
character of CLLD. How is this paradox to be solved? I think the answer must be

somewhat Wittgensteinian: there is no paradox at all, but just a bad formulation of the

issue. On theoretical grounds, we want CLLD to be just as clause-bound as CLRD, so

let us assume it is. Consequently, the element marked with the feature [link] must move

to the closest [Spec, ExtTopP]. This accounts for clause-bound CLLD. Now let us turn

to long-distance CLLD, which apparently poses us a problem, for it entails a less

economical derivation than clause-bound CLLD in any event. However, under current

assumptions on economy evaluation, two derivations do not compete if each has a

different impact at the LF-interface (see Reinhart 1995, Chomsky 1998, 1999).

Interestingly, even though it is difficult to establish clear-cut differences from a

semantic perspective between long-distance and clause-bound CLLD, there is some

evidence to conclude that they do behave differently in this respect (see 5.2.3.2 below).

It has been shown in 5.2.1.3 that long-distance CLLD does yield WCO effects:

(84) a. Amb la Maria;, el seu¡ pare hi¡ va bailar un tango.

'With María, his father danced a tango.'

b. Amb la Maria¡, el seu¡ pare m'ha confessat que el director hi¡ va ballar un

tango.

'With Maria, his father confessed me that the director danced a tango.'

It seems thus that the long-distance CLLDed constituent counts as an operator. If so,

some support would follow for an approach in terms of interface economy, for this

construction would have an import of the LF-interface.

The issue is suggestive enough and raises interesting empirical and theoretical

questions (one of them —the placement of CLRD and CLLD in a typology of

movement operations— will be discussed in 5.2.3.2). Unfortunately, whether this scarce

evidence supports an analysis of long-distance CLLD in terms of Reinhart's (1995)

interface economy is yet to be ascertained. I will thus set aside the issue, but keeping in

mind that long-distance CLLD has distinguishing properties with respect to CLRD and

clause-bound CLLD.

5.2.3. The landing-site of dislocation

So far, the discussion regarding the movement nature of dislocation has dealt with the

mechanics of the operation but little attention has been devoted to the nature of the
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position hosting CLRD and CLLD. Two points must be addressed. On the one hand,

some decision is in order regarding whether dislocates occur in adjoined positions, as

influential analyses of English topicalization have argued for, or rather involve

substitution into the specifier of a functional projection, in accordance with the proposal

of the split-topic analysis. On the other hand, something must be said regarding the

argumental status of the position, and consequently of the movement involved, a

question with a clear impact on the proper analysis of the island effects induced by

CLLD. Let us consider each question separately.

5.2.3.1. Adjunction vs. substitution

As for the adjunction/substitution issue, an immediate solution follows. Since we have

assumed that dislocation involves the checking of a feature, we are forced to conclude

that this operation must involve the specifier of a relevant projection —namely

IntTopP/ExtTopP (among the defendants of a non-adjunction solution for CLLD, we

find Cecchetto 1995, 1999, Cinque 1990, Grohmann to appear, Kayne 1994, Villalba

1997, 1998, 1999, and Zubizarreta 1998). This excludes works like Anagnastopoulou

(1997), latridou (1990), Montapanyane (1994), Rochemont (1989), or Vallduvi (1990),

which assume that CLLD involves adjunction to either IP or CP, indeed an adaptation

of Baltin's (1982) and Lasnik & Saito's (1992: ch. 3) influential analysis of English

topicalization. Moreover, beyond the insurmountable difficulties for making compatible

an adjunction analysis of CLRD/CLLD with our minimalist guidelines, it is noteworthy

that once we assume the framework developed in Kayne (1994) and assumed in this

work, much of the debate underlying this question vanishes. In 1.2.3, it has been shown

that one of the consequences of Kayne's proposal is the blurring of the distinctions

between specifiers and adjuncts. Moreover, the severe restrictions the system imposes

on adjunction (see 1.2.4-1.2.5) put more difficulties to the proponents of the adjunction

analysis. Specifically, the standard analyses of multiple CLLD in terms of successive

adjunctions to IP/CP turn untenable altogether. Consider:

(85) a. Al Lluís, d'aquest llibre, no li'n parlis.

to.the Lluís of.this book not to.him/her-of.it talk

To Lluís, don't TALK about this book.'

b. [IP Al Lluís [IP d'aquest llibre [IP no li'n parlis]]]
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As we have seen in 1.2.4, the structure in (85)b is incompatible with the Linear

Correspondence Axiom. Since neither of the dislocates asymmetrically c-commands the

other, no linear order can be derived for them. Note also that the same problem would

arise in a single CLLD structure, for the system would not be able to establish a linear

order between the dislocate and the specifier of IP, which in this system are treated

likewise.

Therefore, no adjunction analysis seems compatible with the framework

developed so far, which leads us to pursue a different solution, namely substitution into

a specifier. This is exactly what the split-topic analysis defends: dislocates substitute

into the specifier of a topic phrase. However, the issue remains of multiple dislocation:

can the split-topic analysis offer a principled analysis under the strict conditions

imposed on phrase-structure by the LCA? The answer is definitely positive. Consider

the derivation of a case of multiple CLRD. First of all, we have one dislocate XP in

[Spec, IntTopP], which counts as adjunction in this framework. Another dislocate YP

cannot target IntTopP, for this would yield a configuration where neither of the

dislocates would asymmetrically c-command the other. As a consequence, the only

option allowed to YP is adjunction to the dislocate in [Spec, IntTopP]:

(86) [ln«ToPp [XP YP [xp XP]] [intTop' IntTop [vP ...]]]

This configuration permits a total linearization without any problem, for YP

asymetrically c-commands both XP and IntTop', and XP asymmetrically c-commands

IntTop'. Further instances of CLRD will receive a similar analysis.

Observe that the analysis under discussion entails that dislocates form a cluster,

rather than a succession of independent elements. This seems a desirable result, for no

interpretative difference can be established in terms of 'topic scope' between the

different orders (with the understanding that the same construction is involved: see 5.1.2

above). Indeed, any of the possible permutations in multiple CLLD/CLRD equally

contributes to the restriction of the quantificational domain of the sentence (see

2.1.2/3.1.2). Given this, the expression of multiple CLLD/CLRD by means of

'clustering' seems more plausible on theoretical grounds than one pursuing the

recursivity of the topic projection à la Rizzi (1997). The issue, however, deserves a

more detailed study besides this rough-and-ready explanation, so I leave it to the side

pending further research.
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5.2.3.2. A- vs. A'-movement

Once we have concluded that CLRD and CLLD involve the specifier of IntTopP and

ExtTopP respectively, it is time now to clarify the argumental status of these positions.

A priori, the answer seems conclusive: they are instances of A'-movement. Given

that A-movement involves substitution into a case-assigning position, we must conclude

that dislocates land in an A'-specifier. This conclusion, however, demands some

discussion, for as discussed in 5.2.1, CLLD does not display the set of features defining

the paradigmatic instance of A'-movement, namely w/7-movement, which lead Cinque

(1990) to reject a movement approach to CLLD, an option I have shown to be untenable

on both theoretical and empirical grounds. Taking thus for granted that Cinque's

evidence didn't erode the plausibility of a movement analysis, we must face the

problem of integrating CLRD/CLLD into a typology of movement operations. One

option is to claim, as Cecchetto (1994) does for Italian, that CLLD displays a mixed

A/A' behavior, a solution already proposed for (clause-internal) scrambling by Mahajan

(1990) and by Saito (1992) for Hindi and Japanese respectively. Yet, this claim is

highly questionable on theoretical grounds: what does it really mean that an operation

shows a mixed behavior? My impression is that a different approach is called for

capable of integrating CLRD/CLLD. Here become relevant the arguments adduced in

Borer (1995) that the A/A' typology should be abandoned in favor of a richer typology

of movement chains (see also Webelhuth 1989 for a similar claim concerning German

scrambling). Borer argues that alongside with A(rgument) and O(perator)-chains —

corresponding to typical A- and A'-chains—, there exist S(crambling)-chains, which

share properties of both A- and O-chains. The constructions involving S-chains include

XP-topics in Hebrew, short scrambled elements in Japanese, Hindi, and German, and

topicalization in English. Crucially, she assumes that "the nature of a particular chain is

established ad hoc on the basis of the original position, the target position and the

inherent nature of the moved element for a given derivation" (p. 600). The classification

is structured along five parameters (I include dislocation constructions for the sake of

comparison):
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case-marked tail

new binding relations

licensing of parasitic gaps

WCO effects

creation of islands

A-chain

no

yes

no

no

no

O-chain

yes

no

yes

yes

no

S-chain

yes

(yes)

yes

no

yes

CLRD

yes

no

no

no

yes

clause-internal

CLLD

yes

no

no

no

yes

long-

distance

CLLD

yes

no

no

yes

yes

The outcome is quite illustrative. Leaving aside long-distance CLLD, which is arguably

closer to O-chains than to S-chains (see 5.2.1.3, 5.2.2 for some differences with respect

to clause-internal CLLD; see also Mahajan 1990 and Saito 1992 for differences between

clause-internal and long-distance scrambling in Hindi and Japanese respectively),

CLRD and clause-internal CLLD don't fit S-chains in two points: the creation of new

binding relations and the licensing of parasitic gaps. However, before concluding that

Borer's typology doesn't work, some comments are in order. First of all, it is a clear fact

that an object dislocate cannot bind a subject anaphor:

(87) a. *Vaig trobar que si mateix l'odia, a en Pere.

'*! found that himself hates him, Pere.'

b. *Vaig trobar que a en Pere, si mateix l'odia.

'*! found that Pere, himself hates.'

Notwithstanding, note that I have included the yes in the S-chain under parentheses. For

one thing, Borer recognizes that this property either is difficult to test in some

languages, like Hebrew, or is not found at all, as in English (see Borer 1995: fns. 36 and

37). Moreover, his claim that German short scrambling creates new binding relations

contrasts with the resolute affirmation in Grewendorf & Sabel (1999: 9) that "[i]n

contrast to the situation with Japanese, a scrambled category cannot bind an anaphor in

German." They provide the following contrast (her exs. 18a/b):
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(88) a. *weil [die Lehrer von sich¡] zweifellos den Studenten¡ in guter Erinnerung

behalten haben.

since [the teachers of himself],,,,,,, undoubtedly the student in good memory

kept have

'*The teachers of himself have undoubtedly kept the student in good

memory.'

b. *weil den Studenten¡ [die Lehrer von sichj] zweifellos t in guter Erinnerung

behalten haben.

since the student [the teachers of himself],,,,,,, undoubtedly in good memory

kept have

Given this evidence, much research is needed before assuming that the creation of

binding relations is a basic property of S-chains.

As for parasitic gap licensing, similar doubts arise. Notably, parasitic gaps are not

a necessary condition for qualifying as an S-chain. For one thing, short scrambling in

Japanese, which Borer takes as an example of S-chain, doesn't license parasitic gaps,

because, as Saito (1992) argues, parasitic gaps in Japanese simply doesn't exist. This is

essentially the sort of argument that Grewendorf & Sabel (1999: 19) use for rejecting

parasitic gap as a test for determining the kind of movement involved (indeed, these

authors consider that only the capability of creating new binding relations counts as a

defining property of A-movement, which leads them to analyze Japanese scrambling as

A-movement but German scrambling as A'-movement).32 Moreover, as we have seen in

5.2.1.4, even in languages allowing parasitic gaps, there are certain incontrovertible

cases of A'-movement, such as focus preposing or exclamative w/7-movement, that

doesn't license them. Obviously, under Borer's typology, this disqualifies focus-

preposing or exclamative w/j-movement as forming either O-chains or S-chains.

However, this seems rather undesirable in any event. Does it mean that we must

dispense with Borer typology altogether? I think the answer is negative. Even though

several refinements are in order, much profit can be obtained from Borer's insights.

Take for instance the contrast between CLRD and CLLD regarding island effects,

mentioned in 4.1.2.2, 4.2.1.2, 4.3.1.2, that CLRD and CLLD contrast with respect to the

" Note also that Borer's description of S-chains is based on Hebrew and English topicalization and
scrambling. Crucially, none of these constructions involves a resumptive element. This point might have
important consequences for establishing the character of CLRD/CLLD with respect to Borer's typology
of movement chains. See also 5.2.1.4.
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creation of island effects. Whereas CLLD is known to block wh-movement (see

Cecchetto 1999, Rochemont 1989 for Italian; regarding topicalization, see Borer 1995

for Hebrew, Lasnik and Saito 1992 for English, and Muller and Sternefeld 1993 for

German), it went unnoticed until Villalba (1996) that CLRD freely allows wh-

extraction. Observe:

(89) a. *[Amb qui]i creus que, de Cuba, en parla ti Chomsky?

with whom believe-2 that of Cuba, of.it talk-3 Chomsky

'With whom do you believe that Chomsky talks about Cuba?'

a'. Amb quiï creus que en parla ti Chomsky, de Cuba?

b. *Comi/??Oni/??En quin llibrej creus que, de Cuba, en parla ti Chomsky?

how/where/in which book believe-2 that of Cuba of.it talk-3 Chomsky

'How/Where/In which book do you believe that Chomsky talks about Cuba?'

b'. Comi/oni/en quin llibrei creus que en parla t j Chomsky, de Cuba?

Consider how the split-topic analysis together with fairly standard assumptions

concerning islandhood helps us to explain this contrast. Under a traditional typology

dividing into A and A' movement, the answer comes easily. Let us take for granted that

both [Spec, IntTopP] and [Spec, ExtTopP] count as A'-positions. Therefore, CLRD

creates a minimality A'-barrier for A'-movement, just as CLLD. In other words, the two

cases are identical for relativized minimality. The crucial point is that the minimality

barrier created by a filled [Spec, IntTopP] can be bypassed by A-movement.33 Note that

the material under the vP must move higher up for checking ^-features (a typical

instance of A-movement), hence it can cross the barrier created by the right-dislocate.

Then, an operator-variable configuration can be created without any problem.34

Schematically (where the straight arrow counts as A-movement and the dotted one as

operator movement):

33 Observe that the possibility of escaping the barrier using [Spec, IntTopP] as a escape hatch is barred on
independent grounds: the [Q] feature of the w/i-element is semantically incompatible with the
[background] feature of IntTopP. Such incompatibility would also be at the grounds of the impossibility
of dislocating vi'/?-elements. See Grewendorf & Sabel (1999) for discussion of similar facts with respect to
scrambling.
34 The derivation just suggested for w/z-movement extends to focus-checking with the assumption that
some A-projection is available between IntTopP and FocP. Whether this turns to be correct will depend
on a fully-fledged analysis of focus, a task I cannot attempt here.
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(90)

It

Interestingly, this bypassing strategy is no longer available to CLLD, which explains the

strong island effects it creates.

This explanation crucially relies on the A/A' typology, but how would it work

under the more complex approach in Borer (1995)? I think some minor adjustments

suffice. Consider first of all, as it will be discussed in 5.4 below, that derivation

proceeds by phase, a sort of cyclic domain to which interpretative components may

access. If, as it is argued, IntTopP and ExtTopP close off the vP and the CP phase level

respectively, this fact may have consequences for extraction (see Uriagereka 1999 for a

similar insight grounded on a similar framework of assumptions). Once the phase is

accessed by the semantic component, the structure gets frozen, blocking any movement

that would alter the semantic configuration. It is reasonable to think that O-chains are

one such case, for they create an operator-variable configuration, whereas A-chains

don't. If this assumption is correct, the filled specifier of IntTopP will only count as a

barrier for operator movement, allowing raising of the material within vP for the

checking of ^-features and rendering the barrierhood of CLRD 'innocuous'. As for

CLLD, this strategy turns impossible altogether by the reasons suggested above.

A final point is in order. Observe that given the preceding analysis, the prediction

seems to follow that CLRD must count as a barrier for CLLD, against fact. However, I

think that the preceding analysis provides us with the tools to handle this case correctly.

In principle, nothing prevents a dislocate to use the specifier of IntTopP as a escape

hatch (indeed, it will be argued in 5.3.1 below that CLLD must proceed through this

position, i.e. that CLLD derives from CLRD). If so, no minimality effect is predicted in

this case: CLRD doesn't block CLLD.

Even though several points demand a closer scrutiny, the overall picture is

certainly suggestive. On the one hand, it is quite clear that a traditional typology of

movement operations in terms of A vs. A' -movement cannot handle with dislocation

data. Instead, a finer-grained typology like the one developed in Borer (1995) offers us

a better understanding of the issue, for it classifies CLRD and clause-internal CLLD

with topicalization and clause-internal scrambling, two closely related constructions. On

the other hand, beyond its theoretical virtues, this line of research is extremely

appealing on empirical grounds, for it provides both CLRD and CLLD with an elegant

analysis regarding islandhood: while it permits treating them as barriers for operator
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movement uniformly, it reveals itself as capable of deriving the contrast illustrated in

(89) from an independently motivated set of assumptions

5.3. The derivational issue

5.3.1. CLLD derives from CLRD

We have argued that one of the features an optimal analysis of CLRD/CLLD should

have is to offer a basis for explaining the bulk of common properties of both

constructions. We have seen in Chapter 4 that both the covert movement analysis and

the double topicalization analysis pursue this desideratum assuming a common

placement for both constructions at some point in the derivation: the former claims that

they occupy two very distinct positions in overt syntax, but they share the very same

position at LF, the latter claims that they involve the same position but in the latter case

a further operation takes place altering c-commanding relations radically. I think that

the intuition underlying both proposals is valid, but we have seen at length in 4.2.2 and

4.3.2 that, beyond theoretical drawbacks, they cannot deal with the consistent bulk of

data distinguishing CLRD from CLLD. The problem is that in both instances it is

assumed that CLRD derives from CLLD. Let us pursue the opposite direction, namely

that it is CLRD that is at the basis of CLLD.

Postal (1991: 15) formulates this hypothesis perspicuously:

a B-dislocation [=CLLD; X.V.] is not a unitary phenomenon. Rather, each such structure decomposes
into an R-D [=right-dislocation; X.V.] structure and a chopping extraction of a right dislocated
constituent. In addition to manifest standard properties of true unitary extractions like island-sensitivity
and those illustrated in (12) [=unbounded dependencies, across-the-board extraction, and SCO effects;
X.V.], B-dislocations should then also manifest characteristic properties of R-D structures.

Schematically: 35

(91)

XPi

-CLLD-

ti clitic i

-CLRD-

to This schema is a rephrasing in movement terms of the proposal in Postal (1991), but it doesn't
represent Postal's formulation of the issue. Observe in this respect that Postal doesn't enter into the
question of how CLRD is derived. Indeed, his use of CLRD is simply an instrument to demonstrate that
CLLD fits Ross' typology of transformations. Consequently, this schema should be taken as represent the
spirit of Postal's analysis rather than its letter.
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On the one hand, the features that qualify CLLD as a chopping transformation are those

of the first stage of the derivation, namely CLRD. On the other hand, island-sensitivity

only arises when the constituent previously CLRDed moves up to yield the resultant

CLLD construction. Consequently, Postal's hypothesis can offer us a proper account of

the relationship between CLRD and CLLD without abandoning Ross' typology of

transformations, arguably a highly desirable theoretical conclusion.

Nevertheless, since this hypothesis is a major departure from common analyses of

CLRD, which have invariably assigned it an ancillary role with respect to CLLD (see

e.g. Contreras 1983, Frascarelli 1999, Hernanz & Brucart 1987, Kayne 1994,

Zubizarreta 1998, and the discussion in 4.2 and 4.3; cf. Bartra 1985), a more developed

formulation is in order to judge its theoretical virtues properly. Therefore, let us see how

Postal's hypothesis fits the split-topic analysis in some detail.

Take a simple case, a sentence with CLRD, like El tinc, el llibre 'I have it, the

book.' The derivation would proceed as follows. First of all, in one of the derivations

under competition, the DP el llibre bears the [background] feature (abbreviated as [B]):

(92) [,.p pro [,.• v [vp [v tinc [Dp el llibre

The feature [B] must be checked against that of IntTop, so IntTop is merged into the

structure and the constituent marked with [B] moves to [Spec, IntTopP]. This

movement strands -or leaves a copy of- the ^-features of the DP (i.e. a resumptive

clitic), along the lines discussed in 5.2.1.1 above:

(93) [intTopp [DP el llibre]^ [intTop- IntTop[B] [vrpro [,.• v [Vp [v tinc [el]]]]]]]

As I will argue in more detail in 5.4 below, this stage of the derivation is transparent to

the interpretative components (i.e. it counts as a phase in Chomsky's 1998, 1999 terms;

see also Legate 1998, López & Villalba in progress, Uriagereka 1999), which helps us

explain several puzzling semantic and prosodic properties of CLRD and CLLD. The

next stage involves the movement of the material within vP for feature-checking

purposes, which yields the correct final word order, with the right-dislocate in the right

edge:
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(94) [if pro [T- [v el tinc]+T [ ... [intiopp [DP el llibre]^ IntTop[B] [vp - ]]]]]]

Up to here, only two basic standard assumptions have been made, namely that CLRD is

an instance of feature-driven movement (a major trend of the Minimalist Program) and

that there exists a semantic specialization of syntactic positions (following Rizzi 1997).

Now, let us consider the analysis of the version containing CLLD, namely El

llibre, el tinc 'The book, I have'. Here the point of departure is slightly different, for

beyond the [background] feature, the DP el llibre also bears the feature [link] (here

abbreviated as [L]):

(95) [vP pro [v- v [vp [v tinc [DP el llibre][mL]]]]]

The derivation proceeds exactly as before: the constituent marked with [B] moves to

[Spec, IntTopP] for checking purposes, yielding:

(96) [DP el llibre][B]/[L] [intiop- IntTop[B] lr pro [,.• v [VP [v tinc [el]]]]]]]

At this stage, no difference exists between CLRD and CLLD, a fact that the split-topic

analysis can take much advantage of if we allow the interpretative components to have

access to it, which will be argued for in 5.4. The next stage will be concerned with the

checking of the material under vP, and also of the unchecked feature [L] of el llibre.

Such feature is to be checked against the one in ExtTop, entailing the raising of the DP

to [Spec, ExtTopP] (I omit many details for the sake of simplicity):

(97) [ExtTopP [DP el llibre\mn [ExtToP' ExtTop[L] [jp pro [T [v el tinc]+1 [ ... [intToPp ÍDP

[ton-op- IntTop [VP ... ]]]]]]]]

This final stage of the derivation will also be accessed by the interfaces and since the

DP lands in a left-peripheral position, it will fulfill its role as a link, connecting the

sentence with the previous discourse.

Finally, take a sentence involving both CLRD and CLLD, like Del llibre, no li'n

vaig parlar pas, a la Maria 'About the book, I did not talk to Maria.' From our

assumptions, the derivation will proceed as follows (irrelevant details omitted):
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(98) a. [,.p pro [,,• v [Vp V [PP del llibre][BV[L] ...[ppala

b. [intTopp [PP [PP del llibre]ÍB]/[L] [PP a la Maria]^]] [intiop- IntTop[B] [vp pro [,.• v

[VP V[PP en] ... [PP //]]]]]]

c. bxtiopp [PP del llibre][B]/[L] [nxtTop- ExtTop[L] [ ...no li'n vaig parlar pas

[PP ÍPP [PP a la Maria][B]] [^Top' IntToptB] [vp ...]]]]]]

This is quite a rough-and-ready presentation and raises several technical questions that

will be addressed in the following paragraphs. Yet Postal's hypothesis and its

translation to the split-topic analysis sheds a new light on the relationship between

CLRD and CLLD. Its most visible success resides in giving a clear understanding of

their common properties. First of all, the presence of a resumptive clitic in both CLLD

and CLRD — which we have argued in 5.2.1.1 to be a copy of the (^-features of the

DP — reduces now to just a condition on the latter, which, even though doesn't unravel

the question, it contributes to its solution restating it in simpler terms. Secondly, it

provide us with the tools to explain their similar behavior with respect to semantic

interpretation and prosody, two aspects that will be considered in 5.4.1 and 5.4.2

respectively. Furthermore, this analysis has another benefit, already mentioned: it

preserves Ross' generalization that only chopping transformations are affected by

islands (the main goal of Postal 1991), for only the movement to ExtTopP counts as

such.

Nevertheless, leaving aside its theoretical virtues, the analysis makes many

empirical predictions, which only partially have been previously tested in the literature.

Essentially, the strongest piece of evidence in favor of this hypothesis comes from those

sentences in which the availability of CLRD is a necessary condition for CLLD. One

relevant set concerns dislocability. For the sake of the argument, take the following

pairs, which have previously been discussed in 2.1.2 and 3.1.2 (see Postal 1991 for

similar French sentences):

(99) No feu cap crítica perquè m'han dit que...

'Don't make any criticism because they have told me that...'

a. *la més petita crítica, no és capaç de suportar-la.

the most small criticism not is capable of stand-her

'she can't stand any criticism.'

b. *no és capaç de suportar-la, la més petita crítica.
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(100) A: Tot i haver escrit molts llibres sobre el tema, en Pere va recomanar els llibres

d'un altre.

'Even though he has written many books on the subject, Pere recommended

someone else's books.'

B: a. *Doncs els llibres d'un altre, jo no els recomano mai.

well the books of-a other I not them recomend-1 never

'Well, I never recommend someone else's books.'

b. *Doncs jo no els recomano mai, els llibres d'un altre.

(101) a. *A cap alumne no l'he vist avui.

'Any student, I haven't seen today.'

b. * No l'he vist avui, a cap alumne.

'I haven't seen him today, any student.'

Here, the ungrammaticality of CLRD and CLLD seems to reduce to the same factor, but

then one innocent question we should face is: Why should it be so, if they are two

distinct constructions? The analysis pursued so far is an attempt to give an answer to

this question reducing the ungrammaticality of the a. sentences to that of the b. ones.

Doing so we obtain an immediate reward: a more uniform system, for it gives us an

explanation of the common behavior of CLRD and CLLD, with respect to dislocability,

which would be extremely difficult to explain if they were two completely distinct

operations. Moreover, such a move is opens the possibility to reduce certain aspects of

dislocability to independent principles regulating the relationship between the right-

dislocate and its resumptive clitic, namely the more general issue of feature

stranding/copying discussed in 5.2.1.1. This seems a promising line of research.

Nonetheless, this set of welcome results must be confronted with the bulk of data

where CLLD is available, but CLRD isn't. Restricted quantifiers form one

representative sample:

(102) a. Res del que et va ensenyar (no) ho havia fet la Maria.

nothing of-the that to.you PAST-3 show (not) it had-3 made the Maria

'Nothing of the things that showed you, Maria did.'

a'. *No ho havia fet la Maria, res del que et va ensenyar.
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b. Cadascuna d'aquelles decisions les havia pres el Joan.

each of.those decisions them had-3 take the Joan

'Each of those decisions, Joan took.'
99

b'. "Les havia pres el Joan, cadascuna d'aquelles decisions.

It seems that in these cases CLRD is not a necessary condition for CLLD, against the

predictions of the split-topic analysis. However, without diminishing the potential

danger these data entail for my analysis, I think that some qualifications should be made

before assuming such a conclusion. For instance, even though we lack a complete 'map'

of the left-periphery of Catalan sentence comparable to the one developed by Benincà &

Poletto (1999) for Italian, some empirical evidence exists that the examples under

discussion might involve a different construction. First of all, the preposing of the

quantifier is hardly compatible with a preverbal subject:

(103) a. ??Res del que et va ensenyar, la Maria (no) ho havia fet.

b. "Cadascuna d'aquelles decisions el Joan les havia pres.

Leaving aside whether preverbal subjects are always CLLDed or not (see Rosselló

1986a, Solà i Pujols 1992 and Vallduví 1990 for discussion), this fact doesn't fit the

standard behavior of CLLD, which are known to allow preverbal subjects freely.

Secondly, the preposing of the quantifier sounds very unnatural when the sentence has a

w/7-element:

(104) a. *Res del que et va ensenyar qui ho havia fet?

nothing of-the that to.you PAST-3 show who it had-3 made
99

b'. ' Cadascuna d'aquelles decisions qui les havia pres?

each of.those decisions who them had-3 taken

Again, this is unexpected if the construction in question is simply CLLD.

To wind up, pending a detailed study clearly defining the syntactic, semantic, and

prosodic status of left-detached restricted quantifiers (see Cinque 1990, Fernández

Soriano 1989, Quer 1993, Vallduví 1991), a possible strategy has been provided to

avoid the potential danger that it may have for the hypothesis that CLLD derives from

CLRD.
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5.3.2. Multiple dislocation

One of the most conspicuous properties of CLRD/CLLD consists in the possibility of

allowing more than one dislocate in a free arrangement (see 2. 1 . 1 , 3. 1 . 1 , 4. 1 . 1 . 1 ):

(105) a. La Maria, el llibre, el va llegir.

'Maria read the book.'

a'. El llibre, la Maria, el va llegir.

b. El va llegir, la Maria, el llibre.

b' . El va llegir, el llibre, la María.

So far, we have taken this pattern for granted without assigning it an explicit derivation.

This technical point is extremely important, because the prime versions in (105)

apparently violate the Superiority Condition. Let us consider the case with multiple

CLRD, which would have the following departing structure (with the merely descriptive

labels SU and OB for 'subject' and 'object', respectively):

(106)[ vpSU [B][v-v[vpVOB [ B]]]]

Now IntTop is merged into the structure with a feature [B]

(107) [intTop- IntToprB] [VP SU[B] [,.- v [VP V OB[B]]]]]

At this point Chomsky's (1995) Shortest Attract enters into play forcing the element

closest to the attractor to move first. Hence, IntTop attracts SU in the first place, and

only later will attract OB, which must adjoin to SU along the lines suggested in 5.1.3.2:

(108) a. [mtiopp SU[B] [intiop' IntToprB] [vpprosv [v- v [VP V OBtB]]]]]]

b. [intTopp [su OB[B] [su SU[B]]] [intTop1 IntTop[B] [vfprosv [v1 v [VP V C/OB]]]]]

Paradoxically, in this case Shortest Attract gives rise to exactly the kind of ordering that

it was designed to avoid.36

36 Under the slightly different framework of assumptions with respect to phrase-structure developed in
Chomsky (1995), a different possibility arises: multiple specifiers of a single head. Boskovic (1999),
Pesetsky (1999) and Richards (1999) are three works that have benefited from this possibility to analyze
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Consider now the SU-OB order, which under the restrictive theory of phrase-

structure we are assuming in this work, entails that OB must have raised to [Spec,

IntTopP] first, violating Shortest Attract:

(109) a. [mtTopp OB[B] [intTop' IntTop[B] [vf SU[B] [v- v [VP V C/OB]]]]]

b. [intTopp [OB SU[B] [OB OB[B]]] [intiop' IntTopfB] [vpprosu [v v [VP V C/OB]]]]]

Given that the result is correct even though the derivation isn't, we are faced with a

dilemma: either we conclude that Catalan CLRD/CLLD violates Shortest Attract or we

conclude that a different derivation exists for obtaining the SU-OB order without

violating Shortest Attract. In any event, the second conclusion is preferable on

theoretical grounds, so I will sketch an alternative derivation for the cases at issue.

Let us turn to the basic configuration in (106), repeated here for the ease of

exposition:

(1 10) [vPpro [,.; v [VP SUp] [v V OB[B]]]]]

Here, before the merge of IntTop, two [B] features are already present. Let us assume,

following an idea proposed by Ackema & Neeleman (1999) for multiple w/z-movement,

that OB adjoins to SU for feature-checking puiposes, yielding:

(111) [VP [su OBp] [SU[B]]] [v- v [VP V C/OB]]]]

Since it is feature-driven and respects Shortest Attract, this movement cannot be

considered suspect on minimalist grounds. After the formation of the cluster of

dislocates, which retain the [+interpretable] feature [B], IntTop is merged into the

structure:

(1 12) [intTop- IntToprB] [VP [su OB[B] [SU[B]]] [v- v [VP V C/OB]]]]

At this crucial stage, it is unclear which constituent Shortest Attract should force to

move, OB or the OB-SU cluster. Different definitions of the notion 'shortestness' may

superiority effects in cases of multiple-w/z. A comparison of this line of analysis with the one defended in
the text would take too far afield, so I leave it for future research.
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be found in the literature, with different theoretical and empirical consequences. For our

present purposes, the most convenient approach would be one making both OB and SU

in (112) equally close to the attracting IntTop. Take for instance the approach in Epstein

et al. (1998: 4.4) in terms of a general economy condition that minimizes the number of

'derivational sisters,' which they crucially employ to explain superiority effects.37 From

the basic structure

(113) [CP C°+wh [IP who Io [Vp fixedy what]]]

they derive the correct Who bought what as follows:

The movement of either category has the property of creating Derivational Sisterhood between the moved

category and C° (and between the moved category and C'). But movement of what would additionally

entail Derivational Sisterhood between what and Io, what and who, and what and V. Thus, movement of

who is cheaper, by (4) [= Local Economy: Minimize the number of derivational sisters created by

Merge/Move; X.V.]. Epstein et al. (1998: 119).

If we extend this idea to the configuration in (112), it turns out that moving either OB or

the SU-OB cluster creates the same number of derivational sisters, and hence either

possibility is allowed, which yields the desired free ordering:38

(114) a. [mtTopp OB[B] [inn-op- IntT°P[B] [VP [su ÍOB [SU[B]]] [,-• v [VP V C/OB]]]]]

b. [imTopp [OB [su ÍOB [SU[B]]] [OB[B]]] [intTop' IntToptB] [VP prosv [,,• v [Vp V

C/OB]]]]]

(115) [intTopp [su OB[B] [SU[B]]] [intTop- IntToprs] [vp prosv [v v [VP V C/OB]]]]]

Observe that none of the derivations at issue respect the definition of cyclicity in terms

of "tree expansion" (see Chomsky 1995: 190f). I assume hence that a different approach

to the strict cycle condition is needed. See Chomsky (1995: 233f), and Richards (1999)

37 If we take as a guiding property c-command, as in Chomsky's (1995: 299), or Kitahara (1997), the
choice must be OB, for it asymmetrically c-commands SU. This will finally yield a SU-OB order after
adjunction of SU to OB. However, this raises the question of the OB-SU order. In order to derive it, we
should assume the standard derivation described in (108), together with the unwanted theoretical
consequence that the cluster formation at the basis of the successful analysis of the SU-OB order is
optional. As far as I can see, the analysis in the text offers us a more uniform and elegant solution.
38 It goes without saying that this analysis presupposes that traces need not be properly bound by theire
antecedents. See Kayne (1994, 1998) for discussion.
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for proposals based in the checking of strong features; cf. the new possibilities offered

by phases in Chomsky (1998, 1999).

Evidently, this brief discussion doesn't exhaust the issue, and many technical

points of disparate theoretical importance remain to be scrutinized. One aspect that

merits further study concerns the kind of economy metric involved in the evaluation of

derivations. Intuitively, any global economy condition would prefer a derivation like

(115) to that in (114). However, if a more derivational point of view is adopted,

economy should act within a strictly local domain, with radically different empirical and

theoretical consequences (see Epstein et al. 1998, Johnson & Lappin 1997, 1998). In the

case under discussion, the possibility of deriving both the SU-OB and the OB-SU order

seems contingent to a purely derivational approach to economy conditions.

If this line of analysis is on the correct track, the resultant upshot is certainly

appealing, for it would demonstrate that the framework of assumptions we are working

with, although extremely restrictive, is capable of handling with data that have proven

recalcitrant for more permissible approaches. Particularly, I hope to have shown that the

split-topic analysis may offer us a proper understanding of the (apparent) lack of

superiority effects found in CLRD/CLLD without renouncing to the otherwise quite

successful approach to the issue in terms of Shortest Attract.

5.4. The interface issue

Since its birth, the overall design of generative grammars has undergone several

changes. One of the most remarkable concerns the accessibility of the interpretative

components to the derivation of a sentence. The major shift that takes us from the model

of Aspects to the EST model is the recognition that the semantic component should

access derivation in two different points, namely D- and S-Structure. This 'double-

access' possibility was rejected in the REST model and in the Principles and Parameters

framework in favor of a unique access point, S-Structure, who served as the input for

the interface levels PF and LF. The emergence of the Minimalist Program in the nineties

preserved single access, but allowed it to occur anywhere during the derivation, which

is the major feature of Chomsky's (1995) Spell-Out operation. Interestingly, Chomsky

(1998, 1999) gives a new twist to the story, reintroducing multiple access of the
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interpretation components to the derivation.39 Chomsky works out his proposal through

the notion of phase, that he defines as a subparl of the lexical array that forms the

numeration of the sentence, essentially CP or vP (see also Legate 1998; cf. Grohmman

to appear, Platzack 1999, who claim that TP also counts as a phase). Even though, the

motivation underlying phases is to reduce the complexity burden of syntactic

computation making it more local, they also have consequences at the interface levels,

for they constitute domains for semantic and phonological interpretation (see also

Uriagereka 1999). Even though, many technicalities obviously underlie this sketchy

presentation —the reader is encouraged to consult Chomsky (1998, 1999), Legate

(1998), and López & Villalba in progress for details—, for our present purposes, it

suffices to retain that phases are domains accessible to the interpretative components. In

the following paragraphs, I will briefly explore the consequences that the Chomskian

notion of phase may have with respect to the split-topic analysis developed so far.

5.4.1. Semantic interpretation

The crux of Chomsky's (1998, 1999) tour de force leading to a model allowing multiple

access to the derivation by the interpretative components is to reduce the complexity of

system, forcing the relations needed for fulfilling interpretative tasks to be maximally

local. This move has a substantial set of empirical and theoretical consequences, which

only partially have been appraised. I this section I would like to explore one possible

benefit an optimal analysis of CLRD/CLLD may obtain adopting the Chomskian notion

of phase.

To begin with, consider again the semantic look at Topic-Focus Articulation

pursued by Barbara Partee (see Hajicová et al. 1998 and Partee 1999; cf. Diesing 1992,

Heim 1982, von Fintel 1997), which has been summarized in 2.1.2 and in 3.1.2. Partee

observes that the partition of the sentence in terms of Operator-Restriction-Nuclear

Scope is based in part in the Topic-Focus Articulation, namely the topic corresponds to

the restriction and the focus to the nuclear scope. In our present terms, that amounts to

39 A similar proposal is defended in Grohmann (to appear), Legate (1998), Platzack (1999), and
Uriagereka (1999), to name a few works. From a radically derivational approach, Epstein et al. (1998)
pursue this idea to its last consequences, allowing the interpretative components to access every stage of
the derivation. Obviously, this raises the very general question of whatamount of interaction should our
system allow between syntax and the intepretative components, or for that matter semantics. As far as I
can see, the totally interactive system developed in Epstein et al. (1998) is extremely close to the strict
syntax-semantics mapping that is the roots of Montague Grammar, which raises far-reaching issues
concerning semantic compositionality or parallel processing that I cannot address here.
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saying that CLRD and CLLD help to define the set that restricts the quantifier. For this

fact to fit our restrictive framework, some direct syntax-semantics mapping is required,

along the ideas expressed by Rizzi (1997). In other terms, we must ensure the system

doesn't rely on notions like 'topic' and 'focus', but rather on clearly defined positions in

the tree. Diesing's (1992: 10, 15) Mapping Hypothesis qualifies as one of the most

ambitious attempts to perform this task:

Mapping Hypothesis

Material from VP is mapped into the nuclear scope.

Material from IP is mapped into a restrictive clause.

Even though extremely appealing, Diesing's hypothesis has been criticized on empirical

and theoretical grounds by several scholars (see e.g. de Hoop 1992, Pinto 1997,

Reinhart 1995 or Ruys 1996). This is not obviously the place for a detailed exposition

of the arguments in favor and against, but just observe that one of the empirical

drawbacks of Diesing proposal have to do with the evidence that much material leaves

the vP than the strictly presuppositional. However, this evident problem dissolves under

a model allowing the interpretative components to have multiple access to the

derivation. This becomes of central importance in the case of CLRD/CLLD. On the one

hand, I have shown in 2.1.2/3.1.2 that the dislocates are always presuppositional and

contribute to building up the restriction of the quantification domain of the sentence. On

the other hand, the split-topic analysis crucially argues for the existence of a stage in the

derivation of both CLRD and CLLD, like the one represented in (1 16)b:

(116) a. [vpXP...YP t B]. . .ZP]

b. [intTopP YP[B] [intTop' IntTop[B] [vP XP ... . . . ZP]]J

Under a standard GB-analysis or one along the lines in Chomsky (1995), this stage is

just a step in the derivation without any privileged status with respect to the

interpretative components. Consequently, further movement of the material within the

vP to a higher position for feature-checking purposes will render the Mapping

Hypothesis completely worthless. Here the notion of phase plays a crucial role: the

stage of the derivation represented in (116)b counts as a phase and is accessible to the

286



semantic component. Consequently, this allows us to fresh up Diesing's Mapping

Hypothesis under a slightly different formulation:

Mapping Hypothesis (modified version)

At the vP phase level, material from vP is mapped into the nuclear scope.

At the vP phase level, material in the Spec, IntTopP is mapped into a restrictive

clause.

Schematically:

( 1 1 7 ) [in,TopP YP[B] [toffop- IntToppj] [vP XP ... typ ... ZP]]]

restrictive clause nuclear scope

Since, as Diesing herself claims, the nuclear scope coincides with the domain of

application of existential closure, the material remaining within vP is interpreted as

existential, which as will be seen in the next paragraph, has parallel consequences on

the PF side. This updating of Diesing's Mapping Hypothesis leads us to a better

understanding of the common behavior of CLRD and CLLD with respect to the

semantic partition of sentence without complicating the system as to take into account

the final position the CLLDed element(s) as well. The resultant picture strikes as

maximally simple and uniform, while respecting the spirit of Partee's and Diesing's

insights.

Certainly, this presentation doesn't exhaust the discussion of the issue, nor stands

as the only possibility to integrate (part of the) Mapping Hypothesis in a model allowing

multiple access to the derivation. Indeed, it doesn't even count as a fully-articulated

analysis of the issue, for it leaves without explicit treatment relevant factors regarding

the modality of the sentence or the semantic content of the dislocates. However, it may

fairly be taken as a tentative suggestion as to the path that a future study might take, and

as a proof of the potentialities of the split-topic analysis when combined with the

independently justified notion of phase. It represents, hence, just a step further toward

an optimal analysis of CLRD/CLLD.
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5.4.2. Prosody

Also in a quite tentative way, I will concentrate now on the effects that the introduction

of phases has in the prosodic pattern of sentences involving CLRD/CLLD. Let us take

as a point of departure a maximally simple framework like the one proposed in Cinque

(1993), where the placement of the main stress of the sentence by means of the Nuclear

Stress Rule (NSR) is sensitive to structural factors only, namely (asymmetric) c-

command. In a nutshell, under Cinque's (1993) null theory, the lowest (i.e. rightmost)

element in the sentence receives the main, stress (see Zubizarreta 1998 for crucial

refinements and new ideas that take into account the achievements of Kayne's 1994

Linear Correspondence Axiom). Evidently, this theory enters into contradiction with the

analysis I have defended so far for CLRD. Consider the simplest case, namely a

structure with just one right-dislocate, which enters into the derivation with the

corresponding [background] feature:

(118) a. [,.pXP...ZP...YP[B]]

b. [intTopP YP[B] [intTop' L·ltToppj] [vP XP... ZP ... clltiCyp]]]

C. [ . . . XP ... ZP ... [imTopP YP[B] [intTop1 IntTop[B] [vP txp». tZP ... cliticyp]]]]

Under a standard analysis of the syntax-phonetics interface like the one assumed in

Cinque (1993) or Zubizarreta (1998), which allows the interpretative components to

access the syntactic derivation only once at its final stage, the NSR will apply blindly to

(118)c, incorrectly assigning main stress to the right-dislocate. Cinque (1993) is aware

of this problem and suggests that right-dislocates are indeed right-adjoined to a higher

position, allowing another constituent to receive main stress by means of the NSR.

However, such a solution is untenable on theoretical and empirical grounds. On the one

hand, it doesn't comply with the LCA, a theoretical drawback in any event. On the other

hand, it cannot offer a principled explanation of the bulk of empirical data supplied in

Chapters 4 and 5, which beyond any reasonable doubt support one of the major

statements of the split-topic analysis, namely that CLRD occupies a quite low position

in the sentence tree.

Another solution might be simply stating that right-dislocates are invisible for the

NSR. However, Zubizarreta (1998: 76f) explicitly rejects this possibility for Spanish,

who argues that all phonological material is visible for the NSR. Let us pursue thus a

different solution crucially relying on a model allowing the interpretative components to
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have multiple access to the derivation.40 In other words, the derivational stage

represented in (118)b counts as a phase, which amounts to saying that it serves as an

input to the interpretative components, and in the present case, to the phonological

component. Given this, we may assume that it is at this stage where the process of stress

assignment operates, assigning main stress to the lowest accented element in the

structure (I represent main stress by means of underlining):

(1 19) [intTopP YP[B] [intTop' IntToP[B] [vP XP ... ZP ... cMcyp}]}

This correctly derives the fact that CLRD (and CLLD) do not receive main stress, an

information that is sent to the phonological component. Observe that this captures quite

naturally the countenance of languages like Catalan, Spanish, or Italian, who tend to

assign the main stress to the most deeply embedded constituent in the vP. Yet, some

technicalities must be taken into account to offer a proper understanding of the whole

issue. Note that the derivation will proceed, yielding either of the following

configurations:

(120) a. [a...XP ... ZP ... [,n,Topp YP[B] [intTop- IntToprs] [vp txp... tzp ... diticYP]]]]

b. [CX...ZP... XP ... [intTopP YP[B] [intTop' IntTop[B] [vP txP- tZp ... clÍtÍCYP]]]]

Here, a counts as a phase, so the procedure assigning main stress is expected to apply

again. What would be the output of such application? Evidently, we do not want the

main stress to be assigned to YP, but this is exactly what the NSR will do, given that YP

is the lowest accented constituent in the structure. Moreover, under Chomsky's (1998,

1 999) original conception of phases, YP precisely qualifies as an element that may be

affected by operations taking place in a higher phase level, for it occupies the edge of

the phase. Several possible solutions to this puzzle come to mind. A conservative

position might argue that the material in [Spec, IntTopP] has become opaque at this

higher phase level. Observe that no syntactic operation has affected YP beyond its own

phase level, which give some plausibility to the idea that the phonological content of

this material has been stripped away in the previous phase. The most obvious

40 Legate (1998) and Uriagereka (1999) independently argue for a phase-based analysis of stress
assignment in English, an idea that was already suggested under a very different framework of
assumptions by Bresnan (1972); but see Selkirk (1984) for a critique of Bresnan's proposal.
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consequence is that YP will not be affected by the application of the NSR, for it would

not simply be there. Instead, had YP raised to ExtTopP to form a CLLD structure, it

would have been affected by the NSR, even though without any superficial reflex.

Finally, note that this system would allow the NSR to relocate the position of the main

stress, as in (120)b.

A most radical solution would simply assume that no application of the NSR takes

place beyond the vP phase level. This move is appealing for languages like Catalan or

Spanish, where the assignment of main stress is very transparent. Under this approach,

the basic c-commanding relations determine the main stress, which provides with a

clearer content the notion of 'neutral' focus assignment, for any modification of the

stress pattern determined at the vP level would count as marked, be it an instance of

emphatic focus or of prosodic-movement (see Zubizarreta 1998).

Finally, a technically more complex solution closer to the system developed in

Zubizarreta (1998) is also tenable. It could be considered that the mechanism of stress

assignment decomposes into two processes, one purely pragmatic — F-marking — and

the other purely phonological — the NSR. Under such an approach, at the vP phase level

a rule applies assigning a mark [F] for '(informative) focus' to the material within the

vP (see Zubizarreta 1998: Ch. 1 for an illuminating discussion):

(121) [intTopP YP[B] [in.Top- IntToprjj] [vP XPrp] ... ZP[F] ...

The derivation will proceed, and in the next phase the NSR will apply, but making use

of the information provided by F-marking (i.e. "assign main stress to the lowest F-

marked constituent in the structure"), yielding:41

(122) a. [...XP[F| ... ZPrfl ... [intTopP YP[B] [fen-op' InlTopp] [vP txp... tZP ...

b. [...ZPrp] ... XPffl ... [ln(Topp YP[B] [fen-op- IntToptB] [vp txp... tzp ... cliticyp]]]]

4 At this point, several definitions of the NSR are possible, each yielding interesting empirical
consequences that I cannot review here. Note for instance that a purely structural definition, i.e. one not
making reference to [F], will need a supplementary condition sensitive to it in order to yield the correct
result. This is essentially the situation in Zubizarreta's (1998) system where much advantage is taken
from the interplay between the NSR and the Focus Prominence Rule (FPR), a rule that given two sister
nodes one marked [+F], and the other [-F], it assigns greater prominence to the former. Precisely, the
configuration under discussion seems to be one such contradictory situation: the NSR assigns main stress
to a [-F] constituent, i.e. the right-dislocate, whereas the FPR would produce the reverse effect, namely
greater prominence on the [+F] marked element. In Zubizarreta's system, this contradictory situation
should entail p-movement of the dislocate for a language like Spanish,, against fact. Nevertheless,
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In this case, each stress configuration should be regarded as equally neutral, for they

follow from the blind application of the NSR (leaving aside the possibility of applying

more marked options; see Zubizarreta 1998).

Each proposal yields quite precise and testable empirical predictions regarding

markedness and focus projection, which are worth pursuing. This task, I will leave for

future research.

As in the previous section, I have been more interested in suggesting lines for

future research than in pursuing a detailed solution to current problems, which would

lead us too far afield, particularly regarding phases, which is a poorly understood notion

in current research. Consequently, many technical difficulties must be solved that may

affect essential points of the analysis, before we can state that the split-topic analysis

offers an optimal solution to these problems. Notwithstanding, as far as I can see, it

reveals itself as plenty of stimulating possibilities that are worth pursuing.

5.5. Conclusions

In this chapter, the main features of what an optimal analysis of CLRD and CLLD

should display have been expounded. I have taken as the main premises four issues:

A) The structural issue: Which positions do CLRD and CLLD occupy in the sentence?

B) The movement issue: Do dislocates move or are they base-generated? If they move,

why should they?

C) The derivational issue: How do we get the correct derivation of CLRD and CLLD?

D) The interface issue: How do we get the semantic and prosodic interpretation of

CLRD and CLLD?

I have shown that the split-topic analysis offers a proper answer to each of these

questions. As for the structural issue, it states that CLRD involves a functional

projection —Internal Topic Phrase— in the periphery of the vP, whereas CLLD

involves a higher functional projection —External Topic Phrase—, in the periphery of

the CP. Regarding the movement issue, evidence has been provided that dislocates

move to their positions, arguably for feature-checking purposes, stranding their ty-

Zubizarreta is not explicit regarding the interaction between stress assignment and CLRD, so I just
mention the problem.
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features, which are spelled-out as resumptive clitics. As for the derivational issue, the

split-topic analysis derives CLLD from CLRD, a point that can be advantageously

profited for explaining the body of common properties of both constructions. Finally, as

regards the interface issue, several lines of research have been suggested that directly

follow from the incarnation of the split-topic analysis under a derivational model of the

computational system. Particularly, it has been argued that the basic semantic and

prosodic features of CLRD and CLLD could receive a proper account under a model

allowing the interpretative components to access the syntactic derivation in several

stages (Chomsky's 1998, 1999 phases).

The overall picture that emerges, though incomplete, is extremely suggestive, for

new light is shed on a traditionally poorly understood field. Even though designed under

the most restrictive standards —Kayne's hypothesis of the antisymmetry of syntax,

Chomsky's minimalist guidelines, and Rizzi's demands of a strict syntax-semantics

mapping—, the split-topic analysis has proven to offer new answers to stubborn

questions, providing also new directions as for the points of contact between syntax and

the interpretative components, whose empirical and theoretical consequences are vast

and only partially grasped.

292



References

ABRAHAM, Werner; EPSTEIN, Samuel; THRÁINSSON, Hòskuldur. eds. 1996. Minimal ideas.

Syntactic studies in the minimalist framework. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

ACKEMA, Peter; NEELEMAN, Ad. 1998. Optimal Questions. Natural Language and Linguistic

Theory 16:443-490.

AISSEN, Judith. 1992. Topic and focus in Mayan. Language 68: 43-80.

ÁMBAR, Manuela. 1999. Aspects of the syntax of focus in Portuguese. In REBUSCHI, Georges;

TULLER, Laurice. eds. The grammar of focus. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

23-53.

ANAGNOSTOPOULOU, Elena. 1997. Clitic Left Dislocation and Contrastive Left Dislocation. In:

ANAGNOSTOPOULOU, etal. eds. 151-192.

ANAGNOSTOPOULOU, Elena; RIEMSDHK, Henk van; ZWARTS, Frans. eds. 1997. Materials on

Left Dislocation. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

ANTINUCCI, Francesco; CINQUE, Guglielmo. 1977. Sull'ordine delle parole in italiano.

L'emarginazione. Studi di Grammatica Italiana 6: 121-146.

AOUN, Joseph; BENMAMOUN, Elabbas. 1998. Minimality, Reconstruction, and PF Movement.

Linguistic Inquiry 29: 569-597.

ASHBY, William. 1988. The syntax, pragmatics, and sociolingüístics of left- and right-

dislocation in French. Lingua 75: 203-229.

BAKER, Mark. 1997. The poly synthesis parameter. New York: Oxford University Press.

BALARI, Sergio. 1998. Pronouns, variables, and extraction in HPSG. In BALAR1; DlNI. eds. 151-

217.

BALARI, Sergio; DlNI, Luca. eds. Romance in HPSG. Stanford: CSLI Publications.

BALTIN, Mark. 1982. A landing site theory of movement rules. Linguistic Inquiry 13: 1-38.

BALTIN, Mark. 1987. Degree complements. In HUCK; OJEDA. eds. 11-26.

BARTRA, Anna. 1985. Qüestions de la sintaxi d'ordre en català. PhD Diss.: Universitat

Autònoma de Barcelona.

BELLETTI, Adriana. 1990. Generalized verb movement. Torino: Rosenberg & Sellier.

BELLETTI, Adriana; SHLONSKY, Ur. 1995. The order of verbal complements: A comparative

study. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 13: 489-526.

BENINCÀ, Paola; POLETTO, Cecilia. 1999. Topic, Focus and V2: defining the CP sublayers, talk

delivered at the Workshop on the cartography of syntactic positions and semantic types

(Certosa di Pontignano, November 25-26, 1999).

BENINCÀ, Paola; SALVI, Gianpaolo; PRISON, Lorenza. 1988. L'ordine delle parole e le

costruzioni márcate. In Lorenzo, RENZI. ed. Grande grammatica italiana di

consultazione, vol. I. Bologna: II Mulino. 115-225

293



BESTEN, Hans den; WEBELHUTH, Gerth. 1990. Stranding. In GREWENDORF, Günther;

STERNEFELD, Wolfgang, eds. Scrambling and Barriers. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John

Benjamins. 77-92.

BIRNER, Betty; WARD, Gregory. 1998. Information status and noncanonical word order in

English. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

BONET, Eulàlia. 1991. La morfologia dels clitics pronominals en català i en altres llengües

romàniques. PhD Diss.: Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona.

BORER, Hagit. 1995. The ups and downs of Hebrew verb movement. Natural Language and

Linguistic Theory 13: 527-606.

BOSCH, Peter; VAN DER SANDT, Robert, eds. 1999. Focus. Linguistic, cognitive, and

computational perspectives. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

BOSKOVI- , • eljko. 1999. On multiple feature checking: multiple w/?-fronting and multiple head

movement. In EPSTEIN; HORNSTEIN. eds. 159-187.

BOSQUE, Ignacio. 1994. Degree quantification and modal operators in Spanish, invited lecture

delivered at the 1993 Going Romance Meeting (Utrecht, 1993), and the XXIVth Linguistic

Symposium on Romance Languages (Los Angeles, 1994).

BOSQUE, Ignacio; PlCALLO, Carme. 1996. Postnominal adjectives in Spanish DPs. Journal of

Linguistics 32.2: 1-37.

BOWDLE, Brian; WARD, Gregory. 1995. Generic demonstratives. Proceedings of the Twenty-

First Annual Meeting of the Berkeley Linguistics Society: 32-43.

BRESNAN, Joan. 1972. On sentence stress and syntactic transformations. In BRAME, Michael.

ed. Contributions to generative phonology. Austin: University of Texas Press. 73-107.

BRESNAN, Joan; MCHOMBO, Sam. 1987. Topic, pronoun, and agreement in Chichewa.

Language 63: 741-782.

BUNT, Harry. 1994. Discontinuous constituency: Introduction. In BUNT, Harry, ed.

Di s contin uous consumen cy.

BÜRING, Daniel. 1998. Focus and topic in a complex model of discourse, ms. Universitat Kòln.

BÜRING, Daniel. 1999. Topic. In BOSCH; VAN DER SANDT. eds. 142-165.

BUTT, Miriam; KING, Tracy Holloway. 1997. Structural topic and focus without movement. In

BUTT, Miriam; KING, Tracy Holloway. eds. Proceedings of the LFG97 Conference.

Stanford: CSLI Publications.

CAMPOS, Héctor; ZAMPINI, Mary. 1990. Focalization strategies in Spanish. Probus 2: 47-64.

CARLSON, Gregory; PELLETIER, Francis Jeffry. 1995. The generic book. Chicago: The

University of Chicago Press.

CECCHETTO, Carlo. 1994. Clitic left dislocation and scrambling: towards a unified analysis. In

BORGATO, Gianluigi. ed. Teoría del linguaggio e anàlisi lingüistica. Padova: Unipress,

147-162.

294



CECCHETTO, Carlo. 1999. A Comparative Analysis of Left and Right Dislocation in Romance.

Studia Lingüistica 53: 40-67.

CECCHETTO, Carlo; CHIERCHIA, Gennaro 1999. Reconstruction in dislocation constructions and

the syntax/semantics interface. In BLAKE, S.; KIM, E.; SHANIN, K. eds. WCCFL XVII

Proceedings. Stanford: CSLI Publications.

CHIERCHIA, Gennaro. 1992. Anaphora and dynamic binding. Linguistics and Philosophy 15:

111-183.

CHOI, Hye-Won. 1996. Optimizing structure structure in context: scrambling and information

structure. PhD Diss.: Stanford University.

CHOI, Hye-Won. 1997. Information structure, phrase structure, and their interface. In BUTT,

Miriam; KING, Tracy Holloway. eds. Proceedings of the LFG97 Conference. Stanford:

CSLI Publications.

CHOMSKY, Noam. 1977. On wh-movement. In CULICOVER, Peter; WASOW, Thomas;

AKMAJIAN, Adrian, eds. Formal syntax. New York: Academic Press.

CHOMSKY, Noam. 1986. Barriers. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

CHOMSKY, Noam. 1995. The minimalist program. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

CHOMSKY, Noam. 1998. Minimalist inquiries: the framework. MIT Working Papers in

Linguistics 15.

CHOMSKY, Noam. 1999. Derivation by phase. MIT Occasional Papers in Linguistics 18.

CINQUE, Guglielmo. 1977. The movement nature of left dislocation. Linguistic Inquiry 8: 397-

411.

CINQUE, Guglielmo. 1983. 'Topic' constructions in some European languages and

'Connectedness'. In EHL1CH, K.; RlEMSDIJK, Henk van. eds. Connectedness in Sentence,

Discourse and Text. Tilburg: KBU. [Reprinted in ANAGNOSTOPOULOU, et al. eds. 93-

118.]

CINQUE, Guglielmo. 1990. Types of A'-dependencies. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

CINQUE, Guglielmo. 1993. A null theory of phrase and compound stress. Linguistic Inquiry 24:

239-298.

CINQUE, Guglielmo. 1996. The 'antisymmetric' programme: theoretical and typological

implications. Journal of Linguistics 32: 447-464.

CINQUE, Guglielmo. 1999. Adverbs and functional heads: a cross-linguistic perspective.

Oxford: Oxford University Press.

COMRIE, Bernard. 1973. Clause structure and movement constraints in Russian. In Papers from

the Ninth Regional Meeting, Chicago Linguistics Society. Chicago: University of

Chicago. 291-304.

CONTRERAS, Heles. 1983. El orden de palabras en español. Madrid: Cátedra.

295



CONTRERAS, Heles. 1986. Spanish bare NPs and the ECP. In BORDELOIS, Ivonne; CONTRERAS,

Heles; ZAGONA, Karen, eds. Generative studies in Spanish syntax. Dordrecht: Foris. 25-

49.

CULICOVER, Peter; McNALLY, Louise, eds. 1998. The limits of syntax. Syntax and Semantics

29. New York: Academic Press.

DEMIRDACHE, Hamida. 1997. Dislocation, resumption and Weakest Crossover. In:

ANAGNOSTOPOULOU, etal. eds. 193-231.

DIESING, Molly. 1992. Indefinites. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

DOLCI, Roberto. 1986. Algunas construcciones con anteposición de constituyentes oracionales

en español: su determinación y análisis sintáctico. PhD Diss.: Università degli Studi di

Venezia.

ECHEPARE, Ricardo. 1997. Two types of focus in Basque. In AGBAYANI, Brian; TANG, Sze-

Wing. eds. The proceedings of the Fifteenth West Coast Conference on Formal

Linguistics. Stanford: CSLI Publications. 113-127.

ENÇ, Mürvet. 1991. The semantics of specificity. Linguistic Inquiry 22: 1-25.

ENDO, Yoshio. 1996. Right dislocation. MIT Working Papers in Linguistics 29: 1-20.

ENGDAHL, Elisabeth. 1999. Integrating pragmatics into the grammar. In MEREU, Lunella. ed.

Boundaries of morphology and syntax. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 175-194.

EPSTEIN, Samuel; GROAT, Erich; KAWASHIMA, Ruriko; KlTAHARA, Hisatsugu. 1998. A

derivational approach to syntactic relations. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

EPSTEIN, Samuel; HORNSTEIN, Norbert. eds. 1999. Working minimalism. Cambridge, Mass.:

MIT Press.

ERTESCHIK-SHIR, Nomi. 1997. The dynamics of focus structure. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

ESCOBAR, M. Angeles. 1995. Lefthand satellites in Spanish. PhD Diss.: Universiteit Utrecht.

FABRA, Pompeu. 1956. Gramàtica de la llengua catalana. Barcelona: Teide.

FERNÁNDEZ RAMÍREZ, Salvador. 1987 [1951]. Gramática española. 3.2. El pronombre.

[volume edited by José Polo]. Madrid: Arco/Libros.

FERNÁNDEZ SORIANO, Olga. 1989. Tematización, dislocación y focalización en

castellano. In MARTÍN VIDE, Carlos, ed. Lenguajes formales y lenguajes

naturales, IV,2.

FERNÁNDEZ SORIANO, Olga. 1993. Sobre el orden de palabras en español. Cuadernos de

Filología Hispánica 11: 113-151.

FIENGO, Robert. 1977. On trace theory. Linguistic Inquiry 8: 35-61.

FINTEL, Kai von. 1997. A minimal theory of adverbial quantification. In PARTEE, Barbara;

KAMP, Hans. eds. Context dependence in the analysis of linguistic meaning. IMS

Stuttgart Working Papers. 153-193.

296



FOX, Danny. 2000. Economy and semantic interpretation. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

FOX, Danny; SAUERLAND, Uli. 1996. Illusive scope of universal quantifiers. In: Kiyomi

KUSUMOTO. ed. NELS 26. Proceedings of the North Eastern Linguistics Society. GLSA.

71-85.

FRASCARELLI, Mara. 1999. The prosody of Focus in Italian (and the syntax-phonology

interface). Probus 11: 209-238.

FREIDIN, Robert. 1999. Cyclicity and minimalism. In EPSTEIN; HORNSTEIN. eds. 95-126.

GALAMBOS, Sylvia. 1980. A clarification of the notion of topic: evidence from popular French.

In Papers from the parasession on pronouns and anaphora. Chicago: Chicago

Linguistics Society.

GARCÍA MURGA, Fernando. 1999. Las dislocaciones verbales: Todo o Nada. Cuadernos de

lingüística del I. U. Ortega y Gasset 6: 69-76.

GELUYKENS, Ronald. 1987. Tails (right dislocations) as a repair mechanism in English

conversation. In NUYTS, Jan; SCHUTTER, G. de. eds. Getting one's words into line: On

word order and functional grammar. Dordrecht: Foris. 119-130.

GEURTS, Bart; VAN DER SANDT, Rob. 1999. Domain restriction. In: BOSCH; VAN DER SANDT.
eds. 268-292.

GlVON, Talmy. 1976. Topic, pronoun, and grammatical agreement. In Li, Charles, ed. Subject

and topic. New York: Academic Press. 149-158.

GREENBAUM, Sidney; QUIRK, Randolph. 1990. A student's grammar of the English language.

London: Longman.

GREENBERG, Joseph. 1963. Some universals of grammar with particular reference to the order

of meaningful elements. In GREENBERG, Joseph ed. Universals of human language.

Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press. 73-113. [Reprinted in DENNING, Keith; KEMMER,

Suzanne, eds. 1990. On language. Selected writings of Joseph H. Greenberg. Stanford:

Stanford University Press. 40-70.]

GREWENDORF, Günther; SABEL, Joachim. 1999. Scrambling in German and Japanese:

adjunction versus multiple specifiers. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 17: 1-65.

GREWENDORF, Günther; STERNEFELD, Wolfgang. 1990. eds. Scrambling and Barriers.

Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

GREWENDORF, Günther; STERNEFELD, Wolfgang. 1990. Scrambling theories. In GREWENDORF;

STERNEFELD. eds. 3-37.

GROENENDUK, Jeroen; STOKHOF, Martin; VELTMAN, Frank. 1996. Coreference and modality.

In LAPPIN, Shalom, ed. 179-213.

GROHMANN, Kleanthes. to appear. A movement approach to contrastive left dislocation. Rivista

de Grammatica Generativa.

297



GROSZ, Barbara; ZlV, Yael. 1998. Centering, Global Focus, and Right Dislocation. In WALKER,

Marilyn; JOSHI, Aravind; PRINCE, Ellen, eds. Centering in Discourse. Oxford: Oxford

University Press. 39-51.

GUÉRON, Jacqueline. 1984. Topicalisation structures and constraints on coreference. Lingua 63:

139-174.

GUO, Jiansheng. 1999. From information to emotion: the affective function of right-dislocation

in Mandarin Chinese. Journal of Pragmatics 31: 1103-1128.

GUTIÉRREZ ORDONEZ, Salvador. 1997. Temas, remas, focos, tópicos y comentarios. Madrid:

Arco Libros.

HAEGEMAN, Liliane. 1991. Negative concord, negative heads. In DELFITTO, Denis; EVERAERT,

Martin; EVERS, Arnold; STUURMAN, Frits, eds. Going Romance, and beyond. OTS

Working Papers. OTS, Universiteit Utrecht.

HAJI' OVA, Eva; PARTEE, Barbara H.; SGALL, Petr. 1998. Topic-focus articulation, tripartite

structures, and semantic content. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

HEIM, Irene. 1982. The semantics of definite and indefinite nouns phrases. PhD Diss.:

University of Massachusetts, Amherst.

HENDRIKS, Herman; DEKKER, Paul. 1996. Links without locations. Information packaging and

non-monotone anaphora. In Proceedings of the 1Ó'1' Amsterdam Colloquium. ILLC,

University of Amsterdam.

HERNANZ, Maria Lluïsa. 1993. A propósito de los adjuntos libres. In VIANA, Amadeu, ed.

Sintaxi: teoria i perspectives. Lleida: Pagès Editors. 125-173.

HERNANZ, Maria Lluïsa; BRUCART, José Maria. 1987. La sintaxis. Barcelona: Crítica.

HIRSCHBÜHLER, Paul. 1975. On the source of lefthand NP's in French. Linguistic Inquiry 6:

155-165. [Reprinted in ANAGNOSTOPOULOU, etal. eds. 55-66.]

HOEKSTRA, Teun. 1995. The function of functional categories. GLOT International 1.2: 3-5.

HOOP, Helen de. 1992. Case configuration and noun phrase interpretation. PhD Diss.:

Universiteit Groningen.

HORNSTEIN, Norbert. 1995. Logical form. Oxford: Blackwell.

HUCK, Geoffrey; OJEDA, Amerindo, eds. 1987. Syntax and Semantics 20: Discontinuous

Constituency. New York: Academic Press.

lATRIDOU, Sabine. 1990. Clitics and islands effects, ms. MIT.

JAEGGLI, Osvaldo. 1986. Three issues in the theory of clitics: Case, doubled NP's and

extraction. In BORER, Hagit. ed. The syntax of pronominal clitics, Syntax and semantics

19. New York: Academic Press. 15-42.

JAEGGLI, Osvaldo; SAFIR, Ken. 1986. The null-subject parameter and parametric theory. In

JAEGGLI, Osvaldo; SAFIR, Ken. eds. The null-subject parameter. Dordrecht: Kluwer. 1-

44.

298



JOHNSON, David; LAPPIN, Shalom. 1997. A critique of the Minimalist Program. Language and

Philosophy 20: 273-333.

JOHNSON, David; LAPPIN, Shalom. 1998. Local constraints vs local economy, ms. IBM TJ.

Watson Research Center, New York and SOAS, University of London.

JOHNSON, Kyle. 1997. A review of The antisymmetry of syntax. Lingua 102: 21-53.

JONES, Michael. 1993. Sardinian syntax. London/New York: Routledge.

JOSEPH, Brian; PHILIPPAKI-WARBURTON, Irene. 1987. Modem Greek. London/New York:

Routledge.

KAYNE, Richard. 1994. The antisymmetry of syntax. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

KAYNE, Richard. 1998. Overt vs. covert movement, ms. New York University.

KlMBALL, John. 1973. The formal theory of grammar. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-

Hall.

KISS, Katalin. 1998. Identificational focus versus information focus. Language 74: 245-273.

KlTAHARA, Hisatsugu. 1997. Elementaiy operations and optimal derivations. Cambridge,

Mass.: MIT Press.

KRATZER, Angelika. 1995 [1988]. Stage-level and individual-level predicates. In CARLSON &

PELLETIER. eds. 125-175.

KRIFKA, Manfred. 1995. Focus and the interpretation of generic sentences. In CARLSON &

PELLETIER. eds. 238-264.

KUNO, Susumu. 1973. The structure of the Japanese language. Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT

Press.

KURAL, Murat. 1992. Properties of scrambling in Turkish, ms. UCLA.

KURAL, Murat. 1997. Postverbal constituents in Turkish and the Linear Correspondence Axiom.

Linguistic Inquiry 28: 498-519.

LACA, Brenda. 1986. Notes per a un estudi del pleonasme pronominal en català. Estudis de

llengua i literatura catalanes XIII (Miscel·lània Antoni Badia i Margarit, 5). Barcelona:

Publicacions de l'Abadia de Montserrat. 65-88.

LADUSAW, William. 1996. Negation and negative polarity items. In LAPPIN. ed. 321-341.

LAENZLINGER, Christopher. 1998. Comparative studies in word order variation.

Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

LAKA, Itziar. 1990. Negation in syntax: On the nature of functional categories and projections.

PhD Diss. MIT, Cambridge, Mass.

LAMBRECHT, Knud. 1981. Topic, antitopic and verb agreement in non-standard French.

Pragmatics and Beyond vol.II:6. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

LAMBRECHT, Knud. 1986. Topic, focus, and the grammar of spoken French. PhD Diss.:

University of California, Berkeley.

299



LAMBRECHT, Knud. 1994. Information structure and sentence form. Topic, focus, and the

mental representations of discourse referents. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University

Press.

LANGACKER, Ronald. 1969. On pronominalization and the chain of command. In REIBEL,

David; SCHANE, Sanford. eds. Modern studies in English. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:

Prentice-Hall. 160-186

LAPPIN, Shalom, ed. 1996. The handbook of contemporary semantic theory. Oxford: Blackwell.

LARSSON, Eva. 1979. La dislocation en froncáis: etude de syntaxe generative. Etudes romanes

de Lund vol. 28. Lund: CWK Gleerup.

LASNIK, Howard. 1986, On the necessity of binding conditions. In FREIDIN, Robert, ed.

Principles and parameters in comparative grammar. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

[Reprinted in Howard LASNIK. 1989. Essays on anaphora. Dordrecht: Kluwer. 149-167.]

LASNIK, Howard; SAITO, Mamoru. 1992. Move • . Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

LASNIK, Howard; STOWELL, Tim. 1991. Weakest crossover. Linguistic Inquiry 22: 687-720.

LEBEAUX, David. 1988. Language acquisition and the form of the grammar. PhD Diss.:

University of Massachusetts, Amherst.

LEE, Hanjung. 1999. Markedness and word order freezing: an OT account, ms. Stanford

University.

LEGATE, Julie. 1998. Verb phrase types and the notion of a phase, ms. MIT.

LEWIS, David. 1975. Adverbs of quantification. In K.EENAN, Edward, ed. Formal semantics of

natural language. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 3-15.

LONGA, Victor; LORENZO, Guillermo; RIGAU, Gemma. 1998. Subject clitics and clitic

recycling: locative sentences in some Iberian Romance languages. Journal of Linguistics

34: 125-164.

LÓPEZ, Luis. 1995. Polarity and predicate anaphora. PhD Diss.: Cornell University.

LÓPEZ, Luis; VILLALBA, Xavier, in progress. Phases and information structure, ms. University

of Michigan at Chicago; Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona.

LORENZO, Guillermo. 1995. Geometría de las estructuras nominales. Oviedo: Universidad de

Oviedo.

MAHAJAN, Anoop. 1990. The A/A' distinction and movement theory. PhD Diss. MIT,

Cambridge, Mass.

MAHAJAN, Anoop. 1997. Rightward scrambling. In BEERMAN, Dorothee; LEBLANC, David;

RlEMSDIJK, Henk van. eds. 1997. Rightward movement. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John

Benjamins. 185-213.

MARTÍ, Núria. 1995. De in Catalan elliptical nominals: a partitive case marker. Catalan

Working Papers in Linguistics 4.2: 243-265.

300



McCAWLEY, James. 1982. Parentheticals and discontinuous constituent structure. Linguistic

Inquiry 13:91-106.

McCAWLEY, James. 1987. Some additional evidence for discontinuity. In HUCK; OJEDA. eds.

185-200.

MCNALLY, Louise. 1997. On recent formal analysis of 'topic'. In GINZBURG, J. ed. The Tbilisi

symposium on language, logic, and computation: Selected papers. Stanford: CSLI. 149-

162.

MCNALLY, Louise. 1998a. On the linguistic encoding of information packaging instructions. In

CULICOVER; MCNALLY, eds. '161-183.

MONTAPANYANE, Virginia. 1994. On preverbal positions in Romanian. Canadian Journal of

Linguistics/Revue canadienne de linguistique 39: 15-36.

MORITZ, Luc; VALOIS, Daniel. 1994. Pied-piping and specifier-head agreement. Linguistic

Inqimy 25: 667-707.

MORRIS, Terry. 1998. Topicity vs. thematicity: Topic-prominence in impromptu Spanish

Discourse. Journal ofPrgamatics 29: 193-203.

MULLER, Gereon. 2000. Shape conservation and remnant movement, ms. Universitat Tubingen.

MULLER, Gereon; STERNEFELD, Wolfgang. 1993. Improper movement and unambiguous

binding. Linguistic Inquiry 24: 461-507.

NDAYIRAGIJE, Juvenal. 1999. Checking economy. Linguistic Inquiry 30: 399-444.

NUNES, Jairo. 1999. Linearization of chains and phonetic realization of chain links. In EPSTEIN;

HORNSTEIN. eds. 217-249.

OJEDA, Amerindo. 1987. Discontinuity, multidominance, and unbounded dependency in GPSG.

In HUCK; OJEDA. eds. 257-282.

ORDONEZ, Francisco. 1997. Word order and clause structure in Spanish and other Romance

languages. PhD Diss.: City University of New York.

ORDONEZ, Francisco. 1998. Post-verbal asymmetries in Spanish. Natural Language and

Linguistic Theory 16: 313-346.

ORDONEZ, Francisco; TREVIÑO, Esthela. 1999. Left dislocated subjects and the pro-drop

parameter: A case study of Spanish. Lingua 107: 39-68.

PARTEE, Barbara. 1999. Focus, quantification, and semantic-pragmatics issues. In BOSCH; VAN

DERSANDT. eds. 213-231.

PERLMUTTER, David. 1972. Evidence for shadow pronouns in French relativization. In

PERANTEAU, Paul; LEVI, Judith; PHARES, Gloria, eds. 777<? Chicago which hunt. Chicago

Linguistic Society, University of Chicago.

PESETSKY, David. 1987. Wh-in-situ: Movement and unselective binding. In REULAND, Eric;

MEULEN, Alice ter. eds. The Representation of (In)defmiteness. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT

Press. 98-129.

301



PESETSKY, David. 1989. Language-particular processes and the earliness principle, ms. MIT.

PESETSKY, David. 1997. Optimality theory and syntax: movement and pronunciation. In

ARCHANGELI, Diana; LANGENDOEN, Terence, eds. Optimality theory: an overview.

Maiden, Mass.: Blackwell. 134-170.

PESETSKY, David. 1999. Phrasal movement and its kin. ms. MIT.

PICALLO, Carme. 1994. A mark of specificity in indefinite nominals. Catalan Working Papers

in Linguistics 4.1: 143-167.

PlCALLO, M. Carme. 1999. Rasgos sintácticos y posiciones arguméntales en catalán.

Report GGT-99-5. Grup de Gramàtica Teòrica, UAB.

PINTO, Manuela. 1997. Licensing and interpretation of inverted subjects in Italian. PhD Diss.:

Universiteit Utrecht.

PLATZACK, Christer. 1999. Multiple interfaces, ms. Lund University. To appear in NlKANNE,

Urpo; VAN PER ZEE, Emile. eds. Conceptual structure and its interfaces with other

models of representation. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

POLLOCK, Jean-Yves. 1989. Verb movement, universal grammar, and the structure of IP.

Linguistic Inqiihy 20: 365-424.

PORTNER, Paul; YABUSHITA, Katsuhiko. 1998. The semantics and pragmatics of topic phrases.

Linguistics and Philosophy 21: 117-157.

POSTAL, Paul. 1971. Cross-over phenomena. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

POSTAL, Paul. 1991. An apparent French extraction anomaly, ms. IBM Research Center.

POSTAL, Paul. 1993. Remarks on weak crossover effects. Linguistic Inquiry 24: 539-556.

POSTAL, Paul. 1994. Contrasting extraction types. Journal of Linguistics 30: 159-186.

POSTAL, Paul. 1997. Strong Crossover violations and binding principles, ms. New York

University, [paper presented to ESCOL97, Yale University, New Haven. November

1997.]

POSTAL, Paul. 1998. Three investigations of extraction. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

POSTAL, Paul, to appear. Islands. In BALTIN, Mark; COLLINS, Chris, eds. The handbook of

syntactic theory. Oxford: Blackwell.

PREUSS, Susanne. 1998. Maximal extended projections as domains for movement. RuLing

Papers 1: 201-246.

PRINCE, Ellen. 1992. The ZPG letter: Subjects, definiteness, and information status. In

Thompson, S.; Mann, W. eds. Discourse description: diverse analysis of a fund raising

text. Philadelphia/Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 295-325.

PRINCE, Ellen. 1998. On the limits of syntax, with reference to Topicalization and Left

Dislocation. In CULICOVER; McNALLY, eds. 281-302.

PRINCE, Ellen. 1999. How not to mark topics: 'Topicalization' in English and Yiddish, ms.

University of Pennsylvania.

302



QUER, Josep. 1993. Estructures dislocades i quantificadors. Llengua & Literatura 5: 393-415.

REINHART, Tanya. 1981. Pragmatics and linguistics: an analysis of sentence topics.

Philosophica 27: 53-94.

REINHART, Tanya. 1983. Coreference and bound anaphora: a restatement of the anaphora

questions. Linguistics and Philosophy 6: 47-88.

REINHART, Tanya. 1995. Interface strategies. OTS Working Papers TL-95-002. Research

Intitute for Language and Speech. Universiteit Utrecht.

REINHART, Tanya. 1998. W7?-in-situ in the framework of the Minimalist Program. Natural

Language Semantics 6: 29-56:

RICHARDS, Norvin. 1999. Featural cyclicity and the ordering of multiple specifiers. In EPSTEIN;

HORNSTEIN. eds. 127-158.

RlEMSDIJK, Henk van. 1997. Left dislocation. In ANAGNOSTOPOULOU, etal, eds. 1-10.

RlEMSDIJK, Henk van; ZWARTS, Frank. 1974. Left dislocation in Dutch and the status of

copying rules, ms. MIT/University of Amsterdam. [Reprinted in ANAGNOSTOPOULOU, et

al. eds. 13-29.]

RIVERO, María Luisa. 1980. On left-dislocation and topicalization in Spanish. Linguistic Inquiry

11: 363-393.

RlZZI, Luigi. 1997. The fine structure of the left periphery. In HAEGEMAN, Liliane. ed. Elements

of grammar. Dordrecht: Kluwer. 281-337.

ROBERTS, Craige. 1998. Focus, the flow of information, and Universal Grammar. In

CULICOVER; MCNALLY, eds. 109-160.

ROCA, Francesc. 1992. On the licensing of pronominal clitics. MA Thesis: Universitat

Autònoma de Barcelona.

ROCHEMONT, Michael. 1986. Focus in generative grammar. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

ROCHEMONT, Michael. 1989. Topic islands and the subjacency parameter. Canadian Journal of

Linguistics/Revue canadienne de lingitistique 34: 145-170.

RODMAN, Robert. 1977. On left dislocation. Papers in Linguistics 7: 437-466. [Reprinted in

ANAGNOSTOPOULOU, etal. eds. 31-54.]

ROOTH, Mats. 1992. A theory of focus interpretation. Natural Language Semantics 1: 75-116.

ROSS, John. 1967. Conditions on variables in syntax. PhD Diss.: MIT, Cambridge, Mass.

[Published as ROSS, John. 1986. Infinite syntax!. Norwood, N.J.: Ablex.]

ROSSELLÓ, Joana. 1986a. Gramàtica, configuracions i referència. Per una teoria alternativa del

PRO-drop romànic. PhD Diss.: Universitat de Barcelona.

ROSSELLÓ, Joana. 1986b. Gramàtica generativa i llengües romàniques. Límits \: 49-68.

RUYS, Eddy. 1996. Dutch scrambling and the strong-weak distinction, ms. OTS, Universiteit

Utrecht.

303



SALTO, Mamoru. 1992. Long distance scrambling in Japanese. Journal of East Asian Linguistics

1:69-118.

SAITO, Mamoru; FUKUI, Naoki. 1998. Order in phrase structure and movement. Linguistic

Inquiry 29: 439-464.

SANFILIPPO, Antonio. 1998. Thematically bound adjuncts. In BALARI; DINI. eds. 359-395.

SAUERLAND, Uli. 1996. The interpretability of scrambling. MIT Working Papers in Linguistics

29:213-234.

SAUERLAND, Uli. 1999. Erasability and interpretation. Syntax 2: 161-188.

SAUZET, Patrick. 1989. Topicalisation et prolepse en occitain. Revue des langues romanes

XCIII: 235-273.

SCHWARZSCHILD, Roger. 1999. Giveness, avoidF and other constraints on the placement of

accent. Natural Language Semantics 7: 141-177.

SELKIRK, Elisabeth. 1984. Phonology and syntax. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

SHLONSKY, Ur. 1992. Resumptive pronouns as a last resort. Linguistic Inquiry 23: 443-468.

SOLÀ I PUJOLS, Jaume. 1990. Sobre la partícula rai i els tòpics. Caplletra 8: 55-68.

SOLÀ I PUJOLS, Jaume. 1992. Agreement and subjects. PhD Diss.: Universitat Autònoma de

Barcelona.

SOLÀ, Joan. 1972. L'abstracció i la intensitat. In Estudis de sintaxi catalana. Vol. I. Barcelona:

Edicions 62. 73-101.

SOLÀ, Joan. 1977 [1976]. A l'entorn de la llengua. Barcelona: Laia.

SOLÀ, Joan. 1990. L'ordre de mots en català. Notes pràctiques, dins Lingüística i normativa.

Barcelona: Empúries. 91-125.

SOLÀ, Joan. 1994. Ordre d'elements i duplicats pronominals. In Sintaxi normativa: estat de la

qüestió. Barcelona: Empúries. 235-263.

SPEAS, Margaret. 1990. Phrase structure in natural language. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

STALNAKER, Robert. 1978. Assertion. In COLE, Peter, ed. Syntax & Semantics 9: Pragmatics.

New York: Academic Press. 315-322.

STALNAKER, Robert. 1998. On the representation of context. Journal of Language, Logic and

Information 1: 3-19.

STEELE, Susan. 1978. Word order variation: a typological study. In GREENBERG, Joseph, ed.

Universals of human language. Vol. 4: Syntax. Stanford: Stanford University Press. 585-

623.

STERNEFELD, Wolfgang. 1997. The semantics of reconstruction and connectivity.

Arbeitspapiere des SFB 340. Bericht Nr. 97.

STRAWSON, Peter. 1964. Identifying reference and truth values. Theoria 30. [Reprinted in

STEINBERG, D.; Jakobovits, L. eds. 1971. Semantics. Cambridge, Cambridge University

Press.

304



SUÑER, Margarita, 1988. The role of agreement in clitic-doubled constructions. Natural

Language and Linguistic Theory 6: 391-434.

TOMLIN, Russell. 1986. Basic word order: functional principles. London: Croom Helm.

TORREGO, Esther. 1995. On the nature of clitic doubling. In CAMPOS, Héctor; KEMPCHINSKY,

Paula, eds. Evolution and revolution in linguistic theory: Essays in honor of Carlos

Otero. Georgetown University Press. 399-418.

TRAVIS, Lisa. 1984. Parameters and effects of word order variation. PhD Diss.: MIT.

URIAGEREKA, Juan. 1995. Aspects of the syntax of clitic placement in Western Romance.

Linguistic Inquiry 26: 79-123..

URIAGEREKA, Juan. 1996. Determiner clitic placement. In FREIDIN, Robert, ed. Current issues

in comparative grammar. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

URIAGEREKA, Juan. 1999. Multiple spell-out. In EPSTEIN; HORNSTEIN. eds. 251-282.

VALIOULI, Maria. 1994. Anaphora, agreement, and right dislocations in Greek. Journal of

Semantics 11: 55-82.

VALLDUVÍ, Enric. 1990. The informational component. PhD Diss.: University of Pennsylvania.

VALLDUVÍ, Enric. 1991. A preverbal landing-site for quantificational operators. Catalan

Working Papers in Linguistics 1992. Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona. 319-343.

VALLDUVÍ, Enric. 1993. Aspects of verbal left-detachment in Catalan. Paper presented at the

Secong Workshop on the Syntax of Central Romance Languages, Universitat Autònoma

de Barcelona, May 28-29.

VALLDUVÍ, Enric. 1994. The dynamics of information packaging. In ENGDAHL, Elisabeth, ed.

Integrating information structure into constraint-based and categorial approaches.

(DYANA-2 Report R1.3.B). Institute for Language, Logic and Computation, University

of Amsterdam. 3-26.

VALLDUVÍ, Enric. 1995. Structural properties of information packaging in Catalan. In KlSS,

Katalin E. ed. Discourse Configurational Languages. New York: Oxford University

Press. 122-52.

VALLDUVÍ, Enric; ENGDAHL, Elisabeth. 1996. The linguistic realisation of information

packaging. Linguistics 34: 459-519.

VALLDUVÍ, Enric; VILKUNA, Maria 1998. On rheme and kontrast. In CULICOVER; McNALLY,

eds. 79-108.

VAT, Jan. 1981. Left dislocation, Connectedness and Reconstruction. Groninger Arbeiten zur

Germanistischen Linguistik 20: 80-103. [Reprinted in ANAGNOSTOPOULOU, et al. eds.

67-92.]

VILLALBA, Xavier. 1994. Minimal case constructions. MA Diss.. Universitat Autònoma de

Barcelona.

305



VILLALBA, Xavier. 1995. Leftward right dislocation, paper presented at the Going Romance

1995, Universiteit van Amsterdam, December 7-9. [A revised version is available as

Villalba 1997]

VILLALBA, Xavier. 1996. Sobre la dislocació a la dreta. Llengua & Literatura 7: 209-234.

VILLALBA, Xavier. 1997. Leftward right dislocation, ms. Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona.

VILLALBA, Xavier. 1998. Right Dislocation is not right dislocation. In FULLANA, Olga; ROCA,

Francesc, eds. Studies of the Syntax of Central Romance Languages. Universitat de

Girona: 227-241.

VILLALBA, Xavier. 1999. Symmetry and antisymmetry in syntax. Syntaxis 2: 1-25.

VILLALBA, Xavier, forthcoming. Nihil est in LF quod prius non fuerit in SS. In Proceedings of

the Ninth Colloquium on Generative Grammar. Bellaterra: Universitat Autònoma de

Barcelona.

WALL, Robert. 1972. Introduction to mathematical linguistics. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:

Prentice-Hall.

WARD, Gregory; PRINCE, Ellen. 1991. On the topicalization of indefinite NPs. Journal of

Pragmatics 15: 167-78.

WEBELHUTH, Gert. 1989. Syntactic saturation phenomena and the modern Germanic

languages. PhD Diss.: University of Massachusetts at Amherst.

WILLIAMS, Edwin. 1994. Thematic structure in syntax. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

ZANUTTINI, Raffaella. 1991. Syntactic properties of sentence negation: A comparative study of

Romance languages. PhD Diss.: University of Pennsylvania.

ZUBIZARRETA, María Luisa. 1994. Grammatical representation of topic and focus: implications

for the structure of the clause. Cuadernos de lingüística del I. U. Ortega y Gasset 2: 181-

208.

ZUBIZARRETA, María Luisa. 1998. Prosody, Focus, and Word Order. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT

Press.

ZUBIZARRETA, María Luisa. 1999. Las funciones informativas: tema y foco. In BOSQUE,

Ignacio; DEMONTE, Violeta, eds. Gramática descriptiva de la lengua española. Vol. 3:

Entre la oración y el discurso. Morfología. Madrid: Espasa. 4215-4244.

306






