature of thisipias would
be. Also, it would not explain why both movemenemions are also incompatible when different Qfes a

targeted. Additionally, pied-piping relative clags& be discussed in what follows, are compatite é que

clefting. An intervention account thus seems tarfaee adequate to account for the data.
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There is one exception to the generalization, narogjo-relative clauses. These are
genitive relative clauses, in which an NP is olibgdy pied-piped by the possessive genitive

relative pronoun:

(31) Arrevista[[cujo editorial t]; copiaste;} € muito ma.

the magazing[whose editorial;i}; copied.2.PRFt] is very bad

Unlike what happens in relative clauses withoutpé@ing, incujo-relative clauses
relativization does not seem to be sensitivevbeislands. As such, the relative clauses in (a)
and (b), in which the relative operator moves ax@sh-constituent leaving the possessee
situ, are judged considerably worse thandbg relative clause in (c), in which the possessee

is pied-piped-
(32) a *A revista [[da qual] ignoras [quando copiaste o txtial]]
the magazine of which ignore when copied the eiditor
b *A revista [[de que] ignoras [quando copiaste o edil]]
the magazine of that ignore when copied the editori
C A revista [[cujo editorial] ignoras [quando copias]j

the magazine whose editorial ignore when copied

Also in intervention contexts with queclefts,cujo-relative clauses exhibit a different
pattern.Cujo-relativization across the cleft constituent is siderably better than other types
of relativization, both in local and in non-locaintexts. The fact that the relative pronoun can
co-occur with the cleft constituent in the same C&hfirms Rizzi's (1997) proposal that
relativization targets a different position thardbzed constituents, and thus provides extra

evidence for the intervention account.

" The patterns concerning genitive relative clalseg32) can be interpreted as evidence againstatsing
analysis of relative clauses, since only pied-pipgterial seems to be relevant for interventiorc. This
receives a straightforward explanation if the heddelative clauses does not move, unlike the piped
material. However, this is not the place to disdhsssyntax of relative clauses in great detail.
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(33) a 70 menino cujo pai ontem é que foi hospitalizadta ak todo triste.

the boy whose father yesterday is that was hogmthis there all sad
‘The boy whose father yesterday was hospitalizedyaing sad over
there.’

b 20 menino cujo pai acho que ontem € que foi hospéidd, esta ali
todo triste.
the boy whose father | think that yesterday is thas hospitalized is
there all sad
‘The boy whose father | think that yesterday waspitalized is being
sad over there.’

Additionally, the pied-piped NP itself can be fazall and followed by que a fact

that, as far as | know, has not been noticed before

(34) O menino cujo pai é que esta no hospital estéodib tiriste.
the boy whose father is that is in the hospitéhée all sad

‘The boy whose father (is that) is in the hospgdbeing sad over there.’

In standard European Portuguese, a relative pronanronly be followed bg queif
there is NP pied-pipintf. In the absence of an NP, the result is ungramaiagéwen though
the head of the relative clause can be focalizedirtstance in (35), the relative pronogue
cannot be followed by que although the head menino‘the boy’ may be contrastively
focalized. Note however that relative pronouns banfollowed byé quein some non-
standard varieties of European Portuguese (seeaMeren 2010 and Cardoso & Alexandre

2013). This microvariation concernirggguewill be returned to below.

(35) *O menino que é que esta no hospital
the boy that is that is in.the hospital

2 That is if my informants can be considered toesgers of standard European Portuguese.
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The question raises how we can explain the differdmetween relative clauses with
and without pied-piping, when it comes to internv@mtwith cleft constituents ig queclefts.
It has been argued that the sole presence of @alexstriction in the moved constituent plays
a role for intervention, at least in child gramnfaee for instance Friedmann et al. 2009;
Belletti & Rizzi 2012). Although the presence okial material might be relevant, what
seems really crucial for adult speakers of Europariuguese is specificity. Compare the
following two sentences, both with a compleh-constituent containing a noun. The
difference between the tweh-constituents, is thajue carrocan have two interpretations,
while qual carro only has oneque carrocan be used both to ask for the identificatiora of
specific car, member of a set of cars that is givethe context, but it can also be used to ask
for the identification of a kind of car, in whiclage it is not specifiQual carroon the other
hand can only be used to ask for the identificatiba specific car. In intervention contexts,
the non-specific interpretation fgue carrois unavailable, indicated by the * in the example
below. With the specific interpretation, the senteis acceptable, although slightly degraded.
Qual carrg always specific, can be extracted across intemgen

(36) a *Que carro achas que o Rui € que consertou?
what car think that the Rui is that repaired
b Qual carro achas que o Rui é que consertou?
which car think that the Rui is that repaired
‘Which car do you think that Rui (is that) fixed?

Given this, it does not seem adequate to arguecthjatrelatives are insensitive to
guantificational interveners because they involeslypiping of lexical material, unlike other
relative clauses. Additionally, if relativizatiomviolves raising of the head of the relative
clause, as was argued by Kayne (1994) or Bianc®®9q), all restrictive relative clauses
involve movement of quantificational and lexicalteréal. Hence, we would expect a contrast
between restrictive relative clauses, with lexicadterial, and free relative clauses, without
lexical material. This is not the case: free rghtclauses pattern with restrictive relative
clauses in intervention contexts. The relevant restis between relative clauses with and

without pied-piping.
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| suggest that the difference between the two tygeselativization in relation to
intervention effects also might be due to a diffees in specificity, on a par with what was
observed fomwh-movement. Above, it was established that the §peygiof the head of the
relative clause is irrelevant for intervention. Hollows if the head does not enter the
movement operation or if it is non-specific in kase position. Ircujo-relative clauses,
another element enters the dependency relationpidtepiped NP. There is some evidence
that relativization with pied-piping differs fromegular relativization when it comes to
specificity. For instance, unlike with regular tel&ation, the gap associated witujo-
relatives may not be inside an existential consiva¢cwhich indicates that the element that is

moved consistently is specific:

(37) a Os livros que ha [-] na biblioteca sé&o todos usados
the books that have are all used
‘The books there are [-] are all used.’
b ?% autor cujos livros hé na biblioteca
the author whose books are in.the library

‘the author whose books there are [-] in thedlifpr

Although the evidence is scarce, the contrast alodieates that we may maintain
that specificity does cause an amelioration effledhtervention contexts, in line with what

we found forwh-movement.

The data discussed here illustrates that the clefistituent ofé queclefts has a
guantificational feature that gives rise to intemven effects with other quantificational
constituents, such agh-constituents in interrogatives, adverbial claused relative clauses.
The interrogative contexts provide evidence thacHjgity of the constituent moving across
an intervener ameliorates intervention effectshéligh the evidence is not that clear-cut, also
relative clauses provide evidence for the rolepafcHicity.

Given that the distribution & queclefts can be captured referring to intervention,
will maintain the hypothesis put forward in the ypoeis chapters: focus does not trigger
movement, and in case a focalized constituent doege, it does so for focus-independent
reasons. In the case éfqueclefts, the cleft constituent moves to the leftipleery of the

clause to become the topic of the sentence.
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7.1.2 The position and nature ofé que

In section 4.2.1, | argued thétgueis a non-separable unit lexicalizing one singldeno
in the left periphery of the clause. So far, naghivas been said concerning which node that is.
The most straightforward analysis would be to ptsitt € quelexicalizes the head of the
TopP that hosts the cleft constituent in its speciHowever, since the same sequedapie
also surfaces in other structures, such as intatinggg, it might be the case that it lexicalizes
some other head, not immediately associated welckbft constituent. In this section, | will
argue tha# quelexicalizes the lowest head of the left periphekgditionally, for standard
European Portuguese, | will suggest thafueis a focus operator, given the requirement of a
focalized constituent to its left. In some non-di@m varieties of European Portugueseue

seems to have grammaticalized to an entirely vaxetament.

Considering thaé quecan surface with a variety of types of constitgdit its right,
such as cleft constituentgh-constituents and relative pronouns with a piece@ipNP, we
could assume that quecan lexicalize any left peripheral head. An alétire is to assume
thaté quelexicalizes the same head in all structures ifases in*> Each analysis has some
advantages, but | will argue that an account adgogrtb whiché queuniformly lexicalizes
Fin is more adequate, based on three observat{né:quedoes not (always) need to be
strictly adjacent to theconstituentit accompanies; (i) at least in standard European
Portuguese, there may only be one instanae aqiiein the CP of the clause and (iii) no left-
peripheral material may occur to the rightéofiue Although the evidence is not conclusive

and allows for alternative analyses, | will assuhaé quelexicalizes Fin.

In previous work (Vercauteren 2010a, b), | argdetlpwing Soares (2006), that the
cleft constituent iré queclefts does not occupy the specifier of the hexechlized bye que
based on the observation that adjuncts and paterglsemay intervene between the cleft

constituent ané que

13 Under a classical cartographic account, in whiath lvh-constituents and the cleft constituenéajueclefts
occupy the specifier of a FocP, one might argueéltpierealizes the Foc head. However, it is not cleav ho
cujo-relatives might fit into such an analysis, sinelativization does not target a FocP.
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(38) a E eu, como sendo o mais velho, é que fui sempi@Esascravo.
(AAL35)
‘And |, being the oldest, (is that) was always thest hard-working.’
b A outra parte que se deita depois na canja, é ¢l&a@ue € depois
migada e tudaMTV57)
‘The other part that is added then to the chickeathh as is clear, (is
that) is crumbled and everything afterwards.’

If adjuncts occupy the specifier of a specializedd®, as is argued by Rizzi (2004),
we cannot assume that the cleft constituentéagdeoccupy the specifier and the head of the
same projection. On the other hand, if we assumadumction analysis of left-peripheral
adjuncts and parentheticals, the cleft constitaeaié quemight occupy the same projection,
as long as adjunction to intermediate levels mvad. Both analyses can thus account for the
lack of strict adjacency between the cleft constituandé que depending on one’s
assumptions concerning left-peripheral adjuncts.

In interrogatives on the other hand, in generahimgt may intervene between tids-
constituent ané que which might indicate thad queand thewh-constituent are in a Spec-
Head relation. However, when th&h-constituent is complex, parentheticals are more
acceptable:

(39) a *O que, ontem, € que a Maria leu?
what yesterday is that the Maria read
b Que livro, diz-me tu, é que a Maria leu?
what book say me you is that the Maria read
‘What book, tell me, (is that) did Maria read?’

Arguably, this distinction between bamd and complexvh-constituents is due to the
less strict requirement of the latter to be adja¢era verb. In European Portuguese, I-to-C
movement is obligatory iwh-interrogatives, unless queis inserted. However, with complex
wh-constituents, the verb does not have to raiskadetft periphery (see Ambar 1992). Soares
(2006) argues thaté gqueinsertion has the same function as I-to-C movemasntthe same
strict adjacency between thdrconstituent ané queis observed as betweenva-constituent
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and the verb in C. Presumably, the verb in Céoguedo not occupy the head position
adjacent to thevh-constituent. Rather, the strict adjacency betwhemwh-constituent and the
verb€ quein barewh-questions is due to an Agree relation betweenaiveonstituent and
the verbé que An analysis along these lines permits us to raand uniform derivation for

interrogatives:

The discussion concerning the adjacency betweencléf constituent/thewh-
constituent an@& quedoes not provide conclusive evidence concerniegothsition ofé que
The data are compatible both with an analysis inclwlé queoccupies the head of the
specifier occupied by the constituent precedingnt] thus presumably is able to lexicalize a
variety of head positions within the CP, and anais in whiché queconsistently occupies
the same head position. A second aspect of thebdigon of € quethat provides a stronger
argument is that there may only be one occurrehéequein the CP of the clause, at least in

standard European Portuguese:

(40) *O bolo é que o Jodo é que comeu.
the cake is that the Jo&o is that ate
(Costa & Lobo 2009: 3802)

If € quecan occupy a variety of head positions, it is clear how to rule out that it
occurs more than once. If, on the other hand, warase that it can only lexicalize one head
position, the unicity o quefollows. However, | wish to note that the struetun (40) is
ruled out on independent grounds: as will be itetetd belowg quein standard European
Portuguese is consistently associated with a foedlconstituent. As was discussed in great
detail in the previous chapter, multiple left-pépal foci are ungrammatical because of

intervention effects.

14 See Abels (2012) for similar suggestions conceytiie strict adjacency between thie-constituent and the
verb in C: it is not entirely clear whether thigatadjacency is the consequence of a Spec-Hédaiibre

between both or of some other requirememloonstituents in root interrogatives. | do not exid the
possibility that the ver/queis first merged in Fin and subsequently moveshaher head position in bare
whrinterrogatives, as such ending up in a Spec-Heatiguration with thevh-constituent, along the lines of
what Rizzi & Shlonsky (2006) argue for the raisiregb in interrogatives. However, if one assumes tha
adjunction (to intermediate projections) should lbetallowed, it cannot be the case that this Cénial head-
to-head movement also takes place in questionsanitmplexvh-constituent. As such, it seems reasonable to
assume thad queoccupies Fin in at least a sub-setwfinterrogatives.
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For those varieties that allow for a recursivetateinstituent, each accompanied by an
instance of que,as illustrated in (41), it might be the case thguecan lexicalize more than
one node, or that these structures have to be sathlgs some kind of recomplementation
structure (see Costa & Lobo 2009 and VercauteretD20 The latter hypothesis would
explain why the number o queés is restricted to two. In order to make any digfne

conclusions regarding these structures, more dataeeded, especially negative data.

(41) Tanto que quando se rompe € que eles é que véeuP€eas
that.much that when SE break is that they is thatits
‘That much that when it breaks (is that) they ljiat} see it.’

One last piece of data that might give us indicetion the position & que is the fact
that no left-peripheral material, such as (cligét dislocated) topics may occur to the right of

é que'®

(42) a *Eu é que o bolo, comi-o.
| is that the cake ate CL
b *Com guem é que o bolo, comeste-0?
with who is that the cake ate-CL

Given this last property of the distribution éfque | tentatively conclude that it
occupies Fin in all structures it surfaces in. Assyg this has the additional advantage of
explaining whyé quecan only surface in finite structures, as wassthated in section 4.2.1.

If it is true that the Fin head is related to famess, as was initially argued by Rizzi (1997), we

do expect there to be finiteness restrictions ersthuctureg quecan surface in.

The proposed structure férqueclefts is illustrated below?

!> This seems to be the case for non-standard Eundpeuguese as well. In the corpus, only one seoge of
an adjunct to the right & quewas found:

0] Pois, mais ou menos, pessoal da minha idade éngais,ou menos, faz isttMLDO03)
‘Well, more or less, people of my age (is that)renor less, do this.’
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(43) TopP

[0 JO&0]oc Top’
Top® FinP
/\
€ que TP

t comeu o bolo

Let us now turn to the nature éfque Recall tha€e que with the same properties as in
€ queclefts, also surfaces in other structures. Indsiath European Portuguese, it can occur in
wh4nterrogatives, as was discussed in great detalbdmres (2006), but apparently also in
cujo-relative clauses, a fact that, as far as | knas, ot been noted so far. Concerrcogp-
relatives, the pied-piped NP receives a focus pmétation. The three contexts in whi€lgue

can occur are illustrated below:

(44) a O macaco é que me deu um beijo.

the monkey is that me gave a kiss
‘The monkey (is that) gave me a kiss.’

b Quando é que chegas?
when is that arrive
‘When do you arrive?’

c O menino cujo pai é que esta no hospital estéetrist
the boy whose father is that is in.the hospitakid
‘The boy whose father (is that) is in the hodpgaad.’

For the standard language, it thus seems to beabe thaé quecan occur in any
structure that involves left-peripheral focus, ipdedently of the position that the focalized

18 1f the ‘cleft constituent’ is the pied-piped NP génitive relative clauses, the position it occapgénot a TopP
but rather a RelP.
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constituent occupies. The fact th@tque may only surface ircujo-relatives but not in
restrictive relatives with a focalized head, intésathat the focalized constituent effectively
has to occupy a position in the CP of the clduse:

(45) *Vio MENINO que € que esta triste.
saw the BOY that is that is sad

We could thus say tha quefunctions as some sort of focus sensitive opertiat
requires the relatively local presence of a foealizzonstituent. Unlike focus sensitive
operators such asnly or even the focalized constituent does not surface ircit®@mmand
domain.

In non-standard European Portugueseguecan occur in some additional structures,
including complement clauses (a), all types oftretaclauses (b) and adverbial clauses (c)

(see Vercauteren 2010a for a detailed description):

(46) a E de maneira que ela(..) criava bois e
and of manner that she reared oxen and
acho que ¢é que lavrava. (CLH35)

think that is that worked
‘So that she reared the oxen and | think that &g ghe worked

b Quando tirava a coalhada dalém, é
when removed the  curd from.there IS
claro, (...) depois no fundo, aonde é que nhdi
clear after on.the bottomwhere is that had
a coalhada, ficava também liquid@BV55)
the curd stayed also liquid

" Under any analysis of relative clauses, the héaldeorelative clause ends up in a position outsidiae CP.
Under the head-external analysis, the CP relatagse is simply adjoined to the head NP. Underdising
analysis, although the head does move through pdSRien, it subsequently undergoes movement tigtaehn
position (see for instance Bianchi 1999 or de V#@86). Also under a matching analysis does thd heaever
occupy a position in the CP of the relative clause.
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‘When we took the curd from there, it's clear, tla¢the bottom, where
(is that) the curd was, there was also liquid.’

c Ele que pegue o pao e ponha em cima
he that take the bread and put in top
da pa que eu vou a lenha quando e
of.the peel that | go to.the wood when IS
que fizer falta. (PAL31)
that do shortage
‘Let him take the bread and put it on the peelesinget firewood

whenever (is that) it is necessary.’

In the non-standard languag® que seems to have grammaticalized to an
underspecified C-particle. Also recall the datacdssed in section 5.4.3, in which it was
illustrated that in some varieties of non-standatalopean Portuguese, the cleft constituent
can be null or recursive, indicating that it is fatalized but rather functions as a plain topic.

It might be the case that in these varieteegueceased to be a focus operator and became an
empty lexicalizer of a left-peripheral head. Th@sgible grammaticalization process will be
discussed in more detail in chapter 8, where tloseclrelation between copulas, focus

particles and other particles will be discussed.

7.1.3 Summary

Summarizing, the cleft constituent @& queclefts occupies a left-peripheral A’-
position, as it causes intervention effects with vemnent of other quantificational
constituents. More specifically, the cleft consgiittmoves to the specifier of a TopP in order
to become a sentence topic. The presence of a featige, a quantificational feature, gives
rise to intervention withvh-movement and relativization. This interventioreetfis mitigated
if the constituent moving across the intervenerspecific. Additional features of the
intervener, such as specifity, do not seem to evaet, contrary to what is predicted by the

standard definition of featural Relativized Minirntgl
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E queis argued to occupy the lowest head of the lefippery, namely Fin. In the
standard language, there needs to be a focalizestiwent to its left, be it an interrogative
wh-constituent, a cleft constituent or a focalized pi€d-piped by relativization. In some non-
standard varietie® quedoes not impose any requirements on the materitd teft. It seems
to be a mere lexicalizer of a left peripheral head.

7.2 SER-clefts

In chapter 4 it was argued that SER-clefts are miawngal sentences in which the
copula does not head the matrix VP because it ldekproperties of a regular copular verb.
Several authors have proposed a monoclausal asalfySEER-clefts in Brazilian Portuguese
(Kato & Mioto 2012, Mioto 2012, Resenes & Den Dikk2012) or a variety of Spanish
(Bosque 1999, Méndez-Vallejo 2009a, b, 2012, Curdwravis 2003, Camacho 2006,
Zubizarreta 2014). Although most authors assumethigacleft constituent i situ, Kato &
Mioto (2012) assume that the cleft constituent ugdes movement to a left peripheral FocP.
In chapter 5 | argued, in accordance with the nitgjoriew, that the cleft constituent
effectively isin sity, because there is no evidence for movement. Ashiaposition of the
copula SER ‘to be’, | will propose a novel analysiased to a great extent on Cable’s (2010)
account for Q-patrticles, because an analysis aloege lines can more easily account for the
rather free distribution of the copula, which isdissed in section 7.2.1. The details and

predictions of the analysis are discussed in segtid.2.

7.2.1 The position of the copula

Concerning the position of the copula, several psafs have been made. For
instance, Bosque (1999) and Méndez-Vallejo (200920t2) argue that it sits in a FocP in
the VP or the TP edge. The most detailed analgsgavided by Méndez-Vallejo (2009b),
who argues that the copula occupies a FocP inighe edge of TP, based on the observation

that constituents bigger than vP can be the ctafstituent. Additionally, she assumes that the
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copula occupies the specifier of this FocP, andim®thead, because otherwise we expect the

copula to block verb movement. Her analysis istlated below:

(47) [t [topp[rocprSer [FOC® ferip [progr[ve [ve VO]
(Méndez-Vallejo 2012)

Analyses of this type, assuming a fixed position flee copula have one major
weakness: the copula seems to be subject to mhatiew distributional restrictions. For
instance, it can occur in between the verb in Tamduxiliary or lexical verb, as in (48)a, but
it can also be preceded by several auxiliariesfalhalved by an auxiliary or lexical verb as in
(48)b and c. If the copula does occupy a fixedtposi we have to assume that auxiliaries and
verbs can freely move across the copula, and tteaktare several positions available for

auxiliaries to the left of the copula.

(48) a Pode ¢ ter estado durante oito meses com
can is have been during eight months with
alguns dias com falhas de adta.

some days with problems of water

‘During eight months, he could (is) have had a f@ays with water

problems.’

b Ndo me parece que seja muscular, deve ter e
not me seem that is muscular must have is
ficado com uma concussdo  do caragas devido a
stayed with a concussion  of.the shit due to.the
pancada que levald.
blow that received

Bhttp://www.cm-

ferreiradozezere.pt/NR/rdonlyres/0001dffl1/brsjsebggwxtrdpofgyxfioxvad/Acta20100924AM.pdt 1 april
2014)

19 hitp://serbenfiquista.com/forum/geral/miralem-solei/4680/(11 april 2014)
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‘It doesn’t seem to me to be muscular, he musel#s) gotten a huge

concussion due to the blow that he received.’

C Eles estdo e tém estado é a servir-se do
they are and have been is to ses¥e-  of.the
povo, para se governarem

people for SE maintain

‘they are and have been (is) serving themselveshef people to
maintain themselves.’

Assuming free verb movement is not necessarilylproétic. For instance, if it is true
that adverbs occupy the specifier of a specialipedtional head (Cinque 1999), we have to
assume that auxiliaries can optionally move accestin adverbs (also see Cinque 2005 and
Harwood 2014 for optional auxiliary movement). largpean Portuguese, some adverbs can
occur both to the left and to the right of partaoubuxiliaries. For instanc@rovavelmente
‘probably’ can occur both to the left and to thghti ofter ‘have’:

(49 A Maria (provavelmente) tem (provavelmente) achkst
the Maria (probably) has (probably) been
(*provavelmente) doente.

(*probably) sick

This can be accounted for by assuming teabptionally moves to a higher position
preceding the adverb. However, optional auxiliargvement is not unrestricted&Estado
‘been’ in the example above, for instance, cannoterto the left of the adverb. Nevertheless,

the copula in SER-clefts can occupy all of the paiss in the TP-field, as long as it occurs to
the right of the verb in T:

(50) Ele pode (é) ter (é) estado (é) doente.

he may (is) have (is) been (is) sick
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It thus seems to be preferable to assume thatdpela does not occupy a fixed

position, but that it can be freely merged withie TP field, as will be argued below.

Apart from the flexible position of the copula inet TP-field, also within the VP the
copula has a rather free distribution: the clefistduent can correspond to smaller or bigger
portions of the VP. For instance, it can correspindne complement, two complements, as

in below(51), or to complements of the verb arerbn-finite verb, as in (48)b and c.

(51) Quero e dar o bolo ao macaco

want.1s is give the cake to.the monkey

If SER occupies a fixed position, this variabildguld be accounted for if we assume
that constituents can freely move out of the complet of the projection lexicalized by the

copula, for instance to a recursive TopP, alondittes of the representation below:

(52) [tp Quero darfropr [0 bOI; [xp € [vr ti @0 Mmacacd]]

An alternative to assuming a lot of optional movemia order to arrive upon the
correct distribution of SER, is to assume thatdbpula does not have a fixed position. Also
the fact that SER can occur inside of DPs and ARBpugh with some restrictions (see
below), indicates that SER does not occupy a fp@sition in the clausal spirfé.

% The fact that DP (i) and AP-internal (ii) conséitus can be the cleft constituent in SER-clefts jtuapart
from the other cleft constructions discussed hehe. (a) examples illustrateclefts, the (b) example
pseudoclefts and the (c) exampéegueclefts.

0] a *Foi de terra  que Vi uma casa.
was of eart that saw a house
b *De que Vi uma casa foi de terra.
of what  saw a house was of earth
c *De terra € que Vi uma casa.
of earth is that saw a house
(i) a *E de esperar que estou cansada.
is of waiting that am tired
b ??De que estou cansada é de esperar.
of what am tired is of waiting
c *De esperar é que estou cansada.
of waiting is that am tired
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(53) a Vi uma casa foi de terra

saw a house was of earth
b Estou cansada e de esperar.
am tired is of waiting

This was suggested by Mioto (2012) and Curnow &isr&2003) for instance, who
propose that the copula is a focus particle, adppito or occupying the specifier of the cleft
constituent. The problem with analyses along thiees, mentioned by Mioto (2012), is that
it overgenerates: it is not clear how one can icstine positions where SER can surface.
Recall for instance that the copula has to occligatorily to the right of the inflected verb:

(54) a *A Maria foi dancou.
the Maria was danced
b *Foi a Maria dancgou.
was the Maria danced
c Dancou foi a Maria

danced was the Maria

Camacho (2006) and Zubizarreta (2014) also prowdeanalysis that captures the
distributional freedom of SER more easily. Theyuass an adjunction analysis: the copula is
base generated in a projection adjoined to VP aiast the cleft constituent as its
complement! According to Zubizarreta (2014), the material esponding to the cleft

constituent inside of VP is elided under identitite analysis is illustrated below:

In addition to DP internal and AP internal congitts, SER-clefts can be used to focalize a vaokty
constituents that can not be the cleft constitoéthe other clefts, such as AspPs, vP-shells aticcesmall
clauses.

L For Camacho (2006), the adjoined structure ispaletive equative sentence with a null subjectand
focalized predicate. The null subject is coindewdtth an empty category in the main clause. Cam#2066)
does not provide any details concerning the emgtggory and its licensing.
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(55) TP

Clara T
S
le trajo vP
/\
vP CopP
N N
\Y; VP fue vP

galletasa-Armando galletas a Armando

This analysis has the advantage that it can maigyeacount for the flexible position
of the copula, and it also provides an explanafmmwhy the cleft constituent cannot be
extracted, as it occupies a position inside an radj@nd adjuncts are strong islands for

extraction:

(56) *Oque comeu o Superhomem foi [-]?

what ate the Superman was

It also accounts for the fact that the copula caomaeour between P and its DP complement or
between D and its NP complement, since P and Dotlaense ellipsis/cannot be stranded in

Portuguese.

However, the drawback of this analysis is thats Bnad hocflavour. For instance, it
is not clear how ellipsis of the material corresiog to the cleft constituent is licensed. A
special type of ellipsis has to be involved, sirthe cleft constituent in SER-clefts can
correspond to constituents that cannot readily llsec This is illustrated by the fact that
elision of the second verb in complex predicatasigrammatical, while they can be the cleft
constituent in SER-clefts. According to Camach@806) and Zubizarreta’'s (2014) analysis,
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in the example below, the second verb of the compledicate can be elided without its

direct objecte ‘you’, while this is in general impossible:

57 a Nao te ueremos é Ver.
( q
not cCL want.3L is see

‘We don’t want (is) to see you.’

b Néo te quero ver, nem a Maria (*te) quer.

not CL want.5 see neither the MariaL

want

Also complements of nouns can be the cleft corestitun SER-clefts, but cannot be

elided:

(58) a Li um livro  foi de linguistica.

read. B.PRF a book beS8PRF of linguistics

‘| read a book (was) of linguistics.’

b Li um  livro de linguistica, mas
read.B.PRF a book of linguistics but
nao leram um livro (*de linguistica)
not read.BL.PRF a book (*of linguistics)

os alunos

the students

As an alternative to these analyses, | will developaccount for SER-clefts based on

Cable’s (2010) analysis for Q-particles, in whidfe tcopula is a focus particle, as was
suggested by Curnow & Travis (2003) for Spanish avmbto (2012) for Brazilian

Portuguese. The distribution of the copula willdetermined by selectional restrictions.

7.2.2 Proposal: SER as a verbal focus particle

In this section, | work out the concrete proposal the syntax of SER-clefts. The

section is organized as follows: section 7.2.2ttoguces Cables’ (2010) account for the
syntax of Q-particles. In section 7.2.2.2, thiscast is adapted to SER-clefts. Section 7.2.2.3
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discusses the predictions of the proposed accdiiected constituents, predicates and

adjuncts will be discussed separately.

7.2.2.1 Cable’s (2010) syntax of Q-particles

Cable (2010) proposes an account for the synta@-particles inwh-interrogatives,

such as Tlingisaillustrated in the example below:

(59) Waa sa sh tudinookw i eesh?
how Q he.feels your father
‘How is your father feelingDauenhauer & Dauenhauer 2000: 138)

(Cable 2010: 3)

Based on the distribution of this type of Q-padgclin three languages, namely Tlingit,
Japanese and Linhala, Cable (2010) argues thatt@tps can be both adjoined to ti
constituent or take thavh-constituent as their complement. This is the seur€ cross-
linguistic variation, giving rise to two types driguages: Q-adjunction languages and Q-
projection languages. In the first type, the nodmuhating Q-XP will have the same label as
XP, while in the second, it will be a QP. In boylipes of languages, the Q-particle does not
change the semantic type of its sister. This i®satized below in (a) and (b) respectively,

with t representing any semantic type:

(6 0) a XPo>
Q XP<>
b Q I:2‘|:>
/\
Q XP<>
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The configurational difference has an impact on emognt. Taking a label to be a set of
features of one of the merged objects (see foamtst Chomsky 1994, Citko 2008, Chomsky
2014), if some movement operation is triggered bfe&ures, a different constituent will
move in both types of languages. In the Q-adjunctanguages, the Q-particle can move
separately from its sister, as is the case in Jggaimterrogatives, in which the Q-partikke
moves to CP leaving theh-constituent behind. The structure of Japamdseterrogatives is

schematized in (b):

(61) a John-ga nani-o kaimasita ka?
Johnnowm whatAacc bought.polite Q
‘What did John buy?’
(Cable 2010: 89)

b ForceP
/\
FocP Force

N
Foc’ )
N0 ka
IP Foc
N
John I’
N
| VP
/\
DP V

nanit; kaimasita
(Cable 2010: 95)

Due to locality, in Q-projection languages, Q-XHl&lways move as a whole, since the Q-
features triggering movement are visible on thesllad§ the whole QP. This is the case for
Tlingit wh-movement, in which thesh-constituent always moves together with the Q-plati

as schematized below.
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(62) a Daa sa [ éesh al'6on?
what Q your father he.hunts.it
‘What is your father hunting?’

b CP
/\
QR C

N
DP Q P C

daa sa T~

DP VP
| éesh "
ti \Y
al’éon

(Cable 2010: 13)

The second aspect of Cable’s account for Q-pastideselection: in Q-projection
languages, the distribution of QPs is restricted sgyectional principles. Based on the
observation that Q-particles in Tlingit, a Q-prdjen language, cannot occur between P and
its NP complement (64), between D and its NP compld (65), nor between a possessor and
a possessed NP (66), Cable (2010) proposes thewfnolf generalization (note that
intervention here is not to be understood in threesaanner as in the Relativized Minimality

literature: QP intervenes if it dominates XP but Rp

(63) The QP-intervention condition. a QP cannot intervene between a
functional head F and a phrase selected by F.
(Cable 2010: 57)

(64) a Goodéi sa yeegoot?
where.to Q you.went
‘Where did you go?’

b *Goo s&léi yeegoot?
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where Q.to you.went

(65) a X’oon keitl sa ysiteen?
how.many dog Q you.saw.them

‘How many dogs did you see?’

b * X’oon sa keitl yisiteen?
how.many Q dog you.saw.them
(66) a Aadoox 'asheeyi s& iya.aa x ?
who song Q you.heard.it

‘Whose song did you hear?’
b * Aadoo sa x'asheeyi iya.aa X ?

who Q song you.heard.it

(Cable 2010: 45-46)

The reason why QP intervenes is because it bldekselectional relation between the
functional head and the lower phrase. Cable arthedsthe reason why QP only intervenes
for selection by functional heads, such as P anlduDnot for selection by lexical heads, such
as V, is because of the fact that functional andc#é heads select for different things:
functional heads select for syntactic categoryeveixical heads select for semantic type (see
for instance Pesetsky 1982 for selection by verbbjs distinction is standardly known as
c(ategory)-selection and s(emantic)-selecffoBince Q-particles in Tlingit only change the
category of their sister but not the semantic type, expect that they are invisible in s-
selection contexts, but not in c-selection conteXtiditionally, Cable (2010) suggests that in
case a functional head does select for a Q-cate@i?Pg can intervene between a functional
head and the phrase it selects. However, thereoisaem to be functional heads selecting

QPs in Tlingit, but, as will be discussed below,RS#lefts do provide evidence for this

22 geveral authors have argued to eliminate c-sele@tom the theory, and reduce all types of sedectd
semantic selection (see for instance Pesetsky 188jectively does seem to be the case thatraéfienctional
heads, such as aspectual heads, are sensitive $ertiantics of their complement. However, it deess
reasonable to assume that functional heads ar#igens the syntactic category of their complemamen
though semantics might also play a role: D’s camset#ct anything else than NPs and P’s cannottsatgthing
else than DPs for instance.
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analysis. | refer to Cable (2010) for a more dethitliscussion and several examples to

illustrate his claims.

7.2.2.2 Implementation: the nature of the copula

The analysis for SER-clefts to be developed heseéht in common with Cable’s
proposals concerning Q-particles, especially Qidad in Tlingit. | argue that the copula
takes the cleft constituent as its sister and ptgja vP, possibly with uninterpretable tense

features visible on the label, as schematized helow

(67) VRt

SelT XP

The fact that it is the copula that projects theelaand thus that the cleft constituent is
embedded in a vP, has consequences for seleatidne isense that functional heads that do

not select for verbal constituents, such as Prfstiance, cannot select the vP:

(68) PP

P VEr

P
Sef DP

c-selection not satisfied

On a par with Cable’s claims for Q-particles, | lwdssume that the copula is
semantically vacuous, as such, the vP consistinpefcopula and the cleft constituent will
have the same semantic properties as the cleftize@m. Hence, the vP is invisible for

semantic selection of the cleft constituent bydakheads, such as N.
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/\
N vir
/\
S PP

s-selection satisfied

First of all, | wish to spell out the details conueg the verbal properties of the
copula, since | argued in chapter 4 that the colagles several verbal properties, based on the
observation that it cannot be negated, nor be neadiby adverbs or aspectual or modal

auxiliaries. The relevant examples are repeateaibel

(70) a *O Batman organizou néo foi a festa.
the Batman organized not was the party
b *O Batman organizou foi definitivamente a festa.
the Batman organized was definitely the party
C *O Batman tem organizado pode ter sido festas.

the Batman has organized could have been parties

Additionally, the tense and aspect of the copula tbamatch that of the finite matrix
verb? Recall that the copula in general does not inflecperson or number, although some
speakers seem to accept agreement with a subgéctaohstituent. Given these properties of
the copula in SER-clefts, | will assume (i) thatites not have any semantic content and (ii)
that it has uninterpretable tense features. Assgirthiat the copula is semantically vacuous
predicts that it cannot be modified by negatiomcsinegation selects propositions, nor by
adverbs or aspectual/modal auxiliaries, becaussetbelect for events. For instance, in the

sentence in (70)afdi a festd has the same semantics as the plain ®Re$td, and it thus

% Also the tense of the copular verb in specifiaicsentences, such iaglefts and pseudoclefts, is dependent
upon the finite verb in the cleft clause:

0] Foi/*E 0 Jo&o que comeu o bolo.
was/*is the Jodo that ate the cake
(i) Quem comeu o bolo foi/*é 0 Joao

who ate the cake was/*is the Joao

Note that in non-standard European Portugueseagela can surface in the default present of theative if
the matrix verb is in another tense.
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denotes an entif§# Since entities cannot be selected by negationerady or aspectual
auxiliaries and modal verbs, we expefdi [a festd to have a similar behaviour, which is
borne out. The lack of semantic content also pteditat the copula can take any semantic
type as its complement, since it does not impogesatectional restrictions. This seems to be
borne out, as | have not found any restrictionswiat can surface as the cleft constituent.
The cleft constituent can denote any semantic t{gdities, properties, propositions,
guantifiers etc.) and can be of any syntactic aateg

(71) a E so6 prejudica édp as searas](ALC40)

and only prejuidices is the harvests
‘It only prejudices (is) the harvests.’

b N&o era era |jp dores desensofridas]STJ51)
not was was pains insufferable
‘It weren’t (was) insufferable pains.’

c Este bote é tripulado &4 por sete homens[PIC15)
this boat is manned is by seven men
‘“This boat is manned (is) by seven men.’

d E é bom édp que as duas aguenten(RIC09)
and is good is that the two hang.on
‘And it's good (is) that the two hang on.’

e Pois eu ia era\p fugir]. GRC27
well I went was escape
‘Well, | was going to (was) escape.’

f E se for ai para dentro duma horta, essa coisaagdld é hqp bem].
(AJT25)
and if went there to inside of.a garden this ttony does there is well
‘And if it would go into a garden, this thing waubnly do (is) well
there.’

e E mais conveniente porque é mesmgrérienos perigoso[PIC09)
is more convenient because is really is less elaug

‘It's more convenient because it’s really (i3dedangerous.’

24| am abstracting away from focus semantics here.
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Second, assuming that the copula has uninterpeetabse features explains why it
has to match the tense of the inflected verb, almg tive tense of the copula is not interpreted
at LF. As is standardly assumed, | will assume thatuT features need to be checked by T
before spell out. As such, the copula will have shene tense and aspect as the finite verb,
with features also checked by T. As will becomecleelow, the presence of uninterpretable
tense features will also be relevant for the sequartl of the argument, namely that the label
vP1 determines the distribution of the copula. In shiomssume that the copula syntactically

is a verb, but not semantically.

7.2.2.3 Discussion

In this section | discuss the predictions of thepmsed account. In section 7.2.2.3.1, |
will illustrate that the vP projected by the copulan be selected by lexical heads and by
functional heads that select for verbal constitsefunctional heads that do not select for
verbal constituents cannot select for the vP. TiHemn to predicates and adjuncts, which are
not necessarily selected by any head, but whichsaaiace as the cleft constituent in SER-
clefts, modulo some restrictions. Since all types of predicatas surface as the cleft
constituent in SER-clefts, | follow Bowers (1993)daSvenonius (1996) and assume that all
predication relations involve a functional head dPr@his head can select for verbal
constituents, hence, it can take the vP as its tmmgnt. This is discussed in section
7.2.2.3.2. Section 7.2.2.3.3 deals with adjuncitsceéSthe syntax of adjuncts is controversial,
it is not entirely clear whether the proposed aotomakes the correct predictions.
Nevertheless, those adjuncts that have been atguszttupy a functional specifier cannot be
the cleft constituent in SER-clefts. This followdhese adjuncts are selected by a functional
head that cannot select verbal constituents. Gitiemncts can surface as the cleft constituent
in SER-clefts, which indicates that they have dedént syntax, a claim that has repeatedly

been made in the literature.

7.2.2.3.1 Selection by lexical and functional heads
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The fact that the copula takes the cleft constit@sna complement and projects a vP
has consequences for selection. Following CabléQRa will assume that the category of a
constituent is not relevant for s-selection, asstlee vP consisting of the copula and the cleft
constituent can surface as the sister of argumahnisxical heads. Functional heads on the
other hand c-select their complements, as suchyRheill not be able to be selected by a
functional head that does not select for verbs.thdis expect that the vP can surface as an
argument of lexical heads, and as a complementlgftbose functional heads that can select
for verbal constituents. These predictions are dau. First of all, the copula can surface to

the left of complements of verbs (72)a, nouns (&)jth adjectives (72)c, all lexical heads.

(72) a Ndo temosJp[w» € [pp solucéo nenhuma]]j(ALV37)

not  have is solution none
‘We don’t have (is) any solution.’

b Vi a[wp destruicdo |p foi [pp da cidade]]].
saw the destruction was of.the city
‘| saw the destruction (was) of the city.’

c Estou |ap contentefp €[pp com O desfecho]]].
am happy IS with  the outcome
‘I am happy (is) with the outcome.’

Second, the vP can surface as the complement @8)&a @nd Asp (73)b, functional
heads that can select verbal constituents, banmat surface as the complement of D’s (74)a,
P’s (74)b or C’s (74)c, functional heads that db select verbs. Note that the fact that the vP
can be selected by T and Asp, functional headshwhipposedly are sensitive to syntactic

categories, provides evidence for Cable’s accaum@tparticles.

(73) a [rrEsta [p € [aspp prejudicando]]]. (SRP33)
is is harming
‘He is (is) doing harm.’
b Ndo me parece que seja musculas, fleve hspp ter
not me seem that is muscular should have

[wp€[aspp  ficado com uma concusséo do caragas
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is stayed with a concussion  of.tehit
devido & pancada que levoulfi].
due to.the blow that received
‘It doesn’t seem to me to be muscular, he museHl#s) gotten a huge

concussion due to the blow that he received.’

(74) a *O Jodo queriagp um fp era [np bolo]].
the Jodo wanted a was cake
b *O  Jodo estageem [pé [wp sarilhos]].
the Joao is in is trouble
c *O  Jodo dissedp que [pfoi [tp ama a Maria]].
The Jodo said that was loves the Maria

Note that some non-finite verbs can be sisters,taddllustrated below, which might
indicate that D’s can take verbal constituents tasrtcomplement. No matter what the
analysis of these DPs, the analysis put forward far SER-clefts rules out every instance of
D selecting the vP projected by the copula, siheecbpula has tense features, visible on the

label, and D can only combine with non-finite verbs

(75) o estares cansado ndo me surpreende
the beiNF.2s tired not me surprises

‘Your being tired does not surprise me.’

This account also predicts that the copula can ordyk postverbal subjects, and not
preverbal ones. For postverbal subjects, the seasoning applies as to complements: since
subjects are s-selected by the verb, the vP pegeay the copula does not intervene. This
whole vP cannot move to SpecTP however: the festtivat trigger subject movement to

SpecTP are certainly not verbal features or teaeatufes but rather nominal features or case

% http://serbenfiquista.com/forum/geral/miralem-suoleni/4680/(11 april 2014)
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features on the DP selected by the copula, heneaJonrnot expect the copula ever to move

along with the subject. The ungrammatical configarais illustrated below:

(76) *TP
/\
VP T

P NN

foi DP comeu VP

o0 Joao ti VP

So far we have seen instances of arguments ofalekieads and complements of
functional heads. The first can surface as thet defstituent in SER-clefts, because the
copula is invisible for s-selection: lexical heasslect for semantic properties of their
arguments. Functional heads select for categdiese the copula projects its own label, it
may intervene for categorial selection. Hence, tRemay only be selected by functional

heads that can select verbal constituents.

Predicates and adjuncts need some more discusssothese constituents are not
semantically selected by any lexical head, andesihis not obvious what kind of functional
head they are selected by, if any. However, as b@ltome clear in the discussion, the
restrictions on adjuncts and predicates as a ctafstituent in SER-clefts potentially provide
additional evidence for the analysis of SER-cleftsposed here, although the validity of the
argumentation below depends a great deal on orssigngptions concerning the syntax of

predicates and adjuncts. | will first discuss peatks, and then adjuncts.

7.2.2.3.2 Predicates

Following Bowers (1993) and Svenonius (1996, 2008)ill consider a predicate to
be any constituent that predicates about a subjegtpne-place predicates. Predicates can be

of several syntactic categories, namely DPs, APs,dhd VPs:

(77) a The ferry ride made Anngda very sick woman].

287



b The party left Hubertap depressed].
C | want those animalsdout of my house].
d We saw the zookeepesp[arrive].
(Svenonius 1996: 494)

Predicates can surface in a number of syntactictstres. A first distinction can be
made between predicates that stand on their owrhawel their own arguments, which | will
call independent predicates, and predicates that eomplex predicates and predicate over
the argument of another predicate. Independentiqaesd can be found in predicational
copular sentences, in Small Clause complementsising verbs, control verbs and ECM
verbs. All of these predicates can be the clefstitrent in SER-clefts. The sentence in (78)a
illustrates a copular sentence, the example inb(a3aising structure, (78)c a control context
and (78)d an ECM contet.

(78) a Ele vem, oque é(..) a minha ideiesta [pé
it comes what is the my idea is is
[apja fraquitg]. (TRC59)
already weak

‘It's coming, what happens is that my thought & (veak already.’
b O Jode parece estarp€[ preocupadg)

the Jodo seems be is  worried

‘John seems to be (is) worried.’
c Queremos | é [ ver-te]]

want is seeL

‘We want (is) to see you.’

d A Maria viu-os[.p foi [vencer]].

% predicates in small clause complements of epistegtbs seem to resist SER-clefting, although tisere
speaker variation:

0] ?70 Jodo considera a Maria é culpada.
the Jo&o considers the Maria is guilty

Note that the sentence above is considered gracmhatiBrazilian Portuguese by Resenes & Den Dikken
(2012).
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the Maria sawsL was  win

‘Maria saw them (was) win.’

For complex predicates, | will distinguish betweeomplements of restructuring
predicates and secondary predicates. Restructpriegjcates select a predicate and form a
complex predicate, which in European Portugueshasacterized by the fact that clitics can
climb from the lower predicate onto the higher oS®condary predicates are adjunct
predicates that predicate over an argument of tgkeh predicate. Again, both types of
predicates can surface as the cleft constitue®ER-clefts. (79)a illustrates a restructuring
context, (79)b a secondary predicate predicatireg tve direct object of the higher verb and
(79)c a secondary predicate predicating over thgstiof the higher verb.

(79) a Nao te gueremosHd € [ver]]
not cCL want IS see

‘We don’t want (is) to see you.

b Nés aqui usamas a castapha é [ap cOZid4]].
we here use the  chestnut is cooked
‘We use the chestnuis) cooke¢ghere.” (CDR52)

c Elay chegou a metad foi [sem fblegq].
she  arrived at.the finish was  without breath

‘She arrived at the finish (was) [out of breath]

From these examples, it is clear that predicatesbeathe cleft constituent in SER-
clefts, independently of the structure they areiites! in’’ In order to account for this, | will
follow Bowers (1993) and Svenonius (1996), who haxgued for different reasons that all

predication involves a functional head Pred, tlakies a subject DP in its specifier and a

27 Some adnominal adjectives have also been anafyspredicates, inserted in a (reduced) clausaitaber See
below in the discussion concerning adjuncts.
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property-denoting XP in its complement position aatablishes a predicational relation

between botk®

(80) PredP
DP Pred’

Pred XP

As is clear from these proposals, the head Prexttselor any property-denoting XP.
Since the vP has the same semantics as the chedtitcent alone, i.e., if the complement of
the copula denotes a property, the vP will denopraperty as well, and since vPs can be
predicates, we do not expect to encounter anyiecisirs on clefting predicates with a SER-

cleft, which is borne out, as is illustrated in th@mples in (78) and (79) above.

An additional comment concerning secondary predgcas needed, as it has been
argued that these predicates do not enter a ptedicstructure with a PRO subject (as in
Stowell 1983, Simpson 1983, Legendre 1997 or Bow&&3), but are rather immediately
adjoined to some projection of V (Williams 1983;tRstein 1983, 2001; Roberts 1988; Speas
1990; Neeleman 1994), see Rothstein (2005) forcaadview. In other words, the structure
of a secondary predicate cleft constituent wouldabein (82), rather than as in (81), the
structure | am assuming hefre:

2 Bowers (1993) draws the parallel between his RretlLarson’s (1988) v: both functional heads inaeelthe
external argument of the verb. Contrary to Larserf®wever, Pred can select any predicate as itplament,
not only VPs.

2 There is discussion on how secondary predicatemtrgrated in the clausal spine. As far as bavare of, it
is assumed that they are adjoined to a projectidheoV. There are reasons to assume that secopdeadicates
are inside of the VP. For instance, a secondamjigae= moves along in VP-fronting structures:

0] John said he would drive the car drunk and drieectir drunk he did.
(Rothstein 2005: 1880)
However,do sereplacement indicates that the secondary predaratepies a VP-external position:
(i) The smith beat the metal cold, and the apprenitsalhot.
(Svenonius 2008: 59)
The height of attachment of the secondary predisatet immediately relevant for current purposes] will be
abstracted away from.
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(81) TP

/\
comeram vP
/\
\Y} VP
/\
VP PredP

a carne Pred

(82) TP
S
comeram vP
T
\Y; VP
/\
VP vP
N N
\Y DP foi AP
AN AN
a carne crua

If the second analysis for secondary predicatesals\to be more adequate, secondary

should not be problematic.

7.2.2.3.3 Adjuncts

predicates would have a syntax very similar to whied been proposed for VP-adverbials.
Effectively, Plank (1985) and Steube (1994) hawgued that secondary predicates and VP-
adverbials have the same syntax. Since VP-adverbiab can be the cleft constituent in

SER-clefts, to be discussed in what follows, thisraative analysis for secondary predicates
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Evaluating the current proposal for the syntax BRSlefts in light of the possibility
of clefting adjuncts is not an easy task, sinceeth® no consensus concerning the (external)
syntax of adjuncts, and adjuncts are quite poddgised, with the exception of adverbs (see
for instance Cinque 1999, Ernst 2002, Frey 200®)peninal adjectives (Valois 2005; Cinque
1994, 2003; Laenzlinger 2000; Alexiadou 2003; Adelau et al. 2007 a.o.), PP modifiers in
the mid-position (Schweikert 2005) and relativeuskss (Bianchi 1999; Bhatt 2002 a.0.). In
the early days of generative grammar, adjuncts \@ssemed to have a uniform syntax: they
were considered to be sister and daughter to batsleln more recent theories, at least some
adjuncts have been argued to lexicalize specifiefanctional categories. This is the case for
instance for AdvPs (Alexiadou 1997, Cinque 19990£@.0.) and adjectives in the DP
(Cinque 1994, 2005 It is however not clear whether other types ofiadis have the same
syntax as DP-adjectives or AdvPs. For instance, 0PRCP adjuncts to the noun are

postnominal while DP-adjectives are in general pneinal in English*

(83) a A red book / *a book red
b *a with a shiny cover book / a book with a shaoyer
c *a that John hates book / a book that John hates

Also concerning clausal adjuncts, it has repeatbalgn observed that AdvPs have
different syntactic properties than adverbials, d&s that have an adverb-like interpretation
but that are of another syntactic category, suddRsPP or CP (see Alexiadou 1997, Cinque
1999, Haegeman 2012: 229-231For instance, a well-known observation is thateatials
in head-initial languages can only surface sentamtally or finally, not sentence internally,
unlike AdvPs (Jackendoff 1972, Ernst 2002), althotigere are exceptions (see Haegeman
2002, De Clercq et al. 2012 and references cifiais led Cinque (1999: 28-30) to suggest
that, unlike AdvPs, adverbials do not occupy fumadl specifier positions. The most common

%0 DP-internal adjectives have also been cadirdbutives Given that this term is often used to refer wsth
adjectives that cannot surface in copular constrast such aalleged and opposed to predicational adjectives,
I will not use this term here. Instead, | will simgpeak of DP-internal adjectives to refer tothtise adjectives
that modify DPs. The termttributive will be reserved for the more restrictive classdfectives.

31 postnominal adjectives are possible in Englishomag as they are not attributive. See Alexiadoal (2007,
part 1) or Cinque (2003). Also adjectives with@tplement are always postnominal.

%2 The termadverbialsis taken from Cinque (1999, 2004: 683, footnote 1)
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account for these adverbials, when they surfacéesee-finally, is to assume that they are
right-adjoined to some projection of V (see fortamece Neeleman 1994, Ernst 2002, Frey
2003 or Lobo 2003), although some authors haveesigd a functional specifier account for
these adjuncts as well (Cinque 2004, Schweikerb200

Concerning adjunct cleft constituents in SER-cleftse following generalization
seems to hold: only those adjuncts that can beysalas syntactically adjoined, instead of
functional specifiers, can surface as the cleftsatuent in SER-clefts. This observation is
compatible with the analysis for SER-clefts progbkere: we do not expect the vP projected
by the copula to intervene for adjunction, since sabection is involved, while it does
intervene for selection by functional heads. In iMolows | will discuss DP-adjuncts and

clausal adjuncts separately.

It has been noted in the literature that DP-intieadigectives cannot surface as the cleft
constituent in SER-clefts (Mioto 2012 for Brazili#ortuguese, Méndez-Vallejo 2009a, b,
2012 for Columbian Spanish):

84) *Vi o cao foi dalmata.

saw the dog was dalmatian

Méndez-Vallejo (2009b, 2012) ascribes the ungranualéty of (84) to the fact that
the adjunct is an individual level predicate, bagedhe observation that examples such as the

following, with a stage level predicate, are grartioadt

(85) Trouxe 0 cao foi acorrentado.
Brought.s the dog was enchained

‘| brought the dog (was) in chains.’

However, the examples in (84) and in (85) should lb® compared: in (84), the
adjective is used adnominally, while in (85) iaisecondary predicate, which are adjuncts to
the VP, as was discussed above. As is well knondiyidual level predicates more difficultly
surface as secondary predicates (McNally 1994, R&€iT a.o.), but they can. The fact that
individual level predicates that are used as semgng@redicates can surface as the cleft
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constituent in SER-clefts confirms the claim thhé trelevant distinction is between DP
internal and DP external adjectives, and not betwstage level and individual level

predicates:

(86) O Bush nasceu foi democrata.
the Bush was.born was democrate
‘Bush was born (was) a democrate.’

Another piece of evidence that confirms this ideahe following contrast: in the
absence of SER, the sentence in (87)a has twongsdone in which | ate raw meat, the
adnominal reading, and one in which | ate the mdwle it was raw, the predicative reading.
Both readings have a different word order in Erglesdnominal adjectives in general precede
the noun while secondary predicates always follosvrtoun. In Portuguese on the other hand,
both adnominal adjectives and secondary predicatespostnominal, which gives rise to
ambiguities®™ When SER is introduced to the left@fia ‘raw’, the ambiguity disappears and

only the predicative reading remains:

(87) a Comi a carne crua.
‘| ate the raw meat/l ate the meat raw.’
b Comi a carne foi crua.
ate the meat was raw

‘| ate the meat (was) raw.’

Based on these contrasts, it seems to be the ltatsBR-internal adjectives cannot be
the cleft constituent in SER-cleft.What about other types of adjuncts, such as PPs or

relative clauses? These adjuncts can surface addfteconstituent in SER-clefts, although

% Prenominal adjectives are possible in Portugusse jn Romance in general, but only attributivesorie
postnominal position, some adjectives are ambigbetseen a predicative and an attributive use.

3 Several taxonomies of DP-adjectives have beenosep (see Alexiadou et al. 2007 for some examples).
There does not seem to be any difference betwexse @djective-classes when it comes to SER-clefts.
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there is a restriction: it seems to be the cagedhly those adjuncts that can be extraposed

can surface as the cleft constituent in SER-cl€ftsnpare the two following examples:

(88) a
b
(89) a
b

O Bruno viu o cao no quintal.
‘Bruno saw the dog in the garden.’
O Bruno viu o cdo no outro dia no quintal.

‘Bruno saw the dog the other day in the garden.’

Vi uma casa de terra.
‘| saw an earthen house.’
Vi uma casa no outro dia de terra.’

‘| saw a house the other day of earth.’

The sentence in (88)a is ambiguous: it has a rgadimhich the dog is in the garden

at the moment of speaking, the DP-modifying readargl one in which the dog was in the

garden when Bruno saw it, the VP-adverbial readiigen the PP is extraposed however,

only the second reading remains. The sentenceinof8the other hand only has one reading,

namely a reading in which the house is made ohedttis reading is maintained when the PP

is extraposed. There thus seem to be two types Pfadjunct PPs: those that can be

extraposed, such as in (89), and those that caagson, (90). Crucially, only PPs that can be

extraposed can surface as the cleft constitue®ER-clefts. As such, the adjunct in (90)a

cannot receive a DP-internal reading but only aadRerbial reading, indicating that the PP is
not an adjunct of the DP but of the VP. The readihthe adjunct in (90)b on the other hand

is maintained:

(90) a

O Bruno viu o céo foi no quintal.

the Bruno saw the dog was in.the garden

‘Bruno saw the dog (was) while it was in the gard
Havia muita casa era de terré@MIGO05)

had much house was of earth
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‘There were many houses (was) of earth.’

Also the fact that restrictive relative clauses camface as the cleft constituent in
SER-clefts indicates that adjuncts that can beapesed can surface as the cleft constitérent.

As is well-known, relative clauses can be extragose

(91) Ha muita gente é que tem essa mania que uma cofue ésto e que aquilo
(AJT25)
have much people is that has this mania that aesaadt that this and that that
‘There’s a lot of people (is) that has this marmatta snake and that this and
that.’

The data concerning DP-adjuncts thus seem to iteditet only those adjuncts that
can be extraposed can surface as the cleft comstiin SER-clefts. DP-internal adjectives
cannot be extraposed, some PPs can and relatiuseslacan as well. We could take the

different mobility of DP-adjuncts to reflect theinderlying syntax.

Concerning DP-internal adjectives, several progokale been made, both proposals
of a unified syntax for DP-adjectives and for a edbxsyntax for DP-adjectives. In general, a
distinction is made between predicational and laitive adjectives (see for instance
Lamarche 1991, Demonte 1999, Cinque 1994, 20050ha?P§00). For instance, Lamarche
(1991) argues that attributive (prenominal) adjexdiare heads, while predicational adjectives
are APs. Cinque (1994, 2005) and Demonte (1999hemther hand argue that predicational
adjectives originate in a (reduced) clausal stmagtwhile attributives do ndf. Larson (2000)

% There seems to be speaker variation concerningwelclauses as the cleft constituent in SER<left

% Note that if predicational adjectives effectivelyginate in (reduced) clausal structures, as leas argued by
several authors, such as Cinque (1994, 2005, 20Edonte (1999), Larson (1998) or Kayne (1994} thight
invalidate the argumentation concerning predicatesse, as it is not clear how this reduced clastsatture
differs from other predicational structures. Notaviever that the semantic relation between the patels above
and the adjectives in the current discussion widirt'subject’ is different: in the predicationatectures above,
there really is a predication relation, while i tteduced clauses in DP-modification, there isdjpate
conjunction’ (Alexiadou et al. 2007: 292). It isithpossible that in the reduced clauses involvéaHn
modification, no Pred head is present, hence weod@xpect the copula to be able to surface insidkis
reduced clause, as is borne out.
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proposes that attributive adjectives are modifiefsthe N, while predicational ones are

complements of Ds. | refer to Alexiadou et al. (2Pfor a discussion of several proposals.

Since all DP-internal adjectives seem to have thmes behaviour in SER-clefts,
namely they cannot be the cleft constituent, theae to be some underlying syntactic
property unifying all DP-internal adjectives. Thgs argued for instance by Cinque (1994,
2005, 2010): although he argued that there aretyywes of adjectives, ones originating in
reduced relative clauses and ones that are mergaduvembedding clausal structure, all

adjectives are ultimately merged in a functionacsfer, as illustrated below:

(92)  [op[rr(Red) RC[Fp AP [ F [p AP [ne NIITIIII
(Cinque 2005)

If adjectives are merged in functional specifietisis could provide a possible
explanation why DP-internal adjectives cannot be teft constituent in SER-clefts.
Presumably, the head of the functional projectitrerg the adjective is merged is sensitive to
categorial restrictions, in the sense that only Aldsl reduced clausal structures can be
merged there, but no verbal constituents. If thigppsal is on the right track, we do not
expect the vP projected by the copula to be absttace in these functional specifiers, as is

borne out.

Although Cinque does not discuss PP-adjuncts,uldcbe the case that some of these
adjuncts occupy the same position as APs. | widluase that those PPs that cannot be
extraposed are merged in a functional specifies. tABt can be extraposed on the other hand
are not. Presumably, these are syntactically agijbiiven the distinction between functional
specifier adjuncts and real adjuncts, the diffeeebetween DP-adjuncts when it comes to
SER-clefts can easily be accounted for: since stiotaategory is not relevant for adjunction,
the copula can occur to the left of adjoined adjsin€or adjuncts merged in specifiers
however, category does matter, since they aretedldy a functional head. As such, the vP
comprising the copula and the cleft constituentnoarsurface in these positions. It goes
without saying that if the suggested analysis of-ddRincts reveals inappropriate, the

proposed account for DP-adjunct cleft constitubaisto be reviewed.
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Concerning adjuncts of the clause, only circumshradjuncts, which express
location, manner, time, cause, reason, purposgecatt.be the cleft constituent in SER-clefts.
Those adverbs that Cinque (1999: 28) calls AdvRspgrr are banned from the cleft

constituent position:

(93) a A touperia s6 vive é debaixo da ter(ALC40)
the mole only lives is underneath of.the earth
‘The mole only lives (is) underneath the earth.’
b *QO Jodao falou com a sua méae foi provavelmente.

the Joao spoke to the his mother was probably

Several properties distinguish circumstantial adjsinfrom AdvPs proper. For
instance, the ordering of the first seems to bepdetaly free, while AdvPs are more or less
strictly ordered, as was discussed at length byg@n(1999). Additionally, circumstantial
adjuncts are often PPs, DPs or CPs (adverbialsl),nah AdvPs. As such, Cinque (1999)
argues that circumstantials have a different syritean AdvPs proper: AdvPs occupy
functional specifiers, while circumstantials do .ndbwever, Cinque (1999) does not make
any definitive proposals concerning the syntax iofuenstantial adverbials. In later work,
Cinque (2004) suggests that PP modifiers are mearg&iP-internal specifiers of Larsonian
shells, and that PPs that have an AdvP countegrartmerged in the same functional
specifiers as the AdvP5 Also Schweikert (2005) argues that PP modifiesupy functional
specifiers. Nevertheless, given the freer distrdsutof circumstantials in comparison with
AdvPs, and in order to maintain a parallel analysith DP-adjuncts, | will assume that,

unlike AdvPs proper, circumstantials are syntatiticadjoined (also see Ernst 2002, Frey

3" The argument for the suggestion that PPs can bgeahén the same position as AdvPs comes from the
observation that AdvPs and a corresponding PP ta&oroccur in the same clause:

0] *He has ével) sincestopped smokingince he was thirteen.
(Cinque 2004: 700)

| do not believe that these type of sentences dhwairuled out for grammatical reasons, but shbald
considered pragmatically unadequate, since thensemwdifier is entirely redundant. The fact thango
instances of an AdvP with the corresponding PRémsame clause are grammatical, also noted by €inqu
(2004: 700, fn. 33), is more easily accounted ffartiat matters for the unfelicity of (i) above gmagmatic
principles, and not grammatical reasons.

(i) Gianni ha rapidamente alzato il braccio con (grahdapidita’
‘Gianni has rapidly raised his hand with (greapidity’
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2003 a.o.). As such, the difference between Adviiscrcumstantials in SER-clefts receives
a straightforward explanation: AdvPs that are marigefunctional specifiers cannot be SER-
clefted, because the vP projected by the copulaatdre selected by functional heads due to
a category mismatch. Adjoined circumstantials andther hand are not selected, hence the

copula can occur to its left without any problems.

Given that | am assuming that syntactic categomssdwmwt matter for adjunction, one
could wonder why Speech Act adverbials or otheusgainitial adjuncts such as the ones
occupying ModP in Rizzi (2004) cannot surface &sdleft constituent in SER-clefts:

(94) *Porque néao fazes tudo sozinho é se és tao espeftin
why not do everything alone is if are so smart

The ungrammaticality of sentences as the one abas@ straightforward explanation.
Recall that the copula has uninterpretable tensifes, that have to be checked by T before
spell out. Speech act adverbials occupy a poshigher than T, adjoined to or in CP (see
Lobo 2003 or Haegeman & Hill 2013). If the copuékds a Speech Act adverbial as its

complement, the uninterpretable tense featuresotdnenchecked, and the derivation crashes.

7.2.2.3.4 Summary

The copula in SER-clefts takes the cleft constituenits complement and projects a
VvP. As such, it changes the syntactic categorhefcieft constituent. The semantics remain
unaltered. As a consequence, the vP consistingeofdpula and the cleft constituent can only
surface in contexts that allow for vPs or wheretagtic category is irrelevant. The vP can
thus surface as a complement of functional heaests®y for verbal constituents, such as T,
Asp and Pred, in the argument position of lexicghds, and in adjunct position. It cannot
surface in specifier position or complement posited heads that do not select vPs, such as

D, P, C and functional projections hosting advenbg attributive adjectives.
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7.2.3 Conclusion

In this section, an account for the syntax of SHERtx was proposed. It was argued
that the copula does not occupy a fixed positiowl, that an analysis in which the copula can
be merged in a variety of positions is more adexmjg@ataccount for its distribution. As an
alternative to the existing analyses of SER-cliftsother linguistic varieties, | developed an
account, much along the lines of Cable’s (2010jngnar of Q-particles. As such, | proposed
that the copula takes the cleft constituent asataplement and projects a vP. The fact that
the copula projects a category will have consegeeifar selection: lexical heads can select
for the vP consisting of the copula and the cleftstituent: lexical heads select for semantic
properties, syntactic category is irrelevant. Fiomztl heads on the other hand can only select
the vP if they select for verbal categories. Arduathe presence of the copula is irrelevant

for adjunction.

7.3 Summary

In this chapter | worked out the details concerrtimg syntax of the monoclausal cleft

constructions, namely queclefts and SER-clefts.

For é queclefts, following what was argued in chapters 8 &nl argued that the cleft
constituent occupies the specifier of a TopP. Tdw$ feature, pied-piped by topicalization,
gives rise to intervention effects. Specificitytbé constituent that moves across an intervener
may mitigate intervention effects. Unlike what igegicted by featural Relativized
Minimality, additional features on the intervenermbt seem to be relevant. This point will be
returned to briefly in the next chapter. Concerningjue | tentatively concluded that it
occupies Fin, the lowest left-peripheral head. Addally, in the standard languagée,que
seems to function as a focus operator. This issllealso be returned to in the following

chapter in the discussion concerning focus pasdicle

For SER-clefts, an analysis along the lines of €al2010) analysis for Q-particles
was developed. The cleft constituent beingsitu, we need to assume that the copula can
occupy a multitude of positions in the clause.guarthat the copula takes the cleft constituent
as its complement and projects a vP. This vP ietes for selection by functional heads
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only. In case there is no selection, such as fotagyic adjuncts, vP also does not intervene.

The vP is invisible for semantic selection by lexkibeads.
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8 Open issues and theoretical implications

In this final chapter of the thesis, | will brieftiscuss some of the issues that were left
unanswered throughout the thesis, and some poskdueetical implications of the proposals
put forward. The issues to be discussed are retat#ttk relation between copular verbs and
focus-sensitive operators (section 8.1), crossdistge variation in the syntax of focus
(section 8.2) and Relativized Minimality (sectioi2)8

8.1 On the relation between copulas and focus particles

In chapter 4, | noted that the four types of ctefhstructions discussed in this thesis
have a fixed information structure: the cleft cansint has to be focalized. So far | have said
nothing about why this should be so. Although Ilwdt provide a definitive account for this
issue, | will discuss a possible line of investigat that bears on the close relation between

copular verbs and focus patrticles.

In order to account for the fixed information stwe ofit-clefts and specificational
sentences in general, Reeve (2012) proposes thasythtax of specificational sentences
involves an Eq(uative) functional head, where tbputa moves to, which functions as a
focus-sensitive operator similar émly andeven that associates with focus and thus needs the
presence of a focalized constituent. As has bestusgsed by several authors (see Beaver &
Clark 2008, Erlewine 2014 for an overview), focessstive operators have weaker or
stronger requirements on where the focalized crestf they associate with surfaceSome
focus operators, such asly, require the focalized constituent to surface irtls-command
domain, other operators, such egenand Dutchmaar ‘only’ are more liberal in that they

!t is not clear why focus-sensitive operatorsatifh this aspect. | refer to Beaver & Clark (2088) to
Erlewine (2014) for a discussion and an analysis.
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allow (limited) backwards association, and hencly eequire underlying c-command. The

English examples below are taken from Reeve (2088), the Dutch examples are mie:

(1) a John only saw MARY. (i.e. Mary is the only pergbat John saw)
b  *JOHN only saw Mary. (i.e., John is the only mershat saw Mary)
¢ *Who did John only see? (i.e., Who is the perseach that John saw o)

(2) a John even saw MARY.
b JOHN even saw Mary.
C *Who did John even see?

(3) a Jan heeft maar DRIE boeken.
Jan has only THREE books

b DRIE boeken heeft Jan maar.
THREE books has Jan only
C Hoeveel boeken heeft Jan maar?

How many books has Jan only

In order to account for the fact that the cleft stdnent ofit-clefts is uniformly
focalized, Reeve (2012) argues that their syntawlires a focus-sensitive operator of the
maartype, that requires the presence of a focalizetwstitoient in its c-command domain
underlyingly. This hypothesis predicts correctlgttthe cleft constituent af-clefts can move
away from its base position, provided it is focatlz cleft constituents of-clefts can bevh-

moved and focus fronted:

(4)a E quem foi [-] que semeou esta semelfR®L.01)

2 A similar pattern was noted by Barbiers (1995)Duitchpas Apparently there are differences between Dutch
pasand Flemisipas as | do not accept the readings that he argashas.

3 It-clefts with focus fronting of the cleft constént are not to be confused witlgueclefts. The difference
between both is that i queclefts the copula is invariable, as such it nexdribits tense agreement.itrclefts
with focus fronting, there is tense agreement grutan Not all speakers of European Portuguese ativege
structures, they seem to be more acceptable inlBraPortuguese (Mioto 2004).
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‘And who was it that sowed this seed?’
b A freguesia foi [-] que pagoFIS31)
‘The parish it was that paid.’

Backwards association of the copula with a clefistibuent that has moved away
from its base position for relativization is appdahg ungrammatical, independently of
whether the head of the relative clause is focdl@enot?

(5) *O homem que foi que encontrei na esplanada

the man that was that metdon.the terrace

This can be accounted for if relativization does mwolve raising of the head of the
relative clause, because in this case the copwda dot have a focalized constituent in its c-
command domain at any point of the derivafioBn the other hand, if restrictive relative
clauses are derived through raising in EuropeantuBoese, we have to ascribe the
ungrammaticality of these structures to some ofhetior. For instance, it might be the case
that the cleft constituent, i.e., the head of te&tive clause, ends up in a position not
available for backwards association. However, sihdg not entirely clear how backwards
association of focus-sensitive operators workss ihard to evaluate this hypothesis. Note
however that the data concerning genitive relatiaeises an& queclefts, discussed in the
previous chapter, exhibit a similar pattern: thadef a restrictive relative clause cannot

serve as a cleft constituent, only pied piped nnltean.

* Also clitic left dislocation of cleft constituenis impossible. This is accounted for by the faet tlitics cannot
be focalized, while cleft constituents consisteatlg.

® If Caponigro & Pearl (2009) and Hall & Caponig&0(0) are correct in arguing that temporal advérbia
clauses introduced hwhenare relative clauses, then the following examplsbe analysed &sclefts with
relativization of the cleft constituent:

() La comecamos a ir, la andavamos quando foi que o itenhio morreu
there we started to go, there we walked when ittiwasmy baby died

However, in these sentences, the copula has adfiffenterpretation than it hasitaclefts, it is synonymous to
acontecerhappen’.
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Analysing the copula in clefts as a focus-sensitojgerator thus makes some
interesting predictions concerning restrictionsneoving the cleft constituent away from its

base position, and straightforwardly accountslierfixed information structure dfclefts.

Concerning the other cleft constructions, the moxanpatterns are slightly different
than forit-clefts. In Englishwh-movement of the cleft constituent of pseudocleéisms not

to be possible:

(6) *Which of these pictures do you think what caudeslriot was [-]?
(Reeve 2012: 197)

For European Portuguese, it is not clear whettemovement of the cleft constituent
in pseudoclefts is grammatical, as the exampleainwith inversion could derive from
inverted pseudoclefts. However, since long extoactf the cleft constituent, as in (b), is
grammatical, it seems to be the case that pseutoplattern withit-clefts when it comes to

movement of the cleft constituent:

(7)a Oque éque oque o Pedro queria pode terido?§
What isthat what the  Pedro wanted could haveenb
‘What could what Pedro wanted have been?’

® In order to be sure that interrogative pseudcekafe derived from pseudoclefts and not from irdert
pseudoclefts, we could look at examples with thgexat in the middle field, with an auxiliary predeg the
subject and the other verbs following it, as in Bmglish example above. However, such structureseaiy
marked in European Portuguese, independently afdussefts, as can be seen in (ii):

0] ??0 que pode o que o Pedro queria ter sido?
what could what Pedro wanted have been

(i) ?70 que pode o Pedro ter sido?
what could Pedro have been

Additionally, as was discussed in detail in Ree@1Q), extraction of the postcopular XP in speatiiznal
sentences is degraded, especially if the precopitas heavy and the functional material followimg
precopular XP, i.e. the auxiliaries, is light. Agh, (iv), with several auxiliaries following thegzopular XP, is
considerably better than (iii).

(iii) ??Which of these pictures do you think the caugbefiot was?
(iv) ?Which of these pictures do you think the caugh®fiot might have been?
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b 720 que achas gue oque o Pedro queria
what think.3G that what the Pedro wanted
pode ter sido?
could have been
‘What do you think that what Pedro wanted couldenbeen?’

It is hard to determine whether pseudoclefts alfow focus fronting of the cleft
constituent, since focus fronting requires invarsio European Portuguese (Costa & Martins
2011), and the resulting structure looks like averted pseudocleft. However, it has been
argued that inverted pseudoclefts involve front{Bépm & Daalder 1977, Declerck 1988,
Den Dikken 1995, Heggie 1988, Heycock 1994 a.bthis is correct, then it is clear that the

cleft constituent of pseudoclefts can be focust&dn

On a par witht-clefts, the cleft constituent in pseudoclefts aarire relativized:

(8) *o livro que o que o Pedro queria era

the book that what the Pedro wanted was

These patterns are compatible with consideringciygula to be a focus sensitive
operator that requires a focalized constituentsiticommand domain underlyingly, along the

lines of what Reeve (2012) argued for specificati@entences.

A focus-operator analysis of the copula in clefbstouctions is also compatible with
the observation that very often focus particlesbgok to the copula of cleft constructions
(Campbell & Harris 1995). As such, biclausal cledt® reanalysed as monoclausal focus
constructions, with focus particles instead of realpular verbs. Additionally, it has

repeatedly been noted that focus particles oftstohcally derive from copular verbs, or that

" Rizzi (2010) analyses the ban on relativizatiothefcleft constituent as an instance of critdriézing: he
follows Belletti (2008 a.0.) in assuming that theficconstituent occupies the specifier of a Fd8iRce this is a
criterial position, the cleft constituent is frozienplace Wh-movement arguably involves movement of a
constituent larger than the cleft constituents Ihot clear however why this type of movement isdwut in
relativization contexts. In any case, a Criterizdlgsis for the partial freezing of the cleft cangnt is not
compatible with the analysis for cleft construcs@argued for here, since | assume that the cleftittaent does
not occupy a FocP.
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focus particles also have a copular use in a gaeguage (Harris & Campbell 1995, Heine &
Kuteva 2002). Examples of such focus particles dimgit awé, aya ayu and ahé (Cable
2010), Chinesshi (Li & Thompson 1981) Kitharaka andi (Muriungi 2005), Viethamesia
(Duffield 2013), Jamaican Creoke (Durrleman & Shlonsky 2015), Kikuyane (Schwarz
2003) and many others. The copula in SER-cleftédcba another instance of a copular verb

that has a double life as a focus patrticle.

It could thus be the case that the variety of aefistructions in European Portuguese
reflects different grammaticalization paths of bidal cleft constructions and/or copular
verbs® For instance, it has been argued tajueclefts derive from inverted pseudoclefts
(Kato & Ribeiro 2007). If this is correcé queclefts would be one of those monoclausal
focus constructions that have developed from bgahualefts, following a common path of
grammaticalization: the copula, together with thel@nentque is reanalysed as a focus
particle, as was suggested in chapter 7 basedeonltbervation thaé quecan only surface
with focalized constituents in the standard langua&tpwever, more research and comparison
with other languages in which a similar grammairzdion process has taken place is needed
in order to fully evaluate the feasibility of thig/pothesis. For instance, as was noted in
chapter 7, in the non-standard langua@eque seems to be a plain lexicalizer of a left
peripheral head, not associated with any particiylae of left-peripheral constituent, which
apparently consists of a further step in the grativaization proces8.| leave the relation
between cleft constructions, focus particles anderotleft-peripheral particles for future

research.

Although the origin of SER-clefts is far from cleaso these structures could be
considered to reflect a stage in the grammatidaizaprocess of copular verbs to focus
particles™® Unlike the copula irt-clefts and in pseudoclefts, the copula in SERtsléfs
stronger requirements on where the focalized cmesti may surface, and thus patterns with

focus sensitive operators such @dy. The focalized constituent has to surface in the ¢

8 There are more types of cleft constructions inoffean Portuguese than the four discussed in thssstH refer
to Brito & Duarte (2004) and Vercauteren (2010)datescription.

° Cable (2010) refers that Tlingit and Haidan seetave a topic-focus particle, which simply indesathe left
periphery. This particle also has a copular usmidht be interesting to examine whether thereoéner
parallelisms between this particle and Portugéegee | leave this matter for future research.

19 SER-clefts seem to have developed in very redages of Portuguese. Longhin (1999) refers thafitsie
attestation of this structure is from thé"2gentury.
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command domain of the copula, which is indicatedhayfact that the cleft constituent cannot

move:

(9) *O que éque o Pedro queria (:312%
what is that the Pedro wanted was [-]

In any case, on a par wighqueclefts, these structures are monoclausal strustuit

a copular verb that does not exhibit all verbalpgrties, an observation that is compatible
with the idea that the copula is grammaticalizinghese structures and becoming a focus
particle. Note that the idea that the copula indpean Portuguese is a focus operator in cleft
constructions, grammaticalized to a lesser or gredégree, is not compatible with the idea

that there is only one copula that receives itsmmgafrom the structure it surfaces in or the

head it lexicalizes (Moro 1997, Mikkelsen 2005, ®Re@012) and presupposes a variety of
homophonous instances of the copula (also see RA2O&5, Han & Hedberg 2008).

The study of cleft constructions in European Parasg, comparing them with focus-
structures in other languages, might shed lightthen origin of focus particles and their
syntax. For instance, there might be a correlabetween the presence of a C-element in
queand its left peripheral syntax, and the absencgiof an element and the more verb-like
syntax of the copula in SER-clefts. However, mauss-linguistic and diachronic research is
needed to fully understand the relation betweenleoprerbs and focus particles. | leave this

issue for future research.

8.2 Cross-linguistic variation concerning focus movemen

In this thesis | argued that, at least in Europ@artuguese, focalized constituents do
not have to move to a FocP. If focalized constitsetlo move, they do so for focus
independent reasons. One instance of ‘focus-movemscussed in the thesis is movement
of the cleft constituent iné queclefts to a left-peripheral TopP. It was shownttha

distributional restrictions oré queclefts can be accounted for in terms of interamti
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permitting me to maintain the hypothesis that thedt constituent ofé queclefts does not

move to a FocP.

In view of this discussion, one might wonder whetkRecPs do exist at all in the
clausal spine. For European Portuguese, it doesessh necessary to assume the existence of
one or more FocPs, since focalized constituentsscaface about anywhere in the clause.
There are languages however in which focalizedtdoests consistently surface in the same
position, such as Hungarian for instance, which hiigpdicate that focus effectively is
encoded in a particular syntactic position (seedBr&990, Kiss 1998 a.o.). Additionally,
there are languages, such as Gungbe (Aboh 200dhiah focus particles mark the presence
of focus, and very often, these particles can @uifface in certain syntactic positions. The
standard analysis for these languages is thabthesfparticle lexicalizes a focus head. Hence,
the existence of languages such as Hungarian andb@uprovides strong evidence for the
existence of FocPs that attract focalized consttauto their specifier. In the remaining of this
section, | will argue that the problem with vargatiin the syntax of focus is not necessarily a
guestion on whether clausal FocPs exist, but raahguestion concerning A’-movement and

its triggers, if any.

In order to account for cross-linguistic variatioancerning focus, there are several
possibilities. We can assume for instance that §@P not universally present in the clausal
spine of all languages, but this would go againandard assumptions concerning the
universal character of the clausal hierarchy. Aapthossibility is to assume that FocPs do
exist in all languages, but that languages diffieterms of the strength of the requirement of
focus movement' Compare withwh-movement: it is well known thath-constituents do not
move to the CP in all languages. In Chinese fotaimse, wh-constituents remaiim situ
(Cheng 1991 a.o.), in colloquial French, someconstituents remaim situ while others
have to move to CP (Starke 2001, Baurma&repted and in Englishwh-movement is
obligatory, except in echo-questions and quiz-qaest The cross-linguistic differences
concerningvh-movement have been explained in terms of overtagert movement (Huang
1982, Watanabe 1992), feature strength (Chomsk¥)l3#esence vs. absence of an EPP-
feature on the head theh-constituent agrees with (Chomsky 2002, 2004) oventent of a
separate Q-feature/morpheme vs. pied-piping ofwth&onstituent by the Q-feature (Cable
2010, Starke 2011). We could propose a similar @atctor differences in focus-movement,

M| thank Luigi Rizzi for discussing this issue witte.
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stipulating that European Portuguese has a wealksfégature that does not trigger (overt)
movement while languages such as Hungarian havwsomagsfocus feature, or that only in
languages such as Hungarian the Foc head has afe&aFe. Nevertheless, as was discussed
by Horvath (2007), explaining all A-movement inrres of uninterpretable features,
originally implemented for A-movement related toseaand phi-features, risks turning the
notion of uninterpretable feature empirically vagsipas there is no clear morphological
marking that might correspond to these featuresséweral instances of A’-movemént.
Alternatively, we could assume that in languagethavuit focus movement, a null focus
feature can move separately to the Foc head, withied-piping the focalized constituent,
while pied-piping is obligatory in languages wittcéis movement, in a way parallel to what
was argued fowh-movement® However, unlikewh-constituents, focalized constituents do
not seem to involve any form of covert movementwas discussed in chapter 5, and hence

focus needs a different account thr@mmovement.

Although | will not solve the issue of variation tine syntax of focus, | would like to
suggest some lines of investigation that could leadlternative analyses for the syntax of
focus (and other instances of A’-movement) thatsdoat necessarily rely on the existence of
a Foc head triggering movement to its specifieropassibilities will be discussed: (i) what
looks like focus movement is actually movementgeiged for focus-independent reasons and
(i) whether focalized constituents move or notelegs on what is merged at the foot of the

movement chain, not on the clausal Foc head.

First of all, it does seem possible to apply theedine of reasoning as was applied
here for European Portuguese focus fronting to Socwvement in other languages. For
instance, it has repeatedly been argued that Hiamgdocus-movement’ is not triggered by
focus features but happens for focus-independesioress (Horvath 2007, 2010, Onea 2008,

Kiss 2004 a.o.), based on the observation that exhaustively identifying focus moves to

125ee Aboh (2010) for an opposing view. As he cdlyemints out, there also is not always morphatadi
evidence for uninterpretable features in A-movemantl some languages do have specialized focumpitd
particles. Nevertheless, feature-checking driveren@ent in the A-movement system is not as contsiaeas
it is in the A’-system.

13 But see Horvath (2007) for conceptual argumenasmstja pied-piping analysis of focus movement. She
observes that, in general, only features on thed bean the specifier of an XP can trigger movenveitt pied-
piping. This is the case fevh-movement and relativization (in Hungarian). Nekeless, in Hungarian, focus
movement takes place irrespective of the strucpoaition of the focus carrying constituent. Shggasts that
focus movement is not triggered by a focus featirealternatively, is not feature driven.
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the preverbal position, other foci, such as padrawers, surface in other positions (Szendroi
2003, Horvath 2010, Brody & Szendr6i 2010):

(10) Mit adott Mari Jeremiasnak?
What did Mary give to Jeremiah?
Mari adott Jeremiasnak (példaul) [egy tollat és dgyitékot}.
‘Mari gave Jeremiah (for instance) a pen and arlepe.

As such, it has been proposed that focus moventenr®in order for a constituent to
gain an exhaustive interpretation (Horvath 2000, ®ut see Kiss 2007, 2010, Onea 2008 or
Brody & Szendrdi 2010 for an alternative derivatioh exhaustivity). Wedgewood et al.
(2006), on the other hand, argue that the ‘focasitpn is semantically underspecified, it is
thus not clear what interpretation the Hungariaaverbal FocP gives rise to, and what
triggers movement to this position. Another linei¥estigation is followed by Szabolcsi
(1994) who notes striking similarities between Hyatax of focus and types of Quantifier
Phrases. She proposes a cartography for QPs, ingitgirsgo the one argued for independently
by Beghelli (1995). Szabolcsi’s hierarchy is ilkaded below:

1)
Topic* /
Quantifier*
(Negation) Focus

Predicate Operator

e

Negation

Verb Postverbal

constituents
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Szabolcsi (1994) provides a generalization on viyya¢ of constituents can move to
the FocP. Crucially, only Group Quantifier phrasesl contrastive Count Quantifiers can
target this position? Other types of QPs have to surface in another @ftipn, even when
they are focalized. This has also been noted bya@@08). It seems to be the case that the
Hungarian FocP is actually a position dedicated $pecific type of quantifier (see Szabolcsi
1994, Beghelli 1995, Beghelli & Stowell 1998 andaBalcsi 2010), and that movement is
triggered not because of focus, but because oftaiceype of quantificational feature.

As the careful analysis of focus in some langudgesindicated, apparent optionality
of focus movement often turns out not to be entiggdtional, and reflects focus-independent
factors. As such, it might be the case that seveisthnces of focus movement can be
analysed in different terms, potentially leadingattheory of syntax that does not involve Foc

heads in any language, and as such solving the-trmguistic variation problem.

Nevertheless, even though several instances ofisfocovement’ can be analysed in
different terms, and hence do not need a Foc Hesidriggers movement to its specifier, the
existence of languages with focus particles isngfrevidence for the existence of FocPs in the
clausal spine. Languages with focus particles ame Kitharaka (Muriungi 2005), Kikuyu
(Schwarz 2003), Hausa (Green 2007) and Gungbe (&84, 2007, 2010). Since focus
particles in these languages usually have a fixatipn, i.e., they can only surface in the left
periphery of the clause for instance, the mosigdtitborward account for these particles is to
assume that they lexicalize Foc heads in the dapsae, and that the focalized constituent is

attracted to their specifier.

An observation weakening the idea that focus gdaditexicalize a focus head that
triggers movement to their specifier is that in sol@nguages, focus particles can lexicalize
several positions. This is the case a.o. for Kakar(Muriungi 2005). In this language, a
preverbal focus marker indicates sentential foaug® focus, butwvh-constituents that have
moved to the left periphery are also marked bycaisamarker. In this case the focus particle

indicates narrow focus:

1% Group Quantifier Phrases contribute a singulgrleral individual. This type of quantifier includegfinite
DPs, specific indefinite DPs and specific bare ntatse There is discussion of whether proper namds a
demonstratives are included in the class of GQBanCquantifiers do not introduce referents, they a
generalized quantifiers. They include non-spedifaefinites and cardinality expressions.

15 |n the examples above, there are two differemisanarkers, namely andi, These are allomorphs of the
same morpheme (Muriungi 2005: 50).
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(12)

Of course, these data can be accounted for by asguhat there are different FocPs
in the clausal spine with a head that is lexicalilbg the focus particle.

An alternative view would be to assume that thes#ighes do not lexicalize heads in the
clausal spine, but rather spell out the focus featf the focalized constituent. This was
suggested for instance by Holm & Machado (2010)p whte that several of the languages
that have focus particles are tone languages. A&h, sihhey cannot use a pitch accent to
indicate focus because this would disrupt the tpatterns. The focus particle could thus
simply be an equivalent to pitch accents. An anslgtong these lines can account for the

variable distribution of focus particles in somendaages. Although such an analysis is

a

Maria n-a-ra-k-ir-e nyomba
Maria FOCG-SM-PN-build-PRFFV house
‘Maria built a house.’

I-mbi i-ri na thiina
FOCG-what sm-be with  problem
‘What's the problem?’

(Muriungi 2005: 44)

potentially interesting, it is problematic espegidbr those languages in which ongx situ

focus surfaces with a focus particle. There is thstrict correlation between focus particles
and focus, which makes it harder to argue that<Squarticles spell out focus features. For
instance, both in Kitharaka and in Gungbe (androivea languages), postverbal focalized

constituents cannot be marked with a focus partitie insertion of a focus particle often

seems dependent on movement of the focalized tossti Compare thim situ strategy (a)

with theex situstrategy (b):

(13)

Gungbe (Aboh 2007: 85)

a

Un yr Kofi

1sG call Kofi

‘| called KOFI’
KOFI we tn yp
Kofi Foc 2sG call
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‘| called KOFI’

(14) Kitharaka (Muriungi 2005: 45)
a Maria a-k-ir-e NYOMBA
Maria sm-build-PERFFV  house
'‘Maria built A HOUSE'
b I-NYOMBA Maria a-k-ir-e
Foc-house  Mariasm-build-PERFFV
‘Maria built A HOUSE'

This type of dependent insertion is in fact proldém for an approach to focus
particles that treats them as a simple spell-outooifis features, and can more easily be
accounted for with a functional head approach. Kbetess, if these focus particles do
lexicalize functional heads in the clausal spine, muin into the focus-movement problem
again: why do focalized constituents not always enty this FocP? The fact that focalized
subjects in Kitharaka and Gungbe always surfack wifocus particlé® while adjuncts and
objects only surface with focus particles if theg anoved to a sentence-initial position, is
particularly problematic for the Foc head view. Mgarticularly, it is not clear why focalized
subjects always move to the specifier of the Fotienadjuncts and objects do not. A more
adequate account for these patterns would be teicdemthat the presence of a focus particle
is dependent on movement, rather than the otherasaynd: it would not be a Foc head,
lexicalized by a focus patrticle, that triggers mmeat to its specifier, but it would rather be a
focus particle that indicates that a focalized titursnt has moved.

One possible way to implement this type of depenotertion is to assume that these
focus particles are merged together with the faedliconstituent, similar to what Cable
(2010) proposed for Q-particles and to what | pegabfor SER-clefts, and that merging them
makes focus movement obligatory. It could be theedhat focus particles are some sort of

focus-sensitive operator, depending on the presehtacus, but never obligatory, along the

16 Both Kitharaka and Gungbe are SVO languages. Mgri(2005) refers that in the few contexts in which
subjects can surface postverbally, such as inil@atversion contexts, focalized subjects do nofase with
focus particles.
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lines of what was argued for the copula in SERtsféfWe can assume that the particle
projects, i.e., it provides the label for the syitita object formed by the particle and the
focalized constituent, as schematized below. Intidibows, | use XP as a notational device
to refer to elements that are not heads in orddrstiinguish heads from syntactic objects that
inherited their label from a head. A label of an ¥R subset of the features of (one of) its

daughters, and there is thus no difference betweerand FocP in terms of label.

(15) FocP

foc XP

The fact that the focus particle provides a labeltfie whole FocP can lie at the basis
of the obligatory movement of the FocP. In recaapqys, Chomsky (2013, 2015) proposes a
Labeling Algorithm that abandons endocentricityggasee Citko 2008). Under this view, XPs
receive their label (i) through Minimal Search fraime closest head that has all of its
occurrences inside of XP or (ii) by some prominiatture shared by the daughters of XP.
Relevant for the current discussion is that lalgetionflicts force movement. For instance, if
the FocP consisting of the focus particle and toalized constituent is merged with an XP,
resulting in a noden that cannot be labeled, because there are twoshEad and X
equidistant to the node to be labeled and therea@eammon prominent features to provide a
label, either the XP or the FocP is forced to mavéoreak the symmety. The relevant

configuration is schematized below:

(16) o

FocP XP

PN PN
Foc YP X /P

" An account in which focus particles spell out feéeatures only makes sense if these particleacixfith all
focalized constituents. If focus particles are algligatory, analysing them as focus-sensitive dpeséas more
adequate, since these operators are never obligator

18 The one-feature-one-head view is assumed hevehih a focus feature and a focus head are bagite|
same.
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In the absence of the focus particle, the focalizeastituent has its regular label and
remainsin situ. An analysis along these lines can predict theit oll only move if a focus
particle is present, and hence correctly captunesabservation that focus particles only

surface withex situfocus.

In this approach, movement is not triggered byhibad of the chain, but by the foot of
the chaim’ The FocP consisting of the focus particle and fdmalized constituent will
continue moving until it reaches a position whdre structure can be labeled. Presumably,
this would be in the ‘specifier’ position of theaakal FocP, since in this position, the
resulting node can be labeled by a shared promideature, namely Fo® This
straightforwardly captures the observation thatufogarticles only surface in the left
periphery of the clause, because that is the amsjtipn where the structure can be labeled.

Under this approach to movement, we can assumeR teobe universally present in the
clausal spine with the exact same properties idaaljuages. Whether or not a focalized
constituent moves to this FocP depends on whateig@d lower in the structure: if it is a
FocP, movement to the clausal FocP is obligatoabse of a labeling conflict. As such,
focus movement (and other instances of movement) bma made ‘optional’ within one
language and parameterized across languages, Iyosgdn reducing the focus movement
parameter to lexical differences across langudgstead of stipulating functional differences

such as weak versus strong features.

However, the movement-through-labeling-conflictspi®blematic for a number of
reasons, some of which are discussed in Vercau{gsghcoming B, and a proposal along
the lines sketched here can only be properly eteduance these issues are addressed. For
instance, if the FocP is merged with a head, fanmgde a verb, we do not expect movement
of the FocP to be forced, since no labeling confiitses. Nevertheless, in languages such as

Kitharaka and Gungbe, postverbal focus particleshat allowed.

Although the discussion in this section is rath@épusative and is restricted to
suggesting some possible lines of investigatiorceonng cross-linguistic variation in focus-

movement, it is clear that there are alternativethe account in which a clausal Foc head

19 See Ott (2015) for an implementation of this tgbanalysis for split topics in German.

20 Chomksy’s (2014) proposal concerning labelingyoftactic objects does not imply endocentricity.sish,
heads do not necessarily project. A consequertbatispecifiers in X'-theoretical terms do not éxihe FocP
consisting of the focus particle and the focalizedstituent merges with a syntactic object comgystif a focus
head and the rest of the clause.
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triggers movement to its specifier. As was discdssechapter 5, assuming obligatory focus
movement is problematic for a number of reasonsa&snsequence, it is better to assume
that focalized constituents sometimes move and soreg not, but it is not entirely clear how

to implement this optionality. | suggested thatesalinstance of ‘focus-movement’ can be
analysed in different terms, i.e., as movementtnggered by a focus feature but by other
features. For languages with focus particles tlyatesnatically are associated with moved
foci, | suggested an analysis with movement trigdeby the foot of the chain. Both

suggestions permit a theory of syntax without mosentriggering FocPs in the clausal spine,
and can potentially explain cross-linguistic diffieces in the syntax of focus, without having

to stipulate strong vs. weak focus features orlammechanisms.

8.3 Problems with (featural) Relativized Minimality

In this section | will briefly discuss some of thesues related to Relativized
Minimality raised throughout the thesis. Some of iksues are specific to the proposed
account, others concern the particular implememtatif featural Relativized Minimality in
general. First, | will address the issue of whatmgtfication is exactly. Then | will discuss the
unexpected amelioration in double identity contefigally, | will conclude that, although
featural Relativized Minimality has its problembgetapproach does seem to be on the right

track for a number of reasons.

Throughout the thesis, and following Rizzi (2004yddaegeman (2012), intervention
effects were ascribed to the presence of quartiiical features, but it is not clear what
quantification is exactly (see Szabolcsi 2010 fadiscussion). | will briefly discuss three
hypotheses: (i) quantification has a semantic Ui} quantification is related to the type of
syntactic element bound in the base position ofedasonstituents and (iii) quantification is a
general property of A'-movement that can be caedell

We could assume thauantificational means ‘quantification over alternatives’, and
quantification would thus have a semantic orfdirBuch an idea is easy to apply to focus

fronting, wh-movement or negative inversion, all of which inw®lalternatives from a

I This was suggested to me by Liliane Haegeman.
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semantic point of view. However, the presence tarahtives is not that clear in English-type
topicalization structures without doubling, long wed adjuncts, or structures with
Resumptive Preposing or VP-preposing. Neverthelabsof these structures exhibit the
properties that have led us to assume that theylievquantification (see section 6.2). The
observation that also fronting operations that dbimvolve computation of alternatives have
guantificational properties indicates that intetv@m cannot uniformly be analysed in terms
of semantic intervention along the lines of BeckQ@) or Erlewine & Kotek (2014Y:
Semantic intervention arises when alternative cdatmmn goes wrong, and gives rise to a
proposition without a truth value. Although sevenagtances of intervention might be a
consequence of alternative computation gone wroagall configurations allow for such an

analysis.

An alternative to a semantic approach to intereenttould be to assume that the
source of quantification is syntactic. Cinque (1P@hd Rizzi (1997, 2002) explain the
presence versus absence of a doubling elemenbmirfg operations in terms of variable
binding: syntactic variables need to be bound byperator. Since topics in Italian are not
guantificational, i.e. they are not operators, wyotactic variable is allowed in the base
position and a clitic needs to be introduced. Eigtopicalization on the other hand, which is
not doubled by any element, arguably involves saperator. As a consequence, English
topicalization has more or less the same synt@ctperties as Italian focus fronting, which
also involves operator movement and can thus biggh#actic variable in the base position.
Although this characterization can account for tht#erences between CLLD and non-
doubled fronting, it does not explain why topicg @uantificational in English but not in
Italian, it only predicts that there is a corredatibetween absence of doubling elements and
presence of quantificational properties. AdditibjaResumptive Preposing in ltalian, also a
topicalization strategy (Cardinaletti 2009), is qtifecational. It thus seems to be the case that
ltalian topics can be quantificational or AdtAn analysis under which the doubling clitic
cancels the consequences of quantification forasyrdther than indicating anpriori lack of

guantificational properties, as suggested in sed@i8, thus seems to be more adequate.

2 Also see Szabolcsi & Zwarts (1993) and Abrusamy3o

% As Liliane Haegeman (p.c.) points out, the téopic does not yet have a syntactic definition and towe
range of varying patterns . These syntactic diffees among topicalization patterns could be dumitimal
featural differences.
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If it is correct to assume that doubling cancelamiificational properties of A’-moved
constituents, we could hypothesise that A’-movementormly is quantificational. In order
for such a reasoning to go through, it is necessargssume that adjuncts can be base-
generated in the left periphery, on a par with H#aegn (2012) andontrawhat was argued in
chapter 6 for conceptual reasons, since locallyitoad left-peripheral adjuncts do not have
guantificational properties. The fact that they lomve these properties in long-construal
contexts, which do very likely involve movement, rrotorates the hypothesis that
guantification is a consequence of movement depenele Nevertheless, if it is true that all
non-doubled A’-movement is quantificational, itnst clear why some PPs do not give rise to
the same intervention effects as DPs. Additionatlgt only A’-moved constituents are
guantificational: base-generatadconstituents for instance are also quantificaliosimce

they give rise to the same weak island effects @gniwh-constituents.

Summarizing, it is not clear what ‘quantificatiors exactly, or what causes a
constituent to have quantificational propertiesefgnis a correlation between intervention and
alternative computation in the semantic represemtaiand between intervention and A’-
movement leaving a gap. Neither of these correlatare perfect. It seems to be the case that
guantification in the sense used here does not Aaveform origin, even though it gives rise

to very similar intervention effects.

Even though it is not clear what quantificationti® sense used in this thesis is, this
does not invalidate the Relativized Minimality agnb proposed here. Unlike accounts for
locality effects in terms of variable binding orsamilar mechanism, featural Relativized
Minimality can capture the non-uniformity of thetenvention effects that quantificational
constituents give rise to, as it permits fine-gedindistinctions between constituents.
Nevertheless, also featural Relativized Minimality its current shape is not without
problems. Recall that the double identity configirais not ungrammatical, contrary to what
is predicted by the superset-subset approach toréédrelativized Minimality argued for by
Starke (2001) and adopted a.o. by Rizzi (2004),gdaman (2012) and in this thesis. For
instance, as was discussed in chapter 7, theremddeseem to be much difference between a
specificwh-intervener and a non-specific one. A similar pattwas found by Villata et al.
(2013) and Atkinson et al. (2015).

a7) a wh+spec wh (spec) wh+spec
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b foctspec wh (spec) foct+spec

Additionally, some features are only relevant foeld&ivized Minimality in
combination with other features: specificity onlgys a role when quantificational movement
is involved, as is indicated by the fact that a Oeld constituent can move across a specific

wh-constituent or even another CLLDed constituenhauit any troublé?

(18) a spec wh (spec) spec

b spec spec spec

These patterns indicate that something more contpkax the subset-superset relation
is at stake. A possible solution lies in Rizzi'9)(P) account of weak island extraction in
terms of specificity, that has also been provercessful to account for binding patterns, as
was discussed by Falco (2007) and in chapter 6.gEneral observation is that specifib-
constituents reconstruct differently from non-sfiecivh-constituents, in the sense that non-
specific wh-constituents obligatorily reconstruct, while sfiecones can reconstruct or not.
Now, if Relativized Minimality is a representatiorn@inciple (Rizzi 2002, 2013b), i.e., if it
depends on chain formation in LF and thus on recocison, the patterns above are not that
unexpected. More precisely, we could assume thatvention is due to the fact that a
constituent blocks reconstruction of another comstit. If specific constituents do not have to
reconstruct, we expect that a potential intervelo&s not cause any trouble, independently of
whether it is specific or not. Non-specific constints on the other hand have to reconstruct,
and we could assume that reconstruction is blotlkedn intervener. Nevertheless, in some
cases specific constituents do reconstruct, yeitromger intervention effect seems to arise in
these cases. Consider the following example, inclvhthe specific wh-constituent

reconstructs, otherwise the bound reading woulaatvailable:

(19) [What image of himselfdo you wonder whether Jghmas?

24 This was noted by Haegeman (2012). Instead oéeifigity feature, she assumes that interventideot$
ameliorate because of a d-linking feature. In otderxplain this unexpected pattern, she assura¢<ttLD
does not involve movement. See chapter 6.
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(Lechner 1998)

The amelioration of intervention effects with sgiecguantificational constituents can
thus not be ascribed to the fact that specific ttuehnts seem to reconstruct differently from
non-specific constituents. Additionally, if interieon effects were reducible to
reconstruction, we would expect specifib-constituents to pattern with specific CLLD. This
is not the case. CLLD has repeatedly been arguedctinstruct to a vP-peripheral position
(see Cecchetto 2000 and chapter 6), nevertheléss) Goes not give rise to locality effects.
Furthermore, specific focalized constituents havier@nt properties than specifiwh
constituents. Although a specific focalized constitt can move acrossvarconstituent, it
cannot move across a focalized constituent. Thigois expected if specific constituents
uniformly do not have to reconstruct. Note thastpattern is also not expected under the
standard featural Relativized Minimality accourdg@ding to which inclusion configurations

should be grammatical.

(20) a wh+spec wh  wh+spec
b *foc+spec  foc  foc+spec
c foc+spec wh  foc+spec

Differences in locality effects can thus not beridmex to differences in reconstruction
only, although reconstruction might be relevantfome instances of locality effeétsRecall
for instance that only long-moved adjuncts are gtieational, and only long-moved adjuncts
need to reconstruct to a lower CP in order to lermmeted correctly. | leave the relation

between reconstruction and intervention for futesearch.

Apart from featural Relativized Minimality based sanbset and superset relations
between features, amelioration of intervention @ffehave been explained in terms of
semantic distinctness, see for instance Villatale{2013) and Atkinson et al. (2015), who

provide an account for the double identity pattédevertheless, also these psycholinguistic

% | wish to note that it is far from clear how restmiction works exactly. For instance, there issaubsion on
whether different types of reconstruction haveealtstinguished, namely semantic and syntacticngtcoction,
and what the relation between the different tygfagconstruction is. | refer to Lechner (1998) oxK1999)
a.o. for a discussion.
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accounts do not provide a straightforward explamator all of the intervention patterns. The
reasoning of these accounts is as follows: in otdegprocess long distance dependencies,
constituents need to be retrieved from the memargyder to interpret the several instances
of a chain as one. Presumably, semantic distingtmepresented by different sets of features
in the theory, makes the retrieval process easidrheence ameliorates intervention effects.
Although this analysis can account for severalgoat concerning argumentah-movement
out of whrislands, in the sense that complestrconstituents are expected to be less
problematic than bareh-constituents, independently of whether the inteevealso has a
lexical restriction (the double identity configumat), it cannot straightforwardly be extended
to adjunctwh-movement out ofwh-islands. One of the first observations concerniig
islands was that adjunath-constituents cannot move out of them while argumeh
constituents can, albeit marginally in most of tdases. However, | think it is quite obvious
that the set of possible answers for adjuleiphrases is semantically very distinct from the
set of possible answers to argumerttphrases. The observed intervention patterns with
adjunctwh-constituents are thus contrary to what is predidig the semantic distinctness
approach. Also an experiment carried out by Sprodgers & Phillips (2012) indicates that
there is no correlation between working memory ca@s and island effects, which makes a
memory-based account more unlikely to be correbe &uthors argue that a grammatical

account for intervention is more adequate.

Although the standard and psycholinguistic featirRalativized Minimality account
are problematic, for the reasons discussed abowiges not mean that it is not a useful
approach to data analysis, as it requires a ddtallaracterization of the features involved in
an intervention context. Additionally, the ideattifi@atures group together in classes that are
characterized by a number of distinctive propertiess seem to be on the right track, as the
work by Haegeman (2012) and the discussio@ glieclefts in chapter 7 indicates. Several
different movement operations effectively exhibisexries of uniform properties, which can
easily be captured by postulating that these mowérmperations involve the same feature,
which has been called quantification. Neverthelegghin the class of quantificational
features, different types of quantification need&distinguished, as they are all minimally

distinct?® Even within focus-fronting constructions, intertien effects are not uniform. For

% Also Sprouse et al. (2015) observe that islanditieities are different across dependency typésyTtested
relative clause and interrogative dependenciesglih and in Italian.
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instance,é queclefts can be embedded in more contexts than féuging in European
Portuguese. The examples in (21) illustrate thaudofronting is ungrammatical in factive
complements (a), clausal subjects (b) and complestermouns (c), on a par with argument
fronting in English.E queclefts are grammatical in these contexts, as easden in (22).
There are thus clearly differences between typdsanfs fronting that cannot be captured by a
Q-intervention approach, or even by a foc-internemapproach. The data below indicate that
a fine-grained featural characterization is neagsseaorder to describe the facts accurately.

21) a *O Jodo lamenta gue muitos livros ainda néatenha
the Jodo regrets that much books still not has
lido a sua  irma.

read the his sister
b *Que muitos livros queira ler 0 Jodo nao me
that much books wants read the Jodo not me

surpreende  nada.

surprises nothing
c *Fiquei com a ideia de gue muitos livros ja

stayed with the idea pf that much books
ja leu o meu avo.
already read the my grandfather

(22) a O Joéo lamenta que soO com cunhas e que
John regrets that only with connections is that
se consiga arranjar emprego.
SE manages to.find job

‘John regrets that it is only possible to find & j&f you have
connections.’

b Queo Jodo € que tenha ganho o prémio ndo me
thatthe Jodo is that has won theprice not me
surpreende nada.
surprise nothing
‘That John won the price does not surprise melat al
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c Platdo mudou alguns aspectos deste modelo

Plato changed some aspectsof.this model

politico mas manteve sempre a ideia qua
politic but maintained alwaysthe idea that

razao € que devia governar sendo a Gnica que podia
reason is that should govern being the only thabuld
proporcionar aos cidaddaosa justicae a felicidade
provide to.the citizens the justiceand the haggsn

‘Plato changed some aspects of this political mdadal he maintained
always the idea that reason should govern, beiagotily thing that
could provide the citizens with justice and happsie

Of course, it might be the case that the wrongufeatwere looked at in the analysis of
the data, and that it is not focus features or tfieational features that give rise to
intervention, but some other, unknown features lhowever far from clear what this feature
might be. It might also be the case that supeffyciaimilar intervention effects are
underlyingly due to entirely different factors, trat an interplay of a variety of factors
ultimately determines what locality effects lookdj and hence that it is impossible to reduce
locality effects to one single source (see foranse Haegeman, Jiménez-Fernandez &
Radford 2014 for such an account for subextradiiom subjects). For instance, it might be
the case that only quantificational features al@veat for intervention, and that the gradience
in acceptability in locality violations is due tosgries of independent factors, such as for
example salience in the discourse. Summarizing, ot clear how and why differences in

featural make-up are relevant for locality effeelthough it is clear that they are relevant.

Apart from requiring careful analysis of minimalffdrences which increase our
knowledge of syntactic dependencies, and permitbng to capture similarities across
different types of dependenci@sfeatural Relativized Minimality has other advargsgFor
instance, there seem to be cross-linguistic diffees when it comes to intervention, as was

indicated by the results of a formal experimentiedrout by Sprouse et al. (2015) comparing

" Roberts (2000, 2010) argued for a featural appromtead movement, based on the observationahgt |
head movement is allowed in some contexts, in gar@mt violation of the Head Movement Constrairg. H
proposes to distinguish at least between functiandllexical heads, and among the functional hdsta;een
operator and non-operator heads.
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locality violations in English and in Italian. Tleealso seem to be differences between Italian

and European Portuguese. Italian restrictive redatilauses pattern with complexh

constituents when it comes to weak island extrac{©iro Greco, p.c.), while in European

Portuguese, it seems to be the case that relatonzpatterns with bareh-constituents:

(23)

(24)

a

a

Jomo, quale macchina volevi sapere come
man which car wanteslz2  knowINF how
va sistemata?

goes fixed

'Hey man, which car did you want to know how td?fix

*Uomo, cosa Vvolevi sapere come sstemato?
man what wanteds® KknowINF how goes fixed
'Hey man, what did you want to know how to fix?'

Nuella e la macchina che  volevi
thakeEmM IS the car that wanted@
sapere comeva sistemata

know how goes fixed

‘That's the car that you wanted to know how td fix.

?Qual destes carros querias saber como se
which of.these cars wanted@ know how SE
arranja?

fix

‘Which car did you want to know how to fix?’

?P que querias saber como se arranja?
what wanted2 know how SE fix

‘What did you want to know how to fix?

?0D Jodo leu o] livro que o professor
the Jodo read the book that the  professor
perguntou quem escreveu

asked who wrote

‘Jodo read a book that the professor asked whoewrot
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The fact that intervention effects are not unifoenosslinguistically indicates that,
even though there might be a unique underlying itivgnbasis that causes intervention
effects, we need something like featural or lexiddferences between the constituents
entering locality configurations, which can be paetrized across languages. A featural

Relativized Minimality account permits just that.

In conclusion, there are several fundamental probleconcerning Relativized
Minimality, and it is not immediately clear how tolve them. Nevertheless, featural
Relativized Minimality does not cease to be a wesgful tool to accurately describe minimal
differences in intervention contexts and to captaress-linguistic and cross-dependency
generalizations, permitting us to reach a deepéerstanding of syntactic dependencies.
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9 Conclusion

In this thesis, it was investigated whether thera consistent correlation between the
main interpretative and syntactic aspects of faunopean Portuguese cleft constructions, and
how these possible correlations should be accoufmtetheoretically. Some authors have
argued that the syntactic computation is blindisz@lurse considerations, while others argue
that at least some discourse properties are rdldoarsyntax. The interpretative aspects of
clefts taken into consideration were existenti@spipposition, exhaustive identification and
focus. From the data discussed in this thesisntloded that existential presupposition and
exhaustive identification arise through pragmatmd ssemantic processes, that are not
immediately related to or relevant for any syn@acimputations. Focus on the other hand
does seem to be relevant for the syntactic comipatain the sense that focus features,
although they do not trigger movement in Europeariudguese, can give rise to intervention
effects with other constituents.

In chapter 3, | argued that the alternative seroaritir focus as in Rooth (1992) makes
correct predictions concerning the relation betwlmus and existential presupposition and
exhaustivity. According to Rooth, focus uniformlivgs rise to a set of alternatives in LF,
which can be used by semantic and/or pragmatics.ruiistential presupposition and
exhaustivity are derived through pragmatic rulesrapng on the set of alternatives
contributed by intonational focus: sets of alteiest are interpreted as the question under
discussion, and since questions are supposed ®® draawers, an existential presupposition
arises as an implicature. Also the exhaustivityntlaery often associated with structures with
focus arises through this mechanism: answers tstigms are assumed to be exhaustive in
order to comply with the conversational maxims. Btite existential presupposition and
exhaustivity claim associated with sentences wittonational focus thus arise as an
implicature, which also explains their suspensgbili

The proposed account for existential presupposittord exhaustivity correctly
captures the interpretation oé queclefts and SER-clefts, two monoclausal focus
constructions. In this aspect, both clefts havestimae properties as non-cleft sentences with
intonational focus. Their particular syntactic stture does not contribute anything to these
interpretations. Biclausal clefts on the other hhade a slightly different interpretation: both

it-clefts and pseudoclefts have a strong, not susiedexistential presupposition and
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exhaustivity claim. Hence, their interpretatiomis the same as the one simple intonational
focus gives rise to: the existential presuppositind exhaustivity claim are semanticised. The
reason for this is that the cleft clause of thds#cis interpreted as a definite description.
Definite descriptions are inherently presupposed, this interpretation cannot be suspended.
Additionally, the semantics for definite descriptioadopted in chapter 4 predicts that when
there is an identification relation between a cbmsht and a definite description, this
identification relation will be interpreted as exiséve. Given that biclausal clefts are
specificational sentences, extensively arguedrfaeictions 4.3.3 and 4.3.4, in which a value
identifies a variable, we expect there to be angtrexhaustivity claim associated with these
structures. Additionally, the syntactic structurkieclefts and pseudoclefts argued for in
chapter 4 permits to derive the correct interpr@tatompositionally. Init-clefts, the cleft
cleft clause is a headed relative clause, thahataaly stage of the derivation occupies the
complement position of a definite determiner, smklbut as the cleft pronoun. The cleft
clause is thus interpreted as a definite descripfitne cleft clause of pseudoclefts is a free
relative and free relatives are semantically dedfidescriptions.

From the discussion of existential presuppositiot exhaustivity it is clear that these
interpretations are not relevant for the syntac@nputation, although some syntactic
constituents, such as free relatives and resteiclative clauses headed by a definite element
are inherently existentially presupposed. Puttingsé constituents in particular syntactic
structures, in this case a specificational copwantence, gives rise to an exhaustive
identification interpretation. For focus things afiéferent: unlike existential presupposition
and exhaustivity, focus does seem to be relevanth® syntactic computation, in the sense
that it can give rise to intervention effects arahd¢e restrict movement operations of other

constituents.

First, in chapter 5, | argued that focus featuresdt trigger movement in languages
such as European Portuguese. | showed that asstimaingil focalized constituents move to a
left peripheral FocP makes wrong predictions, sincsitu focus does not exhibit the same
syntactic properties as fronted focus. As an adtitra, we could assume that there are also
low FocPs, but in this case we need a principledaat for the choice of FocP that focalized
constituents move to. Since there is no strict etation between syntactic position and
pragmatic type of focus, i.e., contrastive vs. infational focus, | advanced the hypothesis
that some focalized constituents really @rasitu, in an A-position. This was corroborated by
the fact that the cleft constituentsittlefts, pseudoclefts and SER-clefts does not gsesto
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intervention effects. If these constituents didugmcthe specifier of a FocP, they should count
as interveners for quantificational A’>-movementntrary to fact. Given the lack of evidence
for movement of the cleft constituentitrclefts and pseudoclefts, | concluded that thest cl
constituents effectively occupy their base positibhe same conclusion was reached for
SER-clefts, since the cleft constituent of thesacstires can correspond to constituents that
cannot readily be moved. The cleft constituend glueclefts on the other hand does give rise
to intervention effects and has several properie®\’-moved constituents. In European
Portuguese, it thus seems to be the case that femalezed constituents move, but others do

not.

In order to solve the issue of apparent optionattyocus movement, | explored the
hypothesis that focalized constituents move forussimdependent reasons, and is thus
‘parasitic’ on other movement operations. Thisasraborated by the fact that also NPs pied
piped by relativization can be the cleft constituené queclefts. | proposed that the cleft
constituent o€ queclefts moves to a TopP to become the topic oktrgence. This proposal
straightforwardly captures the very similar disgurestrictions that exist for sentence topics

and the cleft constituent éfqueclefts.

If the cleft constituent oé queclefts targets a (recursive) TopP, we have to &Rrpl
why it is not recursive and why it cannot co-ocaith other left peripheral constituents, such
aswh-constituents, that target other positions. | adgirat the (quantificational) focus feature
pied-piped by the movement operation gives risentervention with other quantificational
constituents. Specificity can ameliorate intervemteffects. The proposed account does not
only predict the non-recursivity of fronted focidaris incompatibility withwh-movement, it
also accounts for the fact that very similar incarplities are observed when two different

CPs are involved.

After having worked out the alternative syntax focus fronting, | turned to the
detailed analysis of the syntax of the monoclaaksdts. Iné queclefts, the cleft constituent
moves to a TopP. The cleft constituent, with a foteature, is an intervener for movement
operations of other constituents with a quantifarsl feature, such ash-constituents and
relative pronouns in relative clauses and in cérddwverbial clauses. The quantificational
focus feature on the cleft constituent also caitsiesbe sensitive to weak islands: extraction
of the cleft constituent from a weak island is @efgd, but ameliorates considerably if it is

specific. Based on the observation that the sequérgquecan surface in several structures
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involving the left periphery of the clause and dam preceded but not followed by left
peripheral adjuncts, | tentatively concluded thatexcalizes the lowest head in the left
periphery, namely Fin. In the standard langu&gguerequires the presence of focus, which
presumably is due to its focus-sensitive charattesome non-standard varieties on the other

hand,é queseems to have grammaticalized to a simple lexieabf a left peripheral head.

For SER-clefts | worked out an analysis very mutdn@ the lines of what Cable
(2010) argued for Q-particles. | proposed that ¢bpula is a semantically vacuous verbal
constituent that takes the cleft constituent asasiplement and projects a vP. Because of
this, the vP consisting of the copula and the defistituent has the syntactic distribution of
verbal constituents but has the semantic propeudfeshe cleft constituent alone. This
characterization makes accurate predictions comggithe positions the copula can surface
in: the vP can be selected by lexical heads, wlelect for semantic properties, and by
functional heads that select for verbal constitsietitcannot be selected by functional heads

that do not select for verbal constituents.

In the final chapter I briefly discussed some opsnes and theoretical implications of
the proposed account for the cleft constructiondeurdiscussion. First, | addressed some
issues related to featural Relativized Minimalityargued that the origin of quantificational
properties cannot uniformly be ascribed to semami@ntification, nor can it be seen as an
inherent property of A’-dependencies. It seems dotle case that different properties of
constituents can give rise to very similar inteti@m effects. Concerning the unexpected
acceptability of the double identity configurationsuggested that a solution might lie in
differences in reconstruction between specific aoa-specific quantificational constituents. |
concluded that, although several issues relatddatnral Relativized Minimality remain, the
general approach does seem to be on the right. thamtkonly does it permit us to discover
fine-grained distinctions between syntactic depemcand capture generalizations among
different types of syntactic dependencies, the @ggr also permits to ascribe cross-linguistic

differences in intervention patterns to lexicafeliénces, a welcome result.

Concerning the relation between copular verbs anty fgrammaticalized focus
particles, | argued that the copula of the clefistauctions under discussion can be analysed
as a focus sensitive operator, that requires tesepice of a focalized constituent in its c-
command domain, or at least somewhere in the s@meéGch an account captures the fixed
information  structure of cleft constructions. Adaditally, assuming different
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grammaticalization degrees of the copula in thiedkht structures, the proposal explains why
the cleft constituent cannot move away from itsutag surface position, or at least is

restricted in its movement options.

Finally, concerning cross-linguistic differencesfotus movement, | suggested two
lines of research. It could be the case that alhdomovement is parasitic on other movement
operations, along the lines that were suggestesl foeé queclefts. However, the existence
of specialized focus particles with a more or léged position in the clausal spine is
problematic for such an approach. As an alternatigaggested that focus movement should
be triggered by labeling conflicts instead of by theed for feature-checking: if a focus
feature/particle projects a FocP containing thaliaed constituent, it cannot remam situ
because doing so would give rise to a labeling laxinfFocPs thus have to move until the
structure can be labeled, presumably until theghraghe clausal FocP. In the case a focus
feature does not project, movement will not takace] since the focalized constituent can be

labeledin situ.
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