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Chapter 1

1.0 Goals and Contents

Human language is assumed to be a public commurecahoice among
individuals. Since it can be characterized agsaem of information encodirggiven
the general reason above — a major goal in liniggiss the attempt to explain the
way informational meaning is organized in the liisfjg structure and what kind of
mechanisms real speakers use for conveying it. Mpeeifically, linguistic research
should analyze the way syntactic adaptability ammrdworder alternation reflect
communicative intentions and contextual effects,asoto prove whether various
primitive discourse-related features — such agdbée and thefocusarticulations —
can be overtly identified in the grammar of diffieréanguages. As a matter of fact,
two languages can convey the same propositionaénbhy using similar superficial
structures, whose internal order of the syntactements — for some particular
informational reason — ends out to be more or hlessked with respect to the
canonical word-order of that specific language. Thet that similar syntactic
constructions can express the same informationalead is taken here as crucial
point, and it will be adequately discussed in thkofving chapters of the present
work. Consider, for instance, the two pairs of esanés below, where the direct

object in(1a)and in(2a)are put in a rightmost position {ga)and(2b):

(1) a. llliutaio regala il contrabbasal musicista [SvDOIQ]

the luthier give 3sg the doulidess to-the musician

b. Il liutaio lo regala al musicista il contrabbasso c[¥ 10], [DO]

the luthier it.CL give 3sg to-the musiciathe double bass

(2) a. The luthier gives the double bass to theicmn [8DOI10]
b. The luthier gives it to the musician, the bleuass [SV prlQO], [DO]

Strictly following from these preliminary obsenatss, the present analysis aims

to focus on the multiple effects that the interactbetween different interfaces —



syntax from one side, discourse semantics fornother — produce inside a specific
phenomenon of a great relevancy for the linguititieory, and namely the post-
position of a particular constituent into the rigietriphery of the sentence. Following
a cross-linguistic perspective, two linguistic fées will be here specifically

investigated and continuously correlated: the Raeame, in its Italian variety, and

the Germanic one, in its English variety.

This particular construction, whose non-canonicabrdrorder reflects the
informational status of its internal constituerdscourse-active markeg@f. Prince,
1981; Ward & Birner, 2004; Huddleston & Pullum, 200is known among
linguistic scholars under the ter@ITIC RIGHT DISLOCATION (CIRD)in Romance —
given the fact that the dislocated element is lthiath a resumptive element of the
clitic type inside the sentence, which fulfils ggntactic and interpretive properties
(Cecchetto, 1999; Belletti, 2001, 2004a) — or SyWRIGHT DISLOCATION (RD) in the
English counterpart, as attributed by Ross (196881390 Maurice Gross (1934-
2001), or everrRIGHT-DETACHMENT, as attributed by Lambrecht (1994) to Charles
Bally (1932).

In order to test the cross-linguistic correlatia@ivieeen the two constructions, the
present work argues in favour of a syntactic actdwased on the cartographic
approach (Rizzi, 1997, 2001, 2004a; Belletti, 2Q04ce it assumes that specific
scope-discourse properties are directly encoddtarinitial syntactic computation,
and force particular elements with the same featoreposition to move into their
specifiers so as to share the same interpretiverimpfter a general overview of the
basic notions of Information Structugs) (Chafe, 1967; Lambrecht, 1994), Chapter
2 will introduce the main empirical results withiime cartographic approach to the
syntactic structure, especially focussing on thegims put forward the analysis of
the fine structure of the left periphery of the teeige — since the seminal work of
Rizzi (1997) — and the main properties affecting itternal composition of thep
area, where a Topic-Focus system is enclosed betaw&®rce-Finiteness system. A
brief introduction to the possibility that the sarsplitting hypothesis could be
equally proposed for the low peripheral systemvegithe recent suggestions within
Phase Theory (Chomsky, 2001) — is consequentlyisissa.



The major purpose beyond Chapter 3 lies in theuawian of potential cross-
linguistic correlations within specific pairs ofofiting phenomena, which are fairly
productive across Romance languages and Germargcadges. In this sense two
parallel correlations will be made: the first ondl sompare the Romance Clitic Left
Dislocation constructiociLD) with the English Topicalizatio(ETOP) construction.
A second evaluation will correlate the Hanging Topeft Dislocation construction
(HTLD) with the English Left Dislocation constructioBL(). The typological setting
adopted will aim at accounting for both the synta¢Cinque, 1977, 1983, 1990,
Bocci, 2009) and the interpretive properties (Maligd 1992; Prince, 1992), which
are thought to be discriminating factors in the apagtric variation, anyhow
assuming the left periphery of the sentence asgb#ie interface site between
grammar and context. The analysis to the left nale crucial consequences in the
moment the typological setting will be mirrored tioe right, and the attention
specifically focused on the right-dislocated pheeoa) which can be defined

negatively as being in a quantitative subset @tatiith those found to the left.

Chapter 4 will focus in a rigorous way on the asayof CIRD, following the
same typological schema outlined in Chapter 3 Herleft-dislocated constructions.
In this sense, both the syntactic and the intek@gtroperties of the Romance right-
dislocation are discussed and continuously evaluatéhe course of the analysis. In
the subsequent sectioalRD will be contrasted with a similar construction wihi
however will result to behave in a very differerywvith respect to syntactic and
discourse properties: the Afterthought mechanismo$@ & Ziv, 1998). In 8.4 the
different syntactic derivations foclRD found in literature are assessed: the
Symmetric Analysis (Vallduvi, 1992), the Clause<tril Topicalization analysis
(Samek-Lodivici, 2006); the Clause-Internal Topization analysis (Cecchetto,
1999; Belletti, 2004a). In44.4the case of Marginalization is discussed. Findhg,
last sections are devoted to the analysis of the dkrisive facts detected in the
literature about the English right-dislocation, arlging the fact that no particular

analysis has been adequately suggested for itactytierivation.

In Chapter 5, it will be proposed that one way efriding the English right-
dislocation construction would be that of puttiogéther the asymmetries found for

the English Topic-fronting in Chapter 3 and theiwional account proposed for



CIRD in Chapter 4. The arguments found in literatuiguarg in favour of a Root(-
like) status of the English Topic fronting are dissed in §1and contrasted with the
non-Root(-like) status ofCiLD. Subsequently, in 52 an experiment based on
grammaticality judgement will be proposed, so astaluate whether the same
asymmetries found for the English language to tb#k in specific embedded
contexts, are equally found faD to the right. Given the positive findings — thenga
asymmetries arise — the unified derivational actq@uoposed foiCIRD and English
RD in 85.3, where both the dislocated elements move in attgyc position inside
thevp periphery, is made dependent to the fact ®main general can be realized only
when adequately legitimated by another topic pamsitn the highcp periphery. A

Principle of Dependency is indeed proposed.



Chapter 2

Informational packaging and the syntactic encoding

2.1 Information Structure (IS) and non-canonical gntax

Human language is here assumed to be an interasystem of information
encoding used among individuals in a generalizeideuse of discourse. In this

respect, Stalnaker (1992: 2) states:

‘lone] should see speech as an action to be exgulaiike any other kind of action, in
terms of beliefs and purposed of the agent. Langisgedevice for achieving certain
purposes, and we should separate, as best as wquestions about what language is
used to do from questions about the means it pesvidr doing it.’

Leaving aside the ontological problem beyond theessity of language as such
— that is, the effort of conveying information sota reduce the gap of knowledge on
the reality of the world — the notion BfFORMATION here at issue is fundamental for
the implications to follow. The general definitiaf information adopted here is
taken from Dahl (1976) as quoted in Lambrecht (199J-

‘Let us consider on important use of declarativaessres, namely as means to influence
the adressee’s picture of the world. In such cabesspeaker assumes that the addressee
has a certain picture — or model — of the world bedwants to change this model in
some way. We might then identify THE OLD or THE GIVE®Nth the model that is
taken as a point of departure for the speech adtTatE NEW with the change or
addition that is made in this model. OLD will here équivalent to PRESUPPOSED in
one sense of the term. We can say that the addresseives ‘new information’ in the
sense that he comes to know or believe more abheuwtrld than he did before. What
he believes may be true or false — the informatiengets about the world may be
correct or incorrect. If we accept the last statatimiefollows that the object of his belief
or the new information must be something whichapable of being true or false — that
is what is usually called a proposition. Let us c#iis kind of information
PROPOSITIONAL INFORMATION.’



In this respect, the notion @IVENNESSversusNEWNESSbecomes central for
that part of the theory of language which aims mwestigate the way how
information conveyed within the utterance becomewked with respect to the
prominence that it has in a well-established dissexcontext. As Prince (1981: 225)
adequately notes, the general notion of given wemsew information figures
prominently in much linguistic literature, undeatmame or under one of #@tiases
old-new, known-new, presupposition-focus, and soama it has been invoked both
in the explication of many sentence-level phenomeiiapping, Dative,
Pronominalization, Left and Right Dislocation, smttal subjectsijt-clefts, wh-
clefts, Topicalization) and in the explication advh discourses are structured and
understood. Adopting a double perspective, speactt fre seen, at the same time,
as a propositional content mapped onto the diseoaomitext and the mental
state/knowledge of speakers and hearers, and agadehich enables speakers to
mark an element with a specific information statugth respect to that context - in
a particular and well-definedyntactic position. Given these two assumptions, th
general notion omarkednessvill be first discussed. This cover term shouldseen
as the result of different particular prominencezhaisms operating on the
sentence processing at various linguistic levelsesé prominence-mechanisms
make a certain syntactic piece within a particglmtence as marked with respect to
its information status and at the same time theleveentence is somehow opposed
with respect to its canonical counterpart. An infal definition of markedness is

offered below:

(1)  MARKEDNESS

given a pair of allosentences (intended as variahéscommon propositional content),
one member is considered marked if it is positivepecified for some discourse
function, i.e.discourse-active denotatyrat all events assuming the basic constituent

order of that language, to be the unmarked vadhtitat sentence in that language.

This definition states that given two constructiahe first one being equal to the
second one for truth conditions and illocutionargaming, the only difference lies in
the way the informational content is presented. &mtandard examples from
Huddleston et al. (2002: 1366) are offered below:

10



(2) PREPOSING
(a) She acceptethjs oné
(b) [This oné she accepted

(3) POSTPOSING
(@) 1 made&ll the changes you wanfedithout delay
(b) I made without delaya]l the changes you wonfed

(4) INVERSION
(a) [Two nursepwere fon board
(b) [On board were fwo nursek

(5) EXISTENTIAL
(@) [Afrogis in the pool
(b) [Therqd is [a frog] in the pool

(6) EXTRAPOSITION
(&) [That he's guiltyis clear
(b) [It] is clear that he's guilty

(7) LEFT DISLOCATION
(a) [That money | gave hemust have disappeared
(b) [That money | gave hgfit] must have disappeared

(8) RIGHT DISLOCATION
(a) [The people from next ddaare still here
(b) [They're still here, the people from next ddor

(9) CLEFT
(@) [vod broke it
(b) [It] was[you whg broke it

(10) PASSIVE

(@) [Kim] took [the cali
(b) [The car waptak[enby Kim

As a manifest condition, it seems worth assumirad the(b) cases in all the allo-

sentences above imply syntactic operations whiehnat triggered by the need to

11



satisfy any known ‘purely’ structural requiremeriike the Case filter, agreement, or
thematic structure (Vallduvi, 1992: 12). For théason, the main motivation beyond
these non-structurally motivated syntactic opereticshould be direct to the
‘sentential functional load’ that they are supposedtarry, or to put in a slightly
different way, the existence of certain formal md@s of sentences must be
understood by making reference to the linguistid @xtra-linguistic context in
which the structures having these properties areedded. In this sense, then, the
aim of linguistic theory should be that of investigg the way this functional load is
identifiable in the sentential structure, so aslaégify how the structuring/packaging
of the information is organized in the linguisticessage, anyhow assuming the
informational packaging to reflect speaker’'s pugsosand beliefs about the
referential status of the linguistic expressions tire mind of some specific
interlocutors.

The coinage of the expressiaNFORMATION PACKAGING is attributed to the
influential work of Chafe (1967: 27), who discusgbe notion of status in the
following way:

The statues to be discussed here have more to Hohait the content is transmitted
than with the content itself. Specifically, they lahve to do with speaker’'s assessment
of how the addressee is able to process what bayisg against the background of a
particular context. Not only people’s minds contaifarge store of knowledge, they are
also at an moment in certain temporary states wethtion to that knowledge ...
Language functions effectively only if the spealaes account of such states in the
mind of the person he is talking to.

Prince (1981: 227) would develop this definitionibiroducing the idea of tailoring

of the sentence in relation with the assumed meitaiéds of speakers and hearers:

Given-new distinctions can be found on differemvels-the sentence, the discourse, the
participants' discourse-models - as will be seentiat follows . On all levels, however,

- and perhaps this is not only universal, but alsinctive of human language - the
crucial factor appears to be thailoring of an utterance by a sender to meet the
particular assumed needs of the intended receivaat is, information-packaging in
natural language reflects the sender's hypothdsmst she receiver's assumptions and
beliefs and strategies.

12



At this point, one crucial observation must be dssed here, on the bases of the
insightful arguments proposed in Lambrecht (1994hd dealing with the
unexceptionable need to relate psychological stattstheir formal reflex on the
structural form. Indeed, even though informatiomucure is unquestionably
concerned with those psychological phenomena nmigospeaker’'s hypotheses
about the hearer's mental states, such phenomemée&aelevant for linguistic
theory only inasmuchs they are reflected in the grammatical structunethis case,
one can treat the information packaging of therattee as a component of grammar
only when it has a specific correlate in the gratncahform, so as to automatically
exclude all those psychological phenomena whichndb have any overt formal
reflex in the structure of a specific language - fas example empathy and

subjecthood.

Moving from these considerations, the followingidigion of Information Structure

is here adopted:

INFORMATION STRUCTURE (Lambrecht, 1994: 5):

That component of sentence grammar in which prdpasit as conceptual
representations of states of affairs are PAIRED watlicogrammatical structures in
accordance with the mental states of interlocuidrs use and interpret these structures

as units of information in given discourse contexts

In this sense, the information structure of a sereds the formal expression of the
interpretive structuring of a specific propositiomside a context of discourse
between a speaker and one o more hearers. Thethdeaa mirroring process

between discourse and syntax is involved in thelggebon and in the understanding
of a particular non-canonical utterance proves ¢oa welcome result for the

syntactic analysis developed in the following cleaptwhen the interpretive roles at
work in the case of left- and right-dislocationdlveie continuously compared with

their syntactic internal characteristics. In parée, theToOPIC-COMMENT articulation

IS in this work especially discussed, since thisamois assumed to be the underlying
interpretive mechanism at work in the non-canonicdlalsses analyzed here: an

element normally expressing old information is showe set off the rest of the

13



clause — either to the left or to the right — wathresumptive element or an empty

category linked with it inside the sentential poedé.* 2

! The organization of the sentence into a topic awdrament is a well-established concept within
language scholars over several tim&he first putative description of this articulatiaman be
indentified in the linear distinction made by theald grammarians betweemtbtada— beginning —
and Xabar — news — as differing from the grammatical subjaed the grammatical predicate (cf.
Hussein AbduRaof, 1998):

(@ al-waladu,  hindun Darabathu
def-boy-nom Hind-nom hit-3f-sg-him-(acc)
(As for) the boy, Hind hit him

(ii) S
/\
mubtada xabar
| /\
al-waladu hindun  Darabathu

The initial (left-most) nominal constituent is alsferred to by Arab grammarians @smuHadd# —
‘the person/thing being talked about'. This sugg#ss they had some idea of informational structure
in mind. Similar proposals can be found in Weil §38 Gabelentz (1869), Paul (1880), Mathesius
(1915), Hockett (1958), Reinhart (1982). See Valldd992) for a critical survey on the phenomenon
and the misleading interpretations on the Topic-@emt system: Givon's (1983) Topicality, Bayer's
(1980) discourse topic.

2in very recent years, the analysis of the topic4tamt articulation has been expanded to other sub-
fields of the cognitive sciences. Krifka (2007k)r Example, points out striking similarities betwee
the bimanual coordination and the structuring dErainces in topics and comments, where the
dominant hand physically predicates something @ dbject held by the non-dominant one. The
same correlations can be found for gesture and Bimguages. Even more interesting from an
evolutionary point of view could be the correlatioetween visual processing and the topic-comment
system, where the ventral stream —wi&t pathway — is involved with object identificationchthe
dorsal stream — theherepathway — process spatial locations (cf. MishKimlg 1982). In this case
the where stream would predicate the spatial datiicun of the object identified by the what pathway

14



2.2 The Cartographic Approach:
The fine structure of the left periphery

A syntactic framework of the cartographic type &réhadopted (Rizzi, 1997,
2001, 2004 a; Belletti, 1999, 2001, 2004b and nmetdted work). The main reason
for this choice lies in the fact that the CartodpiapProject offers, at the same time,
both theoretical implications and descriptive tdolsa profitable investigation of the
highly-articulated structure of the sentential #@exdture, and for a meticulous
analysis of the functional projections overtly bisi in the syntactic computation. In
this sense, one basic principle is here met: tHatioe between the syntactic
encoding and the interpretative interface is exgibds in an optimally simple way:
the interpretation is read off the syntactic comapiah. As it will be shown in the
following chapters, a motivation of this sort istgied on both intra-linguistic and

cross-linguistic grounds.

The formal characterization of the sentence disigtyg among three kinds of
structural layers: a predicative laygv)P — where the thematic role assignment takes
place — an inflectional layep — with the grammatical categories corresponding to
concrete or abstract morphological specificatiomshe verb — and a complementizer
layer cP — which connects the proposition with the actuataurse or the super-
ordinate clause, and which hosts topics and variopsrator-like elements
(interrogatives and relative pronouns, focalizedmednts). While the predicative
layer presupposes a lexical category as the hedldeo$yntactic projection, in the
other two cases, the head need not be lexical, adlying some grammatical
information and getting modified in much more reséd terms. These assumptions

can be hierarchically formalized below:
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(t11)

CP
PN
PN I
P
,’I N
/ PN e
/. vP
II /\
N

The cp field is generally referred as he functional catggrepresenting the
illocutionary layer, serving as the interface dietween the propositional content
inside the sentence, which it dominates, and diffekkinds of higher structures
above it. Thelp field projects the grammatical features for teriaek of tense,
morphological agreement between the verb and thgesy aspect and modality.
Finally, thev(v)P field represents the hierarchical relations betwienverb and its
arguments. The main goal within the Cartographamiwork is the attempt of
defining in the most precise way how the hierarahgyntactic distribution of heads
is located inside the sentence sub-fields, in a e@ggyealing for a cross-linguistic
perspective. In this respect, Rizzi (2004a:3) rdusar

Syntactic structures are complex objects. Much rirgoided descriptive work on
syntactic constituents over then 1980s and 1998sshawn that phrases and clauses
have a richly articulated internal structure. As #mpirical evidence of such complexity
had been steadily accumulating, some researchers tathe conclusion that it was a
worthwhile endeavour to study this rich domain 1dwn, and they set the goal of
arriving at structural maps that could do justicghte complexity of syntactic structure.
[...] If the impulse that promoted these efforts hasdo with the complexity and
richness of the domain, an equally influential oy factor is the intuition of the
fundamental uniformity and underlying simplicity afie basic constituents — the
syntactic atoms. The tension between these twandriforces offers a useful vantage
point to understand certain directions taken by dagographic analyses and to place

these studies within the broader context of cursgntactic theory.

On the bases of these assumptions, one of the maights within the
cartographic approach is that some specific scogEdrse properties are encoded

in syntax in dedicated and ordered functional mtipas, thus playing a role in the
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syntactic computation, which hands over the intgirve component
representations, transparently indicating dedicatesitions for certain discourse
functions. This essentially means that movementatimans need to be related to
discourse and informational properties; thereftitere exists functional heads where
discourse related features are encoded and whitlasa@ttractors for syntactic
objects to be merged into their specifier positidgrdlowing Belletti (2004b), Bocci
(2009: 13), it can be observed that the enrichnoérthe inventory of functional
heads can felicitously guarantee both local sintgliof the syntactic computation,
and global simplicity of the architecture of langaaAs for the first aspect, local
simplicity can be represented by the proliferatmnsimple structural units and
repeating the same basic operations of merge awre.afys for the second aspect, the
assumption that scope-discourse features are ealsierthe numeration and drive the
syntactic computation, guaranteeing the simpliofythe interfaces of syntax both
with the conceptual-intentional system and with rpslogy. In essence, the driving
factor of the cartographic framework is ‘a fundama¢imtuition of local simplicity’:
complex structures arise from the proliferatioregfremely simple structural units,
where the simple structural unit is defined byregke syntactically primitive feature.
In this view, every functional head is assumedrtgget a substructure signalling to
the external systems its specific relevant propérhe first putative proposal for a
system of specific functional heads overtly encoileslyntax, can be traced back to
the influential splitcP hypothesis of Rizzi (1997), where it has been algémr the
first time in a systematic way, that the high praiional field must be split into
distinct functional heads, each of which projectitegyown functional layer. This
proposal is crucially convergent with the sameghts beyond the atomization of the
inflectional IP field, and put forward in the early 90s in promih&orks such as
those of Pollock (1989) and Belletti (1990), whetlee distribution of specific
morpho-syntactic particles responsible for tensd agreement on the verbs are
legitimated by distinct affixal heads within. According to Rizzi (1997, 2001, and
related works) thecp area is dominated upward by the Force projectiod a
downward by the Finiteness projection. The firsadhe@ncodes for the type-clause
specification by looking at the higher selectingusture — i.e. a sentence can be a
question, a declarative, an exclamative, a relaiveomparative, an adverbial of a
certain kind — and it can be expressed by overphwogical encoding on the head,

or by becoming hospitability space for operatorvarous kind, as for example in
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declaratives, questions, relatives. The second helates the higher structure with
the lower structure, by providing fniteness speaitiion to the inflectional properties
of IP. Following the standard X-bar schema, the primitstructure is represented
below:

(t12)  ForceP
SN

SN

Force FinP

/\
Fin IP

The need for distinguishing between to differenad® inside thecP system is
felicitously legitimated from the different disttibonal occurrence coming from the
interaction between the position of the Romanceidadization type —CILD — and
different types of prepositional complementizergaducing finite and non-finite
embedded sentences:

(13) a. Credeheloro apprezzerebbero molto il tuo libro

[I] believe that they would appreciate very muclurybook

b. Credache]il tuo libro], loro lo apprezzerebbero molto

[1] believe that your book, they it.CL would appiste a lot

¢. *Credo [il tuo libro],cheloro lo apprezzerebbero molto

[I] believe your book, that they it.CL would appiate a lot

(14) a. Creddi apprezzare molto il tuo libro

[1] believe ‘of' to appreciate your book very much

b. *Credodi [il tuo libro], apprezzarlo molto

[1] believe ‘of your book, to appreciate-it.CL lat
c. Credo [il tuo libro]di apprezzarlo molto

[1] believe ‘of your book, to appreciate-it.CL at
Rizzi, 1997: (9-11)
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The same distributional facts can be equally detefrom the interaction between

CILD and relative operators in Italian:

(15) a. Un uoma cui, [il premio nobel] lo daranno senza’altro

a man to whom, the Nobel Prize [they] it.CL wilte it undoubtedly

b. * Un uomo, [il premio Nobella cuilo daranno senz’altro

a man, the Nobel Prize, to whom [they] it.CL wille undoubtedly

Generalizing the findings above, it is worth conlthg thatche anda cui occupy
respectively the head of Force and its specifignilavdi manifest the finiteness

position:

(t16)  ForceP
N

(acui)
che FinP
PN
N
di IP

Besides the selectional properties expressed by dhee-Finiteness system, the
area can involve other types of processes whichfarly independent form the
constraints on selection. In this sense, the LeftpRery is landing site for different
processes of displacement, motivated by specifapealiscourse properties and
endowed with unambiguous syntactic properties. éddRizzi proposes to place an
optional system of heads encoding these specific scopetdise related features —
preliminary discussed above — between the Forcd~andystem. In these sense, the
notion of syntactic Topic head and syntactic Fdeoeigd are introduced and overtly
encoded in the structural derivation. Both thesadkeprojected their own X-bar
schema and attract elements in their specifief) wibich they instantiate a Spec-
Head agreement motivated by a sharing-feature méxrha Reminiscent of the
standard definition of Topic-Comment in.§the Topic is a preposed element set off
the associated clause by a comma intonation. T¢wmded clause — the Comment —
predicates something about the Topic. The Topic«@ent articulation is
represented below, where the Top head — null dslian, or overtly realized as in
Gungbe (see Aboh, 2004:51) — takes the moved elemeits Spec and the

Comment-predicate in its Complement position:
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(t17)

TopP XP = topic
PN YP = comment
XP Top’
N
Top® YP

In Romance, the topic-comment articulation is tgflicexpressed by the Clitic Left
Dislocation Construction — hencefortiLD (Cinque, 1983, 1990) — which generally
involves a resumptive clitic coreferential with thieslocated topic. In languages
lacking the clitic system — as for example the ksiglanguage — the same displaced
construction is realized by presence of an emptegoay within the associated
sentence, in a fashion similar to that obtainednftbe movement oivh- phrases.
The syntactic and interpretive properties of thds® constructions will be
extensively discussed in Chapgiwhere the analysis of left-dislocated phenomena
will be put in a cross-linguistic perspective. Ebe present moment, two classical

examples are offered below:

(18) Il tuo contrabbasso, lo dovresti dare al lu{gnon al meccanico)

your double bass, [you] it.Cl should give to théhier (not to the mechanic)

(29) Your double bass, you should give t to thhitrt(,not to the mechanic)

In the same way, the Focus system implies prepetadent, bearing focal stress
and introducing new information, whose associatiedise expresses contextually
given information supposed by the speaker to bevknby the hearer. The Focus-
Presupposition (or even ‘background’) articulatisrrepresented below, where the
Foc head takes the moved element in its Spec angréésupposed predicate as its

complement:

(t20)

FocP XP = focus
N YP = presupposition
XP Foc’
N
Foc® YP

The classical Focalization construction for Italeard English is provided below:
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(22) IL CONTRABBASSO dovresti dare al liutaio (, nlenmacchina)
the double bass [you] should give to the luthiest(iine car)

(22) THE DOUBLE BASS you should give to the luthieot the car

From these considerations the bare propositioredd fwill have the following

structural hierarchy:

(23)

ForceP
PN
Force TopP
N
N
Top® FocP
PN
PN
Foc® FinP
N
N
Fin® IP

However, the minimal structure i®3) cannot account for some major properties
differentiating the Topic-Comment system and theusePresupposition one, at least
in Italian. Some opposing properties will be disad below; an implemented

structure of the one proposedis)will be offered later on.

(i) RESUMTIVE CLITIC PRONOUN

CILD involves a resumptive clitic within the associatéause. As it will be shown in
83.2.1it is mandatory in case of dislocated objectsldvwdhg Bocci (2009), if the
object clitic and the past participle co-occur, liger must agree with the object in

gender and number:

(24) A: Quando hai incontrato le sorelle di Gi@nn

When did you meet Gianni’s sisters?
B’: Veronica, la ho incontratgay; +sg Domenica

Veronica [I] her.CL have met on Sunday

B’': * Veronica, ho incontrato Domenica
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Veronica [I] her.CL have met Sunday
Bocci, 2009: (10a-c)

Conversely, focalized constituents cannot undengassime syntactic resumption:

(25) a. IL CONTRABBASSO dovresti dare al liutaim@n la macchina)
the double bass [you] should give to the luthiest(iine car)

b. * IL CONTRABBASSO lo dovresti dare al liutaipron la macchina)
the double bass [you] should give to the luthiest(tine car)

(i) WEAK CROSS-OVER EFFECTS

CILD involves non-quantificational’ dependencies, while Focus involves a genuine
quantificational A* dependency of the same kind assumed vidrmovement.
Following Lasnik & Stowell (1991), the fact thatethatter construction, but not the
former, is sensitive to Weak Cross-over effectdaisen as a fact that the latter

involves same Operator-Variable dependency:

(26) Giannj, suamadre lpha sempre apprezzato (0osv)
Gianni, his mother him.CL always appreciated

27) ?? GIANN] suamadre ha sempre apprezzato (non Piero) (0svVv)

Gianni, his mother always appreciated (not P)ero
(i) UNIQUENESS

While multiple left-dislocated topics are possibtee same freedom is far more
restricted for focalized constituents, where cosgBt, only one topic is possible for

each sentence:

(28) Di vestiti, a me, Gianni, in quel negozianon mi ce ne ha mai
of clothes to me Gianni in that shop [he] NEG to@iethere.CL of-them.CL have ever
comprati
bought
Cinque, 1990: 58

(29)  * A GIANNI IL LIBRO dard (non a Piero, l'articol)
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to John the book [I] will give (not to Piero, thedk)

Moreover, manipulating the interaction between dopand focus, several

permutations are possible:

(30) a. Credo che a Gianni, QUESTO, domani, gli mwmo dire
C Top Foc opr IP

[1] believe that to Gianni, THIS, tomorrow whould say

b. Credo che domani, QUESTO, a Gianni gli dovrendin®

C Top Foc Top IP

¢. Credo che domani, a Gianni, QUESTO gli dovrendin®
C Top Top Foc IP

d. Credo che a Gianni, domani, QUESTO gli dovrendin®
C Top Top Foc P

e. Credo che QUESTO, a Gianni, domani, gli dovnendire
C Foc Top Top IP

f. Credo che QUESTO, domani, a Gianni, gli dovrentine
C Foc Top Top IP

This distributional pattern necessarily indicatlkatttopic projections are recursive
and can both precede and follow the focus phraskirther implementation to the

structure int23)is indeed required:

(t31)

ForceP
SN
Force TopP*
/\
Top° FocP
N
SN
Foc®  TopP*
N
Top® FinP
PN
N
Fin°® IP

where * stands for recursive.

23



(iv) COMPATIBILITY WITH WH-ELEMENTS

In main questions, topics can occur without anyrdegtion, in the ordeTop>wh
Conversely, Focus is not compatible with-operators:

(32) a. A Gianni, che cosa gli hai detto?
to Gianni, what did [you] to-him.CL tell
b. * Che cosa, a Gianni, gli hai detto?

what to Gianni, did [you] to-him tell

(33) a.* A GIANNI che cosa hai detto?
b. * Che cosa A GIANNI hai detto?

(v) DISTRIBUTION WITH INT-ELEMENTS (Rizzi, 2001)

A further refinement on the internal distributioi wh-elements with respect to
topics and focus has been made after the intranluct a specific wh-head labelled
Int(errogative), responsible for example for thecaahing of the complementizer
introducing embedded yes/no questiaes(‘if’). Contrarily to che (‘that’) and di

(‘of’) discussed before, topics can both precedkfaliow thesecomplementizer:

(34) a. Mi chiedo questo contrabbasso se il liukaiabbia riparato Top>Int

| wonder this double bass if the luthier it.G4s repaired

b. Mi chiedo se questo contrabbasso il liutaiabdbia riparato Int>Top

The same does not hold for Focus:

(35) a.?? Michiedo QUESTO CONTRABBASSO se il liatabbia preparato Foc>Int
| wonder this double bass if the luthias repaired
b. Mi chiedo se QUESTO CONTRABBASSO il liutaio ablpreparato Int>Foc

The same results are confirmed from the observatianh special classes of wh-
elements hosted ii$pec, IntP]—- such aperché(‘why’) and come mai(‘*how comes’)

show the same distributional patterns.
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(viy ADVERBS (Rizzi, 2004b)

In Rizzi (1997) adverbs are assumed to fill regtd@ic positions, like classical topic
elements. However, they differ from the latter gneisce they do not require a
connection with the previous discourse context, dhenot preced&h-operators,
they do not give rise to adjacency effects in sttbgxtraction, they do not give rise
to island effects. For this reason a specific reigerMod head is introduced:

(36) A: Che cosa € successo?

what happened?

B: Improvvisamente, la polizia stradale ha faioriautobus per Roma
suddenly, the road policy stopped the bus to Rome

B’: # L’autobus per Roma, lo ha fermato la poligieadale
the bus to Rome, it.CL stopped the policelroa

o

(37) ?7? Improvvisamente, chi é tornato a casa?

Suddenly, who went home

b. Il mio contrabbasso, chi lo ha preso?

my double bass, who took it

(38) a. This is the luthier who I think that, tormaw, t will repair your double bass

Q

b. * This is the luthier who | think that, yououble bass, t will repair tomorrow

(39) a. Questo ¢ il contrabbasso che, ieri, hoapmdil liutaio
this is the double bass that yesterday [I] brouighthe luthier

b. ? Questo € il contrabbasso che, al liutaichglportato ieri
this is the double bass that to the luthigtgthim.CL brought yesterday

Concluding from the observations above, furtheregnations of the structure
proposed int31) can be proposed, in a way that closely resemblg shperficial
order of the occurring elements in the high serdgeperiphery. While the Force-
Finiteness system still sandwiches trdield, much more extensions are required in
the middle of it:
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(t40)

ForceP

SN
Force TopP*
SN
Top® IntP (Rizzi, 2001)
PN
N
Int® TopP*
PN
Top°®  FocP
N
Foc® ModP* (Rizzi, 2004b)
PN
SN
Mod° TopP*
PN
Top® FinP
N
Fin® IP

While extensive work has been spent on the detecidhe exact cartographic
distribution of specific elements in the high péepy, since the pioneering work of
Rizzi (1997), and on the investigation of dedicalestourse-related features overtly
identified in the computational linguistic mechanis the highcp field, it is only in
very recent times (Cecchetto, 1999; Belletti, 2@0M much related works), and
especially on the bases of the new insightful sstjges beyond the Phase Theory
(Chomsky, 2001) that the same attention has begarallel turned to the so-called
low peripheral system involved in the internal anéep.

The idea that some interpretive properties detentethe local space of the high
periphery actually mirror the existence of the sauraperties in the lowP periphery
is here taken as central point throughout the atiss®rk, since the main aim beyond
the present analysis is the attempt of showing tngbositive answer to that
mirroring-existence is indeed cross-linguisticadlgitimated.
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Chapter 3

On the high Topic field

3.0 Introduction

The major purpose beyond the present chapterrliéisei evaluation of potential
cross-linguistic correlations within specific paws fronting phenomena, which are
overtly identifiable in the grammar and fairly pradive across Romance languages
and Germanic languages. A first parallel in thiesgeis here drawn between two
well-established topic constructions commonly asstito be pragmatically similar
even though syntactically different, and namelg, Romance Clitic Left Dislocation
construction (hencefortlGILD), in (1), and the English Topicalization construction
(ETOP) in (2). A second evaluation will correlate the Hanging i€dpeft Dislocation
construction YTLD) in (3) with the English Left Dislocation constructioBL) in (4),

both assumed to share an equivalent interpretipeitn

(1) [Atuo fratello], nongli hanno ancora dato il visto
to your brother, (they) NEG to-him.CL have yegiven the visa
Cinque, 1983: (2)

(2) [This one] she accepted
Huddleston & Pullum, 2002: (4i)

(3) [Tuo fratello], invece, lui si che aveva sempre fame
your brother, however, him yes that was alwaysgy
Cinque, 1983: (1)
(4) [That money | gave hei}, must have disappeared

Huddleston & Pullum, 2002: (4vi)

NOTE: the dislocated phrases are conventionally ethrwith square brackets, the ‘resumptive’
elements are iitalics
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Inspired by various works on related issues (sughGinque, 1977, 1983,
1990; Rizzi, 1997, 2001, 2002; Belletti, 2004, 20P808; van Riemsdijk & Zwarts,
1974; Rodman, 1974; Hirschbuhler, 1974; Beninca defo, 2004; Cruschina,
2008; Frascarelli & Hinterhdlzl, 2008; Bocci, 2009allduvi, 1992; Lambrecht,
1994; Villalba, 2000;inter alia), the typological setting adopted here aims at
accounting for both the syntactic and the intemeetproperties thought to be
discriminating factors in the parametric variatioanyhow assuming the left
periphery of the sentence as being the interfaeekb&tween grammar and context
(Rizzi, 1997, 2001, 2004, Belletti, 2001, 2004)n@lie (1983: 94) is enlightenirigy

this respect :

‘in introducing each construction, [...] isfiould mine] be seen that one and the same
import or function can be realized in two languad®stwo quite different syntactic
means and that, on the other hand, one and the sartactic construction can have
two quite different pragmatic functions (either the same language or in two
different languages). In other worddere appears to be no one-to-one relation
between the notion of pragmatic construction aredrthtion of syntactic construction
[...] Under this view, they are simply a clusterinfjformal syntactic components
which interact together and provide the formaliesdion of a functional or pragmatic

unit.’

Moving from these basic considerations, a rigoranalysis will turn out to have
crucial consequences from a cross-linguistic petsge in the moment the
typological setting below will be mirrored to theght, and specifically when the
attention will be focused on those non-canonicanamena involving post-posed
constructions and defined negatively as being quantitative subset relation with

those found to the left.

Before entering into the core of the analysis, @iminary paragraph (83.1) is
dedicated to some introductory notes concerningigus attempts and first broad
classifications found in the literature — at leagt,to Cinque (1977). In this way, it
will be briefly shown the way three major aspectsissue turn out to hold a

fundamental role for the following analysis, namely

(@) The nature of the dislocated element
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(b)  The nature of the resumptive element (either @v null)

(c) The nature of the relation between them

The chapter then follows with the description o€ thyntactic and interpretive
properties found for Romana#.D, which will be continuously compared with those
available foreToR, in 8.3.2. The analysis of the independent statusr(LD) will be
investigated in 8.3.3, as a Romance counterpagtdf A summary of the previous

findings will be finally provided in 8.3.4.

3.1.1 Defining oppositions: early observations ofonting variation

At least since Ross (1967/1986) — still assumeblet@mne of the first and most
influential works dealing with constraints on treorsations — the mechanisms
involved in the (English) Topicalization constracti have never been considered of
such a great complexitygToP is simply described as a rule of tbleoppingtype —
shortly defined — relating the sentencgsywith the one in@) @nd leaving drace
co-indexed with the moved elemendmphasis mine assuming traces not been

introduced yet)

(5) [Sarah Bernstei] many boys would like to kiss)Xt
Rodman , 1974: (2)

(6) Many people would like to kiss Sarah Bernstein
Rodman , 1974: (1)

As for Left-Dislocation constructions, things arbiamore difficult to tacklé€.
Cross-linguistically, the common property definthgm, lies in the fact that a phrase

— generallyNPs with a large amount of variability across langemg- linearly

® The English version is the only one taken into ant@uRoss (1967/1986).

4 As seen in Chapter 1, the term “(Left/Right) Dislidea” is attributed to Maurice Gross (1934-
2001) as credited by Ross (1967/1986: 253; fn.A8)lightly different expression for the same
denotata Left/Right Detachment, has been attributed by Lacihtr (1996: 353; fn. 39) to Bally
(1932) who analyzes detachment constructions ictiomal terms as structures which precede the
emergence of canonical structures in the evolwidanguage.
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occupies the first position in the sentence and sbane sort of anaphoric element
possibly relates it — i.e., connects it — with the seot¢eit shares formal and
interpretive properties. To some extent, this deedaresumptive’ element acts in
the same way the dislocated element would as vas in its original position
(Cinque, 1983; van Riemsdijk, 1997; Villalba, 200Qpnversely, the problematic
issue is that the resumptive element may be a dlitbnoun in languages like
Spanish or ltalian (cf. example) above), a regular personal pronoun as in English

(cf. examplga4)), or a demonstrative pronoun as in Dughshown below:

@) [Haar paper]dat heeft mijn zusje gisteren pas ingeleverd

her paper, it has my sister yesterday only handed-i

In Ross (1967/1986: 422), the Engligh is seen as a distinctive example of the
copying rule type, considered to be a pronoun-copying tapart (or pronoun-
leaving version in Rodman, 1974) of the rule assumed to be atkworthe
topicalization construction above (cf. Ross, 196868 209; Lakoff, 1969; Postal,
1971). The distinction between copying transfororai and chopping

transformations, is offered below:

(def: 1 = 6.138)

If the structural index of a transformation hasems, a, &, ...a, it is a reordering
transformation if its structural change has anyaa its K' term, or if a is adjoined to

its K" term, where i =/ k.

If a transformation reorders;aand its structural change substitutes the idgn{itull)
element or someai =/ k, for the " term of the structural index, the transformatisn i
a chopping transformationOther reordering transformations are callezbpying

transformations.

Adopting this distinction, the two formal represatiins of the two fronting

constructions, are shown below:

CHOPPING RULE Topicalization
(Ross’s 4.185)
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X - NP - Y
1 2 3 OPTIONAL ====>
2#[1 0 3]

Note: ‘#[...]’ denotes Chomsky Adjunction to the lostenode dominating the elements contained in

the brackets

This rule is supposed to be at work convertingser@ence i) in the one ing):

(8) I'm going out to ask Bill to make the old geetake upthese pointsater
Ross, 1967/1986: (4.86a)

(9) [These points] I'm going to ask Bill to make thie geezer take up later
Ross, 1967/1986: (4.86b)

COPYING RULE Left Dislocation
(Ross’s 6.126)

X - NP - Y
1 2 3 OPTIONAL ====>
2#[1 2 3]
+ PRO

Again, the rule above should convert the strucimr@o) in any of the structures in
(11-18)
(10) The man my father works with in Boston is gotogtell the police that that traffic

expert has set that traffic light on the corneiofrk Street far too slow
Ross, 1967/1986: (6.127)

(11) [The man my father works with in Bostohgis going to tell the police that that traffic
expert has set that traffic light on the corneMofrk Street far too slow
Ross, 1967/1986: (6.128a)

(12) [My father], the mame works with in Boston is going to tell the polideat that traffic

expert has set that traffic light on the corneMofrk Street far too slow
Ross, 1967/1986: (6.128b)

31



(13) [(In) Boston], the man my father works withere is going to tell the police that that
traffic expert has set that traffic light on thermer of Murk Street far too slow
Ross, 1967/1986: (6.128c¢)

(14) [The police], the man my father works with imdBon is going to tethemthat that
traffic expert has set that traffic light on thermer of Murk Street far too slow Ross,
1967/1986: (6.128d)

(15) [The traffic expert], the man my father workighain Boston is going to tell the police
thathe has set the traffic light on the corner of Murkest far too slow
Ross, 1967/1986: (6.128e)

(16) [The traffic light on the corner of Murk Strgethe man my father works with in
Boston is going to tell the police that the trafixpert has set far too slow
Ross, 1967/1986: (6.128f)

(17) [The corner of Murk Street], the man my fatherks with in Boston is going to tell
the police that that traffic expert has set thafit light therefar too slow
Ross, 1967/1986: (6.128Q)

(18) [Murk Street], the man my father works withBoston is going to tell the police that
that traffic expert has set the traffic lightt the corner there/on that corngar too slow
Ross, 1967/1986: (6.128h)

From this analysis, bothLD andeTOP are, then, assumed to be movement rules, the
only difference being that the former shows someé ebpronominal copy of the
moved element — leaving behind a pronoun to magkptbsition in the sentence that
the fronted\P used to occupy (as in Ross, 1973b: 553, omlaste-markelin Ross,
1967/1986: 421) — while the latter does not.

A second finding put forward in Ross (1967/1986)the observation that
topicalization, and chopping rules in general,fargject to some specific constraints
operating on movement — namely, the Complex NouagghConstrainiCNPC),the
Sentential Subject Constrai(8sc) the Coordinate Structure Constrajasc) The
same observation does not hold for Bu®, given the fact thatNPC, Sscandcsc

are completely absent in the copying constructiGpecifically:
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SENTENTIAL SUBJECT CONSTRAINT (SSC)
(def: 2 =4.254)

No element dominated by an S may be moved ouato§th that node S is dominated
by an NP which itself is immediately dominated by S
(19) *[My father], | hardly ever sefe] and my mother when they are not glaring at ealsérot

(20) [My father], I hardly ever seeim and my mother when they are not glaring at ealérot

COMPLEX NOUN PHRASE CONSTRAINT (CNPC)
(def: 3 =4.20)

No element contained in a sentence dominated byua phrase with a lexical head

noun may be moved out of that noun phrase by afivamation.

(21) * [My father], the marfe] works with in Boston is going to tell the polideat that traffic
expert has set the traffic light on tlhener of Murk Street far too slow

(22) [My father], the mame works with in Boston is going to tell the polideat that traffic expert

has set the traffic light on the corner of Murkegtrfar too slow

COORDINATE STRUCTURE CONSTRAINT (CSC)
(def: 4 =4.84)

In a coordinate structure, no conjunct may be moved may any element contained

in a conjunct be moved out of that conjunct.

(23) *[My father], thafe] has lived here all his life is well-known to thepso
(24) [My father], thah€s lived here all his life is well-known to the cop

Finally, a further improvement of Ross’s theorythe discovery that botBLD
and ETOP occur in main clausesnly. This observation is initially worked out in
Emonds (1970) who detects some general princi@ssicting the format of both
transformational and phrase-structure rules. Theiak point in this sense is that
transformations necessarily belong to one of the fallowing types: (1) Root

Transformations(RT, also Main Clause PhenomensiCP; cf. Heycock, 2002;
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Haegeman, 2004nd(2) Structure-Preserving TransformatiqseTy. As for the first
point, a RT is one in which any constituents moved, inserted,copied is
immediately dominated by a root in the derived dtite {bid: 10), the root being
either the highest S in the tree — the root ofpghiase structure —, an S immediately
dominated by the highest S, or the reported Srectdiscourse. ConverselysaTis
one in which any constituent is moved, inserted;apied in a position that a phrase
structure rule — motivated independently of thengfarmation in question — can
generate. From this analysis, ba&hopPandELD are considered to be part of tRE
class — subsuming the rather traditional obsermahat main clauses exhibit a wider
variety of non-canonical structures than most erdbddclause types generally do
(cf. Emonds, 2004: 75):

(25) Our daughter we re proud of

(26) * We are going to the school play becausedauighters we are proud of
(27) Jane, she visits this park every weekend

(28) * He doesn't like the park that Jane, shetvisvery weekend

However, since the seminal work of Hooper & ThompétO73) this last claim has
been partially discarded, by instead proposing ithajuite a large set of embedded
contexts — those associated with a semantic naifofassertion’ — the fronting

occurrence is indeed possible:

(29) The inspector explained that each part he kathimed very carefully
(30) Carl told me that this book, it has the resipeit

The existence of a range of syntactic phenomenaevhpplication is restricted
to root clauses and embedded clauses with roaiatests will be explicitly made
prominent in Chapter 5, once the positional crasguistic asymmetries between

Romance dislocations and English dislocations vgltaken into account.

Turning back to the similar structural change psgebforETOP andELD, once
GB Theory (Reinhart 1976; Chomsky 1981; 1986; amrpduces the idea that some

> Emonds also proposes a third category of transfionm that he calls Minor Movement
Transformation(MmmT, also Local Transformatiopsdealing with adjacent constituents, i.e. Affix

Hopping.
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formal properties of language — such as the CasggAsient requirement — are
specified through the application of abstract sgtntarelations, and that particular
conditions on co-indexing between referents andsela of anaphoric elements —
reflexives, pronouns and referential expressionare at work in the course of the
derivation, the movement analysis becomes too vieakDs, thus challenging the
idea of an optional distribution of the resumptelement. In this way, the structural
relations between fronted phrase and referentiedgghis reassessed: their relation
becomes, at the same time, diagnostically appe&binthe proposal of aomehow
different derivation forLDs, and formally operative in considering the prismati
aspect of the resumptive element as a superficiahifestation of different
phenomena within the same range Lok (at least, since Cinque, 1977). Thus,

following van Riemsdijk (1997), two non-trivial isss are raised at this point:

(1) the attempt of collapsing the two rules>-and Topicalization — into a single
rule with an option in the Structural Change (Rodm&974) to leave behind a
pronoun, becomes inadmissible, and

(2) both resumptive elements and dislocated constduetaying a crucial role in
the Binding Theory, should be re-thought on bothirtlstructural and interpretive

properties, so as to explain parametric variatidhinwthe same range abs.

As for the first point, a plain distinction betweebs and Topicalization has
already been suggested in some pre-eighties watk®re a base-generation
hypothesis (often referred as timell hypothesisi.e. the generation of fronted
elements in the base) is generally favoured ovaoaement analysis for the former
case. According to van Riemsdijk and Zwarts (1984l Hirschbuhler (1974), for
example, a copying hypothesis turns out to be prohtic in many respects. For the
seek of concreteness, it will be mentioned here thus case of epithets and V2 in
Dutch. As for the first phenomenon, the problemsesi when new classes of
expressions are taken into account and the roléheplace-markerpronoun is
replaced with other kinds of admissible expressi@wnsider, for instance, the case
of the sentences below, where the standardn (31) is compared with specific
epithetic expressions — crucially assumed to bectyr inserted from the lexicon into
the syntactic computation — listed(82) - (33):
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(31) [Dat portret], ik geloof niedat hij het nog heeft
That portrait | don't think that he still has it
van Riemsdijk & Zwarts, 1974: (1a)

(32) [Paul], ik geloof dat Piet net een partijtifthgevochten metie idiot
Paul, | think that Pete just a fight hasdbti  with that idiot
van Riemsdijk & Zwarts, 1974: (4a)

(33) [Marie], dat wijf vermoord ik nog eens
Mary, that shrew will kill | someeg
van Riemsdijk & Zwarts, 1974: (4c)

In these cases, it is actually anomalous to assbateopen-class items, likdie
idiot in (32) and dat wijf in (33) can be transformationally introduced in the
grammatical configuration of the sentence as copi@slevantxPsmoved to the left
periphery, rather than being generated from the.bas for the second case in
Dutch clearly violates thev2 principle. Consider, for instance, the opposition

between34)and(35), on the basis aBeé):

(34) Haar paper heeft mijin zusje gisteren ingeleverdnesh vakantie te kunnen

Her paper has my sister yesterday given in tolide #o go on holidays

(35) Haar paper, ik geloof niet dat mijn zusje &ldteeft ingeleverd

Her paper, | don't think that my sister has alreagiyen in

(36) Mijin zusje heeft gisteren haar paper ingaldvam met vakantie te kunnen

My sister has her paper yesterday given in to de &bgo on holidays

Assuming that any fronting of any constituent caube verb to appear to the left of
the subject — unless the constituent fronted isstiigect itself (van Riemsdijk and
Zwarts, 1974: 19) — the sentencgdn) clearly disobeys the strie2 principle since
the verb is linearly in the third position and teabject precedes it. A related
observation against a movement analysis — evengthowt conclusive here, but
crucial in Cinque (1977) — is found for case-magkin German, for which it is

asserted that in cases li{gs):
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it seems safe to assume that case-marking is deutlarespect to the choice between
the transformational and PSR treatment of (R%Z: 28):

(37) [Der Anna]der méchte ich nicht mehr begegnen

Ann, her want | no longer meet

(38) [Die Anne/*Der Anna], ich habe lange nicht iihit gesprochen

Ann (Nom)/*(Dat), | have a long time not with heokpn

Deeper insights in the same spirit come from Rodifi®74), who crucially —
and arguably for the first time — implements thevowus suggestions, by considering
the interpretive nature of fronted elements as mavioging argument against the
existence of a movement rule fiavs. His fundamental intuition lies in the fact that
when a topic is well-established in the discouitsean be topicalized — as {n0) —
but it cannot be left-dislocated — as (#1). The reverse also holds: a topic not
previously established can be left-dislocated —irag42), but not so naturally,

topicalized — as i43).

(39) Speaker A: What can you tell me abaoftrf?

(40) Speaker B: [John] Mary kissed

(41) * [John] Mary kissechim

(42) Speaker B: Nothing. But [Bill], Mary kisséxim
(43) Nothing. * But [Bill] Mary kissed

Adopting this intuition from Chafe (1972), Rodmarefides LD simply as a
thematizing operation (discourse grammar phenomenonChomsky, 1975) used
by speakers who want to make central to the diseoan element not yet subject to
pronominalization, and that a transformational gsial for the phenomenon is not
just inconclusive, but completely inadequate. Caeisthe list of sentencess)-(50)

below:

(44) [Sarah Bernstein], many boys would like tcskisr
Rodman, 1974: (3)
(45) [Those petunias], when did Joanne pthat®

® This sentence would be ungrammatical under a wamsttional hypothesis, given Emonds (1970):
“No two preposing Root Transformations may apptpésame S{i.e. Wh-Question Preposimus LD)
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Rodman, 1974: (10)

(46) [Speaking of Sarah Bernstein], many boys wdilkkelto kissher
Rodman, 1974: (29)

47 [Bill, Sue and that damn snakkgtold her to getit out of their sleeping bag
Rodman, 1974: (30)

(48) [As for the flat tire], John explained thaeta had been nails on the ground
Rodman, 1974: (37)

(49) [Restaurants], the situation’s hopeless ingehéalill
Rodman, 1974: (39)

(50) [Fisch], ich esse Hering am liebsten
Rodman, 1974: (61)

On the bases of the sentences above, it seemsingnipt suggest that the only
possible way for collapsing together the underlyimgchanisms at work, would be to
hypothesize a phrase structure rule like the falgwwhere the dislocated element

is simply generated in its superficial position

(def: 5 = 46):
S'=>(X)NPS S
T
(X) NP S
where:

S’ is the ‘start symbol’
NP is the thematized topic of S

X is any kind of assorted expression sucBesaking of, as for, it's funny about

" Compare with:
(2) * Bill, Sue, that damn snake, he told her tbigeut of their sleeping bag
(2) * Mary, John, she likes him (Postal 1971, 1f8617)

® The same solution is proposed in Hirschbiihler (183tthe French sentences below:

(1) [Paul], Pierre s’est battu avec lui
Paul, Pierre had a fight with him

(2) [Paul], Pierre vient se battre avec cettidio
Paul, Peter has just fought with that idiot

(3) [Lachasse a I'étudiant], je pense que l&cpa toujours considéré cette activité comme un

sport trés agreable
Student-hunting, | think the police have alwaysstered that activity as a pleasant sport
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As a preliminary conclusion, Chomsky (1977) conmeshe following proposal:
there is aropICposition outside of and there is an associated proposition — an open
sentence — which says something about the topi€opicalization, the element in
TOPis matched by the movement to the adjacempP of a corresponding/h-phrase
(the wh-phrase being later deleted, as in the cases opamtived):; in LD, no
movement role is involved, the pronoun being bamgegated and freely referring
with the lefthand phrase. Assuming then, thdtmovement has the following
characteristics (87: def. 49),

- itleaves a gap

- where there is a bridge, there is an apparenttidgolaf Subjacency, PiC
(Propositional-Island Condition) ars$c(Specified Subject Condition)

- it observexNPCc(Complex Noun Phrase Constraint)

- it observesvh-island constraints

topicalization is the result o/h-movement,LD is not, as clearly evident from the
finding below, where only the sentence(sn) violates the condition of double wh-

movement to the left:

(51) * John, who do you think saw
(52) (As for) John, who do you think saw him
Chomsky, 1977: (83c-84c)

Turning now briefly to the second point here auess- namely, the range of
variability within LDs (cf. again, the alternate distribution of the maptive elements
in (1), (4) and (7) above) — a first fundamental recapitulation is @tk in Cinque
(1977), whose seminal contribution has represerdedruitful input in the
understanding of the cross-linguistic variation.afiting the data discussed so far to
French, Italian and German, he indeed comes tdékaed conclusion that lefthand

NPs inside LDs necessarily enter into two quite distinct congioms, therefore

° Rule (47)wh-phrase becomes null. The idea is taken from samestandard American English,
allowing such kind of construction (taken from Brag, 1972)John is taller tharjwhat] Mary is

19 A phrase cannot move from position Y to positiofoX conversely):
W Xen[ge g Yol ] X L where o and are cyclic nodes; IP and NP in English.
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partially rejecting the previous generalized asgiong of a based-generation

uniformity across different languages.

In the specific case, only the sentenc&— called Hanging Topic Left Dislocation
from now ort' — and the one in55) — a classicalLlD — overtly violate sub-
categorization and Case selection, being for #son fully consistent with a base-
generation hypothesis of the topic to the leftlofwed by the pronominalization of
the coreferentiallP to the right — if there is any +b{d: 411). Conversely, the one in
(54) — lately callecciLD for the mandatory requirement of the resumptiviecahside

the sentence — will be the result of a copying agien of some soft:

(53) a. [Mes fils], jensuis fier
b. [l miei figli], nesono fiero
My children, I am proud of them

(54) a. [Del*A mes fils], ensuis fier
b. [Dei/*Ai miei figli], nevado fiero
Off*To my children, | am proud of them

(55) a. [Der Professor], sie lobtdgm
The professor, they praised him
b. [Der Professor], sie schmeichelitbm

The professor, they flattered him

From this preliminary asymmetry, clear evidencethe same spirit comes from
impossibility of subject dropping in Italian whehet subject pronouns are used in

contrastive environments6)-(57):

(56) A: Sai che tuo cugino mi ha telefani@ti per dirmi che ha trovato un
bell’appartamento a Roma?
Do you know that your cousin called me up yestetdagll me that he found
a nice apartment in Rome?
B: Ma guarda. Giorgjpsapevo chero; voleva andare a stare in campagna.

Oh really!? Giorgio, | used to know that he wantedjo and live in the country.

1 Cinque (1977) attributes the term Hanging Topiélexander Grosuijljid:. 406).

12 Not movement component at all, in Cinque, 1988 11
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(57) A: Sai che Maria & andata a stare da GiadgRmma?
You know that Maria has gone to live with GiorgicRome?
B: Ah Giorgio, sapevo cHai voleva andare a stare in campagna da lei

Ah, Giorgio, | used to know that he wanteda and live in the country.

Contemporaneously, the same asymmetric outcomeébeagrsily detectable in the
different behaviour the two constructions show wigélspect to Island Constraints,
which theHTLD in (59) seem to be exempt of, and the opposite ban witfentdo the

Embedded Clauses as the oneg6m)-(61), which conversely do not prove to be

problematic forCILDs:

(58) [* A Giorgio], ieri ho conosciuto la ragazzhegli ha scritto quelle insolenze

To Giorgio, yesterday | met the girl who wroteghdansolent words to him

(59) [Giorgio], ieri ho conosciuto la ragazza cliehg scritto quelle insolenze

Giorgio, yesterday | met the girl who wrote thassalent words to him

(60) Ho I'impressione che a Paglsappiate benissimo chidghia scritto
I've got the impression that to Paglgou don’t know very well who wrote to him

(61) * Ho I'impressione che Pagl@appiate benissimo chi ghia scritto

I've got the impression that Paglgou don’t know very well who wrote to him

Correlating then all the findings above with theotmon-trivial issues raised at the
beginning of this section — again, the necessitg derivational distinction between
Topicalization and.Ds form one side, and the possibility of a furtheffedience
detectable within the same range obs, from one other — highly crucial
consequences can be subsumed for a cross-lingaisimination. In this sense, at
least three different constructions can be isolated further compared: the
Topicalization construction, peculiar to the Engllanguage; theILD construction
which overlaps to some extent with the former amsthldishes with it a first
oppositional pair; theiTLD construction with totally overlaps with the clasdiLD
analyzed for English since Ross (1967), thus fogmmth the latter a second

oppositional pair. In the remaining of this chaptesth the pairs listed above will be
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contrasted in turn and consequently evaluatedhisigense trying to focus on both

their syntactic and their interpretive properties.

3.2.1 Clitic Left Dislocation and the status of EOP.

Syntactic properties

A prototypical example ofILD is given in(62):

(62) Giannijo hanno gia chiamato
John, him.CL [they] have already cdlle

Note: ‘,;" does not mean that some sort of intomatidoreak is involved

CILD involves a non-vocative detached X&dnni) in the left periphery of the
sentence and a resumptive clitic) (= agreement markgdinked with it, within the
sentence itselfThe clitic complies with all the functions the dishte element would
have done if it had not been displaced. The unohgrlgyntactic structure is given
below:

(63) XPR[s... CUAGR..]

According to Villalba (2000) many languages amomg Romance family show
the same syntactic phenomenon: French (Postal,)1@®dcitan (Sauzet, 1989);
Spanish; Catalan; Galician (Alvarez et al., 198&)rtuguese (Mateus et al., 1983);
Romanian (Motapanyane, 198%)Among the lItalian varieties, one may fiod.Ds

in:

(64) La littera, Maria I'at dza mandata (Sardinian)
the letter, Mary it.CL has already sent

(65) A Giuvanni, ci haju a dari un libbru ¢Hian)

to John [l] to-him.CL have to give a book

'3 The list proposed in Villalba (2000) also includesbanese Arabic (Aoun & Benmamoun, 1998);
Modern Greek (Anagnostopoulou, 1997); Tzutujil @&s, 1992); Chichewa (Bresnan & Mchombo,
1987); Mohawk, Nahuatl, Gunwinjguan, Wichita, Chiake, Ainu, Tanoan languages (Baker, 1996).
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(66) A bulletta, I'add d3ia pavata (Napoletan)
The bill, [I] it.CL have already paid

A clear examination of the specific syntactic pndigs characterizing@ILD will
be determining in a twofold way, both when compaxeith those properties
available foretopand when compared with those ones availableifgrD). As for
the first case, it will be shown thatL.D andeTordiffer at least in two main respects:
the non availability for the latter of iterativeOP projections, and the different
distribution of the resumptive element — a clitiomoun forCIiLD and an empty
category foreETOP. As for the second case, the difference are evere rsharp, the
latter showing no connectedness effects, neith@ndssensitivity. The analysis will
mainly follow those proposed in Cinque (1977, 198390), Beninca (1988),
Beninca & Poletto (2004), Rizzi (1997, 2001), Milia (2000), Belletti (2004, 2008).

The main syntactic properties are here analyzédrim

(i) Any maximal projection can be left dislocatedPs, PPs, APs, VPs, CPs

(67) [\ Il libro], dovresti darlo a Paolo

the book, [you]should give-it.CL to Paul

(68) [p Di quel problema], ne abbiamo discusso accanitsertetto il pomeriggio
about that problem, of-it.CL [we] have disceddiercely the whole afternoon

(69) [+ Intelligente], sicuramente non lo € mai stata

clever, definitely [$ideg it.CL has ever been

(70) [ve Rinchiuso in gabbia], non lo € mai stato

Locked in a cage, [he]NegCL has ever been

(72) [cp Che il problema non sia facile], lo dicono tutti

That the problem is not easy, it.CL says everybody

The same holds for English:

(72) [\e Hardbacks], | wouldn’t lend to Mark (not to John)
DCPSE (DI-B09 0087)

43



(73) [pp Of that problem], we discussed the whole aftern@an just yesterday)

(74) [xp Canon], he is (not that he would be)
DCPSE (DI-B23 0207)

(75) [ve Locked in a cage], he has never been (not thatdutdwike to be)

(76) [ce That no one was there], he said to Mark (not tajJoh

(i) There is no (theoretical) limit to the numbeir dislocated phrases in Italian; the

same does not hold for English:

(77) [A Giannij, [di questo libro], non gliene hanno mai parlato
to Gianni  of this book [theyg@ito-him of it have ever talked
Beninca & Poletto, 2004: (35b)

(78) [A Giorgiol,, [io],, [un lavoro}, non posso offrirglielo
to Giorgio | ajob [lI] Neg canfef to-him.CL-it.CL
adapted from Beninca et al., (1988)
(79) [Di vestitil, [a me}, [Giannik, [in quel negozia} non mi ce ne ha mai comprati
clothes to me Gianni in that shitye] Neg to-me.CL there.CL of them.CL ever
has bought

Cinque, 1990: 58

(80) * [Your book], [to John}, you should give

(iii) In case of multiple dislocated phrases, tiwdering is fre&":

(81) [A Roberto], [il cappello}, glielo ha nascosto Maria
to Roberto  the hat to-him.CL it.CdshMaria hidden

(82) [Il cappello}, [a Roberto] glielo ha nascosto Maria

' This proposal - found in Villalba, (2000) - is higlcontroversial: assuming a one-to-one relation
between position and function, Beninca & Polettd0d), propose a strict hierarchy between classes
of topic constituents, where HT(LD)s always precedeDS. In the same spirit, Frascarelli &
Hinterholzl (2007) introduce a topic-splitting hytpesis, where a different hierarchy is indeed
proposedaboutness/shifting topic > contrastive topic > féiani topics. This last proposal is taken up
again in 83.2.2.3
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(83) [Di vestiti];, [a me}, [Gianni}, [in quel negozig} non mi ce ne ha mai comprati (= 79)
(84) [Gianni}, [di vestiti];, [a me}, [in quel negoziq} non mi ce ne ha mai comprati
(85) [A me}, [di vestiti];, [Gianni], [in quel negoziq} non mi ce ne ha mai comprati

(86) [In quel negoziq] [di vestiti;, [a me}, [Giannik, non mi ce ne ha mai comprati

(iv) The dislocated phrase can occur at the fafntirtually any subordinate clause
type, in Italian. As for English, this point willebexplicitly stressed in Chapter 5,
when the cross-linguistic evidence to the left whlow clear asymmetries between
classes of embedded sentences, some of whichuygtammatical, some of which

are not (cf. Hooper & Thompson, 1973):

(87) Non so chi, [questo libro], potrebbe recepgitr domani
[I] don’t know who this book couldview-it.CL for tomorrow
Cinque, 1990: 58

(88) Mi sembra che, [a Giorgio], nessuno gli abh& parlato male
to-me it seems that to Giorgio anybody to-himdwex spoken ill (of)
adapted from Beninca et al., (1988)

(89) Le bambine giocavano in giardino, quando [Mjrideanno riportato a casa

the little girls were playing in tigarden, when Mark, [they] him.CL brought home

(90) The inspector explained that each part he Xani@ed very carefully
Hooper & Thompson, 1973: 50

(91) It appears that this book he read thoroughly
Hooper & Thompson, 1973: 92

(92) * | resent the fact that each part he had#oréne carefully
Hooper & Thompson, 1973: 109

(v) The resumptive element is necessarily of thie type; its presence is obligatory
for lefthand direct or partitiveiPs, while it is optional for the other phrases ifiéa.
The English counterpart selects an empty catedéojiowing Rizzi (1997: 293;
Cinque, 1990: 73) the parametrical option lies e different device the two
languages use in the seeking of the antecedentomtefl constructions: a null
anaphoric operator in English, a clitic pronourtatian (cf. also Calabrese, 1992 for

the ban against the dislocation of quantified esgiEns):
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(93) [In quel cinema], norci{) sono mai andato

in that cinema,[l] Neg there.CL leaever gone

(94) *[In quel cinema], non sono mai andé&io

in that cinema, [I] Neg have ebeen there

(95) A:  Quando hai visto Maria?
When have you seen Mary?
B: [vpob; Maria], la ho vista ieri
Mary, [I] her have seersterday

B:  *[nropjMaria], ho vista ieri

(96) [rr A Roberto] (gli) porterd un regalo
to Bob [1( to-him.CL) will bring a present

(97) [rrCon Roberto] non (ci) ho mai comprato niente
with Bob [[INeg (with-him.CL) have ever botigything

(98) [vp Your book], OP | bough t
Rizzi, 1997: (29)

(vi) When the clitic pronoun is present, it must agréd whe lefthand element in

Case and categorial status:

(99) Se fra Giorgio] loro non gli hanno scritto, una ragia'&

if to John they Neg to-him.CL have tart a reason there is

(100) * Se ppaGiorgio]loro non lo hanno scritto, una ragione c'e
if to John they Neg him.CL have writta reason there is
Cinque, 1983: (22a)

(101) [A lei], Maria dice che non (ci) pensiamo mai

of her, Maria says that Neg (of-her) think ever
(102) *[A se stessa], Maria dice che non ci pansianai

of herself  Maria says that [we] of-heirtk ever
Cinque, 1990: 59
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(vii)  The relation between the lefthand phrase dnel resumptive element is

sensitive to island constraints:

(103)  *[A Livia], ieri ho conosciuto 'uomo che lea fatto quell’enorme regalo

to Livia, [l] yesterday have known the man wizeher.CL has made that big present

(104)  *[A Livia], chi pud credere alla bugia chedbbiano fatto un regalo enorme?

to Livia, who can believe to the lie thatdy] to-her.CL made a big present

(105) *[This book], | accept the argument that Jehould read
Chomsky, 1977: (63c)

(106)  *[This bookK], | wonder who read
Chomsky, 1977: (63d)

(107) * My copy of Attila, | don’t know who has
Gregory & Michaelis (2001: (8)

The syntactic properties so far discussed are suinasigbelow:

(tab.1)
Romance English
CILD TOP
(iy Category any any
(i) Iterability \ *
(iii) Ordering V -
(iv) Context root/non-root  rodthon-root
(v) Resumptive element clitic ec
(vi) Connectedness V -
(vii) Island sensitivity \ \
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3.2.2 Clitic Left Dislocation and the status of EOP.
Interpretive properties

The major aim beyond the present section consistthe evaluation of the
possible impact that the interpretive factors mayehin the phenomena detected
above. Therefore, the achievement of the follovanglysis lies upon the possibility
of delimiting the conditions of use under which.D (andETOP)are pragmatically
constraint and thus, the context of discourse io#lat in which they can be
felicitously realized and optimally decoded.

Commonly,CILD/ETOP cover several interpretive properties — and, astlsince
Halliday (1967: 211) a large amount of works withire functionalist framework
(Chafe, 1987; Givon, 1983; Lambrecht, 1994, 1996)de, 1981, 1992, 1997; Ward
& Birner, 1996; inter alia) has been devoted to the understanding of thetexac
mechanisms at work for them. Being an exhaustivervagw of this sort fairly
impractical, the discussion below will only keepadk of some of the most influential
contributions assumed to be essential for thisstigation, and highly productive for
the implications to follow. In this way, partialtgirroring the claim made in Gregory
& Michaelis (2001: 1666), it will be considered mmndatory the assumption that
any well-refined functional description must be ealbd account for both thase
conditionsassociated with a particular pragmatically motgatonstruction — as it
will be the case of Vallduvi (1992) in38.2.1— and as well as thpragmatic
constraintsattributable to the class of sentence type frorarelit belongs — as it will
be extensively illustrated in 83.2.2.2., in lindlwWard & Birner (2004).

As for the first case, it will be shown how theinatof LINK in Vallduvi’s model
of information and communication is strictly conteztto the storing import of the
dislocated element in the left periphery, for thémson, assuming Informatics as
being a triadic set of pragmatic instructions atrkvim the process of information
encoding. In parallel, in the next section, maiatiopting patterns offered f@ropr
(Ward & Birner, 2004; Prince, 1992, 1997), it whiié proposed that the dislocated
element pertaining to the class of pre-posing cansbns acts as an inference-
trigger in the hearer's mind, being for this regswna salient KOSET relation to
some entity previously evoked in the context otdigse. Concluding remarks are
finally dedicated to some new insightful suggestianguing against the possibility

of a genuine syntactic recursion for the Topic eysin the Romancep periphery
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(the TOP* surrounding the Focus projection in Rizzi, 1997)eve conversely a
hierarchical one-to-one relation between syntgmbisition and pragmatic function is
discussed. Thus partially rejecting the proposalam indirect consequencgiD is
split into three internal micro-functions, lineardyrangedETOP being in a subset
relation with it (Frascarelli & Hinterhdlzl, 200Gundel & Fretheim, 2004).

3.2.2.1 The Informational Component and the notio of LINK

In his theory of Informatics, Vallduvi (1992) fortimes a pragmatic model of
information encoding which he characterizes as rectfanal-load model for non-
structurally-motivated syntactic operationsThis model is specifically devoted to
the retrieval of the information in the discoursel dhe analysis of the conditions by
which the entry can be located into the hearerswkaedge-store. Information
packaging is, in this sense, defined as a smalb&étstructions with which the
hearer is instructed by the speaker to retrieverttoemation carried by the sentence
and enter it into her/his knowledge-store. At tleme time, the informational
component is, consequently seen both as an ineegrabdel of interpretation and
generation of information packaging constructiosdfe, 1976; Prince, 1981) and
as a competent set of instructions for storingrimftion.

Essentially adapting hearer’s attitude to the mrifual file-storing model put
forward in Reinhart (1981), formalized under thée RChange Semantics (Heim,

1983), Vallduvi’s dynamic account appears stramiatbrd:

“hearers’ knowledge and attentional state, dudi¢onmere effect of the discourse input,
change continually in a given linguistic encourdred, therefore, so changes the way in
which speakers package information. With this pgui@ speakers seem to instruct
hearers to retrieve the information carried by atesgce and enter it into their
knowledge-store in a particular way. Each one o$ tbarticular ways to package

information will be referred to as an INSTRUCTION. [..In this sense, then,

15 vallduvi (1990:12): “It has long been noted thhere are syntactic operations which are not
triggered by the need to satisfy any known ‘pursisuctural requirement’ — like the Case filter,

agreement, or thematic structure — and which griedesemantically vacuous as well. The operations
include Topicalization, VP-preposing, left-dislocatj right-dislocation, adverb-preposing, gapping,
it-clefting, pseudo-clefting, heavy NP-shift, antblpably many others. A large number of studies,
within the ‘functions of syntax’ approach, have sued the task of establishing a raison d’étre flor a

these non-structurally-motivated syntactic operationghis raison d'étre is generally called the

‘functional load’ of a sentence.”
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information packaging is a very context-sensitisenponent of language understanding,
springing form each particular speaker-hearer attégon and, furthermore, reflecting the
changes in (the speaker’s beliefs about) the kraigeeand attentional state of the hearer

that take place during this interactioWallduvi: 3).

Put it formally, Vallduvi’s proposal characterizébke sentence as being
informationally articulatedinto a trinomial hierarchical structure consistinf) a
small set of primitive elementspcusand aGROUND, the latter further subdivided
into aLINK and aTAIL:

(def. 5 = 44)

S = {FOCUS, GROUND}
GROUND = {LINK, TAIL}

The FOcusis assumed to be the only informative part of taetence, where the
knowledge deemed to be relevant is encoded. Isttorbe the essential part of the
utterance since its contribution is central to llearer’'s knowledge-store at the time
of utterance. TheROUND (the ‘go-to-addressinstruction) is the complement of the
focus: it essentially acts as a vehicular frametli@ information to be stored, thus
guarantying an appropriate entry for it into theardee’s knowledge-store. In this
sense, it does not make any contribution to theensaknowledge-store, since it
represents knowledge already assumed by the spakerpossessed by the hearer.
Its only informational force is to permit the apprate entry of the information
proposed. It may well be the case that a senteasent ground, specifically when
speakers assume that the hearers are perfectlycatideire out how the information
in the sentence contributes to their pre-estaldiskeowledge. Again, the focus
cannot be elidable, while the ground exists onlyt ifs considered necessary to
guarantee a successful retrieval of the informagocoded in the sentence. The
further sub-segmentation of the ground consis&sLofik and aTAIL. The notion of
LINK, as Valludvi assures, is inspired by Tr&ehki (1962: 166): “[there is] a
sentence element thimks updirectly with the object of thought, proceeds frdm
and opens the sentence thereby”. In this sensekaid defined as amddress
pointer, rather than being just sentence-initiakopic — that directs the hearer to a

given address/file card in the hearer's knowledgees under which the information
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carried by the sentence is entered. Thus, the spé&adticates to the hearers that the
focus must be entered under the address denotétklink, the hearer must go to
that address, and enter the information underltell This seems a truly linguistic
primitive ‘aboutness’ topic in the sense of Maltss{1915) — what the speaker wants
to talk about —, Hockett (1958) —speaker’s annom&# — Reinhart’s sentence-topic
(1981: 243°, defined as a mean available in the languageganize or classify the
information exchanged in linguistic communicatigdhpy are signals of how to
construct the context-set (set of possible wortwss@ered to be true at a given point
in time by both the interlocutors; Stalnaker, 19@)under which entries one should
classify the new proposition. The address-pointgminology turns out to be
significant since it can encompass cases of mal@gements acting as links, where
only the first is obviously assumed to be the serganitial topic: in this case is the
link string (link*) that is sentence-initial. Fithg the TAIL is classified as the last
informational primitive, complement of the link Wih the ground. It is defined
negatively as the nonfocal nonlink part of the eeoé. It is synonymous to the
‘antitopic’ element in Lambrecht (1994) and cansken as an element that acts as a
signalling flag which indicates exactly how thearrhation carried by the sentence
must be entered under a given address. More spabjifitheTAIL is used to indicate
that the focus material completes or alters in sovag the entry pointed by the
LINK, by assuming that the conveyed information mustdmestrued with some of
the knowledge already available in the addresss Tdst notion will be taken up
again in the next chapter, when the interpretiveperties of right-dislocated
elements will be at issue.

The primitive elements will have the following nttens:

(a) FOCUS
@ [information]

It is the (variable amount of) information that #ille sentences must provide. It is
called the focus operatdrand it is a one-place operator, everything instope

being informative.

'® However, Vallduvi treats Reinhart’s aboutness m&pgiphenomenon being a consequence of the
relation of links as address pointers with the iinfative part of the sentence: ‘if the informatien i
retrieved and entered under a given address, thariation will be felt as being about the denotatio
of that address'iljid. 60).
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(b) LINK
AX, X =a [X D]
with Ax (‘go toX) & a (‘address’)

It instructs hearers to go to the address in thewkedge-store and enter the
information provided by the sentence under thatesid Since it escapes the scope
of FOCUS[®], the capital lambda notatign) fulfils the abstraction process binding a

variable inside of®]

) TAIL
A [® X](B)

It further specifies how the information must béeeed under a given address. Since
it escapes the scope Bbcus [@], the lowercase lambda notatigk) fulfils the

abstraction process binding a variable insidgppf

From the considerations above, the applicatiorhefttinomial articulation will

give rise to four different informational structareithin a sentence:

(i) All-Focus structure:
® [focus]

Descriptively, the ground (in all its sub-parts)nsll. There is no need for any

anchoring frame/address pointer for a least tweaest

(@) The speaker assumes the hearer can infer fronotitext the address

where she has to enter the information:

(108) a. A: Cosa harotto il liutaio?
B: IL CONTRABBASSO

@ [il contrabbasso]
b. A: What has the luthier broken?

B: THE DOUBLE-BASS
@ [the double-bass]
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(b)  No particular address is relevant for the entrinfidrmation; i.e. ‘situation

address’ in classiaalit-of-the-blugphenomena:

(109) a. A: Che cosa é successo?
B: Ellliutaio ha rotto il contrabbasso]

@ [il liutaio ha rotto il contrabbasso]

b. A: What happened?
B: E The luthier broke the double-bass]
@ [the luthier broke the double-bass]

(i) Link-Focus:

AX, X =a[® [x focus]]

Descriptively, the only ground is theNk. This is the classicainmarkedtype of
topic-comment articulation (cf. Lambrecht, 19941482), where the hearer simply
enter the information by adding it under the retdvaddress. It will be shortly
shown that botftiLD andETOPare involved in this kind of construction. A starla

pair is as follow:

(1120) a. lltopodha morso un gattd

AXy, X1 = il topo [® [x; ha morso un gatto]]

b. The mouse-pit a cat]
AXy, X; = the mouse P [x; bit a cat]]

(c) Tailful Constructions

(c1) Link-Focus-Tail:
AX1, X1=a [Axz [ @ [x; focus x]] (B)

(c2) Focus-Tail :
[Ax2 [ @ [focus X]] (B)

Descriptively, both the notations above share th#k-etement. As previously

assumed, the tail is supposed to be a furtheruictsdn for guarantying the felicity
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entry of the information under a given address. ak pf classical examples are

given in(111-112)

(112) Il topo lg[r ha morsd, il gatto,
AXy, X,= il topo [Ax, [ ® [x1 ha morso %]] (il gatto)

(112) Il topo ha morso il cane?
No. [z Il gatto], ha morso
[Ax5 [ @ il gatto x,]] (ha morso)

Turning now to the crucial point, following Valldils model, it is possible to
assumes that botbiLD and ETOP should be seen as constructions involving a
discourse-composition of théNK-FOCUS type — as already suggested abovgin).

In this particular case, the dislocated elemerdg astan instruction that the speaker
makes prominent within the statement, in orderuwme the hearer in updating the
information under the file that it denotes. In arde make these considerations
clearer, two examples will be offered, the firstedinom Catalan, the second one
from Italian. In both the cases, the set of ingtams implied in the construction is
added at the bottom of each sentence:

(113) a. Amb-aquest-tros-de-papejaino hi COMPTAVA t;
with-this-little-piece-of-paper anymore nlol ds-impf-count-on
b. ‘This little piece of paper | wasn't COUNTING amymore’

AXy, X, = amb-aquest-tros-de-paperet [x, no comptava x]]*’

The set of instructions for the formal representatibove should be split into three

temporarily distinct steps:

(1) retrieve the information in the focaao comptava>
(2) go to the address denoted by the Likdnb-aquest-tros-de-paperet>
(3) add the retrieved informatiemo comptava>under the addressamb-aquest-tros-
de-paperet>
Vallduvif136)

" The free variable pstands for the null subject in the example above
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(124) a. lllibrq, lo; ha gia comprato
the book,[l] itCL. have already bought
b. The book, | already bought

AXy, X = il libro [ ® [x; gia comprato %]]

As above, the hearer should suppose three distiooients of information encoding:

he should be able to retrieve the main informafiom the sentence above, namely
the fact that a previously mentioned book has ladeady bought; he should then go
to that particular file which the above-mentionewk denotes; and finally he should
update the content of the file, by adding the alyelaought information:

(1) retrieve the information in the focegia comprato>
(2) gotothe address denoted by the #itkibro>

(3) add the retrieved informatiergia comprato>under the addressl libro>

3.2.2.2 Discourse coherence amdbSET relations

Ward and Birner (2004) discuss the notiorcolierenceof discourse as the result
of informational processes linking current uttesiand prior context. In this sense,
the hearer is able to encode speaker’'s assesshyetrecking relationships between
discourse entities — whose mention is retrievesioime sort of temporal past —, and
at the same time, speaker’s help is actualizedhenpositional manipulation of the
syntactic structure, by making the informationahtss of a particular element,
marked with respect to its canonical position. Thigy assert:

“a variety of non-canonical-word-order constructoserve to mark the information

status of their constituents, and at the same fiaoditate processing through the
positioning of various units of information. The ager’s choice of construction, then,
serves to structure the informational flow of thiscdurse. [...] In such cases, the
purpose of the non-canonical construction is pedgito enable the speaker to place
information with a particular information statusdrparticular syntactic position, and the
use of the construction therefore marks that infgiom as having that status.” (W&B:

3-4)
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From these considerations, the notiorstatusis considered with respect of the
way the content is transmitted, having to do with speaker’'s assessment of how
the addressee is able to process what the fornsatying against the background of
a particular context (Chafd976: 27) and, for this reason, the mapping of the
“background looking discourse status of the fronted NP-denotata (Gnegk
Michaelis, 2001:1681) becomen strongly settled by general pragmatic hierarchies
such that ofjivenness-newnegsoposed in Gundel et al. (1993) aayrelationally
linked to their referents in the addresses’ mindPOBET (Partially ordered SET)
relations (Hirschberg, 1991).

As for the first point, Gundel (1988, 1999), GundeFretheim (2004) clearly
differentiate between two types of givenness-newregegories, by suggesting a
RELATIONAL GIVENNESS-NEWNESYdefining the pragmatic-informative status of the
fronted element) and REFERENTIAL GIVENNESS-NEWNES$defining the relation the
fronted element has with its referent). The finstidction — as already seen in.§—
goes back at least to the medieval Arab grammaiiarbkeir difference between
mubtada ‘beginning’ and xabar ‘news’ — as opposed to the grammatical
subject/predicate distinction (Goldenberg, 1988) 57and will come to play a
central role within the tradition of the Prague &alh through the use of the terms
themeandrhemeindentifying ‘old’ and ‘new’ information respectilye Essentially,
this category involves:

“a partition of the semantic/conceptual represématof a sentence into two
complementary parts, X and Y, where X is what tlentence is about (the
logical/psychological subjecsee Gabelentz (1869) and Paul (18880d Y is what is
predicated about X (the logical/psychological pcatk). X is given in relation to Y in
the sense that it is independent of, and outsidestiope of, what predicted in Y. Y is
new in relation to X in the sense that it is nefoimation that is asserted, questioned,
etc. about X” (G&F, 2004: 177)

In this sense, the relation between the two elesnapplies on the same level of
representation, in a way independent of speakesssimptions about the hearer’s
knowledge or attention state.

By contrast, the second distinction describes thlations between linguistic

expressions and corresponding non-linguistic estith the speaker/hearer’'s mind,
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the discourse (model) or any possible world whesterents and meanings are
supposed to reside. This distinction includes mathgr previous proposals made in
the past, such as the system of Activation andtiiikgnility States of Discourse
Referent® in Lambrecht (1994: 109) or the taxonomy of Assdrr@miliarity in
Prince (1992: 12-13), where a distinction betweevermness and newness is
evaluated with respect to both discourse and heamad four different informational

types are proposed:

‘First, discourse entities may be considered old or new véfpect to the hearer, or

Hearer-old/Hearer-new. Second, they may be coreideld or new with respect to the
discourse, or Discourse-old/Discourse-new. [...] Thue have a fairly complex

interaction of the speaker’s beliefs about whathtearer knows, and does not yet know,
and this interaction is crucially involved in theogduction and comprehension of each

referring expression in discourse.”

The interaction between the different types is falired in (tab. 2) and an

example of this interaction in provided(5).

(tab. 2)

18 “|dentifiability and activation are independentgoitive categories, one having to do with
knowledge (the set of representations which a srgakiges to have in common with an addressee at
a given point in a discourse), the other with camssness (the psychological factors determining the
activation states of the discourse referents, msipte for discourse processing and understanding;
Chafe, 1974, 1987), the two correlates with eatteroin certain predictable ways. It is clear that a
referent which is assumed to be unidentifiablen@ddressee is necessarily outside the domaireof th
activation parameter, since an activation stateireg the existence of a mental representatiohén t
addressee’s mind.” The various terms in the systensummarized below:

IDENTIFIABILITY:

(1) Unidentifiable > (1a) unanchored
> (1b) anchored
(2) Identifiable => ACTIVATION > (2a) inactive
> (2b) accessible
> tealiy
> situationally
> inferentially
> (3b) active

In this sense, the detachment construction in Laohbr&an be defined pragmatically as a

grammatical device used to promote a referent éShale from accessible to active status, from
which point on it can be coded as a preferred teppression, i.e. as an unaccented pronominal.
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DISCOURSE-NEW DISOCSIR-OLD

HEARER-NEW brand-new [D.NA]
(Prince, 1981b)

HEARER-OLD unused evoked

Prince, 1992: (26)

(115) Il liutaid ha scritto un nuovo spartfte (lui® lo* ha proposto al festival

that luthier has written a new score and he haggrmed it at the festival

In (115)the NPIl liutaio is discourse-new but hearer-old (not evoked inpitexious
discourse, but assumed by the speaker to be psdyiknown by the hearer; imagine
the sentence to be immediately preceded by thelwsitdp what are you doing?’);
the APun nuovo spartitas both discourse-new and hearer-new (neither posiy
mentioned, nor assumed to be known by the hedherYwo pronounsui andlo are
both discourse-old and hearer-old (coreferentialndp both previously mentioned
and known to the hearerThese data reflect thpartial independence existing
between discourse-status and hearer-status. Syadigifidiscourse-new entities could
say nothing about the hearer-status (for exampdpeaker can say “John Brown has
written another book” and the possible answers lwareither “really!” or “who is
he?”), at the same time hearer-old entities canrgdakiing about discourse-status
(since a referent could have been already knowworéethe instantiation of the
discourse, or not). Conversely, discourse-old iestitare necessarily hearer-old
entities and analogously hearer-new entities acessarily discourse-new entities. In
this sense, the acronym {tab. 1) is legitimated by the fact that both the possible
matching alternatives (discourse-old & hearer-néwarer-new & discourse-old)

would give rise to contradictory results.

Turning back to Gundel et al. (1993), tB&ENNESS HIERARCHY —-which is
thought as a set of processing instructions in ®u(®D03) and Gundel et al (2004)
— can be defined as an ordered set of the diffeveghitive statuses (memory and

attention states) that the intended referent isimaed to have in the mind of the

9 The acronym stands for ‘Do Not Attested'.
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addressee. It should account for the fact that sdeterminers and pronouns

constrain the possible interpretatioffs:

(def. 6) GIVENNESS HIERARCHY

(each status entail all the statuses to the dgtihe hierarchy)

[it]: in foCUSassociate a representation that attention is arzeused on™> [this/that/this N]:activated
associate a representation from the working mendrjthat NJ]: familiar associate a representation already present in
memory> [the N]: UniqUeW identiﬁabl%lssociate a unique representation by the timedhgnal is processed
> [indefinite this N]:referential associate a unique representation by the timeehtsce is processea [a

N]: type identifiabl@gentify what kind of thing it is

The independence of the two categories is eashaliée in the dialogue below,
taken form Gundel et al. (2004).

(116) Speaker A: Who called?
Speaker B: Pat said that SHE called

WhensHE is coreferential taPat, it is referentially given in any case, being alde t
occupy any possible rank in the given hierarchyt ibuis, at the same time,
relationally new since it provides new complemafdimation, within the given part

of the embedded sentengealled

As Ward (1988) and Ward and Birner (1996, 2004)gsst, the discussion
above is highly predictive once applied to the gsial of discourse functions for
CILD andETOP constructions, since they mark the fronted elenasrfamiliar within

20 With respect to the linguistic form responsible tiee activation state of a particular referentmit
the sentence, several other hierarchies ratingedsgof Accessibility have been proposed in the
literature. Ziv (1994), for example, in his analysisDiscourse Anaphora adopts the Accessibility
Marking Theory proposed by Ariel (1990). In this aded unstressed pronourge claimed to occupy

a position higher on the accessibility scale thairstressedcounterparts and these, in turn, are rated
higher tharproper namesnddefinite descriptiorns

“Accordingly, unstressed pronouns designate dismureferents that are highly accessible
(characteristically by virtue of having been adtdarecently), stressed pronouns are used to t@fer
entities that are less highly accessible (and ependent on the physical or contextual saliendbef
referent or its discourse representation), and gragpmes and definite descriptions designate
discourse referents that are least accessiblec@uid theoretically refer to entities that are patt of

the discourse up to the point where reference tabkshed, but rather constitute part of the
interlocutors’ knowledge of the world)Ziv, 1994: 633)
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the discourse, and thus they implement the previderarchy with the proposal that
the element carrying given information @iLD and ETOP should be related to the

preceding discourse through various kinds@§eTrelations?*

‘preposing in English is associated with a more ganéunction of marking the
preposed constituent as representing informatiandstg in a contextually licensed

partially ordered set relationship with informati@mvoked in or inferable fro prior

context’ (W&B, 1998: 95f2

These patrtially ordered sets includkentity (117),type/subtypg118), set/member
(119), part/whole (120), thus implying either coreferential relation beémefronted
element and relevant poset — as in the first cagg a more complex relation

between them — as in the latter three.

(117) IDENTITY (is-equal-to)
A: Can | have an electric double-bass?

B: No, sorry. Electric double-basses we're dut o

(118) TYPE/SUBTYPE (is-a-subtype-of)
A: Do you still have any double-bass left?

B: Well, we're almost out of double-basses. 8utlectric one | can still give you.

(119) SET/MEMBERS (is-a-member-of)
A: Do you still have any instrument left?

B: Well, only theremins | can give you.

(120) PART/WHOLE (is-a-part-of)
A: Do you think | can restart using my doubkesg?
B: |don’t know. The fingerboard | repaired justsyerday evening.

In a similar fashion, the same considerations gueky valid for the corresponding
CILD construction$121-124):

L posets are defined by a partial ordering R on ssehef entities, {e}, such that, for alj,e, and g
that are elements of {e}, R is either reflexivearsitive, and antisymmetric or, alternatively,
irriflexive, transive, and asymmetric (Hirschbet§85).

22 Prince (1997: 128) comes to the same conclusibopitalization triggers an inference on the part

of the hearer that the entity represented by tlt@alifNP stands in a salient partially-ordered set
relation to some entity or entities already evoketthe discourse-model.”
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(121) IDENTITY (is-equal-to)
A: Posso avere un contrabbasso elettrico?

B: No, mi dispiace. | contrabbassi elettricialibiamo finiti tutti

(122) TYPE/SUBTYPE (is-a-subtype-of)
A: Avete ancora qualche contrabbasso?

B: Beh, i contrabbassi sono quasi finiti. Undteieo, perd, posso ancora dartelo.

(123) SET/MEMBERS (is-a-member-of)
A: Avete ancora qualche strumento?

B: Beh, insomma. Un theremin, ad esempio, ps&gipre dartelo.

(124) PART/WHOLE (is-a-part-of)
A: Credi che possa ricominciare ad usare il noiot@bbasso?

B: Non saprei. Il manico, I'ho riparato solo isdra.

Finally, as a concluding remark, the notion gpén propositionis discussed in
Prince (1997: 127), as a construction involvingrappsed constituents other than
focus (Ward & Birner, 2004: 16@pcus-presuppositiom Prince, 1985).

Prince essentially suggests thetop needs further specifications. Inside the
POSET inferences analyzed above and clearly detectableoih CILDs and HT(LD)s
which will be shortly discussed, therop fulfils a second specific function which
does not share — for obvious reasons — with itdairoonstructions: namely, that of
marking an open proposition as the result of tipkarcement of the tonically stressed
constituent (in the clause) with a variable meantepresent salient and appropriate
information in the hearer’s mind at that point lire tdiscourse. A notable example is

given below:

(125) She had an idea for the project. She’s gtingse three groups of mice. Qnghe’ll feed
them mouse chow, just the regular stuff they make facemAnothey she’ll feed them
veggies. And the thirdshe’ll feed [g] junk food.

(Prince, 1997: (9¢))

Leaving aside the first twabDs, which will be later discussed, the topicalized

element in the last sentence above accomplishesithible function. ThEP the third
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triggers the classica&OSET inference, implying its referent to be a memberaof
salient already-evoked set — the set of the threepg of mice — and subsequently a

variable yields the open proposition and its inssdion:

OP: She will feed the third {the thikd the three groups of mice} X
INST: X =junk food

This means that the hearer is assumed to be aitemalithe fact that the agent is
planning a feeding experiment, feeding each grdumioe something different. As
Prince observes, the same expectation would npbbsible if topicalization is used
in the other cases. Consider for instance, the platpelow and two admissible

information-structures:

(126) She had an idea for the project. She’s gtmngse three groups of mice. Qrehe’ll feed [g

mouse chow...

OP: She will feed one {one the three groups of mice} X

INST: X = mouse chow

OP: She will X one {one the three groups of mice}

INST: X =feed mouse chow

In the first case, it seems that the only experismgrossible with mice are the
feeding ones, which is indeed not the case; ath®second case, things are exactly
the opposite, three different experiments have h@anned for the three different
groups of mice, which is still not case.

3.2.2.3 Split-CILD and functional sub-layers

This final section should be seen — at a certaiteréx— as a preliminary
recapitulation of some of the considerations mdmteva in the previous paragraphs,
and at the same time a possible starting poinséone new insightful suggestions
which aim to sketch a comprehensive map of thepmegive factors implied in the
fronting constructions here at issue. In this seiise peculiar iterability of the

fronted elements in the Romance-type Topicalizaitdmere re-evaluated in the light
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of recent proposals which assumgeD constructions, but not thETOP ones, as
being contemporaneously the formal manifestatioa bfinch of distinct properties
functionally identifiable and syntactically orgaedz Frascarelli & Hinterhdlzl
(2007), for example, argue against a free recursbrthe Topic system, as
previously proposed in Rizzi (1997, 2001, 2005) whe discusses about some
incompatibilities and ordering constraints betweke topic phrase and the focus

phrase:

‘ the fourth difference between Topic and Focu$é there can be andefinite number

of Topics, but only one structural Focus positi@n plause in Italian. [While] recursion
of FocP is banned by the interpretive clash thauldiaarise, no such interpretive
problem arises in the case ofexursionof Top: nothing excludes that a comment (the
complement of the topic head) may be articulatetliin as a topic-comment structure,

so that the topic phrases can undergo free recurgiizzi, 1997: 295, 297)

Radically diverging from this proposal, they thuslyze the connection between
discourse roles and formal properties opting fergeneral observation that actually,
‘topics do different thinggF&H: 88). In the specific case, they observet thialeast
three distinct types of topic can be identified fitve fronted elements in the
Romance-type Topicalization, differing each othethbfor interpretive and prosodic
properties, and giving rise to three different stmwal projections hierarchically

organized:

(def. 7) TOPIC HIERARCHY
Shifting topic [+aboutness] > Contrastive topi€amiliar/continuing topic
[L*+H] [H*] (L]

The first type of topic, thaboutness/shifting topie signalled by the peak of the
pitch accent on its post-tonic syllable — refersrétational distinction for topic
elements already detected in §83.2.2.2. It is thussistent with the definitions of
topic given in Reinhart (1981) as the ‘what theteerce is about’, thdopic-
announcingin Lambrecht (1994: 127) ‘a referent is interpreted the topic of a
proposition if in a given discourse the propositisrconstrued as being ‘about’ this
referent’, or even with the one found in Gundelg89210) ‘an entity E is the topic

of a sentence S, iff in using S the speaker intelodéncrease the addressee’s
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knowledge about, request information about, or mtise get the addressee to act
with respect to EZ The possibility of shifting the referent is crudiathe sense that
it can be interpreted as the constituent that ésvlg introduced, newly changed or
newly returned to’ as in Givén (1983: 8). An exaefrom theLIP corpus is offered
in (127):

(127) I materiale era tantissimo quindi all'inizitho fatto tutto di corsa cercando di
impiegarci il tempo che dicevate voi magari facdadon po' superficialmente pur di
prendere tutto- [ultima unit] la sto facendo I'ho lasciata un po' da parte pefuhé

ricominciato il ripasso...

The material was quite a lot, so at the beginnimlidl it in a rush, trying to do it all in the
time that you had fixed, maybe a little superfigiabo as to do everything- I'm doing the
last unit now, | put it aside before because | lsdrted to go through the program

again...

The second type of topic — signalled by the peathefpitch accent all over the
tonic vowel — is identified as carrying tleontrastivereading in the hierarchy
above. Following Frascarelli & Hiterholzl, it is @tacterized by the fact that it
introduces alternatives, thus creating oppositiquaats with respect to other topics;

consider for instance the example below:

(128) Cioé|jl senso generaltd capisco (riguardo al particolare...)

| mean, the sense general it.CL [I] understgnubving to specific issues...)

Crucially, the interpretive property deemed to bevark for this type of topic
becomes highly relevant if reconsidered in thetligfhthe observations made before,
especially when discussing the nature of the Poslations instantiated by the
topicalized constructions. For instance, the ismfabf a distinctive feature of the
contrastive type seems to be perfectly in line wiime new insightful observations
towardseToP made within recent functionalist literature. Amatter of fact, Gundel

2 Theuniguenessondition of the aboutness topic is here left pegdindeed, the definition in F&H
(2007): ‘our corpus clearly shows that shiftingitspare not recursive — a sentence can only contain
one shifting topic’ is problematic when mutuallylated referents are introduced (also note the
number optionality of the clitic element):

(i) Marco o Roberto, qualcuno avra pur dovuto ctadi/lo
either Marco or Roberto, somebody should have ddiien.CL/them.CL
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& Fretheim (2004) suggest that a more refined diargation ofETOP is indeed
admissible. Assuming the multi-functional natureca, they specifically propose
that the distinctive condition for licensing topics ifETOP, is precisely that of
introducing implicit oppositions between possibleatives, rather then being just
a bare device for re-introducing old aboutnesscgpas commonly thought since
Rodman (1974). The specific example is providedi29) below: depending on the
stress adopted129) can be at the same time either the answhrat@uestion ir130),
introducing for this reason an Informational Focoisthe answer ot131), where it
seems more luckily to introduce a topic with a casiive reading, called by them

Contrastive Topic:

(129) The beans, Fred ate (while the peas...)
(130) What did Fred ate?
(131) What about the beans? Who ate them?

It seems, then attempting to assume thatPtheET relations described in Ward &
Birner (1996), and extensively discussed in thecguleng section, are still a
sufficient mechanism regulating the referentialeginess between the information
conveyed in the left-dislocated constituent and évacable/inferable from the prior
context, but at the same time, these partially mdieset relationships (the case of
identitytrivially excluded) could further be seen as auttiecnapposition triggers, on
the basis of the constructions above. In this sefusther implementations for the
pragmatic conditions constrainireyopPsare thus admissible. The same, of course,
does also hold fociLD, since one is assuming that the same contrastivaidn, in

a fashion identical t@ToOP,is openly involved, but at the same time, oalyD, but
not ETOP, seems to license a truly shifting topic not neaély introduced in the
previous context. The analysis in ams exposed in the next section will make things
clearer. For the moment, just consider the sentdreew, where no previous

reference has been devoted to the ‘T-shirt’:

(132) A: What can you tell me abdhe party?
B: Nothing. ?* But [this T-shirt on the sofa]ldve

B’: Niente. Ma [questa maglietta sulla poltrorlajadoro
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It seems clear, that in32B) a real topic-shift is not perfectly acceptableioontext

where no mention had been detected for the T-stariding on the sofa, while the
same is perfect allowable in a language, likedtalwho has an informational device
which is eventually less constraint than that fodmid English, but for sure more

extendible to further types of topic constructions.

Finally, the last type of topic, thfamiliar ones, are realized with a low tone on
the tonic vowel, thus being identified with a L*tgh accent. They occupy the
lowest-topic projection; they don’t need to be did (132), nor even specifi¢133)
(Bianchi, 2008); they are part of the already dghbd familiar information,

assumed to be always highly accessiide).

(133) [Qualche difficolta], 'abbiamo incontrata
some difficulties, [we] it.CL run into
Bianchi, 2008: (15)

(134) [Una baby-sitter], I'hai poi trovata,?
a baby-sitter [you] it.CL. have then found

(135) A:io dovevo studiare le regole qui e i faodo esercizio, invece mi aspettavo di trovare dei
punti a cui far riferimento ogni volta per vedeserégola, questo mi € mancato praticamente
per averda confermadi ricordare tutto insomma,;

A:comunque quelle domande ti davda@onfermache avevi capito;

B: ma...magari non me la- non riesco a darmela dalaaonferma

B: | was supposed to study rules here and do theciees there, while | expected to find
some outlines | could refer to, at any point, tedhthe relevant rule, this is what | missed,
to check that | could remember everything;

A: however those questions gave you the possitwlitheck your understanding;

B: well, maybe | cannot make this check on my own

Moreover, they are the only iterable ones, andialyc the only admissible for

right-dislocated constructions, as it will be exd®ely shown in Ch. 4:

(136) Dovremmo darglieli, i libri, a Gianni
[we] should give-him.CL-them.CL, the books to John
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As a concluding remark, it should be worth nothiingt an atomic splitting of the
topic system as the one proposed in this last@edieems to be certainly highly
appealing from a theoretical point of view, givdre tgeneralized aim within the
cartographic framework of trying to strike a balanbetween the structural
complexity of syntactic objects and the underlyisgnplicity of their basic
constituents. At the same time, however it seembdofar from being a strict
representation of a well-defined one-to-one cowadpnce between discourse
functions and syntactic positions. In this respebg range of variation in the
positioning of multiple dislocated topic in the eas the Italian language remains, in
the light of this work, still too unconstraint amery little predictable given the
hierarchy below, which is certainly functionally eapiate, but still syntactically
deficient (cf. Cruschina, 2008: 17 for a similasebvation).

Moreover, turning briefly to the prosodic side bétproposal, convincing arguments
against an isomorphic relation between the intonali structure and the
informational structure of the sentence have bemently put forward by Bocci
(2009) who analyzes the role of tbe marking accent in Italian and its mirroring-
relation with the given material. Since the Italilmmguage allows right-familiar
topics to not be restricted to postfocal contextsirn out that when a given topic
precedes a focus phrase, the former receives RAuliccentH+L*), rather than a_*,
thus weakening any direct connection between diseowoles and phonological
realizations in the topic system. This argument beltaken up again in 84.2.1.

3.2.3 Summary

From a syntactic perspectivelLD andeETOPshare the fact that they can affect any
major category and that they are sensitive to dslaonstraintsCILD opts for a
resumptive element of the clitic type — mandaterycase of direct objects — while
ETOP select and empty category through a null anaphopierator.CILD allows
multiple dislocationsETOP does not. From a functional perspective, it hasnbee
proposed that both the dislocated topics fulfil thection of LINK, addressing the
hearer to the specific entry where she has to hddrd¢levant information. At the
same time, both the constructions serve to triggerences with the prior discourse,
by creatingrelations with some entities already introduced tlie context of

discourse. Recent proposals suggest ¢tab cover several functional properties,
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diverging fromeToP for the inability of this latter for shifting on @aot-previously

established topic.

3.4.1 Hanging Topic Left DislocationHTLD) : syntactic properties

Prototypical examples ®fTLD are given in137-139):

(137)  Mario, gli amici gli hanno fatto un bruttohsezo
Mario, the friends to-him.CL have done a bad joke
Beninca & Poletto, 2004: (33a)

(138) Giorgio, hanno parlato bene di lui
Giorgio, [they] talked well of him

Beninca et al., 1988

(139) Giorgio, hanno parlato bene di quel furbacohi
Giorgio, [they] talked well of that slyboots

Beninca et al., 1988

HTLD involves a non-vocative detach&d (Giorgio) in the left periphery of the
sentence with apossible referential element g(i/di lui/di quel furbacchionge

available inside the sentente.

Like CILD, HTLD is a syntactic phenomenon attested in several Roena

languages, such as Frereho), Occitan(141),Portugueséil42)and Spaniski43).

(140) a. (*A) Pierre, je pense toujours a lui
(*to) Pierre,l always think of him
Cinque, 1977: (fn. 12iii)

4 vVillalba (2000: 116) makes a distinction witrLp and a similar construction that he calls
Metalinguistic topic such as:

(1) Con Maria (dici)? Devo parlare con lei assmioente
To Mary (you say)? | should absolutely taikher

This construction is not relevant for the presertysis.
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b. (*De) mes fils, je ne suis pas fier d'eux
(*of) my children, | am not proud of them
Cinque, 1977: (fn. 12iv)

(141) Joan, li ai parlat
Joan,[l] with-him talked
Sauzet, 1989: 237, from Villalba, 2000: (85a)

(142) (*Com) a Ana, o Joao jantou com ela ontem
(*with) Ana, Jodo ate with her yesterday
Mateus et al.; 1983: 229ff, from Villalba, 20@86a)

(143) (*A) Carlos, yo no le daria nada a él
(*to) Carlos, | NEG to-him.CL give anything to him
Escobar, 1995: 87, form Villalba, 2000: (87b)

As already said in the introduction of some pretany differences within the
range of fronting constructiom{TLD andcCILD differ for a number of syntactic and
interpretive properties clearly detectable in #alianguage. At the same ting.,D
will be shown to obey the same structural restii constraining its Italian
counterpart, sharing with it functional similargieFor the moment, the syntactic

properties are taken into account:

(i) The lefthand phrase can be of categerpnly:*

(144)a. [ Tuo fratello], ho incontrato proprio lui ieri aln@ma

your brother, [I] have met exactly him yesterdayhe cinema

% This restriction is somehow controversial. Cinqu®83: fn 5) puts forward the idea that
subcategorization could be diagnostically relevianthis respectall those phrases which are not
dependent on the predication contained in the asset sentence for assignment of a thematic role
can appear in the lefthand position of the HTLD stamction. Thus, typically, bare NPs and PPs not
subcategorized by the predicate in the associattesee

(1) A Parigi, invece,...conosco piu di una persomadice che la piove pochissimo
in Paris, on the other hand,...| know various peope way that there it rains very little

Villalba (2000: 84) contrasts this hypothesis bgirling that this is indeed a case of CILD, being
perfectly possible that the PP depend on the higlerse. The following example from Catalan,
where another PP in the higher clause makes thersmnungrammatical, can be taken as evidence of
the fact thathe adverb lan (1) would make anaphoric reference to the redlmptive element in the
matrix clause, thus rejecting the status of HTLD:

(2) *A Paris, en canvi,...tinc amics a Barcelona @m diuen que alla plou moltissim
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b. [\ David], I'm not going to give him any of the pensd stuff
DCPSE (DI-C02 0323)

[neINcidental music], you can't time it
DCPSE (DI-D03 0070)

(145)a. * ppDi quel problema], abbiamo discusso accanitameinte® tutto il pomeriggio

about that problem, of-it.CL [we] have dissed fiercely the whole afternoon
b. * [pp Of that problem], we discussed the whole afternafoih

(146)a. * [yp Intelligente], sicuramente non € cosi
clever, definit¢ily Neg it.CL is

b. *[ap Clever], she is not for sure so

(147)a. * [;p Rinchiuso in gabbia], non & mai stato cosi
locked in a cage, [he]N&dgCL has ever been

b. *[vp Locked in a cage], he has never been it

(148)a. * kpChe il problema non sia facile], dicono tutti cio

that the problem is not easy, it.CL says everybody

b. [ That no one was there], he said it to Mark

(i) There is no possibility of multiple dislocatgihrases in Italian; the same holds

for English:

(149) *[A Gianni], [di questo libro}, non ne hanno mai parlato a lui
to Gianni  of this book [th&¥eg to-him of it have ever talked
cf. (67) above

(150) *[A Giorgio],, [i0]2, [un lavoro}, non posso offrirlo a lui
to Giorgio | ajob [I] Neg canffer to-him.CL-it.CL
cf. (68) above

(151) * [Tuo fratello], [Maria],, lei ama lui

your brother, Mary, dbges him
Cinque, 1983: (10)
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(152) *[Bill]4, [Sue}, [that damn snakg]he told her to get it out of their sleeping b@dg.fn 7)

(153) *[Your book], [to John}, you should give it to him

(i) SinceHT(LD)s are not recursive, no ordering issue arises.

(iv) The dislocated phrase can occur only in tleatfiof root clauses:

(154) * Credo che [Mario], lui non venga
[1] think that Mario, he NEG. come
Cinque, 1983: (11)

(155) * Misembra che, [Giorgio], nessuno abbia peiato male a lui

to-me it seems that to Giorgio anybody has speken ill (of) to-him

(156) * Le bambine giocavano in giardino, quandod®§ hanno riportato a casa lui

the little girls were playing ihe garden, when Mark, [they] brought home him

(157) % Sono certa, questo libro, che non ne afbbigarlato nessuno
[I] am sure this book that nobody of-it.CL has spiok
Beninca & Poletto, 2004: 39b

(158) % | professori hanno detto, quello studehtene parleranno domani in consiglio
Professors said that student that they of-Glowill speak tomorroe at the meeting
Belletti, 2008: 29a

The same seems equally valid D, but again this point will be explicitly taken
into consideration in Ch. 5, when the cross-linflaisvidence to the left will show
clear asymmetries between classes of embeddedchsestesome of which are truly

grammatical, some of which are not

(159)

o

* If [my father], he comes home latg, mother always grill him
* |t started to rain after [Jackie and]pwe had finally gotten to our seats
Ross, 1967/1986: (b-c)

(160) a. Carltold me that this book, it has tecipes in it
Hooper & Thompson, 1973: 51

b. It's strange that this book, it has b# tecipes in it
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Hooper & Thompson, 1973: 110

(v) The resumptive element is always requiredafidh, agreeing with the dislocated

NP in number and gender:

(161) [Mario], non *(ne) parla pit nessuno
Mario, NEG. of-him.CL. talk anymore nobody
Beninca & Poletto, 2004: (36¢)

The same holds for English, where a disambiguatorgext is necessary:

(162) A: What do you think about this guitar?
B: Not so much! But [this double-bass], | reathyé *(it)

(vi) The resumptive element can either be a clitic atrang pronoun. Epithets

(anaphoric phrases) are grammatical as well, ottalian and English:

(163) [l liutaio], nongli dard mai il mio contrabbasso
the luthier, [I] NEG to-him.CL will give ever my dole-bass

(164) [l liutaio], non dard mai il mio contrabbass lui
the luthier, [I] NEG will give ever my double-basshim

(165) [l liutaio], non dard mai il mio contrabbasa quel maldestro

the luthier, [I] NEG will give ever my double-bassthat clumsy

(166) [The luthier], I will never give my double-Isas that clumsy

(vii) There is no connectedness between the lefthahrase and the resumptive

element:

(167) [l liutaio], non voglio aved{) proprio niente a che faredn lu)
the luthier,[l] NEG want to get involved-LOC witlininCL

(168) [The luthier], | spilt some paion him

(vii)  The relation between the lefthand phrase #reresumptive element is not
sensitive to island constraints (as already natedimque, 1977 for Italian (c$2-54);
and Ross, 1967, for English):
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(169) [ll liutaio], ho incontrato il ragazzo clgé ha prestato quel manuale di riparazione

the luthier, [I] met the boy who to-h®h has lent that repairing manual

(170) [This luthier], | accept the argument thaktin should kill him

As for cILD and ETOP the syntactic properties so far discussed are suimed

below:
(tab.3)
Romance HTLD English LD

(i) Category NPs NPs
(i) Iterability * *

(i) Ordering - -

(iv) Context roof’non-root  roof’non-root
(v) Resumptive element clitic/tonic/epithet tonic/epithet
(vi) Connectedness * *

(vii) Island sensitivity * *

3.3.2 Hanging Topic Left Dislocation (HTLD): intepretive properties

The definitions ofhanging topicgiven in Cinque (1977: 406; 1983: 95) are still

very intuitive in their simplicity:

‘hanging topic reading exemplifies a constructioat tmainly serves to promote an

NP to topic status at the point in the discoursemh was not a topic. In HTLD the

lefthand phrase is used to bring up or shift aib@nio a new or unsuspected topic’

This is essentially in line with what Rodman (1938) suggests foELD, as
already seen i(89-43)and repeated below, in this sense assuming théraotisn to
be quite unnatural with an already established {hethatized) topic.

171) A What can you tell me abaighr?
(172) B: [John] Mary kissed

(173) * [John] Mary kissechim

(174) B: Nothing. But [Bill], Mary kissetiim
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(175) Nothing. * But [Bill] Mary kissed

The same proposals are also found in Reinhart (1981 ‘LD is used to change
the current topic of the conversation, and to ihtice a new one’, and in Ziv (1994:
633): LD has basically introductory functions; it eitherragduce or reintroduce a
referent into the discourse that is judged notdarbthe foreground of the listener’s
consciousness’. Quite different ideas, howeverfaiad elsewhere in the literature.
This is indeed the case of Chafe (1976: 49), wHmegLD as a marking contrast

construction, thus offering the example below:

(176) (As for) the play, John saw it yesterday

Chafe simply assumes that the speaker is makinlicéxp specific item from dist
of things that are being paired: as for whie' play’ should be placed at the
beginning of such contrastive sentence, it is extiglea given item from a list which
is being run through (explicitly or implicitly), véteas yesterday’is being brought
in as new information to be paired with it. The opipe arrangementyesterday,
John saw the playevidently belongs in a context where the speé&gain either
explicitly or implicitly) is running through a lisbf given times, and pairing with
them various items that John saw at those timesilély, Beninca & Poletto (2004:
62) claim thatHTLD needs to bé&nown informationin some sense and their List
Interpretation(Ll) proposal could be in some sense extended to dhelusions
reached above in Chafe (1976). In the example helowinstance, two elements

belonging to the same list of already known itemesantrasted and discussed:

Context: [parents talking about the eventualityenfealing their son their problem]

(177) ? Gianni, non gli ho ancora parlato di quebpema, Maria invece, le ho gia detto tutto
John, [I] NEG to-him.CL already told about that fmem, Maria conversely [I] to-her
already told everything

The complexity of the phenomenon and the vaguenésdl the suggestions
above are sharply recapitulated in several workBrwifce (1984, 1985, 1997), which
are still considered the most detailed investigetionLDs, and highly supported by

strong empirical evidence. Prince (1997: 119) #mserts:

74



‘no single function can in fact account for all L-&fislocations, since what we are
subsuming under the single syntactic rubric of ‘tRlocation’ in fact comprises at
least three different form-function correlations) ¢implifying discourse processin@)

triggering a (po)set inferencand (3)amnestying an island violatidn.

As for the first function, a clear example for Esfl— no difference would arise

in the Italian counterpart — is adapted frooPSE

(178) And now we are sitting in a house on a@iafcground where you kept ponies, isn't it? latth
corner?
That's true Mark, that'’s true! And there was Misan (‘s house), and now that's where the
vicarage is going to be, in the back of that. Thet lécar’s left now, he's just finished his last
service, Baptists! He's gone to Glastonbury, aratells no one been appointed here yet but it
will be about two months | think. There’'s a candfic@ting here now, | know it's Canon
somebody. Well, | know somebody’s coming here ertieantime.
And how are we going to shoot the canon?
Uhm..Young Cocharhe knows quite a bit about the church, he boughipthee over her and
her has sold what he bought to the local combiliectdiocese.
(DI-B23 0184 — DI-B23 0215)

Here, what seems sufficiently crucial is the faettttheNP young Cochaninvolve a
Discourse-new entity, regardless of whether thedrea assumed to already know
about it or not. In this sense, speakers are fotcage specific dedicated positions
outside the sentence when promoting new-discourse entitgxe some others
targets, such as the subject ones, are strongfgvdisred for the same purpose.
Consider for instance the odd variant(imob)adapted from Eng¢ (1986). Only after
the fronting process is complete, the element aaifrdely related to some sort of

resumptive element within the sentence.

(179) Once there was a wizard. He was very wish, riand was married to a beautiful witch. He
lived in a magnificent mansion by the lake, hadyfamine servants, and owned an impressive
collection of rare books.

a. Now the king, he was always very nice with thidth

b. # Now the king was always very nice with thvétth

This type of function is thus defined in Prince 919 124) as a simplifying

device:
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‘a Simplifying Left-Dislocation serves to simplifyhé discourse processing of
Discourse-new entities by removing them from a agtit position disfavoured for
Discourse-new entities and creating a separateepsoty unit for them. Once that unit is
processed and they have become Discourse-old, nttagy comfortably occur in their

position within the clause as pronouns’

The second function — whidhT(LD)s shares withETOP and CILD - relies in its
possibility of triggering poset relations. Considiee two examples below, the first

from DCPSE the second is adapted from Prince (1997: (9f)) :

(180) So | thought I'd combine the whole thing adntlad it all planned and did some cooking
yesterday, and then it turned out mummy and daddida’t make it.
Oh that's a bore!
So I'm hoping they’ll come next week but uh, theg ao busy at the moment. | thimummy
sheworries me actually, still every time | go in nosthe looks so tired and worn.
(DL-B33 0214 — DL-B33 0219)

(181) “My father loves crispy rise,” says Sambotsg we must have it on the menu”. Amide

nuddle too, he lovest just as much.

In both the cases, the entity represented by thi@line is not necessarily
discourse-new; moreover in the second example,ctieferential pronoun is in
object position, which is prototypically a slot fatiscourse-new entities: the
simplifying condition then, is not at issue. Rathboth the dislocated elements
trigger an inferential relation with some entityepiously evoked in the discourse. In
this case, tod,D barely serves to trigger an inference for the éreagain, the entity
represented by the initialP stands in a salient partially-ordered set relatmsome
entity or entities already evoked in the disocuidel, a set/member relations in
both cases.

Finally, LDs’ insensitivity to islands constraints — as alreadyedted in the
previous paragraph — can be seen as a syntacticedgveventing structural
violations on long-distance dependencies, namelgn®ToP is interpretive valid,

but structurally illicit. Consider, for instanceetklialogue below:

(182) A: You bought shoes?

B: No, this is Tom’s pair
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(183) A: My shoes Mark has [g
(184) A:* My shoesl don't know who has [¢
(185) A: My shoesl don’t know who has them

Arguably both(183) and (184) yield the same open proposition, the variable being
Mark in the former case arddon’t know whan the latter case, but topic extraction

can only be overcame using an instancepof185).

3.3.3 Summary

From a syntactic perspectivieT(LD) are clearly distinct fronTILD andeTor. They
are generally restricted toPs they can occur mainly in root contexts only. The
resumptive element can either be a clitic pronaui@nic pronoun or even an epithet.
There is no recursion, no connectedness betweamptwe element and dislocated
element, nor island sensitivity. From an interpetpoint of view, it simplifies
discourse processing when an element is being fghognon the topic scale, and can

trigger poset relations as previously seerciob andeToP.

3.4 Conclusions

In this chapter the main syntactic and interprefiveperties at work for the
phenomena involving the left periphery of the seogein Italian and English have
been isolated. Following a cross-linguistic perspec the CILD has been
continuously compared with theTor, with which it shares the same syntactic
behaviour with respect to island sensitivity ané fhossibility of pre-posing any
possible categoncILD opts for a resumptive element of the clitic typmandatory
in case of direct objects — whileTOP select and empty category through a null
anaphoric operator. The first can involve multipdpics, while the latter does not.
From a functional perspective, both the dislocdtgmics act as aINK, addressing
the hearer to the specific entry where she hagitbtlae relevant information, and
both the constructions trigger inferences with treor discourse, by creating
relations with some entities already introducedhi& discourse. The possibility that
CILD cover several functional properties, divergingrireropPfor the inability of this

latter for shifting on a not-previously establishegic, has been also discussed. In
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parallel, theHTLD construction has been investigated. It has beewrshbat this
construction is not sensitive to the island comstsaand it generally involves only
bare NPs. As for the resumptive element involved, it can @itlopt for a clitic
pronoun, a strong pronoun or even an epithet. Faorinterpretive point of view, it
mainly simplifies discourse processing when an el@nis being promoting on the
topic scale.

The main aim beyond a specific analysis of thig soessentially based on the
fact that a well-made investigation of the phenoandatected to the right cannot be
completely exhaustive without making strong conguars with the range of
phenomena detected to the left, since two periphareas are involved, and
presumably similar discourse-related features wdndldentailed. In this sense, the
chapter just discussed should be seen as a refepmint for the following
investigation of the syntactic and the interpretpm@perties at work in the right
periphery of the sentence, so as to check whetleesame mechanisms involved into
the left can equally arise to the right.

At the same time, one crucial aspect of the amalysis been left pending
throughout the chapter. Indeed, the root(-likeuratof the English constructions,
has opposed to the non-root(-like) status aiufb has only been here briefly
introduced. As it will be extensively discussed i€hapter 5, this
syntactic/interpretive dependency will turn outhave important consequences —
both intra-linguistically ad cross-linguistically ence the derivational account
proposed foCIRD in the next chapter will be extended to the analgsthe English
RD in Chapter 5. In this respect, it will be discusseldether the possibility for a
discourse-related sentence to allow dislocatedeisrin its right periphery, must be
made dependent to a possible root/non-root(-lik&)rdtion.
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Chapter 4

The Romance Right-Dislocation and elusive facts abbEnglish

4.0 Introduction

While linguistic theory has constantly devotedagrattention to the investigation
of the syntactic configurations and the discoutsefions involved in the dislocation
of topics in Romance fronting constructions — atemsively seen in the previous
chapter — detailed examinations of the mechanismwaak for right-dislocated
constituents have generally gone underrated umdilldst decade when new insights
have been offered to the understanding of the phenon (Kayne 1994, 1995;
Belletti 1999, 2004a, 2008; Cecchetto 1999; Calditia2001; Samek-Lodovici
2006; De Cat 2007; Bocci 200@ter alia). The general oversight essentially lies in
both formal elusiveness and internal theoreticahglications. As for the first case,
traditional grammar has always considered the phenon — fairly common in
spoken language — to be tightly connected to thade wiass of linguistic expressions
generally banned in high-standard speech and diguatantroversial in writing
discourse. For instance, it is an emblematic faat bnly in recent times, special
emphasis on the appareiilicitness of some spoken constructions has been
adequately stressed by sociolinguistic scholarsh & Berruto (1986a; 1987) and
Sabatini (1985), who strongly support the idea thaguistic sub-standards,
widespread at several levels, should be considesddtegrated part of the standard
domain (hence, the coinage of words such es-standardltalian, or Italiano
tendenzialeas in Mioni, 1983a). In this sense, the folklocsise and the marked
unsuitability of RD construction are strongly reanalyzed in the liglit new
communicative and social processes which confirm tindency toward a more
liberal use of special constructions and non-caradmxpressions generally excluded
in formal standard® In this spirit, the new tendency is seen as caniR@margument

% Berruto (1987: 62): ‘nello sviluppo recente dédiliano, & indubbio che si sono affermati, o si
vanno affermando, o ci sono sintomi che cominciad@ffermarsi, come standard costrutti, forme e
realizzazioni che non erano presentate nel canomeeaso dalle grammatiche e dai manuali, o che,
guando vi erano menzionate, lo venivano quali atistforme e realizzazioni del linguaggio popolare
o familiare o volgare, oppure regionali, e quindielitare nel ben parlare e scrivere. [...] Un primo
settore della grammatica in cui & evidente la laageettazione e l'incipiente standardizzazione di
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in favor of the possibility for linguistic researti enlarge its domain of application,
S0 as to include progressively larger classes tfrabexpressions into the range of
relevant phenomena.

As for the second case, at least two complicateoeshere at issue. First of all,
the conflicting relation with theafterthought mechanism (a possible Italian
translation found in the literature is ‘ripensanenBerruto, 1986: 67) has often
yield research to misleading interpretations wébard to the exact functional nature
of RD (Givon, 1976; Geluykens, 1987, especially for Esfglanguage) and critically
altered its independent status. This fundamentstindtion will be adequately
stressed in 84.3. Second, post-position has alwagsed to be a tremendous
challenge for standard syntactic analysis, beingitfostructural nature, a massive
violation on the directionality of movement. KayseAntisymmetry of Syntax
(1994) is an unavoidable constraint this respect:

“the picture of the human language is rigidly ixflde when it comes to the relation
between hierarchical structure and linear ordetience,the formulation of the LCA
axiom: d (A) is a linear ordering of T — “where headecessarily precede their
associated complement position and adjunctions alugtys be to the left, never to the
right. The implications of this new picture of theaunhan language faculty are
widespread. Right adjunction has standardly besnnasd in the characterization of
various constructionsEvery one of these constructions must be rethougta way
compatible with the unavailability of right adjuiat. The range is substantiaight
dislocation right node raising, relative clause extraposijticomparative and result
clause extra-position, heavy NP shift, coordinatimiltiple complements and multiple
adjuncts, possessives likdriend of John’spartitives, and also relative clauses, which
must now be reanalyzed in the spirit of a raisingfpotion analysis.”

(ibid. xiii-xiv)

In this sense, the generalized ban for rightwajdraxdion — lowerings are excluded
by familiar requirements on asymmetrical c-commdiedween antecedents and
traces of movement (Kayne, 1994: 46; Chomsky, 1993)as necessarily — and
crucially — forced the syntactic investigation tconsider certain nonconforming
dependencies, as the result of different derivatioprocesses theoretically
admissible.

costrutti originariamente marcati e specifici daflpto e costituito dalle frasi con diversi princi
strutturazione rispetto a quello normale per @b SVO. Tali sono la dislocazione a sinistra, la
dislocazione a destra,dlé presentativo, la frase scissa.’
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Considering the specific case ORDs, the range of possible configurations is
quite vast, since several competing syntactic attsolnave been independently
proposed in the recent literature, thus, often mgvrise to opposite outcomes.
Assuming that a symmetric analysis — the so-caNédor Hypothesis’ proposed in
Vallduvi (1992: 100-104) — is untenable on emplrgaunds (8.4.1), the different
proposals can be roughly grouped together undermam derivational accounts:
under the Clause-External Topicalization Hypothéfist proposed in Kayne, 1995,
as a Double-Topicalization movement), the rightetiated element is merged —
either externally (Frascarelli & Hinterholzl, 200@) internally (Cardinaletti 2001;
Samek-Lodovici 2006) — into the specifier of a topead in the high left periphery —
this first being step equal @WLD - plus a remnant-movement of tirefield to the
specifier of a higher projection (say, GroundP) eckhcan ensure the surface linear
order. This will be shown in4&.2
On the other sideynder the Clause-Internal Topicalization Hypothefzecchetto
1999; Belletti 2001, 2004a, 2008; Villalba 2000;c802009), the right-dislocated
element is situated in the left periphery of areaged projection of V, and appears
to be right-peripheral as an effect of the movenoésatl lexical items base-generated
under it — post-verbal subjects included — corliraa the former approach, assumes
the right-dislocated element to be internally mdrgeto some dedicated topic
position equally available in the«(v)P periphery, which, assuming recent
developments on phase Theory (Chomsky, 2001) pwrtmirrors the highip
periphery. In this sense, there is no need to faastany further movement to tle
field, since the expected surface linear ordeirictly reachable inside. This latter
analysis, also defined the ‘Bigp Hypothesis’ will be taken into account in.g83 A
correlated remark is dedicated to the case of Matgation, in §.4.4 Finally, in
84.5the elusive status of English Right-Dislocatiortaken into account. It will be
essentially shown how its syntactic and interpeetatus has always been especially

neglected in linguistic theory.
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4.1 Clitic Right Disclocation (CIRD): syntactic poperties

A prototypical example of CIRD is given (n):

Q) Lo hanno gia chiamato, Gianni

[they] him.CL have already called, John

Note: ‘" does not mean that some sort of intommatidoreak is involved

CIRD involves a non-vocative detached XH&anni) in the right periphery of
the sentence and a resumptive clita) (= agreement markégdinked with it, within
the sentence itselThe clitic complies with all the functions the disate element
would have done if it had not been displaced. Theedying syntactic structure is

given below:

2 [s... c/AGR...] XP;

As previously seen fo€lLDs many other languages among the Romance family
show the same syntactic phenomenon:

3) Je dois encore lui répondre, a Jim r{€ng
I muststill to-him.CL reply, to him
De Cat, 2007: (48a)

(4) El vam comprar a Barcelona, el llibre @aun)
[we] it.CL buy in Barcelona, the book
Villalba, 2000: (8a)

(5) No la habia visto nunca, esa pelicula ii&be
[1] NEG it.CL had seen ever, thatrfil
Francom, 2006: (2)

(6) Peire li a donat de pan, al can (Occitan)

peter to-him.CL has given DET bread, to-the dog
(7 L'appo vistu, su dottore (Saian)

[1l him-CL have seen, the doctor
Jones: 1993
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(8)

)

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

Ci haju a dari un libbru, a Giuvanni

[1] to-him.CL have to give a book, to John

L'add3 dzia pavata, a bullétta
[11it.CL have already paid, the bill

e questo die gli demo a Bonizi livere cinquetoe
and this day [we] to-him.CL give to Bonizi lire
(Testi Fiorentini, 1272-1277)

i'ho veduto cosa che molto mi dispiace a Fadimio
| have seen thing that a lot to-me.CL worry tosayl
(Novellino [LXVIII] end of XlII Century)

onde io sono tenuto di renderla loro, la carta
so that | have to give-it.CL them back, the paper
(Nuovi Testi Fiorentini, 1290-1324)

s’che neuno cavaliere non gli potea duraranana lui
so that no knight NEG to-him.CL could stand in frohhim

(Tristano Riccardiano, Xl Century)

Among the non Romance languages, CIRD is equaligdo

(14)

(15)

(16)

17)

Ta vrika, ta klidia
them found-I, the keys
Villalba, 2000: (3a)

Ja ne ljublju ix, polizejskix
I not like them, the cops
Pereltsvaig (Linguist List: 8.749)

Ani lo ohev otam, et ha-shotrim

I not like them, the cops

Pereltsvaig (Linguist List: 8.749)
Darrangku-warndi warlaku maya-nu, wawa
[he] Stick-with.INST dog hit-did, the child
Pensalfini (Linguist List: 8.749)
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As already done in the previous chapter, in thesgme section a detailed
investigation of the specific syntactic propertdsracterizingcIRD will be similarly
offered. This analysis will mainly show ho®RD essentially mirrorsCILD, the
former differing from the Ilatter for the indepentemvailability of the
Marginalization construction (it. trEmarginaziong Antinucci & Cinque, 1977),
where the absence of the resumptive clitic in dbjeasition does not affect the
grammaticality of the sentence. The assumption tha&t distribution of the
anticipatory clitic is neither free, nor optionabtleast in Italian — will be adequately
motivated in 8.4.4 by several convincing arguments reflecting theaidleat two
distinct syntactic derivations are indeed at wark fight-dislocated elementnd

marginalized constructions.

() Any maximal projection can be right dislocatedPs, PPs, APs, VPs, CPs

(18) Dovresti darlo a Paolggil libro]
[you] should give-it.Cl to Paul, the book

(19) Ne abbiamo discusso accanitamente tuttongr@gio, prdi quel problema]

of-it.CL [we] have discussed fiercely thieole afternoon, about that problem

(20) Sicuramente non lo & mai staja,ifitelligente]

definitely [she] Neg it.CL ever beelever

(22) Non lo & mai statoyd rinchiuso in gabbia]

[he]Neg it.CL has ever been, locked cage

(22) Lo dicono tutti, {p che il problema non é facile]

it.CL says everybody, that the proble not easy

(i) There is no (theoretical) limit to the number aflocated phrases:

(23) Non gliene hanno mai parlato, [a Gianrdi quel libro}
[they] Neg to-him of it have evetk&al, to Gianni, of that book

(24) Non posso offrirglielo, [iq] [a Giorgio}, [un lavoro}
[I'] Neg can offer to-him.CL-it.CL I, to Giorgioa job
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(25)  Non mi ce ne ha mai comprati, [di vestjtih me}, [Giannik, [in quel negozig]
[he] Neg to-me.CL there.CL of them.CL ever haggit, clothes, to me, Gianni, in that
shop

(i) In case of multiple dislocated phrases, theiedrd is freé”:

(26) Glielo ha nascosto Maria, [a Roberidi] cappello},
to-him.CL it.CL has Maria hidden, to Roberto, the
27) Glielo ha nascosto Maria, [il cappellda Roberto]

(28) Non mi ce ne ha mai comprati, [di vestjtfh me}, [Giannik, [in quel negozig] (= 25)
(29) Non mi ce ne ha mai comprati, [a médi vestiti];, [Giannik, [in quel negozig)
(30) Non mi ce ne ha mai comprati, [Giagnjfi vestiti];, [a me}, [in quel negozig)
(31) Non mi ce ne ha mai comprati, [in quel neghzili vestiti];, [a me}, [Gianni,

(iv) The dislocated phrase can occur at the front méially any subordinate clause

type:

(32) Se loro non gli hanno scrittgpfa Giorgio], una ragione c'é

if they Neg to-him.CL have written, to Johnreason there is

(33) Mi dispiace che nessuno gli abbia mai pantatdto, [a Giorgio]
| regret that anybody to-him has ever spokentadoGiorgio

(34) Quando 'hanno riportato a casa, [Marco],dmbine giocavano in giardino
when [they] him.CL brought home Mk little girls were playing in the garden

(v) The resumptive element is necessarily of thecdijtpe; its presence is obligatory

for lefthand direct or partitiveiPs while it is optional for the other phrases:

(35) Non €i) sono mai andato [in quel cinema]

[I] Neg (there.CL) have ever goriethat cinema

(36) (gli) porterd un regalopg a Roberto]

27 As it will be shown in the next sections, righsidcated topics are a pure case of free-ordering
constraint, at least for two reasons: they aregtllallygivenin some sense (as especially stressed in
Frascarelli & Hinterdlzl, 2007), and they do notieet the basic word order for argument positions
licensed inside the referring sentence, contréoilihe case of thafterthougt mechanism, where the
order of the elements is fixed in the case of mpldtdislocations (Grosz & Ziv, 1998; Bocci, 2009),
and that of Marginalization taken into account 4n4g4.
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[1]( to-him.CL) will bring a present, to Bob

(37) Non (ci) ho mai comprato nientg§on Roberto]
[I]Neg (with-him.CL) have ever bought anything,twBob

(38) * Abbiamo visto ieri lui, [Marco]

[we] have seen yesterday he, Mark

(39) L'abbiamo visto ieri, [Marco]

[we] him.Cl have seen yesterday, Mark

(vij  As previously mentioned, the absence of the obpéitt does not yield
agrammaticality, rather it is a case of Margindl@a The difference between the
two constructions is sharp in the case of postYesbbjects carrying informational

focus:

(40) A: Chi ha spento la luce?
B: L’ha spenta Marco, la luce (CIRD)
B: * Ha spento MARCO, la luce (Marginalizatjon

(viy  When the clitic pronoun is present, it must agegié the righthand element

in Case and categorical status:

(42) Se loro non gli hanno scrittgpfa Giorgio], una ragione c'é

if they Neg to-him.CL have written, to Johnreason there is

(42) * Se loro non lo hanno scritteppGiorgio], una ragione c'e
if they Neg him.CL have written, to John,eason there is
(43) Maria dice che non (ci) pensiamo maib[a lei]

Maria says that Neg (of-her) think ever, of her

(44) * Maria dice che non ci pensiamo mai, [a ssd]

Maria says that [we] of-her think ever, of helfs

(vii)  The relation between the righthand phrase #redresumptive element obey
the right-roof constraintRRC, Ross, 1967; Soames & Perlmutter, 1979):
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(45) Che gliela presti, [la macchina], mi sembemet
that [you] to-her.CL-it.CL lend, the car, to meuswls weird

(46) * Che gliela presti, mi sembra strano, [la otaca]
Cecchetto, 1999: (18)

47 Quando abbiamo deciso di consegnarla a Lean@ldaglia], era d’accordo solo Mara
when [we] have decided to give-it.CL to Leo, theslal, agreed only Mara

(48) * Quando abbiamo deciso di consegnarla a Lreod'accordo solo Mara, [la medaglia]
adapted from Bocci, 2009: (44)

Once again, the syntactic properties so far digzhase summarized below:

(tab.1)

Romance CIRD
Category Any
Iterability \
Ordering Free
Context root/non-root
Resumptive element Clitic
Connectedness V
Island sensitivity \

4.2 Clitic Right Disclocation (CIRD): interpretive properties

The range of discourse conditions licensing rigbtedated topicss severely
restricted. In this sense, the Clitic Right Dislibga constructionis defined
negatively as being in a subset relation with tleealrse functions which can be
expressed by Clitic Left Dislocation:
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(Tab. 1)

CILD

The analysis being made by subtracting, it is wehile to reconsider the main
conclusions reached faziLD in previous chapter and compare them with those
available forCIRD. As extensively seen, the left-dislocated elenfielfills the LINK
instruction in the informational model proposedMallduvi (1992), being for this
reason araddress pointethat directs the hearer to a given address/fitd aathe
hearer's knowledge/store, under which the infororatiarried by the sentence focus
Is entered. This idea is fully consistent with thations ofaboutness topiin the
sense of Reinhart (1981 ambrecht (1994: 127), Gundel (1988: 210) and tfat
shifting topicof Givon (1983: 8), incorporating the assumptioattthe referent
promoted by the dislocated element can be newkpdoted, newly changed or
newly returned to. The prototypical case from Faaslti & Hiterholzl (2007) is

given here again for concreteness:

(49) Il materiale era tantissimo quindi all'iniibo fatto tutto di corsa cercando di  impiegdrc
tempo che dicevate voi magari facendolo un po' figigmente pur di prendere tutto —

[Fultima unit] la sto facendo I'ho lasciata un po' da parte penohdcominciato il ripasso...

The material was quite a lot, so at the beginrimlid it in a rush, trying to do it all in the
time that you had fixed, maybe a little superfigiato as to do everything- I'm doing the last

unit now, | put it aside before because | had st@tb go through the program again...

As easily detectable below)RD can never be an instance of aboutness/shifting
topic, it can neither introduce new discourse egies, nor being able to shift hearer’s

attention on a different topic:

(50) I materiale era tantissimo quindi all'inizibho fatto tutto di corsa cercando di
impiegarci il tempo che dicevate voi magari facdadon po' superficialmente pur di
prendere tutto — # la sto facendbulfima unit] I'ho lasciata un po’ da parte perché ho

ricominciato il ripasso...
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(51) ... # la sto facendo, l'ultima unit, I'ho lastdaaun po’ da parte perché ho ricominciato il
ripasso
... # [I[ it.CL am doing the last unit, [I[ it.CL hae left aside because [I] have strarted the

revising again

A second type of discourse function tl@tD can cover is contrastivity. The
same does not hold forlRD as already pointed out in Beninca (1988: 146),
Lambrecht (1994: 203) and Beninca e Poletto (2004, where two elements
belonging to the samel (List Interpretation) set of already known iteme a

contrasted.

(52) Il dolce, lo porto io; il vino, lo porti tu
the cake, it.CL take I; the wine, it.CL take you
(53) * |l dolce, lo porto io; lo porti tu, il vino
(54) * Lo porto io, il dolce; lo porti tu, il vino
Beninca, 1988: (130)

(55) La frutta, la regaliamo; la verdura, la vendiam

the fruit, [we] it.CL give for free; the vegetabldwe] it.CL sell
(56) * La frutta, la regaliamo; la vendiamo la vemau
(57) * La regaliamo, la frutta; la vendiamo, la veral

Beninca & Poletto, 2004: 51

The only function truly relevant for the exact imteetation of the right dislocated
element lies in its solely possibility of conveyigg/en information. This general
consideration is far from being new: Beninca (19B88), for instance, distinguishes
betweercILD andCIRD in terms of possibility vs. impossibility of creagj a universe
of discourse, implying the fact that the elemestatiated to the right can recover an
element from the context only if the referentiiseady highly presupposed as given
in the immediate backgroundror Lambrecht (1994) thkigh accessibilityof the
referent is the general condition for the apprdpriase of the right-detached
construction, labelledantitopic’ in his notation. Ward & Birner (1996: 472) are
essentially on the same track observing that theeeee-final constituent iRD mast
have beemxplicitly evokedn the immediately prior discourse. Since the iinfation
is both hearer-old and discourse-old — recallingder (1992) -RD cannot be viewed

as marking new material, by disallowing brand-nepid¢s as occurrences in their
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dislocated positions. Therefore, as a preliminanyctusion, thegivenstatus detected
above seems to be crucial in a twofold way: fisgtce it has been shown that the
dislocated element can never beLlaK in the sense of Vallduvi (1992), the
instruction in it does not function as an addressatpr, for the simply reason that the
hearer is fully aware about the file-card he haadd the information in. From this
consideration, the notion afaiL is introduced, as already briefly seen #28.1
Secondly, the impossibility for the dislocated ed#rnto introduce contrasting
strategies, clearly makes the trigger-inferenceeseh in the POSET relations
completely inadequate. Thus the analysis made ird\&aBirner (1998) cannot be
maintained for the right periphery. After havingsalissed both the arguments in
turn, the examination will offer an analysis basedevocatibility conditions (Grosz
& Ziv, 1994).

4.2.1 The Informational Component and the notiorof TAIL

Vallduvi (1992) defines the notion il — the complement of the link within the
ground — as negatively identified for its nonfooahlink status within the sentence
and prosodically identified with &= accent. It has previously said that it acts as a
signalling flag which is used by the speaker tadatk howexactlythe information
in theFocusmust be entered in the link-address, or put dightly different way, it
is used to indicate that the focus completes ersain some way that entry pointed
by the LINK. Specifically the distinction between ‘retrieve-addhd ‘retrieve-

substitute’ must be kept in mind and further depeth

the tail's task is to further specify how the inf@ation must be entered under a given
address. If the ground contains a tail it meansttteinformation of the sentence cannot
be simply added under the address denoted byrtkeltistead, it indicates that part of
the proposition communicated, is knowledge alreeaiytained under that address and
that the information of the sentence must be coadtin some way with that knowledge
instead of merely added.

(ibid. 78-79)

In this way the comparison betweeamNK-FOCUS structures(58) and TAILFUL
structures, i.eLINK-FOCUS-TAIL (59) becomes crucially relevant as in the case of the

two sentences below:
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(58) lltopo  fha morso il gattg
the mouse bhit the cat

(59) Il topo lo § ha morsd, il gatto
the mouse it.CL  has the cat

Recalling that:

(1) the GROUND is made by a LINK and a TAIL
(2) the GROUND escapes the scope of FOG@§ being the non-informative part within the

sentence

therefore:
(3a) the LINK escapes the scope of FOG@$
(4a) the capital lambda notatiof)(fulfils the abstraction process
(5a) a variable is left within the scope of FO&®d]

and
(3b) the TAIL escapes the scope of FOGa$
(4b) the lowercase lambda notatia fllfils the abstraction process
(5b) a variable is left within the scope of FOE®d]

The two standard notations will be respectivebyand(61):

(60) Il topo E ha morso il gattq
AXg, X3 = LINK [ @ [x, FOCUS]]

AXyq, X1 = il topo [® [x, ha morso il gattd]

(61) Il topo lo E ha morsd, il gatto
AXy, X1= LINK [Ax5 [ ® [x; FOCUS x,]] (TAIL)
AXy, %= il topo X, [ @ [X1 ha morsoxy]] (il gatto)

The operatow instructs the hearer to retrieve the informatiodarrits scope and the
same LINK covers the function of the address-pointer for #tering of this
information in the hearer's knowledge-store in bdtle sentences. The only

difference is thaAIL constituent in the latter construction. This diffiet disposition
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reflects two different instructions the speakeriwes. In the case o6€) and(60) the

instruction is build in the classical way:

AXq, X, = il topo [® [x, ha morso il gattd]
(1) retrievethe information in the focusha morso il gatto>
(2) goto the address denoted by thiek <il topo>

(3) addthe retrieved informatiogha morso il gatto>under the addresd topo>

In the case of theINK-FOCUS-TAIL construction in59) and(61), things change, since
the bare presence of theiL yields alteration of the nature of the focus, thursing

the instruction from /retrieve-add/ to /retrievesstitute/:
AXy, %= il topo X, [ @ [X1 ha morsoxy]] (il gatto)

(1) retrievethe information in the focusha morso>
(2) goto the address denoted by theK <il topo>
(3) substitutethe blank in the already-established relatn; > --- <il gatto> with

the retrieved informatiorla morso>°

Specifically, the main argument supported by Valithimodel is that in tailful
constructions the information retrieved from theus fragment should be substituted
in the (empty) slot found inside aiready-establishedelation between theiNk
element and theAlL element. This pre-established relation is in turacially
already-establishedunder the address denoted by thek element. A basic
prototypical example could be the one below, whbeesupposed relation between
theLINK and theTAIL is ensured by a generic ‘did something to’.

(62) A: lltopo fha fatto qualcosa al gattd

the mouse did something to Hie c

8 The same process is at work for CILD (cf. § 3.2.2.1)
? |n the case of Focus-Tail sentences, the speakames that the hearer is already at the address

under which the information retrieved in the foaimuld be entered. Given this presupposition, no
LINK is needed. (cf. Vallduvi, 1990: 83)
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(63) B: Esattamente, il topo lo £ hp morsq, il gatto

exactly, the mouse it.CL bit the cat

This can be seen graphically in the scheme below:

address: topo ¢x : address: topo ¢x : address: il topo ¢}
_________ |
?xal figo qualcosa a imply : RELATION (uX2) | presuppose ha morso (x;, %)
, _ | ——
| gatto () | gatto (%)
gatto (%) : I
|
L [
(62) (63)

In this case speakes) establishes a relation between thek and theTAIL after
speaker(p) utters the sentence. This is represented by thdicational relation
between the first two files-cards. Subsequentlgeospeake(B) utters her sentence,
she presupposes that the relation betweenLtkg and the TAIL is already
established and thus, tR® construction is admissible and the focus infornmatian
be felicitously inserted. This is represented i ldst two file-cards. In all cases, the
previous relation between thalL and theLINK is mandatoryin Vallduvi’s model,
and therefore, thgivennesstatus of the dislocated element is legitimatedheyfact
that the relation between it and the address-poistalready necessarily established
in the speaker’s mind through the prior discouimatext. The information conveyed
in the focus is the corrective/substitutive instimt, as consequence of the previous
statement; the goal of the previous statement Edmote a relation within the two
element of the ground, again thesk and theTAIL. This conclusion seems to be

highly predictive, but not sufficiently enough. Gaater, for instance the case below:

(64) [a screaming man is trying to go out fromdmsage, but a locked car blocks the way.
People around]

A:Chila  ha messa qui, guesta maladeticchina? Non riesco ad uscire!
who it.CL has put here this dathnecar [l NEG can go out

Under Vallduvi’'s model, this sentence should bedubut, since it contradicts
some of the assumptions: it is in fact quite hardiéntify in(64) any sort ofalready-

established discourse relatidretween theINK (if there is any) and the dislocated
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element ‘questa maledetta macchina’. It is inddanlly unpractical on empirical
grounds the attempt of building up complex chaihgresuppositions which could
let one to propose the existence of very remoteaesdepointers for the sentence
above, such as the owner of car, or the neighboursyen the emergency operator
of the local firemen station, and then relate thenthe car affair. Secondly, if no
relation is available, then there is no way of ddfag thegiven status of the
dislocated element, since the givenness feature otdyn be legitimated by the
existence of such a relation, recalling Vallduw&finition of TAIL (‘it indicates that
part of proposition communicated, is knowledge adiye contained under that
address-pointer/knowledge-stor@ag. 79). Third, the relation betwegnK and the
TAIL ensures the existence of encoded information dohathe focus acts on; since
no relation is available, there is no encoded métron that can be substituted.
These considerations are in line with the obsewmatithat Villalba (2000: 149)
makes in quite a similar fashion. He considersdh&e of the so-called ‘attributive
CIRD’, where the same referent is identified througho tdifferent linguistic

expressions in two different utterances. Consiegfrom Catalan:

(65) A: Ahir em vaig trobar la Maria
Yesterday, | met Maria by accident
B: No vull que I'esmentis, aquella bandarra
| don’t want you to mention her, that crook
A: Caram, no sabia que hi estiguessis enfadat
Why, | didn’t know you were angry at her
Villalba, 2000: (37)

As he notes, following Vallduvi’'s approach the tdtece made by speaker (B)
should be analyzed as the information that instrepeaker (A) to go to the address
denote by ‘Speaker (B)' and then substitute ‘daesant you to mention her’ for the
blank in the ground ‘Speaker (B) --- --- that crbokn this way, the relation
expressed in the ground means that Speaker (Buppeses that the attributive
expression referred to Maria is part of the knogkedtore of A, which is indeed not
the case.

As a matter of fact, then, the mandatory requirdrtieat the relation between the
LINK and theTAIL inside the ground must be active, renders the aisdllye reflex of

a spurious stipulation which yields to undeterminedclusions.
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A related inconsistence in Vallduvi’s model candegected in the light of some
recent observations regarding the phonologicatsira of right-dislocated material
in Italian, as put forward in Bocci (2009), whoidtly rejects the possibility of a
direct isomorphism between informational and intmwaal properties (cf. 3.2.2.3).
Assuming that a right-dislocated topics in Ital@m both follow anghrecedea focus

phrase, he offers the following contrast:

(66) a. L+H* L*
Quando arriva PIERANGELR,la dobbiamo avvisare, Mariargarop
when  arrives Pierangelo [we] her.@hust inform  Marianna

b. H+L* L+H*
La dobbiamo avvisare, Mariapmtor quando arriva PIERANGELG,.

[we] her.CL must inform  Marianna when arrives Pierangelo

From the discrepancy (86), Bocci thus concludes:

Finally, examples such a66a) and 66b) also lead us to conclude that intonation cannot
be isomorphic to informational properties, evenwié assume the division of the
(back)ground into the categories of link and tasl groposed by Vallduvi (1992).
According to Vallduvi, right dislocation (right dethment, in his terminology) is to be
conceived of as a device to mark the tail and tooree non-focal information from the
core clause. Moreover, Vallduvi notices that rigisiocated topics are characterized by
a flat contour, that is, according to my analysissociated with L*. However, as
previously discussed, right dislocated topics alidh are not in principle restricted to
occur in postfocal contexts, so that they can eitecede or follow focus. As
consequence, right dislocation is not a mechan@smssign focus. WhileMariannd’
counts as a tail in both cases, it associates Witlonly if it follows focus. As a
consequence, L* cannot be the prosodic correlat¢hefnotion of tail, leading to

conclude that there is not a direct isomorphismvbeh informational and intonational
properties
(ibid. 193)

4.2.2 Discourse coherence arrbsETrelations

In 83.2.2.2,the notion oftoherenceof discourse has been defined as the result of

informational processes linking current utteraneesl prior context. It has been
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assumed that speakers are able to track relat&l@tween discourse entities and
that the statuses of these entities must be caesideith respect of the way content
is transmitted, being faced off the backgroundhatt tcontext (Chafe, 1976). In the
case of fronted\Ps, it has been assumed that they are constrainedrdymatic
hierarchies based on the degree to which the irgtbam is supposed to be available
to the speakers prior to its evocation — as in dhse of thegivenness-newness
hierarchy (Gundel et al, 1993; Gundel, 2003; Gundel & Freth&2004) — and that
they are linked to their referents in the speakeritsd byPOSET (Partially Ordered SET)
relations (Hirschberg, 1991). As for right-disloaéielements the analysis is far more
restricted. The crucial points here are still tlans: the incapability o€IRD of
licensing aboutness/shifting topics and contrastigics severely constraints the

range of the possible realizations.

In their analysis oRD, Ward & Birner (2004) come to the general conclogiuat
the discourse-old status is not only permitted, indeed required. Consider, for

instance, the passage below:

(66) Quando mi ripresi, realizzai il miracolo: ilomtrabbasso che tanto mi aveva
accompagnato in quei primi quindici anni era ancsteso |i in uno stato assai
decente, sebbene fossimo cascati tutti e due dal eano della casa vecchia di mia
nonna. E per questa ragione, dopo essermi tolpaddia tra i capelli, iniziai a saltare

dalla gioia. Lo adoravo troppo, quel contrabbasso.

When | recovered, suddenly | realized that was rm@cte: the double-bass that had
been with me for fifteen years was still there, anduch a decent state, even though
we had fallen down from the third floor of my gramals old house. And for this
reason, after having taken some straw from the,Hagtared jumping from joy. |

loved it too much, that double-bass.

Again, as already seen int.g the use of brand-new information renders the

utterance fairly infelicitous:

(67) Quando mi ripresi, realizzai il miracolo: ilomtrabbasso che tanto mi aveva
accompagnato in quei primi quindici anni era ancsteso |i in uno stato assai

decente, sebbene fossimo cascati tutti e due dal feano della casa vecchia di mia
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nonna. E per questa ragione, dopo essermi tolpaddia tra i capelli, iniziai a saltare

dalla gioia. # Lo adoravo troppo, quel balcone.

When | recovered, suddenly | realized that was r@cté: the double-bass that had
been with me for fifteen years was still there, anduch a decent state, even though
we had fallen down from the third floor of my gramals old house. And for this
reason, after having taken the straw off of my hhstared jumping from joy. # |

loved it too much, that balcony.

This last observation, then, seems to be highldiptiee once the status of the
dislocated element is applied to the inferentiahlgsis of the POSET relations.
Recalling that fronted elementsggger inferences in the sense that the initia
stands in a salient partially-ordered set relatorsome entity or entities already
evoked in the discourse-model, it will shown thet same is not possible for right-
dislocated elements, where, indeed only @ENTITY relation can be truly

admissible.

(68) IDENTITY (is-equal-to)
A: Posso avere un contrabbasso elettrico?
Can[l] have an electric double-bass?
B: No, mi dispiace. Li ho terminati tutti, i csabbassi elettrici

No, I'm sorry. [I] them.CL am out of, electdouble-basses

(69) SET/MEMBERS (is-a-member-of)
A: Avete ancora qualche strumento?
Do you still have any instrument left?
B: # Beh, li ho gia finiti tutti, i contrabbassi

Well, [1] them.CL am out of, double-basses

(70) PART/WHOLE (is-a-part-of)
A: Credi che possa ricominciare ad usare il agintrabbasso?
Do you think that | can restart using my doubledyas
B: # Beh, devo ancora ripararlo, il manico (meritponte ora & a posto)
Well, [1] still have to repair-it.CL, therfgerboard (while the bridge now is OK)

These results turn out to be perfectly consistetitinvthe hierarchical givenness-
newness distinction suggested in Gundel et al. J12d introduced in §.2.2

Since the basic premise of the hierarchy is thatesaeterminers and pronouns
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constrain possible interpretations — by conventlgngignalling different cognitive
statuses that the intended referent is assumeavi® ih the mind of the addressee —
the grammatical choice within the right-dislocati@onstruction, the pronoun,
represents the most restrictive step of the statnge. In this sense, the functional
property of the anaphoric pronoun represents famitiformation with respect to the
previous context, and, at the same time, the diséatcconstituent represents familiar

information as well, being the pronoun coreferdntiih it.

4.2.3 Evocability

Starting from the conclusions above, it is safeptopose that the dislocated
element in the right-dislocated construction nevigigers possible inferences with
entities with which it could shamosETrelations — unless this relation is established
by anINDENTITY CONDITION. In turn, this necessarily means that no ‘bramng‘ne
information is indeed admissible in the right-deslted position, where ‘brand-new’
refers to some information which has not beewoked either textually or
situationally, which is not inferable from priorsdourse, and which is not believed
to be otherwise within the hearer’'s knowledge-s{afePrince, 1981). In this sense,
the evocability condition becomes diagnostically significant in nparespects. it
being crucially based on the degree of recovetgbihat the referent has either
situationally or textually with respect to the speds mind, the analysis can freely
discharge the notion ofAIL, since the obligation for it to be necessarilyan
already-established relation with theNk, cannot be maintained when no actual
LINK is indeed available. A solution for the problemasientence in64), here
repeated ag1), is then that the dislocated element in the rdjelecated sentence is
in a felicitous cognitive status in the hearer'soktedge-store just because it is
situationally evoked from the extra-linguistic cexit, and not because it is in a

possible relation with a presupposauk .

(72) [a screaming man is trying to go out fromdmsage, but a locked car blocks the way.

People around]

A: Chila  ha messa qui, guesta maladeticchina? Non riesco ad uscire!

who it.CL has put here this dathnecar [ NEG can go out
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As a convincing argument, the fact that the onljnadiblePosETrelation is that of
beingIDENTICAL with the referent already mentioned in the presioantext — thus
excluding all the other possibilities — is confongnito the idea that the dislocated
element status strictly depends on its own recdigsaconditions from the extra-
linguistic/linguistic context, and that the prondinked with it is associated with the
most restrictive status of the givenness hierarichyzundel et al (1993 This
conclusion seems in line with the claim which Mia (2000) attributes to Laca
(1986: 82ff* and especially with Grosz & Ziv (1994), who stiéipresent the best
treatment on discourse conditions involving evoldgbin right-dislocated material.
Ziv (1994) and Grosz & Ziv (1994) consid&®D an highly presuppositional
construction (Lambrecht, 1981), whose essentiakctian is that of recovering
entities which can be eith&ITUATIONALLY EVOKED Or TEXTUALLY EVOKED.* As

%0 Ziv (1994: 639) comes to the same conclusions: f®uas rate higher on the accessibility scale
then proper names or definite descriptions. Theodis®e referents accessed by unstressed pronouns
must be salient, recent, topical or otherwise pahy easily retrievable, since the pronominal
reference is minimally informative.” (cf. also C31.fn. 17)

3L In her studies on Catalan, Laca gives CIRD a sigewfe in the organization of the informative
content of the sentence, namely that of removipgeaupposed phrase from the maximally rhematic
position, the final position (i.e., the positionr fthe new-information content, recalling Ward &
Birner, 1998), thus allowing another element toumgcit. Consider the example in (1):

(1) A: lo adoro Maria
| love Mary
B: Beh, io la odio, Maria
Well, | hate her, Mary

In (B)'s answer, the NP ‘Maria’ is right-dislocatesince it would receive a contradictory
informational status. In this way, the predicatedmees the maximally rhematic part of the sentence.
From this analysis she proposes that the righbdéded element should always be optional, since it
can only carry given information. In this sens@,i¢lequal to (2):

(2) A: lo adoro Maria
| love Mary
B: Beh, io la odio
Well, | hate her, Mary

This conclusion is unsurprisingly too powerful, ntn many cases, as the attributive CIRDs
considered before, new information is added untteesame given referent, and therefore, no elision i
possible. However, this idea becomes insightfd iflass of RD is indeed proposed. Based on the
degree ofsalience(Prince, 1981; Lambrecht, 1994; Gundel, 2003) that entity denoted by the
element has, it could be possible to made a shmtination betweenWeak Right-Dislocations
(WRD) which allow elision, an&trong Right-DislocatioiSRD) which do not. Further research is of
course required.

%2 This distinction is clearly reminiscent of the Qléw Taxonomy of “Assumed Familiarity” in
Prince (1981b, 1992). Cf. Ch 3: xx
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for the first class of inferability, the referenértbted by the dislocated element is
explicitly focused in the extra-linguistic conteahd thus highly activated in the

speaker’s knowledge-store. A prototypical casdfesred below:

(72) [two friends in front of the old car of onetbem]
A: Secondo me, dovresti proprio buttarla vieesta macchina

In my opinion, [you] should really throw@i_ away, this car

In this case, the referertHE CAR|| is immediately available in the physical sitoati
in which the sentence is uttered. The use of timodstrative ‘this’ is significant in
this respect, since it is a clear instance of definP pointing at a specific entity in
the context. A second case of situationally-evoketities is that of a particular

referent which is not present but easily inferdlden a physically present one.

(73) [two friends in a music shop, standing in froh “POP” cover]

A: Non riesco proprio ad ascoltarli, gli U2

[1] cannot really listen-to-them.CL U2

As for the second class of evocability — the cdseference to textually evoked
entities — at least three different categories loansolated(1) distant mention{2)
implicit mention;(3) attributive mention. In the first case, ‘the enig in the global
focus’ but its referent has been mentioned in atiradly distant utterance and not
subsequently mentioned. Distance is here intendedeims of the number of

intervening utterances:

(74) A: Tiavevo detto di leggere quel libro peggd

| told you to read this book for today?

B: Lo so. Ma sono stato molto impegnato. Ho awspiti a casa e ho dovuto spendere
tutto il tempo con loro. E comunque, € parecchifiailié leggerlo, questo libro!
[1l know that. But | have been very busy. [I] hadegts at home and [I] had to spend all

my time with them. Besides, it is very hard, thiskbo
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The second category is the case of implicit mentvbich partially reflex the second
type of situationally-evoked entities. For instanite referent of the right-dislocated

element is only inferable from another one expksibked and connected with it:

(75) A: Ho visto Tempi Moderni ieri
[I] have seen Modern Times yesterday
B: E sempre un genio, Charlie Chaplin

[He] is still a genius, Charlie Chaplin

Finally, the third category concerns with the claxsattributive or predictive
elements, which are not merely referential, rathdras an emotive content. This
property has already been implicitly called uponthe previous section. Here is
another example:

(76) A: Ho portato i cane da mio fratello
[1] took my dog to my brother’s
B: Non riesci piu a domarla, quella bestia!

[you] NEG can anymore tame-it.CL, that beast

4.2.4 Summary

From a syntactic perspective]RD can affect any major category. It allows
multiple dislocations and their order is highlydr&he resumptive element can only
be of the clitic type and it can be optional in@dkes, direct object excluded, where
conversely it is necessarily required. When thicas present, connectedness effects
arise. The dislocated element can be equally leeria both root and non-root
contexts and it obeys the Right-Roof Constrainbnia functional perspective, the
right-dislocated topic can never be an instancaboiutness/shifting topic nor one of
the contrastive type. The only function truly redav for the exact interpretation of
the right dislocated element lies in its solely gbdity of conveying given
information. An interpretive account in terms ofoesbility conditions — either
linguistic or extra-linguistic — seems highly pretilre in the definition of the exact

nature of the givenness condition.
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4.3 Afterthoughts

The need to distinguish between the right-dislecatphenomenon and the
afterthought mechanism has been already briefly stressed inintre@ductory
paragraph, when some aspects of complexity foratireysis have been taken into
account. In this section both the syntactic anditiverpretive differences between
the two constructions will be detected, so as tachale that theafterthought
mechanism is a different syntactic constructionindpea repairing parenthetical
strategy avoiding potentially unclear/ambiguougirefices within the sentence.

4.3.1 Syntactic properties

(i) Afterthoughts can affect any categoryps, PPs, APs, VPs, CPs

(77) Dovresti darlo a Paolggil libro] (intendo)
[you] should give-it.Cl to Paul, the book (I mean)

(78) Ne abbiamo discusso accanitamente tuttonlgr@gio, ppdi quel problema]

of-it.CL [we] have discussed fiercely thieole afternoon, about that problem (I mean)

(79) Sicuramente non lo & mai staja,iftelligente] (intendo)

definitely [she] Neg it.CL ever beelever(l mean)

(80) Non lo & mai statoyd rinchiuso in gabbia] (intendo)
[he]Neg it.CL has ever been, locked cage (I mean)

(81) Lo dicono tutti, {» che il problema non sia facile] (intendo)

it.CL says everybody, that the proble not easy (I mean)

(i) There is no (theoretical) limit to the number fldcated phrases:

(82) Non gliene hanno mai parlato, [a Gianrdi quel libro} (intendo)
[they] Neg to-him.CL of-it.CL havesevtalked, to Gianni, of that book (I mean)

(83) Non posso offrirglielo, [iq] [a Giorgio}, [un lavoro} (intendo)

[1'] Neg can offer to-him.CL-it.CL I, to Giorgioa job (I mean)
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(84) Non mi ce ne ha mai comprati, [di vestitila me},
[he] NEG to-me.CL there.CL of them.CL has everghdu clothes, to me,
[Giannil, [in quel negozia](intendo)

Gianni, inthatshop (I mean)

(i) The rather classical observation that multipler#fioughts respect the basic
argument order (Grosz & Ziv, 1998; Bocci, 2009: #2here partially rejected, given
the fact that the afterthought “I mean” can onlgwca the end of the last dislocated
topic®®. Let one assume that at least two kinds of ambiégutan arise in discourse
context: a total ambiguity and a partial ambiguitgt one then consider the case of
di-transitive constructions, where two references iavolved, one for the direct
object and one for the indirect object. When bb#hreferences are ambiguous in the
hearer's mind — i.e. four different references imdeed possible — one can have a
case of total ambiguity. As a consequence, thechasid order is strictly respected
(cf. 85-86). Conversely, when only one of the two refereniseambiguous, thus
implying the fact that the other one is a real #dislocation, the word order is
epiphenomenal with respect to the superficial ordierthis case the afterthought
element must always follow the right-dislocated,ahe latter not violatingRRC (cf.

87-89:

(85) Glielo ha nascosto Maria, cpbpello a Robertg{intendo)
to-him.CL it.CL has hidden Maria, the hat to Roberto (I mean)
[non la sciarpa a Maria]

not the scarf to Mary

(86) ?? Glielo ha nascosto Maria, [a Roberto ipedip]; (intendo)

[non la sciarpa a Mariga]

(87) Glielo ha nascosto Maria,cappello [a Robertg[intendo)
to-him.CL it.CL has hidden Maria, the hat to Roberto (I mean)
[non a Maria]
not to Mary

(88) Glielo ha nascosto Maria, ab&to [il cappelloj(intendo)

to-him.CL it.CL has hidden Maria, the hat to Roberto (I mean)

% This observation has been suggested to me by \aeBianchi (p.c).
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[non la sciarpa]

not the scarf

(vi  There is no connectedness requirement:

(89) Dammelo, guel libro, quellaista (intendo)

give-to-me.CL-it.Clthat book, that magazine (I mean)

(vii)  The relation between the afterthought and tesumptive element does not
obey the right-roof constrainRRC, Ross, 1967):

(90) Che gliela presti, [la macchina], mi sembemst(intendo)
that [you] to-her.CL-it.CL lend, the car, to meusals weird| mean)

(91) Che gliela presti, mi sembra strano, [la mawh(intendo)

(92) Quando abbiamo deciso di consegnarla a Leomfdaglia] (intedo), era d'accordo solo
Mara

when [we] have decided to give-it.CL to Leo, theslal, agreed only Mara (I mean)

(93) Quando abbiamo deciso di consegnarla a Leo,d@aecordo solo Mara, [la medaglia]

(intendo)

4.3.2 Interpretive properties

Functionally, afterthoughts can be defined as faspit strategies that speakers
employ when realizing that the message conveyéuketbearer is potentially inexact.
The adding of supplementary information in the atiaked position, helps him to
solve his shortcoming. In the specific case, tleedaracy of the message lies in the
possible ambiguity that pronouns vyield with respettthe referents they are
supposed to denote. Consider, for instance, thieses below

(94) A: Ho portato sia il contrabbasso itledarinetto
[I] took  both the double-bass &hd clarinet
B: lo non riesco proprio a suoitwiil clarinetto (intendo)
| NEG can really play-it.CL, the diaet (I mean)
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In this case, the speaker realizes that the messagkel be highly ambiguous if no
further information were added. This is strictlynoected to the fact that both the
referents, here ‘the double-bass’ and ‘the clariet masculine in Italian, and so the
pronoun alone would not been able to cope with @nibiguity. As easily testable,
this is not the case for right-dislocation condinrts, where no ambiguity arises with
respect to gender, number and salience. Considén Hte sentence above, modified

in (95) where a feminine referent is used, so as to ammydpossible inaccuracy:

(95) A: Ho portato sia il contrabbasso heiola
[l]took  both the double-bass &hd viola
B: lo non riesco proprio a suotera viola (# la viola, intendo)
| NEG can really play-it.CL, the \aof# la viola, | mean)

Similarly, in the senteng@6)the object ‘the double-bass’ is the most salietityeim

the discourse with respect to the verb ‘suonare’:

(96) Per trovare la concentrazione, ce ne andammmnintagna per cinque giorni. Portammo con
noi solo il contrabbasso, due coperte e dieci fi#femn Provammo e riprovammo per ore,

ma Marco no riusciva proprio a suoleaquel contrabbasso

We were looking for concentration, so we decide@d to the mountain for five days. We
just took with us the double-bass, a pair of blankend then matches. We tried and tried for
hours, but Mark was really unable to play it, tloeilole-bass

Moreover, an afterthought can be a device for duming new referents not
previously evoked, the same is never possible ugfft-dislocations, as extensively

seen before:

(97) Siamo entrati in posta per spedire le letteeenon voleva farlo nessuno, il cambio di posto
nella fila (intendo)
[We] entered the post office because we wantesetd the letters, but nobody wanted to do

it, changing the place in the line (I mean)

It is clear, then, that right-dislocated constroes and afterthoughts are two very

different phenomena, the former being a discourgerozation strategy which
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convey given information immediately retrievablerfr the context and directs the
hearer along the discourse, the latter being adise-repair mechanism which helps

the hearer in case of unclear reference.

4.4 CIRD: syntactic derivations

As previously mentioned at the beginning of thesprg# chapter, several
compelling syntactic derivations have been indepatlg offered in the recent
literature, all sharing the manifest intention ofigg a unified account of the exact
nature of theCIRD construction. In this sense, the analysis of thtagytic role played
by the dislocated element and its stranded sup@riiosition with respect to the
clitic pronoun inside the referring clause, havésed at least three important
questions, crucially relevant for the following @stigation and highly demanding
from a cross-linguistic perspectiv@:doesCIRD show symmetrical sensitivities with
respect toCILD?; (i) giving either option in(), is the dislocated element base-
generated in its superficial position or it is tiesult of a movement operation)
giving either option irii), which periphery is involved?

As for the attempt of identifying possible corredas between the syntactic
environments involved for left-dislocated categerand the ones supposed to be at
work for right-dislocated ones, it will be adequgtehown in &.4.1 below that a
negative answer to the questionijis undeniably more plausible on both empirical
and derivational grounds, thus weakening the otgb@sal of a mirroring process —
even though directionally opposite — betweenD and CIRD (as proposed, for
instance, in Vallduvi, 1992).

Turning briefly to the last two issues, the questioaised inii) and (i) are far
more complex to tackle, as incidentally shown kg divergent conclusions reached
in the past year¥. In this respect — simplifying to a certain extentwo leading
approaches can be isolated: the Clause-Externatdl@gation Hypothesis and the
Clause-Internal Topicalization Hypothesis. Follogvithe first approach, the surface

linear order inCIRD is obtained in the same way @LDed topic is (either by

% At least since Kayne (1994) — where the CIRD idaratood as an instance of CILD at LF, thus
implying a dislocation intonation expressed by ptianal feature in the ‘overt syntax’.
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movement — Cardinaletti, 2001; Samek-Lodovici, 2606r base-generated in its
superficial position — Frascarelli & HinterhdlzIQ@7) plus a remnant-movement of
the referring clause into a higher position spaowgdy called ‘GroundP’. In this
sense, thelLD construction is the first step to tB&D one.

Conversely, under the Clause-Internal Topicalizatitypothesis, th&bed topic
is hosted in the low periphery of the extended gutipn of thevp field, thus
appearing to be right-dislocated, given the moventerthe left of all the lexical

items based-generated in their argumental positions

4.4.1 The Symmetric Analysis for CILD and CLRD

The most explicit formulation of the so-called ‘mir hypothesis® has been put
forward by Vallduvi (1992: 100f), when discussinget underlying syntactic
configuration for Catalan left- and right-dislocdteonstructions. The main reason
beyond a symmetric derivation, which is deemedeonoitually relevant for both the
phenomena, essentially lies in the attempt of givenuniform account for some
superficial similarities that the two constructioseem to share. In this sense,

Vallduvi openly asserts:

[given] that right-detached phrases are found datgie core clause, it will be assumed,
therefore, that left-detachment and right-detachraes the mirror image of each other,
both being clause-external but different in théiectionality. Their clause-externalness
will present the detached phrases as adjoinecetphihasal node at S-structure.

{bid. 103)

% The expression ‘mirror hypothesis’ is taken fronteetto (1999: 40). Another related expression
is ‘null hypothesis’: everything being equal to CILOIRD would involve adjunction of the dislocated
XP to the right of the same node that hosts alisfocated XPgaceKayne, 1994).

36 | eft andright-detachments his terminologyipid. 100: fn. 61), for which he says: ‘the reason for
staying away from the term dislocation is the faflog: in American linguistics there is a syntactic
distinction between topicalization (gap-binding)dateft-dislocation (pronoun-binding). Catalan
detachment is both ([XP... cl; ... ; ... )] (or, assuming there is no gap in A’ positios,a left-
dislocation). Catalan left-detachment, however,infrmationally equivalent to (most) English
topicalizations. The uncompromising term ‘detachmesnalready used by Barnes (1985) for French.
Left-detachment is also known agbraciationin the English literature andusklammerungn the
German tradition.’

This distinction is of no crucial importance for thiens of the present analysis.
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Based on this assumption, then, the left-detachadtruction will be represented as
in (t1):
(1)

In the same way, the right-dislocated constructwihbe represented iq2):

(t2)

In order to explain the mirroring nature of theustures above, Vallduvi offers
evidence of the fact that both the constructiortdapa resumptive pronoun strategy
and that both can allow for more the one detachemient outside the core clause.
As for the first aspect, consider the Catalan exampffered in his work, and the

Italian version adapted from them (also 2§

(98) a. Elganivet el; figuem t; al calaix
the knife [we] it.CL put in-the drawer
(101: 113a)

b. * El ganivef fiqguem g al calaix

(101 : 115a)
(99) a. llcoltellg, la mettiamo;tnel cassetto
the kinfe, [we] it.CL put inetldrawer

b. * Il coltello;, mettiamo { nel cassetto

(100) a. H fiquem ¢ al calaix, el ganivet
It.CL [we] put in-the drawer the knife
(101: 113b)

b. * Fiquemt al calaix, el ganivet
(101 : 115b)
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(101) a. La mettiamo; el cassetto, il colteljo
it.CL [we] put in-the drawer the kinfe

b. © Mettiamo t nel cassetto, il colteld’

In this sense, then, the mandatory requirementppbaoun of the clitic type is taken
as evidence of the fact that copresence of thie elitd the argument in A-position is
illicit. This prohibition can be overcome in the ment the argument is etiher left- or

right-detached, as in the case of thieséntences:

(102) a. (*L@) vaig veure la baralla
[l it.CL saw the fight
(102: 117a)

b. La barallg *(la;) vaig veure ¢

(102 : 117b)

(103) a. (*L@ vaig veure la baralla
[1] it.CL saw the fight
(102: 118a)

b. *(La) vaig veure la baralla
(102 : 118b)

Turning to the second aspect at issue, bottb and CIRD show the same
possibilities in allowing multiple dislocations (@oasting with strict linear order of

the phrasem situ) — a fact already noted for Italian in.8and &.1above:

(104) a. El ganivetl calaix I;’hi,fiquem tt,
b. Al calaixel ganivetl;'hi,fiquem tt,

C. el ganivdt’hi, fiquem t t,, al calaix

d al calaix ly'hi,fiquem tt,, el ganivet
e. I'hifiguem t t,, el ganivet, al calaix
f Thifiguem t t,, al calaix, el ganivet

%" The sentence in (101b) is independently acceptabléalian, thus giving rise to a particular
construction syntactically and interpretably diéiet from CIRD, and called ‘Marginalization’
(‘Emarginazione’) since Antinucci & Cinque (1977i¥ construction will be at issue in 8xxx. As for
the Catalan example, Vallduvi considers the sestanc(100b) totally ungrammatical, moreover
adopting the expression ‘marginalization’ as a symo for detachment.
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Finally, it is worth underscoring a further argurh@uat forward in Villalba (2000:
185), namely that both left- and right-dislocatetgtituents are opaque domains for

the extraction of avh-element. Consider, for instance the contrastinglpelow:

(105) a. * De qugcreus que, [(de) responsiblp ho ho és pas ?
of what think [you] that responsible not it.Cl is NEG

b. * De que creus que,no ho éspas, [@)onsibled ?
of what think [you] that not it.Clis NE@sponsible

However, a symmetric analysis of this sort, whér@ only difference between the
realization of left-dislocated elements and thatigiit-dislocated ones solely lies in
the opposite linear order that they have with respeIP, proves to be completely
inadequate and far too simplistic when binding ¢omais and minimality relations
are called upon. In this respect, Cecchetto (12000) shows through several pieces
of evidence that an adjunction analysis of the kjust detected above cannot
account for sharp dissimilarities between the twtadhed constructions, as in the
specific case of anti-reconstruction effectscp effects and AUX-TO-COMP
constructions.

The reconstruction rule is meant here as syntaitizcice used for testing co-
referential relations, which are not directly olvedale in the superficial linear order
of the arguments inside the clause. In this sehsebound element is reconstructed
into its original position, at the level at whidietrelevant principles operate. As for
the case ofiLD andCLRD, things go exactly in the same way: the topic phras
‘transferred’ into its associated sentence (int@rpasition in order to test whether
binding principles reflects structural positionsrmt. For the ease of clarification,
consider the examples below, where the grammatigaligements of the sentences

in (a)are preserved in thediLD counterparts iit):

(106) a. *Illliutaig pensa che io abbia tenuto il contrabbassegestesso

the luthier thinks that | kept the double-bass for himself
b. * Per se stesgal liutaio; pensa che io abbia terlutontrabbasso
for himself, the luthier thinks that | kept the double-bass
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(107) a. lo penso che il liutaioabbia tenuto il contrabbasso per se stesso
| think that the luthiekept the double-bass for himself

b. Per se stess@ penso che il liutajo si sia tenuto il contrabbasso
for himself | think that the luthier forah.CL kept the double-bass

(108) a. Illiutaip non sa che io ho dato il contrabbaadoi
the luthier NEG knows that | gave the douidss to him

b. A lui, il liutaio, non sa cheio gli ho datooihtrabbasso
to him the luthier NEG knows that | to-him.CL gavethe double-bass

a. onon so che il liuta ato il contrabbasso & lui
109 *| he il liutatwa dato il bb lui
I NEG know that the luthier gave the dotldas to him

b. * Alui;, ionon so che il liutaiogli ha dato il contrabbasso
to him | NEG know that the luthier to-him.Gave  the double-bass

(110) a. *pro non sa che io ho dato il contrabbasso al liutaio
he NEG know that | gave the double-bassdduthier

b. *Alliutaio;, projnon sa che io gli ho dateahtrabbasso
to the luthier, he NEG know that | to-Hih. gave  the double-bass

(111) a. Sebbengro; si consideri furbo, il liutaio non sa cheio hodato il
Although he himself think  smart, the luthi¥G know that| gave the
contrabbasso a Luca

double-bass to Luca

b. Il liutaig, sebbengro; si consideri furbo, non sa alehio dato il
the luthier although he himself think SmMAIEG know that| gave the
contrabbasso a Luca

double-bass to Luca

It should be clear then, that the application o 8inding principles in the
sentences above can be explained only if the retesyantactic structure is taken into
account. The ungrammaticality of the two sentericeglo6) for instance can be
explained in terms of violation of Principle where the anaphor ‘se stesso’ cannot

be bound by theip ‘il liutaio’ in its governing category. The opptsisituation can
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be seen irf107), where conversely the anaphor can be felicitoaslgdexed with its
coreferentiaNP, hence giving a grammatical sentence. The sanus fiof the other
contrasting pairs: a violation of Principiein (109)and a violation of Principle in
(110). Therefore, the first divergence betweenD and CIRD can be tested on the

bases of these contrasts. In this respect, conidexamples below:

(112) a. *La storia che il liutaicavesse rotto il contrabbasso,;gao  aveva letta sul
the story that the luthier broke thmuble-bass pro it.CL had read on the
giornale del sabato

Saturday newspaper

b. La storia che il liutajopoi racconto, pyda  aveva letta sul giornale del sabato
the story that the luthier then told pitcCl had read on the Saturday newspaper

(113) a. *prela aveva letta sul giornale del sabatola storia che il liutajo avesse
pro it.CL had read on the Saturday newspapéehe story that the luthier
rotto il contrabbasso

broke the double-bass

b. *prgla aveva letta sul giornale del sabato/a storia che il liutaiopoi raccontd

pro it.Cl had read on the Saturday newspahperstory that the luthier then told

While in (112)there is an opposite outcome concerning the graioatiy of the
two sentences — where the R-expression is insidenargument irfa), and it is
inside of an adjunct, the relative clausegiy+ no distinction arise in the contrasting
pair concerningcIRD, both of which show a Principle C violati&hThis difference

can hardly be explained under a symmetric analysis.

A second incongruity betweealLD and CIRD can be related to Minimality

principles affecting the former but not the lati€onsider for instance the adjacency

% This distinction between argument and adjunct tes toriginally put forward by Lebeaux (1988)
and taken up again in Chomsky (1995) when referringome exceptional cases of wh-movement.
Consider (i) and (ii) below:

(i) * Which story that the luthigbroke the double-bass was imeapable of remembering?
(i) Which story that the luthigtold was hgthen incapable of remembering?

In this case, the felicitous co-indexing betweentihio NPs in (ii) lies in the assumption that adjsn
are inserted later in the derivation: the relatile@use is added to the derivation only once the wh-
movement has applied. This essentially means thafathe pronoun ‘he’ does not bind the R-
expression ‘the luthier’ and so no principle C =i@n arises.

112



effects on traces detected for French in Rizzi {18D5f). Recalling that the ECP
principle requires that traces must be properlyegoed by a head within its
immediate projection, and that (specifically, the Agr features iFIN) can turn to

be a proper head-governor for the trace in sulgesttion (Rizzi, 1990) it appears
that the intervention of a topic phrase — hostetthénspecifier position of a maximal
projection within thecp system — betweer° and the trace yields a relativized

minimality effect:

(114) *Je ne sais pas guton contrebasse, pourraitle sonner
I not know NEG who, your double-bass, t canit.CL play
IP [qui C° [ton contrebasse Topp [ pourrait ... ]]]
X 2 Y

The contrast is easily detectable in the caselrb, where no intervention arises
between governor and trace, and thus a Minimal iGordtion(McC, Rizzi, 2002 is

involved:

(115) Je nesais pas ;qujpourraitle  sonner, ton contrebasse
I not know NEG who t can it.CL play  yoouble-bass
IP [quiC° [t pourrait ... ]]] ton contrebasse
LXLY .(2)

Going further, the same effects arise for clagsitx-TO-COMP constructions in
Italian, where the nominative case for the subjacfSpec, IP]is assigned under
government by the auxiliary icoMpP. As before, when a potential intervener is
inserted between the two elements trying to eméy a local relation, the same

ungrammatical result is detected:

(116) * Avendolg il contrabbasso, il liutaio ; totto (  suonai il violoncello)
having-it.CL the double-bass the luthiebroken ([I] played the cello)
[cp Avendolo [il contrabbasso Tip[il liutaio t rotto]]]
X 2 .Y

Again, the same result is not found fdrD, thus weakening the predictions made

under the symmetric analysis:
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(117) Avendolg il liutaio t rotto, il contrabbasso (  suonai il vindello)
having-it.CL the luthier t broken the doulblass ([I] played the cello)
[cp Avendolo [ [r il liutaio t rotto]]] il contrabasso
X .Y (..2)

Finally, a well-known fact since Ross (1967: 258)the observation that Right-
Dislocation is upward-bounded; namely, it obeys Right-Roof Constraint. As it
will be shown, the same is not detected for leflatiated topics, since it is not

bounded to its own sentence. Comparedhps in (118)with theCIRDs in (119):

(118) a. Non sapevo che, il calnirasso, il liutaiolo  avesse
[1] NEG knew that the double-bass the luthier it.CL had
b. Il contrabbasso, non sapevo che alut lo avesse

the double-bass [I] NEG knew that the luthid@rCL had

(119) a. Che illiutaio lo avesse, il tabbasso, non lo sapevo
that the luthier it.CL had the double-bg$dNEG it.CL knew

b. *Cheilliutaio lo avesse, nonlo sapevo, il contrabbasso
that the luthier it.CL had INEG it.CL knew the double-bass

As (119b)shows, thenpP ‘il contrabbasso’ can never escape the boundatiyeotlause

in which it originates. Conversely, the sanrcan be found outside the main clause
in (118b)

Concluding from all the evidences above — anti-nstmictions effects, minimality
effects and boundedness — the asymmetries founuotdre accounted for by an
analysis which assumes a symmetric derivation bEtwieD andCIRD.*

%9 A further asymmetry is found in Villalba (2000: 2)9when discussing on some interactions
between CILD and CIRD. Essentially, he shows thiatatways possible to left-dislocate a constituent
from within a right-dislocate, while the conversenever possible:

i L ho suonati tutti, i pezzi di  Charles Mingus
[1] them.CL played all, the pieces of Charles Mingus

(ii) ? Di Charles Mingus, i ho sadi tutti, i pezzi
of Cgarles Mingus, [I] them.CL played all the pieces

(iii) * | pezzi, li ho suonautti, di Charles Mingus
the pieces, [I]them.CL played all of ClesrMingus

Again, such a discrepancy cannot be explained mithimirror approach of the one proposed in
Vallduvi (1990).
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4.4.2 The Clause-External Topicalization Analysisor CIRD

Given the generalized ban against right-adjunctioe putative formulation for a
derivation involving a movement to the left forhtedislocated topics can be drawn
back at least to Kayne (1998)who proposes a Double-Topicalization analysis for
CIRD. In essence, thelRD construction can be seen as the result of a déetveard
movement to the high periphery for both the disledanaterial and the sentence,
in which the former ends topicalized in tbhesystem, and appears stranded in the
rightmost position given the following raising tohégher topic projection, of the
remnant clause to which it belongs. Adopting thigsppsal,CILD results to be the
first necessary step towardRD, the latter involving a subsequent re-ordering.ste

Consider, for instance, the prototypical dislocasidelow:

(120) a. Il contrabbasso, il liutaio lo disjge
the double-bass the luthier it.Cl destroy
b. Illiutaio lo  distrugge, il contrabbass
the luthier it.CL destroy  the double-bass

Adopting Kayne’s analysis the derivation (ig) can be seen both as an instance of
CILD (as the one in20g9 and as an instace ofRD prior thelP-remnant movement,
which will be involved in the subsequent stgp) as a representation of the
underlying structure i20by*

(t3) TopP
/\
il contrabbasso "\
IP
/\
il liutaio _~"\_
lo distrugge VP

40 According to Cecchetto (1999), Kayne’s formulatioms been proposed for the first time in his
class lectures at Harvard University in the falll®®5, as well as in other conference presentations

“1 A copy+deletion analysis is adopted here (Chom$893), indicating the relevant interpretation.
The arrow is just used as a visual help.
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(t4)
TopP
N
PN

il liutaio lo distrugge ToOpP

il contrabbasso "\

lo-distrugge VP
N
N

lo-distrugge {lcontrabbasso

The structure above deserves some preliminary meatdns, which however won't
change the essential insights of the core analysisadequately stressed out by
Samek-Lodovici (2006) — who however credits the imef this observation to
Valentina Bianchi — theP-remnant movement cannot be inserted under a furthe
projection of the topic type, given the fact thhe tremnant material necessarily
contains the focus of the sentence (cf. Valldu992) — as clearly detectable in the

example below:

(121) A: llliutaio lo ripara, il contrablso
the luthier it.CL repair the double-bass
B: No. llliutaio lo DISTRUGGE il contrabbasso
no. The luthier it.Cl destroy the doubkess

For this reason, a genere is thus proposed as the landing sitelfeinversion:
(t5)

IO N

il liutaio lo distrugge CTOpP
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Finally, this genericxP ends out to be speculatively re-analyzed asaandPin
Fracarelli & Hinterholzl (2007), who associate tothe triggering activity which

yieldsip inversion.

(t6)
GroundP

IO N

il liutaio lo distrugge TOpP

il contrabbasso_~"\_
A

As a first consideration, the instantiation of achmnism of this sort — where the
right-dislocated topics are necessarily merged thto specifier of some dedicated
projection in thecP periphery? — must be considered in the light of recent stmadt
implementations specifically affecting the compleature of the topic system. As
extensively seen in3®.2.3 current proposals such the one put forward bgdaneelli

et al. (2007) attempt to give systematic correfetidetween discourse roles and
grammatical properties of topic phrases, theretoymmg to encode them in strict
hierarchies of functional heads projected in théd@iain. Consider, again, the topic

categories proposed earlier in Chapter 3:
(121) shifting topic > contrastive topic > famailitopic

Once the mechanism i@5-t6) is involved for right-dislocated topics, the outpu
structure of thecp periphery for the sentence (m2ob) will look as the following
(adapted from Frascarelli & Hinterholzl, 2007: 12):

[Forcep[shitte [cp [ip [ve [op (Cl) [N &J11] [ contrp [Focp [Fame il cOntrabbassetip] [rinel]]]]

However, an outcome of this sort, where the Fodusige is merged between the

GroundP and the FamP turns out to give rise to peeed results, as also suggested

“2 gpecifically, the right-dislocated topics undeigternal merge in the case of Cardinaletti (2001)
and Samek-Lodovici (2006), while they are directhsd-generated into the left peripheral area in the
case of Frascarelli et al. (2007).
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in (Bocci, 2009: 48). In this sense, taking this@amt for granted, Italian shouldn’t
allow for sentences having a focus fronting (orfaquestion) and right-dislocated
elements within the sentence. However, a conclusfothis sort is not borne out,

since sentences like the ones below are commondgiddle:

(122) DAL LIUTAIO, o ho portato, il cordbbasso

to-the luthier  [l] it.CL took theodble-bass
(123) Da chi lo hai portato;aontrabbasso?
to whom [you] it.CL took the doubledsa

Following the strict hierarchy above, whe®&® is higher than Focus, cannot be
maintained since the superficial order @£2-123) cannot be derived. However,
leaving aside necessary improvements for the sirei@bove — like the insertion of
further GroundP projections somewhere between tdweisand the Topic systeth,

it will be sufficient, for the main aims of the peEnt analysis, just to take account of
the way the Clause-External Topicalization analgais handle with the asymmetries
detected earlier, in the previous section, wheregght adjunction of the kind
proposed in Vallduvi (1992) has already shown to theoretically illicit and
empirically spurious.

As for the Minimality effects detected above in thentenceg114-115) and
repeated here a@24-125) an Clause-External hypothesis seems to felidyous
predict the grammaticality faZIRDs. In fact, the adjacency effects on traces detected
earlier for French are once again found only(ig4), where the offending topic
projection sits between the C° and its trace. A&t $hme time, no intervention can
arise between governor and tracglas), since in no point of the derivation tke in

ToPcan affect the minimal configuration licensing thiding condition:

(124) *Jene sais pas guton contrebasseg,pourraitle sonner
I not know NEG who, your double-bass, t canit.CL play
IP [qui C° [ton contrebasse Topp [ pourrait ... ]]]
X 4 LY

(125) Je ne sais pas ;qujpourraitle  sonner, ton contrebasse

3 For which, Bocci (2009) offers an extensive anialys his investigation of right-dislocated topics
in pre-focussed positions in Italian (cf. alse®.3.
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I not know NEG who t can it.CL play  yoouble-bass
IP [quiC® [gp [ ti pourrait ... J]] freppton contrebasse] Top®
. X .Y (...2)

The same derivation can explain the effects agidor classicalAux-TO-COMP

constructions in Italian: once again, the left-oisited topic proves to be an
offending projection in the instantiation of the mimative Case for the subject. The
same does not hold f@r27), as straightforwardly predicted by the Clause-Exdkern

topicalization hypothesis:

(126) * Avendolg il contrabbasso, il liutaio ; totto (  suonai il violoncello)
having-it.CL the double-bass the luthiebroken ([I] played the cello)
[cp Avendolg [il contrabbasso Te{ il liutaio t; rotto]]]
X 2z LY

(227) Avendolg il liutaio t rotto, il contrabbasso (  suonai il viodello)
having-it.CL the luthier t broken the doulblass ([I] played the cello)
[cr Avendolg [ce [ie il liutaio t rotto]]] [ropeil contrabasso] Top®
X Y (..2)

Turning now to the case of the reconstruction é$feit has been noted earlier that
the felicitous co-indexing between two NPs in adjyrhrases, lies in the assumption
that adjuncts are inserted later in the derivateomg that consequently the relative
clause in(113b) here repeated &s28), is added to the derivation only once thie-
movement has applied. In this sense, the relevarfiguration for the instantiation
of c-command relations should be available onlgrathe external movement has
taken place. Therefore, the Principle C violatiam de felicitously explained under
the present hypothesis, being the in [Spec, IP]an offending binder for“the

luthier”.

(128) *[grlr prala  aveva tenuta segreld froprla Storia che il liutaidnvece raccontol;

proit.Cl had keptecset the story that the luthiertbe contrary told

Going further with the same analysis, the derivaabove should imply the fact that
as far as c-command is concerned, once the offgrelement inSpec, GPJis more
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embedded than the position[8pec, IP]— aspro above is — then no violation should

arise. However, this is not borne out:

(129) * Credo chero/lui;lo  voglia assolutamente riparare, il contrasioa che il bambino
[I] think that pro/he it.Clwill  absolutgl ripair  the double-bass that the child
ha rotto
broke
[er[ipcredoErche [ pra/lui; lo voglia assolutamente riparare tjJ[j},feil contrabbasso che il
bambing ha rotto]j

It is safe to admit, then, that under an Clausesifiel Topicalization Analysis, the

ungrammaticality of the sentence above cannot &ecpted.

A major hint in the same spirit comes from the khility of post-verbal
subjects in Italian and their interaction with riglislocated elements.
Through several pieces of evidence, Belletti (1281, 2004a, 2005) convincingly
shows that the lowr area hosts for a dedicated position concerningstiigect
inversion in the Italian language. This positiomtiout to be very low in the clause
structure — contrary to French Stylistic Inversiemgiven its syntactic surrounding
and its interpretive import (cf. Cardinaletti, 20for a different proposal). As for the
syntactic implications it is sufficient to considre way post-verbal subjects can
interact with low adverbs, following Cinque’s (1998ierarchy, and the way
negative markers behave with respect to c-commaitations. In the first case,

inverted subjects always follow very low adverhsgeg the contrast below:

(130) a. Chiarira (*il liutaio) completanteril liutaio
will clarify  the luthier completely he luthier
b. Chiarira (*il liutaio) bene il liutaio
will clarify  the luthier well the luthier
c. Chiarira (*il liutaio) tutto il liutaio

will clarify  the luthier everything thethier

In the second case, post-verbal subjects showonbethigh in the structure, thus
disfavouring further remnant movements to the lafiyen the subsequent

impossibility for negative markers to license negaftor inverted subjects:
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(131) a. Non ha suonato che contrabltassis

NEG have played that double-bass players

b. * Che contrabbassisti non hamsonato

that double-bass players NEG played

(132) a. Non ha chiamato alcun liutaio

NEG called any luthier

b. * Alcun liutaio non ha chiamato

any luthier NEG called

Turning now to the second point at issue — thepmétive import of the post-verbal
subject — it is simply safe to adopt the fairlyditeonal hypothesis that movement is
motivated by interface effects (cf. Rizzi, 2004#02), in a way that ‘remnant
movements are limited to those cases where intérpfi@tonational factors seem to
call for them’ (Belletti, 2004a: 19). From this asgption, then, only the peripheral
focus position is systematically associated with c@ntrastive/corrective
interpretation, as observable(ir33), while no equivalent interpretation in necessarily
associated with the inverted subject, for whicheavinformation property can be
detected. Consider for instance, the out-of-the-lslontext in134).

(133) AL LIUTAIO ho portato il contrabbasso, (nahpompiere)
to the luthier [I] took the double-baswf to-the fireman)

(134) A: Chié venuto?
who has come?
B: E venuto il liutaio
has come the luthier
B’: * IL LIUTAIO é venuto

The luthier has come

No remnant movement is thus associated ywizhB)since no interpretive trigger has
been detected in the functional analysis. Thietadbservation, then is convergent
with the syntactic investigation above and thusl leae to conclude that there exist
at least two distinct Focus projections in the s&aatructure, for which one carrying
contrastive/corrective interpretation is hostedhe high periphery of the sentence,
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while the other one, carrying new-information ipietation, is realized in the low
area of thap system. Assuming then, that post-verbal subjdéaisted in the latter
focus position, are very low in the clause, it isrth analyzing the interaction that
this latter can instantiate with left-dislocateddanght-dislocated topics. If the
Clause-External Topicalization Hypothesis were ba tight track, and theIlLD
were derived fromcCILD merged in left periphery and a subsequent remnant
movement, the same binding relations should bectitdfor both the constructions,
given the fact that in no case should a c-commatlation be implied atF between

the dislocated element and the binder insiele This prediction is apparently

supported in the case of left-dislocation (mereeference should be worked out):

(135) * la suarichiesta d’esenzione per malattia, norveiaa consegnata nessyno
his request of illness exemption NEG it.CL had handed in anybody

The same should hold f@iRD since the sentence above is its source derivation.
However, the prediction is not borne out, giving ttegree of grammaticality of the

sentence below:

(136) ? non I'aveva consegnata nesgunola sua richiesta d’esenzione per malattia

NEG it.CL had handed in anybody his requestio¢ds exemption

As it will be seen in the next section, when areinal-Clause Topicalization
Hypothesis will be introduced, the outcomes ab@a&l lone to support the idea that
actually subjects can bind into the dislocated s#auhe only difference being that
the reconstruction site f@iLD is higher that the one detected for theD, this latter
being the only one bound by both pre-verbal and-peal subjects:

| 3 | !
PRE-VERBAL SUBJ > CILD > POST-VERBAL SUBJ > CIRD
| * * 4

A final remark is dedicated to the upward-boundedngroperty ofCIRD. As said
earlier in &.4.1 the Right-Roof-Constraint proved to be a tremesdchallenge for

an analysis of the symmetric kind, given th@tD does not show the same
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sensitivity. In what fallows, the counter-evidendesnd in Cecchetto (1999, 2000)
are taken into consideration, even if slightly nfiedi. If one assumes an Clause-
External analysis, the derivation of tldRD from the sentence below should be
blocked at certain point, thus preventing somehef material inside the dislocated

clause to be no more thane--clause-awafrom some other:

(137) Non sapevo che il liutaio @ee8 contrabbasso
[ INEG knew that the luthier had the dtesbass

(t7)
TopP
/\
il contrabbasso_~"\_
IP
>
non sapevo dhieriaio lo avesse-itcontrabbasso
(t8)
GroundP
/\
A /\
[non sapevo che il liutaiol OpP
lo avesse] PN
2 il contrabbasso PN
\ IP
N N
N - ) ©

At this point of the derivation, the possibility d@rther movements to the left
becomes problematic; in this respect, nothing prevehe objective sentence inside

the [Spec, GPJto be further moved to the left, thus being its#iflocated, say in
ContrP:
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(19)

ContrP
N
[che il liutaio_~"_
lo avesse] GroundP
PN
2 N N

[noto sapevo TopP
che;ﬂ—ﬁa%aid;a—avess]e N

il combbasso N\
4 P
~<o \ __,—’
2 Rkt . A ‘
—por-sapeve-iietaiolo-avesse--contrabbasso

This structure is certainly ruled out, incorreatlgriving the ungrammatical sentence
below:

(138) *Che il liutaio lo avesse, mio sapevo, il contrabbasso
that the luthier it.CL had [NEG it.CL knew the double-bass

In the light of all the evidences above, it is vilocbncluding that an analysis of the
Clause-External Topicalization type should be rej@écfor the reason that it can
only partially cope with the asymmetries alreadyrfd under the symmetric

approach, specifically, the reconstructions effedise binding affecting the

dislocated elements and the Right-Roof Constraint.

4.4.3 The Clause-Internal Topicalization Analysigor CIRD

The broad idea that right-dislocated XPs shoulddsia a position very low in
the clause structure seems to lead to profitablsemuences. Essentially, a proposal
of this sort seems to be the only way possibleatmounting for the the problematic
data detected above, thus recapitulating both ttemgvpredictions made under the
symmetric approach and those made under the ektemeement analysis. As for
the first case, it has been shown that sharp asynesidetween CILD and CIRD
can be easily detectable. Leaving aside the barmidbt-adjunctions as expected

under Kayne's (1994) proposal, an analysis of #o#t also predicts that right-
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dislocated topics can c-commanmetinternal material in the rest of the clause,
contrary to the facts since no Principgl@iolation is found in the sentence below (cf.
Frascarelli et al. 2007: (15)):

(139) Sicuramente Maripartira presto, lei

Certainly  Maria will-leave soon she

As for the second case, it has been shown thanhalysss which supports the
idea that right-dislocated topics are the resul afitic-left dislocation construction
— which in turn presupposes an external/internageménto thecp periphery — plus
an remnant movement of the material left stranded behind, proves to be p#ytial
inadequate when Binding effects between dislocabgelcts and some other external

objects become crucially relevant.

The Clause-Internal Topicalization Analysis makes l@ast three major

assumptions, which will be briefly discussed imtur

(1) In very recent years (cf. Chomsky, 2001) it hasnbpeoposed that thepr
system and theP system can be considered ‘strong phases’, bothy lsgintactic units
which share a certain amount of independence amdj lilke domain of syntactic

operations:

the derivation of Exp (a set of interface repreg@nia procedes byhase where each
phase is determined by a subarray &fALA (Lexical Array) placed in ‘active memory’.
When the computation L (the mapping derivationalcpdure) exhausts LAforming
the syntactic object K, L returns to LA, either exding K to K' or forming an
independent structure M to be assimilated latelKt@r to some extension of K.
Derivation is assumed to be cyclic. A subarray; EAould be easily identifiable, it
should contain exactly one lexical item that wébél the resulting phase. Phases are
‘propositional’: verbal phrases with full argumestitucture and CP with force indicators.
Phases are CP and v*P, and a subarray containflyegae C or *v. [...] They are
strong phases since they are potentially targets for meve: and the cyclic Spell-Out
can only take place at the strong phase level.

(Chomsky, 2001: 12)
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In this sense, a strong parallelism betwe&nand vP can be postulated by
assuming that ther periphery should resemble — at some extent —lthese external
cP periphery. This last conclusion essentially meéas the low periphery could be
seen as a structural domain for dedicated positiwolving scope-discourse
properties which reflect those detected for thénlngriphery (since Rizzi, 1997) and
which, for this reason, are directly observable alkr the syntactic derivation
(Belletti, 2001, 2004a, 2005). The parallelism barrepresented as below:

(t10)

... TopP
N
Top FocP
SN
Foc TopP
SN
o VWP
SN

Once a phase is complete, movement and other apesahay target either its head
or constituents in their edges — [SpecvP; SpecCBut-they cannot affect the

remaining part of the structure.

(2) ThecIRD construction is structurally different from tle&.D construction, even
though they share a common input. By common inipig, here meant the proposal
that both the dislocated clauses are derived frosing unit, labeled Big DP
(Cecchetto, 1999, 2000), inside of which both tlgcgronoun (the ‘doubler’) and
the lexical argument co-indexed with it (the ‘doedsl in Belletti, 2005) are
generated. The proposal oBa DP — which is inspired by related phenomena of the
‘doubling type’ as the Floated Quantifier phenomédetected in (Sportiche, 1988) —
is appealing for it can subsume the fact that twguents which are filling the
same Theta-role can be grouped together underatine syntactic object. For this
reason is theig DPitself which is assigned the Theta-Role in the argntal position
of the verb in which it is merged. Structurallye #ig DP takes the clitic doubling as
its head while th&p lexical item is hosted on its specifier:

[XP [Big D C"tiC]] Big DP
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(t11)
Big DP
SN

XPdoublee /\

Cldnuhler

(3) Given the structure it11) and the speculations @) the XP in [Spec, Big DP]
ends in a low topic projection in the periphery when dealing with right-dislocated
constructions, while it ends in a high topic préjec in the CP periphery when
dealing with left-dislocation constructions. In bdhe cases, thgig DPis merged in
its argumental position and moves as an entiregoageto a functional position
external tovP (asAgropPin Cecchetto, 1999). From this point, the clitingaach is
final landing site, ending incorporated into thebyewhile the doublee moves in
order to check its interpretive features, againth® high periphery irciLD, to the
low periphery inCIRD. The alternate analysis is sketched immediatelpvbehe

sentences i(20), here represented @goy.

(140) a. Il contrabbasso, il liutaio lo distrugge
the double-bass the luthier it.Cl destroy
b.llliutaio lo  distrugge, il contriahsso
the luthier it.CL destroy  the double-bass

(t12)
... TopP
SN
il contrabbasso "™\
(CILD) Top
IP
SN
il liutaio "
lo distrugge ™
RN
TopP
PN

il contrabbasso "\
(CIRD) Top  AgrOP
SN
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As said at the beginning of the section, the faet the right-dislocated topic
invariably stands in a position very low in theuda structure proves to be highly
suitable in accounting for the crucial asymmetfasd above. Going briefly to the
analysis of the Minimality effects regarding trecp effects and the topic
interventions iNAUX-TO-COMP constructions, the analysis applies straightforiyard

being for the reason equally valid as the ClauseBal Topicalization Analysis:

(141) Je nesais pas ;qujpourraitle  sonner, ton contrebasse
I not know NEG who t can it.CL play  yoouble-bass
IP [quiC® [p t pourrait ... J] fropr ton contrebasgeTop® [sig ppt [sig o Cll]
XY (..2)

(142) Avendolg il liutaio t rotto, il contrabbasso (  suonai il vindello)
having-it.CL the luthier t broken the doulblass ([I] played the cello)
[cr Avendolg [ il liutaio t rotto]]] [tope il cOntrabassd Top® [sig ortj [sig o Cl]
X Y (..2)

Predictably, a derivation of the type just sketclbad easily incorporate Binding
violations of the kind detected (n28-129)and represented here (@g3-144):

(143) *prgla  aveva tenuta segreta, la storia chautdib invece racconto
proit.Clhad kept secret the story tthe luthier on the contrary told

(144) * Credo chero/luijlo  voglia assolutamente riparare, il contrasioa che il bambino
[I] think that pro/he it.Clwill  absolutgl ripair  the double-bass that the child
ha rotto

broke

As the examples show, in no point of the derivattbeNpPs‘il liutaio’ in (143)and ‘il
bambino’ in(144)can escape from the illicit c-commanding domainasgd by null
subject ‘pro’ or by the ‘lui’ subject pronoun. Cargely, under the Clause-External
Topicalization Analysis, it has been seen that ribgult in (144) are surprisingly
unexpected, since the more embedding of the offgndrojection should avoid the
Principle C violation detected i143). However, this is not the case. Going further
with the evidence, it is worth recalling in a magecific fashion, the way both pre-

and post-verbal subjects can interact with theodatled elements in the high and low
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periphery. Following this line, it has been propbse the section above that there
exist at least two distinct Focus projections ie thause structure, the first of which
is hosted in the high periphery of the sentence Gardes a contrastive/corrective
interpretation, the other one, carrying new-infotiora interpretation, is instead
realized in the low area of the system. Moreover, it has been proposed, following
Belletti (2001, 2004a) that the availability of pagrbal subjects irTIRD is exactly
due to the presence of the low focus position iictvithey are therefore hosted, for
this reason sharing with it the same interpretiwpart. Consider for instance the

contrast again:

(145) [ocp AL LIUTAIO] [ p ho portato il contrabbasso], (non al pompiere)

to the luthier [1] took the ddekbass (not to-the fireman)

(146) A: Chié venuto?
who has come?
B: [ E venuto f.cpil liutaio]]

has come the luthier

B’: * IL LIUTAIO é venuto

The luthier has come

Following Cecchetto (1999: 58, 2000), Belletti (2pGand Bocci (2009) the low
Focus projection immediately dominates the topisifmn in which the right
dislocated phrase is hosted. In this sense, thetste proposed irit10) can be

offered here again, with small modifications:

(t13)
1P
SN
FocP
Foc TopP
opr ..VP

Putting together the syntactic configuration abamd the assumption that the right-

dislocated topic remains very low in the clausefoltows that a right-dislocated
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topic can be felicitously bound by both pre- andtpeerbal subjects. This prevision

is actually borne out:

(147) Nessun contrabbassista lo ha voluto suonare, il spezzo
No double-bass player it.CL has wontegl&y, his piece

(148) Non lo ha voluto suonare nessamtrabbassista il suo pezzo
NEG it.CL has wonted to play any douidass player his  piece

The grammaticality of147-148)should follow from the presumed grammaticality of
the CILD counterparts, following the Clause-External Anaysince the latter is an
intermediate step for the former. Unfortunatelyis threvision is not confirmed by
the sentences below, which are identicali4v-148)except for the fact that they

show the dislocated element to the left:

(149) Il suppezzo, nessun contrabbassista lo ha voluto suonare

his piece no double-bass playe€lithas wonted to play

(150) * Il suo pezzpnon lo ha voluto suonare nessun cbhassista

his  piece NEG it.CL has wonted to play an double-bass player

Following Bocci (2009: 50) this asymmetry can b@lamed by assuming that the
position which count for Binding tests @LD is inevitably higher than the one
assumed to host focussed subjects: for exampteult be perfectly the clitic itself.
For this reason, then, the ungrammaticality ofg@mltence ir150) yields a violation

of Binding.

Finally, the Clause-Internal Topicalization Analysian straightforwardly cope with
the constraint imposed by the upward-boundednesstdd forCIRD. Consider the

examples below:

(151) Non sapevo che il liutaio aee8 contrabbasso
[ INEG knew that the luthier had the dtesbass

(152) * Che il liutaio lo avesse, non lo sapevo, il conbadso
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Contrary to the unexpected results identified unither Clause-External Analysis,
where the sentence (@52) is indeed possible, there is no way under the @laus
Internal Analysis to be faced to the same outcomi@se it is no possible that the
argument clause moves left without carrying withthe right-dislocated element
hosted in itsP periphery.

Concluding, it has been shown that neither a symeetpproach of the kind
proposed in Valludivi (1992: 103) — where the rigistlocated element is right-
adjunct tolP — nor a Clause-External Topicalization Analysighef kind proposed in
Cardinaletti (2001), Frascarelli, et al. (2007) agndhe others — where the right-
dislocated element moves overtly to the high leftighery — can tackle with the
whole set of distinct phenomena detected at theinbeg of the section.
Furthermore, it has been shown that only an arsmlyiich conceives the right-
dislocated element as being hosted in a low topxeption inside thep periphery
can recapitulate all the incongruities above. Bb#hclitic pronoun and the doubled
element sit in @ig DP— the former being its head, the latter its specii which is
base-generated in its argumental position andssplithe course of the derivation,
thus allowing the clitic to reach its final landisde incorporate to the verb, and the

doubled element to move overtly either to the lovioathe high periphery.

4.4.4 The case of Marginalization

Before concluding, it is worth considering in sodwtail a structure which partially
resembles thelRD construction and that differs from it in the solelyission of the
clitic pronoun in the object resumption. As notedrlier, when the syntactic
properties affecting the right-dislocated consinng in Italian have been taken at
issue (8.1 (vi)), the absence of the clitic pronoun in tpigrticular context is not
deemed to be ungrammatical. On the bases of thgment is thus interesting to
verify the conditions under which the possible @ws of the clitic pronoun in
object position can be licensed in Italian, and seguently whether its
presence/absence is due to a mere optionality, are mrobably, it is due to the
superficial reflex of two distinct underlying synoter structures. The detection of this
double derivation — which is not mirrored to thé&,l@robably due to the fact that
topics in Italian cannot be involved in the instambn of anaphoric operators for

null constants, recalling, for instance, Rizzi, 179993, Cinque, 1990: 73 and much
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related work — has been first noted by AntinuccCaque (1977: 135f) who merit
the coinage of the expression ‘Emarginazione’, sehimformal label has been used
for the description of particular marked constroiet affecting the canonical word-
order in Italian.

For the seek of concreteness, the incriminating igaoffered below, the first of
which is acCIRD of the classical type, while the latter is a simpharginalized

construction:

(153) a. L'ha rotto il liutaio, il contrabbso
It.CL broke the luthier, the double-bass

b. Harotto il liutaio, il contrabbasso
broke the luthier, the double-bass

A first plain distinction between the two constioos above has been drawn in
recent years in Cardinaletti (2081) who convincingly shows that the

presence/absence of the clitic pronoun in Italganat due to a spurious optionality,
but it is rather due to the fact that two differenterlying structures are responsible
for the derivation of the two marked constructiolmsthis sense, she offers several
pieces of evidence arguing in favor of a bare wistbn between the two. Some of

them will be briefly reviewed below:

() BothCIRD and Marginalizatiotake multiple complements, however, while their
order is free in the former (cf4&: (iii)), their order is more constrained in thétéa,
to the effect, converging to the basic word-ordeghe arguments in*:

(154) a.Glielo ha rotto il liutai il contrabbasso al pompiere
to-him.CL-it.CL broke the luthier, the doublesbato-the fireman

b. Glielo ha rotto il liutaio, pbmpiere, il contrabbasso
to-him.CL-it.CL broke the luthier, to-the firemahe double-bass

44 But see also Calabrese (1982).

“> A behaviour similar to that of Marginalization hasen found for Romance Afterthoughts (cf.
84.3.1: (iii)). See also, Bocci, 2009: 42, fn32llaiba, 2000: 158: (iv).
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(155) a. Harotto il liutaio, il contrabbassbpampiere
broke the luthier, the double-bass, to-therfiam

b. ?* Ha rotto il liutaio, al pompiere, ibotrabbasso

broke the luthier, to-the fireman, tmuible-bass

(i)  Following Calabrese (1982), the interaction betweemplement clauses and
objects, give rise to two opposite outcomes. Thegmalized object must be in its
base position. Under the Clause-Internal Analytsis,complement clause moves to
the internal Focus, while the dislocated elemeitgsrsits topic position:

(155) a. Che cosa lo hai convintfa fare], il liutaio?

what [you] him.CL have convinced to dbe luthier

b. * Che cosa hai convinto [a fare]iutaio?

What [you] have convinced to do ltithier

(i) Verbal agreement in left-peripheral positions.slai well known fact that past
participle in Italian agrees with the direct objemtly if the clitic pronoun is

available:

(156) a. Rotta non la ha, lBlai
broken [he] NEG it.CL has, the viola

b. * Rotta non ha, laviola
broken [he] NEG has, the viola

(ivy  Quantified expressions: another well-known fact ftisat quantified
expressions cannot be left/right dislocated, simegher the clitic nor the trace left
behind qualify as variables. The same apparentBsdwt hold for marginalized
constructions. However, the grammatical judgememnt this kind of sentences
remains highly elusive, and for the present analysty little predictive'

“° Belletti (2004a: 43fn) is explicit in this respette believe that the data are too subtle to ladiyre
usable to draw such a clear-cut distinction. Aligjlouhe tendency probably goes in Cardinaletti’'s
direction due to reasons yet to be understoode&ms that in both emarginazione and right-
dislocation a quantified direct object is not adedt. Following Belletti's analysis, in any caseedo
this distinction clarify the real possibility forarginalized objects to get a topic position.
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(157) a.*Non lo ha invitato Gianni,sseno
NEG him.CL has invited Gianniyaady

b. ?? Non ha invitato Gianni, ness
NEG him.CL has invited Gianni anybody

Finally, and contrary to the predictions made un@ardinaletti’'s account, both the
marginalized object and right-dislocated objectawehin the same way with respect
to the Binding phenomena. Indeed, under the presealysis, both the sentences
below are judged equally grammatical (¢f7-148):

(158) a. Non lo ha voluto suonare nessiinessun contrabbassi}td suqpezzo

NEG it.CL has wonted to play anybody (any deddalss player) his piece

b. Non ha voluto suonare nessufessun contrabbassi¥tél suqpezzo
NEG has wonted to play anybody (amybie-bass player) his piece

Given the subtle syntactic evidences above, itow worth trying to compare the
way the two constructions ia53) behave with respect to the discourse implications.
Briefly recalling Belletti's (2001, 2004a) insightf examination of pre-verbal and
post-verbal subjects, it has been proposed ingbios above that there exist at least
two distinct Focus projections in the clause strgtthe first of which is hosted in
the high periphery of the sentence and carriesn&rastive/corrective interpretation,
the other one, carrying new-information interpretatis instead realized in the low
area of thelP system. Consequently, it has been proposed thah vplost-verbal
subjects inCIRD are focussed, they necessarily occupy the lowpperal position,
since they can only convey a new-information intet@tion (IFoc). As a matter of
fact, subjects conveying non-contrastive informatiail to be felicitously accepted
in the front of the clause. From this considergtiomill be possible to test whether
the marginalized constructions show a differentavébur:

(159) a. A: Chi harotto il contrabbasso?
who broke the double-bass

b. B: Lo harottof.IL LIUTAIO], il contrabbasso
c.B: ?? Harottgd,. IL LIUTAIO] il contrabbasso
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The pattern above detects the distinction in gqaitsimple way. Following Bocci
(2009: 37) the only licit answer for the questionis9a)is the one inb) where the
focussed post-verbal subject is adequately hostetd low peripheral position. As
for the marginalized answer () it can be worth assuming that it can only be
adequately realized only when the subject occurinng post-verbal position carries

a contrastive information, rather than a new infation focus?*’

(160) A: Ho sentito che il pompiere ha rottaahtrabbasso e la viola
[1] heard that the fireman broke theutbde-bass and the viola

B: No. Ha rotto IL LIUTAIQ, il contrabbasso
No broke the luthier the doubtsd

At this point, two different derivations have bgaoposed in literature: the first one
has been brought out in Cardinaletti (2001: 10) Badci (2009: 38) who assume the
both the object and its relative contrastively fsed subject occuin situ in

marginalized constructions:

(t13) IP
SN
pro_~"
harotto "\
PN
vP
SN
il liutaio "\
\% VP
—haretto "\
SN

haretto il contrabbasso

Conversely, the second one, which has been propwsdgkelletti (2004a: 29),
hypothesizes that the marginalized object is mdweetthe high left periphery of the
clause structure. Given the superficial dispositbrthe elements inside the clause,
further external movements are indeed implied, fileerise of the direct object to the

4’ The ban against the order *(cl)}¥SO can be ultimately due to an intervening effectGase
assignment: since the clitic is absent, nothingygmés the arising of minimality effect of S between
the lexical direct object and its Case projectidhis is in line with the ungrammaticality of VSO
sentence proposed in Belletti, 2004a: (20b, d) &rd explicitly described in f.n. 39.
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specifier of a topic projection below the focusipos, and the remnant movement

of thelp passing them, into some speculative higher top{eption:

(t14)

TopP
LN
ha rotto FocusP
il liutaio "™\
TopP
N
il contrabbasso "™\
—p
SN
PN
vP
SN
iivtale
v VP
hatotto "\

hatrotto  -eoptrabbasso

Whatever derivation is here chosen, the bare serfiénsight for the purposes of
the present work is that the lack of the clitic ypvon into the marginalized
construction is not due to an apparent optiondaiitys use (as for example, in Kayne,
1994: 79); rather presence/absence of the clibaquin is due to the availability of

two different underlying structures licensing dréfat functional material.

4.5 Elusive facts on the English Right-Dislocatio

The previous part of the present chapter has shbainthe syntactic and the
interpretive analysis of the Romance right-dislamathas got more and more
attention in the last decade, especially givenvg recent insights regarding the
possible existence of a low peripheral space wttereight-dislocated topic can be
legitimately moved. Turning to the cross-linguistwidence, the syntactic and
interpretive status of the English Right-Dislocatie still fairly neglected in modern
linguistic theory, probably due to its degree ofrgnaality in English language, and
to the erroneous misconception relating it to tregmatic corrective function of the
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‘Afterthought’” mechanism (cf. Geluykens, 1987, wh&D is seen as a special
performance error phenomenon). The few attesteohgbes found in the generative
framework are firstly offered in Ross (1967/198@8% who insert€RD within the
copying rules class, using a syntactic formalismilgir, although directionally
opposite, to that proposed for the Left Dislocation

COPYING RULE Left Dislocation
(Ross’s 6.126)

X - NP - Y
1 2 3 OPTIONAL ====>
2#[1 2 3]
+ PRO

COPYING RULE Right Dislocation
(Ross’s 6.143)

X - NP - Y
1 2 3 OPTIONAL ====>
[1 2 3] #2

+ PRO

This rule should convert the sentencglsl)in one of the sentences(irs2).

(161) The cops spoke to the janitor about thateopbesterday

(162) a.Theyspoke to the janitor about that robbery yesterfthg, cops]
b. The cops spokte himabout that robbery yesterday, [the janitor]
c. The cops spoke to the janitor abibyesterday, [that robbery]

From a discursive point of view, the proposalsnibun the functionalistic
literature are a bit more definite and well-struetli incidentally, the evocability
conditions proposed in4®.3 and put forward by Grosz & Ziv (1994) have been
applied for the first time to the specific casekwniglishRD, with the precise aim of
showing its total independence from the correcstrategies, in this way crucially

detecting its distinct referential conditions.
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4.5.1 EnglishRD: some syntactic properties

A prototypical example cfRD is given below:

(163) They would kill him, John

ERD involves a non-vocative detach&ée (John) in the right periphery of the
sentence and a resumptive eleméainj (= agreement markgdinked with it, within
the sentence itselfThe resumptive element complies with all the fumtsi the
dislocate element would have done if it had notnbdesplaced. The underlying

syntactic structure is given below:

(164) [s... pron/AGR...] XP;

Contrary to the well-established syntactic progsrtoffered for theCIRD in 8.1,
those involved in the English counterpart have ndween explicitly taken into
consideration. Since one of the major aim behirdptfesent work is the detection of
a possible derivational account fBRD, some of the syntactic characteristics can be
already easily analyzed in the present section ch @s, the type of dislocated
category, the type of resumptive element involvélte sensitivity to island
constraints — while some others, like its rootgjilstatus will be just mentioned here,
but only explicitly investigated in Chaptgrwhen it will be adequately supported by
experimental evidence, and subsequently correlatddthe equivalent phenomena
detected in the left periphery.

(i) As for the type of category involved, omysandcpPsare possible:

(167) You should give it to Pauldthat book]

(168) * We discussed the whole afternoon ofsi,of that problem]
(169) * Probably she is not ityd clever]

(170) * He has never been ifplocked in a cage]

(171) Everybody says itef that the problem is easy]
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(i) Itis not recursive, and :

(172) *1gave it to him, the book , John

(i) Given the morphological option available in Eniglihe resumptive element is

always a tonic pronoun, sharing number and gendartiae dislocated element:

(173) | already saw her, Mary

As for the range of applicability, Emonds (1970:) Jgartially contradicts the
examples provided by Ross abawé 163), including ERD into the class of Root-

phenomena. Classical examples offered in his wagkisted below:

(174) a. Itreally bothers me, John’s big cigar
b. I buy them right at the store, these clams

c. John visits it every weekend, this park

At the same time, he completely rejects the pd#sidor ERD to be licensed in

embedded contexts:

(175) a. *John has sold the garage that yowe stam, the old car, to Mary
b. * John gave the boy she used to go out wiik girl friend, a dollar

However, as for the cases BforPandLD analyzed above (cf.38.1 (iv)and $.3.1
(iv)) the restrictive theory found in Emonds (1970pastially rejected in Hooper &
Thompson (1973):

(176) |think Epthat you should read it, this book
(177)  * 1 regret {pthat you read it, this book

Finally, the relation between the righthand phrasd the resumptive element obey
the Right-Roof ConstraintRRC) discovered by Ross (1967(1988),in a fashion
identical toCIRD in (45-46)here in(179).

“8 The same conclusions are found in Kayne (1994: t@nwdiscussing the ban against generalized
right-adjunction, under his LCA-based theory.
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(178) a. Thatheyspoke to the janitor about the robbery yesterfthg,cops], it is obvious
b. * Thattheyspoke to the janitor about the robbery yestertlay obvious, [the cops]

(179) a. Cheliela presti, [la macchina], mi sembra stano
that [you] to-her.CL-it.CL lend, the car, toe sounds weird
b. * Chegliela presti, mi sembra strano, [la macchina]

4.5.2 EnglishRD: interpretive properties

As already seen focIRD, the discourse conditions under which right-diasted
topics can be licensed in English are equally Behitin this way, a close correlation

betweercIRD andERD can be easily detectable.

Considering the example belo®RD can never be an instance of aboutness/shifting
topic: it cannot introduce new discourse referents, it is able to shift the attention

on a different referent:

(180) A: And now we are sitting in a house oniexe of ground where you kept ponies, isn'tit? In
that corner?
B: That's true Mark, that's true! And there wasskliMahan (‘s house), and now that's where
the vicarage is going to be, in the back of tha&ie Tast vicar's left now, he’s just finished his
last service, Baptists! He's gone to Glastonbunygl there’s no one been appointed here yet but
it will be about two months | think. There’s a canafficiating here now, | know it's Canon
somebody. Well, | know somebody’s coming here rtreantime.
A: And how are we going to shoot the canon?
Uhm.., #he knows quite a bit about the church, [Young Caghlae bought the place over her
and her has sold what he bought to the local coentiafied diocese.
(adapted from DI-B23 0184 — DI-B23 0215)

At the same time, it can never be the casegkaintroduces contrastivity:

(181) * 1 will take it, the wine, you will take tine, the vegetables

Given these data, the observations found in Lanhibr@®94: 203) when discussing
cases ofantitopic constructions in Romance languages can be equeakiyndible to

the English case:
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‘The presuppositional structure of the antitopic stamction involves a signal that the
not-yet-active topic referent is going to be naraethe end of the sentence. The request
for temporary “holding” of the proposition is of wse easiest to comply with if the
referent is already quasi-active or at least hightgessible. This explain why high
accessibility of the referent is a general conditfor appropriate use of antitopic
construction across languages. In contrast with Itie lexical (or independent-
pronominal) topic expression in RD cannot indicateew topic or a topic shift. Given
that antitopic constituents are always unacceragy,contrasting function is excluded.
The cross-linguistic tendency for RD constructiomsé used in discourse contexts in
which the topic referent is already highly salieahd for LD constructions to be

reserved for topic-announcing or topic-shifting teots.’

Given that the dislocation to the right always implalready active or highly-
accessible referents, it is indeed interestingnalyae the way the right-dislocated

topic conveygiveninformation.

Two clear examples for igvenstatus are offered in Ward & Birner (2004: 168) and

in theDCPSE

(182) Below the waterfall (and this was the mogorishing sight of all) a whole mass of
enormous glass pipes were dangling down into ther firom somewhere high up in the
ceiling! They really were enormous, [those pipeBllere must have been dozen of them at
least, and they were sucking up the brownish muaddier from the river and carrying it

away to goodness knows where

(183) Dave was saying at the bottom of his roatl tthere was this man that was planting roses in
his garden. He had panted them all and went iltisse and about half an hour later he saw
somebodysome young lout was digging them up, [the roses]

[DCPSE: DL-B32 0282]

In both the constructions, it is clear that thelatiated element needs to be
explicitly evoked in the immediately prior discoeydor this reason becoming both
discourse-old and hearer-old. AgaRmp can never allow new/contrastive material in

dislocated position:

(184) Dave was saying at the bottom of his roatl tthere was this man that was planting roses in
his garden. He had panted them all and went ilndise and about half an hour later he saw

somebody, #ome young lout was digging them up, [the tulips]
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[DCPSE: DL-B32 0282]

Predictably, an analysis in termsrbSETrelations is weakened by the fact the
pragmatic links between the referents of the datled materials and the hearer’s
mind is only adequately activated when and idemétgition is enhanced: this means
that the inferences triggered by the dislocatethetgs with salient partially-ordered

sets raised in the discourse-model are highly caimstd:

(185) IDENTITY (is-equal-to)
A: Can | have an electric double-bass?
B: No, I'm sorry, but | think you can’t. It's abbtwo weeks that we have finished them all,
the electric double-basses

(186) SET/MEMBERS (is-a-member-of)
A: Do you still have any instrument left?
B: # Well, | have finished them all, the doubkesbes

(187) PART/WHOLE is-a-part-of)
A: Do you think that | can restart playing my te+bass?
B: # Well, | still have to repair it, the fingarlrd (while the bridge is OK now)

Concluding from these results, once again the natibevocability (Grosz & Ziv,
1994) is considered to be the best accornis appropriate in two distinct settings:
TEXTUALLY EVOKED entities andSITUATIONALLY EVOKED entities. As for the first

case, three further sub-types are detectable:

(188) DISTANT MENTION

(the referent is mentioned in a relatively distait¢rance and not subsequently mentioned)

A: | asked you to read this book for today!

B: I know. | tried to very hard, but | was quiiasy. | had guests from abroad who | had
to entertain and | had nobody to help me. Besitlesmuch too difficult for me, this article.
Grosz & Ziv, 1994: 8

(189) IMPLICIT MENTION

(the referent is not overtly mentioned, but itriferable from another one, linked with it)
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A: | saw Modern Times again yesterday

B: He is amazing, (this) Charlie Chaplin

(190) ATTRIBUTIVE MENTION

(the dislocated element is used in a predicatiwaly, and not simply referentially)

A: | took my dog to the vet yesterday
B: he is getting unaffordable, the mangy old beas

Turning briefly to the second class, a classicaneple is a situation in which the

referent of the dislocated element is situationifgrable from the context:

[people talking about a man yelling at his daugitéhe commercial centre]
(191) He’'sreally horrible, that man!

Before concluding, it is worth stressing the fd@tERD — like CLRD —must be
always kept distinct from the Afterthought constroe. Recalling the conclusions
reached in £3,afterthoughts are last-resort strategies used wieespeaker realizes
that the message conveyed to the hearer is pdignimexact, given multiple
referents to which the pronoun inside the clausereéer. An Afterthought example

for English is offered below

(192) A: Ithink that sort of nicest thing abdagoks is that you can come back to over and over
B: Can you give us an example?
A: Well, yes. | mean Treasure Island, the dMimthe Willows
B: Oh! I'm reading it now, Treasure Island!
DCPSE: DI-B09 0065

Here the ambiguity arose with respect to the twsspade books — ‘Treasure Island
and ‘The Wind in the Willows’ — cannot be overcolmesimply using the referential
pronoun inside the clause. In this case, the spaakdizes that the message would
be highly ambiguous if no further information wesslded. Other possible
ambiguities can arise for other reasons, as fomek& number and gender with

respect to the pronoun inside the clause:

(193) Yesterday | met the Smith and the Brownallyehate them, the Brown (I mean)

(number ambiguity)
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(194) Yesterday | met Susie and Mary. She’s reslipid, Mary (I mean)
(gender ambiguity)

Conversely,RD is never used as self-correcting potentially defectext (cf.
Tomlin, 1986). Being not correctivep can at most be seen as a grammatical device
used by the speaker as a function to organize theoutse: the referent is not
ambiguous, rather just momentarily put back onsttede of Identifiably (see38.2.9

from active to quasi-active, or rather from centmlperipheral focus (cf. Grosz &
Ziv, 1994). The reference path IRD is never ambiguous. For the ease of

concreteness, consider salience, number and gentilen:

(195) We were looking for concentration, so we dedito go to the mountain for five days. We
just took with us the double-bass, a pair of blamlkend then matches. We tried and tried for

hours, but Mark was really unable to play it, tloeiole-bass

(196) Yesterday | met Mary and the Brown. | re&lite her, that Mary

(197) Yesterday | met Susie and John. She’s retliyid, Mary

In (195)the ‘double-bass’ is the only thing which can baypld, therefore no other
reference can be interposed in the hearer’'s attentn (196) ‘she’ can only be
referred to Mary — unless someone else in the Briamily is called Mary. In(197)
‘she’ can only refer to Susie. ConcludirgrD functions in the same identical way
CIRD does, both being discourse organizational devidashwcannot be involved in
case of referential ambiguity. This kind of discgirimpairment is generally

overcome when an Afterthought repairing strategpvsked.

4.6 Conclusions

After the analysis of the syntactic and interpretproperties at work for thelRD
construction, its syntactic derivation has beermsively discussed: the Symmetric
Analysis (Vallduvi, 1992) has been rejected givea generalized ban for right-
adjunction. The same conclusion has been reachedth® Clause-External

Topicalization analysis (Kayne, 1995; Samek-Lodjvi2006; Frascarelli &
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Hinterhdlzl, 2007), since the opposite predictiongh respect to the Binding
principles are unexpectedly made. Conversely, usiag Clause-Internal
Topicalization analysis (Cecchetto, 1999; Belleg0Q01; Villalba, 2000; Bocci,
2009), thecCIrRD has proven to be perfectly derivable, given thet that it can
adequately predict the relational constraints iregdsy the Binding Theory. For this
reason, a Bi@P hypothesis has been proposed. In the remainirtgopdine Chapter

4, the few elusive facts regardirgeRD found in the literature have been briefly
discussed and it has been shown that no clear rmedbas been detected for its
Root(-like) status. At the same timeRD can at most be seen as a grammatical
device used by the speaker as a function to orgdah& discourse. In this sensep
functions in the same identical wayrD does, both being discourse organizational
devices which cannot be involved in case of refiseambiguities — for which cases

the afterthought mechanism is involved.

Given the derivational account obtained so fardi®p, the similar interpretive
properties found between it a®®D, and the final suggestions arisen at the end of
83.3, the analysis which will be proposed in the nexamter will try to investigate
the root/non-root status of the phenomena heressatej so as to correlate this
dependency with the possibility of extending theau@ke-Internal Topicalization

analysis forCIRD to the syntactic derivation of the English righgtdcation.
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Chapter 5

Asymmetric correlations: deriving the English RightDislocation

5.0 Introduction

As concluded at the end of the last chapter, themam beyond the following
sections lies in the attempt of investigating wieetthe possibility for a particular
sentence to license dislocated material - eithgh¢oleft or to the right — must be
made dependent to its sensitivity to the root/rmot{rlike) distinction. In this sense,
it will be evaluated whether the same results oletito the left are equally found to
the right — both intra-linguistically ad cross-lingtically — and how an Internal-
Clause Topicalization analysis can eventually cop#h the root/non-root

dependency both in Italian and in English.

5.1 English topic fronting as a Root(-like) Phermmenon

5.1.1 Restricting structural transformations: thecase of factivity

It has briefly discussed at the beginning ®fi§, that Emonds (1970) attempts to
restrict the notion of ‘grammatical transformatiomi generative grammar by
postulating the existence of classes of grammatidas which severely constrain the
domain of application of certain transformations. this way, he tries to make
explicit the underlying mechanisms that prevent s@onstituents to be moved into
certain structural configurations. In his studytleé English language, Emonds thus
makes a crucial distinction between two restrictidg@mains of syntactic
transformations:  Structure-Preserving  Transfornmatio (SPTs) and Root
TransformationgRTs). In the former case, a transformation can only enovcopy a
constituent into a position in which a node of tbategory could be base-generated.
In the latter one, the possible transformationeistricted to cases which can only
apply in the sentence dominated by the highestd& roconsidered to be the ‘root’

of the phrase structure. Here it is Emonds’s edafihition (bid. ii):
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a phrase node X in a tree T can be moved, copiedserted into a new position in T,

according to the structural change of a transfaonatvhose structural description T

satisfies, only if at least one of two conditioasatisfied:

(1) the new position of X is a position in whichparase structure rule, motivated
independently of the transformation in questiom, ganerate the category X.

A transformation having such an effect is a ‘stuoetpreserving transformation’.

(2) in its new position in T, X is immediately damaked by the highest S or by any S in
turn immediately dominated by the highest S.

A transformation having such an effect is a ‘roahsformation’.

As for the sPTs a classic example is the case of passive stestun the
sentencéib) below, the objeckiP moves into the subjectP position, conversely, the
subjectNP moves into &P position, where thap node is filled by the past participle
‘killed’ (cf. Graffi, 2000):

(1) a. The luthier killed the double-bass ptaye
b. [r The double-bass playej[was |ir killed [pp by the luthier]]]]

Adapting Emonds’s diagram, the derivation(izy is equally generable by phrase

structure rules, as directly observable from thestiction in(t4):

(t2)
S
SN
NP VP
N
the double-bassV/ AP
player was N
A PP

kiled _"
by the luthier

(3) The double-bass player was worried for the cpmeseces

(t4)
S
N
NP VP
N N
the double-bassV/ AP
player was N
A PP
worried _"\_

for the
consequences
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Conversely, a case ®&T is the rule at work in the subject inversion. Gdes for
instance, the sentence @b) and the underlying syntactic structure(ig), which is

not generable under the English phrase structles ru

(5) a. The luthier is a double-bass player

b. Is the luthier a double-bass player?

(t6) S
V NP
Is /\
N NP
the luthier "~
a double-bas
player

As a crucial consequence, Emonds comes to thewloigp challenging conclusion
that the kind of rule at work in the case of ‘rottansformations is necessarily
excluded in embedded clauses. For the seek of emmass, consider the
ungrammaticality of the sentence below, which repnés the embedded counterpart

of (6) above:

@) * The mayor asked the fireman if is the luthdsdouble-bass player

He then offers several pieces of evidence, coratbuy his restrictive hypothesis, by
adding a list of root phenomena which arguably skimevsame results: namely, that
the transformations to which they are subject ereatword order that would not
ordinarily be considered the word order generatedhe base component of the
grammar. As a matter of fact, the transformationidgs generating Topicalization,
English Left-Dislocation and English Right-Disloimat all undergo the same
restriction: they can only be admissible in roohtexts, while they can never be

possible in embedded contexts. Compare for instdheepairs of sentences below:

(8) a. These steps | used to sweep with a broom
b. * Have | shown you the broom that theteps | used to sweep with
Emonds, 1970: 42a-43a

(9) a. Jane, she visits this park every week-en

b. * He doesn't like the park that Jar sisits it very weekend
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Emonds, 1970: 47f-48f

(10) a. I buythem right at the shore, theaesl
b. * John has sold the garage thatstore it in, that old car, to Mary
Emonds, 1970: 49d-51a

Additional RTsinclude:

VP Preposing
(11) a. John hoped that Mary would find his hat,find it she could not
b. * John hoped that Mary would fins his hat, bwonder how find it she ever could

Negative Constituent Preposing
(12) a. Under no conditions they may leave tha are

b. * If under no conditions may they leave theaateow can they pay their debt?

Directional Adverb Preposing
(13) a. In came John!

b. * | noticed that in came John

Preposing arounkde
(14) a. More important has been the establishmilegal services

b. * Bill wonders why more important has bélea establishment of legal services

Participle Preposing
(15) a. Sleeping next to the door was the luthier

b. * The fireman noticed that sleeping next t® door was the luthier

Tag Question Formation
(16) a. Mary had come, hadn’t she?

b. * Bill wanted to know whether Mary had comagdh'’t she?

The highly exclusive characterization @&fTs given in Emonds is however
partially rejected in Hooper & Thompson (1973), whdeed argue for a convincing
extension of the range of availability, given tlaetfthat a large set of embedded
contexts can undergo the same kind of restriclitws further development turns out
to be crucial in the definition of the questiontioé ‘embedded root phenomena’ as a

current issue in syntactic theory. In this sensayddck (2006: 174) adequately
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observes that this convincing development becomeefore appealing in a twofold
way: from one side trying to define in the more weate way the nature
distinguishing this particular subset of embeddewtexts, and from the other trying
to explain the principle underlying the ‘embeddedtt definition in either syntactic,

semantic or pragmatic terms.

In their influential work, Hooper & Thompson assatei the restriction on the
applicability ofRTswith a semantic notion of ‘assertion’. Adoptingshgerspective,
they assume that the assertion of a sentencedsrigsmeaning or main proposition.
In most cases the assertion of a declarative semtsrfound in the main clause, and
the assertive part of the sentence is that partlwban be negated or questioned by
the usual application of the processes of negadioth interrogation. However in
many cases, it seems possible that also a largef setbedded statements have the
characteristics of assertions, as can be seen ientests of negation and
questioning are strictly applied. In order to eatduthe predictions above, Hooper &
Thompson thus provide a 5-way division of the praths taking sentential
complements (i.e., that may ha¥eat complements), considering two dimensions for
classifying English predicates. The first concelims assertive/non-assertive divide,
and the second the factive/non-factive one (cf. p¢0p1974). Following Kiparsky
and Kiparsky (1971) assertive predicates introcka@ences which can be assigned
a truth value (i.e. whose state of affairs confotmseality), and factive predicates
are those which presuppose the truth of their cemphts (cf. Ojea, 2005: f9). In

this respect, the definitions given in Hegarty (A9802) are taken here as central:

PRESUPPOSITION:
Whether the complement expresses part of the umdidgackground beliefs of the
matrix subject and any interlocutors of the masibject

ASSERTION:

Whether the complement expresses a belief thatingoffered or entertained by the
matrix subject for acceptance as part of the bddyndisputed background beliefs
(of himself and any interlocutors), and the subjedtnteers (to himself or others) a

positive stance endorsing that belief.

150



Turning to the division above, the five classetetisbelow, will be briefly analyzed

in turn:

(@) CLASS A PREDICATES |[strong assertive: +asgeryti-factive]
(b) CLASS B PREDICATES [weak assertive: +assertifactive]
(c) CLASS C PREDICATES [—assertive, —factive]

(d) CLASS D PREDICATES [-assertive, +factive]

(e) CLASS E PREDICATES [semi-factive: +assertive, tifed

(a) CLASS A PREDICATES

[strong assertive: +assertive, —factive]:

(1a) say
(2a) Report
(3a) Claim
(4a) Argue

The verbs listed in this group are all verbs of isgy They can be used

parenthetically, in which case the main asserocarried by the subordinate clause.
Being the truth of the entire sentence independenn that required for the

embedded clause, in the case of contradictionsséimence in felicitous (Basse,
2007):

(18) Maryclaims[cp that she skipped the class, but she didn’t

At the same time, it is possible to assume thaka@roposition is asserted by a
sentence, the questioning (and the negating) ofsdrgence, also question (and
negate) the assertion it is making. In the specdige of strong factives, two possible
reading are indeed possible: in the non-parentilet®ading of20) —on the basis of
(19) —the question is merely directed to the speakessréisn. Conversely, i21)the
guestion is directed to the assertion made in thieeelded clause, in which case the
main verb has a parenthetical status:

>

| Matrix subject assertion

(19) Maryclaimed [cpthat she skipped the class

Speaker assertionT
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(20) Did Mary claim X (= something)?
(21) Did she skip the class?

(the questioner’'s main concern on this readinghisther or not she skipped the class)

Given the double behavior, the embedded complesmehtClassA verbs allow
Topicalizationand Left Dislocation:

(22) a. The inspect@xplained|cp that each part he had examined very carefully
b. Carltold me [rthat this book, it has the recipes in it

The same is equally valid for the Right- Dislocaticonstruction, as observable in

the example provided below:

(23) Alicecomplainedcp that it almost asphyxiated her, that disgustingci

(b) CLASS B PREDICATES

[weak assertive: +assertive, —factive]:

(1b) Suppose
(2b) Believe
(3b) Think
(4b) Guess

Also the verbs listed in this group can be useckietically, in which case the
main assertion is again carried by the subordinktese. This reading seems to be
the most natural one, in the sense that they aestipally meaningless by
themselves, neither denoting a mental process, making and independent
assertion, but merely qualifying the main assertiomtained in the complement

clauses (H&T: 477). The contradiction test is idi¢elicitous:
(24) Johrthinks[cpthat she skipped the class, but she didn’t

At the same time, given the virtual meaninglessirgabf Class B verbs when they
take that clauses, questioning the main verb is the same westiQning its

complement:
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| Matrix subject assertion

(25) Johrthought [cpthat she skipped the class

Speaker assertionT

(26) Did John think that she skipped the class?

In this case, again, both Topicalizatiamd Left Dislocation are grammatically

acceptable:

(22) a. ltappeardcp that this book he read thoroughly

b. Hebelievedcpthat in this house, | lived for thirty years in it

Right- Dislocation is also admissible:

(23) Ithink[cp that you should read it, this book

(c) CLASS C PREDICATES
[-assertive, —factive]
(1c) Be (un)likely
(2c) Be (im)possible
(3c) Doubt
(4c) Deny

Contrary to the first two classes, Hooper & Thompaogue that the verbs belonging
to this class do not have asserted complements: péenthetically status is indeed

only marginally acceptable:

No matrix subject assertion

(24) 7 ltis likely Er that she skipped the class, but she didn’t

Speaker assertionT
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Applying the question test, things are even cleaiace an affirmative answer to the
guestion in25)does not affirm the truth of the complement; raihaffirms only the

likelihood of the main proposition:

(25) A: Isitlikely that she skipped the class?

In this case, Topicalization and Left Dislocateme felt ungrammatical:

(26) a. * ltwas impossibl¢cp that each part he had examined carefully
b. * Itis probable][cp that that book, he had stolen it at the shoppéarire

The same conclusions can be extendible to theafdRight- Dislocation:

(27) *Idoubt[cpthat he didn't attended it, that concert

(d) CLASS D PREDICATES [~assertive, +factive]
(1d) Regret
(2d) Resent
(3d) Forget
(4d) Be odd

Expressing some emotion or subjective attitude tbopresupposed complement,
Class D verbs cannot be asserted by definitionallnthe sentences below, the
embedded clause is required to be true in ordertHer entire sentence to be
felicitous. This property is visible in the case @8) below, where the factive

constructions give rise to a contradictory result:

No matrix subject assertion

(28) * Maryregretted |[cpthat she skipped the class, but she didn’t

Speaker assertionT

Similarly, both the question and the negation g8y affect the assertion made in

the main proposition, since the proposition aratedl in the embedded clause
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expresses part of the undisputed background beli¢fie matrix subject (‘Mary’)
and any interlocutors of the matrix subject (Hegart990: 102), hence it is

presupposed and not asserted.

(29) Did Mary regret that she skipped the class?
(30) Mary didn't regret that she skipped the class

Moving to the specific case of Topicalization aneftL Dislocation, the same

ungrammatical result are shown:

(29) a. * Iresent[cpthat each part he had to examine carefully

b. * It's strangq cp that this book, it has all the recipes in it

The same also holds for Right- Dislocation as well:

(30) * Marvinregretted[cp that he went to see it, that movie

(e) CLASS E PREDICATES

[semi-factive: +assertive, +factive]

(1e) Realize
(2e) Know
(3e) Found out

(4e) Discover

The verbs belonging to class E do not express gecide attitude about the
presupposed complement, rather they assert theenanwhich the subject came to
know that the complement proposition is true. Etrevugh they are factive — &&l)
shows — it is possible for them to have a readimgvhbich the subordinate clause is
asserted, for example in questions and conditichals in pair in32) where a strong
factive is opposed to a semi-factive, only the tfinsferring the truthof the
complement (cf. Karttunen, 1971):
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(31) * Maryrealized[cp that she skipped the class, but she didn’t

No matrix subject assertion

(32) a. Iflregret Erthat | have not told the truth, | will confesdateveryone

Speaker assertionT

>

| Matrix subject assertion

b. If I realized/discovelater [cp that | have not told the truth, | will confess¢ateveryone

Speaker assertionT

As for the verbs in class and classB, also the verbs belonging to classare

claimed to felicitously license pre-posed and pusted elements:

(33) Wesaw[cpthat each part he had examined carefully
(34) Idiscoveredcpthat this book, it has the recipes in it

(35) The Mayor didn’know[cpthat it was bothering everyone, his big cigar

On the bases of the facts isolated above, onenprelry observation would then be
the discovery that some classes of transformationamely those involving root(-
like) constructions — cannot be merely investigated terms of syntactic
configurations. In this way, given an analysis loase pragmatic truth, it is indeed
possible to extend Emonds’s restriction on thelakdity of Root Transformations
to those non-factive embedded contexts, which aserted, and indeed not

presupposed:

‘as a positive environment we can say that thesesformations operate only on Ss that
are asserted. RTs are not applicable in presuppesatences because it is not
appropriate to emphasize elements of a sentenceemmposition is already known,
whose truth is presupposed, and whose contentléagated to the background. [...]
Some transformations are sensitive to more tharsjugactic configurations. It does not
seem possible to define the domain of an RT in tesmsyntactic structures in any
general way. [...] What we have done here is to gi®wan explanation for the restricted

applicability of RTs, in terms of communicative ftion of this class of rules.’

Hooper & Thompson (1973: 495)
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5.1.2 A second restriction in English:

Peripheral Adverbial Clauses vs. Centrahdverbial Clauses

A close resemblance with the conclusions reachelerprevious section can be
found in Haegeman (2002, 2003a, 2003b, 2004, 2@0®) discusses the relevance
of syntactic non-homogeneity in apparently simdab-classes of adverbial clauses.
Specifically, in her analysis of the internal degasition of thecplayer in English,
she adequately shows that at least two types ofrbl clauses must be
distinguished on the bases of the different corbpay with Root(-like) phenomena
— or Main Clause PhenomersicP) following her labeling — that they exhibit.
Consequently, she shows that the distribution ané interpretation of the
conditional clauses is necessarily reflected inirtheternal syntactic structure.

Consider for instance, the conditional clausesveelo

(36) a. If you ever got married, I'd be absolutely devastated

[DCPSE:DI-A09 0156]

b. If you cut the curtain to far, you risk to tend thpmort
[DCPSE: DI-B18 0261]

c. If I don’'t get enough water in, then the blastedfstai’t roll out
[DCPSE: DI-B47 0174]
(37) a.lf she’s aged ten and your mother is speaking almutfather, what sort of things might she
have said?
[DCPSE: DI-A15 0100]

b. Andif you doubt the commitment of the two teams herd just witness that challenge
made by Argentina’s Vasquez
[DCPSE: DI-F12 0098]

c.If it is going to rain this afternoon, why don’t ways at home and watch a video?

Haegeman, 2003a: (1b)

It seems to be quite reasonable that the threersesg in(36) receive a distinct
interpretation to the other three listed3m). In accounting for these facts, Haegeman

proposes a sharp distinction between them, in tasfn®vent-conditionals’ and
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‘premise-conditional“.9 In this sense, she assumes that the senten¢s structure
the event, expressing a cause leading to the effquessed in the matrix clause, a

classical conditional clause:

l:)1 Keause P2

(36a) being marriedk...s- makes one devastated
(36b) cutting the curtaim..s= tends the support to be lost

(36c) putting less watat...« does not let the blasted stuff rolling out

while conversely, the sentences expressed3m structure the discourse, by
providing a proposition that mainly serves as akbemund assumption which,

combined with the assertion of the associated el3ugelds additional inferences:

Yowen P1 Nrence Po

(37a) YavenSOMeone is ten and the mother is speaking abodtiner
(37b) YavewSOMeone doubthe commitment of two teams

(37¢) Yevenr it is going to rain in the afternoon

Going further, the same kind of behavior seemset@dpally attestable in other
sub-types of adverbial classes, as in the casbeofibuble role introduced by the

conjunctionwhile. For instance, consider the sentences below:

(38) a.Whileyou were looking at that, I'll also checked dowae tist for the Extra-Mural
Department of the University
[DCPSE: DI-A06 0140]

b. Whileyou're packing upstairs, try them and see howfenks

9 Following Haegeman (2000, 2003a: 319) other ptesgiefinitions are found elsewhere in the
literature: ‘Event Structure’ vs. ‘Discourse Sturet' (Dancygier & Mioduscewska, 1984); ‘Speech
Act about Conditional’ vs. ‘Speech Act Condition@Van der Auwera, 1986); ‘Situation Conditional’
vs. ‘Truth Conditional' (Declerk, 1991). However, atkver label is adopted, the insight of the core
analysis remains unchanged.

%0 As for the use of the label, Hageman (2003a: 3&8} that ‘given this analysis, the label ‘matrix

clause’ is actually a misnomer when referring te thause associated with a premise (discourse)-
conditional, and | will replace it by ‘associatdduse’.
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[DCPSE: DI-B18 0284]

c. Whilel was down there, | looked in a few estate agemtsdows
[DCPSE: DL-B19 0701]

(39) a. I'm saying thawhile there may be an element of luck I think that ielfoverstated
and in fact there was a much moredane economic result
[DCPSE: DI-A16 0066]

b. Whilethey’'d be quite happy to send their daughtertioys’ school, very few of them
would send their son to a girls’ sdhoo
[DCPSE: DI-B08 0223]

c. While [Dr Williams'] support for women priests and gagrimerships might label him as
liberal, this would be a misleading way of depigtitis uncompromisingly orthodox
espousal of Christian belief
Haegeman, 2002: (1b)

As already seen for th&clauses above, the sentenceg#) provide a temporal
specification of the event with which they are @wnporary, being in this sense
classical temporal construction, and they are theb integrated in the associated

matrix clause:

Pl(DAT THE SAME TIME P2

(38a) someone looking at something.eswe e SOMeone else checking a list
(38b) someone packing. e swe e SOMeONe trying a shoe

(38c) someone is on the stragt . sawe e SOMeone is looking at the windows

Conversely, the sentences (@) all express propositions which provide a
background for the associated clause, and with lwhley yield contextual
implications, often understood under a contrastive/dinate interpretation. This
behavior can be seen as an instance of what Horr(41@90:206 n.19, as quoted in
Haegeman, 2003b: 643) defines as a ‘secondary mothje interpretation that all

these connectivaa§, while, whenshade into’:
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Yeven Pi€wrereasP2

(392) Yeven@ possible element of luck
(39b) vaventhe happiness of sanding the daughter to a bojsatc
(39¢) Yeven Dr Williams’ liberality in supporting women priesésd gay partnerships

The suggestion that a dual relation between emlgeddd associated/matrix clause
is identifiable can be confirmed from the examioatof time/tense realization and

quantifier-pronoun bounding, affecting the relatlmtween the two clauses at issue.
As for the first point, the tense verb (‘tire’) the conditional sub-clause below is

strictly determined by the future time referencehaf matrix clause:

(40) If your back-supporting musclge (future=will deletion), youwill be at increased risk of
lower-back pain
Haegeman, 2003a: (5)

Conversely, the tense verb ('is’) in the premisaditonal (41) is not temporally
subordinated to that of the associated clause, ¢h@ice taken in the same

independent way a root clause does:

(41) If Johnis unable to open the doarjll be able to enter from the window?

As for the second point, a pronoun in the evenda@anal can be in the scope of a
guantifier in the matrix clause — as in the cas@t®fbelow — while the pronoun in
the premise-conditional necessarily have an indégeinreference — as {#3) — thus

confirming its total independence in both interptigin and structure:

(42) No onewill answer the phone tiethinks it's the supervisor
(43) Why doesio oneanswer the phone, life probably thinks it's his supervisor?
Haegeman, 2003a: (15)

The same conclusions reached aboveffandwhile can be extendible to further
conjunctions introducing adverbial clauses in EsigliAs a general clustering, the
distinction betweertENTRAL and PERIPHERALadverbials is here adopted. The first

set will include the event-conditionals #6) and the temporal adverbials(@s), plus
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all those adverbial clauses where the propositipmessed in the embedded sentence
is strictly dependent on that expressed in the imaine — either causally or
temporally. Conversely, the second set will inclUaigth the premise-conditional
clauses in37) and the coordinate adverbials 89) plus all those adverbial clauses
which do not show any causative or temporal refetiith the proposition expressed
in the associated clauses, having for this reasorndependent status which is
similarly attestable in classical root(-like) sertes. In this way, the table below is
divided with respect to the adverbial clause inchihthe conjunction is possibly
involved, leaving aside the question whether sofrieem has a dual behavior, while

some other do not (cf. Haegeman, 2002: f.n.3):

(Tab. 1)

CENTRAL PERIPHERAL

CONJUNCTION ADVERBIAL CLAUSE | ADVERBIAL CLAUSE

If

While
When

As

Since
Because
So that
Before
After
Until
Whereas
Although
Given that -

I 22 2 2 2 =2 2

| 22 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

|
<2 <2 2 |

Some crucial examples are listed below:

(44) Beforethe centralization of the Temple, you had local tempwvhere anybody could do
whatever they linked in them more or less (evanicsiire)
[DCPSE: DI-B71 0030]

(45) Afterthat time | bumped into her and we didn't speak, Isthg me up (event structure)
[DCPSE: DI-B28 0068]

(46) Whenyou start working in a new class like that, evexdypid ignorant (event structure)
[DCPSE: DI-A02 0086]
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(47) Mary was studying Medicinehenher father wonted an easier future for her

(background assumption: contrast)

(48) Althoughthere are many other things that could have beewrs, we didn’t show that and we
didn’t show them (background assumption: contrast)
[DCPSE: DI-D11 0053]

(49) Given thatlLinguistics is not democratic, we can’t necessadgept that
(background assumption: premise)
[DCPSE: DI-B72 0215]

Once the distinction above is made explicit, whah$ out to be crucial for the
following analysis is the fact that English Topization and English Left-
Dislocation are severely banned in the caseCEXITRAL ADVERBIAL CLAUSES.
Conversely, they prove to be pacifically availaipléhe opposite contexts, namely in
those ones where the adverbial clause shows prti#hlindependence with respect
to the associated clause. In order to evaluateottsgrvation, consider the sentences
below, where the ungrammatical central interpretatis contrasted with the

grammatical peripheral one:

(50) a. * If [the exams] you don'’t pass, you won't get the degre
Haegeman, 2004: (1a)
b. If [his syntactic analysis] we can't criticize, thésea lot to be said against the
semantics of the paper
Haegeman, 2003a: (35)

(51) a. *While[her book] Mary was writing this time last yeary lohildren were staying with
her mother
Haegeman, 2004: (2a)

b. While[his face] not many admired, his character stilide felt they could praise

(52) a. *Before[that book] you read, try to sort your room out
b.* After [the kitchen] they destroyed, those strange rabbele everything from the
bathroom

(53) a. We don't look to his paintings for commyaace truththough[truths] they contain

none the less
Haegeman, 2004: (4c)
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b.Given thaflthis special cake] nobody likes, you should tngive up with this passion
for cooking vegan

The data above are fully consistent with the sawmm@rasting patterns found

elsewhere in literature, as in the case of Japan&s4), Korean in(55), Gungbe as in
(56):

(54) a. * Mosi sono yoona zassva, (anata-ga) yomiea,
if that like magazine-TOP (WOM) read-if(CONDITIONAL)
(anata-wa) yasai-ga  kirsinarimasu
(you-TOP)  vegetableM like become
‘If the magazines, you read, you will come to likgetables’

b. Mosi sono yoona zasgg(anata-ga) sukide-nai (CONCLUSIVIBgprabg
if that like  magazine-TOP (you-NOMg-not-if
naze (anata-wa) (sorera-o0) kai-tuzukerunodesu ka?
why (you-TOP) (them-ACC) buy-continue, Q
‘If such magazines, you don't like, why do you Kewgpng them?”’
Maki et al., 1999

(55) a. *ichayk-un(ku-ka) ilk-umyerilk- ess-umyen
this book-TOP (he-NOM) read-if/ read-PAST-if
Ku-nun ama ku yenghwa-lul poko siphe hal kéa-i-
heTOP probably that movie-ACC see want will-DEC
‘IF this book, he reads/read, he will probably wantsee that movie’

b. kuchayk-un(ney-ka) cohaha-ttmyenway kukes-ul ca-ci anh-ni ?
that book-TOP (you-NOM) like-PRES-DEC-if why th&@@\buy-NMZ not do-Q
‘If that book, you like, why don’t you buy it?
Whitman, 1989

(56) Ni *(echoic reading) wema ehe lo ya, aonme to Procure, xo € na mi

If book hig Det TOP 2sg see 3sg at Procure bayf@sme
Haegeman, 2006: 1659

On the bases of these facts, it would then be fegpb propose a strong
parallelism between the finding presented in previgection and the ones just
reached above. In these sense, the restrictedbdigtn of MCP — topic fronting —

already noted when discussing the case of factiwityEnglish, can be equally
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extended to the case of central adverbial clawgbgh contrarily to the peripheral

ones, are severely constrained in allowing roét)ltransformations.

5.1.3 CILD availability and structural reduction: the Truncation Hypothesis

The idea of a close parallelism between factuatesmes and central adverbial
clauses in English seems to be confirmed by adtitiseries of differences — other
then the possibility of licensing argument frontiagvhich can be arguably reduced
to one essential contrast differentiating them fromn-factual sentences and
peripheral adverbials: the impossibility for therrmf@r pairs to encode for
illocutionary force and anchoring to the speaken the seek of concreteness, the
case of speaker-oriented epistemic modality andtdéise of Tag Question Formation
(TQF)are here taken into consideration.

As for the first case, it a well-known fact thatisgpmic modality deals with
speaker’s evaluation, or judgment of the knowledg®n which a particular
proposition is based. Given that the speaker’stpafiview can be overtly reflected
in the clause she is judging, it is worth testig structural availability in the
constructions under discussion. As it is easilydmtable, only non-factives and
peripheral adverbials allow modality markers aneesih act adverbials

(57) ?? The boy bought the new album with happirefssr his brothemayhave bought it

(58) The new Broderick’s album is amazing, while h&m’s onemaybe to cheesy

(59) ??* When/iffrankly he is unable to cope, we’'ll have to replace hineésh act)
(60) * If theyluckily arrived on time, we will be saved (evaluative)
Haegeman, 2008: (4) and (5)

(61) ?? The boy regretted that his broterbably/apparentlypought the album
(epistemic/evidential)

L In terms of the hierarchy of adverbials reprodugedCinque (2004: 133), the top four adverb
classes are incompatible with temporal and conuifiadverbial clauses:

Mood I:)speech a&MOOd I:’evaluative?M00d PevidentiaPl\/lOd Pepistemi?TP(PaSt)>TP(FUture)>MoodrEalis>
MOdPalethic,>ASpRabituaPASpPrepetitive>ASpRrequemativ?MOdonlitionaI>ASpPcelerativ?TP(Anterior)>ASp%rmi
native™ ASchontinuativ? Asppretrospectiv? IA\SpF?Jroximative> 'A\SF:'FEiurative> AspPgeneric/progressi\%AspRarospectiv? ModP
obligatiorPMOd Ppermission/abilit?ASpR:ompletivt?VOiceP>AspEelerativ?ASpPrepetitive>ASpRrequentative
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(62) The boy thought that his brother hpspably) bought the album

The Tag Question Formation functions as a devikengdor a confirmation about
the truth of an assertion, or to express doubtnhoertainty about its the truth. Given
this definition, central adverbials cannot havdrtbe/n question tag associated with
them, since they are strictly dependent to the mkaose; factive sentences cannot
have their question tag, since tags can only bmaddrout of assertive verbs, which
presumably have their own illocutionary force:

(63) . The boy bought the albuatter his sister had bought it, didn’t he?

b. * The boy bought the albumafter his sister had bought it, hadn’t she?

Q

(64) a. The boy bought an albuwhile (contrastive) his sister is buying a book, didré®

b. The boy bought an albumhile his sister is buying a book, isn’'t she?

(65) a. | suppose that falling off the stage waisegembarrassing, wasn't it?
Hooper & Thompson, 1973: (85)
b. * 1 am sorry that Suzanne isn't here, isn@3h
c. * It bothers me that Bernard has forgottenrtteeting, hasn’'t he?
Hooper & Thompson, 1973: (131-132)

Following from these data, one strong correlatieenss to be highly appealing.
Given (i) the ungrammaticality of the sentencegsn here(66), (59), (61), (63b), (65b)

and(65c):
The boy bought the new album with happiness, aitebrother (inay) have bought it

and (i) the impossibility of licensing topic fronting in weeal adverbial clauses and

factive complements:

* |If [the exams] you don't pass, you won't get the degre

* | resent[cp that each part he had to examine carefully

then the general option of licensingP seems to be arguably dependent on the non-
availability of illocutionary force guarantying dmaring to the speaker. Put it in a
more refined way, what is crucial for the analyisishe observation that classes of
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root-phenomena are systematically excluded in halsé constructions which are
deemed to be ‘deficient’ (reduced) for some palgicteason?

As a direct theoretical consequences, then, thereaif the deficiency of these
specific constructions can be reduced to a meretasyjo motivation: the

asymmetries are explained in terms of presencealisence of some specific
syntactic head responsible for the licensing ofitftependent illocution within the

embedded clause.

Haegeman (2004), for instance, takes the restniciiothe availability oMcP as
a reduction structurally motivated, by assumingt tttee CP-domain of central
adverbial clauses — and factive complements —tdailerive chunks in the syntactic
computation. This failure is due to the lack of thgher head of Force, considered to
be the precondition implicated in the licensingtloé independent illocutionary act.
As a direct repercussion, the Force projectionlteda be always available in root
clauses and in clauses embedded under speech rast arepropositional attitude
verbs, and it is therefore considered to be aviglab peripheral adverbial clauses
and non-factive complements. Moreover, a conclusibithis sort can adequately
specify the semantic motivation already propose@sin.2, since central adverbial
clauses are always part of and modify the propwsitiith which they are associated,
while peripheral adverbial clauses express indepanpropositions, associated with
illocutionary force, that mainly serves as the indmee discourse background to the

associate clause (Haegeman, 2004: 167).

2 The expression ‘structurally reduced’ is overtlggited by Hooper & Thompson (1973: 484) which
incidentally use it when briefly discussing theea$ complements having uninflected verbs: ‘Though
RTs may apply in some complements that are fullesers introduced by the complementittet,

they may never apply in any complements that adeiaed clauses. By reduced clauses we mean
infinitives (i) and (ii), gerunds (iii), and subjative clauses (iv) and (v), i.e. those complemgpées
which have uninflected verbs. Just consider:

(i) * My friends tend [the more liberal candidhto support
(i) *1really want [that solution] Robin to elgre thoroughly

(i) * | disapprove [of such books] your reading

(iv) * The senator proposed that [the troops]ythe withdrawn immediately
(v) *It's important that [the book], he studyreéully

Moreover, also Sentential Subjects seem to showstme patterns. Consider for instance the
opposition between (vi) and (vii):

(vi) * That [this book], Mary read thoroughlytisie
(vii)  Iltis true that this book, Mary read thaghly (recalling the class A distribution in 82)1
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The core idea of the analysis proposed by Haegesnamdamentally based on the
influential Spit-CP hypothesis proposed in (RiztB97; 2001) and extensively
considered in Chapter 2. As already seen, Rizzflaential proposal lies in the well-
grounded hypothesis that that the interface sitevd®n the clause and its context be
seen not as mere projection of a single head Cyrdiber as a layered structure
articulated around a sequence of hierarchicallyawied functional heads, where
Force encodes the features responsible for thedf/ptause (question, declarative,
etc.) and constitutes the interface link betweenpttopositional content expressed in
the IP and the super-ordinate structure — a higlarse or the discourse itself as in
case of root clauses — while Fin expresses a speaiin of finiteness summing up
the inflectional properties expressed in IP. Th@dsystem and the focus system are
target of different processes of displacement, eakclthem related to specific
discourse scope properties and characterized loyfispg/ntactic properties:

(66) Force ... Top*... Focus ... Top*... Fin ... [{Riectional system

Haegeman (2002, 2004) partially modifies the cagphic model above, by
adding a Sub projection as a mark of subordinatioainly based on data from
Modern Greek (Roussou, 2000; cf. also Rizzi, 199F):

(67) [c pu [Topic/Focus §op oti/na/as[neg[cm daltharasl I+ V... 1]111]

In the structure in67) there are three basic C positions. The higher ttbdnces
subordination — which iss|pd in Haegeman’s sense; the middle C introducesselau
typing — Forced; the lower one Modality —[,p]. Implementing the structure i@6)
with the specification of subordination, the refingeneral structure of the left
periphery would be as i@8).

(68) ([Sub) ... [Force ... [Top* ... [Focus ... [Top*... [Fin. [IP ...]IIIN®

In order to express the total dependence of thie ystem from the projection
of Force, Haegeman proposes to locate the lattarpasition lower than that of the

former. Recalling the conclusions reached &r2.§ only one Topic projection is
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available in English, given its non-recursive bebax: In this way, the structuralP-

reduction is formalized below:

(69) TRUNCATION HYPOTHESIS
(Haegeman, 2002; 2003ab; 2004; 2006)

a. Root clause: Tod -+« [Focus -+ [Force -+« [rin . [ip - TN
b. ‘Full’ embedded clauses: subl-++ [Top +++ [Focus+++ [Force --+ [rin - [ip +-.J1]
c. ‘Reduced’ embedded clauses:sy .. finl--- Le .11

A further Mod projection can be assumed above Biraaedicated position for
adverb pre-posing and adjunct fronting. In thigpeses$, Rizzi (2001: 18) says: ‘As
the left-peripheral position targeted by the advierlpre-posing is neither topic nor
focus, we need a third type of licensing head m $hace sandwiched in between
Force and Fin. We will call this head “Mod(ifierassuming modification to be the
substantive relation between an adverb and thetstruit relates to’. In this way, the
possibility of a low adjunct fronting detected inaé¢jeman (2003a: 642) is
straightforward predicted, since it is allowed otlbcentral and factive constructions

(70-71) being therefore out of the model of truncatiomdm revised ir72):

(70) a. If [next week] you cannot get hold of rtrg,again later
b. While [around this time last year] Mary wasting her book, her children were
staying with her mother
¢. When [last month] she began to write her regedéumn for the Times, | thought she
would be OK

(72) a. | regret that [last year] Mary didn’t gorhe for Christmas

b. She resented that [yesterday morning] herrlemd went running with Lucy

(72) ([Sub) [Top [Focus---[Force--- [Mod ---[Fin [IP ]]]]]]
I |

TRUNCATION DOMAIN

Given the structure above, Haegeman (2008: 284:2001) concludes her analysis

with the following assumption:
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‘Pursuing this proposal | formulated the hypothethat presence of Force is a
precondition for the availability of the project®iopP and FocP in the left periphery.
This means that Topicalization will only occur in wd&s with Force in the left
periphery. [...] As we will se below, other languagks have alternative mechanisms

for licensing fronted arguments in the left perighe

This hypothesis rises at least to major issues:

() The correlation of the configuration {n2) with behaviour of focalized elements
within reduced clauses;
(i) The correlation of the configuration in72) with the Romance-type

Topicalization.

As for the first point, the predictions {r2) seem marginally borne out:

(73) ?? If [THE FINAL EXAMS] you don'’t pass, you wt get the degree

Consider also the Italian counterparts:

(74) a. ?? Se [LA PROVA ORALE] non supera, non otterra il diploma
if the oral exam [he] SEpass [he] NEG get the degree

b. ?? Che LUCA vogliano premiare, sembcaddibile

that Luca [they] want to award, seems Uievable

c. ?? Gli sembra LE SEDIE di aver venduto (, néagpeto)!
[it] to-him.CL seem the chairs to have sold (, ilba carpet)
Bocci, 2007: (32-34)

Once the second argument is taken at issue, tifeyacation in(72) becomes highly
problematic. Indeed, while the non-occurrence gdid¢alization in English is seen as
a mere consequence of the impoverished structuts ©f field, the predictions of a
similar behaviour for Romance Topicalization ar¢ Imarne out. Consider in fact the
patterns below, where no asymmetry is found betweemntral and peripheral
adverbials, factive and non-factive complementdijnitival clauses, sentential

subjects:
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(75) a. Se [gli esami finali] non i superi, non otterrai il diploma
if the final exams [you]NEG them.CL passoulyNEG will get the degree

b. Se [la torta] non la poriria almeno il vino
if the cake [you] NEG it.CL bring bring at leabie wine
adapted from: Cecchetto, 2000

(76) a. Mi dispiace che [questo problema] gli stutiinon I'abbiano potuto risolvere
| regret that this problem the stotseNEG it.CL have can solve

b. Penso che [questo problema] gli studsail'abbiano saputo risolvere

[I] regret that this problem the studentE® it.CL have can solve

(77) a. Gianni pensa [il tuo libro] di conoscebkene
Gianni thinks your book of know-it.Cl well

b. Misembra, il tuo libro] di conoscerlo bene
it seems to me your book of know-it.CL well
Rizzi, 1997: (78a-b)

(78) Che [questa finestra], i ragazzi non I'abbigotuto aggiustare mi sembra impossibile

that this window the boys NEG it.CL have capair it seems impossible to me

Given the data above, the configuration() is hardly extendible taCILD:
Romance Topicalization does not depend on the pceses. absence of the Force
projection, rather it seems to be independentlylavia. This dual behaviour can be
interpreted in terms of different positional distriion: while the English Topic
projection needs to be higher than Force, in otdeexplain its configurational
dependency and the Truncation Hypothesis, the sa@urTopic projection
responsible forCiLD can be located in a lower position in tle® periphery,
immediately above Fin. In this way, the final coufiations will look as the

following:

I I
(79) ([Sub) [Top [Focus---[Force--- [Mod* ---[Top*--- [Fin [IP ]]]]]]

TRUNCATION DOMAIN
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The findings so far discussed have displayed someiat facts regarding the
asymmetrical distribution of fronted arguments imgksh. Specifically, it has been
shown that the old proposal put forward by Emori®/Q) and concerning the idea
that particular types of phenomena — like Topiedion and Left Dislocation — are
main clause-bound (or using his labeling, are fransations operating in Root
clauses only), has been explicitly rejected whepcpg classes of embedded
contexts are taken into consideration. 18 it has been shown that a sharp
distinction can be found between embeddedtclauses of non.factive verbs —
which allow argument fronting — and embeddeak-clauses of factive verbs — which
do not. The double behavior is clearly displayethimfollowing patterns taken from
Hooper & Thompson (1973):

(80) a. The inspect@xplainedcp that each part he had examined very carefully 22
b. Carltold me [ that this book, it has the recipes in it (= 22b)

(81) a. *lIresent[cpthat each part he had to examine carefully (=29a)
b. * It's strangq cp that this book, it has all the recipes in it (=P9b

In 85.1.2 a second discrepancy in English language has begsctdd between
Peripheral adverbial clauses — which allow argunfremting — and Central adverbial
clauses — which instead do not allow it. In thispect, Haegeman (2002, 2003ab,
2004) has offered several pieces of evidence agguifavor of a sharp distinction of

this sort:

(82) a.Whilelhis face] not many admired, his character stillde felt they could praise (=51b)
b. *While[her book] Mary was writing this time last yeary lohildren were staying with
her mother (=51a)

One preliminary intuition lies in the fact thatrgpderal adverbial clauses — like the
one in(82a)above — display a root-like nature given the phritidependence with
respect to the proposition expressed inabsociateclause. Conversely, the Central
adverbial ones, result to be strictly dependenth® proposition expressed in the
main clause, with which they instantiate a caus&tmporal relation.
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Given the generalized dual behavior detected abthee divergence has been
explained in terms of syntactic truncation of therde-Finiteness system (on the
bases of the fine structure of the left periphegppsed in Rizzi, 1997) for the case
of factivity and centrality. Adopting Haegeman’sumcation Hypothesis, three

assumptions have been made:

(1) the head licensing Topic is located in a positawer than Sub (the Subordinator

head introducing the embedded clause) and highéFtrce;

(2) Force encodes for illocutionary force responsiblethe root-like behavior of the

embedded clauses;

(3) the absence of Force in non-root like contexts liketive constructions and
central adverbial constructions prevents the Tgpi@ase to be licensed, since it

is truncated with the former.

Finally, the observations made for English do not extendhto Romance-type
Topicalization, given the fact thatiLD remains available even in those contexts
which resist argument fronting in English. A low&opic position forCILD has

indeed been proposed.
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5.2 Is English Right-Dislocation as a Root(-likePhenomenon?

Strictly following from the findings above, the gent sections intend to focus the
attention on the right periphery of the Englishteane, so as to evaluate whether the
same distributional patterns found before for argoiironting can be equally found
in the distribution of right-dislocated materialtkvirespect to embedded contexts.
Once this assessment is made, it will be conselyuemaluated whether a syntactic
derivation of the same type proposeddmD in 8.4.3can be equally extended to the
English Right-Dislocation construction. As for thest point, an experimental task is
proposed and analyzed iB.81.As for the second point an internal Topicalization
analysis of the same kind adopted for the Italiaanterpart (Belletti, 1999, 2001,
2004a) is in parallel proposed fBRD in 8.3. The derivation so far discussed will be
integrated with recenadditional observations concerning the nature aibting
constructions (Beletti, 2005, 2008), a smugglingrapch for verbal chunks within
the functional field (Belletti & Rizzi, 2008, Catis, 2005) and an extended notion of
AGREErelation between phase peripheries.

5.2.1 Experimental evidence

As preliminary noted in £5.1the few facts regarding trerD are certainly not
sufficient here for getting any interesting eviderfor the syntactic analysis, and
consequently no further improvement in a crosstlisiic perspective. Specifically
taking the case of the embedded contexts, apamt tine small amount of data found
in Hooper & Thompson (1973) and proposed againvibelwo other example of
embedded Right-dislocation has been found in reterature, and no possible

investigation is therefore admissible, on the baéksese few examples:

(83) | think [p that you should read it, this book (= 167)
(84) * | regret Epthat you read it, this book (=168)

Henceforth, a grammaticality-judgement task hasfse¢ up and proposed to several
mother-tongue English speakers, in order to evaludiether the possible correlation
between the syntactic status of the embedded smni@mmd the likelihood for the
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right-dislocated material to be licensed withinulkcbhave shown any contrasting
evidence. The idea of proposing a judgment taskdas video clips vision — where
the dialogue between two characters is judged watipect to the Right-dislocation
construction produced within — has been forced bg heed of re-creating
unambiguous contexts for the felicitous understagddf the referential element
linguistically represented insidRD. The reasons for this choice are due to both
theoretical and empirical facts: as for the firstnp, it has been discussed in. %53
that a well-defined interpretive analysis for Rigldlocation cannot be conclusive if
the situationally-evocable conditions are not takénssue, hence the need of an
extra-linguistic context as a domain of inferaliltill prove to be essential; as for
the second point, preliminary grammaticality telktsse shown to be completely
inadequate, when the right-dislocated sentencébbas tested in isolation from the
contextual environment. Given these premises, dbee experiment has been
preceded by a small pre-experimental test — hertbef@RE-TEST— whose positive
results have shown that the availability of an a&fimguistic context from which
speakers can find unambiguous references, can tvenely useful in both the
acceptability of a particular dislocated construgtiand in the avoidance of possible
confusion with the afterthought strategy. After thescription of thePRE-TESTIN
85.2.1.1 theROOT-LIKE TESTWiIll be consequently discussed.

5.2.1.1 The Pre-test

PRE-TESThas been used to test whether the extra-linguistitext granted from the
video-clip helps the person in the evaluation of gentence, so as to provide
unambiguous referents for the element dislocatedh&o right. Specifically, the
possibility of contextualizing a sentence is bo#fpful since it completely discards
ambiguity, and it is functional since it prevenigmneents to be too linguistically
salient. Recalling the observations made 4r8 8nd &.5.2it has been said that the
interpretive distinction between the Afterthoughtategy and theclear case of
Right-dislocation consisted in the fact that thenfer is at work only in case of
referential ambiguity, while the latter one couldvh been detected in case of
unambiguous reference. As a reflex on the syntattiecture, it has consequently
been said that the Afterthought construction cdude been distinguished with

respect taCIRDs by the fact that in case of the former constructtbe basic order of
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the arguments would have been strictly respectasl ir(85-86) — conversely, a free-

order distribution would have been admissible figr $econd case — ag#1-88)

(85) Glielo ha nascosto Maria,cadppello a Robert@ntendo)
to-him.CL it.CL has hidden Maria, the hat to Roberto (I mean)
[non la sciarpa a Maria]

not the scarf to Mary

(86) ?? Glielo ha nascosto Maria, a Roberto il eflpfintendo)

[non la sciarpa a Maria]

(87) Glielo ha nascosto Maria,cdppello a Roberto
to-him.CL it.CL has hidden Maria, the hat to Roberto

(88) Glielo ha nascosto Maria, ab&to il cappello

As for the specific case of this experiment, thesgilde referential ambiguity has
never been under discussion: indeed, every videokels been made in a way that
only one potential referent could have been sal@enthe right-dislocated element,
even though the same referent had never been yplittered within the scene.
This observation is particularly important when tmadar constructions, such as
questions and imperatives are taken as diagndstieially, the problematic issue
dealing with these types of constructions has bamsed by Grosz & Ziv (1998) and
Pullum (p.c.) who have particularly stressed thet that the linguistic context alone
— namely the grammatical judgement solely basedhenwritten text — severely
constraints the relationship between reference rggid-dislocated material: if the
topic is too active in the linguistic context, déslocation is hardly accepted. For

instance, the example below is strongly banned:

(91) A: Where should | put this box?
B: # Put it on the table, this box

One way to overcome the oddity of the sentencéas of introducing some other
kinds of contextual implications, namely those begiog to the non-linguistic
inferability, and previously discussed ia.83 where the entity under discussion is
recoverable from the situation and succeeds indawpi potential redundancy.
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Following from these premiseBRE-TESThas evaluated both the possibility frD
to be licensed within questions and imperativesth&t same time, given the non-
recursive property ofRD, afterthoughts in di-transitive constructions witbth DO
and 10 as dislocated elements, have been equally tested. ré&sults are then
compared with previous findings obtained from thangmatical judgements that
English speakers expressed on the bases of the BmRDw¥ewithout the video-

contexts.

The first part of the experiment is described below

PRE-TEST

(a) AIM
Influence of extra-linguistic context in the EngliRight-Dislocation acceptability

(b) HYPOTHESIS:
HO = extra-linguistic contextoes NoTinfluence grammatical judgement

H1 = extra-linguistic contextoesinfluence grammatical judgement

(c) TYPE OF TASK:

Grammatical judgement on video-clip vision

(d) PARTECIPANTS
14 English mother-tongue speakers from United Hamg

(e) PROCEDURE

12 video-clips representing small episodes of noentiken 1:30 minutes each, have
been randomly shown to each participant taken grenle. Every video-clip
represented a scene taken from classical cartadmese two or more characters were
performing some particular action. The dialogues dach video-clip have been
dubbed by two English speakers and subtitled atbthttom of the screen. Each
participant has been asked to give either a pesdiva negative judgement when a
Right-dislocation construction has been utteredhiwithe dialogue. When the Right-
dislocation appeared, the video was automaticallyspd for 10 seconds in order to

give the participant the chance of thinking abdw $entence. In each scene a non-
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ambiguous reference for the possible Right-dislonathas been uniquely

represented. For example, in the sentence beltw, télltale’ could have only be

referred to one person within the episode, nantedy bne who wanted to tell the

police all the lies ‘A’ had said in a previous seen

(92)

A: | want to kill him with a bomb, that telle

) MATERIAL

Sony Vaio Intel Centrino Cor6CREEN: 15.4 WXGA (1280 x 800) X-black LCD

Philips Earphonesv: SHP2500

The sentences can be divided as follows:

Tab. 1

RD RD RD
declarative qguestion imperative

3 3 3 3

Afterthought

Prototypical examples are:

(93)
(94)
(95)
(96)

I want to kill him with a bomb, that tellta(declarative >RD)

Why should you see it, that stupid movie afoendship? (interrogative > RD)
Leave him there, that little rascal (imperathRD)

We should give it to him, the waffle to graadi (afterthought)
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(g) RESULTS

Tab. 2
CONTEXT-DEPENDENCY
45
40 -
35 —
30 - —
25 —
20 A —
15 - —
10 A —
5 4 —
01 N
RD declarative | RD question | RD imperative | Afterthought
m Grammatical 42 35 36 4
0O Ungrammatical 0 7 6 38
Total 42 42 42 42

From the results above, the distributional percggaare shown below:

Tab. 3
RD . RD. . RD . Afterthought
declarative guestion imperative
Grammatical 100 83.3 85.7 9.5
Ungrammatical 0 16.6 14.3 90.5
Total 100 100 100 100

Fisher's exact test shows that the difference betweRD in declarative

constructions, and those in interrogatives and ratpees is not significant (p>0.01).
Conversely, the difference betweeRD in declaratives and afterthoughts is
extremely significant (p<0.0001). Below, there #re previous findings obtained on

the bases of grammatical judgements without theoscbntext.
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Tab. 4

CONTEXT-PRIVATION

RD declarative

RD question

RD imperative

Afterthought

B Grammatical

42

26

8

22

0O Ungrammatical

0

16

34

20

Total

42

42

42

42

From the results above, the distributional peraggaare shown below:

Tab. 5
RD RD __RD. Afterthought
declarative guestion imperative
Grammatical 100 61.9 19.0 45.3
Ungrammatical 0 38.1 81.0 54.7
Total (%) 100 100 100 100

(h) DISCUSSION

Once the results betwe&ab. 2andTab. 3are compared through Fischer’s exact test,
the contrast seems to be relevantHorwhile the difference between questiRbDs is
only marginally significant, the difference foundimperativeRDsand afterthoughts

is highly significant (p<0.0001). This essentiatheans that the possibility of giving
a contextual situation acting as a non-linguis@ferential environment can be a
further option that the speaker can use as a rdfatdackgroundRD imperatives
can be felicitously accepted when the entity isagibnally salient, the afterthought is
avoided since the contextual effects can solveiplesambiguities still operating

without them.
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5.2.1.2 The Root-like Test

The ROOT-LIKE TEST has been used to evaluate whether a similar asymnoe
that found to the left can be equally found to tight. In this sense, two types of
embedded contexts have been investigated her¢gh&sake of concreteness the two
classes will be formally calledcLASS 1 and CLASS 2 In the first class factive
complements and central adverbial clauses aret@tsdn the second case, the class
will include non-factive complements and peripheadverbial clauses. As noted
before, the only evidence found in literature ab@adtivity vs. non-factivity is
referred to Hooper & Thompson (1973). Here the gplamthat they report:

(97) Alice complained that it almost asphyxiated, ligat disgusting cigar
Ibid., 474 (42)

(98) * Marvin regretted that he went to see itf tinavie
Ibid., 479 (111)

(99) The Mayor didn’t know that it was bothering sxane, his big cigar
Ibid., 481 (127)

As for adverbial clauses, no evidence is available.

ROOT-LIKE TEST

(a) AIM
ERD distribution in embedded contexts: Classid Class 2

(b) HYPOTHESIS:
HO = NO significant difference will be found betwe€lass 1 and Class 2

H1 = significant difference will be found betwe€fass 1 and Class 2

(c) TYPE OF TASK:

Grammatical judgement on video-clip vision

(d) PARTECIPANTS
14 English mother-tongue speakers from United Hamg
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(e) PROCEDURE

12 video-clips representing small episodes of noentiben 1:30 minutes each, have
been randomly shown to each participant taken grenle. Every video-clip
represented a scene taken from classical cartadmese two or more characters were
performing some particular action. The dialogues dach video-clip have been
dubbed by two English speakers and subtitled atbthttom of the screen. Each
participant has been asked to give either a pesdiva negative judgement when a
Right-dislocation construction has been utteredhiwithe dialogue. When the Right-
dislocation appeared, the video was automaticallyspd for 15 seconds in order to
give the participant the chance of thinking abd $entence. In each scene a non-
ambiguous reference for the possible Right-dislonathas been uniquely
represented. For example, in the sentence belbe/,dome’ is the only entity which

must be broken so as to get the people free.

(92) A: He claims that he can break it, that dome

(f) MATERIAL
Sony Vaio Intel Centrino Cor&CREEN: 15.4 WXGA (1280 x 800) X-black LCD

Philips Earphonesv: SHP2500

The experimental targets have been organized ifotlosving way:

Tab. 6

Factive Central Non-factive Peripheral

3 3 3 3

Q) FACTIVITY vs. NON-FACTIVITY

Three assertive verbs are used:
(@) Claim
(b) Admit
(c) Think

(93) Heclaimsthat he can break it, that dome!
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Three factive verbs are used:
(&) Regret

(b) Resent

(c) Be interesting

(94) Iregretthat | have never worn them before, those veryfodable pants

2 CENTRALITY vs. PERIPHERY

Three central conjunctions are used:

(@) If

(b) While

(c) After

(95) If you shake it too much, that gutter, your son failldown

Three peripheral conjunctions are used:
(@) If

(b) While

(c) Before

(96) If I'm unable to fix it, this sinkhole, there are thsthat | can do first

(g) RESULTS

FACTIVITY vs. NON-FACTIVITY

Tab. 7
FACTIVITY

45

40

35

30

25

20

15

10

5
0 . .

Factive>RD Non-factive>RD

B Grammatical 14 33
0O Ungrammatical 28 9
Total 42 42
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From the results above, the distributional percgegaare shown below:

Tab. 8
Factive Non-factive
>RD >RD
Grammatical 33.3 78.5
Ungrammatical 66.6 215
Total (%) 100 100

CENTRAL vs. PERIPHERAL ADVERBIAL CLAUSES

Tab. 9
CENTRALITY
45
35
25
15
i
0 Central>RD Peripheral>RD
m Grammatical 12 34
0O Ungrammatical 30 8
Total 42 42

From the results above, the distributional percgpdaare shown below:

Tab. 10

Central Peripheral
>RD >RD
Grammatical 28.5 80.9
Ungrammatical 71.5 19.1
Total (%) 100 100
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CLASS 1 vs. CLASS

Tab. 11

2

TOTAL

80

70

60
50

40

30

20
10 -

B

Class 1

Class 2

@ Grammatical

26

67

58

O Ungrammatical

17

Total

84

84

The distributional percentages are shown below:

Tab. 12

Classl Class 2
Grammatical 31 79.8
Ungrammatical 69 20.2
Total (%) 100 100

(h) DISCUSSION

The data obtained from the experimental task hdw@vs particular interesting

discrepancies. In the analysisTab. 7 the difference between factive vs. non-factive

embedded clauses turns out to be particularly fsogmit once the Fisher’'s exact test

is applied (p<0.0001): in this case, onlytimes out ofa2 the RD within the factive

complement has been judged as well-formed. Fomamest the sentenc@7) is

considered to be more acceptable than the o@e)in
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(97) Heclaimsthat he can break it, that dome! (=93)

(98) ?? Iregretthat | have never worn them before, those veryfodable pants (=94)

These results are perfectly in line with the predics made in Hooper & Thompson
(1973) and extensively discussed #18.: RB (MCP) can be felicitously licensed in
all those embedddtiat-clauses which are introduced by a specific vetbrigeng to
one of assertive classes (Class B, E). Conversely, embeddethatclauses
introduced by verbs which introduce presupposeggsitions cannot be felicitous
domains foRTs.

The same difference is crucially found in the castibetween central vs. peripheral
clauses, where only2 times out of 42 RD, the central adverbial clause is judged as
grammatical as the peripheral counterpart (Fishexact test: p<0.0001). This
finding is perfectly in line with the distributiohasymmetries found in the left

periphery. In this case, too, the senteg@egis felt more natural than the one(i0):

(99) If I'm unable to fix it, this sinkhole, there are atltleings that | can do first
(100) ?Af you shake it too much, that gutter, your son faill down

In the light of these data, the Null Hypothesis ¢ee therefore rejected, since a
significant difference is found between the resalitained fronCLASS 1and those
obtained fronTLASS 2 Moving from this empirical evidence, it will bbedan assumed
that the same asymmetric behaviour found for arguirfrenting to the left can be
equally extendible to the narrow possibility ofersing dislocation to the right.
Specifically, factive complements and central abiarclauses have proved to be
especially bad in undergoingD, while non-factive complements and peripheral
adverbial clauses have shown to have the oppositaviour: the former ones do not

licenserD, the latter ones do license it.
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5.3 Unifying Romance and English Right-Dislocation

This final part should be considered as an embryatiempt for a possible
unified syntactic analysis of the two Right-dislboa phenomena here at issue, in
the light of both the theoretical conclusions restiior CIRD in Chapter4, and the
experimental results obtained so far in the lasti@es of Chaptes. This essentially
means that two purposes must be reached tigtey to offerempirical plausibility
for an Internal Topicalization analysis f&rD, and (2) try to offer a reasonable
account for the intra-linguistic symmetric relasorand the cross-linguistic
oppositions.

As for the first point, besides economical reasdnseems quite appealing to
assume that the same peripheral space should fppensgisle for the licensing of the
same discourse-related features across differaguéges. It has been extensively
discussed in&3 and 8.5 the way the dislocated element is feltgagenin both the
languages and how incidentally the same interpratiodels straightforward apply
for both of them. Therefore, if discourse-relatedtlires are overtly realized in the
syntactic structure of a specific language and eguaently, they are landing site for
A’-movements, then there is in principle no reagon avoiding such an strong
functional parallelism, given the fact that one ahd same functional feature is
responsible for the same discourse interpretafdithe same time, the choice for a
converging syntactic derivation turns out to beessarily appealing since the same
structural relations between specific constituentsde the sentence result to be
equally operative in the English language, as dedeoefore for Italian. For instance,
as already seen in Chaptewhen discussing the case of the External Topiatdin
analysis forCIRD, Binding effects cannot be avoided in any case,dolopting an
opposite route. As predictable, the same structffatts are necessarily detected in
English, too. In the light of these preliminarynsalerations, the syntactic derivation
here proposed will be updated with recent insightfiuggestions which can be
perfectly integrated in the present proposal: thespility for strong pronouns to be
uniformly generated insidemg DP— as in parallel proposed in Belletti (2005, 2008)
for doubling structures, and the adoption of a moet of thesmugglingtype which
has been firstly proposed for Minimality violation® passive and raising
constructions in English (Collins, 2005), and whitks been recently implemented
by Rizzi & Belletti (2008) for Italian adverbial plises and psych-verbs.
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As for the second point, a principle of low Topiorf@ment system dependency will

be proposed in the final section.

5.3.1 Binding violations

Assuming right-adjunction to be universally exclddender the.CA axiom, it is
worth testing whetheERD can be derived under the Clause-External Topiatdin
analysis. As already observed fORD, the analysis can be seen as the result of a
double leftward movement to the high peripheryldoth the dislocated material and
the IP sentence, in which the former ends topicalizethanC system, and appears
stranded in the rightmost position, since the rarmhmaraises into the specifier of a
higherGroundpPprojection.

Leaving aside the other arguments treated4in.8— aux-to-comp phenomena and
Minimality violations, what seems to be crucial tbe present discussion is merely

the fact that the same Binding effects identifieddiRD cannot be avoided f@&RD:
(101) * 1 think that hereally wants to repair it, the double bass thattlieechild has broken

As it is easily predictable, the ungrammaticalifytioe sentence below cannot be
accounted for in terms of double-movement to tlyhtriperiphery, since Binding
violations subsists besides the subject is moreedndxd in theP moved to[Spec,

GroundP] an unexpected fact

5.3.2 Smugglings

Before focusing the attention on the way the Irdeffopicalization analysis can
adequately deriveRD, a preliminary consideration is here devoted tosimeiggling
approach which has been proposed in very recents y@éhin the generative
framework. This strategy will be integrated in therivation of ERD proposed in
8§5.3.2
The technical device known asmugglinghas been introduced for the first time in
Collins (2005) when discussing the standard deauabeyond passives in English.

A classical example is given in tl® sentence below:
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(101) a. The luthier plays the double-bass
b. The double-bass is played by the luthier

As it is well-known since the birth of thesP, the passive suffixen absorbs the
accusative Case and the external theta-role ofehe (cf. Burzio, 1986). The direct
object, lacking Case, raises[8pec, IP]in order to satisfyr,,;. As Collins adequately
notes, one major problem with the standard analgsthat the external argument
‘the luthier’ is generated into two different positions(@pand(b): as a Spem thelp
projection in the active case, and a®rRprojection inside ther headed by the
prepositionby in the passive case. This asymmetry is a cledation of UTAH
(Uniformity of Theta-Assignment Hypothesis) sindee tprediction that identical
thematic relationships between items (Agent <> Téerr Experiencer) be
represented by identical structural relationshipsidt made>® A standard row

derivation for(b) is sketched below:

(t102)
P
PN
DP N
Py vP

the double PN

In (t102) the passive suffixen absorbs the Accusative Case of the yady and the
theta-roleof the agent. Thepr ‘the double-bassfaises tdSpec, IPjin order to receive
Nominative Case. At the same time, the passivexsassigns the external theta-role
to thePP constituent to its right. The same theta-role tpercolates to the dummy
proposition by and consequently to ther constituentthe luthier’. (cf. Chomsky,
1982: 124; Jaeggli, 1986). Nevertheless, givensthang limitations imposed under

MP, the theta-role of the external argument in the ipassiust be assigned in the

%3 As Collins adequately notes, UTAH is not indeperide MP; rather it follows from the restrictive
theory of theta-role assignment, being it configorel in the sense that each syntactic position is
associated with a particular theta-role.
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same way as the external argument is in the adtwethis reason, Collins proposed

that the external argumerihé luthier’ is merged in the same way in both the active
and passive structures, namely{$pec,vP]. In order to get this result and obtain the
surface linear order, it will be assumed that:

(1) The passive suffixenis the head of a specific projection calktPto whichv
raises and adjoins, in order to get the surface@tioform.partPis the complement

of v and its head takes as a its complement:

(t103)
vP
PN
SN
\ PartP
N
en VP
N
SN
play

(2) The prepositiorby do not form a constituent with time ‘the luthier’. Rather, the

former is the head of the particular projectionpessible for the realization of the
passive voice, and speculatively callgdicer. A confirmation for this proposal
comes from the suffix particlew in Kiswabhili:

(104) a. Mama yangu a-li-tengenez-a i shagu
mother my SM-past-made-fv shirt my

My mother made my shirt

b. Shati langu li-li-tengena-a na mama yangu
shirt my SM-past-made-pass-fv by reotny

My shirt was made by my mother

Given the existence of it in Kiswabhili, it will bassumed that th&oiceP
projection is part obG. It follows then, that th®p ‘the luthier’ is crucially merged
in [Spec, vP]from where it receives external theta-role frerand Accusative Case
from theby phrase, in a way similar to the complementipemwhich checks the case

of theDPIn [Spec, IP]in the sentence below:

(105)  For John to win is would be nice
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The syntactic tree will therefore looks agine)below:

(t106)
VoiceP
PN
by vP
SN
PN
the luthierv PartP
PN
en VP
PR
SN
play DP

the double-bass

At this point of the derivation, once the auxilidsymerged in the highes, the DP
‘the double-bassmust rise overtly t@Spec, IP]in order to receive Nominative Case.
However, A-movement is blocked by the intervenimgdh in[Spec, vP] as an effect
of Relativized Minimality (Rizzi, 1990; 2001). Tisenugglingdevice operates at this
point, so as to overcome the illicit movement. Heres the definition offered by

Collins:

SMUGGLING:
Suppose a constituent YP contains XP. Furthermgupase that XP is inaccessible to Z

because of the presence of W — a barrier, broggéaleng — which blocks a syntactic
relation between Z and XP. If YP moves to a posittecommanding W, we say that YP

smuggles<P past W.

v | blocked by W

I t | smuggling of XP over W

with YP = smuggler
XP = smugglee
W = blocker

The derivation int106)then continues as (aL07): PartAthe YP smuggler) moves as a

whole to [Spec, VoiceP]since in passive constructions it can be licensedhat
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position only. In this way the intervening barriar[Spec, vP](the w blocker) is by-
passed without any Relativized Minimality effectof the derived position, ther

‘the luthier’ can freely move t{spec, IPlthrough A-movement

(t107)
1P
PN
DP " z
N [*past] VP
the double PN
bass be VoiceP
[ve XP]
W
vk XP]

The surface linear order is felicitously derived:

(108) The double-bass is played by the luthier (£)01

The samesmugglingapproach has been successfully applied by BeletRizzi
(2008) to the analysis of some asymmetrical distitmal effects between certain
adverbs and adverbiab®,and to some special classes of Psych verbs iantafior
the sake of brevity, only the case of the ‘piacetass will be briefly treated here.

Consider for instance, the distributional pattesiotw:

(109) a. *? Aisugpenitori piace oghbambino [ExperiencgbAT) > ThemegNom)]
To his parents likes every child
Belletti & Rizzi, 2008: (13a)

b. I suagigenitori piacciono ad ogriambino [Themevom) > Experience(dAT)]

His parents like (pl) every child
Belletti & Rizzi, 2008: (13b)
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Assuming the initial configuration below:

(t110)

\% Th (ogni bambino/i suoi genitori)

at no point in the derivation the quantifiegni’ c-commands the pronoun in Exp, in
(109a) Conversely, the grammaticality (mo9b)is given by the fact that Th can be
bound by Exp through reconstruction. At this poihie superficial word order in
(109b) can be felicitously obtained through smugglingthaut Th yielding anyrm

violation with the intervening Exp:

(111) a...Subj..[..X. . pExpfpVTh..]..1...T*
r ]

b. ... Subj .[{pVTh..]..X ... [eExp <VP>..]...]
4 |

> The dedicated label Subj, rather than [Spec, IRjei® assumed, given the existence of ‘quirky
subjects’ in Italian (Belletti & Rizzi, 1988) whoseasons for movement are considered to be partiall
dissociated from the satisfaction of Case (cf. @aldtti, 2004; Rizzi, 2006 and Subject Criterion).
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5.3.2 ERD in the main clause: a tentative derivain

The derivation proposed here is an updated anabfstke same type offered for
CIRD in 8.4.3 As a basic assumption it will be proposed that lttw vP periphery
can adequately be a landing site for the Englighttdislocated element, in a way
strictly similar to that discussed for the topizali element in the Italian counterpart:
This essentially means that the recent idea tleadtba immediately surrounding the
VP zone contains a number of positions which havis@drse-related nature, can be
extended to the analysis of the English senteneegelisas a direct result, the area

shares a periphery which closely resembles that assmimed for thecp left

periphery:
(t112)
TopP
PN
Top FocP
N
Focus VP

SN

\"

As for the case of Focus, a low position for itinsEnglish a widespread known
phenomenon. Consider for instance the sentencesvliaken from Krifka (2007a),

when discussing the case of sentence accent iragiackconstructions:

(113) a. John showed Mary the pictures
b. John showed Mary [the PICTures]
c. John showed [MARy}he pictures
d. John only showed [MARY¥the pictures

As for the specific case of the English low Toprojpction, an analysis similar to
that proposed in Belletti (2005) for Strong Pronddoubling (SPD)in Romance is
here adopted and partially modified. The name latted to this particular
construction lies in the fact that the doublernghis case not a clitic but a strong,

stressed pronoun (see Cardinaletti & Starke, 18#Bfurther refinements). As for
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Italian, a typical doubling construction involvirige doublee in pre-verbal subject

position, and the doubler in a low topic positiarthe clause is offered below:

(114) Gianni verra, lui; loconosco, so che e affidabile
Gianni will come he [IJhim.CL know [I] know he tgistable
(Maria invece non so cosa fara)
(Mary on the contrary | don't know what she will)do
Belletti, 2005: (13a)

Partially available is also the opposite case, whadeedsPDis extended to the
direct object. Therefore, the sentence below wélen the doubler in the object

position and the doublee in the low topic position:

(115) Ho salutato lei, Maria
[1] have greeted her Maria
Belletti, 2005: (46b)

Whatever the ultimate reason for duplication is s- tantatively proposed, the
possibility for the doubler strong pronoun to cdmite to the informational content
of the clause, by adding new information (focusptgiven topic, or by iterating a
given topic (Belletti: 2005: 31) — what is crucfal the present purposes, is the fact
that the original configuration for the doubler atihd doublee is analyzed 8PD
structuresn a similar fashion to that assumed fRD, where conversely, a clitic
pronoun is involved. In this sense, a tentativeppsal is made her&RD can be
analyzed as a derivational process involving a BRyprojection with both the
pronoun and the lexical element merged within. Tdssentially means that in this
case too, no extra mechanism is needed to be udeal] in order to explain the same
necessary reference-interpretation between doabigrdoublee: the assumption of a
unique constituent can subsume the fact that theyesthe same interpretive
property. As said in Chaptet, this idea is perfectly in line with the Floated
Quantifier (FQ) examination proposed in Sportiche (1988). Besttleg referential
status, pronouns can be analyzed in the same vwaytifiers are, as signalled by the
fact that an original BighpP has already been suggested for the latter casege e
quantifier is stranded in some position within gemtence, while the lexical element

Is moved further up:
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(1126) My friendswill all go to see the movie

Following Belletti, the configuration for the origl constituent will be as the one
below, whereD, corresponds to the pronoun abg, to the doublee, in a fashion

identical to the quantified structure (a18y.

(t117)
DR,

O DR

D, NP

(t118)
QP
Q DP,

D, NP

Assuming a BigoP hypothesis, a final implementation is here assyraedhe bases
of recent minimalist proposals regulating the carmechanisms of feature
interpretability. In this sense, the notionaREEIs here discussed. The idea beyond
this operation of the computational system esdégntles in the fact that the
checking of formal features — strong features ad@tli— between two particular
elements can be realized without movement of tte éine to the second one. The
appropriate conditions of movement are replacedspgcific matching relations
between grobeand agoal. A probe is a head with [-interpretable] featuaesl a
goal is an element with matching [+interpretableqttires. Under this view, Case
checking/specification is analyzed as the reflexhef agreement relation involving
the [+interpretablep-features of the relevant Case checker: a givee-Gzgure will

be specified as accusative under gheeature agreement with a light verb, but as
nominative under the-feature agreement with a finite(or T). A small example

from Hornstein et al. (2005: 302) is offered foe sentence below:

(119) She loves him

After successive applications of Merge, the stmectn(120)is evaluated:
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(120) [pVv{P:?; N:?; G:?} |plove pro {P:3; N:SG; G: MASCCASE:?}]]

Here, the light verb, having [-interpretable] feas probes its complement in search
of a suitable goal and finds it in the object pnamowhich has [+interpretable]
features. Upon matching trougieREE and the deletion af-features on the verb as
LF requirement, the Case-feature of the object peciied as accusative for

morphological reasons:

(121) [pv{P:3; N:SG; G: MASC]} [plove pro {P:3; N:SG; G: MASC; CASE:ACC]]]
I

agree

Once the second pronoun and the inflectional headcherged, the ‘unchecked’

structure will look as below:

(122) [p I {P:?; N:?; G:FEM; STRONG} F pro {P:3; N: SG; G: FEM; CASE:?}
[vVv{P:3; N:SG} [vrlove pro {P:3; N:SG; G: MASC; CASE:ACCHII

In this case, T probes into its complement seaccliom a suitable goal for its [-
interpretable]e-features. T finds its goal in the subject pronomriSpec,vP] and

makes its features invisible at LF:

(223) [p 1 {P:3; N:SG; G: FEM;STRONG} [.p pro {P:3; N: SG; G: FEMCASE:?}
[ Vv{P:3; N:SG} [yplove pro {P:3; N:SG; G: MASC; CASE:ACCHII

After this operation, Movex cannot be avoided since the Head has an aetve
feature, a strong feature ©fwhich imposes the nominal element to move theigin,

order to receive the structumbM case:

(123) [p pro {P:3; N:SG; G: FEM; CASE: NOM} [l {P:3; N:SG; G: FEM; STRONG}} pro
t |
Movex

Once the traces are deleted and the associatelpbaal features are inserted on

the morphological specificatior,23)becomeg124),and finally(125):

(124) [pshe ] -s [vP [VP love him]]]]
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(125) She loves him

On the bases of this analysis so far discussed;aimputational paradigm for feature
availability can be extended in a natural way te fipecific case of therD. The

sentence below will be the target structure:

(126)  She loves him, that monster

First, it has been assumed a Big constituent for both the pronoun and the

referential expression to which the pronoun istegla

(t127) <him> <that monster>

Big DP
PN
him

that monster

After successive applications of Merge, the stmecta(126)will look as below:
(t128)

agree """ that monstergoal

The head in vP directly assigns thecc Case to the whole Bigp throughAGREE
between its probe and the goal within the complénuérvp. At this point, the
second pronoun is merged[8pec,vP] forced to move t@Spec, IP]in order to receive
NOM Case, given the strorepPfeature However, a complication arises at this point
of the derivation: assuming th ‘that monsterto move to a dedicated low internal
topic position, the subject cannot past over icsithe offending\P blocks the

movement to thePPprojection:

197



(t129)

IP
PN

EPP
[+infl]

TopP

Movea N
blocked she "
\Y VP
SN

SN

\% Big DP

love "

him "~

<that monster>

In this case, amugglingdevice can be adopted here: in a fashion similainab
discussed before for passive, adverbial elementspacial verbal classes, the whole
vP moves into a specifier position in the low funcabspace. From this position, the
subject can freely move into the specifier positdrtheIP projection,so as to have

theNOM case assigned, and the superficial word-orderzezli

(t130)
IP
PN
she
[+infl] XP
VP /\
PN TopP
<she> "\ N

v VP o N

"\ thatmonster <vP>
/\
VBig DP
love N
him

<that monster>

In this case then it is possible to assume thatsémesmugglingmechanism can
overcome the impossibility far (the external argument gj to reachip because of
the presence ok (the low Topic position). IfrP (the wholevP projection) moves to

a position c-commanding, YP smuggleg pastw.
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a. ..IP. kp..[rowpW ...TOp...[pZ...]...7...1]
A | W blocks the movement of Z to EPP

a. ... IP E(p [sz ] Lo X ...[ToppW Top ] ]

1 A |

This analysis turns out to be perfectly in linehwilhe observations made earlier in 8§
5.3.1, when rejecting the possibility foERD to be source for an External-
Topicalization analysis. The major problem withstlipproach has been accounted
for in terms of wrong predictability in Binding etlons, such as the unexpected fact
for embedded subjects withigpec, GroundP§till c-command inside the fronted Topic
constituent. In this case, the problem does ndaearsince under the Internal
Topicalization analysis the subject escapes fraamh ¢éimbedded position by reaching
the obligatory[Spec, IP]position, and is therefore still accessible forocacnanding
relations, all the material being below in its odamain.

Once themP introduces the idea that possibly syntax may spewif independent
Agr-type heads within the phrasal structure — @& d®fore at the beginning of this
section — then a natural consequence would be ahaixtending thesmuggling
approach to the ItaliaglRD, in a way strictly similar to that assumed &=RD, plus
the overt movement of the finite verbitand the successive movement of the clitic

to its dedicated pre-verbal position:

(t131) Maria lo ama, quel mostro

IP

N

Maria _~"\_
loama XP
PN
vP /\
N TopP

<Maria> "\ PN

v VP PN
"N\ quelmostro  <vP>
SN
V Big DP
<ama> N
PN <lo>

<quel mostro
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The reinterpretation of131) in terms of asmugglingmovement into a specifier
position in the low functional space — here speowgdly calledxp — is a welcome
result, since it proves to be a fruitful attempumfying the syntactic analysis of two
different phenomena. Barely following the same ulydley structural principles —
and the same economical achievement — it is pesdibl justify the trivial
assumption that the low peripheral space of thefield can be universally
represented in the similar fashion, being the lagdiite for the same discourse-
related projections across different languagess bhing just a putative proposal, the
future challenge to this uniformitarian hypothdgas in the possibility that expanded
cross-linguistic evidence in non-canonical syntastructures could be source for the

same underlying interactions within the low senéeperiphery.

5.3.3 ERD in embedded context: symmetric asymme&s

In the previous section it has been claimed thHatvatopic projection above the
vP layer is available in the English language in faene way it is assumed to be
available in Italian and in other related Romarareglages — such as Spanish and
Catalan (Cecchetto, 1999; Belletti, 2001, 2004dlaNda, 2000; Bocci, 2009, and
much related works). These last facts have beamnsxiely discussed in Chapter
where the movement to an internal topic positios b@en preferred over a remnant-
movement analysis, given the right predictions magdéhe first derivational account
with respect to the Binding principles. Strictifléawing from this observation, it has
been proposed tha&RD behaves in exactly the same walD does since the
structural processes involved in its derivation again completely intractable with
the relational constraints imposed between binders bindees in English. This
convergence can naturally be seen as a strong-langssstic confirmation of the
effective postulategarallelismbetween the€pP system andp system, given the very
recent assumptions concerning the idea that botthei should be considered
‘'strong phases’ (cf. £4.3 Chomsky, 2001), both being syntactic units slgarn
certain amount of independence, and being the dowfasyntactic operations (cf.
Belletti: 2004a: 17; 2005: 9). A graphical resemickain this sense is sketched in the

bare tree below:
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(t132) CROSS-LINGUISTIC PARALLELISM:

CP field

______________________________ VP field

At this point, given the structure above and thealbel derivational strategy
proposed so far for both the constructions, a s&reaconsequence should be traced
in the fact that at no point the higtP periphery is involved in the derivation. In
essence, the syntactic computation beyomb and ERD undergoes\’ -movement
operations which are connected to discourse awdnmational properties available in
the very narrow structural space of the low penipheithout imposing any further
system of higher-up mechanism to the higher penph€&his can be considered
prima facie a welcome result given the partial independencetw phases are
thought showing, and the parallel autonomous adumbs of specific scope-

discourse properties which they both encode.

A substantial challenge to this last conclusiohasvever raised in this final section:
in the light of the experimental findings discusg@dviously in 8.2, some crucial
discrepancies concerning the possibility for emleeddontexts of undergoingb

have been detected in English. Specifically, twpontant observations are made:

(@) ERDis less accepted iFACTIVE COMPLEMENTS and CENTRAL ADVERBIAL
CLAUSES:

(133) ?? regret[cpthat | have never worn them beforg,f those very comfortable pants]]!

(134) ?7? {pIf you shake it too muchydye that gutter]], your son will fall down
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(b) ERD is more accepted iIrNON-FACTIVE COMPLEMENTS and PERIPHERAL
ADVERBIAL CLAUSES:

(135) Heclaims|[cpthat he can break it that dome]!
(136) Eelf I'm unable to fix it, fopethis sinkhole]], there are other things that | darfirst

Crucially, and most importantly, these findingsrror the same results found for
English topic fronting in the higbP periphery, as detected in Hooper & Thompson
(1973) and Haegeman (2002, 2003ab, 2004), andsxéi discussed ins§L.1-5.1.3:

(c) English Argument FrontingAF) is less accepted IRACTIVE COMPLEMENTS
andCENTRAL ADVERBIAL CLAUSES:

(137) * Iresent[cp that [ropp €ach part] he had to examine carefully

(138) * [ceIf [toprthe exams] you don't pass, you won't get the degre

(c) English Argument Frontingg more accepted iNON.FACTIVE COMPLEMENTS
andPERIPHERAL ADVERBIAL CLAUSES:

(139) a. The inspect@xplainedce that fropp €ach part] he had examined very carefully
b. Carltold me kp that frope this book], it has the recipes in it
(140) [ceIf [rope his syntactic analysis] we can't criticize, thée lot to be said against the

semantics of the paper

In the light of these results, the strong corresienice can be graphically represented
below. In the first cas@41)the impossibility of licensingF in factive complements
and central adverbial clauses in the hafhsystem corresponds to the impossibility
of licensingRD in factive complements and central adverbial claueethe lowvp

peripheral system:
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(t141) FACTIVITY-CENTRALITY:

CP field * Factivity <AF>

* Central adverbial clauses <AF>

N !
* Factvity <RD> N
* Central adverbial clauses <RD> ' /\/\ :

______________________________ VP field

Conversely, the possibility of licensing Argumentrofting in non-factive
complements and peripheral adverbial clauses irhitdjie CP system corresponds to
the possibility of licensingrD in non-factive complements and peripheral adverbial
clauses in the lowP peripheral system — as shownia2).

(t142) NON-FACTIVITY-PERIPHERICITY:

CP field Non-Factivity <AF>

i AN |

: SN ! ) .

: PN | Peripheral adverbial clauses =AF
| <N

Non-factivity <RD>
Peripheral adverbial clauses <RD>

______________________________ VP field

Simplifying somehow, the correspondences above bmrsummarized using two

pairs of logical implicationgs X THEN Y below:

(143) a. CONDITION 1 CHactivelcentra| — -AF
b. CONDITION 2: =AF — —RD
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(144) a. CONDITION 1:  CRaiactive/peripheral = AF
b. CONDITION 2: AF— RD

These conditions alone, however, say nothing abmitcontrasting cross-linguistic
evidence found for Italian language, where convgib®e same asymmetric behavior
does not arise. Indeed, it has been showrsin3hat while Factive complements
and Central adverbials resist argument frontingnglish, they allowCILD in Italian,

in the same way non-factive complements and Pawmphadverbials do:

(145) a. Se gli esami finali, non li superi, ndterai il diploma
if the final exams [you]NEG them.CL pass [you] N&iB get the degree
b. Se la torta, non la porti, porta almeno ilovin
if the cake [you] NEG it.CL bring bring at leastthwine

(146) a. Midispiace che, questo problema, glistii non I'abbiano potuto risolvere
| regret that this problem the students NEG it.Glvédrcan solve
b. Penso che, questo problema, gli studenti ‘atibibno saputo risolvere

[I] regret that this problem the students NEG it.Gave can solve

Moreover, the same unrestricted behaviour is egd@alind forCIRD (cf. also &.1):

(147) a. Se non li superi, quegli esami finatinmtterrai il diploma
ifflyou]NEG them.CL pass those final exams [yN&G will get the degree
b. Se non la porti, a torta, porta almeno il vino
if [you] NEG it.CL bring the cake bring at leasiet wine

(146) a. Midispiace che gli studenti non I'ablaigotuto risolvere, questo problema
| regret that the students NEG it.CL have can stiieproblem
b. Penso che gli studenti non I'abbiano sapsmvere, questo problema
[1] regret that the students NEG it.CL have can sdivis problem

For this reason, it is necessary to integrate theditions in (142-143)with the

following ‘neutral’ implications for the Italian emterpart:
(147) a. CONDITION 13 CPfactive/Centra| — ﬂIA\F

b. CONDITION 2a: —-AF — —ERD

c. CONDITION 1b Cactivelcentrm — CILD
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d. CONDITION 2b: CILD— CIRD

(148) a. CONDITION la: GPRhfactive/peripheral — AF
b. CONDITION 2a: AF— ERD
c. CONDITION 1b:  CRisactive/peripheral — CILD
d. CONDITION 2b: CILD— CIRD

From these descriptive implications, it seems bsdo propose that at least three
major issues should be here adequately discussgcc@melated, so as to try to
completely cover all the possible interactions lestw the conditions above, both
intra-linguistically and cross-linguistically. Ihe light of these premises, the first
iIssue deals with the intra-linguistic asymmetrythe Left found in the English

language — the conditiong47a) and (148a) above, where the factive contexts and

central adverbials do not license argument fronting

CRactive/central — TAF
CPionfactive/peripheral — AF

This dual outcome will be discussed ;§13%83.1.

The second issue will deal with the cross-lingaistsymmetry to the Left found
between English and Italian — the conditigiéra)and (148a)versus those ifw47c)
and(148c) where the different systematic possibility ofrftiag in English, discussed
in the first issue, is contrasted with the freeliration of CILD in Italian a

phenomenon shown to be insensitive to the natutleeofmbedded context:

CRactive/central — —AF CRctive/central — CILD
CPioniactive/peripheral —> AF CRonsactivelperipheral — CILD

This second dual outcome will be discussedsin.§2

Finally, the third issue necessarily deals with theror-effectsfound in the low
periphery ofEnglish and Italian, where the occurrence of tightrdislocated topic
behave in the same way the correspondent fronfed tlmes — the condition$47b)

and(148b)versus those if47d)and(148d)
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-AF — -ERD CILD — CIRD
AF— ERD CILD— CIRD

This final issue will discussed ir5.8.3.3.

Although each of the topics above will be invediigghand adequately discussed in
distinct sections, one should always keep in mimel ¢lose interdependence that
there exists between, so as to prove that thetfusissues are the necessary cause of
the third one.

5.3.3.1 Intra-linguistic asymmetries in English

Descriptively, a rather traditional approach woassume thecp field to be
characterized as a syncretic area in all thoseegtmin which no further space is
admissible within, everything being condensed in Given these unavoidable
conditions, there would be no possibility for anyther head to be projected in the
middle space, since the Force-Finiteness systesynshetically enclosed into a
single head. One possible case in point can coom the observation of anti-
adjacency effects in English. Following Rizzi (199310; 2001: 18) and the
conclusions reached so far i8.83 it can be seen that anti-adjacency effects are
detected in all those cases when an adjunct piegae betweeithat and the subject
trace. In this case, the sentence is clearly motemable than those cases when an

argument phrase being added:

(149) An amendment which they say that, next yeail] be law
Rizzi, 1997: (83b)

(150) * A man who | think that, this book, t knotvgery well
Rizzi, 1997: (82b)

From the examples above, Rizzi assumes that tmengaa of English has the option
of expressing Force and Finiteness in a single haadsome specific contexts, such
as embedded finite declaratives — where the fle@idsubsumes both the properties
[+Decl] and[+Fin] (and[+Agr]). Conversely, when the Topic-Focus system is activate
in the C system, the Force-Finiteness system cannot bezedabn a single head,
since an adjacency problem with the selected domvamd arise. In this case, the
full cpstructure is projected, the Topic-Focus systemgisurrounded by the Force
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and the Finiteness specifications. The first speation will encode declarative force
[+Decl], the second one, the finiteness requirentemt]. The different grammatical
judgments between the two sentences above canpi@reed by the fact that once
the Topic-Focus system is activated, in the cagbehdjunct phrase the lower zero
head of thesinP projection can properly govern the trace left by slubject moved to
the left; in the case of the argument phrase, dhgess not possible since the OpP
operator inFinP prevents the subject-trace to be properly govetn@&esides the
issue raised with respect to the possibility ofpgmdy governing subject traces in
topicalized constructions, the crucial aspect ef #malysis above is that there is a
fairly natural structural possibility that the system enclose both the Force

specification and Finiteness requirement, unlessTihpic-Focus field is activated.

%5 More recently, Rizzi (2009) has proposed a nowellysis for the specific case of anti-adjacency
effects: that-traces effects are treated as péatiacases of freezing. According to the Criterial

Freezing Approach (Rizzi, 2006), a criterial pasiti a position expressing a scope-discourse
property, delimits the chain in that the phrasetingea criterion in frozen in place:

Criterial Freezing: a phrase meeting a criteriofrézen in place

As for the specific case of preposed adverbialgziRiroposes that the adjunct licenses additional
structure in the immediate vicinities ofsf Dsuyis the Criterial position whose functional head
expresses the subject-predicate articulation, Biggdo the interpretive systems that the argunient
its Spec is the argument ‘about which’ the evemresented. It must be distinguished from regular D
introducing nominal arguments and from Agr, sincelso attracts elements which do not enter into
the Case-Agreement system, such as quirky subj#éten ad adverbial is introduced in the
derivation, the that-trace effect is alleviatedcsiit yields a reduplication of the Fin heads, vehie
Mod head attracts the adverbial in its Spec, mégcsan expletive-like Fiy and be selected by
Finpnag: in this way, the wh-subject extraction is possilisiven the sentence below:

() This is the man who I think that, next yearwill sell the house

the underlying structure will look as the following

... Finphag [Next year Mod [Fip Dsygil - who ...]]] ...

[Finny can fill the Subject Criterion, as in the zero @bdementizer structures. In parallel, the
insertion of the Mod head prevents the banned tstreign which the first Fin selects the second Fin,
contrarily to the principle (30)expressed in thiicke:

a head cannot select a categorially non-distinatihe

This principle can be avoided in particular doutbigt sentences when an adverbial clause can license
the second that:

(i) She maintainethat when they arrivethatthey would be welcomed

As for the opposite case of that discussed inatiy nhamely when a Topic head is inserted in the
sentence, the subject extraction is not allowetesiTop, contrarily to Mod, can never be selected b
a Fin head — given its higher position — but oniyhigher heads of the CP space. In this specifie ca
the same ‘recursive’ distribution of Fin cannotrbaintained:

(i) * This is the man who | think that, his house will sell next year
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Turning now to the critical embedded contexts herder discussion, it seems that
the possibility for thecp field to be totally syncretic cannot be maintairssace it

wouldn’t predict the grammaticality of the adjurficinting below:

(151) I regret that [yesterday] we met John
(152) If [by Monday] we haven't found him, we’'ll téhe RSPCA

At the same time, and crucially, it wouldn't predithe possibility for factive
complements and central adverbials to licegi®s in the Romance variety, as

already seen above, and reproduced here for cenerss:

(152) Se gli esami finali, non li superi, non atééiil diploma (=145a)
(153) Mi dispiace che, questo problema, gli studeoi I'abbiano potuto risolvere (=146a)

Following (Rizzi, 1997: fn. 28) a rather traditidr@gproach is here adopted, in a way
that can implicitly subsume Haegeman’s Truncatigppdihesis discussed before, in
85.1.3,without however assuming a furth&rPprojection abové&orceP In essence, it
will be assumed that the Force-Finiteness systéaggutinative’ in the sense that it

always involves two distinct heads, rather thamdpeotally syncretic:

a. .
(t154) b
ForceP/FinP ForceP
PN PN
PN PN
Force°/Fin° IP Force® FinP
[+Decl] [+fin] [+Decl] /\
(Erag]) PN

Fin° IP
[+fin]
(+agr)
Under this hypothesis, one single lexical item {oe zero head) from the
functional lexicon is generated under Fin and mdeeBorce in order to check the

force features. When conversely, the Topic-Focgsesy is activated, both the items

* The round brackets on Agr stand for the opposissipdity for the lexical complementizer and the
zero head, of properly governing traces of extehsigbjects. In the cases below, only the zero head
turns out to be a proper governor of t, given igr Apecification. The felicitous government is
confirmed by the subsequent passage of the sutiemtigh its specifier, whose second trace is
properly governed by the higher verb:

(i) *Who do you think [t’ that [t will win the pze]]?
(i)  Who doyou think [t O [twill win tk prize]]?
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from the functional lexicon must be inserted, tbajanction in Force, the zero head

in Finiteness:

(t155)
ForceP

N

Force® TopP

N
Top®  FocP
/\

Focus® FinP

/\
Fin® IP

At this point, on the bases of the structur&ibs)the following claim is made: in the
case OfFACTIVITY andCENTRALITY the Topic-Comment system in English cannot
be adequately projected, since featural constitutions necessarily weakened. This
means that thepP structure implied in factivity and centrality iBrest as analytic as
the one supposed to be implied in the casesoof-FACTIVITY andPERIPHERICITY,
but the feature availability is developed in a eliént way in the two former cases.
Indeed, it can be assumed that the Force-Fin systéhese defective contexts can
actually allow intermediate projections in betwebat that the deficiency should to
be intended in terms of features dearth rather thaarms of structural deficit: that
is, a defective phase with a cluster of featurely gartially available. In what
follows, then, it will be assumed that a featuralgsis can adequately cope with the
asymmetric distribution in English. As a matterfat, the featural difference must
necessarily be correlated with the structural pmsithe Topic heads occupies across
the two different languages, so as to legitimagedartographic property within the
CP system.

The idea that different features have differentastp on the possible licensing of
intermediate heads follows from the observatiomesaaly made in $§1.1+85.1.3 the
licensing of the Topic-Comment system is strictgpdndent to the availability of
illocutionary force inside the sentence. As alreadgn in the classification made by
Hooper and Thompson (1973), the availability of Rbmnsformations can be
naturally extended to all those non-factive embdddentexts, which are not
presupposed, and hence asserted. Crucially, in3ha&ay division of the predicates
taking sentential complements, the positive avditglof Topic Fronting is equally
found in theCLASS A PREDICATES [strong assertive: + assertivestiva] sSuch as the saying
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verbs; in theCLASS B PREDICATES [weak assertive: +assertive; f@jtisuch as the
parenthetical verbs like ‘suppose’; in theASS E PREDICATES [semi-factive: +assertive;
+factive] such as ‘know’. All of them share thgsseriveifeature, implementing a root-
like behavior. Since these embedded contexts exmEsertive propositions, Hooper
& Thompson (1973) come to the meaningful conclusibat these embedded
contexts contain the main illocutionary force witlihe sentence, an that the notion
of assertion as such should be considered in albraense than commonly thought
(ibid. 494): namely that it stands for the mairceexpressible in the clause.

At the same time, it has been arguedsr.§that the syntactic non-homogeneity
in the different adverbial constructions can batesd to the fact that while peripheral
adverbial clauses display a root-like nature, gitlea partial independence with
respect to the proposition expressed in the agsoc@ause, the same observation is
not equally valid for the central ones, which do Imave an independent illocutionary
encoding, given the strict dependence to the mairiesce. As a matter of fact,
conditional clauses and temporal clauses do not hadependent illocutionary
potential, since they are integrated in the spemtthconveyed by the associated
clause (Haegeman, 2004: 164). In both cases —abe af factives and the case of
central adverbials — there is no possibility fagrthto license argument fronting. For
this reason, it will be assumed then, that the &gojection is normally endowed
with a specific feature which renders itself asc@mplete head and which is
responsible for the local topic selection. In tesse, it is suggested here that a Force
head with a featufgiocuivey Can be a felicitous topic selector in the hight lef
periphery, since the topic head necessarily nedtbraguiiocuive] in Order to be
felicitously selected. It then follows straightfawdly that when the Force projection
haslessfeatural content — that is, it does not contaia thain illocutionary force
within the sentence — as already seen for theviaaomplements and the central
adverbials — the structure will look necessarilynpoessed, oagglutinativein some
sense, since the topic head, sensitive to theuiiloe feature inside the Force

projection, cannot be legitimately licensed undfr i

" One possible objection to the proposal above creflet to the terminological choice adopted here
for the featural content inside the embedded Fprogection. By using the lab@ljiocuinve it is here
essentially meant that the Force feature insidsghembedded contexts which felicitously license
Topicalization in English, show a high degree of petedence with the clause with which they are
associated, or put it differently, they behave likeroot-like clause which express their own
illocutionary act, regardless of what it has beaid 1 the associated sentence. This last conclusion
highly convergent with the suggestion made by Hodbelrhompson (1973: 477) who claim that
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(t156)

ForceP English TOPIC-COMMENT
/\
SYSTEM IN NON-FACTIVE
/\
FOrG8ocune TopP CONTEXTS AND PERIPHERAL
i ADVERBIALS
: /\
""""" > Top FinP
/\
/\
Fin IP
(t157)
ForceP .
Py English TOPIC-COMMENT
PN SYSTEM IN FACTIVE CONTEXTS
FOrGRucuive FinP
AND CENTRAL ADVERBIALS
/\
/\
Fin IP

The unavoidably compression of the structur@1isr) can adequately explain the
different distribution within the English left pphery, merely in terms of topic
unavailability: when Force hasveeakfeature composition, it cannot locally select a
structurally adjacent topic projection. Converseen Force has a legitimate status
and it is therefore endowed with.aocuive] feature it can adequately select the topic
head below it. The analysis as such cannot howexplain the cross-linguistic
accessibility related to the possibility of haviagjunct fronting ancciLD in the
deficientstructures. As it will be shown below, the ideatthlso defective contexts
imply analytic structures can adequately explaie #wsymmetric behavior, by
assuming that different positional availabiliti€sioe Topic-Comment system across
languages reflect the different superficial togalization inside of them.

saying verbs argyhost verbs, since they are practically meaninglesshieniselves, when they
introduce embedded contexts, and so the main tilmeumust be found inside the clause embedded
under it. The same conclusions can be found in Hagg008: 8), who admittedly asserts that rather
than postulating an absence of Force — as her ationc hypothesis implied — one might make
Topicalization dependent on the feature composibibRorce. One similar contribution comes from
Zagona (2007: 231) — as reported in Haegeman (2008)en discussing the case of high epistemic
modals, who says that epistemic modals are restritct contexts in which the Force head is a speech
event of reporting knowledge of belief, and in whieorce has a feature that sets the deictic cehser.

a concluding remark, Heycock (2006:190) still olser ‘it is a general problem for work in this area
that the definitions giverffor force specificationgre vague, and independent evidence for the
validity of the concepts used are often weak'.
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5.3.3.2 Cross-linguistic asymmetries to the leftddween English and Italian

In 83.2.1 (ii) it has been shown that one major property difféating English
with respect to Italian is the fact that the forrterguage, contrarily to the latter one,
tolerates only one argument fronting for each ser@eThis means that there exists
one and only one specific dedicated position foersing Topicalization in English.
In cartographic terms, this position is necessahigher than the Focus head,

recalling the wh-compatibility in Rizzi (1997: 291)

(t158) ENGLISH TYPE

ForceP
/\
Force TopP
/\
Top FocP
/\
/\
Focus FinP

(159) a. This book, TO WHOM will you give?
b. * TO WHOM, this book, will you give?

Conversely, in Italian it has been seen that méwe ¢ne dedicated topic
projection is available within therfield, either before or after the Focus projection,

recalling the ordering constraints in Rizzi (199%95) and much subsequent work:

(t160) ITALIAN (Romance) TYPE

ForceP
/\
Force TopP® [1]
T
Top FocP
/\
/\
Focus TopP [IN]
T
T
Top FinP
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(161) a. Credo che domani, a Gianni, QUESTO glrelmnmo dire
Top Top Focus
| believe that tomorrow, to John, THIS wewdtd say

b. Credo che domani, QUESTO, a Gianni, gli dovrerin®
Top Focus opT

c. Credo che QUESTO, domani, a Gianni, gli dowre dire
Focus Top Top

From these rather common observations, the fadt Ithhan appearsto be
insensitive to the structural reduction detectedsiaglish, is due to the fact that.D
can always opt for a second Topic projection beflogvFocus when the high Topic
projection cannot be adequately selected by thee~bead. This essentially means
that Italian can undergo an independent strategyhi® realization ofILD, since it
has a second topic head legitimately projectechécP system, which can freely

attract dislocated elements in its specifier positi

(t162)
}rce\P Italian TOPIC-COMMENT
T SYSTEM IN FACTIVE CONTEXTS
Force | " : AND CENTRAL ADVERBIALS
[-illocutive] | TopP™’ [}
| ol
! op ! FinP
/\
Fin P

(163) a. Mi dispiace che, [questo problema], gldsinti non I'abbiano potuto risolvere

| regret that this problem the students NEG it.Glvdrcan solve

b. Se, [gli esami finali], non li superi, non ottE il diploma
if the final exams [you]NEG them.CL pass [you] N&iB get the degree

Compare the structure above, with the one for Ehddielow:
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(t164 = t157)

ForceP
English TOPIC-COMMENT

TN SYSTEM IN FACTIVE CONTEXTS

FOrGRucuve FinP
AND CENTRAL ADVERBIALS

/\
Fin P

(165) a. * I regret that, [this book], Mary read

b. * If, [these exams] you don’t pass, you woret the degree

Given these observations, Italian has one morec tgasition, lower than the
contrastive focus position, which permits the Roosatype Topicalization to be
licensed in the two defective contexts here undedysis. Conversely, the English
language allows only one topic position, highernttiacus, which is necessarily
dependent on the featural composition Fafrce In factive contexts and central
adverbial sentences, argument fronting is not alikgl since the feature composition
of Force cannot adequately license the high topadhwhich would attract elements
in its specifier position. This means that the highic head depends on the Force
head specified with thgiiocuive] feature, in order for it to be selected, otherwtse
cannot be projected.

In this sense, if the crucial property is selectiand selection is arguably based
on structural adjacency, then it is not surpristhgt the lower topic would be
available independently on the featural compositdrthe highestcp head. One
should expect then that the different parametrigiazh between Italian and English
would exactly be based on the presemeesusabsence of this lower topic system,
which by definition cannot be dependent on thecstmal selection imposed by the
head inForceP The independence of the low topic head with reispe the Force
head can simply be explained in terms of structdisiance between them, even
though both the projections are located in the sarmopositional field.

The ultimate nature for this parametric option dolbé due to different reasons,
which however are still relatively mysterious: flaether occurrence of a lower topic
head in Italian could be seen either as an indicectsequence of the recursive
property available in this language, or probabhd anore convincingly, there would

be in the low peripheral space of the high fieldheoother functional head, as for
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example Fin, but not necessarily it — which wowdifimate the low topic position in

the equal way the Force projection legitimates htyh topic head (cf. Haegeman,
2004: 186, for a similar proposal). If this conjget hypothesis were on the right
track, then there would be a further possibilitgttdifferent topic heads would be
defined by different internal feature compositioss, as to propose that some of
those features would yield the lower topic to batra with respect to the selectional

constraints imposed by Force.

A partial confirmation of the suggestion that therde projection would be
responsible for the legitimate licensing sdme but not althe topics, could come
from recent insight within the tradition of updagisemantics, where the syntactic
restrictions seem to be motivated by interface irequents. Following standard
Information Structure analys@s), such as those of Chafe (1967), Stalnaker (1978)
and much related works therein, Krifka (2007a) psmal to distinguish between two
complementary dimensions of the Common Ground sgac® in which the
interlocutors act a CG content andcG management. The first category can be
defined as the set of those properties having towith the truth-conditional
information of theCG — such as the factual information and the dis@uveserents.
The second category is constituted by a set ofuabns concerned with the way
how theCG content should develop; that iI5G management contains information
about the manifest communicative interests andsgoalparticipants. From these
premises, topics are analyzed as belonging tcthemanagement, since they relate
to the sequence of conversational moves that deterthe development of thec
content — as suggested in Bianchi & Frascarellithfmming. In this sense, as
extensively discussed in Chapgeiit has been proposed thatb mainly serves as a
conveyer of aboutness/shifting topic of the presi@entence — recalling Rodman
(1974) and much related works — and it is therefane of the instructions conveyed
to the hearer on where the propositional contemiressed should fit in theG
content’. ConverselyETOPimplements contrastive topics and provide an ision

on how to relate the asserted proposition to aegfyaof inquiry, which would

8 CG can be defined as a way to model the informatiiat is mutually known to be shared and
continuously modified in communication (cf. Staleakl974, for the original proposal).

% This hypothesis is not incompatible with the notwhLINK proposed in Valludvi (1992) and
extensively analyzed in 83.2.2.1.
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exclude the others possible alternatives. In arse daoth of them are assumed to
pertain to the domain of theG management, being both instructions on how to
update theCG. At this point, the crucial fact is that the Englitleft Periphery,
contrary to the Italian one, can never licepsee given topics in the sense discussed
in Chapter (or Fam-topics in Frascarelli & Hinterholzl, 20@%; §3.2.2.3 Following
Bianchi (2008) giventopics do not pertain to th®&s management since they simply
involve the retrieval of a piece of information whiis already present in thes
content, they do not introduce new referents, lauely render active old ones. The
generalization is then that the cross-linguistynasetry between Italian and English
should be reduced to the possible licensingieéntopics in the former, but not in
the latter. From these considerations, it coulddmsimed that the Force projection in
the highcp field is responsible for th€G updating realized by the topic types
(Manfred Krifka, p.c.). However, the Force headyplao role ingiventopics since
given topics do not update thes content. As a direct consequence it could be
proposed that the English topic always updatectaeontent since they are always
locally selected by the head in Force, which is asioally assumed to be
responsible for the context-updating. At the saime t English topics can never be

givensince they cannot escape the adjacency with Fbrce.

5.3.3.3 Fundamental dependence of the low peripher

The experimental findings obtained ir6.8 have shown that a significant

difference has been found between the results redatafrom CLASS 1 and those

® This discourse-semantic analysis raises howeveamaarucial question, and namely the fact that
[aboutness] and [contrastive] topics, still follogi the distinction proposed by Frascarelli et al.
(2007), seem to be still available in Italian, ewethose contexts which should exclude the higlicto
head:

(i) Midispiace che il senso particolare, non &pisca molto bene.
| regret that the particular sense, | don’t undéargd it,

il generale invece mi risulta piu accessibile
the general one is conversely more accessible

This observation is necessarily left as an opentgurekere, but it seems highly appealing for future
research to keep going to focus on the possiblerriat characterization of the different topic
projections inside the propositional field. Thiserggally means that a possible line of inquiry wbul
exactly be that one trying to identify a one-to-aoerespondence between cartographic position and
internal feature composition, so as to come topttesible conclusion that while some macro-features
— such asroriCc — are inherently encoded in each topic projectsmme other mainly specify/label
their own structural position.
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obtained fronTLASS 2in English. From these observations, it has beepgsed that

the same asymmetric behaviour found for argumemtifig to the left — in the case
of factive complements and central adverbial clausean be equally extendible to
the narrow possibility of licensing Right-disloaatito the right. At the same time, it
has been seen for Italian tl@RD behaves in the same way D does, because it is
insensitive to the different embedded context incwht could be realized. The

different behaviour is for concreteness offeredtel

(166) a. ??f you shake it too much, that gutter, your son veill ilown

blf 'm unable to fix it, this sinkhole, there are athieings that | can do first

(167) a. ?? tegretthat | have never worn them before, those veryfogable pants!

b. Heclaimsthat he can break it, that dome!

(168) a.. Se non li superi, quegli esami finadin otterrai il diploma
f [you[NEG them.CL pass those final exams [WEIG will get the degree
b. Se non la porti, la torta, porta almeno ilovin
if [you] NEG it.CL bring the cake bring at leasiet wine

(169) a. Midispiace che gli studenti non I'abliigotuto risolvere, questo problema
| regret that the students NEG it.CL have can stiieproblem
b. Penso che gli studenti non I'abbiano sapusivere, questo problema
[1] regret that the students NEG it.CL have can sdlvis problem

At first sight, this symmetric behaviour to thehigvould strictly follow from the
hypothesis that there exists a movement to theofettte dislocated element, with a
consequential movement of the remaining structy@aition into some higher
functional projection in thepperiphery. In this case, the symmetric behaviouhef
low peripheral discourse-related projections wdogdseen as a direct consequence
of the fact that every time the topic projectionnist adequately selected, hence
projected, no movement to the left would be legtieal, since no topic position
could attract a topical element in its specifiesifion. In the same way, since Italian
language has a second parametric option relatatietgpossibility of licensing a
second lower topic, the same remnant movement wdade been equally
legitimated. However, this suggestive proposalieen unavoidably rejected in the
discussion made in4&.2 and in $.3.1, where Binding principles have forced the
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analysis to adopt a different derivational accouthiat is an Internal-Clause

Topicalization analysis, where, conversely, the safifiects can be straightforwardly
predicted and adequately explained: Principle @at$f can be derived by the fact
that at no point in the derivation the bindee isvatbto a position which is higher

that that of the binder, and that at the same tihrege is no necessity of postulating a
further GroundPprojection from which crucially the binder shouldo-command its

bindee in the right-dislocated constituent, cogttarthe observed facts.

Given the facts, the right-dislocated element isvedbinto an internal topic
position of the low peripheral field, without impog any further movement into the
high cpperiphery. Since the advantageous External-Topiatdin analysis has been
rejected above for independent reasons, the stsgngmetric asymmetrie®und
cross-linguistically must be necessarily explainetipwing some other directions,
SO as to try to relate the peripheral systems weipect to the Topic-Comment
alternation. Turning briefly to the conclusionsaleed so far, it has been proposed
that ForcePis responsible for the legitimate licensing of thgh topic head, since it
locally selects it. Every time the Force projectibas an incomplete feature
composition, the high topic head is not selected] eonsequently, the structure
results structurally reduced. However this condasicannot be extended to the low
peripheral system. The reasons are due to simpletste compositionality: the
internal peripheralp field does not have its own local Force head whichuld be
able to select the low Topic-Comment system, resipianfor the internal movement
of right-dislocated material. Essentially, the Iperiphery is defective in this sense,
since it is never completed by a Force projectiadeed, while it is assumed that
there are low discourse-related positions, thecteigrly no Force-Fin system — or at
least there is absolutely no Force system — sirghase can never be a complete
propositional phasé¢out court lacking time and further functional specificatson

Then, the possible analysis could be as the foligvaielow:

(a) the high topic depends on Force:
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(t170)
ForceP

T
T
FOrGRocuive; TopP [I]
T

(b) Force can only locally legitimate the high topis®m — that is a selection based
on structural adjacency — since this locality ppreewould explain the existence of a

possible second topic in Italian, independent orc&o

(t171)
TopP® [I]
/\

/\
Top FinP

(c) Force is not projected into the low periphery doestructural reasons of tive

phase:

(t172)

* ForceP

/\
/\
Force TopP

/\
TopP VP

(d) a direct relation between the low topic system Barte cannot be possible due
to its only-local selections:
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(t173)

*  ForceP
S
T
Force
! FinP
: Py
E T
i TopP
| T
i Py
------------------------------ > Top vP

Then, in order to account for the symmetric behavlmetween the higap periphery
and the lowP periphery, the following proposal is here offerénd existence of the
low topic projection in the argumental field must legitimated by the existence of
the topic projection in the propositional field. éltmigh topic projection is in turn
legitimated by the structural adjacency with Forais relational mechanism can be

accomplished by a non-localGREE relation between the two Topic-Comment

systems:
(174)
ForceP
/\
/\
Forc@iocuie ~ TOPP [I]
i /\
: /\
““““““ > Top FinP
: /\
i TopP
E /\
“““““““““““““ > Top vP

This result turns out to be a fairly natural consste of the idea that the peripheral
system must be related in any case to the aryperiphery, given the propositional
insufficiency of thevP phase discussed above. In parallel then, every tiv@ Force
head cannot adequately license the high topic giojg given its weak feature
composition, then the same symmetric result is egaein the low periphery, since

there would be no high topic projection which couédjitimate the low topic
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projection in thevP periphery, hence the mirror effect detected indkperimental

findings in &.2
(t175)
ForceP
/\
/\
Forcei\locutive] FInP
/\
T N . ‘
i* TopP !
! T
i Top ' VP

At the same time, the parametric strategy ideuwtifie Italian — where a low topic
projection is adequately projected in te system, in a way independent of the
Force projection — can felicitously legitimate tbes topic head in the low peripheral

space, when the higher one cannot be selectecelfyattte system:

(t176)
ForceP
/\
/\
Forcei\locutive] TOpP [l l]
/\
/\
Top FinP
i /\
| Fin TopP
i /\
_________________________ » Top WP

Given the observations, it is worth stating theatosion in terms of &RINCIPLE OF

DEPENDENCYfor the Topic-Comment system, cross-linguisticalsailable:

(176) PRINCIPLE OF DEPENDENCY (firs version)
The Topic-Comment system in the low periphery musidgiimated by the Topic-
Comment system in the high periphery, in termsroA&REE relation between them.
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The statement irgl76) is anyway a bit too pervasive, since it would imphat
everything which is licensable into the high peeph would be equally licensable
into the low periphery. This would be an unwelcomsult given the analyses made
in Chapter4: Right-Dislocation constructions have been descrilmegatively as
being in a subset relation with the range of phesrmaninvestigated to the left.
Essentially, it has been proved tRatscan never introduce aboutness/shifting topics,
nor being source of contrast with implicit alteimas, they can only bgivenin

some sense:

(177) Il materiale era tantissimo quindi all'ieizho fatto tutto di corsa cercando di piggarci
il tempo che dicevate voi magari facendolo un ppesficialmente pur di prendere tutto — #
la sto facendo, I'liltima unit] I'ho lasciata un po’ da parte perché ho ricomiacid

ripasso...

... # la sto facendo, l'ultima unit, I'ho lasciata po’ da parte perché ho ricominciato il
ripasso
... # [I[ t.CL am doing the last unit, [I[ it.CL hae left aside because [I] have strarted the

revising again

(178) Il dolce, lo porto io; il vino, lo porti tu
the cake, it.CL take I; the wine, it.CL take you
(179) * Il dolce, lo porto io; lo porti tu, il vino

(180) * Lo portoio, il dolce; lo porti tu, il vino

This problem could be somehow prevented in Italiinpne assumes that the
parametric availability of thesvenness) feature is equally realized both in a low
topic position in the higltp periphery, and at the same time in a dedicatet top
position in the lowvP periphery’. As a consequence, in the peculiar case of the
Italian language the agree condition would be iegited between two
TORaivenness) heads, and no particular problem would effectiaeige. However the
same problem cannot be avoided in English sint®st been assumed that in any
case the higicp periphery could encode th@venness) feature (cf. 8.2.2. In this
case the asymmetric feature distribution betwegh bnd low periphery wouldn’t be
predicted. One way of overcoming the problem wob&l the assumption that

effectively this agree condition must be seen fagraal legitimacy that the low topic

61 At least, following Frascarelli et al. (2007) fibve first case.
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head as such needs in order to be projected, wiithking into account the specific
interpretive properties inside of it. This is petfg in line with the idea that
effectively a subordination between features wolld indeed an appealing
hypothesis for further refinements, clearly toogluwat the present moment. This
idea is highly reminiscent of the feature subortiomathat one can easily find in the
phonological theory, where the main ‘articulatoese further specified through
refined inner features. In this case too, it seqmossible to hypothesize that a
‘syntactic articulator’ feature, as for example ttep feature would set the frame,
and that a range of internal features — compatildle it — would refine it, and at the
same time would label a specific topic positiondesthe peripheral systems. For the

reason above, it seems worth reformulating thecjpia in (176)as the one below:

(181) PRINCIPLE OF DEPENDENCY (final version)
The TOPIC head in the low periphery must be formigifyitimated by one TOPIC head
in the high periphery, in terms of an AGREE relation
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Chapter 6

Conclusions

The present thesis has discussed the status agttiedislocation construction in
a cross-linguistic perspective. In this sense,raparison has been proposed between
the Romance Clitic Right Dislocation constructi@@irRD) and the English Right
Dislocation constructiofERD). Both the syntactic and the interpretive propertie
have been contrasted and a unified derivationabatdchas been indeed proposed:
both the dislocated elements move into an intetogic position of the low
peripheral area of thee system. Given the adoption of an account basethen
cartographic approach to the syntactic structuiez{R1997, 2001, 2004b, Belletti,
2004b) and a derivation by phases (Chomsky, 20019, result turns out to be
perfectly in line with recent proposals assumingt@ng parallelism between the
externalCpP periphery and the low internaP periphery (Cecchetto, 1999; Belletti,
2001, 2004a, 2005; Bocci, 2009), where both thddiare supposed to have specific
scope-discourse projections — directly encodedhénstyntactic computation — which
trigger movement due to the satisfaction of speaifierpretive effects.

After the analysis of the syntactic and interpretproperties at work for the
phenomena involving the Topic-Comment system of titgh CP periphery — the
Romance Clitic Left Dislocation constructiqeiLD), the English Topicalization
construction (ETOP) and the (Hanging Topic) Left Dislocations constiwts
(HT/ELD) — specific attention has been devoted to exanwinatf the syntactic and
the interpretive status of the Romar@rD. From a syntactic point of view, it has
been shown thatiRD can affect any major category. It allows multigislocations
whose order is highly free. The only admissibleunagtive element is the clitic
pronoun and it can be optional in all cases, diobpect excluded, where conversely
it is necessarily required. When the clitic is @S connectedness effects arise.
Finally, the dislocated element can be equallynsssl in both root and non-root
contexts and it obeys the Right-Roof Constrainbnfria interpretive point of view,
the right-dislocated topic can never license cativa or aboutness/shifting topics,

being for this reason in a subset relation withgheperties available to the left. The
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only function truly relevant for the exact interfaton of the right dislocated
element lies in its solely possibility of conveyigiyeninformation. An interpretive
account in terms of evocability conditions — eitlieguistic or extra-linguistic —
seems to be highly predictive in the definitiontbé exact nature of itgivenness
condition. At the same time, other two similar domstions have been discussed: the
afterthought construction and marginalized consima¢c where the object clitic is not
available. As for the first case, it has been asslnthat right-dislocated
constructions and afterthoughts are two very diffiéiphenomena, since the former
Is a discourse-organization strategy which conwglyen information immediately
retrievable from the context and directs the heafteng the discourse, while the
latter is a discourse-repair mechanism which héfas hearer in case of unclear
reference, such as ambiguity between two (0o moos¥iple candidates. As for the
second case, it has been shown that the lack ofclitie pronoun into the
marginalized construction is not due to an appasptibnality in its use but rather to
the availability of two different underlying struces licensing different functional

material.

In 84.4the syntactic derivation farlRD has been extensively discussed, and three
possible alternatives have indeed been proposedptwhich have been discharged.
The Symmetric Analysis (Vallduvi, 1992) has beejeated given the generalized
ban for right-adjunction, since Kayne (1994). A¢ ttame time, the Clause-External
Topicalization analysis (Kayne, 1995; Samek-LodjviQ006; Frascarelli &
Hinterhdlzl, 2007) — where the dislocated elemertves to a dedicated topic
position in the highcp periphery, and the superficial word-order is giugn the
subsequentr remnant-movement into the specifier of a highemundPprojection —
has been rejected given the opposite predictiorderndth respect to the Binding
principles. Conversely, the Clause-Internal Topzedion analysis (Cecchetto, 1999;
Belletti, 2001; Villalba, 2000; Bocci, 2009), hasopen to perfectly derivelrRD,
given the fact that it can adequately predict #lational constraints imposed by the
Binding Theory. For this reason, a Big hypothesis has been proposed, where both

the clitic pronoun and the dislocated element azeged in one argumental position:

(1)  [XP [gigpclitic]] sig op
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(t2) Big DP
PN

XPdoubIee /\

Claoubler

In the remaining part of the Chapter 4, the fewsielel facts regardingRD found in
the literature have been briefly discussed. It l@sn shown that no clear evidence
has been detected for its root(-like) statBRD is never used as self-correcting
potentially defective text. Since it is not corireet ERD can be seen as a grammatical
device used by the speaker as a function to orgathie discourse: its referent is
never ambiguous. In this sen&RkD functions in the same identical wayrD does,
both being discourse organizational devices whighnot be involved in case of
referential ambiguity. This kind of discourse impaént is generally overcome when

an Afterthought repairing strategy is invoked.

In Chapters, two major correlations have been proposed andespently unified:
the first one, internal to the English languages been devoted to the evaluation of
the possible root(-like) sensitivity &RD, by testing whether the same asymmetrical
distribution found for topic fronting in specifierdedded contexts could have been
equally found for the possibility of licensing elents to the right. The second one,
in a cross-linguistic perspective, has been devtiethe proposal of extending the
Clause-Internal Topicalization analysis fdRD to that ofERD. As for the first point,

it has been shown that while topic fronting is ala/@ossible in non-factive contexts
(Hooper & Thompson, 1973) and in peripheral adwsbfHaegeman, 2004, 2006a),
it can never be possible in case of factive costextd central adverbials. For this
reason, an experimental task based on a grammaioigément has been used in
order to test the same possible asymmetrical igtan for ERD in the low
periphery. The results have shown that it is inddesl case, since a mirroring
behaviour between high periphery and low periplieiways detected in the tested
sentences: every time topic fronting is not possitiie same result is found feRrD.
These findings would bprima faciean appealing evidence toward the movement of
the right-dislocated topic to the higtp periphery, since the same topic projection

would be responsible for the same (anti)symmetebaiour of the two topic
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constructions. However, it has been shown that shme Binding principles
constrainingCIRD, cannot be avoided BRD either. Given this observation, the same
Clause-Internal Topicalization analysis has bedareled to the English language as
well, so as to justify the second point. The deroral account has been integrated
with recent improvements related to the introductod the agree condition, where
the BigDP does not need to move to the specifier of a deglicAgrP position, and
the subsequensmugglingof vp (Collins, 2005; Belletti & Rizzi, 2008) used to
overcome the Minimality effects produced by thermedat moved in the low topic
projection, on the movement of the external argurteeits finalEPPposition:

(t3)

1P
N
she
[+inf]l XP
WP N
PN TopP

<she>loveuin N
him PN /\
that monster <vP>

PN

she loveing [sig op him <that monster>]

The final section has been devoted to the atterfnphifying the two correlations so
far obtained: the systematic mirroring betweenldve and the high periphery, and
internal movement to a low topic position in treperiphery. In this sense, it has
been proposed that the high topic projection inléfieperiphery need to be directly
selected — given its structural adjacency — by @é-bead endowed withjaocutive]
feature. Every time the Force head is weaker ifedature composition, that is it does
not carry the main illocutive force within the semte, it cannot adequately license
the high topic head. The same asymmetric behavsonot attested in Italian, since
this language has parametric option of projectisg@nd topic head which does not
need to be selected by Force. The ultimate reasgnb® due to the Romance topic
recursion, or the possibility for the lower topit the high peripheral field to be
licensed by some other functional head within thenescp field. Since the low
periphery is necessarily defective, given the taet no Force system is available

insidelP, the proposal is that the only way possible faroamting of the mirroring
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effects detected in the low area, sits in the fact that the existence of tive tbpic
projection in the argumental field needs to betiegited by the existence of the
topic projection in the propositional field. Thielational mechanism can be
accomplished by a non-locaGREE relation between the lowopr head and one of
the other twoTOP heads in the high periphery — depending to the npeiric

availability:
(4) ForceP
/\
/\
Forcimweuie ~ TOPP [I]
i /\
: /\
““““““ > Top FinP
I /\
| S
i TopP
E /\
""""""""""""" > Top vP

For this reason, a principle based on the dependahite low system to the higher

one is proposed

(5) PRINCIPLE OF DEPENDENCY
The TOPIC head in the low periphery must be formigigyitimated by one TOPIC head
in the high periphery, in terms of an AGREE relation

The legitimacy between topic heads, rather thawéden Topic-Comment systems
turns out to be more plausible for a featural asiglysince it has been said tirats
are in a subset relation with the possible inténpeeproperties available in the high

periphery, as for example contrast, or shiftingrence.
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APPENDIX A

I would kill him with a bomb, that telltale
She doesn't like it, that present
| really like him, that boy

Why should you see it, that stupid movie aboutfilghip?
Do you like it, that pig?
Can | have it, that remote?

Leave him there, that little rascal!
Put it down, that pig!
Eat it all, this stupid food!

We should give it to him, the waffle to grandpa
You should give it to him, the pig to the owner
You will never pass it to her, your music to Lisa

He claims that he can break it, that dome
| admit that nobody likes it, that vital issue
| think that | already have it, the answer

| regret that | have never worn them before, thasg comfortable pants
| resent that it wasn’t mine, the idea!
It is interesting that you just threw it in the églour pig-crap silo!

If 'm unable to fix it, this sinkhole, | can alwaylo other things first

Now just one thing is sure: while many people warkill him, that scoundrel,
hardly anyone has a solution for the dome

Although you have destroyed it, our beautiful laga, are very nice people

If you shake it too much, that gutter, your sorl Yall down

Well, then. While the second squad will try to fitm, these fugitives, we can have
arestin the car

Before getting rid of it, this pig, | would like &how it our bedroom
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APPENDIX B

DCPSE - Diachronic Corpus of Spoken English

Fuzzy Tree Fragment —TOPICALIZATION

Fuzzy Tree Fragment — LEFT DISLOCATION

DEFUNC | NP

appOs wOC

DEFUNC

appos

Fuzzy Tree Fragment — RIGHT DISLOCATION (IO)

NPHD FROM |

pers

appoz




