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AbstractThis thesis o�ers an account of the syntactic properties of Focus-movement, Topicalisationand Clitic Left Dislocation (CLLD) in Greek. As these phenomena are central to discussionsof the syntax-discourse interface, a signi�cant part of this study pursues the question of therepresentation of the discourse functions of topic and focus and their relation to syntax.For the most part, the literature on the syntax of Focus-movement, Topicalisation andCLLD advocates that focus and topic are encoded in the Phrase Structure by distinct Func-tional Projections: Focus Phrase (FP) and Topic Phrase (TP). Foci and topics move to theSpeci�er of the relevant Projection to check their discourse features. The term DiscourseCon�gurational Languages has been recently coined for languages that encode focus and topicthrough Phrase Structure con�gurations.With respect to the syntactic properties of the relevant structures, the Discourse Con-�gurational approach assumes that Focus-movement, Topicalisation and CLLD instantiatethree distinct syntactic operations; A-bar-movement, A-movement and base-generation re-spectively. This complex syntax enables a simple view of the syntax-discourse interface; thereis an isomorphic relation between syntax and discourse, as each discourse function is asso-ciated with a distinct syntactic operation. Further, focus and topic are treated as syntacticfeatures, specifying heads of Functional Projections.This thesis, in contrast, argues for a non-con�gurational approach. It shows that theclaim that Focus-movement and Topicalisation instantiate A-bar-movement and A-movementrespectively is based on insu�cient evidence. This claim is motivated by the absence of weakcrossover e�ects in Topicalisation and their presence in Focus-movement. However, this studyargues that the weak crossover e�ect is not a valid diagnostic of the A/A-bar distinction,since some cases of Wh-questions, the prototypical instance of A-bar movement, do not giverise to weak crossover e�ect. Further, in the Discourse Con�gurational approach, CLLD isi



treated as an instance of base-generation rather than movement, because it does not licenseparasitic gaps. In this thesis, CLLD is analysed as adjunct extraction and it is shown thatthe unavailability of parasitic gaps is a general property of adjunct extraction. Further,this study demonstrates that Focus-movement, Topicalisation and CLLD exhibit the samesyntactic properties and instantiate the same extraction mechanism. Thus, they are given auni�ed syntactic treatment.The argument that Focus-movement, Topicalisation and CLLD share the same syntaxhas implications for the architecture of the discourse-syntax interface. Unlike the DiscourseCon�gurational approach, this syntactic analysis implies a non-isomorphic relation betweensyntax and discourse, as a single syntactic structure corresponds to more than one discoursefunction. Thus, the syntax of discourse constructions is independent of the discourse func-tions encoded. It is argued that the discourse evidence does not justify the incorporationof discourse functions in Phrase Structure or their treatment as syntactic features. Rather,focus and topic should be represented at a distinct level, independent of syntax, InformationStructure.The analysis is couched in the framework of Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar. Thesyntactic properties of extractions in Greek are readily captured by the HPSG mechanismof Unbounded Dependencies. The multidimensional nature of HPSG signs allows for therepresentation of discourse functions and a 
exible mapping between syntax and discourse.
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Chapter 1Introduction1.1 Unbounded Dependencies and discourse functionsUnbounded Dependencies are available crosslinguistically and play a signi�cant role in thegrammar. For example, they are central in the formation of Wh-questions and Relativeconstructions. In recent years it has been acknowledged that, in a number of languages,Unbounded Dependencies are employed for the realisation of the discourse functions of topicand focus (Kiss 1995a). In this study I focus on such uses of these constructions and, inparticular, on Topicalisation, Clitic Left Dislocation (CLLD) and Focus-movement illustratedin the following examples from Greek:(1.1) a. Topicalisationtinthe parastasiperformance-acc skinothetisedirected-3sg othe DimitrisDimitris potamitisPotamitis-nom`Dimitris Potamitis directed the performance.'b. Clitic Left Dislocation (CLLD)tinthe parastasiperformance-acc tiit-cl skinothetisedirected-3sg othe DimitrisDimitris potamitisPotamitis-nom`Dimitris Potamitis directed the performance.'c. Focus-movementtinthe parastasiperformance-acc skinothetisedirected-3sg othe DimitrisDimitris PotamitisPotamitis-nom`Dimitris Potamitis directed the performance.'1



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 2All three constructions in (1.1) exhibit typical properties of Unbounded Dependencies. How-ever, they di�er in interpretation, as suggested by their names. The extracted object inFocus-movement conveys the new/updating information of the sentence. On the other hand,the extracted object in Topicalisation and CLLD is the topic/link, the locus-of-update of thesentence (I will return to the de�nitions of topic/link and focus in Section 2.2). The focusedobject in (1.1c) bears the main or nuclear accent of the sentence, as indicated by the smallcapitals. By contrast, the extracted topics in (1.1a-b) bear no accent. Further, unlike Topical-isation and Focus-movement, the extracted object in CLLD is coindexed with a pronominalclitic.The representation of these constructions has direct implications for the way in whichUnbounded Dependencies are treated in di�erent syntactic frameworks. In Minimalism, Un-bounded Dependencies involve movement of the preposed constituent to a speci�c position atthe syntactic tree (Chomsky 1995; Chomsky 1996; Marantz 1995; Radford 1997). Movementis driven by feature checking. Very roughly, speci�c positions in the syntactic tree are asso-ciated with a feature (e.g. C is speci�ed for the [wh] feature (Radford 1997)). Constituentsmarked with a feature move to the corresponding position in the tree to check this feature.In Wh-questions, wh-phrases are marked with the [wh] feature and move to [Spec,CP] tocheck their feature. Under this view, Unbounded Dependencies can only be motivated byfeature checking. It follows, that Focus-movement, Topicalisation and CLLD should also bemotivated by feature-checking. The obvious way is to assume that the features involved inthese constructions are discourse ones, the focus and topic feature. Indeed this is the domi-nant view in the literature. Various authors extend Phrase Structure with distinct functionalprojections, the Focus Phrase (FP) and the Topic Phrase (TP) (Brody 1990; Agouraki 1993;Kallulli 1997; King 1995; Kiss 1995a; Rizzi 1995; Tsimpli 1995). The Focus and Topic head arespeci�ed for the focus and topic feature respectively. Topics and foci move to the Speci�er po-sition of the corresponding functional projection to check their discourse features. DiscourseCon�gurational Languages is a term recently coined for languages that encode focus and topicthrough Phrase Structure con�gurations. Kiss (1995a) is a collection of representative papersof the Discourse Con�gurational approach to Topicalisation, CLLD and Focus-movement.Further, Discourse Con�gurational approaches propose that Topicalisation, CLLD andFocus movement involve three distinct syntactic operations. While all three constructions



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 3exhibit some properties typical of Unbounded Dependencies|crosslinguistically, they all in-volve long-distance extraction and they all obey subjacency restrictions|they di�er in variousways. Focus-movement and Topicalisation license parasitic gaps (p-gaps) but CLLD does not.Focus-movement gives rise to weak crossover e�ects (wco) whereas Topicalisation and CLLDdo not. CLLD involves coindexing with a pronominal clitic whereas Topicalisation and CLLDinvolve a trace/gap. In order to account for their di�erences various authors propose thatthese constructions involve three distinct syntactic operations. Focus-movement involves A-bar-movement which is quanti�cational in nature and gives rise to wco e�ects. Topicalisationinstantiates A-movement which is anaphoric in nature and does not give rise to wco e�ects.Finally, CLLD does not involve movement. Rather, the dislocated element is base-generatedat its surface position. This analysis is supported by the unavailability of p-gaps in CLLDconstructions.Thus, the Discourse Con�gurational approach o�ers a rather complex syntax, since thethree constructions are associated with three distinct variants of Unbounded Dependencies.However, the complex syntax is compensated for by a simple, isomorphic view of the discourse-syntax interface. There is a one-to-one mapping between discourse functions and syntacticconstructions (modulo the di�erence between Topicalisation and CLLD).In this thesis I will argue against the Discourse Con�gurational approaches to Topicalisa-tion, CLLD and Focus-movement. My objections are based on two main arguments.First, I will present evidence indicating that the discourse functions of focus and topicshould be represented independently of syntax. By encoding focus and topic in Phrase Struc-ture con�gurations, Discourse Con�gurational approaches fail to capture the independence ofdiscourse functions from syntax and make the wrong predictions about the empirical domain.Second, I will show that Topicalisation, CLLD and Focus-movement do not involve threedistinct syntactic constructions. Rather they all instantiate the same syntactic structure. Iwill therefore propose a uniform syntactic treatment which results in a reduced and moreelegant syntax.The analysis is couched in the framework of Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar(HPSG) (Pollard & Sag 1987; Pollard & Sag 1994). Unlike the Minimalist approach, theHPSG mechanism of Unbounded Dependencies does not involve any movement (a view orig-inally proposed in Gazdar (1981) and inherited in HPSG by GPSG (Pollard & Sag 1994)).



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 4Crucially, it does not involve any feature checking. As a result, there is no need to assumethat focus and topic instantiate some abstract syntactic head or feature. That is, there isno need to incorporate focus and topic in the syntax and extend Phrase Structure. Rather,the multidimensional nature of the HPSG sign allows a 
exible accommodation of the dis-course functions of focus and topic independently of syntax. Further, the HPSG mechanismof Unbounded Dependencies can capture readily the syntactic properties of the relevant con-structions in Greek.The organisation of this thesis is as follows. In the remainder of this chapter I presentsome basic assumptions about the structure of Greek clauses (Section 1.2) and a brief intro-duction to HPSG (Section 1.3). In this study, I adopt the view of Vallduv�� (1992) that thereis a distinct level of grammar, Information Structure, encoding the organisation of new/focusvs. given/ground information in a sentence (Vallduv�� 1992). In Chapter 2 I introduce theprimitives of the focus-ground articulation and show how Focus-movement, Topicalisationand CLLD are employed for the realisation of Information Packaging in Greek. In Chapter 3,I discuss in detail Discourse Con�gurational approaches to Topicalisation, CLLD and Focus-movement. Next, in Chapter 4, I present a uni�ed syntactic analysis of these constructions,employing the HPSG mechanism of Unbounded Dependencies. In Chapter 5, I o�er an alter-native view of the discourse-syntax interface that captures the independence of InformationStructure from syntax (and phonology). Finally, I conclude in Chapter 6.1.2 Basic assumptions about Greek clause structureVSO as the basic order of GreekFor the most part, the Greek literature assumes VSO as the basic order of Greek (Catsimali1990; Philippaki-Warburton 1982; Philippaki-Warburton 1985; Tsimpli 1995; Tsimpli 1996)1.Though VSO is statistically rare|in Lascaratou (1989:p.42) VSO represents only 1.1% of thecorpus|there are theoretical arguments for taking VSO to be the basic order of Greek.Philippaki-Warburton (1985) observes that there is a group of subordinate adjunct clausesin which SVO is impossible:1By contrast, Horrocks (1983) and Horrocks (1994) proposes that Greek has two basic ordering patterns,VSO and SVO.



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 5(1.2) a. svisameswitched-o�-we tathe fotalights [ja[for nathat �lisikiss-he o[the] janisJohn ti[the] maria]Mary]`We switched o� the lights so that John would kiss Mary.'b. *[ja o janis na �lisi ti maria] (Philippaki-Warburton 1985:ex.39)Further, Philippaki-Warburton (1985) notes that VSO sentences are the most natural answerto a question like What happened?:(1.3) a. ti ejine`What happened?'b. �lisekissed-he othe-nom janisJohn-nom tithe-acc mariaMary-acc`John kissed Mary.' (Philippaki-Warburton 1985:ex.39)Philippaki-Warburton (1985) assumes that answers to a question like (1.3a) are pragmaticallyneutral because all the information conveyed by them is new. No theme/topic is present in(1.3b). Thus, this sentence should instantiate the basic word order of Greek. I will return tothis issue in Section 2.4.1, after presenting the de�nitions of focus and topic adopted in thisstudy.Following the literature, I will also assume that VSO is the basic word order of Greek.Additional evidence comes from the fact that VSO appears as the only unambiguous order inthe absence of morphological cues. In the following examples the two NPs are morphologicallyambiguous; they can be either nominative or accusative. Example (1.4a), in which the nuclearaccent falls on the rightmost element can only have a VSO reading. By contrast, example(1.4b) is ambiguous between an SVO and OVS reading. Example (1.4c) has an unambiguousSVO reading. However, as will be shown in Section 2.4.3, if this example had an OVSstructure, the object should be coindexed with a clitic. Thus, unlike the V-NP-NP order, theNP-V-NP order cannot be considered unambiguous.(1.4) a. htipisehit-3sg tothe koritsigirl tothe agoriboy`The girl hit the boy.'



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 6b. tothe koritsigirl htipisehit-3sg tothe agoriboy`The girl hit the boy/The boy hit the girl.'c. tothe koritsigirl htipisehit-3sg tothe agoriboy`The girl hit the boy.'On the con�gurationality of Greek clausesThe question of the con�gurationality of Greek clauses has been a matter of controversy.Below I brie
y present the picture Greek presents with respect to various diagnostics. [ Iomit the theoretical assumptions on which the diagnostics used are based. For a detaileddiscussion see Catsimali (1990), Horrocks (1994) and Tsiplakou (1998) among others.]i) Nominative re
exives-binding asymmetriesTypically, non-con�gurational languages allow both nominative and accusative re
exives(Kroeger 1994; Tsiplakou 1998). Greek exhibits both as shown in (1.5):(1.5) a. othe eaftosself-nom tujhis-cl.gen katestrepsedestroyed-3sg tonthe PetrojPetros-accb. othe PetrosjPetros-nom katestrepsedestroyed-3sg tonthe eaftoself-acc tujhis-cl.gen(Tsiplakou 1998:ex.19,20)In relation to this, Horrocks (1994) presents evidence indicating that NPs like o eaftos tu,ton eafto tu etc. do not exhibit typical properties of re
exives. For example, they can appearwithout an overt antecedent:(1.6) othe eaftosself tuof-him fteiis-to-blame`He has only himself to blame.' (Horrocks 1994:ex.14)On the basis of (1.6), Horrocks (1994) concludes that NPs like o eaftos tu are not typicalre
exives. As a result, any evidence involving these NPs is irrelevant to the question of the



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 7existence of a VP constituent in Greek.ii) Dummy subjectsThe presence of dummy subjects is a characteristic property of con�gurational languages.Their absence in Greek (1.7) points to a 
at clause structure:(1.7) vrehirain-3sg`It rains.'iii) Subject-object asymmetries with respect to extractionIn con�gurational languages there are asymmetries between subject and object extractionfrom a that-clause. In English, (1.8b) is grammatical only if that is deleted:(1.8) a. Whoj do you think (that) John met tj?b. Whoj do you think (*that) tj met John? (Tsiplakou 1998:ex.17)Non-con�gurational languages do not exhibit such asymmetries (Kroeger 1994). In Greek oti(`that') deletion is unavailable. However, subjects are extracted from oti-clauses in the samemanner objects are:(1.9) a. Pionwho-acc nomizisthink-2sg otithat sinandisemet-3sg othe Yanis?Yanis-nom`Who do you think that John met?'b. Pioswho-nom nomizisthink-2sg otithat sinandisemet-3sg tothe Yani?Yanis-acc`Who do you think met John?' (Tsiplakou 1998:ex.18)iv) Subject-verb idiomsAnother property distinguishing con�gurational from non-con�gurational languages is theavailability of subject-verb idioms, indicative of lack of a VP constituent. Greek has a varietyof such idioms, a list of which is o�ered in Tsiplakou (1998).



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 8v) VP ellipsisThe availability of VP ellipsis indicates the existence of a VP constituent. In English, thecomplex so+do may replace a VP as shown in (1.10a). By contrast, example (1.10b), in whichso did is supposed to replace only the verb, is ungrammatical:(1.10) a. John gave the book to Mary and so did Peterb. *John gave the book to Mary and so did Peter the letter to Tom(Tsiplakou 1998:ex.58)In the absence of such a diagnostic in Greek, Tsiplakou (1998) proposes that examplessimilar to (1.10) can be constructed in Greek with the word episis, which could be roughlytranslated as as well,too2. She o�ers the following examples which, as she admits, are slightlyawkward in Greek:(1.11) a. othe YanisYanis-nom edosegave-3sg tisthe MariasMaria-gen tothe molivipencil-acc keand othe VasilisVasilis-nomepisistoo`John gave Mary the book and so did Bill.'b. *othe YanisYanis-nom edosegave-3sg tisthe MariasMaria-gen tothe molivipencil-acc keand othe VasilisVasilis-nomepisistoo tisthe ElenisEleni-gen tothe vivliobook-acc`*John gave Mary the book and so did Bill Helen the book.'(Tsiplakou 1998:ex.59)Though both of the above examples are awkward, the second is worse. She takes the unavail-ability of (1.11b) as evidence that VP ellipsis is available in Greek and that VP is a distinctconstituent.It is not clear whether episis is an equivalent to the so+do complex in English. Even so,in pragmatically more plausible contexts, episis is acceptable in examples corresponding to(1.11b):2Very often it may mean in addition,also.



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 9(1.12) a. othe YanisYanis-nom estilesent-3sg tothe diaziyiodivorce-acc stito-theMariaMaria-acc keand episistoo othe PetrosPetros-nomstinto-the EleniEleni-acc`Yanis sent the divorce to Maria and `so-did' Petros to Eleni.'b. othe YanisYanis-nom estilesent-3sg tothe diaziyiodivorce-acc stito-theMariaMaria-acc keand episistoo tinthe adiapermittuthe gamuwedding-gen stinto-the EleniEleni-acc`Yanis sent the divorce to Maria and `so-did' the wedding permit to Eleni.'In (1.12a) episis replaces the verb with its direct object, whereas in (1.12b) it replaces theverb with the subject.Finally, Greek allows the following examples in which subparts of the `VP' are elliptical[ the examples are from Catsimali (1990), cited in Tsiplakou (1998) ]:(1.13) a. othe YanisYanis-nom edosegave-3sg tisthe MariasMaria-gen tothe molivibook-acc keand othe VasilisVasilis-nom tistheElenisEleni-gen`*John gave Mary the pencil and Bill Helen.'b. othe YanisYanis-nom evaleput-3sg tothe vivliobook-acc stoto-the trapezitable keand othe VasilisVasilis-nom stoto-thera�shelf`*John put the book on the table and Bill on the shelf.'Unlike the examples constructed with episis, which are relatively awkward, the examplesin (1.13) are quite natural. Note that the translations in English are ungrammatical. Inthis respect, Greek allows `ellipsis' in a context where it is not available in a prototypicallycon�gurational language like English.In conclusion, the evidence from VP ellipsis does not indicate the existence of a VPconstituent in Greek.



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 10vi) Weak crossover e�ectIn con�gurational languages like English, the wh-phrase may not be coindexed with thepossessive pronoun in examples like (1.14):(1.14) *Whoj does hisj mother love?'The phenomenon is known as weak crossover e�ect (Haegeman 1991). Non-con�gurationallanguages are supposed to exhibit no wco e�ects. Thus, examples like (1.14) are expected tobe grammatical (Kroeger 1994; Tsiplakou 1998). This is indeed the case in Greek, as shownin (1.15)|see Tsiplakou (1998) for similar examples:(1.15) pionjwho-acc tonjhim-cl.acc agapailove-3sg ithe manamother-nom tuj?his-cl.gen`Who does his (own) mother love?'Note, though, that wco is eliminated in (1.15) due to the presence of the clitic. In the absenceof the clitic, the example is ungrammatical:(1.16) *pionjwho-acc agapailove-3sg ithe manamother-nom tuj?his-cl.gen`Who does his mother love?'In view of the contrast between (1.15) and (1.16), no conclusion may be drawn for the con-�gurationality of Greek clauses from data involving wco. Wco e�ects will be discussed inmore detail in Chapter 3. However, as suggested in Alexopoulou (1997), wco is subject todiscourse rather than syntactic constraints, and it is unlikely that it may serve as a diagnosticfor constituency.To conclude, it seems that, in every respect, Greek exhibits properties of a non-con�gurationallanguage. Thus, I will assume a 
at structure for Greek with VSO as basic order.



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 111.3 Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar: introduction1.3.1 BasicsIn HPSG, linguistic expressions are signs, structured objects encoding information aboutfamiliar levels of linguistic organisation: phonology, morphology, syntax, semantics (1.17).Signs are modelled by feature structures which, by convention, are displayed in the form ofattribute-value matrices (avms) as in (1.17) (Pollard & Sag 1987; Pollard & Sag 1994):
sign

2666666666666666666666666664
phon ...morph ...synsem synsem

26666666666666666664local local
2666666666666666664cat cat26666666664head ...subj ...comps ...arg-str ...37777777775content ...context ...

3777777777777777775
37777777777777777775
3777777777777777777777777775

(1.17)
In the above avm, the attributes phonology (phon), morphology (morph), syntax-semantics (synsem) take as values feature structures that encode information about thephonological, morphological and syntactic-semantic features of an expression.All feature structures are sorted. They are labelled with a sort symbol indicating whichtype of object this feature structure is modelling. By convention, sortal labels are indicatedby italics outside the feature-structure (here, bottom-left). The feature structure in (1.17)illustrates the structure of a sign. The attribute synsem takes as its value a feature-structureof sort synsem, encoding general information about the syntax and semantics. I will presentthe various subsorts of feature structures (synsem, local, category etc.) in Section 1.3.2.Throughout, small capitals will be used for attributes in a feature structure and italics willbe used for sorted feature structures.Signs have various subtypes (word, phrase, etc.), organised in a hierarchical way. By way



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 12of illustration consider the following example of a type-hierarchy:(1.18) Sign� � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHword� � � � � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHHHHnoun verb� � � � � � � HHHHHHHtransitive intransitive obj-raising ... phrase
A grammar is a set of constraints on the organisation of features in a feature structure (whichfeature/attribute is relevant in a feature-structure in a language) and on the appropriatevalues for these features. The constraints of the grammar are imposed on types. For example,English verbs are subject to the following constraint (Sag 1997):Verb ! "subj �NP�#(1.19)The above states that a word of sort verb must have a subject. Similarly, the following con-straint states that a transitive verb has, at least, one object appearing in its list of complements(comps): transitive-verb ! "comps �NP,...�#(1.20)On the other hand, an intransitive verb takes no object (its comps is empty) as stated in(1.21): intransitive-verb ! �comps hi�(1.21)



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 13Type-hierarchies are organised in such a way that subtypes inherit the properties or con-straints of their supertype. Thus, both transitive and intransitive verbs inherit the constraintin (1.19) from their supertype verb. In this way, redundancy is avoided in the lexical entriesand intermediate-level generalisations/constraints are expressed where relevant.Finally, linguistic expressions are grammatical if they are modelled by feature structureswhich are totally-well-typed and sort-resolved. A feature structure is well-typed if it hasthe feature attributes appropriate for its type. A feature structure is totally-well-typed ifthe appropriate feature for each node is present. A feature-structure is sort-resolved if itis totally-well-typed and, in addition, every attribute takes as its value the maximum sortthat is appropriate for that attribute. For example, a feature structure modelling a noun, issort-resolved if the value of its case attribute is nominative, accusative etc. not just case.Thus, partial/underspeci�ed feature-structures do not correspond to grammatical linguisticexpressions. They are used though, frequently, in the formulation of constraints.1.3.2 WordsFeature Structures in Lexical entriesConsider the lexical entry of the verb vlepi (`sees'-3sg.indic.present):(1.22)
word

26666666666666666666666666666666666664
phon vlepi264i-form vlepiroot vlep 375synsem j local 2666666666666666666666664cat

266666664head verbcomps � 3�arg-str 3 :�NP 1 [3sg-nom]j, NP 2 [acc]i�377777775content psoa2666664relation seeseer jseen i 3777775context ...
3777777777777777777777775
37777777777777777777777777777777777775



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 14morph encodes information about the morphology of the word. The verb vlepi has a mor-phological root (root), vlep, and an inflected-form (i-form), vlepi.The attribute synsem stands for syntax-semantics. Its value, a feature structure of sortsynsem, contains basic information about the category, the subcategorisation requirementsand the semantics of the verb which are encoded locally (local) or non-locally (nonlocal;see Section 4.3 for the attribute nonlocal). local, in turn, is divided into category(cat), content and context. The value of cat is a feature-structure of sort category, withappropriate attributes head, comps and arg-str. The value of head provides the part ofspeech which in (1.22) is verb. Appropriate values for the attribute head are objects of sorthead, sorted according to the following hierarchy:(1.23) Head (part-of-speech)� � � � � � � HHHHHHHsubstantive� � � � � �� � @@ PPPPPPnoun verb adject prep functional� � � � HHHHdeterminer complementiserHead has two major subtypes: substantive and functional. Examples of substantive headsare noun, verb, adjective and preposition, while determiner and complementiser are instancesof functional heads3. Note that the head/part-of-speech hierarchy is distinct from the wordhierarchy (1.18). Word and part-of speech are subtypes of Object as illustrated in (1.24)(Pollard & Sag 1994):(1.24) Object� � � � � � � � � � �� � � � @@@@ PPPPPPPPPPPsign� � HHword phrase cat head� � � HHHsubstantive functional synsemThe arg-str is a list in which the arguments of the verb appear in order of obliqueness.3In Section 4.4.2, I will introduce a �ner organisation of functional heads, according to which, complemen-tisers are a subtype of marker.



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 15The members of the arg-str are (feature-structures) of sort synsem. This restriction cap-tures the fact that heads select only the syntax-semantic features of their arguments. Theirphonological and morphological features are not relevant for argument selection. Synsemfeature structures correspond, roughly, to NPs, VPs, PPs etc. In (1.22), the verb has twoarguments. The �rst argument corresponds to the subject and it is a nominative NP, whereasthe second argument is the object, an accusative NP.arg-str encodes a `deeper' level of the organisation of arguments. Crosslinguistic di�er-ences in the actual (syntactic and/or morphological) realisation of the arguments are subjectto linking constraints between arg-str and Phrase-Structure or Morphology (Manning &Sag 1995). In Greek, verbal arguments are realised as complements of the verbal head. Thisinformation is encoded in the complements-list (comps). As Greek exhibits properties ofa non-con�gurational language, the subject and the object are treated uniformily and bothappear in comps. Thus, in Greek, the list of complements (comps) and the list of arguments(arg-str) are identical (indicated by the tag 3 ). However, in con�gurational languages likeEnglish, subject and objects are represented separately, as illustrated in (1.25):266666666666666664phon seessynsem j local jcat 26666666666664head verbvalency 26664subj �NP 1�comps �NP 2�37775arg-str 3 :� 1 � 2� 37777777777775377777777777777775(1.25)
In (1.25), a new attribute, valency, is introduced. valency is divided into subject (subj)and comps. Note that Greek and English verbs have the same members in their arg-str.In English the arg-str is obtained by appending (�) the list of comps to subj, whereas inGreek the arg-str is identical with the comps4.Within the same language, the arguments of a verb may be realised in di�erent ways. Forexample, in Greek, arguments may appear as `in-situ' complements or may be extracted to4The treatment of adjuncts will be discussed in detail in Section 4.5.1, where it will be argued that adjunctsshould be analysed as complements and appear in comps.



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 16the left periphery of the clause. The various possibilities of argument realisation are capturedby subtypes of synsem (and constraints mapping arg-str to Phrase Structure|see Section4.3). Synsems are subtyped with respect to their canonicity, as illustrated in the followinghierarchy (Sag & Miller 1997):(1.26) Synsem� � � � HHHHCanonical Non-canonical� � HHGap A�xNPs of synsem sort canonical in the arg-str of a verb (1.22) correspond to in-situ complementNPs, present in comps. Gaps are relevant in the account of extractions, where it is assumedthat the extracted argument is realised in the arg-str as a gap (see Section 4.3). A�xes willbe employed in the analysis of pronominal clitics (Section 4.6.2).Along with information for the category of the head and its argument structure, localencodes information about the semantics of the verb and some aspects of its contextual func-tion. This information is represented in the values of the attributes content and contextrespectively. context will be employed for the representation of discourse functions and willbe discussed at length in Chapter 5. The content attribute of vlepi (`sees') takes as itsvalue a parametrised-state-of-a�airs (psoa), which, in this case, describes a relation of seeingwith a seer and a seen. Note that in (1.22) the two semantic roles have the same index (j,i)with the two arguments in the arg-str of the verb. The index of a NP contains informationabout person, number and gender. In order to understand its function, a small digressionto the internal structure of nouns and NPs is necessary. I will brie
y describe the lexicalentry of the Greek noun vivlio (`book'):



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 17(1.27) 266666666666666666666666666664
phon vivliosyn j loc26666666666666666666666664

cat 2664head 264nominalcase 2 3753775cont 2666666666666664index 42666664pers 3rdnum singgend neuter3777775restriction 8>><>>:264relation bookinstance 4 3759>>=>>;3777777777777775
37777777777777777777777775
377777777777777777777777777775catjcase is an appropriate attribute for a sign with a nominal head. Nominal is a subtypeof head/part-of-speech and a supertype of noun and adjective|see Kolliakou (1995) for thedetails of the hierarchy of nominal in Greek. The value of the attribute case is of sortcase with subtypes, nominative, accusative, genitive and vocative (for Greek). The attributecontent of a nominal takes as a value a feature structure with the attributes index andrestriction. The value of index, a structure of sort index, is subdivided in person, genderand number. The index of a nominal represents the entity the nominal refers to. Theattribute restriction takes as its value a psoa that poses semantic conditions on the index.In (1.27), the restriction states that, when the noun is used referentially, its index should beanchored to an entity which is a book. The details of the structure of nouns and NPs will notconcern us here more. For the remainder, the abbreviation NP 1nomi will refer to a NP withlocal value 1 , index value i and case value nominative.Let us return to (1.22). The semantic roles of seer and seen are anchored to the indices ofthe corresponding arguments in the arg-str. This is a case of structure-sharing. Structure-sharing arises when two paths in a feature structure lead to one and the same node, i.e. theyshare their value. In (1.22) the synsemjlocjcontentjindex path in the argument NP 1and the synsemjlocjcontentjseer have the same structure (j) as their common value. Itis important to distinguish structure sharing from type or structural identity. The latterinvolves values that are identical feature structures. By contrast, structure-sharing involvestoken-identity. The lexical entry in (1.22) contains one more instance of structure-sharing.The local value of the members of the arg-str is token-identical with the local value of



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 18the members of comps. Throughout, token-identity of local values will be indicated by tagswith the same number (e.g. 1 , 2 ).As will become evident, structure sharing is the main explanatory mechanism of HPSG.Various phenomena, such as the relationship between an extracted XP and its `trace'/gap orbetween a word and the category of its phrasal projection will be analysed as instances ofstructure-sharing.Constraints on Multiple Inheritance HierarchiesThe information appearing in a lexical entry is not listed separately for each entry. Rather,it arises from combined constraints on the various supertypes a word may belong to simul-taneously. An example of the interaction between constraints on type-hierarchies and lexicalentries was discussed in Section 1.3.1. The lexical entries of verbs inherit the restriction thatthey should take a subject from their supertype verb (1.19). The lexical entries of transitiveand intransitive verbs inherit restrictions on the structure of their comps from their super-types transitive and intransitive-verb respectively. In this section, I discuss some more aspectsof the interaction between type-hierarchies and lexical entries.Following Sag & Miller (1997), I assume that each in
ected word belongs simultaneouslyto two compatible subtypes of word; a lexeme type and an in
ectional (in
n) type (thesepartitions are in addition to the word subtypes in 1.18):(1.28) Word� � � � � � � HHHHHHHlexeme� � � HHH... ...� � HHvlepo akuo in
n� � � � HHHH...3sg-indic-pres ...1pl-subj-pastIt should be noted that, while an in
ected word may belong simultaneously to more than onecompatible subtype of word, there is nothing in the sortal hierachies specifying which typesare compatible. For example, noun and verb are subtypes of word (1.18) along with lexeme



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 19and in
n (1.28). Nothing in the hierarchy states that 3sg-indic-pres is compatible with averb but not with a noun. These kinds of restrictions are ensured by the speci�cations ofparticular lexical entries. Roughly, no lexical entry will be speci�ed as 3sg-indic-pres & nounwhereas many verb entries will be speci�ed as 3sg-indic-pres & verb.The lexeme type of a verb provides basic information about its category, its arguments andthe semantic roles of its arguments. Recent work (Davis 1997;Wechsler 1995) suggests that, toa large extent, the linking between arg-str members and semantic roles can be predicted onthe basis of the semantics of the verb. Thus, lexemes are hierarchically organised on semanticgrounds so that the mapping between arg-str members and semantic roles in contentfollows from the lexeme type of the verb.In addition to syntactic-semantic information, the lexeme type of a verb provides itsmorphological root as a value to the attribute morphjroot. Consider (1.29), which illustratesthe lexemic description of vlep (the root of `see' in Greek):(1.29) 2666666666666666666666666666666664
phon vlepmorph �root vlep-�synsem j local 2666666666666666666666664cat

266666664head verbcomps � 3�arg-str 3 :�NP 1 [nom]j, NP 2 [acc]i�377777775content 2666664relation seeseer jseen i 3777775context ...
3777777777777777777777775
3777777777777777777777777777777775The in
ectional type speci�es an in
ectional form (i-form) for a given lexeme. Comparethe lexemic description of vlep in (1.29) with (1.22) which describes an in
ected form of the



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 20lexeme vlep, vlepi (3rd sing). For convenience the lexical entry of vlepi is repeated below as(1.30):(1.30) 26666666666666666666666666666666666664
phon vlepimorph 264i-form vlepiroot vlep 375synsem j local 2666666666666666666666664cat

266666664head verbcomps � 3�arg-str 3 :�NP 1 [3sg-nom]j, NP 2 [acc]i�377777775content 2666664relation seeseer jseen i 3777775context ...
3777777777777777777777775
37777777777777777777777777777777777775The two avms di�er in two ways. First, while the lexeme has only a morphjroot value, thein
ected word, takes an i-form value (in addition to morphjroot). The second di�erenceinvolves the �rst argument in the arg-str. In (1.29) the �rst argument is just a nominativeNP. In (1.30), this NP is additionally marked 3rd person singular. This is the consequence ofthe following constraint on verbs of sort 3rd-person-sing-verb (Sag 1997)5:3rd-person-sing & verb ! "comps �NP 1 [3sg],...�#(1.31)Thus, subject-verb agreement is captured by a constraint on the relevant in
ected verb form.As has become evident in this section, the lexical entries of words in HPSG are featurestructures of considerable complexity since they encode information about di�erent levels ofgrammar. However, this complexity is compensated for by the hierarchical organisation ofthe lexicon, which allows the expression of cross-cutting generalisations on appropriate typesand their inheritance by their subordinate types. Thus, most of the information present in a5In English this constraint involves the subj whereas in Greek it involves the �rst member of comps.



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 21lexical entry of a word is predicted by constraints on its supertypes.1.3.3 PhrasesSyntactic constituents, phrases, are a subtype of sign. Phrase, in turn, has its own subtypes.The hierarchy in (1.32) illustrates some subtypes of phrase for English (Sag 1997):(1.32) Phrase� � � � � � � HHHHHHHnon-hd-ph hd-ph� � � � � � � HHHHHHHhd-�ller-ph hd-val-ph� � � � � � � HHHHHHHhd-comp-ph hd-spr-ph hd-subj-phPhrase is subdivided into non-headed (non-hd-ph) and headed-phrase (hd-ph). The latter, isbroken into head-�ller-phrase and head-valence-phrase. Head-�ller-phrases are constituentswhere an extracted XP, the �ller, combines with a clause containing a gap correspondingto the �ller. Head-valence-phrases are constituents arising from a head combining with acomplement (head-complement-phrase), a subject (head-subject-phrase) or a speci�er (head-speci�er-phrase). In addition to phon and synsem attributes, feature structures modellingphrases have attributes whose values describe the daughters (dtrs) of the phrase. Allheaded-phrases have a head-dtr attribute and one or more non-head-dtrs. Dependingon the type of phrase, non-head-dtrs may be complement-dtrs, filler-dtrs etc. dtrsin turn, take phrases as values. Note that as a 
at clause structure is assumed for Greek,head-subj-phrase is not a subtype of Greek phrase.There are two general constraints on headed-phrases, the head-feature-principle (hfp)and the valence principle (valp) (Pollard & Sag 1994):� head-feature-principleA head-dtr's head value is token-identical to that of its mother.



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 22� valence-principleFor each valence feature f (comps, subj..), the value of f in a headed-phrase, is thehead-dtr's f value minus the realised non-head-dtrs (comps-dtr, subj-dtr).hfp allows a mother to inherit the head value of the head-dtr. In this way, phrases are`projections' of their head-dtrs. valp ensures that a complement, subject or speci�er, oncerealised as a comps-dtr, subj-dtr or spr-dtr is not inherited by the mother.Phrases are licensed through immediate dominance schemata (id-schemata) whichspecify the appropriate daughters for each constituent and their properties. For example,the head-comps-id-schema licenses a head-comp-phrase (Pollard & Sag 1994). Accordingto this schema, the head-dtr is constrained to be of sort word. In addition, the loc value ofthe comps-dtrs should be token-identical with the loc value of the corresponding membersin the comps of the head-dtr. This is illustrated in avm (1.33):266666666666666666664synsem
264head 1comps hi375head-dtr 2664head 1 (word)comps � 2� 3775comps-dtr �loc 2 �....

377777777777777777775(1.33)
In the above, the loc value of the comps-dtr 2 is token-identical with the loc value ofthe complement 2 in the comps of the head. hfp guarantees that the mother inheritsthe head value 1 of the head-dtr. valp ensures that 2 does not appear in the mother'scomps.The head-comp-schema licenses an example of a VSO sentence in Greek (1.34):(1.34) idesaw-3sg othe PetrosPetros-nom tothe YaniYani-acc`Petros saw Yanis.'



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 23The structure of (1.34) is shown in (1.35)(1.35) S"head 1 verbcomps hi #� � � � � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHHHHH26664head 1 verbcomps D 2 , 3Earg-st D 2 :NP3sg�nom, 3 :NPaccE37775ide Chloc 2 io Petros Chloc 3 ito YaniThe structure in (1.35) is depicted as a tree for expository purposes. In `reality', the structureof a phrase is an avm, similar to avms describing words, (with some extra dtrs attributes).The tree in (1.35) corresponds to the avm representation in (1.36):266666666666666666666666666664
phon ide o Petros to Yanisynsem j loc jcat 264head 1verbcomps hi 375head-dtr 266666664head 1verbcomps � 2 , 3�arg-st � 2 :NP3sg�nom, 3 :NPacc�377777775comps-dtr �loc 2�comps-dtr �loc 3�

377777777777777777777777777775
(1.36)
However, for expository purporses, phrases will be displayed in the form of trees.In (1.35), the H node stands for head-dtr and the C nodes for comps-dtrs. The topnode is an S. Technically speaking, there is no S in an HPSG grammar. For convenience, S



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 24will be used throughout to refer to a phrase (of Greek) with a verbal head and empty compslist (S!head:verb, comps: <>). This is an underspeci�ed description, since it only refers tothe value of the head and comps. As a result, this description may satisfy various subtypesof phrase. For example, S may be a head-comp-phrase or, as it will be shown in Chapter 4, ahead-�ller-phrase or head-marker-phrase.In con�gurational languages like English, S corresponds to a phrase with a verbal headand empty valency (S!head:verb, subj: <>, comps: <>). On the other hand, VPcorresponds to a phrase with empty comps and a non-empty subj.It is worth pointing out that, in HPSG, phrases are in essence no di�erent from words. Bothare subsorts of sign and their well-formedness depends on whether they satisfy constraintsimposed on their various supertypes. In this respect, HPSG belongs to the family of lexicalistframeworks (Pollard & Sag 1994).



Chapter 2Information Packaging2.1 IntroductionThe constructions this study is concerned with play an important role in the realisation ofInformation Packaging in Greek. To a large extent, their analysis depends on the understand-ing of the discourse functions they encode and the representation of these discourse functionsin grammar. In this chapter I discuss various aspects of the discourse phenomena encodedthrough Focus-movement, Topicalisation and CLLD. In Section 2.2 I present the primitivesof Information Packaging and adopt the four instruction types proposed in Vallduv�� (1992).In Section 2.3 I illustrate the linguistic realisation of the four instruction types in Englishand Catalan. English relies on accent shift for the realisation of Information Packaging whileCatalan employs word order for this purpose. The realisation of Information Packaging inGreek, presented in Section 2.4, exploits both accent shift and word order. In this respect,Greek appears a mixed-type language, in common with various West Germanic languagesand Turkish.In addition to Information Packaging, accent placement and word order are often employedto encode types of pragmatic phenomena independent of Information Packaging. I discusssome examples of such uses of accent and word order in Section 2.5, with particular referenceto NP de-accenting and marking of unexpected/surprising information. In the same section,I also present some interactions between the cognitive status of NPs and their potential tofunction as links or foci. In particular, I discuss the case of weak pronouns in English andobject clitics in Greek and the potential of inde�nite NPs to function as links.25



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 26In Sections 2.6 & 2.7 I argue for the independence of Information Structure from syntaxand semantics and its representation at a distinct level of grammar. Drawing evidence fromthe Information Structure of sentences with embedded clauses, I argue that the ground-focuspartition is not organised in a recursive way. The non-recursive nature of the ground-focuspartition lends support to the view that Information Structure should be represented inde-pendently of syntax. Further, I discuss the relation of Information Structure with semanticswith particular reference to the phenomenon known as association with focus. I adopt theargumentation of Vallduv�� (1992) and Vallduv�� & Zacharski (1994) who show convincinglythat the ground-focus partition does not a�ect the truth conditions of a sentence. InformationStructure should therefore be represented independently of semantics.Finally, in Section 2.8, I present some properties wh-phrases share with focus, that willbe important for the discussion that will follow in Chapter 3.2.2 Information PackagingInformation Packaging refers to the structuring of sentences according to what speakers as-sume hearers would like/need to know at the time of the utterance. In particular, speakersuse various linguistic cues to distinguish what they believe is new/informative material forthe hearer from what they assume the hearer already knows. Thus, a sentence is partitionedinto a focus segment, containing new-updating information and a ground segment anchoringthe new information to already given/known/old/background information (Vallduv�� 1992).All sentences in (2.1) convey the same information. However, this information is packaged indi�erent ways, according to which part of the sentence is focused each time (the focus part isindicated by square brackets):(2.1) a. The pipes are [F rusty].b. The pipes [F are rusty].c. [F The pipes are rusty].d. [F The pipes] are rusty.e. The pipes [F are] rusty. (Vallduv�� & Engdahl 1996:ex.2)



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 27All examples in (2.1) have the same truth conditions. However, they do not have the samefelicity conditions. That is, they are not interchangeable in a given context. A standard wayof illustrating the di�erences in felicity conditions is by using question-answer pairs. Each ofthe examples in (2.1) is a felicitous answer to a di�erent question:(2.2) a. What about the pipes? In what condition are they?The pipes are [F rusty].b. What about the pipes? What's wrong with them?The pipes [F are rusty].c. Why does the water from the tap come out brown?[F The pipes are rusty].d. I have some rust remover. You have any rusty things?[F The pipes] are rusty.e. I wonder whether the pipes are rusty.The pipes [F are] rusty. (Vallduv�� & Engdahl 1996:ex.3)This view of Information Packaging is the one proposed in Chafe (1976), Prince (1986) andVallduv�� (1992) among others. Vallduv�� (1992), building on Chafe (1976) and Prince (1986),views each sentence as an instruction to the hearer on how to update his/her knowledge-storeor information state. Before explaining the nature of these instructions, let us �rst considerthe organisation of information states.Information states are viewed as databases organised in �les, a metaphor used in Heim(1982) and Heim (1983). Each �le is a collection of �lecards. Each �lecard denotes an entityand contains a number of records/conditions listing attributes and relations holding for thatentity. Communication involves updating of �lecards.According to Vallduv�� (1992), Information Packaging aims at signalling the new infor-mation conveyed by the sentence and, at the same time, ensuring that this information isanchored to the appropriate locus in the hearer's information state|in other words, eachsentence is an instruction ensuring that the right information is added to the right �lecard.



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 28Vallduv�� (1992) proposes that each sentence has a level of organisation, Information Struc-ture, encoding an instruction for the updating of the current information state. The Informa-tion Structure of a sentence arises from di�erent combinations of the Information Packagingprimitives in (2.3):(2.3) S = f focus, ground gGround = f link, tail gThe focus part of a sentence contains the updating information, the information that is to beadded on a speci�c �lecard. Since all sentences have an update potential, all sentences havea focus segment. The ground contains already known information that acts as an anchor forfocus, indicating where and how the new information should be added. In particular, the linkpoints to a speci�c �lecard in a �le and so designates where the new information shouldbe added. While links specify where, tails specify how updates should take place. Thepresence of a tail indicates that the new information cannot just be added to the �lecardas a new condition/record. Rather, it should either complete or alter an already existingcondition/record in the current �lecard.Di�erent realisations of the ground-focus partition yield four di�erent instruction-types:1. focus2. link-focus3. focus-tail4. link-focus-tailThe following examples illustrate the four instruction-types:(2.4) a. focusThe president has a weakness.[F He hates chocolate].b. focusSo, did anything happen while I was away?[F The president called].



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 29c. link-focusTell me about the people in the White House. Anything I should know?The president [F hates chocolate].d. focus-tailYou shouldn't have brought chocolates for the president.[F He hates] chocolate.e. link-focus-tailAnd what about the president? How does he feel about chocolate?The president [F hates] chocolate. (Vallduv�� & Engdahl 1996:ex.15-19)Examples (2.4a&b) illustrate all-focus sentences. In (2.4a) there is no need for a link, alocus of update, because the locus of update is inherited from the previous discourse. Thenew information conveyed by (2.4a) is added to the �lecard denoting the president which isalready `opened' in the previous sentence. In a similar manner, the locus of update is inheritedfrom the previous discourse in (2.4d), which is also a linkless instruction. On the other hand,in examples like (2.4b), it is assumed that the sentence is anchored to the time and spaceinformation that is either mentioned in the previous discourse or is generally implied from thecontext of the conversation. Example (2.4c) instructs the hearer to go to the �lecard denotingthe president and add a new condition, hates chocolate. Finally, example (2.4e) instructs thehearer to look in the �lecard president for a condition of the form feels-like-about-chocolateand replace the predicate feels-like with hates.Locus of update and aboutnessAn important characteristic of the model proposed in Vallduv�� (1992) is the trinominal natureof the ground-focus articulation. This model con
ates the focus-ground partition (2.5c) withthat of topic-comment (2.5b). Consider the following example:(2.5) a. What about John? What does he drink?b. [T John] [C drinks beer]c. [G John drinks] [F beer]



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 30d. [G [L John] drinks] [F beer] (Vallduv�� & Engdahl 1996:ex.11-14)According to some proposals|Halliday (1967); Gundel (1988); Reinhart (1982) cited in Vall-duv�� (1992)| example (2.5b) consists of a topic and a comment. One of the distinctiveproperties of topics is the aboutness feeling (Reinhart 1982). Topics are what the sentence isabout. Typically, topics belong to the ground (2.5c) part of the utterance [but see Reinhart(1982)]. However, in the topic-comment articulation in (2.5b), the comment contains bothground and focus information (drinks and beer respectively). On the other hand, the ground-focus articulation in (2.5c) does not capture the intuition that John has a di�erent statusfrom the rest of the ground material. Vallduv�� (1992) circumvents this, by dividing groundinto link and tail and proposing a tripartite hierarchical structure (2.5d). In (2.5d) the linkJohn is distinguished structurally from the rest of the material in ground. However, a linkis de�ned as the locus of update, not as what the sentence is about. Vallduv�� (1992) viewsthe aboutness feeling of links as a result of their informational role. He notes: `...aboutnessis treated as an epiphenomenon resulting from the very relation of links as address pointerswith the informative part of the sentence: if the information is retrieved and entered undera given address, that information will be felt as being about the denotation of that address.'(Vallduv�� 1992:p.48).Broad vs. narrow focusA distinction often drawn in the discussion of focus, is that between narrow and wide or broadfocus. Example (2.6c) illustrates a case of narrow focus while (2.6a-b) illustrate wide focus.Examples like (2.6a) are also described as all-focus sentences:(2.6) a. Any news?[F Mary bought a car].b. What did Mary do?Mary [F bought a car].c. What did Mary buy?Mary bought [F a car].



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 31Similar distinctions can be drawn within NPs, as shown in (2.7):(2.7) a. I didn't give him your camera, I gave him [F �ve francs].b. I didn't give him your three francs, I gave him [F five] francs.c. I didn't give him your �ve marks, I gave him �ve [F francs].(Ladd 1996:ex.5.1-4)ContrastA notion directly linked with discussions of focus is that of contrast. Some authors incorporatethe notion of contrast in their de�nition of focus (Kiss 1998; Rooth 1996). However, Vallduv��& Vilkuna (1997) and Vilkuna (1995) show convincingly that contrast is orthogonal to theground-focus partition. Both foci and links may allow a contrastive reading once the contextestablishes a contrast between two or more discourse entities (Vallduv�� & Engdahl 1996;Vallduv�� & Vilkuna 1997). In this section I will limit the discussion to descriptive facts and Iwill not present the various accounts of the phenomenon, as it is not directly relevant to thearguments developed in this thesis.Contrastive linksA typical case of contrastive links arises when two or more entities belong to a class alreadymentioned in the discourse and an explicit contrast is built between them. Example (2.8)illustrates such a case.(2.8) Where can I �nd the cutlery?a. The forks are in the cupboard...b. but the knives I left in the drawer. (Vallduv�� & Engdahl 1996:ex.22)The knives and the forks are members of cutlery and are explicitly contrasted in (2.8). Theexamples in (2.9) illustrate some more cases of contrastive links in English:(2.9) a. The �rst 100 meters she ran [F in a record time].



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 32b. Beer I [F like]. (Vallduv�� & Vilkuna 1997:ex.7)Vallduv�� & Vilkuna (1997) explain: `The kontrastive nature of the �rst 100 meters and beerimplies that membership sets play a role in their intrepretation. Indeed, in (7a) [2.9a here] thekontrastive element denotes a member of the set of parts of a track race. A natural follow-upwould be, for example, a statement about the racer slowing down later in the race. In (7b)[2.9b here] the kontrastive element denotes a member of, for example, the set of alcoholicdrinks. The sentence could be followed by something like but whisky I hate' (Vallduv�� &Vilkuna 1997).Note that membership does not obligatorily lead to a contrastive interpretation. Forexample, consider (2.4c) repeated below as (2.10):(2.10) link-focusTell me about the people in the White House. Anything I should know?The president [F hates chocolate].In (2.10) the president is a member of the people in the White House. However, the presidentis not explicitly contrasted to any other member of the group of people in the White House.Thus, it is not a case of contrastive link.Contrastive vs. presentational focusAs in the case of contrastive links, a focused element is associated with a contrastive readingwhen it is contrasted with one or more entities in the discourse. Consider the followingexamples:(2.11) a. Who did you see?I saw [F John].b. Who did you see, Peter or John?I saw [F John].c. I saw [F John], not Peter.All of the above examples instantiate cases of narrow focus for John. In (2.11a) the focusedelement is not contrasted with any other entity in the discourse. This is a case of non-contrastive or presentational focus (King 1995). By contrast, in (2.11b-c) the focused NP,



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 33John, is opposed to another NP, Peter. Example (2.11c) is referred to as metalinguisticcorrection (Ladd 1996; Vallduv�� & Engdahl 1996). In English there is no structural di�erencebetween contrastive and presentational focus. The examples in (2.11) are ambiguous betweena contrastive and a non-contrastive reading. However, other languages distinguish the twocases structurally. As will be shown in Section 2.4, Greek is such a language [see also Kiss(1995b) for Hungarian, King (1995) for Russian, Choi (1996) for Korean, Vilkuna (1995) forFinnish and Rizzi (1995) for Italian].2.3 The linguistic realisation of Information Packaging: plas-tic and non-plastic languagesCrosslinguistically, languages exploit various aspects of grammar to encode Information Pack-aging: accent placement, word order, morphology. In this section, I will brie
y discuss twoexamples, English and Catalan. English relies on accent placement for the realisation of In-formation Packaging while Catalan exploits word order. The former is described as a plasticlanguage whereas the latter as a non-plastic one. As will be shown in Section 2.4, Greekappears a hybrid case, as it uses both intonation and word order for the realisation of Infor-mation Packaging. Thus, the discussion of English and Catalan will prove relevant for thepresentation of the Greek data.English: a plastic languageVallduv�� (1992), Vallduv�� (1995) and Vallduv�� & Engdahl (1996) show that in English In-formation Packaging is encoded through intonation. All examples in (2.12) have the samesyntax. Shifting nuclear accent on di�erent positions on the same string is enough to signaldi�erent ground-focus articulations (2.12):(2.12) a. The pipes [F are [F rusty]].b. [F [F The pipes] are rusty].c. The pipes [F are] rusty.The Information Structure of examples (2.12a&b) is ambiguous between narrow and broadfocus readings. The ambiguity of these examples is resolved by the context in which theyappear.



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 34In order to understand the role of intonation in the realisation of Information Packaging inEnglish, let us brie
y consider the notion of nuclear accent. Nuclear accent or primary stressis `used to describe the pitch accent which stands out as the most prominent in an intonation-group' (Cruttenden 1986:p.49) or refers to `the syllable in a tone unit which carries maximalprominence, usually due to a major pitch change' (Crystal 1991:p.238). These de�nitionsimply that a sentence may contain more than one pitch accent. However, only the onewhich is `most prominent' is associated with the nuclear accent. In English, nuclear accent isassociated with a high tone (H�), referred to in the literature as A-accent (Steedman 1991;Vallduv�� 1992; Vallduv�� & Engdahl 1996). The words in small caps in the above examplesare associated with an A-accent and they are all focused.In addition to A-accent, English allows a complex of a high tone preceded by a distinctivelow level accent (L+H�), which is referred to as B-accent. Unlike the A-accent, the B-accent cannot be the nuclear accent of a sentence. It is a secondary accent that serves forthe identi�cation of links (Steedman 1991; Vallduv�� 1992). In the following example, theB-accented elements appear in italics:(2.13) Where can I �nd the cutlery?a. The forks are in the cupboard...b. but I left the knives in the drawer. (Vallduv�� & Engdahl 1996:ex.23)The answer to the question in (2.13) has a link-focus structure (the link is contrastive).Example (2.13a) is an instruction to add a condition in the �lecard denoting the forks whilein example (2.13b) the locus of update is the �lecard denoting the knives. Thus, the forksand the knives are the links of each instruction. Both appear in situ, but they are markedintonationally with a B-accent.In addition to being intonationally marked, links may be also marked syntactically. Thelink, knives, in (2.14b) bears B-accent and has undergone Topicalisation:(2.14) Where can I �nd the cutlery?a. The forks are in the cupboard...



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 35b. but the knives I left in the drawer. (Vallduv�� & Engdahl 1996:ex.22)Vallduv�� & Vilkuna (1997) argue that it is usually contrastive links that undergo Topicalisationin English.In general, non-subject links, in situ or preposed, contrastive or not, are obligatorilyassociated with a B-accent. However, non-contrastive subject links may not be associatedwith a B-accent. Compare (2.14a) with (2.4c) repeated as (2.15):(2.15) Tell me about the people in the White House. Anything I should know?The president [F hates chocolate].In both examples the link is the grammatical subject of the sentence. However, forks isa contrastive link wheras the president is a non-contrastive one. Since the president is anon-contrastive subject link it does not bear B-accent.Tails in English are not marked either by means of syntax or phonology. They appear insitu and do not bear any kind of accent. For example, consider the tail, chocolate, in (2.4d&e).The examples in (2.16) illustrate some more cases of tails:(2.16) a. [L John] loves [F beer] (and Mary loves cider).b. John [F left]. (Vallduv�� & Engdahl 1996:ex.25-26)In (2.16a) the tail is the verb, loves. In (2.16b) the subject, John may be interpreted as atail; for example, (2.16b) may answer the question `Why didn't she come with John?'. Thus,(2.16b) is ambiguous between a tail-focus and a link-focus interpretation.Constituents bearing A-accent in English are focused (2.1a), (2.1d) & (2.1d). They areeither the only focused constituent in cases of narrow focus, or part of the focus in cases of widefocus. On the other hand, unaccented constituents may also be focused in cases of broad focus(2.1c), (2.4a-c). Narrow and broad focus di�er in a crucial way. Narrow focus can appear inany position/constituent of a sentence, as long as the relevant constituent has nuclear accent.Unlike narrow focus, wide focus may arise from accent on speci�c positions in a string (2.1c),(2.4a-c). Engdahl & Vallduv�� (1996) propose that in English wide focus arises from accenton the most oblique complement. For example, the pipes in (2.1c), chocolate in (2.4a&c) and



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 36the president in (2.4b) instantiate the most oblique complement of the verb. By contrast, anaccented verb (2.4e) or subject of a transitive verb (2.17) can only be interpreted as narrowlyfocused:(2.17) Anything I should know?[F The president hates chocolate].This generalisation captures a large amount of cases. However, there are some cases that donot seem to be predicted. For example, consider (2.18):(2.18) S1: [narrating] Then, after lunch I laid out all the gifts on the table.S2: [interrupting] Oh, by the way, John had left a note on the table. Did you seeit? (Vallduv�� & Engdahl 1996:ex.34)The information structure of S1 & S2 in (2.18) is illustrated in (2.19):(2.19) a. S1: [F ...I laid out all the gifts on the table].b. S2: [F John had left a note] on the table.Though the status of the locative is controversial, let us tentatively assume that it is the mostoblique complement of the verb. In (2.19a) the accent falls on the most oblique complementand allows an all-focus interpretation of the sentence. In (2.19b) the accent does not fallon the most oblique complement. However, accent on the object gives rise to wide focusinterpretation for the material preceding nuclear accent.In sum, accent placement is the main strategy for the realisation of the ground-focuspartition in English. With the exception of Topicalisation, ground and focus elements remainin situ. Shifting the two accents available in the language at di�erent positions of invariablestrings is enough to express di�erent ground-focus articulations. Because of the 
exibility ofthe accent placement, Vallduv�� (1992) calls English a plastic language.



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 37Catalan: a non-plastic languageIn contrast to English, Catalan is a non-plastic language. The nuclear accent must alwaysfall on the rightmost clause boundary. Nuclear accent shift to any other position results inungrammaticality:(2.20) a. Ficaremwe-will-put elthe ganivetknife alin-the calaix.drawer`We'll put the knife in the drawer.'b. *Ficarem el ganivet al calaix.c. *Ficarem el ganivet al calaix. (Vallduv�� 1995:ex.8)Instead, Catalan resorts to word order to signal discourse information. Ground information,the locative in (2.20b), the object and the locative in (2.20c) cannot remain within the coreclause. The relevant constituents are obligatorily detached to either the left or the rightperiphery of the clause:(2.21) a. Hi1locative �caremwe-will-put elthe ganivetknife t1t alin-the calaix1.drawer`We'll put the knife in the drawer.'b. Al calaix1 hi1 �carem el ganivet t1. (Vallduv�� 1995:ex.9)The detached ground constituents are coindexed with a clitic pronoun that remains withinthe core clause. In (2.21) the locative, al calaix, is coindexed with a locative clitic hi.Links are detached to the left of the clause, tails to the right. Example (2.22) illustratesa case of contrastive links. The object link, els ganivets, is detached to the left of the coreclause (2.22b). Example (2.22c), in which els ganivets is detached to the right, is not afelicitous answer to the question in (2.22), as indicated by the symbol @:(2.22) On s�on, esl coberts?`Where's the cutlery?'



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 38a. Les forquilles s�on a l'armari, per�o...`The forks are in the cupboard, but...'b. ...els...the ganivets1knives els1ogj vaig-�car1s-pst-put t1t alin-the calaix.drawerc. @...els1 vaig �car al calaix els ganivets1. (Vallduv�� & Engdahl 1996:ex.39)Non-contrastive links are also detached to the left:(2.23) How come she's all alone?a. Elthe JoanJohn [F[F se'nre
.loc va3s-pst anar].leave].`John left.'b. @[F Se'n va anar], el Joan. (Vallduv�� & Engdahl 1996:ex.41)According to Vallduv�� & Engdahl (1996), the question in (2.23) gives rise to a link-focusanswer. The link el Joan has to appear to the left (2.23a), as indicated by the infelicity of(2.23b).By contrast, tails should be detached to the right:(2.24) Why didn't she come with John?a. [F Se'n va anar], el Joan.b. @El Joan [F se'n va anar].The question in (2.24) requires a focus-tail answer. The tail has to appear to the right (2.24a)1.In sum, in Catalan accent always appears at the right boundary of the core clause, whilelinks and tails are detached to the left and right respectively. All-focus sentences arise whenall constituents remain in situ and accent falls on the rightmost boundary of the clause.1It is not clear why el Juan in (2.23a) is a link and not a tail, while in (2.24a) it is a tail. In both casesthe locus of update is the �lecard referring to she. The link el Juan in (2.23a) seems to point to the �lecarddesignating Juan, not a condition in the �lecard of she.



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 392.4 Information packaging in GreekGreek employs both accent placement and word order for encoding Information Packaging.Focus is realised either in situ or preverbally, through Focus-movement, and is associated withthe nuclear accent of the sentence. Ground elements are not marked intonationally. Theirrealisation relies on word order. Links are encoded through Topicalisation and CLLD whiletails are typically dislocated to the right edge of the clause. In addition, contrastive foci aredistinguished structurally from non-contrastive ones. I will therefore consider the two casesof focus seperately.2.4.1 Non-contrastive focusIn Greek non-contrastive focus appears postverbally, within the core clause. I will illustratethe facts using question-answer pairs. I should point out, though, that this paradigm is quitearti�cial. Answers repeating part of the question are quite unnatural. Even so, there areacceptability di�erences between the candidate answers that will serve for demonstrating thepoints made in this section.Let us �rst consider cases of narrow focus. Presentational narrow focus appears postver-bally, irrespective of grammatical function. In addition, the focused constituent bears thenuclear accent of the sentence. The following examples show cases of narrow focus for thesubject (2.25), the object (2.26) and the adverb (2.27):(2.25) subject focus:pios apelise ti Maria;`Who �red Maria?'a. tithe MariaMaria-acc tinher-cl apelise�red-3sg [F[F othe yanis]Yanis-nom]`Yanis �red Maria.'b. @[F@[F othe yanis]Yanis-nom] tinher-cl apelise�red-3sg tithe MariaMaria-acc(2.26) object focus:pion apelise i Elena?`Who did Elena �re?



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 40a. ithe ElenaElena-nom apelise�red-3sg [F[F tothe yani]Yanis-acc]`Elena �red Yanis.'b. @[F@[F tothe yani]Yanis-nom] apelise�red-3sg ithe ElenaElena-nom(2.27) adverb focus:pote e�ye o Yanis?`When did Yanis leave?a. othe YanisYanis-nom e�yeleft-3sg [F[F htes]yesterday]`Yanis left yesterday.'b. @[F@[F htes]yesterday] e�yeleft-3sg othe YanisYanis-nomIn the above, the (a) examples are felicitous because the focused XP appears postverbally.However, this does not mean that the preverbal appearance of the focused XP is absolutely in-felicitous. But, in such an answer, the preposed XP is associated with a surprise or contrastivereading. I will return to this kind of reading in Section 2.4.2.Narrow focus on the verb is obtained by accent on the verb:(2.28) verb-focus:`ti tha to kani o Yanis to aftokinito?`What will Yanis do with the car?'othe YanisYanis-nom [F[F thawill toit-cl pulisi]sell] tothe aftokinitocar`Yanis will sell the car.'Let us turn to cases of broad focus. As I have assumed that Greek has a non-con�gurationalclause structure, I do not distinguish cases of VP focus from S focus. Instead, I consider casesof verb-subject and verb-complement focus, which, as will become evident, are realised in asimilar manner.



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 41First, consider cases of verb-subject focus:(2.29) verb-subject focus:a. ti eyine i e�merida?`What happened to the newspaper?/where is the newspaper?'[F[F tinher-cl piretook-3sg othe yanis]Yanis-nom]`Yanis took it.'b. ti ehi to nero ki ine etsi?`Why is the water like this?[F[F thawill 'hihave skuriasigot-rusty othe solinas]pipe-nom]`The pipe must be rusty.'In the above examples the subject appears postverbally and bears nuclear accent. In theseexamples the subject is the only complement of the verb. The following examples illustratecases involving more than one complement:(2.30) a. ti kani o Yanis?`What is Yanis doing?[F[F milaitalk-3sg mewith tonthe PetroPetros-acc stoat-the tilefono]telephone]`He is talking on the phone with Petros.'b. ihes kana neo apo to Niko?Have you had any news from Nikos?[F[F tonhim-cl idamesaw-1pl mewith tithe MariaMaria stoat-the sinema]cinema]`We saw him with Maria at the cinema.'c. ti eyine i e�merida?`What happened to the newspaper?/where is the newspaper?'[F[F tinher-cl evaleput-3sg ithe MariaMaria-nom stoat-the sirtari]drawer]`Maria put it in the drawer.'



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 42As in (2.29), the verbal complements appear postverbally in (2.30). The accent falls onthe rightmost boundary of the clause which is, usually, the position where the most obliquecomplement appears2. It is, typically, accent on this position that can give rise to a broadfocus reading. Accent on the verb or on a constituent other than the rightmost/most-obliquedoes not give rise to wide focus readings:(2.31) ti kani o Yanis?`What is Yanis doing?a. @[F@[F milaitalk-3sg mewith tonthe PetroPetros-acc stoat-the tilefono]telephone]`He is talking on the phone with Petros.'b. @[F@[F milaitalk-3sg mewith tonthe petroPetros-acc stoat-the tilefono]telephone]The above examples are infelicitous because the accent falls on the verb (2.31a) and theleast oblique complement (2.31b). So, they involve narrow focus readings for the accentedconstituents, milai and Petro respectively.In sum, in cases of wide focus, verbal complements appear in situ and accent falls on themost oblique complement. Let us, �nally, consider examples of all-focus sentences (examples(2.32c-d) are adapted from Philippaki-Warburton (1982)):(2.32) all-focus:kana neo?Any news?a. [F[F tilefonisephoned-3sg othe yanis]Yanis-nom] keand ipe...said-3sg...`Yanis phoned and said...'b. @[F@[F othe YanisYanis-nom tilefonise]phoned-3sg] keand ipe...said-3sg...2This is not always true. Quite often, the rightmost constituent bearing accent is not the most obliqueverbal complement. I will return to this issue in Chapter 5.



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 43c. [F[F piretook-3sg tilefonophone othe YanisYanis-nom tithe maria]Maria-acc] keand tisher-cl ipe...told-3sg`Yanis phoned Maria and she told her...'d. [F[F othe YanisYanis-nom piretook-3sg tilefonophone tithe maria]Maria-acc keand tisher-cl ipe...told-3sgThe question in (2.32) requires an all-focus answer. Examples (2.32a&c) in which the subjectappears postverbally are the most natural answers to the question. Example (2.32b) with anSV order could be felicitous only if a phone call from Yanis was expected. However, example(2.32d) with an SVO order is a felicitous answer without implying that Yanis was expectedto phone Maria. Vallduv�� & Engdahl (1996) note that questions like the one in (2.32) maygive rise to VP rather than S focus. The subject may be interpreted as a link. It remainsan open question why such a possibility is not available in (2.32b). [See also Ladd (1996) forsimilar contrasts in the felicity conditions of SV and SVO sentences in Italian.]2.4.2 Contrastive focusPreverbal focus in Greek is typically associated with a contrastive reading (Agouraki 1993;Tsimpli 1995; Tsiplakou 1998). As shown in the previous section, focused XPs correspondingto the wh-phrase in a Wh-question appear postverbally. However, if the Wh-question intro-duces an overt contrast between two entities, the focused XP may appear preverbally in theanswer (and bear the nuclear accent). Compare (2.25,2.26&2.27) with (2.33,2.34&2.35):(2.33) subject contrastive focus:pios apelise ti Maria; o Petros i o Yanis?`Who �red Maria; Petros or Yanis?'a. [F[F othe yanis]Yanis-nom] tinher-cl apelise�red-3sg tithe MariaMaria-acc`Yanis �red Maria.'b. tithe MariaMaria-acc tinher-cl apelise�red-3sg [F[F othe yanis]Yanis-nom]



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 44(2.34) object contrastive focus:pion apelise i Elena; to Yani i to Niko?`Who did Elena �re; Yanis or Nikos?a. [F[F tothe Yani]Yanis-nom] apelise�red-3sg ithe ElenaElena-nom`Elena �red Yanis.'b. ithe ElenaElena-nom apelise�red-3sg [F[F tothe Yani]Yanis-acc]`Elena �red Yanis.'(2.35) adverb contrastive focus:pote e�ye o Yanis; htes i prohtes?`When did Yanis leave; yesterday or the day before yesterday?a. [F[F htes]yesterday] e�yeleft-3sg othe YanisYanis-nom`Yanis left yesterday.'b. othe YanisYanis-nom e�yeleft-3sg [F[F htes]yesterday]`Yanis left yesterday.'In the above, the (a) examples are not only acceptable, but preferred over the (b) ones withthe postverbal XP.In addition, the focused XP tends to appear preverbally in metalinguistic corrections:(2.36) [F[F tothe yani]Yanis-nom apelise�red-3sg ithe ElenaElena-nom (ohi(not tonthe Petro)Petros-acc)`Elena �red Yanis (not Petros).'Note that preverbal focus cannot give rise to wide focus readings:(2.37) *[F*[F othe yanisYanis-nom] tinher-cl apelise�red-3sg tithe Maria]Maria-acc]`Yanis �red Maria.'In sum, Focus-movement is employed in Greek to encode narrow contrastive focus.



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 45Though preverbal foci are typically associated with contrastive readings, they can alsoserve other pragmatic functions. In some contexts, they may imply surprise and variouskinds of emphasis as shown in Tzanidaki (1994). The details of these phenomena will notconcern us here. What is of interest with respect to this thesis, is that in all these cases,preverbal focus conveys the updating information of the sentence. In this respect, focus inGreek is realised both by means of accent placement and word order.2.4.3 Links and tailsThe question of the realisation of links and tails, as de�ned in Vallduv�� (1992), has not beenaddressed in the Greek literature. However, a signi�cant part of the literature has beenconcerned with the pragmatic aspects of constructions involving what would be links andtails in Vallduv��'s terms. In this section I will brie
y present the observations made in theGreek literature and I will then try to identify the realisation of links and tails in Greek.Various authors argue that XPs undergoing Topicalisation (2.38a&c-d) or CLLD (2.38b)function as the topic/theme of the sentence (Agouraki 1993; Anagnostopoulou 1994; Philippaki-Warburton 1982; Philippaki-Warburton 1985; Schneider-Zioga 1994; Tzanidaki 1994; Tsimpli1995; Tsiplakou 1998):(2.38) a. tinthe parastasiperfomance-acc skinothetisedirected-3sg othe KarolosKarolos-nom kounKoun`Karolos Koun directed the perfomance.'b. tinthe parastasiperfomance-acc tinher-cl skinothetisedirected-3sg othe KarolosKarolos-nom kounKoun`Karolos Koun directed the perfomance.'c. mewith tothe trenotrain taksideuountravel-3pl oithe �titesstudents-nom keand ithe touristestourists-nom`Tourists and students travel by train/Trains are used by students and tourists.'d. stato-the nisiaislands stelnunsend-3pl osousthose-who-acc dennot ehunhave-3pl meso`connections'`They send to the islands those who do not have any connections (to be sentto a better place).'



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 46The preposed XPs are thought of as conveying old/given/background/discourse-linked infor-mation. In this respect, they can be viewed as links pointing to the locus of update. Inaddition, the literature shares the intuition that the sentence is about the preposed XP. Thus,the literature agrees that links in Greek tend to appear preverbally, involved in Topicalisationor CLLD structures.On the other hand it is assumed that subjects and doubled objects dislocated to the right(2.39a) convey given information (Agouraki 1993; Anagnostopoulou 1994; Schneider-Zioga1994; Tsimpli 1995; Valiouli 1994):(2.39) a. tathem-cl estilesend-3sg tathe luludia
owers othe YanisYanis-nom`Yanis sent the 
owers.'b. e�yeleft-3sg norisearly othe ManolisManolis-nom`Manolis left early.'Examples like (2.39) involve Right Dislocation of the object and subject NPs. In particular(2.39a) involves Clitic Right Dislocation since the dislocated object is coindexed with a clitic.Right Dislocated XPs appear after the nuclear accent. (This is so if the accent falls on apostverbal complement or on the verb. In Focus-movement, where the accent falls preverbally,postverbal constituents are not considered dislocated to the right.)Let us consider the realisation of links and tails in more detail. Consider �rst the examplesof contrastive links in (2.14):(2.40) pu ine ta maheropiruna;Where are the cutlery?a. tathe maheriaknives ineare stoin-the proto�rst sirtaridrawer keand tathe pirouniaforks stoin-the defterosecond`The knives are in the �rst drawer and the forks in the second one.'b. tathe maheriaknives tathem-cl vazumeput-1pl stoin-the proto�rst sirtaridrawer keand tathe pirouniaforks stoin-thedefterosecond`We put the knives in the �rst drawer and the forks in the second one.'



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 47c. @ta@them-cl vazumeput-1pl stoin-the proto�rst sirtaridrawer tathe maheriaknives keand stoin-the defterosecond tathepirouniaforksThe answer to the question in (2.40) builds a contrast between knives and forks. The twocontrastive links appear preverbally and bear no accent. In addition, (2.40c), in which thelinks are dislocated to the right, is infelicitous. The following examples illustrate a similarcase with indirect objects:(2.41) pote tous ta stiles;When did you send them to them?a. stonto-the PetroPetros tathem-cl stilasend-1sg htesyesterday tothe proimorning keand stoto-the DimitriDimitrishtesyesterday tothe mesimerimidday`I send them to Petros yesterday morning and to Dimitris yesterday afternoon.'b. @ta@them-cl stilasend-1sg htesyesterday toto-the proiPetros stonthe Petromorning keand htesyesterday tothemesimerimidday stoto-the DimitriDimitrisFelicity judgements vary from context to context. For example, (2.41b) is somewhat betterthan (2.40c). However, there is a strong tendency for contrastive links to appear preverbally.Let us turn to non-contrastive links and tails. The questions used to identify links andtails in English are those in (2.5a) and (2.4d-e) repeated in (2.42):(2.42) a. link-focusWhat about John? What does he drink?[G [L John] drinks] [F beer].b. focus-tailYou shouldn't have brought chocolates for the president.[F He hates] chocolate.



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 48c. link-focus-tailAnd what about the president? How does he feel about chocolate?The president [F hates] chocolate.The �rst problem with these diagnostics is their arti�cial nature. Links point to a �lecard.However, the �lecard in question is already open by the time the question is uttered. There isno obvious need for it to be repeated in the answer. The same holds for tails. Tails indicatea speci�c condition in a �lecard (e.g. feels about chocolate). This condition is already presentin the question.The second problem involves the assumption that (2.42b) gives rise to a focus-tail sentencewhereas (2.42c) to a link-focus-tail answer. There is no obvious reason why the president ismore felicitous in (2.42c) than in (2.42b). In Greek, the corresponding examples take thesame set of answers/follow-up sentences. I will therefore use only one of them.Let us begin by considering link-focus utterances:(2.43) link-focusya pes mu ya to Yani; pos ta pai me tus sinadelfus tu?Tell me about Yanis; how is he getting along with his colleagues?a. tothe YaniYani-acc [F[F tonhim-cl agapanelove-3pl oli];all-nom]; ineis hrisogold pediguy`Everybody loves Yanis; he is a nice guy.'b. [F[F tonhim-cl agapanelove-3pl oli]all-nom] tothe Yani;Yani-acc; ineis hrisogold pediguyc. othe YanisYanis-nom [F[F aresilike-3sg s'to olus];all]; ineis hrisogold pediguy`Everybody likes Yanis; he is a nice guy.'d. [F[F aresilike-3sg s'to olus]all] othe YanisYanis-nom; ;is inegold hrisoguy pediThough there is a preference for the (a) examples, in which the link is preposed (throughTopicalisation or CLLD), the (b) examples (which involve Right Dislocation and Clitic RightDislocation) are also felicitous.



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 49Let us consider now focus-tail examples:(2.44) den eprepe na tis feris skiladika tis Elenis`You shouldn't have brought `dog-songs' to Eleni.'a. focus-tail[F[F tathem-cl sihenete]detest-3sg] tathe skiladikadog-songs`She detests `dog-songs'.'b. @ta@the skiladikadog-songs [F[F tathem-cl sihenete]detest-3sg] the dog-songsThe infelicity of (2.44b) indicates that tails in Greek should appear after focus, dislocated tothe right.The sentence in (2.44) may also have the sentences in (2.45) as a follow-up:(2.45) a. link-focus-tail(i(the kopela)girl-nom) [F[F tathem-cl sihenete]detest-3sg] (i(the kopela)girl-nom) tathe skiladikadog-songs (i(the kopela)girl-nom)`The girl detests `dog-songs'.'b. ithe kopelagirl-nom tathe skiladikadog-songs [F[F tathem-cl sihenete]detest-3sg] the dog-songsc. ?@ta?@the skiladikadog-songs [F[F tathem-cl sihenete]detest-3sg] ithe kopelagirl-nomThe supposed link, i kopela, may appear either preverbally or postverbally. However, thepreferred order is the one in which i kopela is dislocated to the right. Note as well that, unlike(2.44b), example (2.45b) is felicitous and (2.44c) is better.It is unclear what is the right interpretation of the data in (2.45). It is possible that theappearance of i kopela and ta skiladika encodes pragmatic functions independent of the groundfocus partition. As already mentioned, in these examples, there is no need for either a linkor a tail. However, the repetition of the relevant NPs is not without reason. By repeatingthose two NPs, the speaker adds emphasis to the content of the sentence and emphasizesthe mistake of the hearer. Of course, this might explain their repetition, but not their order.Valiouli (1994) discusses the pragmatic content of Right Dislocation of full NPs in Greek. She



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 50suggests that Right Dislocated phrases, in addition to introducing a latent discourse topic,often serve various other pragmatic functions, such as the speaker's empathy or contempt.Since there is no need for a link and a tail, it is possible that, in these examples, word orderis used to encode pragmatic e�ects of the type described in Valiouli (1994). As will be shownin Section 2.5.5, accent in English and both accent and word order in Greek are often usedto encode pragmatic distinctions orthogonal to the ground-focus partition.The study of the factors a�ecting word order in examples like (2.43), (2.44) & (2.45)requires systematic research. However, in this thesis I assume that links in Greek are realisedpreverbally and precede focused elements, while tails appear after focus, dislocated to theright. I base this assumption on the evidence from contrastive links which are preverbal,and the data in (2.43) and (2.44) which suggest that links are preferred preverbally and tailsdislocated to the right.Note �nally, that ground elements are preferably dislocated outside of the focus part ofthe utterance. This is indicated by the infelicity of (2.46) as the answer to (2.43):(2.46) @[F@[F tonhim-cl agapanelove-3pl tothe YaniYani-acc oli];all-nom]; ineis hrisogold pediguySome crosslinguistic comparisonsAs mentioned in Section 2.3, Vallduv�� (1992) draws a distinction between plastic and non-plastic languages, the prototypical examples of which are English and Catalan respectively.Greek appears as a hybrid case since it uses both accent shift and word order to encodeInformation Packaging. Links as well as narrow foci may appear preverbally (2.33,2.34,2.35)while tails tend to be dislocated to the right. Like English, accent may fall on any positionwithin the core clause (2.28) or even on a preverbal focused XP (2.33,2.34,2.35). Greek isnot unique in its hybrid properties with respect to the realisation of Information Packaging.Various other languages exploit both accent shift and word order for this purpose; Dutchand Turkish are two such examples discussed in Vallduv�� & Engdahl (1996). See also Eckert(1998a) and Eckert (1998b) for German.In cases of wide focus, accent falls on the rightmost boundary of the clause in Catalanwhile in English it falls on the most oblique complement. Though these two generalisations



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 51appear to be the most economical for the description of facts in English and Catalan re-spectively, they seem to obscure the fact that the two languages share more than these twogeneralisations suggest. Crosslinguistically, wide focus appears to be associated with accenton the most oblique complement of the clause. In English and Greek, in the absence of anyadjuncts, the object of a transitive verb is the most oblique complement that coincides withthe rightmost boundary of the clause. In this respect, English and Greek are not radicallydi�erent from Catalan (modulo the fact that Catalan is VOS; thus, the rightmost complementis the subject which is not the most oblique one). In sentences involving intransitive verbs,broad focus is associated with accent on the subject which is the most oblique complement ofan intransitive verb. In Greek, Catalan and Italian these accented subjects appear postver-bally as the rightmost element of the clause. In this case, associating accent with the mostoblique complement is equivalent to associating accent with the rightmost boundary of theclause. By contrast, in English, the subject of an intransitive verb appears preverbally andaccent is associated with the leftmost rather than rightmost element.Note, �nally, that wide focus is also associated with accent on the object in SOV sentencesfor example in Hungarian, Turkish, German and Korean (Choi 1996; Kiss 1995b; Ladd 1996;Horvath 1995; Ho�man 1995)3.2.5 Pragmatic e�ects independent of the ground-focus parti-tion2.5.1 The Cognitive Status of NPsIndependently of their function as ground or focus elements, the NPs participating in adiscourse encode an inherent degree of novelty/familiarity (Heim 1983; Gundel et al. 1993;Vallduv�� & Engdahl 1996). In (2.47), all object NPs are focused; they contribute the updateinformation of (2.47):(2.47) Who did you see?I saw [F a boy/the boy/John].3I also owe the crosslinguistic data and some of the observations made here to the Focus seminar atEdinburgh University (1995-96) organised by D.R.Ladd and B.Ho�man.



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 52Though all focused, the object NPs in (2.47) di�er in their cognitive status. The inde�niteNP is thought of as more novel/less familiar than the de�nite NP and the proper name.Vallduv�� & Engdahl (1996) note: `simultaneously, yet independently, the marking of cognitivestatus (familiarity/novelty) of discourse referents is responsible for providing the hearer withinstructions for �le-card management (very roughly, an inde�nite NP instructs the hearer tocreate a new �le card [denotes a novel referent], while a de�nite NP instructs the hearer toactivate a dormant, already existing �le card [denotes a familiar referent])' [ibid, p.469].Though Information Packaging and cognitive status are distinct, they often interact ininteresting ways. Weak pronouns in English provide an example of such an interaction.Gundel et al. (1993) propose a givenness hierarchy which correlates with particular formsof referring expressions. Weak pronouns occupy the highest position in this hierarchy, asthe most given entities in a discourse. They are followed by demonstratives, de�nite NPs,referential inde�nite NPs and inde�nite NPs. Consider now examples (2.48) in which theweak pronouns are de-accented (2.48):(2.48) a. I saw him.b. I'll go with him.Vallduv�� (1992) argues that weak pronouns in English do not contribute to the InformationStructure of a sentence. Instead, they function as syntactic placeholders. Both examples in(2.49) have the same syntax and intonation contour. However, they have di�erent InformationStructures:(2.49) a. John [F loves] beer.b. [F He loves it]. (Vallduv�� & Engdahl 1996:ex.30)While (2.49a) has a non-canonical prosody, (2.49b) has a canonical one, as suggested by theawkwardness (2.50b):(2.50) a. John loves beer.b. ?He loves it. (Vallduv�� & Engdahl 1996:ex.31)



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 53Vallduv�� (1992) proposes that unlike (2.49a) which consists of a ground and a focus part,example (2.49b) instantiates an all focus sentence in which the pronouns are just syntactic(argument) placeholders. This is an idiosyncrasy of English. According to Vallduv�� (1992),languages that allow subject and object drop (2.49b) would just contain the verb. Catalan isan example of such a language.Examples like the following are interpreted along similar lines:(2.51) Have you seen the newspaper?[F John took it].At �rst sight, example (2.51) is a counterexample to the generalisation that, in English, widefocus is associated with accent on the most oblique complement. Technically speaking, themost oblique complement in (2.51) is the object which appears in the form of a weak pronoun.Because weak pronouns do not participate in the Information Structure of a sentence and resistaccent, the accent shifts to the subject and gives rise to an all-focus interpretation.Greek is a pro-drop language. Thus, as Vallduv�� (1992) predicts for pro-drop languages,example (2.52) may have an all-focus reading:(2.52) efiyeleft-3sg`S/he left.'There is also a class of object clitic pronominals which can neither be accented (2.53b)nor appear in focus contexts (2.53a):(2.53) Pjonwhom idhe?saw-he`Who did he see?'a. @Me@me-cl idhesaw`He saw me.' (Anagnostopoulou 1994:ex.39)b. *me*me-cl idhesaw



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 54Like its English counterpart (2.49b), the clitic in (2.54) refers to a given entity in the previousdiscourse:(2.54) Ti kanate me tis valitses?What did you do with/arrange for the luggage?[F[F thawill erthuncome-3pl nato tisthem-cl paruntake-3pl avriotomorrow tothe proi]morning]`They'll come to pick them up tomorrow morning.'The clitic tis in (2.54) refers to valitses (luggage). However, it does not contribute to theInformation Structure of (2.54), as it neither acts as a link, pointing to a �lecard, nor as atail, pointing to a condition in a �lecard. At best, it refers to the current �lecard, valitses.Thus, following Vallduv�� (1992), I will also assume that clitics in Greek do not contributeto the Information Structure of a sentence. However, their presence cannot be reduced tosyntactic requirements only. Object drop is also possible in Greek. Keller & Lapata (1998)show that the presence/drop of object clitics is subject to discourse restrictions [see alsoDimitriadis (1994a)]. However, the nature of these discourse restrictions is independent ofthe ground-focus partition and, therefore, will not concern us here.In conclusion, weak pronouns crosslinguistically, do not contribute to the InformationStructure of the sentences they appear in.2.5.2 The independence of Clitic Doubling from Information PackagingThe Greek literature treats doubled objects as ground elements (Agouraki 1993; Anagnos-topoulou 1994; Iatridou 1995; Philippaki-Warburton 1982; Schneider-Zioga 1994; Tsimpli1995; Tsiplakou 1998; Tzanidaki 1994; Valiouli 1993). This view is based on the fact thatdoubled objects resist accent and cannot function as foci4:(2.55) *(to*(the yani)Yani-acc) tonhim-cl idamesaw-1pl (to(the yani)Yani-acc)`We saw Yanis.'As was shown in Section 2.4.3, doubled objects may function as links in CLLD or as tails inClitic Right Dislocation. (In Chapter 5, it will be shown that also objects in Clitic Doubling4In some contexts they can marginally be accepted as part of wide focus.



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 55structures are typically interpreted as tails. The di�erences between Clitic Doubling andClitic Right Dislocation will be discussed in Sections 3.3.5 & 5.2.4). However, object linksare not necessarily doubled. In (2.56a) the object link is not coindexed with a clitic:(2.56) a. tonthe prothupurgoprime-minister-acc upodehtikeaccepted-3sg othe ipurgosminister-nom eksoterikonforeign-a�airs-gen`The minister of foreign a�airs welcomed the prime minister.'b. tonthe prothupurgoprime-minister-acc tonhim-cl upodehtikeaccepted-3sg othe ipurgosminister-nom eksoterikonforeign-a�airs-genBoth examples in (2.56) have the same Information Structure, instantiating a link-focus in-struction. The preposed object functions as a link in both cases, irrespective of whetherit is doubled or not. Examples (2.56) indicate that doubling is distinct from InformationPackaging.It is not clear what are the interpretational di�erences between (2.56a&b) and what is theexact e�ect of doubling. A plausible hypothesis is that doubling a�ects the cognitive status ofthe doubled NP. Let us consider the case of doubled de�nite NPs. According to the givennesshierarchy of Gundel et al. (1993), de�nite NPs are less given/familiar than pronouns but moregiven/familiar than inde�nite NPs. A doubled de�nite is an ordinary de�nite NP construedwith a pronoun. It is possible that doubling increases the givenness/familiarity of the relevantNP. However, this hypothesis will not be pursued here. For the purposes of this study, thefollowing two generalisations su�ce as a conclusion:� Doubled NPs are ground elements and resist accent.� Doubling is independent of the ground-focus partition.2.5.3 Doubled objects, links and referentialityIn this section I will consider another example of the interaction between Information Pack-aging and the cognitive status of the NPs involved. The literature suggests that there aresemantic restrictions on the kinds of NPs that can function as topics. These restrictionsinvolve the cognitive status of link/topic NPs. Interestingly, the same restrictions have beenclaimed to apply to Clitic Doubling Constructions. Given that doubled elements are groundelements, and, in particular, that CLLDed objects are links, it is not surprising that the same



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 56restrictions have been claimed for both cases. However, I will consider the two generalisationsindependently:a Topics (links,themes) should be de�nite/referential/speci�c or generic (Kiss 1995b;Philippaki-Warburton 1985).b Doubled objects are de�nite/referential/speci�c or generic (Anagnostopoulou 1994; Cinque1990; Dobrovie-Sorin 1990; Iatridou 1995; Ni~no 1994; Philippaki-Warburton 1985).Thus, non-referential inde�nites are excluded from Clitic Doubling constructions and cannotfunction as links.Let us �rst consider Clitic Doubling constructions:(2.57) a. *enaa dorogift theliwants-he nato toit vri�nd-he`He wants to �nd a gift.'b. enaa �lofriend tuhis psaxnisearches-he nathat tonhim vri�ends-he aposince htesyesterday`A certain friend, he is looking for him since yesterday.'(Philippaki-Warburton 1985:ex.26,28)Philippaki-Warburton (1985) attributes the acceptability of (2.57b) to the fact that the indef-inite has a speci�c/referential reading. By contrast, in the unacceptable (2.57a), the doubledobject cannot be interpreted as speci�c. On the basis of (2.57), Philippaki-Warburton (1985)concludes that inde�nites cannot be doubled. However, in the same paper, she o�ers thefollowing examples which involve grammatical cases of doubled inde�nites:(2.58) a. enaan ouzakiouzo thawould toit pinadrink-I efharistosgladly`As for an ouzo, I would have one gladly.'b. enaa mpanakibath thawould toit kanado-I efharistosgladly`As for an bath, I would love to take one.'(Philippaki-Warburton 1985:ex.22-23)



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 57As she admits in a footnote, the doubled objects in (2.58) are not referential/speci�c. Shenotes, though, that they are quite rare and function as the second clauses of hypotheticalclauses of the type if you were to o�er an ouzo, I wouldn't say no to it. They are, therefore,associated with modal readings which, according to Philippaki-Warburton (1985), renderthe examples irrelevant for the discussion of the availability of inde�nites in Clitic Doublingconstructions. In a similar spirit, Anagnostopoulou (1994) discusses the Clitic Doublingcounterpart of (2.58a):(2.59) thawould toit pinadrink-I efharistosgladly enaan ouzakiouzo`I would gladly have an ouzo.' (Anagnostopoulou 1994:ex.1,fn 4)She suggests that (2.59) has a modal reading and, as a result, it is not relevant to the discussionof the semantic restrictions on Clitic Doubling. However, neither Philippaki-Warburton (1985)nor Anagnostopoulou (1994) explain why modal readings render these examples irrelevant.The following two examples illustrate some more cases of doubled inde�nites:(2.60) a. (mia(a ekdromi)trip-acc) tinher-cl ehohave-1sg polivery anagkinecessity (mia(a ekdromi)trip-acc)`I need a lot a trip.'b. kanenainobody-acc dennot tonihim-cl agapailove-3sg ithe-nom petheramother-in-law-nom tuihis-gen`His (own) mother-in-law loves nobody/ Nobody is loved by his own mother-in-law.'Undoubtedly the modality of the verb a�ects the interpretation of their inde�nite objects (ingeneral, not just doubled ones). However, examples (2.58,2.59&2.60) are instances of doubledinde�nites which, unless an explanation is provided, cast serious doubts on the validity of thegeneralisation in (b).Let us turn to the claim that inde�nite links/topics are impossible. A natural questionto ask is whether the preposed inde�nites in (2.58&2.60a) can satisfy the de�nition of link,



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 58as described in Vallduv�� (1992)5. In Vallduv��'s view, the distinguishing property of links isthat they designate the locus of update. They instruct the hearer to open the appropriate�lecard to add the information conveyed by the sentence. According to Vallduv�� & Engdahl(1996), a de�nite link should point to an already existing �lecard, whereas an inde�nite linkinstructs the hearer to create a new �lecard. For example, in (2.61a) the hearer should openthe already existing �lecard of the speaker's husband whereas in (2.61a) the hearer shouldcreate a new �lecard denoting `a friend of the speaker' and add the relevant information.(2.61) a. tonthe antraman-acc mumy-gen tonhim-cl epiasancaught-3pl nato pernaicross-3sg mewith kokinored ke...and...`They caught my husband crossing the street while the red light was on and...My husband was caught crossing the street while the red light was on and...'b. enaa �lofriend-acc mumy-gen tonhim-cl epiasancaught-3pl nato pernaicross-3sg mewith kokinored ke...and...`They caught a friend of mine crossing the street while the red light was onand... A friend of mine was caught crossing the street while the red light wason and...'Despite their di�erences, both NPs in (2.61) act as pointers to the locus of update6. Asmentioned in Section 2.2, Vallduv��'s links also incorporate the traditional notion of aboutnessassociated with topics. The links in (2.61) satisfy this aspect of linkhood as well, as they arewhat the sentence is about.Let us turn to the doubled inde�nites in (2.58&2.60a) and compare them with the linksin (2.61). The inde�nites in (2.58&2.60a) have the syntactic trappings of links since theyparticipate in CLLD. However, it is unlikely that these NPs designate the locus of updateand instruct the hearer to create a new �lecard denoting ouzo or excursion. Intuitively, thelocus of update is the speaker who informs the hearer about his/her wishes and needs. At5In (2.60b) the doubled quanti�er bears the nuclear accent. I will leave open the question whether kanenasin this example should be analysed as a link or as a focused element. Some Greek quanti�ers (e.g.oli=all,everybody) attract accent even though they undergo doubling, and can function as foci.6Of course, it is possible to imagine a context in which the hearer does not know that the speaker ismarried and has a husband. In such a case, the de�nite link would involve the creation of a new �lecard, justin the same way an inde�nite/referential link does. In relation to this, Hendriks & Dekker (1995) note thatthe �lecard representations proposed in Heim (1982) and Heim (1983) cannot accommodate the di�erencesbetween de�nite, inde�nite and various quanti�ed NPs. Instead, they propose DRT representations for theorganisation of information states.



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 59best, the preposed inde�nites designate part of a speci�c condition/record in the speaker's�lecard (e.g. feel-like-about-ouzo). If this is so, then, in Information Packaging terms, theyare tails rather than links. However, these inde�nites satisfy the more traditional notion oftopichood, that is, they give rise to the aboutness relation. According to Vallduv��'s de�nition,this is only a secondary and epiphenomenal property of links. However, the examples in(2.58&2.60a) suggest that this might not be so. While it is reasonable to assume that thelocus-of-update is what the sentence is about, that is the topic, it is not obvious why thetopic of a sentence should always be the locus-of-update (given that very often sentences arelinkless). The examples in (2.58&2.60a) illustrate cases in which the sentence topic is notthe locus of update and does not point to any �lecard. Rather, what seems to be the case isthat non-referential inde�nites cannot function as the locus-of-update but they can functionas topics, that is the entity the sentence is about.The notion of topic is a very controversial one and its proper de�nition stays beyond theaims of this thesis. In this section I have tried to present some interactions between thecognitive properties of NPs and their potential to function as links. In the remainder of thisstudy, I will use the terms topic/link invariably in either sense, that is as the entity beingthe topic of the sentence or designating the locus-of-update and, most often, both. I will alsotentatively assume that the inde�nite NPs in (2.58&2.60a) are links, since they satisfy theaboutness relation which, though secondary, is a property of Vallduv��'s de�nition of link. Inany case, this assumption will not a�ect the syntactic arguments presented in Chapters 3 & 4.Note, �nally, that the assumption that the inde�nite NPs in (2.58&2.60a) are links/topicsimplies that the generalisation in (a) is an invalid one.2.5.4 NP de-accentingIn English NPs, the accent may shift from the noun to the adjective in examples like Clara'sanswer in (2.62b):(2.62) a. Ann: What did you get Ben for Christmas?Clara: I got her [F a blue shirt.]



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 60b. Ann: What did you get Diane?Clara: I got him [F a red shirt] (Vallduv�� & Zacharski 1994:ex.22)In both answers in (2.62) the focus segment of the sentence is the object NP. In (2.62a) theaccent falls on the noun, whereas in (2.62b), it falls on the adjective. The phenomenon isknown as de-accenting (Ladd 1980; Ladd 1996; Steedman 1991; Vallduv�� & Zacharski 1994).The de-accenting in Clara's answer in (2.62b) is triggered by the presence of the NP blue shirtin (2.62a).In Greek, NP de-accenting is realised by accent shift, as in English, or by the use of aso-called polyde�nite (Kolliakou 1998b):(2.63) Zoe: Ti pires tu Yanni gia ta Xristugena?`What did you get Yanis for Christmas?'Daphne:Daphne: Tuhim-cl piragot-1sg [F[F tinthe asimeniasilver pena].pen]`I got him the silver pen.' (Kolliakou 1998b:ex.4a-b)(2.64) Zoe: Ti pires tis Marias?`What did you get Maria?'a. Daphne:Daphne: Tisher-cl piragot-1sg [F[F tithe hrisigold pena].pen]`I got her the gold pen.'b. Daphne:Daphne: Tisher-cl piragot-1sg [F[F tinthe penapen tithe hrisi].gold]`I got her the gold pen.' (Kolliakou 1998b:ex.4c-d)In (2.64a) the accent has shifted to the adjective, as in the English example in (2.62b). Bycontrast, in (2.64b) the accent falls on the rightmost boundary of the NP, as in the canonical



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 61case (2.63). However, the NP in (2.64b) has the structure of a polyde�nite. The adjectiveappears postnominally and is marked with the de�nite article.While NP de-accenting involves distinguishing new from given information, the aspect ofnew/given it encodes is distinct from Information Packaging. All examples, the canonical andthe de-accented or polyde�nite ones, have the same Information Structure. It is worth notingthat the encoding of this aspect of the new/given distinction relies on the linguistic cues usedfor Information Packaging, that is accent placement and word order (in Greek).De-accenting is distinguished from narrow NP focus:(2.65) Zoe: Pia pena tis pirate?`Which pen did you buy for her?'a. Daphne:Daphne: Tisher-cl piramegot-1pl [F[F tithe hrisi]gold] penapen`We got her the gold pen.'b. Daphne:Daphne: ?@Tis?@her-cl piramegot-1pl tinthe penapen [F[F tithe hrisi].gold] (Kolliakou 1998b:ex.4c-d)In (2.65a) the focus of the sentence is the adjective, hrisi. This example is ambiguous betweena narrow focus reading and a NP de-accenting reading (2.64a). On the other hand, example(2.65b) is infelicitous in a context requiring a narrow focus reading.2.5.5 Encoding unexpected/surprising informationAccent placement does not always indicate update focus. Quite often, elements conveyingunexpected or surprising information may attract accent. Consider the following question-answer pair:(2.66) a. pioswho-nom tusthem-cl ipesaid-3sg otithat thawill stilumesend-1pl tothe yaniYani-acc stisto-the Vrikseles?Brussels?`Who told them we are going to send Yanis to Brussels?'



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 62b. [F[F othe petros]Petros-nom] (tus(them-cl ipesaid-3sg otithat thawill stilumesend-1pl tothe yaniYani-acc stisto-theVrikseles)Brussels)`Petros (told them we are going to send Yanis to Brussels). 'The focus segment of (2.66b) is the matrix subject, o Petros, which is stressed7. However,Petros is not the only stressed phrase. The embedded object, to Yani is also perceived asstressed. To Yani is also perceived as stressed in the question (2.66a). However, to Yanicannot be identi�ed as (part of) the focus of either sentence in (2.66). There is no sense inwhich it updates the hearer's information state. The question in (2.66) could express thespeaker's surprise that somebody said they are going to send Yani to Brussels, while, forexample, it has been decided that they will send somebody else.Similar phenomena are attested in English. Vallduv�� & Zacharski (1994) draw attentionto the example in (2.67):(2.67) That Ann|she's such an interesting person.She dances tarantela with a passion:she grew up in south dakota,and she studied classical Chinese at harvard. (Vallduv�� & Zacharski 1994:ex.13)The focus of update in the last sentence of (2.67) is the VP. The accent on Harvard is enoughto give rise to the VP focus. However, the direct object, Chinese, is also accented. Vallduv��& Zacharski (1994) argue that the accent on Chinese bears no relevance to the ground-focusarticulation of this sentence. They follow Bolinger (1989) and Zacharski (1993) who suggestthat elements that are interesting, informative or depart from some semantic or culturalstereotype attract accent. They point out that no accent is needed in (2.68) where Chineseis replaced with relatively uninteresting words:(2.68) a. She took courses at harvard.7Even though the focused constituent is not associated with a contrastive reading, that is, it encodespresentational focus, it appears preverbally. Example (2.83) in Section 2.6.2 illustrates a similar case.



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 63b. She studied English at harvard.c. She got a degree at harvard. (Vallduv�� & Zacharski 1994:ex.14)To sum up, accent placement is employed in English and Greek to mark unexpected,informative, surprising elements. This use of accent placement is independent of the ground-focus partition. In (2.67) the accented element appears within focus while in (2.66b) it appearswithin the ground part of the sentence. [See also Ladd (1996) who notes that in Romanianpitch accents at the end of questions are often associated with surprise readings.]In a similar manner, accent placement is sometimes used to express the speaker's emotionstowards the conveyed message. Example (2.69) may be an all-focus sentence, despite the factthat the accent falls on the verb which, as argued in Section 2.4.1, is typically interpreted asnarrow focus:(2.69) [F[F tinher-cl piregot-got tinthe ipotro�ascholarship ithe So�a]So�a-nom]`So�a got the scholarship.'Example (2.69), in addition to conveying the event, expresses the speaker's enthusiasm aboutthe event. Of course, example (2.69) presupposes background knowledge that So�a wasexpecting to hear about the scholarship. Such background knowledge may be present for(2.70). However, if the speaker knows that So�a expects to hear about the scholarship andwould like her to get it, then the speaker has no reason to be enthusiastic about the newsthat `Yanis got the scholarship'. As a result, example (2.70b) with the accent on the verb isan infelicitous utterance in such a context:(2.70) a. [F[F tinher-cl piregot-3sg othe yanisYanis-nom tinthe ipotro�a]scholarship]`Somebody else got the scholarship.'b. @[F@[F tinher-cl piregot-3sg othe YanisYanis-nom tinthe ipotro�a]scholarship]



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 642.6 The independence of Information Structure from SyntaxThe representation of Information Structure in the grammar has been a matter of controversy.In this section, I will present arguments supporting the view that Information Structureshould be represented independently from the other levels of the grammar. The discussionwill focus on the relation of Information Structure with syntax (see Steedman (1991) andSteedman (1998) for the independence of Information Structure from intonational structure).This issue is of particular importance for the study of a language like Greek, that relies onsyntactic operations for the encoding of the ground-focus partition.The diversity of the crosslinguistic realisation of Information PackagingCrosslinguistically, Information Packaging is realised in diverse ways. As already discussed,English employs intonation while Catalan relies on syntax. Mixed-type languages like Greekand West Germanic exploit both accent placement and word order. Languages like Vatu relyon morphology (Vallduv�� 1995)|see also Bresnan & Mchombo (1987). Vallduv�� (1992) andVallduv�� (1995) argues that the crosslinguistic variation can be captured in an elegant way ifit is assumed that Information Structure is represented in an independent level of grammar.In the analysis he o�ers in Vallduv�� (1992), Information Structure is a distinct level, similarto LF. It is crosslinguistically uniform, in the same manner LF is. S-structure representationsare mapped onto Information Structure representations, parallel to LF ones.SubjacencyAs has become evident from the data presented in the previous sections, there is no closecorrespondence between the ground-focus partition and syntactic constituents. Any kind ofconstituent may function either as a focus or ground element. In addition, focus is insensitiveto syntactic constraints like subjacency (Giannakidou 1997; Rooth 1996). In (2.71) the focusedelement appears within a strong island:(2.71) svisaneswitched-o�-3pl tathe fotalights yafor napart �lisikiss-3sg othe YanisYanis-nom tithe mariaMaria-acc`They switched o� the lights so that Yanis would kiss Maria.'



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 65As will be shown in Chapter 3, Focus-movement out of a strong island is ungrammatical inGreek (as all extractions are in general). Any representation of the Information Structureof the sentence in (2.71) would involve the inheritance of some focus value (or non-overtmovement of some contituent marked with some focus feature) from the lower clause to thetop node. This inheritance/movement is not constrained by subjacency. On the other hand,subjacency does constrain the extraction of a focused element. Thus, the two cases aredistinct. This mismatch between the syntax of Focus-movement and focus with respect tosubjacency suggests that the representation of focus should be independent of syntax.Finally, a question central to the relation of Information Structure with syntax, is whetherInformation Structure is organised in a recursive way, as syntax is. Next, I will consider thisquestion with respect to matrix clauses (Section 2.6.1) and embedded ones (Section 2.6.2).2.6.1 The non-recursive nature of the ground-focus partitionBased on examples like (2.72) various authors have proposed that focus is recursive (Krifka1991; Partee 1991; Rooth 1996). Krifka (1991) interprets the pitch accent on youngest as aninstance of focus within the link/topic:(2.72) What did Bill's sisters do?[L Bill's [F youngest ] sister ] [F kissed John. ]Vallduv�� & Zacharski (1994) argue that such an interpretation is problematic. First, youngestdoes not convey the new/update information of the sentence. In this respect, it deviatesfrom standard de�nitions of focus. Second, youngest carries a B-accent which is indicativeof linkhood rather than focushood. Vallduv�� & Zacharski (1994) propose that (2.72) has theInformation Structure shown in (2.73), identical to (2.74):(2.73) What did Bill's sisters do?[L Bill's youngest sister ] [F kissed John. ] (Vallduv�� & Zacharski 1994:ex.33)(2.74) What did Bill's siblings do?[L Bill's sister ] [F kissed John. ] (Vallduv�� & Zacharski 1994:ex.33)



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 66The di�erence between the two examples above is that in (2.73) the B-accent has shifted tothe adjective. Following Steedman (1991), they interpret this shift as a case of de-accenting,triggered by the notions of informativeness/giveness discussed in Section 2.5.5. They alsonote that in the corresponding examples in Catalan, a language that does not display anyde-accenting strategy, there is no accent in any part of the link. They argue that, if the accenton youngest indicated focus, this focus should be present crosslinguistically. Thus, Vallduv��& Zacharski (1994) conclude that focus is not recursive in nature.Recursive occurrences of focus are impossible in Greek (Tsimpli 1995; Tsiplakou 1998),as the ungrammaticality of (2.75) shows:(2.75) a. *to*the yaniYani-acc idasaw-1sg stoat-the sinemacinema`I saw Yanis at the cinema.'b. *o*the petrosPetros-nom petaksethrew-3sg tathe vivliabooks`Petros threw the books.'The sentences in (2.75) are ungrammatical because they contain two accented elements. Rizzi(1995) o�ers similar examples from Italian.The examples from English and Greek considered in this section involve simple matrixsentences, that do not contain any embedded clauses. In the next section I will discuss theInformation Structure of sentences with embedded clauses.2.6.2 The Information Structure of subordinate clausesThe Information Structure of embedded clauses has not received much attention in the litera-ture. Vallduv�� & Zacharski (1994) leave open the possibility that embedded clauses may havetheir own focus-ground structure. They acknowledge that, in this respect, the focus-groundpartition is recursive. By contrast, Heycock (1993) observes that a recursive syntactic struc-ture may correspond to a non-recursive Information Structure unit. For example, the link in(2.76) contains a whole embedded clause:(2.76) A: What do you think of the allegations that John is a liar?B: [L The allegations that John is dishonest] [F are false]. (Heycock 1993:ex.31)



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 67With respect to Greek, Tsimpli (1995) and Tsiplakou (1998) note that recursive foci areungrammatical in sentences containing a subordinate clause:(2.77) a. *to*the yaniYani-acc ipesaid-3sg otithat idesaw-3sg stoat-the sinemacinema`S/he said that s/he saw Yanis at the cinema.'b. *o*the petrosPetros-nom ipesaid-3sg otithat petaksethrew-3sg tathe vivliabooks`Petros said that he threw the books|S/he said that Petros threw the books.'In the ungrammatical (2.77a) both focused constituents belong to the embedded clause andone of them has undergone long distance extraction. The same ungrammaticality arises in(2.77b) where, under one reading, there is one focused element per clause: the matrix subjectand the embedded object. The examples in (2.76-2.77) show that embedded clauses do nothave their own Information Structure. Rather, the whole utterances have a single InformationStructure. In this section I will discuss in more detail the Information Structure of sentencescontaining embedded clauses and show that the ground-focus partition is not sensitive to therecursive syntax of these constructions.Let us consider some of the possibilities of the ground-focus articulation for a main clausecontaining an embedded one. In some cases, the focus of the utterance is the embeddedclause:(2.78) A: What did he say?B: He said [F they are going to �re john].(2.79) A:ti ipe?`What did s/he say?'B:B: ipesaid-3sg [F[F otithat thawill dioksun�re-3pl tothe yani].Yani-acc]`S/he said they are going to �re Yani.'In these examples, it is possible to claim that the embedded clause has its own InformationStructure and that it instantiates an all-focus instruction. However, consider an example inwhich the focus segment of the utterance is a constituent within the embedded clause:



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 68(2.80) A: Who did he say they are going to �re?B: He said that they are going to �re [F john].(2.81) A: pion ipe oti tha dioksun?`Who did s/he say they are going to �re?'B:B: ipesaid-3sg otithat thawill dioksun�re-3pl [F[F tothe yani].Yani-acc]`S/he said they are going to �re Yani.'In (2.80&2.81) the Information Structure of the subordinate clause is indistinguishable fromthe Information Structure of the matrix clause. The ground part is all the material up to theembedded object containing elements from both the matrix and the embedded clause.Further, the embedded clause may function as ground:(2.82) A: Who said they are going to �re John?B: [F Paul] said that they are going to �re John.(2.83) A: se pion ipe oti tha dioksun to Yani?`To whom did s/he say they are going to �re John?'B:B: [F[F stonto-the aleksi]Alexis] ipesaid-3sg otithat thawill dioksun�re-3pl tothe Yani.Yani-acc`S/he said to Alexis that they are going to �re Yani.'Note again that the ground part contains the whole embedded clause as well as material fromthe matrix clause.Thus, in a signi�cant number of cases, the Information Structure of the subordinate clauseis indistinguishable from that of the matrix clause. The next question is, whether there areany cases where the two can be distinguished. In order to test this, I will consider a questionforcing recursive foci in the answer. Consider a situation where there is a discussion abouttwo members of a committee that decided to send some employees to Brussels. Various nameshave arisen and there is confusion as to which member of the committee wanted to send whichemployee to Brussels. In (2.84a) the �rst wh-phrase belongs to the matrix clause and thesecond to the embedded:



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 69(2.84) a. A:A: mporiscan-2sg nato mume-cl pistell-2sg pioswho-nom ithelewanted-3sg nato stilumesend-1pl pionwho-accstisto-the Vrikseles?Brussels?`Can you tell me who wanted to send who to Brussels?'b. B:B: othe YanisYanis-nom ithelewanted-3sg nato stilumesend-1pl tithe MariaMaria-acc (stis(to-the Vrikseles)Brussels)keand othe PetrosPetros-nom tinthe EleniEleni-acc`Yanis wanted to send Maria (to Brussels) and Petros Eleni.'c. B:*o Yanis ithele na stilume ti Maria stis VrikselesDespite the fact that the question (2.84a) contains two wh-phrases, only one phrase is focusedin the answer. Example (2.84c) which has two accented phrases corresponding to the wh-phrases in the question is ungrammatical. Note that example (2.84c) is parallel to (2.66b)repeated below as (2.85):(2.85) [F[F othe petros]Petros-nom] tusthem-cl ipesaid-3sg otithat thawill stilumesend-1pl tothe yaniYani-acc stisto-theVrikselesBrussels`Petros told them we are going to send Yanis to Brussels. 'Example (2.85) is grammatical even though it contains two accented elements. By contrast,examples like (2.84c) have been claimed to be ungrammatical. The di�erence in grammati-cality judgments seems to depend on the strength of the accent on Yanis. According to myintuitions, the accent on Yanis in (2.85) is perceived as slightly weaker than the one on Pet-ros. By contrast, both accents in (2.84c) are meant to be equal in intensity. The phonologicaldetails of these examples are not of crucial importance here. What is of interest is that, eventhough Greek does allow recursive accents, this possibility is not exploited for contexts thatrequire recursive foci. Thus, even in context that requires recursive foci, the ground-focuspartition is not organised in a recursive way.To conclude, the examples in (2.76-2.83) show that, in cases where recursive foci arenot present, the Information Structure of subordinate clauses cannot be distinguished from



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 70the Information Structure of the matrix clause. The ungrammaticality/infelicity of (2.84c)indicates that recursive foci are not possible at all. Thus, recursive syntactic structures arealways associated with a non-recursive Information Structure. The non-recursive nature of theground-focus partition strongly supports the view that Information Structure is representedindependently of syntax.Let us return to the Information Structure of (2.84b). This example seems to instantiatea link-focus instruction. This hypothesis is supported by the fact that it is a felicitous answerto (2.86) which can take a (contrastive) link-focus answer:(2.86) Pionwho-acc ithelanwanted-3pl nato stilumesend-1pl stisto-the VrikselesBrussels tathe melimembers tisthe epitropis?committee-gen?`Who did the committee members want to send to Brussels?'In English as well, questions (2.84a) and (2.86) take the same answer:(2.87) a. Who did the committee members want to send to Brussels?b. John wanted to send Mary and Peter wanted to send James.(2.88) a. Who wanted to send who to Brussels?b. John wanted to send Mary and Peter wanted to send James.Examples (2.87b&2.88b) have the same prosody8. In both examples John is associated with aB-accent. Thus, like in Greek, recursive foci are not available in English. [For some authors,in multiple Wh-questions like (2.87a&2.88a), the �rst wh-phrase is a contrastive topic|seeBolinger (1978) cited in Erteschik-Shir (1986).]2.6.3 Embedded links and tailsAs argued in the previous section, embedded clauses do not have an autonomous InformationStructure. However, there are some cases which, at �rst sight, might suggest that subordinateclauses have their own, independent Information Structure. Consider the following examples:(2.89) Tu tilefonises; Ti ipe?`Did you phone him? What did he say?'8I owe this information to D.R.Ladd.



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 71a. ipesaid-3sg [F[F otithat [L[L tisthe a�sesposters-acc ]] thawill tisthem-cl ehihave-3sg etimesready-acc.pl stinonora-tustime-their ]]`He said that he'll have the posters ready on time/that the posters will beready on time'b. ipesaid-3sg [F[F otithat thawill tonhim-cl dioksun�re-3pl [T[T tothe Yani]].Yani-acc]]`He said that they will �re Yanis.'In the above examples, the focused part is the embedded clause which seems to have a ground-focus rather than an all-focus structure. The embedded object in (2.89a) looks like a link.It has the syntactic trappings of a link, as it has undergone CLLD. It also functions as alink. Tis a�ses can be thought of as designating the locus of update. The aboutness feelingis also present. Similarly, to Yani in (2.89a) appears as a tail. It is doubled and dislocatedto the right. Valiouli (1994) also o�ers examples involving Right Dislocated NPs in all-focussentences. The embedded clauses in (2.89) appear to have their own Information Structurewhich is independent of the matrix one. This interpretation though, is incompatible with thefacts presented in the previous section, where it was shown that embedded clauses do nothave their own Information Structure.Alternatively, the word order variation of the embedded clauses in (2.89) could be viewedas a phenomenon similar in nature to the ones discussed in Sections 2.5.4 & 2.5.5. Thatis, word order is used in (2.89) to express a relation of given-familiar/new-novel indepen-dent of the ground-focus partition of the sentence. As has already been discussed in Sec-tions 2.5.4 & 2.5.5 English uses intonation to encode both the ground-focus partition of asentence as well as other pragmatic aspects of `new', independent of Information Packaging.Since Greek uses word order for Information Packaging, it is not surprising that word orderis also used to encode given/new distinctions orthogonal to Information Packaging.Let us now turn to the use of word order for encoding Information Packaging in sentenceswith a subordinate clause. In a context where the embedded link functions as the topic ofthe whole utterance, the best answer is the one in which the embedded topic is extracted atthe beginning of the matrix clause:



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 72(2.90) Tiwhat ipesaid-3sg yafor tothe Yani?Yani-acc`What did s/he say about Yani?'a. ?@ipesaid-3sg otithat tothe YaniYani-acc thawill toncl-acc dioksun�re`S/he said they are going to �re Yani'b. tothe YaniYani-acc ipesaid-3sg otithat thawill toncl-acc dioksun�re`S/he said they are going to �re Yani'Example (2.90b) is the preferred answer to the question in (2.90). Again, the InformationStructure of the subordinate clause is indistinguishable from that of the matrix clause. Inaddition, unlike (2.90a) or (2.89a), example (2.90b) is an infelicitous answer to the questionin (2.89). The contrasts in the felicity conditions of (2.90a&2.89a) and (2.90b), indicate that,while word order is used both for Information Packaging and other pragmatic purposes, theactual permutations used for each case are not identical.Finally, it should be noted that, unlike foci, recursive topics are possible:(2.91) a. tathe vivliabooks-acc tuthe YaniYani-gen tuhim-cl.gen tathem-cl.acc stilamesent-3pl [F[F htesyesterdaytothe proi]morning]`We sent the books to Yanis yesterday morning.'b. tuthe YaniYani-gen tuhim-cl.gen ipesaid-3sg otithat tathe vivliabooks-acc tuhim-cl.gen tathem-cl.accstilamesent-3pl [F[F htesyesterday tothe proi]morning]`S/he told Yanis that we sent him the books yesterday morning.'Example (2.91a) has two preposed topics whereas in (2.91b) there is one topic in the matrixand one in the embedded clause. Compare (2.91) with (2.75&2.77) which illustrate theungrammaticality of recursive foci. However, even though recursive topics are possible, theInformation Structure of both examples (2.91) remains non-recursive. In (2.91b) the two



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 73topics may appear in two di�erent clauses but they both belong to the ground part of thesentence, which contains material from both the matrix and the subordinate clause.2.7 Association with focus: the independence of InformationStructure from semanticsIt has been argued that the focus part of a sentence provides the nucleus of various semanticoperators (Krifka 1991; Partee 1991; Rooth 1996). This argument is based on examples likethe following:(2.92) a. Mary always took john to the movies.b. Mary always took John to the movies.c. Mary always took John to the movies. (Partee 1991:ex.7)(2.93) a. John only introduced Bill to sue.b. John only introduced bill to Sue. (Partee 1991:ex.8)In (2.92&2.93), the operators always and only are associated with the accented/focused el-ement that functions as the nucleus of the operator [similar examples can be constructedwith even, also, counterfactuals, frequency adverbs and modals (Partee 1991; Rooth 1996)].One of the main arguments for the independence of Information Structure from semantics isthat Information Packaging does not a�ect the propositional content of a sentence. However,in the examples in (2.92&2.93) di�erent associations with focus yield di�erent propositionalcontent. These examples suggest that focus can a�ect truth conditions.The belief that pragmatic focus interacts directly with the propositional content of sen-tences has led to the proposal that focus is a semantic operator that interacts in various wayswith other semantic operators (Krifka 1991; Rooth 1996). These analyses di�er from the oneproposed in Vallduv�� (1992) in an important way. Focus is treated as a semantic rather thanpragmatic phenomenon. Roughly, focus is represented at the level of LF together with otherlogico-semantic phenomena. Vallduv�� (1992) and Vallduv�� & Zacharski (1994) acknowledge



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 74that very often, focus provides the nucleus of various semantic operators. However, they showthat this is not always the case and the two phenomena are distinct|see also Kuhn (1997)who reaches the same conclusion based on quanti�cational adverbials in German. They �rstnote that only may be associated with a subpart of focus, as in the following example:(2.94) [F There's only a month till christmas now]. (Vallduv�� & Zacharski 1994:ex.11)In (2.94) only is associated with month. Month is within the focus, but it is not the focus ofthe sentence. Moreover, it does not carry any pitch accent.Further, semantic operators may be associated with ground elements. In (2.95) only isassociated with the link, John:(2.95) John and Mary know the Amazon quite well,but only John's [F been to the cities in Brazil.] (Vallduv�� & Zacharski 1994:ex.28)Similarly, in the context of (2.96), the operator only is associated with a ground element, Bill.Compare (2.96) with (2.93a) where only is associated with Sue:(2.96) Who did John only introduce Bill to?John only introduced Bill to sue. (Vallduv�� 1992:ex.286)Finally, always in (2.97) is associated with John, rather than Mary. Compare (2.97) with(2.92c):(2.97) Who always took john to the movies?mary always took John to the movies. (Vallduv�� & Zacharski 1994:ex.9)In conclusion, examples (2.94-2.97) show that the generalisation that pragmatic focusprovides the nucleus for semantic operators is not a valid one. In e�ect, the analyses based onthis generalisation, that treat focus as a semantic operator are not adopted here. By contrast,examples (2.94-2.97) indicate the independence of Information Structure from semantics.



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 752.8 Wh-questions and focusIn this section I will discuss the relation of wh-phrases and focused elements and presentsome facts that will be important for the analyses presented in Chapter 3. For a discussionof similar phenomena in English see, among others, Chafe (1983); Culicover & Rochemont(1983); Erteschik-Shir (1986); Rooth (1996).2.8.1 Similarities and di�erencesPhonological factsLike focused elements, wh-phrases in Greek Wh-questions are associated with the nuclearaccent. In this respect, the wh-phrase in (2.98b) is on a par with the focused phrase in(2.98a):(2.98) a. tothe yaniYani-acc idasaw-1sg stoat-the sinemacinema`I saw Yanis at the cinema.'b. pionwho-acc idessaw-2sg stoat-the sinema?cinema`Who did you see at the cinema?Echo Wh-questions have a di�erent prosodic pattern, the main characteristic of which is thataccent does not fall on the wh-phrase. Unlike canonical Wh-questions (2.99a), the accent inthe echo question in (2.99b) falls at the rightmost element, Yanis:(2.99) a. Canonical Wh-question:pionwho-acc idesaw-3sg othe Yanis?Yani-nom`Who did Yanis see?'b. Echo Wh-question:pionwho-acc idesaw-3sg othe yanis?Yani-nom`Yanis saw who?'



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 76Recursiveness in canonical Wh-questionsRecursive wh-phrases are, in general, ungrammatical:(2.100) a. *pioswho-nom idesaw-3sg pion/pion?who-acc`Who saw who?'b. *pioswho-nom ipesaid-3sg otithat edosangave-3pl pia/piawhich vivlia?books`Who said that they gave which books?'The unavailability of recursive wh-phrases is on a par with the unavailability of recursive foci.Compare (2.100) with (2.101) displaying recursive foci:(2.101) a. *othe yanisYanis-nom idesaw-3sg tonthe petroPetros-acc`Yanis saw Petros.'b. *othe yanisYanis-nom ipesaid-3sg otithat edosangave-3pl tathe mithistorimatanovels`Yanis said that they gave the novels.'However, recursive appearance of wh-phrases is possible in examples like the following:(2.102) pioswho-nom kseriknow-3sg pia/*piawhich vivliabooks tusthem-cl edosan?gave-3pl`Who knows which books they gave them?'Note though, that the embedded wh-phrase in (2.102) does not take matrix scope. The answerto (2.102) can only be Yanis not Yanis the novels. The presence of the embedded wh-phraseseems to satisfy subcategorisation requirements. This holds even if both wh-phrases involvedbelong to the embedded clause9:(2.103) piowhich vivliobook kserisknow-2sg pioswho-nom stoyou-it-cl stile?send-3sg`Which book do you know who sent?'Thus, even when recursive wh-phrases are present, only one of them can acquire wide scope.9Example (2.103) is rather awkward. Despite its oddness, it is only the extracted wh-phrase that takesmatrix scope.



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 77Recursive readings in echo questionsEcho questions present an exception to the generalisation that only one wh-phrase may takewide scope. Multiple wh-readings are possible in the echo-questions in (2.104). Note as wellthat in the echo questions the accent falls on the last wh-phrase (2.104):(2.104) a. pioswho-nom idesaw-3sg pion?who-acc`Who saw who?'b. pioswho-nom ipesaid-3sg otithat edosangave-3pl piawhich vivlia?books`Who said that they gave which books?'c. pioswho-nom ithelewanted-3sg nato stilumesend-1pl pionwho-acc stisto-the Vrikseles?Brussels?`Who wanted to send who to Brussels?'Compare the above with (2.100a&b). A felicitous answer to (2.104a) is John saw Maria andPeter Suzan not just John. Similarly for (2.104b&c).However, not all instances of echo-questions allow multiple readings:(2.105) pioswho-nom kseriknow-3sg piawhich vivliabooks tusthem-cl edosan?gave-3pl`Who knows which books they gave them? (echo)'The answer to (2.105) is just John. As in (2.102), the embedded wh-phrase satis�es subcate-gorisation requirements and cannot take matrix scope.Embedded Wh-questionsLet us now turn to embedded Wh-questions. Consider the following examples:(2.106) rotiseasked-3sg pioswho-nom idesaw-3sg pionwho-acc`S/he asked who saw who.'(2.107) Mporiscan-2sg nato mume-cl pistell-2sg pioswho-nom ithelewanted-3sg nato stilumesend-1pl pionwho-acc stisto-the Vrikseles?Brussels?`Can you tell me who wanted (us) to send who to Brussels?'



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 78A felicitous continuation of (2.106) is they told him that John saw Mary and Peter Suzan, butnot just John. Similarly for (2.107).However, the embedded questions below do not allow multiple readings:(2.108) thelowant-1sg nato mathislearn-2sg pioswho-nom kseriknow-3sg piawhich omadateam thawill kerdisiwin-3sg`I want you to �nd out who knows which team will win.'(2.109) rotiseasked-3sg pioswho-nom kseriknow-3sg piawhich vivliabooks tusthem-cl stilanesend-3pl`S/he asked who knows which books they sent.'Example (2.108) could be paraphrased as I want you to �nd out who knows the winning team,not as I want you to �nd out who knows the winning team and which is the winning team.Similarly, (2.109) could be followed by and they told him John does.The contrast between (2.106&2.107) and (2.108&2.109) could be explained on the tentativeassumption that the embedded questions in (2.106&2.107) are echo ones. This assumptionis supported by the fact that the matrix echo questions in (2.104), which correspond to theembedded questions in (2.106&2.107) allow multiple readings. By contrast, the matrix echoquestion in (2.105), which corresponds to (2.109) does not allow a multiple reading.In conclusion, wh-phrases in canonical Wh-questions share various properties with focus.In particular, like foci, they attract the nuclear accent and are not recursive. By contrast,wh-phrases in echo Wh-questions do not behave as foci. They are not accented and mayappear recursively.2.8.2 Incompatibility of focus and Wh-questionsRizzi (1995) and Tsimpli (1995) observe, for Italian and Greek respectively, that focus isimpossible in Wh-questions:(2.110) a. *A gianni che cosa hai detto (, non a Piero)?`To Gianni what did you tell (, not Piero)?' (Rizzi 1995:ex.25a)



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 79b. *pioswho-nom nomizithink-3sg tothe-acc yaniYani-acc otithat ide?saw-3sg`Who thinks that s/he saw Yani?'c. *seto pionwho-acc nomizisthink-2sg tothe-acc vivliobook-acc otithat edose?gave-3sg`To whom do you think that s/he gave the book?'(Tsimpli 1996:ex.13a-b, p.7))d. *pioswho-nom milisetalked-2sg stoto-the yaniYani-acc`Who spoke to Yanis?'However, compare (2.66a) repeated here as (2.111) with (2.110):(2.111) pioswho-nom tusthem-cl ipesaid-3sg otithat thawill stilumesend-1pl tothe yaniYani-acc stisto-the Vrikseles?Brussels?`Who told them we are going to send Yanis to Brussels?'According to native speakers' intuitions Yani is stressed in (2.111). Note though, that, aspointed out in Section 2.5.5, the accent on Yani does not convey new/updating information.Rather, it expresses a surprise or possibly contrastive reading which, as already argued, isindependent of the ground focus partition. In fact, it is not clear what it would mean for aWh-question to have update-focus, since a question seems to require rather than contributeinformation in the discourse. Thus, what Rizzi (1995) and Tsimpli (1995) seem to interpretas potential focus in a Wh-question is surprise/contrastive readings like the one present in(2.111). The question that arises then, is why this kind of reading is unavailable for (2.110).The badness of the Greek examples at least, cannot be attributed to the incompatibility ofWh-questions with surprise/contrastive readings (`focus' for Rizzi and Tsimpli) since such areading is present in the grammatical (2.111). The explanation seems to lie in the phonology10.Ladd et al. (1998) argue that questions in Greek may involve a main, nuclear accent and asecondary one. Note that the strings in (2.110) are much shorter than those in (2.111).It seems that, at least the Greek examples in (2.110) are bad because there is not enough10I owe most of the material presented in this section to a very helpful discussion with D.R.Ladd and InekeMennen. Any misinterpretations of their suggestions remain mine.



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 80`phonological space' to allow the development of a secondary accent. By contrast, this spaceis available in (2.111).We are left with the question of what is the nuclear accent of (2.111). This examplecontains a main, nuclear accent and a secondary one. Recall that, according to the de�nitionsmentioned in Section 2.3, nuclear accent refers to `the syllable in a tone unit which carriesmaximal prominence, usually due to a major pitch change' (Crystal 1991:p.238). De�nitionsof this kind do not clarify whether prominence is based on phonetic facts or perception. Ifprominence is decided on the basis of phonetic facts, then deciding what the nuclear accentis in (2.111) amounts to deciding which of the two accents, is `phonetically' more prominent.From this point of view, it is perhaps best to assume that the nuclear accent in (2.111) isassociated with the wh-phrase.However, in this example, speakers perceive Yani as the most stressed/prominent phrase,not the wh-phrase. If the notion of prominence relies on speakers' perception, then the nu-clear accent in (2.111) should be associated with the secondary accent that falls on Yani. Thisassumption would imply that prominence, arises from the interaction of both phonetic fac-tors and interpretational ones|which entity is viewed as the most informative/expected etc.Though the phonological details are of no immediate interest here, a clear notion of nuclearaccent is crucial to any theory that associates update focus with nuclear accent placement.Wh-phrases as the focus of Wh-questionsThe close correspondence between the wh-phrase and the focused elements in question-answerpairs has given rise to the hypothesis that wh-phrases instantiate the focus of Wh-questions(Culicover & Rochemont 1983; Brody 1990). This hypothesis is particularly appealing in thecase of Greek, given that, like foci, wh-phrases in Greek bear the nuclear accent. However,this hypothesis is faced with problems, some of which I will discuss below with particularreference to Greek.The assumption that wh-phrases in Greek are focused lies on their association with nuclearaccent. However, this hypothesis could not be extended to English Wh-questions. In principle,Wh-questions in both languages should have the same Information Structure. If wh-phrasesare focused in Greek, they should be focused in English. An explanation should be provided forwhy wh-phrases in English are not accented. Thus, the association of wh-phrases with nuclear



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 81accent does not support their interpretation as focused constituents. Rather, it suggests thataccent should not be always associated with informational focus. Wh-questions are not theonly case in which accent is not associated with update focus. As shown in Section 2.5.5,accent in both English and Greek is often employed to mark informative/unexpected elements.It is possible that accent in Greek Wh-questions is used for similar purposes. However, thisuse of accent is orthogonal to its use for encoding the ground-focus partition.The parallel between wh-phrases and foci with respect to recursiveness could also beexplained on the assumption that wh-phrases are foci. However, this assumption would notexplain why recursive wh-phrases are possible in echo questions (and in English canonicalWh-questions).The �nal objection to the hypothesis that wh-phrases realise the focused constituent ofa Wh-question is of a theoretical nature. According to the de�nition of focus adopted inthis study, questions are not expected to have a focus-segment. Focus contributes updatinginformation to the hearer's information state. Questions, at least in most cases, do not aimat updating the hearer's information state. In this respect, they are not expected to containa focus segment.2.9 ConclusionsIn this chapter I have shown how word order and accent placement are employed in Greek toencode Information Packaging. The three constructions that will concern us in the followingchapters, Focus-movement, Topicalisation and CLLD, are central to the realisation of speci�cinstruction types. In particular, Focus-movement instantiates a (link)-focus-ground instruc-tion. It involves the extraction of the focused constituent to a preverbal position and accentshift to this position. Topicalisation and CLLD are both employed for the realisation of linksand involve a link-focus-(ground) instruction.A conclusion that will be of crucial importance in the discussion that follows in Chapter 3is that of the independence of Information Structure from the other levels of grammar. Theevidence drawn from embedded clauses shows that Information Structure is not sensitive tothe recursive organisation of syntactic structures. In addition, a closer investigation of therole of information focus in phenomena of association with focus leads to the conclusion thatinformation focus does not a�ect the truth conditions of sentences. Information Structure is



CHAPTER 2. INFORMATION PACKAGING 82therefore independent of the semantics of sentences. Thus, the view adopted in this study isthat Information Structure involves a distinct level of grammar. The analysis of the discourse-syntax interface I will present in Chapter 5 builds on this assumption.



Chapter 3Discourse Con�gurationalApproaches3.1 IntroductionWork on the syntax of Topicalisation, CLLD and Focus-movement has widely acknowledgedthe discourse import of these structures and is characterised by an attempt to integrate thediscourse functions of topic and focus into the grammar as well as to account for the syntacticproperties of these structures. Discourse Con�gurational approaches represent the dominanttendency in the literature.With respect to the �rst objective, the integration of topic and focus in the grammar,Discourse Con�gurational approaches hold that topic and focus are encoded in Phrase Struc-ture through distinct functional projections. Topics and foci move to preverbal positions ofthe syntactic tree to check their discourse features.With respect to the second objective, the account of the syntactic properties of the rel-evant structures, Discourse Con�gurational approaches associate Topicalisation, CLLD andFocus-movement with three distinct syntactic operations. Both Focus-movement and Top-icalisation involve movement but they di�er in that Focus-movement is quanti�cational innature, whereas Topicalisation is anaphoric. No movement is involved in CLLD; rather, thedislocated phrase is base-generated at its surface position.In this chapter I present some representative examples of the Discourse Con�gurationalapproaches. In order to facilitate the presentation, I �rst summarise some syntactic properties83



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 84of Topicalisation, CLLD and Focus-movement that have been central to the discussion of thesestructures1.3.1.1 SimilaritiesTopicalisation, Focus-movement and CLLD have in common the following syntactic properties(the examples in this section are from Greek, unless stated otherwise):i) Crosslinguistically, all three constructions involve long distance extraction:(3.1) a. Focus-movementtinthe-acc parastasiperformance ipansaid-3pl otithat skinothetisedirected-3sg othe-nomDimitrisDimitris-nom PotamitisPotamitis-nom`They said that Dimitris Potamitis directed the performance.'b. Topicalisationtinthe-acc parastasiperformance anakinosanannounced-3pl otithat thawill skinothetisidirect-3sg othe-nomDimitrisDimitris-nompotamitisPotamitis-nom`They announced that Dimitris Potamitis will direct the performance.'c. Clitic Left Dislocationtinthe-acc parastasiperformance ipansaid-3pl otithat thawill tiher-cl skinothetisidirect-3sg othe-nomDimitrisDimitris-nompotamitisPotamitis-nom`They said that Dimitris Potamitis will direct the performance.'For similar examples in other languages see Kiss (1995a), Cinque (1990), Dobrovie-Sorin(1990), San�lippo (1990), Ho�man (1995) and Balari (in press) among others.ii) Crosslinguistically, all three constructions obey strong islands:1Part of the material presented in this chapter appears in Alexopoulou (1998a).



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 85(3.2) a. Focus-movement*tothe yaniYani-acc e�ganleft-3pl norisearly giaso-as nato apo�gunavoid-3pl`They left early so as to avoid Yanis.'b. Topicalisation*tinthe-acc parastasiperformance agnounnot-know-3pl tonthe-acc kalitehniartist-acc puthat skinothetisedirected-3sg`They do not know the artist that directed the performance.'c. Clitic Left Dislocation*tothe YaniYani-acc sinadisamet-1sg tinthe-acc kopelagirl-acc puthat tonhim-cl idesaw-3sg`I met the girl that saw Yanis.'In (3.2a) the object is extracted out of a sentential adjunct clause, while (3.2b-c) illustrateComplex Noun Phrase (CNP) violations. See also Kiss (1995a), Cinque (1990), Dobrovie-Sorin (1990), San�lippo (1990), Ho�man (1995) and Balari (in press).iii) In Greek, in all three constructions the extracted XP may appear on either side of thecomplementiser oti:(3.3) a. Focus-movementipesaid-3sg (to(the yani)Yani-acc) otithat (to yani)(the ideYani-acc) stosaw-3sg sinemaat-the cinema`S/he said that s/he saw Yanis at the cinema.'b. Topicalisationmasus-gen ipesaid-3sg (me(with kokinired mpoya)paint) otithat (me(with kokinired mpoya)paint) thawill vapsoumepaint-1pltathe parathirawindows`S/he said that we will paint the windows with red paint.'



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 86c. Clitic Left Dislocationmume-gen ipesaid-3sg (ta(the klidia)keys-acc) otithat (ta(the klidia)keys-acc) tathem-cl edosegave-3sg stito-themariaMaria`S/he told me that she gave the keys to Maria.'Though topics/links in Topicalisation or CLLD constructions can appear before oti, they arepreferred after the complementiser.iv) None of the three constructions blocks selection by a higher verb as illustrated in (3.3)and (3.4):(3.4) a. Focus-movementrotiseasked-3sg tothe yaniYani-acc pioswho-nom idesaw-3sg stoat-the sinemacinema`S/he asked who saw Yanis.'b. Topicalisationrotiseasked-3sg mewith autathese tathe leftamoney tiwhat mporiscan-2sg nato agorasisbuy-2sg`S/he asked what you can buy with this money.'c. Clitic Left Dislocationrotiseasked-3sg tathe isitiriatickets-acc pioswho-nom tathem-cl petaksethrew-3sg`S/he asked who threw away the tickets.'The matrix verb rotise can select the indirect question despite the intervening XP betweenrotise and pios. The same is true of the following examples from Italian:(3.5) a. Mi domando, il premio Nobel, a chi lo potrebbero dare`I wonder, the Nobel Prize, to whom they could give it.'b. ?Mi domando a gianni che cosa abbiano detto (, non a Piero)`I wonder to gianni what they said (, not to Piero).' (Rizzi 1995:fn 18)



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 87v) None of the three constructions creates islands for extraction:(3.6) a. Focus-movementrotiseasked-3sg pioswho-nom nomizisthink{2sg tithe mariaMaria-acc otithat thawould psi�zevote-3sg`S/he asked who you think would vote for Maria.'b. Topicalisationpioswho-nom ipanesaid-3pl aftithis tinthe askisiexercise-acc otithat denot thawill tinit-cl kataferimake mewith tipotanothing`Who did they say will not be able to solve this exercise by any means?'c. Clitic Left Dislocationpioswho-nom nomizisthink-2sg tithe MariaMaria-acc otithat thaher-cl tinvote{3sg psi�ze`Who do you think would vote for Maria?' (Iatridou 1995)In examples (3.6) the extraction of the embedded XP does not a�ect Wh-movement. This isalso true of CLLD in Italian (Section 3.3.3).Thus, with respect to i-v, Focus-movement, Topicalisation and CLLD exhibit the sameproperties.3.1.2 Some di�erencesWeak Crossover E�ectsCrosslinguistically, Focus-movement gives rise to weak crossover e�ects, while Topicalisationand CLLD do not (Cinque 1990; Dobrovie-Sorin 1990; Iatridou 1995; Kiss 1995a; Lasnik &Stowell 1991; Tsimpli 1995; Tsiplakou 1998; Vallduv�� 1995). Examples (3.7a) and (3.7c) showFocus-movement and CLLD in Greek while (3.7b) shows Topicalisation in English:(3.7) a. Focus-movementtothe-acc Yani�i=jYani-acc agapalove-3sg ithe-nom manamother-nom tuihis`His mother loves Yani.'



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 88b. TopicalisationJohni, hisi mother really likes ti. (Rizzi 1995:ex.30)c. Clitic Left Dislocationtothe-acc YaniiYani-acc tonihim-acc agapailove-3sg ithe-nom manamother-nom tuihis`His mother loves Yani.'In (3.7a) the possessive pronoun tu cannot be coindexed with the focused NP to Yani. Bycontrast, the possessive tu in (3.7c) and his in (3.7b) are coindexed with the preposed objectNPs.It is worth pointing out that the order of constituents does not a�ect wco in Greek. Insitu focus equally gives rise to wco (3.8a), whereas coindexing is allowed in Clitic Doublingconstructions (3.8b):(3.8) a. FocusIthe-nom manamother-nom tuihis agapailove-3sg tothe-acc Yani�i=jYani-acc`His mother loves Yani.'b. Clitic DoublingIthe-nom manamother-nom tuihis tonihim-acc agapailove-3sg tothe-acc YaniiYani-acc`His mother loves Yani.'The examples in (3.8) are on a par with (3.7) with respect to wco.Parasitic gapsFocus-movement and Topicalisation license parasitic gaps (p-gaps). The following show p-gaps in Focus-movement in Greek (3.9), Topicalisation in English (3.10a) and Topicalisationin Hungarian (3.10b):(3.9) Focus-movementtothe yaniYani-acc apelisan�red-3pl horiswithout napart (ton)him-cl proidopiisunwarning-3pl`They �red Yani without warning (him).'



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 89(3.10) Topicalisationa. The paperi we �led ti before we could read ti.b. Egya iratotipaper-acc elvesztettunkwe-lost ti,ti mielottbefore elolvastunk-volnawe-had-read titi`A paper, we lost before we had read.' (Kiss 1995b:ex.81)Unlike Focus-movement and Topicalisation, CLLD does not license p-gaps (Iatridou 1995;Kolliakou 1991; Schneider-Zioga 1994; Tsimpli 1995). In (3.11) below the omission of theclitic is ungrammatical:(3.11) Clitic Left Dislocationtonthe PetroPetros-acc tonhim-cl apelisan�red-3pl horiswithout napart *(ton)him-cl proidopiisunwarn-3pl`They �red Petros without warning.'As in Greek CLLD does not license p-gaps in Italian (Section 3.3.3) and Romanian (Section3.4.1).RecursivenessAs already discussed in Sections 2.6.1|2.6.3, recursive topics are available , but recursive fociare not.Compatibility with Wh-questionsVarious authors claim that focused constituents are illicit in matrix Wh-questions. This claimis based on examples like (3.12a) from Italian and (3.12b) from Greek:(3.12) a. Focus-movement:A gianni che cosa hai detto (, non a Piero)?`To Gianni what did you tell (, not Piero)?' (Rizzi 1995:ex.25a)b. *tiwhat ipessaid-2sg stoto-the yaniYani-acc`What did you say to Yanis?



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 90As discussed in Section 2.8.2, what Rizzi (1995) and Tsimpli (1995) describe as potentialfocus in (3.12) is the availability of a contrastive/surprise reading for Gianni or Yanis. Asargued, such readings are available in Greek Wh-questions involving longer strings (2.111).In Section 2.8.2, I attributed the ungrammaticality of (3.12b) to phonological reasons ratherthan to the incompatibility of Wh-questions with focus/contrastive readings. However, forthe sake of the presentation of the analysis of Rizzi (1995) and Tsimpli (1995), I will assumein the subsequent sections that examples (3.12) suggest that focus is incompatible with Wh-questions.Rizzi (1995) and Tsimpli (1995) note that, unlike matrix Wh-questions, indirect onesallow focused constituents as shown in (3.4a) and in (3.5a).On the other hand, topics are compatible with both matrix and indirect Wh-questions.The following illustrate Topicalisation (3.13a) and CLLD (3.13b) in Greek matrixWh-questions:(3.13) a. Topicalisationmewith kokinired mpoyapaint piawhich parathirawindows thawill vapsumepaint-1pl`Which windows will we paint with red paint?'b. CLLDtonthe-acc AleksandroAleksandro-acc pioswho-nom thawill tonhim-cl paritake-3sg tilefonotelephone`Who is going to phone Aleksandros?'CLLD is compatible with Wh-questions in Italian as well:(3.14) A Gianni, che cosa gli hai detto?`To Gianni, what did you tell him?' (Rizzi 1995:ex.24a)3.1.3 Left Dislocation vs. TopicalisationA distinction important for the discussion that follows is that between Left Dislocation andTopicalisation. In English, the former involves a resumptive pronoun (3.15a) but the latter a



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 91gap (3.15b):(3.15) a. (As for) those books, I gave them to my brother long ago.b. Those books I gave to my brother long ago.In both constructions the preposed XP functions as a link/topic (Cinque 1990; King 1995).However, they di�er in their syntactic properties. Crucially, unlike Topicalisation, Left Dis-location is insensitive to strong islands:(3.16) a. (As for) books like that, I would be surprised to meet anyone who liked them.b. *Books like that I would be surprised to meet anyone who liked.In languages with case marking, there are often case mismatches in Left Dislocation but notin Topicalisation. For example, in Russian, left dislocated objects may appear in nominativeand be coindexed with resumptive pronouns in accusative (King 1995). In languages whereresumptive pronouns may appear either as clitics/weak or strong/tonic pronouns, it is harderto distinguish Left Dislocation from CLLD/Topicalisation. In Italian Left Dislocation, the leftdislocated element may be coindexed with a strong/tonic pronoun whereas CLLD obligatorilyinvolves a clitic (Cinque 1990). In Greek, it is hard to substantiate the distinction betweenCLLD and Left Dislocation, as objects dislocated to the left cannot be coindexed with astrong/tonic pronoun alone. CLLD can be distinguished from Left Dislocation only on thebasis of intonation. Example (3.2c), indicating that CLLD obeys strong islands, can improveto full acceptability if uttered with a comma intonation break after the dislocated object.However, the contrast between Topicalisation and Left Dislocation becomes clearer onceadjuncts are considered:(3.17) a. *stoto-the LondinoLondon kseroknow-1sg kapionsomebody-acc puthat menilive-3sg`I know somebody who lives in London.'b. stoto-the LondinoLondon kseroknow-1sg kapionsomebody-acc puthat menilive-3sg ekithere`I know somebody who lives in London.'The adjunct, sto Londino, cannot be extracted out of the relative clause in (3.17a). In(3.17b), where the adverbial is coindexed with eki the example is grammatical. Again, there



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 92is an intonational break after Londino in (3.17b). However, a similar intonation break in(3.17a) cannot improve the acceptability of this example.To summarise Sections 3.1.1{3.1.3, topics (in Topicalisation and CLLD constructions) andfoci exhibit the same properties with respect to extraction possibilities. However, they di�erwith respect to wco e�ects, the licensing of p-gaps, recursive occurence and, according to someauthors, compatibility with matrix Wh-questions. On the other hand, all three constructionsdi�er from Left Dislocation with respect to subjacency violations. Topicalisation, CLLD andFocus movement are sensitive to strong islands, but Left Dislocation is not. Finally, as inTopicalisation and CLLD, the preposed XP in Left Dislocation is a link/topic.My presentation of the literature on this subject consists of two parts. In Section 3.2 Idiscuss work on Focus-movement and Topicalisation. In Section 3.3 I present various accountsfor CLLD and its relation to Topicalisation.3.2 Focus-TopicalisationBy and large, the literature shares the intuition that Focus-movement instantiates A-barmovement, which is quanti�cational in nature while Topicalisation involves A-movementwhich is anaphoric in nature2The distinction between quanti�cational and anaphoric move-ment is drawn in Lasnik & Stowell (1991). As this distinction underlies the analysis ofFocus-movement and Topicalisation, I start with the proposal of Lasnik & Stowell (1991)in Section 3.2.1. Next, in Sections 3.2.2{3.2.5, I present Kiss (1995b), Rizzi (1995), Tsim-pli (1995) who discuss Focus-movement and Topicalisation in Hungarian, Italian and Greekrespectively.3.2.1 Quanti�cational vs. Referential Operators: Lasnik & Stowell 1991The Weak Crossover E�ect (wco) has been considered a syntactic re
ex of quanti�cation (Lar-son & Segal 1995; Lasnik & Stowell 1991). This generalisation belongs to Lasnik & Stowell(1991) who drew attention to the fact that weak crossover e�ects are present only in a subsetof instances of A-bar movement (i.e. movement to non-argument positions (Haegeman 1991)).In particular, Wh-movement and Quanti�er Raising (QR) are sensititive to wco, wheras Top-icalisation, Tough Movement and Parasitic Gap constructions are not. Examples (3.18&3.19)2As will be shown in the following sections, A-movement corresponds to A-bar-anaphoric movement in Las-nik & Stowell's terms and to NP-movement in Kiss's terms. A-bar-movement is A-bar-quanti�cational move-ment for Lasnik & Stowell; Kiss and Tsimpli refer to A-bar-movement as Operator-movement. Crucially, A-bar/Operator/A-bar-quanti�cational movement involves quanti�cation whereas A/NP/A-bar-anaphoric move-ment involves an anaphoric operator.



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 93show some of the cases they discuss; examples (3.18) show the LF representations of a Wh-question and a QR construction:(3.18) a. *Whoi [IP does [NP hisi boss] [V P dislike ti]]?b. *No mani [IP [NP hisi friends] should [V P mistreat ti]](Lasnik & Stowell 1991:ex.13b-d)(3.19) a. [Johni [NOi [ I believe hisi mother loves ei]]]b. [Johni should be easy for [hisi wife] [NOi [PRO to love ei]]](Lasnik & Stowell 1991:ex.33a,28a)In (3.18) the pronoun his cannot be bound by the wh-phrase who or the phrase no man. Bycontrast, John can bind his in (3.19). While all structures in (3.18&3.19) instantiate A-barmovement, only Wh-movement and QR induce wco e�ects. Topicalisation (3.19a) and ToughMovement (3.19b) allow binding.Lasnik & Stowell (1991) propose that wco arises only in the presence of a True Quanti�er,which is de�ned as follows (QP stands for Quanti�er Phrase):� `...a true QP is composed of a quanti�er Q and a nominal term T de�ning a range Rthat Q quanti�es over, such that R is a possibly nonsingleton set. For instance, inthe true QP which man, Q is which, T is man, and R is a set of two or more men...'The wh-phrase in (3.18a) and the quanti�er in (3.18b) are True Quanti�ers and, therefore,give rise to wco. The ungrammaticality of coindexing in (3.18) is a consequence of the followingprinciples:I. In a con�guration where a pronoun P and a trace T are both bound by a quanti�er Q,T must c-command P.II. There is a bijective correspondence between variables and A-bar positions(i.e. each operator must A-bar bind exactly one variable, and each variable must beA-bar bound by exactly one operator).They also assume Chomsky's de�nition of a variable:III. � is a variable i� � is locally A-bar bound and in an A-position.



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 94Note that (III) makes no distinction between empty categories and pronouns. So, in (3.18)both the pronoun and the trace qualify as variables, as they appear in A-positions. As thetrace does not c-command the pronoun, coindexing cannot be licensed by I. Further, the Qcannot bind both the trace and the pronoun because this would violate II. Thus, the onlygrammatical structure for (3.18) is one in which the Q binds the empty category and thepronoun is locally free.By contrast, no Q is present in (3.19). For these cases Lasnik & Stowell (1991) assume aNull Operator which is of referential nature. Unlike the wh-phrase or the QP in (3.18), theNP John in (3.19) has speci�c reference, the individual `John'. In the absence of a Q, noneof the principles of the grammar blocks coindexing between John, his and e.Lasnik & Stowell (1991) discuss the presence of wco e�ects in focus constructions fromEnglish:(3.20) a. Hisi mother shot Johni.b. *Hisi mother shot johni.c. Hisi mother bought a picture of Johni. (Lasnik & Stowell 1991:ex.82a-c)They note: `From the perspective of our theory 82b [3.20b here] is surprising...the focusedNP does not seem to be a true Qunanti�er'[p.716]. To circumvent this, they propose that thefocused NP contains a covert operator only, `which carries the semantic import of focusing'[p.716].In sum, Lasnik & Stowell (1991) propose that wco is expected only in the presence of aquanti�er. Wco in Focus-structures indicates that focus is a quanti�er on a par with wh-phrases and quanti�ers. The absence of wco e�ects in Topicalisation structures indicatesabsence of a quanti�er and is attributed to a referential operator.3.2.2 Kiss (1995): Focus movement and Topicalisation in HungarianTopicalisation and Focus-movement is also attested in Hungarian:(3.21) a. JanosJohn EvatEve-acc vartawaited athe mozicinema elottin-front-of`John waited for eve in front of the cinema.'



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 95b. EvatEve-acc JanosJohn vartawaited athe mozicinema elottin-front-of`Eve was waited for by john in front of the cinema.'c. athe mozicinema elottin-front-of JanosJohn vartawaited EvatEve-acc`In front of the cinema, John waited for Eve.' (Kiss 1995b:ex.2)As shown in (3.21), XPs can be topicalised or undergo Focus-movement irrespective of gram-matical function.Kiss associates focus and topic with preverbal positions in the syntactic tree. She assumesthe following clause structure for Hungarian:(3.22) CP� � � HHHC TP� � � HHHSpec T0� � � HHHT VP� � HHSpec V0� � HHV XP� (Kiss 1995b:ex.9)Topics appear at the Speci�er position of the Tense Phrase (TP) and focus at the Speci�erof VP. As both Topicalisation and Focus-movement obey strong islands and license p-gapsin Hungarian, Kiss assumes that they both instantiate movement. Topicalisation involves arelation of predication between the moved XP and the clause; no quanti�er/operator is presentin this structure. Focus-movement is Operator-movement3 on a par with Wh-movement andQuanti�er Raising. The quanti�cational nature of focus is supported by the presence of3A-bar-quanti�cational movement in the terms of Lasnik & Stowell (1991).



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 96wco e�ects in Focus-movement (Kiss 1995b). Further, the quanti�cational nature of focus isevident in examples like (3.23) in which focus creates scope:(3.23) a. JanosJohn marivalMary-with valoszinulikely hogythat talalkozottmet`It is Mary that John is likely to have met.'b. JanosJohn valoszinulikely hogythat marivalMary-with talalkozottmet`John is likely to have met Mary.' (Kiss 1995b:ex.48)In (3.23a) the focused NP, Marival, takes scope over valoszinu whereas in (3.23b) it appearswithin the scope of valoszinu. She proposes that `Focusing.....moves a constituent from anargument position into an operator position fromwhich the moved constituent will c-commandits scope' (Kiss 1995b:p.223).3.2.3 Rizzi (1995): Discourse Functional ProjectionsRizzi (1995) extends Phrase Structure with two preverbal Functional Projections hostingtopics and foci [see also Brody (1990) for similar views]. The following tree illustrates hisanalysis:



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 97(3.24) TopP�� � � � HHHHTopic Top0� � � � HHHHTop0 FocP� � � � HHHHFocus Foc0� � � � HHHHFoc0 TopP�� � � � HHHHTopic Top0� � � HHHTop0 FinP� � � HHHSpec Fin0� � HHFin0 IP(Rizzi 1995:ex.41)Topics and foci move to the Speci�er of the Topic Phrase (TP) and the Focus Phrase (FP)forced by the Topic and the Focus Criterion respectively [see Rizzi (1995), Agouraki (1993)and Brody (1990) for variants of the Focus Criterion]. The Topic Phrase can either precedeor follow the FP:(3.25) A Gianni, questo, domani, gli dovrete dire`To Gianni, this, tomorrow, you should tell him.' (Rizzi 1995:ex.23)Focus-movement instantiates quanti�cational A-bar movement in the sense of Lasnik & Stow-ell (1991). The sensitivity of Focus-movement to wco is the crucial evidence in support of thequanti�cational nature of focus:



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 98(3.26) a. Giannii, suai madre loi ha sempre apprezato`Gianni, his mother always appreciated him.'b. giannii, sua�i=j madre ha sempre apprezato t (non Piero)`gianni his mother always appreciated, not Piero.' (Rizzi 1995:ex.17-18)He also observes that focus resists resumptive pronouns in Italian:(3.27) *ilthe tuoyour librobook lohim-cl hohave-1sg compratobought (non(not ilthe suo)his)`your book I bought it.' (Rizzi 1995:ex.16a)The unavailability of resumptives in (3.27) follows from the quanti�cational nature of focus.In (3.27) both the trace and the clitic are potential bindees. The trace does not c-commandthe clitic pronoun. Thus, principle I of Lasnik & Stowell (1991) cannot license coindexing.The violation of the Bijection Principle renders (3.27) ungrammatical. Note that the un-grammaticality of (3.18) and (3.27) follow from exactly the same principles. [In essence, Rizzirules out (3.27) as a case of crossover. As it will be shown in Section 3.3.1, the clitic is anoperator in his analysis and appears at Top0. Rizzi does not clarify why the clitic quali�es asa variable in (3.27) since, according to his assumption, it does not appear in an A-position.]Topicalisation is A-bar movement anaphoric (referential in Lasnik and Stowell's terms) innature, as the insensitivity to wco suggests. The Top0 instantiates anAnaphoric Operator,which rather than assigning a range to its bindee `seeks for an antecedent to which it connectsits bindee' [p.11]. In English Topicalisation the Anaphoric Operator is null:(3.28) Your book, [OP[I bought t]] (Rizzi 1995:ex.29)A predication relationship connects the topic with the clause: `Top0 de�nes a kind of higherpredication...its function is analogous to the function of AgrS ....which also con�gurationallyconnects a subject and a predicate' [p.5].



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 99FP and TP have the same structure but di�er in interpretation. FP instantiates a focus-presupposition sequence whereas TP a topic-comment one. The [Spec,FP] hosts the focusedXP, the new information. The complement of Foc0 is the presupposition, the given infor-mation; Rizzi's presupposition corresponds to Vallduv��'s ground (Vallduv�� & Engdahl 1996).Since the complement of focus contains the presupposition/ground information, it follows thatit cannot contain new information at the same time, that is, it cannot contain another focusedelement. In this way, Rizzi rules out recursive foci. For example, in the ungrammatical (3.29),the complement of the FP hosting Gianni contains a focused phrase, il libro; il libro cannotconvey given information (as part of the presupposition) and new information (as a focusedXP) at the same time:(3.29) a. * a gianni il libro daro (non a Piero, l'articolo)`to john the book I'll give, not to Piero, the article.' (Rizzi 1995:ex.22)On the other hand, the complement of Top0 is the comment. As discussed in Section 2.2, thetopic-comment partition may very often overlap with but does not correspond to the ground-focus partion. It is possible that the comment contains both given/ground and new/focusinformation. Thus, the comment may contain another topic. Rizzi notes: `nothing excludesthat a comment... may be articulated in turn as a topic-comment structure, so topic phrasescan undergo free recursion' [p.15]. In (3.30) the comment following the topic il libro, instan-tiates another topic-comment articulation with a Gianni as topic. The comment of a Gianniis another topic-comment articulation where domani functions as a topic:(3.30) il libro, a Gianni, domani glielo doro senz'altro`The book, to John, tomorrow, I'll give it to him for sure' (Rizzi 1995:ex.21)Finally, the incompatibility of focus with Wh-movement is accounted for by the assump-tion that in matrix questions the wh-phrase moves to [Spec,FP]. Wh-phrases and foci competefor the same position [in a similar spirit Brody (1990) proposes replacing the Wh-criterionwith the Focus-criterion whereas Kiss (1995b) assumes that wh-phrases are subtypes of Fo-cus]. However, in indirect clauses, foci are acceptable (3.5b). Rizzi speculates that foci and



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 100wh-phrases appear in distinct positions in indirect clauses, but does not elaborate on this.3.2.4 DiscussionDiscourse Con�gurational approaches view the realisation of discourse functions as a purelystructural issue and encode discourse functions directly in the syntax, through Phrase Struc-ture Con�gurations. Implicit in this approach are several assumptions about the nature ofdiscourse related phenomena as well as the Syntax-Discourse Interface:1 Inasmuch as discourse functions are encoded in the Phrase Structure, they are expectedto display syntactic properties: to be recursive in the way syntactic structures are andto be subject to syntactic constraints (e.g. subjacency).2 The relative order between topics, foci and wh-phrases is captured through the orderof the relevant projections in the syntactic tree, predicting a rigid ordering of theseelements.3 Topicalisation and Focus-movement involve movement to distinct syntactic positionsand instantiate two distinct syntactic operations: anaphoric and quanti�cational move-ment respectively.4 Focus is treated as a semantic quanti�er, on a par with wh-phrases and quanti�ers.Thus, discourse functions are dealt with at LF along with semantic ones.5 There is a one-to-one relation between syntactic positions and discourse functions: eachdiscourse function maps to a distinct Phrase Structure Con�guration.Points 1 & 2 make direct predictions about the empirical domain whereas points 3-5 are moretheory internal. In this section, I will brie
y comment on points 1 & 2 and then discuss indetail 3 & 4. The relation between syntax and discourse (5) will be discussed in Chapter 5.The independence of Information Structure from syntax has been argued for in detail inChapter 2. It was shown there that focus is neither recursive nor does it obey subjacency.Thus, by encoding focus in Phrase Structure, Discourse Con�gurational approaches makethe wrong predictions with respect to the recursiveness of focus and its sensitivity to sub-jacency (1). Rizzi (1995) rules out recursive foci on the basis of inconsistent interpretation.



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 101However, extending Phrase Structure with a functional projection and then alluding to in-terpretational devices to rule out its recursive appearance yields a rather inelegant account.This analysis introduces unnecessary complexity to the grammar and does not capture theindependent nature of discourse functions. Even if this problem were solved, the absence ofsubjacency constraints on focus remains a problem for this analysis.Kiss (1995b) gives no explanation for why or how foci appear at [Spec,VP] and topics at[Spec, TenseP]. It is not clari�ed whether there is something intrinsic in TenseP that matcheswith topic features or whether the choice of TenseP as the landing site of Topicalisation is astipulation necessary to predict the surface word order.Crosslinguistically, preverbal foci tend to appear adjacent to the verb: this has beennoted for Hungarian (Brody 1990), Greek (Tsimpli 1995), Spanish (Vallduv�� 1995), Turkish(Ho�man 1995), Russian (King 1995). Italian and Catalan do not require adjacency (Rizzi1995; Vallduv�� 1995). However, as will be discussed in Section 5.3.2, at least in Greek,adjacency is not as rigid a requirement as con�gurational accounts predict. It will also beargued there that discourse constraints on the relative order between topics and focus areweaker than syntactic/Phrase Structure ones. Thus, the Discourse Con�gurational approachis too rigid for the data.Let us consider the view that Topicalisation and Focus-movement involve distinct syntacticoperations (3). This analysis emphasizes the di�erences between the two structures butdoes not reveal their similarities. Note that, to a large extent, this analysis is based on theassumption that Focus-movement involves a semantic quanti�er (4) whereas Topicalisationdoes not. Below, I will review this assumption and argue that it is not a valid one.As discussed in Cann (1993) and Larson & Segal (1995), quanti�ers, rather than havingspeci�c reference, that is, referring to an identi�able individual, range over a set of individualsthat satisfy the restriction of the quanti�er (Cann 1993). In the terms of Lasnik & Stowell(1991), a quanti�er ranges over a possibly non singleton set. It is hard to see how focussatis�es these requirements. Consider the following:(3.31) I saw John/my mother/the student.In (3.31) the NPs John, my mother, the student, which are focused, have speci�c reference.Consider also examples (3.32). In (3.32a) il tuo libro is focused whereas in (3.32b) it functionsas a topic:



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 102(3.32) a. ilthe tuoyour librobook hohave-1sg lettoread (non(not ilthe suo)yours)`Your book I read (, not his).'b. Ilthe tuoyour libro,book locl hohave-1sg lettoread`Your book I read it.' (Rizzi 1995:ex.4,3 p.5)In both examples il tuo libro is a de�nite NP with speci�c reference. This NP can only beused in (3.32a) if, in the speaker's understanding, there is only one book that belongs to thehearer. That is, it cannot range over a non singleton set of books that belong to the hearer.In this respect, there is no obvious sense in which focus can be analysed as a quanti�er. Inaddition, the NP il tuo libro has the same non-quanti�cational interpretation in both examplesin (3.32). Thus, not only are focused XPs not quanti�cational, but they do not di�er fromtopicalised ones in this respect.As already mentioned, Lasnik & Stowell (1991) do notice this problem and attempt tocircumvent it by proposing that focus involves only as a covert operator. However, thisassumption is not well motivated. Consider for example (3.33b), in which Melina is narrowlyfocused:(3.33) a. piuswho-acc.pl idessaw-2sg stoat-the partyparty htes?yesterday`Which people did you see at the party yesterday?'b. idasaw-1sg tithe-acc MelinaMelina-acc keand m'me-cl epiasancought tathe nevranerves mumy paliagain`I met Melina and I got angry again.'In (3.33a) the wh-phrase pius is plural, introducing the presupposition that the speaker of(3.33b) has seen more than one person. However, (3.33b) is a felicitous answer to (3.33a).The example (3.33b) cannot be paraphrased as Melina was the only person I saw or I onlysaw Melina. The speaker in (3.33b) is concerned with informing his/her interlocutor of thefact that s/he saw Melina. S/he is not concerned with whether or not Melina was the onlyperson s/he met [see Heycock (1993) for similar observations].



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 103In view of this, the solution proposed by Lasnik & Stowell (1991) cannot be sustainedand, in e�ect, the quanti�er analysis of focus cannot be sustained either.Let us now turn to Kiss's claim that focus creates scope. Consider her examples, repeatedbelow:(3.34) a. JanosJohn marivalMary-with valoszinulikely hogythat talalkozottmet`It is Mary that John is likely to have met.'b. JanosJohn valoszinulikely hogythat marivalMary-with talalkozottmet`John is likely to have met Mary.'Whatever the exact nature of the interpretational di�erences between (3.34a) and (3.34b),both examples have the same truth conditions. In classical cases of scope interaction betweenmore than one quanti�ers/semantic operators (e.g. existential-universal quanti�er) scope af-fects the propositional content. This is not so in (3.34). As a result, these examples do notprovide evidence that focus is a quanti�er.In Greek, Topicalisation, by subtracting material from the VP, gives rise to interpretationaldi�erences similar to those in (3.34); consider examples (3.35) from Greek:(3.35) a. Pistevobelieve-1sg otithat idesaw-3sg to Yanithe-acc Yani-acc`I believe that s/h saw Yani.'b. tothe-acc YaniYani-acc pistevobelieve-1sg otithat tonhim-cl ide,saw-3sg (ala(but tonthe-acc PetroPetros-acc ohi)not)`Yani, I believe s/he saw him, but Petros s/he didn't.'In both examples in (3.35) pistevo is `associated' with the embedded clause. In (3.35b) theobject, Yani, has been extracted outside the embedded clause. However, the interpretationaldi�erence between these two examples is not one of propositional content.Finally, let us consider wco facts. An unstated motivation for the analysis of focus asquanti�cation is to preserve the generalisation that wco is a syntactic re
ex of quanti�cation.But, leaving aside focus, there is other evidence that this is not the correct generalisation.Consider the following examples displaying Wh-questions and QR in Greek. No wco is attested



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 104in the (b) examples which di�er minimally from the (a) ones by the presence of a clitic; theexamples in (3.37) show the surface structure:(3.36) a. pioniwho-acc agapailove-3sg ithe-nom manamother-nom tuj=�i?his-gen`*Who does his mother love?'b. pioniwho-acc tonihim-cl agapailove-3sg ithe-nom manamother-nom tui?his-gen`Who does his (own) mother love?'(3.37) a. Kanenainobody-acc dennot agapailove-3sg ithe-nom petheramother-in-law-nom tu�i=jhis-gen`His mother-in-law loves nobody.'b. Kanenainobody-acc dennot tonihim-cl agapailove-3sg ithe-nom petheramother-in-law-nom tuihis-gen`*His (own) mother-in-law loves nobody/ Nobody is loved by his own mother-in-law.'Similar data are attested in Romanian (Dobrovie-Sorin 1990) and Italian (Cinque 1990). Theabscence of wco in the (b) examples above casts serious doubts on the association of wco withquanti�cation and, in e�ect, on the structural distinction (quanti�cational/anaphoric A-barmovement) based on this association. This has two implications for the analysis of Focus.a) The presence of wco in Focus-structures does not constitute an argument that focus is aquanti�er; b) The structural distinction between quanti�cational and anaphoric movementcannot be sustained. Consequently, the di�erences between Focus-movement and Topicalisa-tion cannot be derived from the purported di�erence between quanti�cational and anaphoricmovement.[In Alexopoulou (1997) I argue that wco is subject to discourse constraints. Thus,I attribute the di�erence between Topicalisation and Focus-movement with respect to wcoe�ects to the di�erences in their Information Structure.]The discussion in this section leads to the conclusion that a structural distinction betweenFocus-movement and Topicalisation cannot be sustained. In particular:| The analysis of focus as a quanti�er lacks empirical evidence and is inconsistent withcurrent assumptions about the properties of quanti�ers.



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 105| Wco does not unambiguously indicate quanti�cation; thus, the presence of wco in Focus-structures does not constitute evidence that focus is a quanti�er.| To the extent that wco is the only diagnostic distinguishing quanti�cational from anaphoricmovement, this distinction is unmotivated.Finally, Discourse Con�gurational approaches, as they stand, provide no account for casesof broad focus. In addition, though the importance of nuclear accent placement is acknowl-edged, no attempt is made for the integration of phonological facts in the grammar.3.2.5 Tsimpli 1995-96: Topicalisation and Focus in GreekTsimpli (1995) and Tsimpli (1996) provide an account of Focus-movement for Greek in thesame spirit as Rizzi (1995), though developed independently. She proposes the followingclause structure for Greek:(3.38) FP� � � HHHSpec F0� � � HHHF TNSP� � � � HHHHSpec TNS0� � � � HHHHTNS AGRP� � � HHHSpec AGR0� � � HHHAGR VP� � HHSpec V0The tree in (3.38) illustrates the structure of matrix clauses. Tsimpli takes VSO to be the basicorder for Greek. In the VSO order, the subject appears in its canonical position, [Spec,AGRP]and the verb in TNS. Tsimpli assumes that in SVO and VOS orders the subject is a topic. Inboth orders it occupies a Topic Position adjoined to TNSP. The di�erence between the two



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 106structures is the directionality of the adjunction. Focused elements appear at the Speci�erof the Focus Phrase (FP). Movement of foci to [Spec,FP] is forced by the Focus Criterion.Focus-movement can be delayed until LF; hence, in situ focus is grammatical. By LF however,Focus-movement is obligatory. In addition to the [f] feature, the head of FP is speci�ed for the[wh] feature. Thus, in matrix Wh-questions, the wh-phrase competes with the focused phrasefor the the [Spec,FP] position. This explains the ungrammaticality of focus in matrix Wh-questions. The [Spec,FP] is occupied by the wh-phrase leaving no room for Focus-movement.The structure of embedded clauses, on the other hand, includes a CP projection:(3.39) CP� � � HHHSpec C0� � � HHHC FP� � � HHHSpec F0� � HHF TNSPLike FP, CP is speci�ed for both the [f] and the [wh] feature. Example (3.40) providesevidence that C is speci�ed for the [f] feature (in addition to [wh]). In (3.40) the focusedphrase appears before the complementiser oti which occupies C. Thus, to Yani appears in[Spec,CP], which suggests that C is speci�ed for the [f] feature:(3.40) ipesaid-3sg tothe-acc yaniYani-acc otithat idesaw-3sg ithe-nom MariaMaria-nom`S/he said that Maria saw Yanis.'As both CP and FP are speci�ed for [f], foci may appear before or after the complementiseroti, at [Spec,CP] or [Spec,FP] respectively.The semantic treatment of Focus is based on the following assumptions (Tsimpli 1996):� Focus is a semantic operator on a par with wh-phrases and sentential operators likenegation.� It forces an individual reading.� It always takes the widest scope.



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 107Evidence for the quanti�cational nature of focus comes from its interaction with other oper-ators. For example, whenever focus is within the scope of a wh-word the result is ungram-matical:(3.41) a. *pioswho-nom nomizithink-3sg tothe-acc yaniYani-acc otithat ide?saw-3sg`Who thinks that s/he saw Yani?'b. *seto pionwho-acc nomizisthink-2sg tothe-acc vivliobook-acc otithat edose?gave-3sg`To whom do you think that s/he gave the book?' (Tsimpli 1996:ex.13a-b)In matrix Wh-questions, where the domains of focus and wh-phrases are identical (since thereis only one landing site for both foci and wh-phrases, [Spec,FP]), the result is ungrammatical:(3.42) *pionwho-acc idesaw-3sg othe-nom yanis?Yanis-nom`Who did Yanis see?'The scope interactions between wh-phrases and focus follow from interpretational dif-ferences between the two. Wh-phrases allow a functional (non-individual) reading whereasfocus forces an individual (non-functional) reading. Tsimpli follows Chierchia (1992)|citedin (Tsimpli 1996:p.10)|in considering wh-phrases as `quanti�ers whose variable is bound bya function, the [wh] feature' (Tsimpli 1996:p.10). The availability of the functional reading istested by the availability of (3.44b) below, as an answer to (3.43):(3.43) who does everyone love x?(3.44) a. Maryb. John,Mary, Peter,Susan, Bill,Patricia.As long as (3.44b) is a felicitous answer, (3.44a) can be interpreted as a special case of thepaired-list reading involving a one-membered set. Consider now the echo question in (3.45):(3.45) everyone loves who?



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 108Question (3.45) cannot take (3.44b) as an answer, that is, the functional reading is blockedand only the individual is available. Tsimpli follows the suggestion of May (1985)|cited inTsimpli (1996)|that wh-phrases in situ are focused. She then assumes that in (3.45) thefunctional reading is blocked because the wh-phrase is focused. In sum, the semantics offocus is essentially that of wh-phrases in echo questions.Tsimpli argues further that wh-phrases and focus also di�er in the way they acquire scope.The relative scope of a wh-phrase is determined by the position in which it is spelled-out insyntax. Overt Wh-movement is obligatory. Focus, on the other hand, may acquire scopeirrespective of its position in syntax. As a result, Focus-movement is optional at syntax.However, in the presence of sentential operators, a focused phrase can only acquire widescope through overt movement. The following data illustrate the interaction between focusand negation:(3.46) a. dennot idasaw-1sg monoonly tothe-acc yaniYani-acc`I didn't see only Yani.'b. monoonly tothe-acc yaniYani-acc dennot idasaw-1sg`It is only Yanis I did not see.' (Tsimpli 1996:ex. 27b-c)A natural continuation of (3.46a) is I also saw Eleni whereas (3.46b) can be followed by Isaw everybody else. Tsimpli claims that in (3.46b) mono to Yani is extracted out of thescope domain of negation in order to acquire wide scope. The operator mono, which displaysassociation with focus, is used to illustrate the e�ect.Yes/no questions provide another case in which a sentential operator, the Question oper-ator, blocks the wide scope reading of focus:(3.47) a. idessaw-2sg tothe-acc yani?Yani-acc`Did you see Yani?'



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 109b. tothe-acc yaniYani-acc ides?saw-2sg`Was it Yani that you saw?' (Tsimpli 1996:ex. 26a-b)In (3.47a) the nuclear accent is on Yani. Unlike declaratives, in which narrow focus canappear in situ, (3.47a) can only have a broad focus interpretation. In (3.47b), Yani is out ofthe scope of the question operator so that the narrow focus reading for the object is available.Finally, the ungrammaticality of recursive foci follows from the fact that focus takes thewidest scope. Consider the following:(3.48) a. *tathe vivliabooks agorasebought-3sg yafor tithe-acc mariaMaria-acc`S/he bought the books for Maria.'b. *stito-the mariaMaria ipesaid-3sg tonthe-acc petroPetro-acc otithat sinantisemet-3sg`S/he said to Maria that s/he met Petro.' (Tsimpli 1996:ex. 15)The focused phrases ti Maria and ton Petro cannot take wide scope because they are withinthe scope of ta vivlia and sti Maria respectively. In this respect, (3.48) are on a par with(3.46a) and (3.47a).Unlike foci, wh-phrases, need not take wide scope. Thus, recursive wh-phrases are gram-matical (3.49):(3.49) a. pioswho-nom agorasebought-3sg tiwhat yafor pion?who-acc`Who bought what for whom?'b. pioswho-nom seyou-acc rotiseasked-3sg yafor pionwho-acc agorasesbought-2sg tothe roloi?watch`Who asked you for whom you bought the watch?' (Tsimpli 1996:ex. 14)In sum, the syntactic distribution of foci is accounted for by allowing two preverbal projec-tions, CP and FP, to be speci�ed for the [f] feature. Semantically, focus is analysed as a



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 110quanti�er forcing an individual reading. In the absence of sentential quanti�ers, focus takesthe widest scope irrespective of its spell-out at syntax. In the presence of sentential operatorslike the Question Operator or Negation, overt movement at syntax is obligatory so that focuscan take wide scope.3.2.6 DiscussionTo the extent that Tsimpli's analysis encodes discourse functions in Phrase Structure, it issubject to the overall criticism of Discourse Con�gurational accounts. It fails to capture theindependence of Information Structure and cannot account for discourse-syntax mismatches.Furthermore, no analysis is o�ered for broad focus and there is no integration of phonology. Inthis section I will leave these issues aside and discuss the core of her syntax-semantic analysis.Tsimpli postulates two distinct projections, FP and CP, both speci�ed for the [wh] and[f] features. This assumption seems to undermine the notion of a functional projection. CPand FP look more like two positions in a tree stipulated in order to account for surface order.In addition, [f] and [wh] are con
icting features, as they imply an individual and a functionalreading respectively. Tsimpli implicitly suggests that only one feature is checked each time.In particular she notes: `the [wh] feature is suppressed when a [+wh] phrase also bears the[+f] feature' (Tsimpli 1996:p.13). Even so, the nature of the FP looks like a stipulation. It ismeant to instantiate the [f] feature and then, it is speci�ed for the [wh] feature which con
ictswith the [f] feature.Let us consider the idea that focus necessarily involves the individual reading. Thisgeneralisation is based solely on the semantics of wh-phrases in echo Wh-questions, which areassumed to be focused. Unlike ordinary wh-phrases (which are not focused), echo-focused wh-phrases are associated with an individual reading and do not allow the functional one (3.44a-b). However, the evidence from echo Wh-questions is very weak. First, recall that wh-phrasesin echo questions in Greek are exactly the ones that do not pattern with focus (Section 2.8.1).Second, even if wh-phrases in echo questions are focused, Tsimpli does not explain why theindividual reading in echo questions is a consequence of focus. A very plausible alternativeexplanation can be given in terms of the pragmatics of echo-questions. In an echo question thewh-phrase refers to an entity misconveyed in the previous discourse, which the utterer of thequestion would like to restore. Thus, the individual reading is expected. If the speaker feels



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 111that the misconveyed entity is a paired-list, the question may take a di�erent form, e.g. wholoves who?.Third, in some cases, wh-phrases in canonical Wh-questions may be associated with theindividual reading. For example, the functional reading is available in (3.50a) but not in(3.50b); that is, a list answer is felicitous for (3.50a) but not for (3.50b):(3.50) a. pioniwho-acc agapailoves-3sg ithe-nom manamother-nom tuj=�i?his-gen`Who does his mother love?'b. pioniwho-acc tonihim-cl agapailoves-3sg ithe-nom manamother-nom tui?his-gen`Who does his (own) mother love?'According to Tsimpli's assumptions, pion in (3.50b) should be focused. However, unlike(3.50a), (3.50b) does not display wco. In addition, pion is doubled in this example. Lack ofwco and doubling make (3.50b) pattern with Topicalisation and CLLD rather than Focus-structures.Finally, the generalisation that focus always forces an individual reading does not hold inenvironments other than echo Wh-questions:(3.51) a. enaa-acc.masc mathitistudent-acc.msc agapailoves-3sg katheeach mathitriastudent-nom.fem`Each female student loves a male student.'b. enaone-acc.masc mathitistudent-acc.msc agapailoves-3sg katheeach mathitriastudent-nom.fem`Each female student loves one male student.'In (3.51a-b) ena mathiti can take either wide or narrow scope. Tsimpli predicts that onlythe wide scope/individual reading is available, that is, the one in which every female studentloves the same male student. Contra to her predictions, the narrow scope reading is notonly available but the preferred one (maybe due to the fact that the second quanti�er is eachrather than every). A possible continuation of (3.51a) would be not a teacher. Under such acontrast it is hard to get a reading in which every female student loves the same male studentas opposed to the same male teacher. The same applies to (3.51b) in which the wide scope



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 112reading is even harder than in (3.51a). We can thus conclude that the association of focuswith the individual reading is not only based on weak evidence, but it is wrong.Let us turn to the interaction of focus with sentential quanti�ers. According to Tsimpli,in the presence of the Question operator, the focused phrase can only acquire wide scopethrough overt movement to a scope position (3.47b). However, it is not always the case thatthe sentential Question operator blocks the narrow focus reading:(3.52) a. telikain-the-end idessaw-2sg tothe-acc Marcelo?Marcelo`In the end, was it Marcelo that you saw?'b. tisthem-acc agorasebought-3sg ithe-nom DimitraDimitra-nom tisthe-acc sokolates?chocolates-acc`Was it Dimitra who bought the chocolate?'In (3.52a & b) narrow reading for Marcelo or Dimitra is possible, despite the focused phrasebeing within the scope of the sentential operator.[Note that the availability of a narrow focusreading means that the focus quanti�er acquires wide scope over the Question operator.]The examples illustrating interaction between focus and negation involve the operatormono (`only') (3.46). First, as discussed in Section 2.7, operators like mono are not alwaysassociated with the focus part of a sentence. Second, the presence of mono is a confoundingfactor, as it is not clear if (3.46) show the interaction between focus and negation or betweenmono and negation. In relation to this, note that no scope e�ects are induced when mono isnot present:(3.53) a. dennot idasaw-1sg tothe-acc yaniYani-acc`I did not see Yanis.'b. tothe-acc yaniYani-acc dennot idasaw-1sg`I did not see Yanis.'Both examples in (3.53) convey the same propositional content.Tsimpli claims that when focus is within the scope of a wh-phrase (3.41) the result isungrammatical. This claim is not a valid one as it is based on the assumptions that focus is



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 113a quanti�er forcing an individual reading and acquiring wide scope, both of which have beenshown not to hold. In addition, compare (3.41a), repeated below as (3.54), with (3.55):(3.54) *pioswho-nom nomizithink-3sg tothe-acc yaniYani-acc otithat ide?saw-3sg`Who thinks that s/he saw Yani?'(3.55) rotiseasked-3sg pioswho-nom nomizithink-3sg tothe-acc yaniYani-acc otithat idesaw-3sg`S/he asked who thinks that s/he saw Yani.'In (3.55) focus appears within the scope of the wh-phrase but ungrammaticality is not a�ected.An important di�erence beteween (3.55) and (3.54) is that the latter is an indirect questionwhereas the former is a direct one.The availability of multiple wh-phrases is more restricted than Tsimpli claims. First, thequestion (3.49a) is an echo question. There is also a strong tendency for a comma intonationbreak after the verb and what, indicating separate intonational phrases. Example (3.49b) doesnot involve an echo question. However, as discussed in Section 2.8.1, in examples like this,the embedded wh-phrase does not take matrix scope. Rather it satis�es subcategorisationrequirements.Finally, recursive foci are excluded because focus has to take widest scope. As shownpreviously, this assumption is untenable and, consequently, so are explanations based on thisassumption.In conclusion, Greek provides no evidence that focus is a quanti�er assigning an individualreading. The interpretation of NPs as quanti�cational is independent of focus and dependson the inherent properties of the NP attributed to their cognitive status. Furthermore, theassociation of focus with two preverbal projections (CP,FP) leads to a complicated account ofthe syntactic properties of Focus-movement while it fails to capture the structural similaritiesbetween Focus-movement and Topicalisation.3.3 Clitic Left Dislocation-TopicalisationCLLD was �rst noticed and studied by Cinque (1990). This structure has been of particularinterest due to its paradoxical behaviour with respect to two diagnostics of movement: it obeys



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 114subjacency but does not license p-gaps. This paradox, known as Cinque's paradox, has givenrise to a controversy as to whether CLLD involves movement or not. Furthermore, in recentyears, it has been realised that Topicalisation and CLLD are employed for the realisation oftopics/links and, in addition, they behave similarly with respect to wco e�ects.In the following sections I present the dominant views on the syntax and interpretation ofCLLD. First, in Section 3.3.1, I review Rizzi (1995), who o�ers a parametric account of En-glish Topicalisation and Italian CLLD. In Sections 3.3.3 & 3.3.4 I present Cinque (1990) andIatridou (1995) who discuss CLLD in Italian and Greek and argue for a base-generation analy-sis. These papers are chosen as the most relevant to the issues discussed here. For elaborateddiscussions on Clitic Constructions in Greek and Romance see Agouraki (1993); Agouraki(1992); Anagnostopoulou (1994); Kallulli (1997); Ni~no (1994); Schneider-Zioga (1994) amongothers.3.3.1 Rizzi (1995): a parametric account of topic-commentRizzi (1995) draws attention to the fact that the topic-comment structure is instantiatedby Topicalisation in English and CLLD in Italian. He shows that, despite their super�cialdissimilarity, Topicalisation and CLLD share interpretational as well as structural proper-ties. As discussed above, both structures are insensitive to wco e�ects. Neither topicalisednor CLLDed constituents can bear the main sentential accent; topicalised and CLLDed con-stituents are interpreted as topics/links.Building on these facts, Rizzi (1995) proposes a parametric analysis of topic-commentstructures. Recall the structure of the Topic Phrase repeated below:(3.56) TP� � � HHHXP T0� � HHTop ZPThe English topic-comment structure has a null anaphoric operator:(3.57) Your book, [OP[I bought t]]. (Rizzi 1995:ex.29)



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 115In Romance, this operator is realised by the clitic. For example, direct-object-topics arecoindexed with a clitic:(3.58) ilthe tuoyour libro,book, loit hohave compratobought`Your book, I bought it.' (Rizzi 1995:ex.15a)The parametric variation beteween English and Romance is explained as follows: `The pa-rameter di�erentiating English and Romance topic-comment structures resides in the non-availability of the null anaphoric operator in Romance topic-comment. Null operators andclitics are functionally equivalent here in that they establish the connection between the topicand the open position in the comment; Romance has the second device freely available whileEnglish, which lacks clitics in general, reverts to the �rst device' (Rizzi 1995:p.11-12).While quanti�ers license variables that they bind at LF, the anaphoric operator licencesa null constant (Rizzi 1995:ex.28):� A null constant is licensed by an anaphoric operator.The distinction between variables and null constants explains the obligatoriness of clitics inthe Italian topic-comment structure:(3.59) *Il tuo libro ho comprato t`Your book, I bought.' (Rizzi 1995:ex.15b)Compare (3.59) with (3.58). In (3.58) the empty category is a null constant licensed bythe anaphoric operator (the clitic). In (3.59) there is neither a quanti�cational operator (e.g.focus) nor an anaphoric one. The empty category can be neither a variable nor a null constant;it is illicit and the example is ungrammatical.3.3.2 DiscussionIn his attempt to relate English Topicalisation and Italian CLLD, Rizzi brings to light severalstructural and interpretational similarities between the two phenomena. He seems to have



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 116been the �rst to attempt a re�ned syntactic account of topic-comment articulations, at acrosslinguistic level. However, the parametric account he puts forward has various problems.As mentioned above, clitics are treated as topic operators. However, Rizzi does not presentany independent motivation for this analysis. Admittedly object NPs coindexed with a clitic(in CLLD, Clitic Doubling or Clitic Right Dislocation) receive a topic/ground interpretation.This, however, is not su�cient evidence for claiming that clitics are topic operators. First,clitics are pronouns that can appear on their own:(3.60) a. tonhim-cl idasaw-1sg`I saw him.'b. lohim-cl vistosaw-1sg`I saw him.'No doubling takes place in (3.60) and no topic is involved. In addition, the clitic has the sameinterpretation the pronoun him has in the English translations. In every respect it behavesas an ordinary personal pronoun. It is not obvious how Rizzi's topic operator can account forthese data.Second, clitics do not resemble well known topic markers like the Japanese wa. Wa isattached to the noun (not the verb); it cannot function as a pronoun referring to a NP. Inaddition, it is not sensitive to the grammatical category of the NP it attaches to. Wa doesnot show case-marking and can attach to either subjects or objects (Hoji 1985:p.130-133). Onthe other hand, clitics are marked for case and can only corefer with grammatical categoriesmarked for the same case (accusative, genitive and nominative in some dialects of Italian(San�lippo 1990)).Third, in Rizzi's analysis, the clitic occupies a head position (Top0). However, the cliticis a pronominal argument. Assuming that an argument is the head of a functional projectionis a rather awkward hypothesis.Thus, the properties of the pronominal clitics do not support the view that the clitic isa topic operator. Rizzi's assumption that the clitic is a topic operator explains the fact that`the clitic seeks for an antecedent'. However, it is a property of pronouns in general to seekfor an antecedent in the previous discourse. In the case of CLLD, the antecedent appears



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 117within the clause.As shown in Section 3.1, Topicalisation and CLLD share many structural properties butdi�er in that Topicalisation but not CLLD can license p-gaps. Rizzi's account does not predictthis asymmetry.Finally, in comparing Topicalisation with CLLD, Rizzi occasionally brings in English LeftDislocation. Examples (3.57) and (3.58) instantiate the same structure, topic-comment. Thegloss/translation of (3.58) is expressed through Left Dislocation rather than Topicalisation.In addition, he uses English Topicalisation to gloss/translate the ungrammatical Italian ex-ample in (3.59). As shown in Section 3.1.3, Left Dislocation and Topicalisation are distinctconstructions.In sum, Rizzi's observation that Topicalisation and CLLD instantiate a topic-commentarticulation is important and crucial for the understanding of these constructions. However,the analysis of the clitics as topic operators lacks empirical evidence.3.3.3 Cinque (1990): a Base-Generation approach to CLLDCinque (1990) was the �rst to systematically study the Italian structure he called CLLD. Heargues that CLLD involves no movement; rather, the dislocated elements are base-generatedat their surface position. He considers two possibilities for a movement analysis for CLLD:a) CLLD is derived through movement from an underlying Clitic Doubling structure orb) CLLD instantiates Wh-movement and the clitic functions as a trace.According to the �rst possibility, the dislocated phrase originates lower in the clause, itis doubled and then moves to some higher position. He rejects this option by observing thatthere are languages like Italian, which display CLLD but no Clitic Doubling, indicating thatthey are two distinct phenomena.According to the second possibility, CLLD is the result of Wh/A-bar movement andthe clitic is an overt wh-trace. Indeed, in some languages, resumptive pronouns behave asvariables/wh-traces; however, such resumptives licence p-gaps and give rise to wco e�ects(Engdahl 1985). Clitics in Italian CLLD neither give rise to wco e�ects (Section 3.3.1) nordo they license p-gaps (3.61):(3.61) *Gianni, l'ho cercato per mesi, senza trovare eGianni I have looked for for months without �nding. (Cinque 1990:p.62 ex.6)



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 118The ungrammaticality of the p-gap in (3.61) and the absence of wco e�ects indicates that theclitic in CLLD is not a variable/wh-trace and that CLLD is not an instance of Wh/A-barmovement.Another piece of evidence against movement is provided by the grammaticality of (3.62):(3.62) Loro,them, ilthe libro,book credoI-think chethat ato CarloCarlo siait-is sicurocertain chethat nonthey-will-never glielogive darannoitmaito-him. (Cinque 1990:p.63,ex.10)In (3.62) three constituents are left-dislocated from the lower clause. Cinque assumes someTopic Position adjoined to the left of CP [p.65]. Loro & il libro appear adjoined to the leftof the matrix CP, whereas a Carlo is adjoined to the embedded CP. If il libro moves to itssurface position, it should cross two CP barriers, violating subjacency. The grammaticalityof (3.62) indicates that no movement is involved in this example.So, Cinque concludes that no movement takes place in CLLD. Clitic Left Dislocatedphrases are base-generated at their surface position. However, if CLLD does not involvemovement, it should not obey island constraints. Surprisingly, CLLD does obey strong islands.Violation of the Complex NP constraint results in ungrammaticality in (3.63):(3.63) *[pp[pp Ato Carlo],Carlo], tiI-will-talk parleroto-you soloonly delabout [np[np lethe personepeople [cp[cp chethat glito-himpiacciono]]appeal]] (Cinque 1990:p.59,ex.1f)Cinque's answer to this paradox is that islands are a condition on representation rather thanon movement. Islands constrain `the possibility of entering binding chains...., which must beable to arise in either of two ways: via movement or base generation' [p.56-57]. See Cinque(1990:Chapter 1) for a detailed discussion of this view.



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 1193.3.4 Iatridou (1995): CLLD in GreekIatridou (1995) follows Cinque's basic assumptions and argues that, in Greek, the dislocatedobject is base-generated to the left of CP. She rejects movement on similar grounds to Cinque(1990). As in Italian, Greek CLLD does not license p-gaps (3.64) and does not give rise towco e�ects (3.65):(3.64) *Aftothis tothe arthroarticle ithe MariaMary toit arhiothetise�led horiswithout na-diavasireading`Mary �led this article without reading.' (Iatridou 1995:ex.17)(3.65) a. tonthe KostaiKosta-acc ithe miteramother tuihis tonihim agapaloves`His mother loves Kosta.'b. katheeach pediichild ithe miteramother tuihis toiit agapaloves`His mother loves each child.' (Iatridou 1995:ex.14)She concludes that `... from the absence of wco violations and the unacceptability of parasiticgaps, we can conclude that there is no A-bar trace after the verb in a CLLD construction'(Iatridou 1995:p.14).Following Cinque (1990) she argues that CLLD and Clitic Doubling are two distinctphenomena and provides additional evidence from Greek. Though Greek has both CLLDand Clitic Doubling, there are semantic classes of NPs that can appear in CLLD but not inClitic Doubling:(3.66) a. triathree provlimataproblems monoonly o-KostasKosta tathem elisesolved`Three problems are such that only Kostas solved them.'b. monoonly o-KostasKosta (*ta)them elisesolved triathree provlimataproblems. (Iatridou 1995:ex.4)



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 120Anagnostopoulou (1994) has taken this argument further by showing that CLLD and CliticDoubling, even when grammatical, di�er in felicity conditions:(3.67) a. OThe kathigitisprofessor glosologiaslinguistics-gen edosegave stousthe �titesstudents bibliogra�abibliography keand tonthe ChomskyChomskytonhim vrikanthey-found polivery diskolodi�cult`The professor of linguistics gave a bibliography to the students and Chomskythey found very di�cult.'b. @OThe kathigitisprofessor glosologiaslinguistics-gen edosegave stousthe �titesstudents bibliogra�abibliography keand tonhim vrikanthey-foundtonthe ChomskyChomsky polivery diskolodi�cult`The professor of linguistics gave a bibliography to the students and Chomskythey found very di�cult.' (Anagnostopoulou 1994:ex.13)In the above, the de�nite NP ton Chomsky can appear both in CLLD and Clitic Doubling.In the context of the professor gave a bibliography to the students, CLLD is felicitous (3.67a)but Clitic Doubling is not (3.67b).Finally Iatridou notes that there are languages like Rio Plates Spanish that impose ananimateness restriction on Clitic Doubling but not on CLLD.Having established that no movement is involved in CLLD, she proposes the followinganalysis. The dislocated phrase is base-generated at its surface position and is linked withthe clause through predication (Iatridou 1995:p.20). The dislocated phrase is the subject of thepredication and the clause is the predicate. The clitic appears because the verb must projectits argument. It functions as the predicate variable and is adjoined to I0. The dislocated DPis adjoined to the CP. The following tree illustrates her proposal:



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 121(3.68) CP1� � HHDL CP2IP (Iatridou 1995:p.20)DL stands for discourse-linked position. The name re
ects the fact that the dislocated XPsare discourse-linked.Further, Iatridou argues that the dislocated phrase does not appear at the Speci�er of adistinct maximal projection, but is adjoined to CP. She draws evidence from the fact thatCLLD neither creates islands for extraction (3.69) nor does it block access of a higher verbto comp (3.70):(3.69) pioswho nomizisyou-think tithe MariaMaria-acc otithat thafut tinher psi�zevote`Who do you think would vote for Mary?' (Iatridou 1995:ex.24)(3.70) anarotiemewonder tonthe KostaKostas pioswho tonhim idesaw`I wonder who saw Kostas.' (Iatridou 1995:ex.25)The grammaticality of (3.69) indicates that ti Maria cannot occupy [Spec, CP] (or any maxi-mal projection); otherwise, extraction of pios would be impossible. In (3.70) the matrix verbanarotieme selects the maximal projection containing the wh-phrase, despite the interventionof ton Kosta. If the dislocated phrase appears at a maximal projection, the higher verb wouldnot be able to govern the CP containing the wh-phrase and its subcategorisation requirementscould not be satis�ed. Thus, the dislocated NP must be adjoined to CP. The tree in (3.72)shows the structure of (3.71):



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 122(3.71) tithe MariaMaria-acc othe KostasKostas-nom tinher-cl idesaw-3sg`Kostas saw Maria.'(3.72) X� � � � HHHHti Mariai CPC0� � � � HHHHC IP� � � � � HHHHHNPo Kostasj I0� � � HHHI� � HHtini ide VP� � HHV NPproj (Iatridou 1995:ex.21)As in Italian, CLLD in Greek obeys strong islands:(3.73) a. *tonthe KostaK. sinandisa(I)-met tinthe kopelagirl puwho tonhim idesawb. *tinthe e�meridanewspaper apokimithike(he)-fell-asleep diabazondasreading tinitc. *tonthe KostaK. diabasa(I)-read tinthe idisinews otithat tonhim apelisan(they)-�red (Iatridou 1995:ex.28-31)In (3.73a) ton Kosta belongs to the relative clause (Complex NP constraint), in (3.73b) tin



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 123e�merida is the object of the adjunct participle and in (3.73c) ton Kosta is extracted out ofa NP-island.However, despite obeying strong islands, CLLD does not license p-gaps, as already men-tioned. Iatridou's solution to this paradox is slightly di�erent from Cinque's. She argues thatislands do not constrain CLLD, that is, adjunction to the lower CP in (3.73). Rather, theyconstrain the movement from the adjoined position of the lower CP to the higher CP. Shedraws a parallel between (3.73) and examples of long distance CLLD:(3.74) tonthe KostaK. nomiza(I)-thought otithat ithe MariaM. tonhim idesaw`I thought that Maria saw Kostas.' (Iatridou 1995:ex.27)The source of (3.74) is (3.75) below:(3.75) nomiza(I)-thought tonthe KostaKosta otithat ithe MariaM. tonhim idesaw (Iatridou 1995:ex.34)Ton Kosta is base-generated at the lower CP and then it is adjoined to the matrix CP in(3.74). She concludes: `Islands constrain the relationship between the position in which tonKosta is generated (as in 34) [here 3.75] and the position in which it appears in (27) [here3.74]. This is a movement relationship. This is movement out of an adjoined position andextraction out of such a position over an island is predicted to have the \heavy" feeling of anECP violation, as in the case of adjunct extraction out of an island, and not a subjacencyviolation as when an object is extracted out of an island".Finally she explains the grammaticality of (3.69) which indicates that CLLD does notcreate islands for extraction in the following way: `This is because the DL-position and all thetraces that the CLLDed element might leave on its way up are adjunction sites, and adjunctiondoes not create islands, unlike A-bar movement through [Spec,CP], which does create islandsby blocking up \escape hatches". This explains the super�cially odd combination of propertiesthat movement involved in long distance CLLD has: it obeys, but does not create, islands'(Iatridou 1995:p.24).



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 1243.3.5 DiscussionCinque (1990) and Iatridou (1995) argue that CLLD and Clitic Doubling are two distinctphenomena. The �rst argument they put forward is that there are languages like Italianwhich display CLLD but not Clitic Doubling. Note, though, that similar facts are true ofWh-movement across languages. There are languages with obligatory Wh-movement andothers with Wh-in-situ available. Despite such cross-linguistic asymmetries, Wh-movementand Wh-in-situ have been thought as instantiations of the same phenomenon (Haegeman1991:p.450). It is not obvious why the relation between CLLD and Clitic Doubling is di�erentfrom the relation between Wh-movement and Wh-in-situ.The second argument brought in support of the claim that CLLD and Clitic Doubling donot share the same underlying structure is semantic/interpretational in nature. Some semanticclasses of NPs can undergo CLLD but not Clitic Doubling (Iatridou 1995). Moreover, CLLDand Clitic Doubling do not have the same felicity conditions (Anagnostopoulou 1994). Thesefacts are no doubt true. However, they would only be relevant to the syntactic analysis,if these semantic/interpretational di�erences correlated with structural ones. But there isno evidence that they do. Leaving aside ordering facts, CLLD, Clitic Doubling and CliticRight Dislocation behave uniformly. First, in all three structures, the doubled NP is optional.Second, none of these constructions gives rise to wco e�ects (3.76):(3.76) tonihim-cl agapailove-3sg ithe manamother-nom tuihis-gen tothe YaniiYani-acc`His (own) mother loves John.'Third, more than one doubled XP is available:(3.77) a. tisher-cl-gen toit-cl-acc dosegave-3sg htes,yesterday, tothe vivliobook-acc tistis MariasMarias-gen`S/he gave the book to Maria yesterday.'b. tisher-cl-gen toit-cl-acc dosegave-3sg tothe vivliobook-acc tistis MariasMarias-gen htes`S/he gave the book to Maria yesterday.'Fourth, all three constructions are compatible with Wh-questions:



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 125(3.78) a. pioswho tuhim-cl-gen tilefonisephoned-3sg tuthe AleksandrouAleksandros-gen htesyesterday tothe vradievening`Who phoned Aleksandros yesterday evening?'b. pioswho-nom thawill touhim-cl-gen tilefonisicall auriotomorrow tothe proimorning tuthe AleksandrouAleksandros-gen`Who is going to call Aleksandros tomorrow morning?'Finally, with respect to discourse import, all doubled NPs are ground elements.Returning to Cinque's paradox, Iatridou claims that islands constrain movement from theadjoined position of the lower clause to the adjoined position of the higher clause (3.73). Notethough, that examples (3.79), in which the dislocated phrase is adjoined to the left of theadjunct CP, are ungrammatical as well:(3.79) a. *sinandisamet-1sg tinthe kopelagirl-acc ton Kostathe puKosta-acc tonthat idehim-cl saw-3sg`I met the girl that saw Kostas.'b. *apokimithikefell-asleep-3sg tin e�meridathe diabazondasnewspaper-acc tinreading her-cl`S/he fell asleep reading the newspaper.'c. *diabasaread-1sg tinthe idisinews-acc ton Kostathe otiKosta-acc tonthat apelisanhim-cl �red-3pl`I read the news that they �red Kostas.'The ungrammaticality of (3.79) indicates that islands also constrain adjunction to the lowerCP, that is islands constrain CLLD.Finally, Iatridou argues that the dislocated phrase is adjoined to CP because CLLD doesnot create islands and does not block access of a higher verb to comp. Further, she alsodistinguishes CLLD from Focus-movement which is A-bar movement and is predicted to createislands for extraction. However, as shown in Section 3.1.1, Focus-movement and Topicalisationare no di�erent from CLLD: they do not create islands (3.6) and do not block access to comp(3.4). Compare (3.69&3.70) with the following examples of Focus-movement:(3.80) rotisaasked-1sg pioswho-nom nomizisthink-2sg tithe mariaMaria-acc otithat thawould psi�zevote-3sg`I asked who you think would vote for Maria.'



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 126(3.81) anarotiemewonder-1sg tonthe kostaKosta-acc pioswho-nom idesaw-3sg`I wonder who saw Kostas.'Contrary to her assumptions about Focus-movement, Iatridou's argumentation entails thatfoci, rather than moving to [Spec,CP], must also be adjoined to CP.To summarise, the claim that CLLD and Clitic Doubling are two distinct phenomena lackssyntactic motivation and does not capture the similarities between CLLD, Clitic Doublingand Clitic Right Dislocation. The base-generation analysis of CLLD can account for somestructural properties of CLLD (e.g. unavailability of p-gaps). However, it cannot be extendedto Focus-movement and Topicalisation which show the same properties as CLLD. Finally, theidea that islands constrain movement from an adjoined position on the lower CP to the higherone does not provide a satisfactory answer to Cinque's paradox, since adjunction to the lowerCP is also ungrammatical.3.4 Clitics and Quanti�ers3.4.1 Clitics and Quanti�ers in RomanceA question that has received attention in the literature of Topicalisation/CLLD is the distribu-tion of clitics in structures containing wh-phrases and quanti�ers. Wh-phrases and quanti�ersundergo movement at LF to a scope position from which they bind the trace/variable leftin base position. Since clitics are not variables (Cinque 1990; Rizzi 1995), they should beexcluded from Wh-questions and QR structures. However, crosslinguistic evidence does notverify this prediction.The problem has been addressed in Cinque (1990), Dobrovie-Sorin (1990), Lasnik & Stow-ell (1991), Postal (1993) and Rizzi (1995) among others. Dobrovie-Sorin (1990) provides adetailed discussion. She concludes that wh-phrases and quanti�ers, when coindexed with aresumptive pronoun, rather than undergoing QR, participate in a CLLD structure. Whendislocated, wh-phrases receive a speci�c/referential or d-linked reading.Romanian has two types of wh-phrases. Cine=who & ce (N0)=what behave like wh-phrases in English; they cannot be coindexed with a resumptive pronoun, they licence p-gapsand display wco e�ect (Dobrovie-Sorin 1990:ex.2a-b,12,14).



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 127On the other hand, the wh-phrase care=which, not only allows clitics (3.82a), but requiresthem (3.82b):(3.82) a. Pepe carewhich (baiat)(boy) l-aihim-have vazut?(you)-seen`Which one (which boy) did you see?'b. *Pepe carewhich (baiat)(boy) aihave vazut?(you)-seen`Which one (which boy) did you see?' (Dobrovie-Sorin 1990:ex.3)In Romanian, the doubled NP is accompanied by a dummy preposition pe. Data like (3.82a)exhibit the structural properties of CLLD: they do not licence p-gaps, do not give rise to wcobut are sensitive to islands (Dobrovie-Sorin 1990:p.354-8).The ungrammaticality of clitics in ce-structures is explained on similar grounds to Rizzi(1995). In both examples below the ce-NP undergoes Wh-movement/QR:(3.83) a. Cewhat elevstudent aicould puteayou tustand suporta?b. *Ce elev l-ai putea tu suporta? (Dobrovie-Sorin 1990:ex.21)The underlying structure of (3.83b) is shown in (3.84):(3.84) whi cli ei. (Dobrovie-Sorin 1990:ex.9a)Dobrovie-Sorin (1990) adopts the de�nition of variables of Chomsky (1981) according towhich, variables are empty categories in an A-position, bound by an A-bar position andCase-marked. She also assumes, following Jaeggli (1982) [cited in Dobrovie-Sorin (1990)],that the clitic absorbs the Case of the object NP. As a result, the empty category in (3.84) isnot case-marked and cannot be a variable. There is no variable to be bound by the wh-phrase.The ungrammatical (3.84) thus violates the principle of Full Interpretation.



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 128For care-structures, in which the wh-phrase is coindexed with a clitic, she proposes that thewh-phrase does not undergo Wh-movement/QR. This is because, as Dobrovie-Sorin (1990)assumes, the [wh] features of care do not percolate to the dominating NP. Consider thefollowing:(3.85) a. Pepe carewhich baiatboy l-aihim-have vazut?(you)-seen`Which boy did you see?'b. Pepe carewhich-(one) l-aihim-have vazut?(you)-seen`Which (one) did you see?' (Dobrovie-Sorin 1990:ex.19)In (3.85) care appears in [Spec,NP]. As care's wh-features do not percolate to the NP, thedominating NP does not undergo Wh-movement, does not scope over the clause and does notbind a variable. The examples in (3.85) do not instantiate Wh-movement, but CLLD. Theclitic is, therefore, grammatical. Dobrovie-Sorin claims that care takes scope only over theNP; it is a restricted quanti�er, its restriction being the NP it appears in.In sum, the di�erence between ce and care is one of scope. Ce takes scope over the clause,but care only over the NP. This is captured by their LF representations; (3.86) and (3.87)show the LF representations of (3.83) and (3.85) respectively:(3.86) for what x, x is a student, you saw x. (Dobrovie-Sorin 1990:ex.22)(3.87) a. [NPi for which x, x is a boy] you saw himi.b. [NPi for which x, x is e] you saw himi. (Dobrovie-Sorin 1990:ex.20)(In 3.87b e is identi�ed by its antecedent).According to Dobrovie-Sorin, the ce-NP ranges over the set of individuals that can satisfy therestrictions posed by the predicate (somebody you have seen). Care ranges over the set ofindividuals that can satisfy the referential properties de�ned by the lexical properties of N0,



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 129the set of boys in (3.87a) or of the antecedent in (3.87b). This correlates with a systematicinterpretational di�erence. Care is associated with a speci�c/d-linked reading. As Dobrovie-Sorin explains `care structures can be used only if a certain set of students has already beenmentioned or is implicit in a given dialogue; ce structures suppose no such shared knowledgebetween the two speakers...in other words, the quantifying domain [of care ] is independent ofthe sentence in which the quanti�ed NP is used....on the other hand, the quantifying domainof ce (N0) is de�ned both by the lexical properties of N0 and by the properties of the rest ofthe sentence' Dobrovie-Sorin (1990:p.362).This analysis is extended to inde�nite NPs. Inde�nite NPs can optionally undergo CliticDoubling as shown in (3.88):(3.88) a. Caut(I)-look-for oa secretarasecretary.b. Oher caut(I)-look-for oa secretarasecretary. (Dobrovie-Sorin 1990:ex.52)Example (3.88a) is ambiguous between a non-speci�c and a speci�c reading. Under the non-speci�c reading, the speaker is looking for any person who is quali�ed as a secretary, whereasunder the speci�c reading s/he is looking for a certain secretary. When the inde�nite NP isdoubled (3.88b) the non-speci�c reading is not available.The inde�nite determiner is speci�ed for qu(anti�er)-features which may optionally perco-late to the dominating NP. Percolation takes place when the non-speci�c reading is selected.The NP undergoes QR (at LF) and takes scope over the clause. When the speci�c reading isselected, no percolation takes place. The Q (the inde�nite determiner) does not take clausalscope. It is restricted by the lexical properties of the nominal head (the class of secretaries,pupils etc.). The contrast between the speci�c and non-speci�c reading is captured by theLF representations in (3.89a-b):



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 130(3.89) a. non-speci�c: there is an x such that x is a secretary and I look for x.b. speci�c: there is an x such that x is a secretary and I look for her.(Dobrovie-Sorin 1990:p.379)In sum, when wh-phrases/quanti�ed NPs undergo CLLD and appear coindexed with aclitic, their scope is restricted within the NP they appear in. In this respect, they behave likenames rather than clausal quanti�ers.There is a group of quanti�ers that behaves similarly to care in not transferring their qu-features to their dominating NP. Toti=all, �ecare=each, oricare=whichever,any obligatorilyundergo Clitic Doubling, not QR.Similar data are attested in Italian. The picture from Italian presents some interestingdi�erences. Unlike Romanian, the compatibility of clitics with the quanti�ers nessuno (`no-one') and tutto (`everything') does not depend on the lexical properties of the quanti�er, buton whether or not the quanti�er has a lexical restriction. In general, nessuno and tutto, whenbare, resist CLLD (Rizzi 1995):(3.90) a. *Nessuno, lo ho visto`No-one, I saw him.'b. *Tutto, lo ho fatto`Everything, I did it.' (Rizzi 1995:ex.19a-b)However, when the same quanti�ers appear with a lexical restriction, the examples improveto full acceptability:(3.91) a. ?Nessuno dei tuoi libri, lo conosco veramente bene`None of your books, I know it really well.'b. Tutti i tuoi libri, li ho rimessi a posto`All your books, I put them back.'c. Molti libri, li ho buttati via`Many books, I threw them away.' (Rizzi 1995:ex.34)



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 131Recall that in Rizzi's analysis, the clitic is the anaphoric operator involved in Topicalisation.Thus, the ungrammaticality of (3.90) is due to the clash between QR, which is quanti�cational,and Topicalisation, which is anaphoric. In (3.90) the quanti�ers tutto & nessuno appear in[Spec, TP]. They need to bind a variable at LF. As already discussed (Sections 3.3.1&3.3.3)clitics can not be variables. The clitic trace4 cannot qualify as a variable because it is a nullconstant licenced by the anaphoric operator (the clitic). If the quanti�ed expressions arefurther moved by QR, they will leave a trace in the Topic position [Spec, TP], which is anA-bar position. So, no licit variable is available and the examples are ungrammatical.To account for the acceptability of (3.91), Rizzi assumes that QR extracts the quanti�erfrom the DP. The LF representation of (3.91c) is shown in (3.92):(3.92) Molti [ec libri] TOP0, [li ho buttati via]. (Rizzi 1995:ex.35)In (3.92) the quanti�er binds the variable within the [Spec,TP]5.Cinque (1990) discusses the quanti�ers qualcuno (`someone') and qualche (`some'). Thesequanti�ers, even without a lexical restriction, can be coindexed with a clitic:(3.93) a. Qualcuno,someone (lo)we-(him) troveremowill-�nd.b. Qualchesome errore,error CarloCarlo *(lo)(it) hahas fattomade. (Cinque 1990:ex.43-44)Cinque points out that the presence of the clitic is not optional. The absence of the cliticimplies an `non-referential' interpretation of the quanti�er (someone or other). The pres-ence of the clitic implies that the quanti�er is used `referentially'. The speaker has some-one/something speci�c in mind. Like Dobrovie-Sorin, he reaches the conclusion that, whencoindexed with a clitic, these quanti�ers participate in CLLD (Cinque 1990:p. 14-17).4Rizzi does not clarify why the empty category is a clitic trace. The clitic appears at Top0. It cannot havemoved from an argument position to a head position.5It is not clear why a variable can appear in [Spec,TP] since this is not an A-position.



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 1323.4.2 DiscussionDobrovie-Sorin (1990) brings to light very interesting data which are crucial to our under-standing of the structural properties of quanti�cation and CLLD. Further, she points out theimportance of discourse e�ects in these structures. However, her analysis su�ers from thefact that discourse e�ects (d-linking) and syntactic-semantic ones (Wh-movement, QR) aredealt with at the same level, that is LF. Such a treatment fails to capture the independenceof Information Structure. In addition, it leads to the somewhat awkward conclusion thatdiscourse linked wh-phrases/quanti�ers do not take scope over the clause, but only over theNP they appear in.First, it is unclear what it means for a wh-phrase/quanti�er (of the kind discussed in thispaper) to take scope over the clause. It is hard to establish any parallel with other semanticoperators displaying scope e�ects. For example, the scope of negation (NP vs. clause) istypically associated with di�erences in propositional content which can straightforwardly beattributed to scope. It is unlikely that the data discussed in Dobrovie-Sorin (1990) can beexplained along similar lines.Second, the interpretational di�erences between doubled and non-doubled wh-phrases/quanti�ersare di�erences of d-linking. Dobrovie-Sorin does not explain how or why d-linking a�ects the`scope' of wh-phrases/quanti�ers or why it should block Wh-movement/QR. All d-linkingdoes is to restrict the set over which a wh-phrase/quanti�er ranges. In Greek, doubling mayreinforce the existential presupposition for the person/entity the wh-phrase refers to. Forexample, nobody is an infelicitous answer to (3.50b) repeated as (3.94):(3.94) pioniwho-acc tonihim-cl agapailove-3sg ithe-nom manamother-nom tui?his-gen`Who does his (own) mother love?'However, doubling or d-linking does not a�ect the quanti�cational nature of the wh-phrase.Doubled wh-phrases still lack speci�c reference, which is the main motivation for treatingthem as quanti�cational (Cann 1993).As mentioned in the previous section, the non-speci�c reading is blocked for Romaniandoubled inde�nite NPs (3.88b). Though this is very often the case in Greek, there are examplesof Clitic Doubling constructions involving inde�nite NPs (Section 2.5.3). Thus, this analysiscould not be extended to Greek.



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 133Finally, note that the LF representation for (3.89a), rather than showing the non-speci�creading, as Dobrovie-Sorin claims, shows the speci�c one. Example (3.89a) presupposes theexistence of a speci�c secretary.3.4.3 Clitics and Wh-questions in GreekThe distribution of clitics in Wh-questions has received attention in the literature on Greekas well. In general, wh-phrases resist clitics in Greek:(3.95) Pionwho (*ton)(him-cl) idhes?saw`Who did you see?' (Iatridou 1995:ex.46a)However, wh-phrases coindexed with clitics are tolerated in examples like the following:(3.96) piawhich pedhiachildren (ta)them malosesscolded`Which children did you scold?' (Iatridou 1995:ex.48)(3.97) [Pionwhom apofrom tusthe dhiotwo tus]iof-them ipessaid-2,sg otithat dhennot tonihim(clitic) simpathilike-3,sg ithe miteramother-nomsuof-you?`Which of them did you say that your mother does not like?'(Kolliakou 1991:ex.2-5a)Iatridou (1995) observes that in (3.96), when pia pedhia is coindexed with the clitic it receivesa d-linked interpretation. She notes: `The two expansions of (48a) [here 3.96] (with andwithout a clitic) are not synonymous. Without the clitic, the sentence means something like\In the group of scolded people, which children �t?", while with the clitic it means \of thementioned children, which ones did you scold?". In other words, the expansion with the clitic



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 134has a di�erent domain of discourse" (Iatridou 1995:p.27). She proposes the structure in (3.98)for (3.96)|the version with the clitic:(3.98) CP� � � � HHHHpia pedhiai C0� � � HHHC CP� � � � HHHHti CPIPproj tai maloses proi (Iatridou 1995:p.26)In the above, the wh-phrase has been extracted from the DL-position.The ungrammaticality of (3.95) is a consequence of independent (semantic) constraints onthe d-linking of wh-words. She assumes that it is very hard to d-link a word like who (pios).Her account explains the following contrast in the licensing of parasitic gaps:(3.99) a. pionwhich andhraman pandreftikemarried xoriswithout naloves agapa`Which man did she marry without loving?'b. pionwhich andhraman tonhim(clitic) pandreftikemarried (*xoriswithout naloves. agapa)(Iatridou 1995:ex.56)The grammaticality of the p-gap in (3.99a) indicates A-bar movement. The unavailabilityof p-gaps in (3.99b) suggests that the wh-phrase has been extracted from the DL-position.Additional evidence for the analysis in (3.98) comes from examples like (3.100). In thisexample the doubled wh-phrase is extracted from the DL-position of the embedded CP. Theextraction from this position licenses a p-gap in the adjunct clause of the matrix:



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 135(3.100) pionwhich andhraman ipesay xoriswithout naloves agapathat pgfut [dlhim [otimarry tha ton pandrefti]]`Which man did she say that she would marry without loving?'(Iatridou 1995:ex.57)Anagnostopoulou (1994) makes the interesting observation that wh-phrases whichtolerate clitics do not obligatorily appear adjacent to the verb:(3.101) posahow-many apoof tathe abstractsabstracts ithe epitropicommittee tothe GlowGlow (ta)rejected aperipseunanimously? omofona?`How many of the Glow abstracts did the Glow committee reject unanimously?'(Anagnostopoulou 1994:ex.47)By contrast, wh-phrases which resist clitics are obligatorily adjacent to the verb:(3.102) a. *pion*whom othe JannisJohn idhe?saw?`Who did John see?'b. *pion*whom tonhim idhesaw othe Jannis?John?`Who did John see-him?' (Anagnostopoulou 1994:ex.43)In this respect, doubled wh-phrases pattern with adjuncts. In Greek, there is an asymmetrybetween wh-arguments and wh-adjuncts; while wh-arguments should appear adjacent to theverb (3.102a), wh-adjuncts can tolerate intervening subjects:(3.103) a. jatiwhy othe PerosPeter ineis lipimenos?sad?`Why is Peter sad?'b. PoteWhen othe PetrosPeter-nom protognorise�rst-met tinthe Ilektra?Ilektra-acc`When did Peter �rst meet Ilektra?' (Anagnostopoulou 1994:ex.12,14)



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 136Further, Anagnostopoulou (1994) argues that the distribution of clitics in wh-phrases dependson the following referentiality hierarchy:� Referentiality Hierarchy:overt partitive wh-phrases (which of your books); which-phrases (which book); what-phrases (what book); bare wh-phrases (who,what) (Anagnostopoulou 1994:p.173-4)The acceptibility of doubling reduces from the left to the right: overt partitives are fully gram-matical; which-phrases are marginal; what-phrases and bare wh-phrases are ungrammatical(Anagnostopoulou 1994:p.173-174,ex.37-40). The referentiality hierarchy re
ects a hierarchyof d-linking as well; overt partitives are typically the `most' and bare wh-phrases the `least'd-linked.3.4.4 DiscussionIatridou (1995) o�ers an analysis of doubled wh-phrases which di�ers from Cinque (1990) andDobrovie-Sorin (1990) in an important way. She does not consider Wh-movement and CLLDincompatible. In other words, she allows a constituent (wh-phrase) to undergo CLLD andA-bar movement. The result is quite similar to Dobrovie-Sorin (1990). The variable boundby the wh-quanti�er in (3.96) is not the actual argument in the clause, but it is adjoined tothe CP and coindexed with a clitic in the clause. In this respect, the wh-phrase does not`take scope' over the clause.Iatridou claims that (3.95) is ungrammatical because pios is a wh-word hard to d-link.This should be true of (3.104) below:(3.104) pioniwho-acc tonihim-cl agapailove-3sg ithe manamother-nom tuihis`Who does his (own) mother love?'Pion in (3.104) is d-linked. Iatridou's analysis cannot explain the contrast between (3.95)and (3.104). Example (3.104) is a counterexample also for Anagnostopoulou's referentialhierarchy. Contrary to her predictions (3.104) with a bare wh-phrase is much better than(3.96) which is equivalent to a which-phrase.



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 137There is agreement in the literature that d-linked wh-phrases can be doubled. However,with the exception of (3.104), the acceptability varies from speaker to speaker. Moreover, thequestion in (3.105) is much better than (3.96):(3.105) piawhich pedhiachildren ipessaid/2/sg otithat tathem malosesscolded`Which children did you say you scolded?' (Iatridou 1995:ex.54)It is unlikely that this di�erence in acceptability can be attributed to d-linking alone.3.5 ConclusionsIn this chapter, I have reviewed Discourse Con�gurational approaches to Focus-movement,Topicalisation and CLLD and tried to evaluate the proposals made within this paradigm.These proposals have revealed various syntactic and interpretational aspects of these struc-tures: wco facts, p-gaps, extraction possibilities, the interpretational similarities betweenTopicalisation and CLLD, the question of the compatibility of quanti�ers with clitics. How-ever, various assumptions underlying these proposals have been shown to be problematic. Inparticular:1 By encoding the discourse functions of topic and focus in Phrase Structure, DiscourseCon�gurational approaches fail to capture the independence of Information Structurefrom Syntax.2 They wrongly predict a rigid order between foci, topics and wh-phrases (see Chapter 5).3 The association of Focus-movement, Topicalisation and CLLD with three distinct syn-tactic operations does not capture the structural similarities between them. Further-more, this distinction has been shown to be not well motivated. In particular, the dis-tinction between Focus-movement and Topicalisation is based on the assumption thatfocus is a quanti�er and that wco indicates quanti�cational A-bar movement whichis to be distinguished from anaphoric A-bar movement. Both assumptions have beenshown to be invalid. Further, the base-generation hypothesis for CLLD, though it



CHAPTER 3. DISCOURSE CONFIGURATIONAL APPROACHES 138may account for some properties of CLLD (e.g.unavailability of p-gaps) does not ex-plain the sensitivity of CLLD to strong islands. In addition, it cannot be extended toFocus-movement and Topicalisation which show the same properties as CLLD. Finally,the base-generation analysis relies on the assumption that CLLD, Clitic Doubling andClitic Right Dislocation are distinct syntactic phenomena. This claim was shown to lacksyntactic evidence and to introduce unecessary complexity to the grammar of Clitic Con-structions in Greek. In sum, the structural distinctions between Topicalisation, CLLDand Focus-movement cannot be sustained.4 These proposals do not seem to account for cases of broad focus (e.g. VP) focus.5 It is not obvious how these analyses can be extended to account for the interactionbetween Information Packaging and phonology.In the next chapter I will argue for a uni�ed syntactic treatment of Focus-movement,Topicalisation and CLLD and present an analysis of these constructions in HPSG.



Chapter 4A Uni�ed Grammar of UnboundedDependencies4.1 IntroductionIn this chapter, I provide an alternative analysis to the one suggested by Discourse Con�gu-rational accounts. In particular, I propose a uni�ed syntactic treatment of Focus-movement,Topicalisation and CLLD, which results in a reduced and more elegant syntax. This anal-ysis is strongly supported by the syntactic properties shared by Topicalisation, CLLD andFocus-movement (Section 3.1), summarised below:i) Crosslinguistically, all three constructions involve long distance extraction.ii) All three constructions obey strong islands.iii) In Greek, in all three constructions the extracted XP may appear on either side of thecomplementiser oti.iv) None of the three constructions blocks selection from a higher verb.v) None of the three constructions creates islands for extraction.vi) Focus-movement and Topicalisation allow adjunct extraction. (In Section 4.6.5 I willargue that CLLD is an instance of adjunct extraction.)139



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 140These facts show that the syntactic properties of extracted XPs are not a�ected by theirdiscourse import. Rather, the same extraction mechanism is employed to encode diversediscourse functions. The discourse function is disambiguated by intonation. For example, thefollowing, which display Focus-movement and Topicalisation respectively, di�er minimally inaccent placement:(4.1) a. tinthe parastasiperformance-acc skinothetisedirected-3sg othe DimitrisDimitris PotamitisPotamitis-nom`Dimitris Potamitis directed the performance.'b. tinthe parastasiperformance-acc skinothetisedirected-3sg othe DimitrisDimitris potamitisPotamitis-nom`Dimitris Potamitis directed the performance-The performance was directed byDimitris Potamitis.'Extractions may apply recursively:(4.2) tothe partyparty ithe eleniEleni-nom toit-cl 'thele,wanted-3sg (o(the YanisYanis dennot ihehad oreksi)appetite)`Eleni wanted the party (Yanis did not feel like it).'This analysis is reminiscent of CP-recursion (Iatridou & Kroch 1992) in that it allowsrecursive occurrence of extracted XPs at the left periphery of the clause. However, CP-recursion exhibits two properties that distinguish it from Greek extractions: it creates islandsfor extraction (Frisian) and blocks selection of an embedded clause by a matrix verb (English).Since neither of these properties holds for Greek, the analysis of Iatridou & Kroch (1992)cannot be adopted for the Greek data.Extractions in Greek exemplify some universal properties: long-distance extraction, sen-sitivity to island constraints and licensing of p-gaps. Crosslinguistically, adjunct extractionalso is quite a common phenomenon (Bouma et al. 1997). As will be shown in the followingsections, these properties are readily captured by the mechanism of Unbounded Dependen-cies in HPSG. The organisation of this chapter is as follows. I �rst discuss some facts aboutthe similarities and di�erences between argument and adjunct extraction in Section 4.2. InSection 4.3 I present the basics of the HPSG analysis of UDCs. Next, I present an accountof long distance extractions and adjunct extraction in Sections 4.4&4.5. I then turn to the



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 141syntax of Clitic Doubling and CLLD in Greek, in Section 4.6. Finally I discuss Wh-questionsin Section 4.7 and conclude in Section 4.8.4.2 Argument vs. adjunct extraction: some factsIn Greek, adjunct extraction shares various properties with argument extraction. In particu-lar, adjuncts can undergo long-distance extraction and appear on either side of oti or beforean indirect question (Section 3.1.1, examples 3.3b&3.4b). In addition, adjunct extraction issensitive to strong islands; in (4.3) the adjunct, me treno, is extracted out of an adjunct-clause:(4.3) *mewith trenotrain eftasanarrived-3pl piomore grigorafast epidibecause taksidepsantravelled-3pl`They arrived sooner because they travelled by train.'The close resemblance of argument and adjunct extraction is not an idiosyncracy of Greek.Bouma et al. (1997) present evidence indicating that, crosslinguistically, adjunct and argu-ment extraction are subject to the same constraints [see Hukari & Levine (1995), McCloskey(1979) and McCloskey (1989) cited in Bouma et al. (1997)]. For example, Irish, which dis-tinguishes morphologically complementisers introducing a clause containing a gap from thoseintroducing gapless clauses, shows no asymmetry between adjunct and complement extrac-tion. The crosslinguistic similarities between adjunct and argument extraction point to auniform treatment of the two.However, adjunct extraction di�ers from argument extraction in two important ways.Crosslinguistically, sentential adjuncts are islands for extraction (4.3&3.2), whereas sententialcomplements are not.Further, adjunct extraction does not license p-gaps. As already shown in Section 3.1.2(examples 3.9), argument extraction licenses p-gaps:(4.4) tothe yaniYani-acc apelisan�red-3pl horiswithout napart proidopiisunwarning-3pl`They �red Yanis without warning (him).'



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 142Adjunct extraction, however, does not:(4.5) *mewith tothe trenotrain taksidepsetraveled-3sg horiswithout napart theliwant-3sg napart taksidepsitravel-3sg`S/he travelled by train without wanting to travel (by train).'Example (4.5) is grammatical, but the phrase by train is not `recovered' in the adjunct clause.P-gaps are licensed only in the presence of a proper gap. An in situ complement cannotlicense a p-gap. Unlike (4.4), the p-gap in (4.6) is ungrammatical:(4.6) *apelisan�red-3pl tothe yaniYani-acc horiswithout napart proidopiisunwarning-3pl`They �red Yanis without warning (him).'Thus, there is a grammaticality contrast between (4.4) and (4.6). No such contrast is presentbetween (4.5) and (4.7) in which the adjunct phrase in the matrix clause is in situ; bothexamples are equally bad:(4.7) *taksidepsetraveled-3sg mewith tothe trenotrain horiswithout napart theliwant-3sg napart taksidepsitravel-3sg`S/he travelled by train without wanting to travel (by train).'The data suggest that a uniform analysis of argument and adjunct extraction is needed,so that redundancy in the grammar of extractions is avoided. However, this analysis shouldbe �ne-grained enough to distinguish between the two at some level of representation, so thattheir di�erences are also accounted for.4.3 Unbounded Dependencies: basicsThe basic idea underlying the analysis of UDCs in HPSG is that the extracted XP, the �ller,combines with a clause containing a gap corresponding to the �ller. In the following example,to Yani is the �ller combining with the S, ide o Petros.(4.8) tothe YaniYani-acc idesaw-3sg othe PetrosPetros-nom`Petros saw Yanis.'



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 143Each synsem has a nonlocal feature which functions as a `placeholder' for gaps (4.9):
synsem

2666666666666666666664local
26666664cat 2666664head ...comps ...arg-str ...377777537777775nonlocal 266666664que �...�rel �...�slash �...�377777775

3777777777777777777775
(4.9)
Nonlocal takes three features as values; que and rel are used for the analysis of Wh-questions and Relative clauses respectively (Pollard & Sag 1994:p.159). The third feature,slash, is relevant for the analysis of Topicalisation and Focus-movement. In these structures,the information that a phrase contains a gap is encoded in its nonlocaljslash value. slashtakes a set as value, so that multiple extractions are accounted for. In (4.8) the S ide o Petrosis a saturated phrase (comps <>) with a gap in its nonlocaljslash value (4.10):2664local jcat jcomps hinonlocal j slash � 1�3775ide o Petros(4.10)As mentioned in Section 1.3.2 (ex. 1.26), synsems may be of sort canonical or gap. In a UDC,the arg-str of the verb contains a gap corresponding to the extracted XP. Gaps have thefollowing structure (Sag & Miller 1997; Bouma et al. 1997):gap-ss !26664local 1nonlocal "slash � 1�#37775(4.11)Gaps are synsems whose slash value is non-empty and, in addition, it is structure-sharedwith the loc value of the gap. The arg-str of ide in (4.8) contains a gap corresponding to



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 144the object NP (4.12):266666664syn j loc jcat 266666664head verbcomps � 1�arg-st � 1 :NPcanonnom, 2 :NPgapacc�377777775377777775(4.12)In the above, 1 corresponds to the nominative NP, Petros, which is canonical. Argumentsof sort canonical are realised locally as comps-dtrs and appear in comps. The accusativeNP is a gap, to be bound by the �ller, to Yani. Earlier accounts of UDCs in HPSG assumethe existence of a trace that appears as a comps-dtr (Pollard & Sag 1994). However, recentwork in the HPSG literature proposes a traceless account of extractions (Sag & Fodor 1994;Sag 1997). Thus, arguments of sort gap are not realised locally as comps-dtrs and do notappear in comps. The various possibilities for the realisation of the arg-str and comps ofa word is captured by the arguments realisation constraint:arguments realisationWord !264comps 1 list(canon-ss)arg-str 1 
 list(gap-ss)375(4.13)The arg-str is obtained by shu�ing comps 1 with the list of gaps. The symbol `
' standsfor shu�e or sequence union. The sequence union of two lists A and B, yields a list C whichis the set union of A and B, and preserves the order of the members in the original lists(i.e. if X precedes Y in A or in B, then X precedes Y in C) (Reape 1994; Kathol 1995;Sag & Miller 1997).Since arg-str encodes information about the arguments of a verb irrespective of theirrealisation|e.g. locally as complements, nonlocally as �llers|, the number of its membersis constant. For example, the arg-str of a verb like vlepo (`see'), has always two members.When no extraction is involved, the arg-str is identical to comps (Section 1.3.2). Thearguments are realised locally, as comps-dtrs of a head-comp-phrase. Extracted argumentson the other hand, do not appear in comps, since they do not realise any comps-dtr. Thisis ensured by the restriction that the members of comps are of sort canonical. In such cases,



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 145the arg-str has the members of comps, which are of synsem sort canonical, plus the gaparguments.In essence, arguments realisation constrains the linking between arg-str and PhraseStructure (Manning & Sag 1995). Roughly, this constraint is analogous to the way movementrelates Deep and Surface Structure in Principles&Parameters (Haegeman 1991). In HPSG,the linking between arg-str and Phrase Structure is handled by a declarative constraintrather than a tranformational mechanism1.The propagation of the gap from arg-str to higher positions of the tree is ensured bytwo constraints, the slash amalgamation constraint (slac) and the slash inheritanceprinciple (slip). slac ensures that a gap appearing in the arg-str of a verb will also appearin its nonlocaljslash value:(4.14) slash amalgamation constraint (preliminary version)2666664loc 24cat 24arg-str *�slash 1 �,...,�slash n �+3535nonlocal �slash 1 [...[ n � 3777775According to the above, the slash value of a verbal head is the union ([) of the slash valuesof its arguments.On the other hand, the slash inheritance principle (slip) handles the con�gurationalpropagation of slash values from dtrs to mothers:slash inheritance principleHead-val-phrase ! 26664nonloc �slash 1 �hd-dtr �slash 1 �37775(4.15)slip states that the mother of the phrase inherits the nonlocaljslash value of the head-dtr. This constraint applies to phrases of sort head-valence-phrase (1.32), but not on head-�ller-phrases where the gap2 is bound by the �ller (see below). By virtue of slac and slip,1The HPSG treatment is rather inelegant in that two intuitively distinct levels|deep/argument structureand phrase-structure/constituency| are represented in one level. HPSG is forced into this solution due to itscommitment to monostratal representations.2Technically, the �ller binds the slash value of the gap appearing in the arg-str. In the remainder, I willinformally use the term gap to refer both to a synsem of sort gap and to the slash value of a gap.



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 146heads inherit gaps from their arg-str and phrasal mothers from their head-dtrs. Notethat a head can pick the gaps in its arg-str in examples like (4.8) as well as in examples oflong-distance extraction (4.16):(4.16) tothe YaniYani-acc ipesaid-3sg otithat idesaw-3sg othe PetrosPetros-nom`Petros said that he saw Yanis.'The arg-str of ipe in (4.16) is shown in (4.17):26664arg-st * 3 :NPpronom, 4 :S2664head verbslash � 2 acc�3775+37775(4.17)By slac (4.14), the slash value of 4 (gap 2 ) appears in the slash value of the matrix head,ipe: 2666666664arg-st * 3 :NPpronom, 4 :S2664head verbslash � 2 acc�3775+nonloc j slash � 2� 3777777775(4.18)Finally, the head-�ller-phrase, where the gap is bound by the corresponding �ller, is li-censed by the following id-schema (adapted from (Bouma et al. 1997)):head-filler-phrase id-schema2666666666666666664nonloc
"slash � 2 ,... n�#hd-dtr 26666664head verbcomps hislash � 1 , 2 ,..., n�37777775non-hd-dtr *�loc 1�+

3777777777777777775
(4.19)



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 147This schema licenses a head-�ller-phrase. The head-dtr of such a phrase is a saturated S(head:verb, comps <>). The loc value of the �ller is token identical with that of the slashvalue of the head-dtr, which is the loc value of the gap in the arg-str. loc containsinformation about the syntax and semantics of the relevant NP (case, index, restriction etc.).Since the �ller's loc value is token-identical to the head-dtr's, the �ller satis�es the sub-categorisation requirements and the semantic restrictions imposed by the verb. Finally, theslash value of the bound gap, 1 , is not inherited by the mother. However, unbound gaps( 2 ,..., n) `pass-up' to their mother, to be bound at some higher level of the tree.The following tree illustrates example (4.8):(4.20) S6 2664head verbcomps hinonlocal j slash fg 3775� � � � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHHHF5 hloc 1ito Yani H4 2664head verbcomps hinonlocal j slash n 1o3775� � � � � � � HHHHHHHH3 26666664head verbcomps D 2 canonEarg-st D 2 :NPnom, 1 :gapaccEnonlocal j slash n 1o 37777775ide C2 hloc 2 io PetrosThe verbal head, ide, has two arguments, shown in its arg-str. The subject NP 2 is canonicaland appears in the comps list. The object NP 1 is realised non-locally, as a �ller. Locally,



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 148the arg-str contains a gap, the loc value of which is token identical with that of the �ller.The slash value of gap 1 appears in the nonlocaljslash value of the verbal head, ide, byslac (4.8). Then, it is inherited by the phrasal mother 4 (slip). The head-�ller-phrase islicensed by the head-filler-id-schema (4.19).In sum, the HPSG analysis of UDCs is based on the following four constraints:a) arguments realisation: allows the members of arg-str to be realised as gaps andconstrains the members of comps to be of sort canonical.b) slash amalgamation constraint: ensures that gaps appear in the nonlocaljslashvalue of their head.c) slash inheritance principle: ensures that a mother inherits the gaps appearing inthe nonlocaljslash value of the head-dtr.d) head-filler-phrase-id-schema: licenses the head-�ller-phrase.4.4 Long distance extractionsThe account of long-distance UDCs depends on the treatment of the complementiser oti.Two possibilities have been proposed in the HPSG literature. According to the �rst, thecomplementiser is a phrasal head and the clause is its complement (Sag 1997). Alternatively,the clause is the phrasal head and the complementiser is a syntactic marker (Pollard & Sag1994). In the next sections I will consider brie
y the two proposals with respect to the analysisof long-distance UDCs.4.4.1 Compl as headConsider �rst, the lexical entry for the complementiser oti, shown in (4.21):2666666666664phon otisynsem j loc jcat 26666664head complcomps *264head verbcomps hi 375+377777753777777777775(4.21)



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 149As shown in (4.21), oti takes a saturated S as a complement. The oti-clause is licensedby the head-comp-id-schema (Section 1.3.3). Oti is the head-dtr and the clause is thecomps-dtr (4.22).The head analysis of the complementiser faces two problems. The �rst problem involvesthe propagation of gaps in long-distance extractions. Consider the structure of the oti-clausein (4.16) shown in (4.22):(4.22) Oti-clause6 2664head complcomps hislash n?o 3775� � � � � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHHHHH5 24head complcomps D 4E 35oti C4 2664head verbcomps hinonlocal j slash n 1o3775� � � � � � � HHHHHHHH3 26666664head verbcomps D 2 canonEarg-st D 2 :NPnom, 1 :gapaccEnonlocal j slash n 1o 37777775ide C2 hloc 2 io PetrosThe slash value of the object gap 1 should be inherited by 6 so that it will be bound byto Yani at a higher node of the tree. According to slip a mother inherits gaps from thehead-dtr. Thus, for gap 1 to appear at the mother of the head-complement phrase 6 , ithas to appear at the slash of the head-dtr of this phrase, that is, oti 5 . In order to allowthis, gap 1 has to appear in the arg-str of the head-dtr, oti, since a head `picks' gaps from



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 150its arg-str (slac). Thus, we are forced to assume that oti has an arg-str similar to theone of the matrix verb ipe in (4.17).The second problem is an empirical one, concerning the extraction possibilities of thecomplement clause. If the clause is the complement (and even more so, if it appears in thearg-str), it is expected to undergo extraction, as complements, in general, do. Contra to thisexpectation though, the following examples (from English and Greek) are ungrammatical:(4.23) *[She has met John twice ]j she said that |j .(4.24) *[tha*[would ferotanbehave-3sg tosothat anoita]jstupidly]j dennot toit-cl perimenaexpected-1sg potenever otithat |j|j`I never expected that s/he would behave that stupidly.'By contrast, clauses selected by verbal heads can undergo extraction3:(4.25) a. [That she has met John twice ]j she denied strongly |j .b. [That [ problems this di�cult ]i our analysis would never be able to accountfor |i ]j almost everyone had already been convinced of |j .(4.26) [Oti[that thawould ferotanbehave-3sg tosothat anoitastupidly ]j]j dennot toit-cl perimenaexpected-1sg potenever |jthat |j`I never expected that s/he would behave that stupidly.'In order to sustain the hypothesis that the complementiser is a head, we need an explanationfor why clausal complements selected by this head cannot undergo extraction4.The picture is even more complicated once long-distance extraction is considered (4.28):(4.28) John she said that she has met twice.The compl-as-head hypothesis leads to the awkward descriptive generalisation that comple-ments of that and oti cannot be extracted, but their embedded complements can.3I owe examples (4.25) to Gosse Bouma and Ivan Sag.4Some adjunct clauses cannot be preposed:(4.27) ???pu???that/because fevyisleave-2sg lipameam-sorry-1sg`I am sorry that/because you leave.'I owe this observation to Dimitra Kolliakou.



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 151The idea that the complementiser is a phrasal head has the advantage of accounting forcomplementisers using an existing category (syntactic head). However, this solution is neitherempirically, nor technically appealing. The complementisers considered here do not seem toshare properties of other phrasal heads (e.g. verbs). Clauses selected by a verbal head canundergo extraction, but the ones selected by a complementiser cannot. As in HPSG most ofthe information is handled by phrasal heads, treating complementisers as heads forces themto play too powerful a role in the grammar. Cases of long-distance extraction can only beaccounted for on the counterintuitive assumption that that the complementiser has somekind of arg-str. Though, such a solution may work for cases of long-distance extraction(4.28&4.16) it cannot block examples like (4.23&4.24). In view of this, this hypothesis isabandoned5.4.4.2 Compl as MarkerAlternatively, the complementiser oti can be analysed as a marker. In English, examples ofmarker are complementisers and the comparative words than and as (Pollard & Sag 1994).Marker is a subsort of head/part-of-speech (4.29) and is, therefore, an appropriate value forthe attribute head:(4.29) Head� � � � � � HHHHHHFunctional� � � � � � HHHHHHMarker� � HHcompl ... Determiner ... Substantive� � � � HHHHverb noun ...marking is a category attribute with values of sort marking. The sort marking has twosubsorts, marked and unmarked. Complementiser is a subsort of marked, and oti a subsort of5Gosse Bouma and Dimitra Kolliakou pointed out to me that the ungrammaticality of (4.23) & (4.24) couldbe accounted for by constraining the argument of the complementiser to be of sort canonical.



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 152Complementiser. The tree below illustrates the sortal hierarchy of marking:(4.30) Category� � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHmarking� � � HHHmarked� � HHcompl ... unmarked subcat headAn oti-clause is a phrase of sort head-marker-phrase with two dtrs: the head-dtr and themarker-dtr. The head-dtr is an S (head:verb, comps:<>).Though the marker is not the head of the head-marker-phrase, it resembles a head in thatit selects its sister clause. This is done through the attribute spec in the lexical entry of themarker:(4.31) The lexical entry of oti26666666666666666664phon otisynsem j loc jcat j 2666666666666664head marker26666664spec 22666664head verbcomps himarking unmarked377777537777775comps himarking marked:oti 3777777777777775
37777777777777777775Through spec, the marker selects an unmarked S (marking:unmarked). This restriction ismeant to block recursive occurence of oti.



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 153The oti-clause is a head-marker-phrase licensed by the head-marker-id-schema (4.32)(Pollard & Sag 1994):(4.32) head-marker-id-schema2666664head 3comps himarking 13777775� � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHM26666664head marker�spec 2�comps himarking 1marked:oti 37777775 H22666664head verbcomps himarking unmarked3777775The above schema states that the synsem value of the head-dtr ( 2 ) is structure sharedwith the spec value of the marker-dtr. Further, it requires that the mother inherits themarking value of the marker-dtr ( 1 ).Under the marker analysis of the complementiser, the structure of (4.16) is the following:



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 154(4.33) Oti-clause6 2666664head verbcomps himarking otislash n 1o3777775� � � � � � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHHHHHM5 2664head markerhspec 4 icomps himarking marked:oti 3775oti H4 2666664head verbcomps himarking unmarkednonlocal j slash n 1o 3777775� � � � � � HHHHHHH3 26666664head verbcomps D 2 canonEarg-st D 2 :NPnom, 1 :gapaccEnonlocal j slash n 1o 37777775ide Chloc 2 io PetrosThe mother of the head-marker-phrase 6 inherits the slash value of its head-dtr, (slash 1 ).Thus, the propagation of slash values follows straightfowradly and long-distance extractionis accounted for.Further, as a clause selected by a marker is not the complement of a head and does notappear in any arg-str, it is not expected to undergo extraction. The ungrammaticality of(4.23&4.24) is predicted. On the other hand, clausal complements selected by verbal headare expected to undergo extraction (4.25&4.26).The idea that the complementiser is a marker and that the oti-clause is a constituent,



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 155head-marker-phrase, su�ers from the fact that it looks like a stipulation. The feature specin the lexical entry of the complementiser is otherwise unmotivated machinery to allow themarker to select the clause. However, this treatment is more successful in capturing thenature of the complementiser. The propagation of slash values in long-distance extractionsfollows with no further stipulations. In addition, this approach makes the right predictionsabout the empirical domain. The contrast between (4.23&4.24) and (4.25&4.26) is predictedas a consequence of the fact that the clause in (4.23&4.24) is not a complement selected bya head.4.4.3 Long-distance extractions and complement selectionOne of the properties of UDCs in Greek is that, in examples like (4.34), the �ller does notblock the selection of the lower clause by the higher verb:(4.34) ipesaid-3sg tothe yaniYani-acc otithat idesaw-3sg`S/he said that s/he saw Yanis.'Consider the structure of (4.34) shown in (4.35):



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 156(4.35) S8 "head verbcomps hi #� � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHH7 24head verbcomps D 6E35ipe C6 266664head verbcomps himarking otinonlocal j slash fg 377775� � � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHHF5 hloc 1 ito Yani H4 2666664head verbcomps himarking otinonlocal j slash n 1o3777775� � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHM3 2664head markerhspec 2 icomps himarking marked:oti 3775oti H2 2666664head verbcomps himarking unmarkednonlocal j slash n 1o 3777775ideThe head-marker-phrase 4 is licensed by the head-marker-id-schema (4.32). By slipit inherits the slash value of the head-dtr 2 (slash: 1) and the marking value of themarker-dtr (marking:oti). The head-�ller-phrase 6 is licensed by the head-filler-id-schema. Its slash value is empty, as the �ller 5 binds the gap 1 in the slash of the



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 157head-dtr. The head-filler-id-schema (4.19) does not constrain the marking value ofthe head-dtr. Thus, nothing prevents the �ller from combining with a marked S ( 4 ). Thehead-�ller-phrase inherits the marking value of the head-dtr 4 (marking:oti). This isensured by the marking principle which states that a mother inherits the markingvalue of the head-dtr in the absence of a marking-dtr (Pollard & Sag 1994). Thus, thehead-�ller-phrase 6 satis�es the subcategorisation requirements of the matrix verb ipe, whichselects a saturated S, marked with oti (head:verb, comps<>, marking: oti).Consider now an example in which the extracted XP appears after the complementiseroti:(4.36) ipesaid-3sg otithat tothe yaniYani-acc idesaw-3sg`S/he said that s/he saw Yanis.'The structure of (4.36) is shown in (4.37):



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 158(4.37) S8 "head verbcomps hi #� � � � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHHHH7 24head verbcomps D 6E35ipe C6 266664head verbcomps himarking otinonlocal j slash fg 377775� � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHM5 2664head markerhspec 4 icomps himarking marked:oti 3775oti H4 266664head verbcomps himarking unmarkednonlocal j slash fg 377775� � � � � HHHHHF3 hloc 1 ito Yani H2 2664head verbcomps hinonloc j slash n 1o3775ideExample (4.37) di�ers from (4.35) in the order between the head-marker and head-�ller-phrase.The propagation of the slash and marking values follows from the same constraints.This approach o�ers an elegant account of the order between �llers and oti in Greek.The head-driven nature of HPSG allows information associated with a head to be propagatedto nodes higher than the node where the relevant head appears. Thus, the selection of theembedded clause by the matrix verb is not a�ected by intermediate �llers. On the other



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 159hand, underspeci�ed descriptions of linguistic structures allow uni�cation at various points ofthe clause-structure. For example, a �ller may combine with an S with any marking value,while a marker may combine with a head-�ller-phrase (4.37) or a head-comp-phrase (4.35).This analysis circumvents the problems of Discourse Con�gurational analyses. As dis-cussed in Section 3.2.5, Tsimpli (1995) assumes that CP and FP are both speci�ed for boththe [f] and the [wh] feature. Tsimpli is forced to this stipulation in order to account for thefact that extracted XPs may appear on either side of the complementiser oti. In the analysispresented in this section oti or extracted XPs are not associated with a particular position inthe tree speci�ed for a speci�c feature. Rather, the ordering facts follow from independentassumptions about the complement of a �ller and oti respectively.Crosslinguistic considerationsThe analysis presented in Section 4.4.3 can be extended to account for crosslinguistic variation.Unlike Greek, in English, extracted XPs can only appear after the complementiser that:(4.38) a. *She said John that she has met twice.b. She said that John she has met twice.Examples (4.38) indicate that, in English, the �ller combines with an unmarked S6. Thus,while in Greek the complement of a �ller is underspeci�ed for marking, the head-filler-schema for English requires that the marking value of the head-dtr is unmarked. Ex-ample (4.38a) is ruled out because it does not satisfy this restriction. On the other hand,example (4.38b) as well as examples of long-distance extraction (4.28) satisfy this restriction.74.5 Adjunct Extraction4.5.1 Adjuncts as ComplementsA thorough study of the syntax of adjuncts is beyond the aims of this thesis. However, someaspects of the syntax of adjuncts bear direct relevance to the grammar of UDCs discussed6I am grateful to Robert Levine for this suggestion and discussion on these data.7Italian patterns with English in that extracted XPs are not allowed immediately before `that' (I owe thisinformation to Ludovica Serratrice and Antonella Sorace). Unlike English though, Italian allows extractedXPs to appear immediately before an indirect question (Rizzi 1995). In this respect Italian is on a par withGreek (see Section 4.7.3).



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 160here. In particular, the treatment of subjacency, p-gaps and adjunct extraction itself relieslargely on the analysis of adjuncts. In this section, I will introduce the relevant problems anddiscuss recent accounts of adjuncts in HPSG.In Pollard & Sag (1994) adjuncts select their heads by virtue of the feature mod appearingin the lexical entry of potential adjuncts. For example, the adverb usually has the lexical entryin (4.39):(4.39) 266666664phon usuallysynsem j loc jcat 26664head adverb 2664mod 264head verbcomps hi 375377537775377777775The adverb usually selects a saturated VP with which it combines to form an head-adjunct-phrase. Head-adjunct-phrases are licensed by the head-adjunct-id-schema which requiresthat the mod value of the adj-dtr is token identical with the synsem value of the head-dtr (Pollard & Sag 1994). Adjunct extraction is treated independently from complementextraction, by a separate lexical rule.In a recent paper, Bouma et al. (1997) argue for an alternative treatment of adjuncts.They propose that adjuncts should be treated as complements and appear in comps. Theavm in (4.41) shows the structure of (4.40):(4.40) It usually �nds a solution.(4.41) 266666666666666666666666666666664
intrans & 3sgi-form �ndshead 5subj � 1�comps * 2NP, 326666664head advmod 264head 5cont 637537777775+deps � 1NP3sg, 2 , 3�cont 6

377777777777777777777777777777775 (Bouma et al. 1997:ex.42)



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 161In example (4.41) the adverb appears in comps, as a sister of the verbal head ( 5 ) and its ob-ject ( 2 ). Adjunct-complements combine with their verbal heads like argument-complementsdo, (by virtue of the head-comp-id-schema). In essence, this is a non-con�gurational ap-proach to adjunction.The introduction of adjuncts in the comps list has implications for the organisation ofverbal signs. Bouma et al. (1997) propose that, in addition to arg-str, there is a deps-str, obtained by appending (�) the list of adjuncts to the list of arguments. The followingdescribes the realisation of the deps-str (adapted from Bouma et al. (1997)):(4.42) dependents realisation constraint (preliminary version)Word ! 2666666666664head 3comps 1 � 2 list ("mod �head 3�#)arg-str 1deps-str 1 � ( 2 ) 3777777777775Note that adjuncts are optional, as indicated by the round brackets in (4.42).deps-str overlaps with arg-str. However, Bouma et al. (1997) opt to maintain bothstructures. This is partly motivated by the fact that the arg-str is the locus of bindingtheory in HPSG. Thus, replacing arg-str with deps-str could possibly have implicationsfor binding theory (in relation to this see Gill (in preparation) and Chung (1998). Since eitherassumption would not a�ect the analysis presented in this study, I will follow Bouma et al.(1997) and assume that both arg-str and deps-str are present in the cat value of verbs.The non-con�gurational approach to adjunction is argued for in detail in Bouma et al.(1997). Part of their analysis is motivated by their attempt to provide a uniform analysisfor argument and adjunct extraction. As adjuncts are complements, argument and adjunct-extraction are both examples of complements extraction (see Section 4.5.3).4.5.2 Adjuncts in GreekAdjuncts in Greek are on a par with argument-complements in the following two cases:i) Wide Focus: as with arguments, nuclear accent on the rightmost adjunct gives rise to awide focus reading:



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 162(4.43) a. A: ihes nea apo ti Maria?`Did you have any news from Maria?'b. B:B: tinher-cl idesaw-3sg othe PetrosPetros-nom stoat-the sinemacinema`Petros met her at the cinema.'ii) Extraction: as shown in Section 4.2, adjunct-extraction shares various properties withargument-extraction.The extraction possibilities of adjuncts and the facts about wide focus suggest that ad-juncts should be treated on a par with arguments, at least at some level of representation(e.g. deps-str). This is necessary in order to avoid redundancy in the grammar of extrac-tions and wide focus. The question of whether adjuncts in Greek are sisters of the verb orof a phrasal node (VP/S) will not be addressed here. For the purposes of the discussion, Iassume a 
at structure in which adjuncts are sisters of their heads (see Alexiadou (1997) fora similar view and detailed discussion on Greek adverbials). This assumption is supportedby examples in which the adjunct appears between the verb and its argument:(4.44) a. A: ti kanate me tis prosklisis`What did you do with the invitations?'b. B:B: tisthem-cl stilamesent-1pl mewith tothe tahidromiopost stoto-the yaniYani-acc`We sent them to Yanis by post.'In (4.44b) nuclear accent falls on the object, Yani, and gives rise to a wide focus intepre-tation. The nuclear accent on the object shows that the adjunct is not dislocated to theright. A con�gurational approach to Greek adjuncts could not easily accommodate exampleslike (4.44b).4.5.3 Adjunct vs. Argument Extraction in HPSGIn order to capture the similarities between adjunct and argument extraction, Bouma et al.(1997) modify slac (4.14) in the following way:



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 163(4.45) slash amalgamation constraint(preliminary version)2666664loc 24cat 24deps-str *�slash 1�,...,�slash n �+3535nonlocal �slash 1 [...[ n � 3777775The head inherits slash values from the deps-str (rather than arg-str), which containsargument and adjunct-complements. In this way, the inheritance of adjunct and argumentgaps is handled by a single constraint.Like arguments, in cases of extraction, adjuncts are of synsem sort gap. The variouspossibilities of adjunt realisation are captured by the constraint on dependents realisation(adapted from Bouma et al. (1997)):dependents realisation constraint (�nal version)Word ! 2666666664head 1comps 4 :* 2 � 3 ("mod �head 1�#)+(canon)deps-str 4 
 list(gap) 3777777775(4.46)The comps-list 4 is obtained by appending the list of adjunct-complements ( 3 ) to the listof argument-complements ( 2 ). The members of comps are constrained to be of synsem sortcanonical. The deps-str is obtained by shu�ing the members of comps 3 with the list ofgaps.The modi�ed version of slac along with the dependents realisation constraintallow a uniform account for argument and adjunct extraction. slip and the head-filler-id-schema need no modi�cation.As noted earlier (Section 4.5.1), the analysis of adjuncts as complements is, partly, moti-vated by the attempt to capture the similarities between adjunct and argument extraction.However, a uniform treatment of argument and adjunct extraction is not incompatible witha con�gurational analysis of adjunction. Roughly, adjuncts could combine with a saturatedVP and appear in an adj-str. Then, the deps-str, which is the locus from where headsinherit their gaps, could be obtained by appending the adj-str to comps.



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 164The proposal of Bouma et al. (1997) succeeds in capturing the similarities between adjunctand argument extraction and avoiding redundancy in the grammar. However, it cannot, as itstands, account for the di�erences between the two. The slac (4.46) allows extraction fromadjunct clauses. A gap within an adjunct clause may be inherited by a matrix verb in thesame way embedded gaps are inherited from argument-clauses (4.16&4.17). In other words,this analysis provides no account for subjacency e�ects.In order to account for the sensitivity of UDCs to strong islands, the slash amalgama-tion constraint is modi�ed in the following way:(4.47) slash amalgamation constraint (�nal version)266666666666664head 1deps-str *2664loc 2slash � 2[ 3[...[m�3775, 26664loc 4 �mod 1�slash � 4[ 5[...[ l�37775,...,2664loc nslash � n�3775+slash (� 2 [ 3 [...[ m�[ � 4�[...[ n) 377777777777775In (4.47) arguments are distinguished from adjuncts by the feature mod in adjuncts (cf. 2and 4 ). The �rst member of the deps-str is an argument with local value 2 . When thisargument is of sort gap its slash value is 2 . The slash valuesf::: 3 :::mg are (potentially)inherited from embedded arguments (see Section 4.3). The second member of deps-str isan adjunct with slash values similar to 2 . According to (4.47) the head inherits matrix ( 2 )as well as embedded gaps (f::: 3 :::mg) from the argument ( 2 ). This is not so for adjuncts.Only 4 appears in the slash value of the head. Gaps contained within an clausal adjunct(f::: 5 ::: lg) are not inherited by the matrix head 1 .P-gap constructions are accounted for straightforwardly. Consider the following:(4.48) The paper they �led |j without reading |j .Example (4.48) has the following structure:



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 165(4.49) 26666666666664head 1(�led)deps-st *2664loc 2slash � 2�3775, 26664loc 3 �mod 1�slash � 2� 37775+slash � 2� 37777777777775In (4.49) the object of the matrix verb �led is realised as a gap with slash value 2 . The p-gapis token-identical with the matrix gap. Since the matrix gap is properly licensed, example(4.48) does not violate any constraint.[However, this account of p-gaps may be too powerful, as it may allow example (4.50). Inthis example the `p-gap' is coindexed with an in situ complement:(4.50) *They �led the paperj without reading |j .Some restriction is needed to ensure that p-gaps are licensed when token-identical with matrixgaps. That is, structure-sharing with the loc value of a `in situ' complement should beexcluded. A technical solution to this will not be pursued here. However, the constraint in(4.47) allows the possibility for a treatment of p-gap constructions.]4.6 Clitic Left Dislocation as an Unbounded DependencyIn this section I argue that CLLD is an instance of adjunct extraction. As the analysis ofCLLD is based on assumptions about the nature of the pronominal clitic and the status of thedoubled NPs in Clitic Doubling, I begin the discussion with some background assumptionsfor the analysis of pronominal clitics and Clitic Doubling in Greek.4.6.1 The a�xal status of Greek argument cliticsStudies of Clitic Constructions in Greek treat clitics as postlexical elements that function assyntactic heads of distinct functional projections, Clitic Phrases (Agouraki 1993; Anagnos-topoulou 1994; Schneider-Zioga 1994). In doing so, they follow standard analyses of CliticConstructions within the Principles&Parameters framework and do not present independentevidence for the postlexical nature of Greek pronominal clitics. However, it has recently been



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 166argued that certain kinds of pronominal clitics are best analysed as a�xes rather than postlex-ical clitics (Miller 1992; Sag & Miller 1997; Monachesi 1995). The distinction between thetwo is a subtle one. Both cases involve phonologically de�cient elements that are attachedto a lexical host. Despite their close resemblance though, there are various properties thatdistinguish the two. Greek pronominal clitics seem to exhibit properties typical of a�xalrather than postlexical clitics. In this respect, they are on a par with Romance pronominalclitics and, in particular, French and Italian ones. Some of the properties distinguishing themfrom postlexical clitics are presented below:1) degree of selection with respect to the host:While postlexical clitics tend to attach to various hosts, a�xes appear on a single host. Greekand French pronominal clitics appear always on the verb:(4.51) a. Il faut ne rien lui dire.`It is necessary to tell her/him nothing.'b. *Il faut ne lui rien dire. (Sag & Miller 1997:ex.4)(4.52) a. nasubj.part minot tuhim-cl.gen toit-cl.acc dosisgive-2sg`Don't give it to him.'b. *na tu mi to dosisThe ungrammaticality of (4.51b) and (4.52b) shows that the pronominal clitics lui and tu canonly be attached to the verb.2) arbitrary gaps in the set of combinationsThe distribution of French clitics presents arbitrary gaps in the combination possibilities withother clitics:(4.53) a. Il le lui a pr�esent�e.`He presented him to her.'b. *Il me lui a pr�esent�e.`He presented me to him.' (Sag & Miller 1997:ex.5)



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 167Though the direct object clitic can combine with an indirect object clitic in (4.53a), thiscombination is unavailable in (4.53b) where a 1st person pronoun is involved. Similarly, inGreek, though a genitive clitic may combine with an accusative one (4.54a), this sequence isungrammatical in (4.54b):(4.54) a. tisher-cl.gen tonhim-cl.acc parusiasepresented-3sg`S/he presented him to her.'b. *tisher-cl.gen meme-cl.acc parusiasepresented-3sg`S/he presented me to her.'Arbitrary gaps of the kind displayed in (4.53&4.54) are typical of a�xal rather than postlexicalclitics. Of course, the fact that in both Greek and French the arbitrary gaps involve the samecombinations of pronouns suggests that they might not be as arbitrary as they look at �rstsight.3) rigid and idiosyncratic orderingAnother characteristic property of a�xes is the exhibition of rigid and indiosyncratic ordering.As shown in (4.55) genitive clitics precede accusative ones:(4.55) a. tuhim-cl.gen toit-cl.acc edosagave-1sg`I gave it to him.'b. *to tu edosa4) wide scope over coordinationIn both French and Greek, object clitics cannot have wide scope over coordinated verb-hosts:(4.56) *Pierre les voit et �ecoute.`Pierre sees and hears them.' (Sag & Miller 1997:ex.10)(4.57) *tousthem-cl.acc akouseheard-3sg keand idesaw-3sg`S/he heard and saw them.'



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 168Note that wide scope over coordination is possible in (4.58) where the object is a full NP:(4.58) otanwhen piregot-3sg keand diabaseread-3sg tathe vivlia...books`When s/he got and read the books...'The impossibility of wide scope readings is considered strong evidence for the a�xal statusof pronominal clitics.The evidence presented here supports an a�xal treatment of Greek pronominal clitics.In essence, a�xal clitics are argument pronouns incorporated in the verb. This is not anisolated phenomenon in Greek. As argued in Kolliakou (1997) and Kolliakou (1998a) NPinternal clitics too have an a�xal status. A�xes should be distinguished from in
ectionalagreement or tense markers. Unlike a�xes, in
ectional markers are not optional and, often,they are inseparable from their stems. [For a di�erent view, see Tzanidaki (1994) who treatsGreek clitics as agreement markers].4.6.2 A�xal clitics in HPSGFollowing Sag & Miller (1997), I assume that verbs with an attached a�xal clitic realisea subtype of word, clitic-word. As mentioned in Section 1.3.2, each in
ected word belongssimultaneously to two compatible types, in
ectional type and lexeme type. In addition,it belongs to a third type, (clitic) realisation type (Sag & Miller 1997). Clitic-words aredistinguished from plain-words, that is words with no a�x attached to them. The hierarchyin (4.59) illustrates the word types:



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 169(4.59) word� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHreallzn� � � HHHcl-word pl-word infln� � � � � HHHHH�n-verb� � � � � � � HHHHHHHindic-verb subjunct-verb ... ... lexeme� � � HHH... ...� � HHvlepo leoClitic-words di�er from plain-words in their morphology, as well as their comps and arg-str. In a clitic-word the argument corresponding to the clitic does not appear in the comps.Thus, clitic-words have reduced valency. Further, the relevant argument in the arg-str isof synsem sort a�x (see the synsem hierarchy in Section 1.3.2, ex. 1.26). Plain-words andclitic-words are subject to the constraints in (4.60) and (4.62) respectively:plain word realisationPlain-word !266666666664morph 264form 0i-form 0375syn j loc jcat 264comps 1 list(canon)arg-str 1 
 elist(a�x)375377777777775(4.60)



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 170According to (4.60) the mophology of a plain-word (form: 0 ) is its in
ectional form (i-form: 0 )8.The members of comps are of synsem sort canonical. The arg-str may contain noa�xes, as the list of a�xes is the e(mpty) list. Consider now the constraint on the realisationof a clitic-word:clitic word realisationClitic-word !266666666664morph 264form 3 clitic-formi-form 0 375syn j loc jcat 264comps 1 list(canon)arg-str 1 
 nelist(a�x)375377777777775(4.62)
There are two di�erences between clitic-words and plain-words. First, unlike plain-words, themorphjform value of a clitic-word is di�erent from its morphji-form value. Second, thearg-str should contain at least one a�x, as the list of a�xes is the non empty list.The deps-str of both clitic and plain-wordsmay contain any number of gaps. Clitic wordsinherit this possibility from their supertype, word, which is subject to the deps-realisationconstraint (4.46). The dependents realisation constraint allows dependents, argu-ments or adjuncts, to be realised as gaps. (The restriction that the members of comps areof sort canonical is also inherited by the dependents realisation constraint. Thus, thisrestriction is redundant in (4.60&4.62)).The constraints involving the realisation of plain and clitic-words could equally makereference to the deps-str rather than the arg-str, since the arguments are part of thedeps-str. In Greek, either assumption would have the same result, since clitics are availableonly for arguments (the direct and indirect object). However, in languages like Italian, whichhas clitics for adverbial PPs as well as arguments, the constraints in (4.60&4.62) should make8form is an attribute of morph additional to root and i-form. The full structure of morph is shown in(4.61): 264morph 24rootformi-form35375(4.61).



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 171reference to the deps-str.Clitic-words are related to plain-words through a derivational function, Fpraf . Fpraf is amorphological operation yielding the clitic-form of a verb. Roughly, Fpraf takes the in
ectionalform of a verb with an a�xal member in its arg-str as input and returns its clitic-form asoutput|for a detailed description of Fpraf see Sag & Miller (1997).The following illustrates the clitic-word, tin-ide (`s/he saw her'); this word belongs tolexeme type vlep(o) with in
ectional type 3sg.indic.past:cl-word & vlep(o) & 3sg.indic.past26666666666664morph 264form 3 tin-idei-form ide 375syn j loc jcat 26664comps � 1�arg-str � 1NPnom;3sg, 2NPa� ;acc;3sg ;fem�3777537777777777775(4.63)
4.6.3 San�lippo (1990): Quasi-Arguments and Quasi-AdjunctsSan�lippo (1990) provides an account of Italian CLLD in Uni�cation Categorial Grammar.In his account, every predicate introduces a subcategorisation frame (arguments) and en-tails some participant/thematic roles (#-dom). The traditional distinction of non-head con-stituents between arguments and adjuncts is organised along the two parameters of argu-ment removal, that is, satisfaction of subcategorisation requirements, and #-dom reduc-tion, that is, instantiation of participant/thematic roles. Arguments both remove elementsfrom the subcategorisation frame (argument removal) and reduce the #-dom. Adjunctsdo none of the two.In order to account for CLLD, San�lippo extends the distinction between argumentsand adjuncts to include quasi-arguments and quasi-adjuncts. In cases where no clitics areinvolved, both the syntactic and thematic requirements of the verb are satis�ed by a single(NP) phrase/constituent, the argument. In CLLD, these requirements are satis�ed by twoconstituents, the clitic and the dislocated NP. The clitic is a quasi-argument; it satis�es thesubcategorisation requirements of the verb (argument removal) but does not reduce its#-dom. On the other hand, the dislocated NP is a quasi-adjunct. It reduces the verb's #-dom



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 172by instantiating the thematic role corresponding to the argument removed by the clitic. TheNP itself though, does not remove an argument from the subcategorisation frame.Though couched in di�erent frameworks, San�lippo's and Cinque's accounts (Section3.3.3) share the intuition that no extraction/movement takes place in CLLD; the dislocatedelement is base-generated and combines with/enters in a binding chain with the followingclause. San�lippo rejects the extraction analysis by noting that such an analysis implies thatthe object clitic functions as an agreement marker that does not reduce the valency of a verb.The optionality of the doubled phrase, though, does not support such a claim.Kolliakou (1991) o�ers a GPSG account of Clitic Constructions in Greek based on San-�lippo's analysis of CLLD in Italian. Doubled NPs are treated as quasi-adjuncts in all threeconstructions involving clitics, CLLD, Clitic Doubling and Clitic Right Dislocation.4.6.4 Clitic Doubling in HPSGThe analysis of Clitic Doubling in Greek builds on the intuition of San�lippo (1990) andKolliakou (1991) that the doubled NP is a syntactic adjunct. Semantically, the adjunct NPprovides the semantic restriction for the referent of the coindexed pronominal clitic.The adjunct status of doubled NPs is supported by their optionality:(4.64) tonhim-cl idesaw-3sg (to(the Yani)Yani-acc)`S/he saw Yanis.'In addition, like many ordinary adjuncts (4.44b), doubled objects may appear between averb and an argument:(4.65) tathe klidiakeyes tisher-cl tathem-cl dosegave-3sg tisthe MariasMaria-gen othe petrosPetros-nom`Petros gave the keys to Maria.'In (4.64), the indirect doubled object, tis Marias, appears between the verb and the subject,Petros. The subject bears nuclear accent which shows that it is not dislocated to the right.The HPSG treatment of object adjuncts is on a par with the treatment of ordinary adjuncts[see San�lippo (1996) for a slightly di�erent analysis in HPSG]. Thus, object adjuncts selecttheir head through the feature mod in their lexical entry. The following avm illustrates thelexical entry of the NP to vivlio (`the book'):
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phon to vivlio
syn j loc26666666666666666666666666666666664

cat 2666666666664head 266666666664nominalcase 2mod null or 2664head verb(cl-word)arg-str 3 �... 5 a�-[case: 2 ]-[index: 4 ] ...�37753777777777753777777777775cont 2666666666666664index 42666664pers 3rdnum singgend neuter3777775restriction 8>><>>:264relation bookinstance 4 3759>>=>>;3777777777777775
37777777777777777777777777777777775
377777777777777777777777777777777777775The adjunct NP selects a verb which is constrained to be a clitic-word. As already mentioned,the arg-str of a clitic-word contains an a�xal argument. The object NP structure-shares itscase and index value ( 2& 4 ) with the case&index value of the a�x in the arg-str. In thisway, case, person, number and gender agreement between the doubled object and the cliticis guaranteed. (Semantically, coindexing ensures that the clitic and the NP are anchored tothe same referent-see later in this section).Example (4.67) shows a case of Clitic Doubling:(4.67) toit-cl piretook othe YanisYanis tothe vivliobook`Yanis took the book.'Tree (4.68) illustrates the structure of (4.67):



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 174(4.68) S"head 4comps hi#� � � � � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHHHHH26666666666664morph"form clitic-formi-form 0 #loc jcat26666664head 4 verb(cl-word)compsD 1 , 3NPaccjEarg-strD 1 , 2 aff;acc;jEdeps-strD 1 , 2 , 3E 3777777537777777777775to pire
Chloc 1 io Yanis C24loc 324mod"head 4arg-str ... 2 ...#3535to vivlioIn (4.68) the head is a verb of sort clitic-word. It takes three dependents; two arguments ( 1& 2 ) and one adjunct ( 3 ). The subject ( 1 ) and the adjunct ( 3 ) are of synsem sort canonicaland are realised locally as complements (comps: < 1 ; 3 >). The two complements combinewith their head by virtue of the head-comps-id-schema, giving rise to a saturated S. Thesecond argument ( 2 ), the object, is realised as an a�x and does not appear in comps. Theadjunct 3 shares its case value (acc) and index value (j) with the case and index value ofthe a�xal argument in arg-str ( 2 ).The treatment of doubled objects as adjuncts presents an unusual case of syntactic selec-tion. Typically, syntactic selection involves category features like head or marking. Theselection of valency values (comps, subj) usually refers to whether the selected phrase is asaturated one or not (empty or non-empty comps/subj respectively|e.g. a subject combin-ing with a VP). In the case of doubled objects, the adjunct does not just select a head; it alsoselects a speci�c member from its arg-str, constrained with a particular description (a�x).The phenomenon could be understood if more cases involving selection of arg-str memberscould be identi�ed. However, this issue will not be pursued further here.



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 175[Note that, if a con�gurational approach were adopted for adjuncts in Greek some technicalamendements would be necessary. As it stands, arg-str is not a head feature and, therefore,is not subject to the head feature principle. Thus, information concerning the membersof arg-str is not inherited by higher nodes. If the adjunct combined with a VP/S ratherthan a word, the propagation of arg-str to the VP/S should be ensured. In relation to this,various participants in an informal discussion in the HPSG mailing list, have been suggestingthat arg-str should be treated as a head feature.]Semantically, the coindexing between the pronominal clitic and the adjunct NP ensuresthat they are both anchored to the same referent and, in e�ect, realise the same semantic rolein the content of the verbal head. For example, in (4.67), the clitic and the doubled NPcorrespond to the taken (4.69) in the content value of the verb:(4.69) 266666666666666666664phon to pire to vivliosyn j loc 26666666666666664cat 2664head 4deps-str � 1 i, 2 j, 3 j�3775cont 2666664relation takingtaker itaken j 3777775 37777777777777775
377777777777777777775The information that the taken is a book is contributed by the restriction of the NP (4.66).As mentioned in Section 1.3.2, the restriction (in a NP), poses semantic conditions on theindex of the nominal object. Roughly, the restriction in (4.66) states that the index 4should be used referentially and be anchored to a book. By contrast, pronominal objects haveno restriction (4.70), as they are not used referentially. The content value of the clitic to in(4.67), is shown in (4.70):(4.70) 266666666664content 266666666664index 2666664pers 3rdnum singgend neuter3777775restriction fg 377777777775377777777775Thus, the semantic contribution of the adjunct NP amounts to restricting the referent ofthe coindexed pronominal clitic. This view of the semantic contribution of the adjunct NP



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 176captures San�lippo's intuition that the doubled NPs instantiate the participant/thematicroles of the verb.So far, I have omitted various aspects of the internal structure of Greek NPs. In particular,as argued in Kolliakou (1995), the content value of Greek NPs has an extra feature unique,with +/| as values. unique provides information on whether the NP is anchored to a uniquereferent. Roughly, de�nite NPs have a unique: + value, whereas inde�nite ones have aunique: | value. As the a�xal clitic may combine with de�nite as well as inde�nite NPs(Section 2.5.3), its unique value should be unspeci�ed. The value of unique is contributedby the doubled NP along with the restriction to the index it shares with the pronominal a�x.4.6.5 CLLD as adjunct extractionThe properties of CLLD (see Sections 3.1.1&3.1.2) can be straightfowardly captured by theassumption that CLLD instantiates adjunct extraction. In particular, the availability oflong-distance CLLD, its distribution (on either side of oti and before indirect questions), itssensitivity to strong islands, its recursive occurrence, are all general properties of UDCs inGreek. On the other hand, the unavailability of p-gaps (Section 3.1.2, example 3.11), followsfrom the adjunct status of the extracted doubled NP. As shown in Section 4.2, only argumentextraction licenses p-gaps.Example (4.71) illustrates a case of CLLD:(4.71) tothe vivliobook toit-cl piretook othe YanisYanis`Yanis took the book.'The structure of (4.71) is shown in (4.72):



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 177(4.72) S2664head verbcomps hislash fg 3775� � � � � � � HHHHHHHFhloc 3 ito vivlio H2664head verbcomps hislash n 3o3775� � � � � HHHHHH26666666664head verbcomps D 1Earg-st D 1 , 2 affEdeps-str D 1 , 2 j, 3 gap�jEslash n 3o 37777777775to pire
Chloc 1 io YanisThe adjunct NP 3 is coindexed with the a�xal argument 2 . In the arg-str the adjunct isrealised as a gap. The propagation of the gap and the licensing of the head-�ller-phrase followfrom general constraints on UDCs, (slac, slip and head-filler-id-schema).Under this view, Cinque's paradox �nds an elegant solution. Recall that Cinque (1990) andIatridou (1995) observe that CLLD is sensitive to strong islands, an indication of movement(Sections 3.3.3&3.3.4). However, they reject the movement analysis of CLLD on the basisof the unavailability of p-gaps. Lack of p-gaps though, cannot constitute an argument thatno extraction is involved, since there is a case of extraction, namely adjunct extraction, thatdoes not license p-gaps (4.2). By contrast, the analysis proposed here captures the extractionproperties of CLLD and o�ers an explanation for the paradoxical unavailability of p-gaps.Further, this analysis captures the similarities between Topicalisation and CLLD observed



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 178by Rizzi (1995) (Section 3.3.1). Both Topicalisation and CLLD are employed for the realisa-tion of topics/links or, in the terms of Rizzi, both instantiate a topic-comment articulation.Rizzi accounts for this similarity by assuming that both structures involve an anaphoric op-erator. In Topicalisation the anaphoric operator is null whereas in CLLD it is realised bythe clitic. However, as I have argued in Section 3.3.2, Rizzi's analysis is rather stipulative.Under the analysis proposed here, the fact that both Topicalisation and CLLD encode a topic-comment articulation follows from the fact that they have the same syntax (UDC) and thesame phonological realisation. With respect to their syntax, CLLD is an instance of `adjunctTopicalisation'. The CLLD in (4.73a) has the same structure with example (4.73b) whichinvolves a topicalised adverbial PP:(4.73) a. tinthe parastasiperformance-acc tiit-cl skinothetisedirected-3sg othe DimitrisDimitris potamitisPotamitis-nom`Dimitris Potamitis directed the performance.'b. mewith kokinired mpoyapaint thawill vapsipaint-3sg tathe parathirawindows (kai(and mewith prasinigreen tisthe portes)doors)`S/he'll paint the windows with red paint (and the doors with green).'While examples (4.73) instantiate adjunct extraction, example (4.74) instantiates argumentextraction:(4.74) tinthe parastasiperformance-acc skinothetisedirected-3sg othe DimitrisDimitris potamitisPotamitis-nom`Dimitris Potamitis directed the performance.'However, all examples above (4.73&4.74) share two properties. They all involve extractionand they all have the same phonological realisation, as the extracted XPs are not accented.Thus, in all these examples the extracted XPs are topics (irrespective of whether they arearguments or adjuncts, doubled or not)9.9Under this analysis, the cases of Empty Clitic Left Dislocation discussed in Dimitriadis (1994b) are simplyinstances of argument extraction.



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 1794.7 Wh-questions as UDCs4.7.1 Extraction PatternsIn terms of extraction possibilities, Wh-questions fall in the class of UDCs. In particular,they show the following properties, characteristic of UDCs in Greek:i) They allow long distance extraction:(4.75) pionwho-acc ipesaid-3sg otithat apelisan?�red-3pl`Who did s/he say that they �red?'ii) They obey strong islands:(4.76) *pionwho-acc e�ganleft-3pl norisearly giafor nato prolavun?catch-3pl`*Who did they leave early to catch?'iii) In echo Wh-questions the wh-phrase may occur to either side of the complementiser oti:(4.77) ipesaid-3sg (pion)who-acc otithat (pion)who-acc ide?saw-3sg`S/he said that s/he saw who?'iv) In echo questions the wh-phrase may appear to the left of an indirect question:(4.78) rotiseasked-3sg pionwho-acc anwhether idan?saw-3pl`S/he asked whether they saw who?'v) They do not create islands for extraction:(4.79) tothe yaniYani-acc rotiseasked-3sg pouwhere thafut stilunsend-3pl`S/he asked where they will send Yani.'It is di�cult to construct matrix questions in which the wh-phrase undergoes longdistance movement from an indirect clause:



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 180(4.80) ?pioswho-nom rotisesasked-2sg anwhether thafut �yi?leave-3sg`(about) Who did you ask whether he'll leave?'vi) Adjunct wh-phrases may undergo long distance extraction:(4.81) potewhen nomizisthink-2sg otithat thafut tathem-cl ehishave etima?ready`When do you think you'll have them ready?'Finally, Focus-movement and Wh-movement pattern in that the focused phrase or thewh-phrase may be contained in a preposed PP/NP:(4.82) a. mewith kokinired mpoyapaint ipesaid-3sg otithat thawill vapsipaint-3sg tathe parathirawindows`S/he said that s/he will paint the windows with red paint.'b. mewith tiwhat mpoyapaint ipesaid-3sg otithat thawill vapsipaint-3sg tathe parathira?windows`With what paint did s/he say that s/he will paint the windows?'The above data show that extractions in Wh-questions (canonical and echo) are subjectto the same constraints all extractions are in Greek. In this respect, the analysis of UDCssketched in previous sections is straightforwardly extended to Wh-questions. Technically, Wh-questions di�er from ordinary extractions in that, in Wh-questions, the wh-gap appears innonlocaljque, rather than nonlocaljslash. (Here, I will remain vague as to how exactlya wh-gap ends up in que and not in slash. In relation to this, see Ginzburg (1992); Kathol(1995); Kathol & Pollard (1995); Pollard & Yoo (1996)).4.7.2 Doubled wh-phrasesIn Greek, wh-phrases may often be doubled, as shown in examples (3.96, 3.97 & 3.36b)repeated below:(4.83) piawhich pedhiachildren (ta)them malosesscolded`Which children did you scold?' (Iatridou 1995:ex.48)



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 181(4.84) [Pionwhom apofrom tusthe dhiotwo tus]iof-them ipessaid-2,sg otithat dhennot tonihim(clitic) simpathilike-3,sg ithe miteramother-nomsuof-you?`Which of them did you say that your mother does not like?'(Kolliakou 1991:ex.2-5a)(4.85) pioniwho-acc tonihim-cl agapailove-3sg ithe-nom manamother-nom tui?his-gen`Who does his (own) mother love?'Wh-questions with doubled wh-phrases (henceforth doubled Wh-questions) are analysed asan instance of adjunct extraction. That is, the wh-phrases in examples (4.83,4.84 & 4.85) areextracted adjuncts, on a par with examples of CLLD (4.71).As discussed in Section 3.4, various analyses of these data have been proposed in theliterature. Dobrovie-Sorin (1990) and Iatridou (1995) share the view that CLLD and A-bar/Wh-movement are two distinct syntactic operations. Thus, their proposals try to explainthe appearence of properties attributed to two distinct operations (CLLD, A-bar-movement)in one case. Dobrovie-Sorin (1990) proposes that doubled wh-phrases do not undergo A-barmovement and do not take scope over the clause. Iatridou (1995) suggests that doubled wh-phrases are base-generated in the Discourse-linked position and, from there, they move to[Spec,CP]. Under the analysis o�ered here, CLLD and doubled Wh-questions exemplify thesame syntactic structure, adjunct extraction. Their similarities are captured straightforwardlywithout any extra assumptions for the structure of doulbed Wh-questions. In addition, thereis no need to assume that the structure or the quanti�cational interpretation of doubled Wh-questions is di�erent from that of non-doubled ones. Unlike the suggestions of Iatridou (1995)and Dobrovie-Sorin (1990), both cases have the same Phrase Structure. In both cases thewh-phrase appears at the same `position' and has the same `quanti�cational' interpretation.4.7.3 Selection of indirect questionsAs indirect Wh-questions are selected by verbal heads, their syntactic treatment should allowsuch selection to take place. I will tentatively assume that the marking value of a head with



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 182a nonempty que value is marked: wh. The following describes this restriction:Verb !26666664head 1marking marked: whque � 2� 37777775(4.86)A verb like rotao (`ask') subcategorises for an S marked with the wh feature (head:verb,comps:<>, marking:marked:wh).The marking value of Wh-questions seems to interfere with some aspects of the analysisof UDCs. Consider the following examples:(4.87) a. *ipesaid-3sg pionwho-acc otithat idesaw-3sg othe PetrosPetros-nom`*S/he said that who Petros saw.'b. ipe pion oti ide o Petros?`S/he said who that Petros saw? (echo)'The two examples in (4.87) di�er in that the �rst is a statement and the second an echo Wh-question. Example (4.87a) could be ruled out on the assumption that wh-�llers combine withan unmarked S. However, the grammaticality of (4.87b) indicates that the ungrammaticalityof (4.87a) is independent of the combinatorial potential between wh-�llers and the markingvalue of the complement S. Recall that, the head-filler-schema (4.19) allows a �ller tocombine with either a marked or unmarked S. Thus, example (4.87b) is predicted and is ona par with examples of pre-oti foci and topics (4.34). Example (4.88) in which the wh-�llercombines with an unmarked S is also predicted:(4.88) ipe oti pion ide o Petros?`S/he said who that Petros saw? (echo)'However, example (4.88) raises a problem for the restriction that the marker oti shouldcombine with an unmarked S (head-marker-id-schema 4.32). In (4.88), the complementof oti has marking value marked: wh. A solution to this will not be pursued here.Under the approach adopted here, there is no asymmetry between the clause structureof matrix and embedded Wh-questions. Recall that Tsimpli (1995) proposes that matrix



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 183Wh-questions lack a CP projection, which embedded ones have. This stipulation is meant toaccount for the unavailability of Focus-movement in matrix Wh-questions, which is attributedto lack of syntactic positions. However, as discussed in Section 2.8.2, the contrast betweenmatrix Wh-questions and indirect ones with respect to the availability of focus is independentof their syntax. Since questions do not update the hearer's information state, they are notexpected to have a focus-segment. On the other hand, sentences with indirect questions arestatements and are expected to have a focus segment. The focus part of the sentence may bethe indirect clause itself (4.89a) or an embedded constituent (4.89b-c):(4.89) a. rotiseasked-3sg [F[F pioswho-nom idesaw-3sg tothe yani]Yani-acc]`S/he asked who saw Yanis.'b. rotiseasked-3sg pioswho-nom idesaw-3sg [F[F tothe yani]Yani-acc]c. rotiseasked-3sg [F[F tothe yani]Yani-acc] pioswho-nom idesaw-3sgExample (4.89c) involves recursive extraction (i.e. it involves two head-�ller-phrases). Thetree in (4.90) shows the structure of (4.89c):



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 184(4.90) S8 "head verbcomps hi #� � � � � � HHHHHHH7 24head verbcomps D 6E35rotise C6 266664head verbcomps himarking whnonlocal j slash fg 377775� � � � � HHHHHF5 hloc 1 ito Yani H4 2666664head verbcomps himarking whnonlocal j slash n 1o3777775� � � � � HHHHHFhloc 2 ipios H3 26666666664head verbcomps himarking whnonlocal 264slash n 1oque n 2o37537777777775ideThe marking value of the indirect clause (marking:wh) is inherited by the head-�ller-phrasein a similar way as in (4.35).



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 1854.8 ConclusionsIn this chapter I argued for a uni�ed syntactic treatment of Focus-movement, Topicalisationand CLLD. This analysis is supported by the fact that the syntax of these constructions is nota�ected by the discourse import of the extracted XP. Rather, all three constructions exhibittypical properties of Unbounded Dependencies. Thus, I o�ered an analysis of their syntaxemploying the mechanism of UDCs in HPSG, which allows an elegant account of variousproperties of Greek extractions:� The distribution of extracted XPs before and after oti was captured by the simpleassumption that the complement of an extracted XP (i.e. the head-dtr of a head-�ller-phrase) has an underspeci�ed marking value. Thus, a �ller can combine witheither an unmarked clause (in which case it appears after oti) or with a marked clause(in which case it appears before oti). On the other hand, the constraint that thecomplement of �llers in English is unmarked (marking:unmarked) was enough to blockthe ungrammatical ocurrence of a �ller immediately before a that-clause.� No additional assumptions were necessary to account for the fact that intermediate�llers do not block the selection of an embedded clause by the matrix verb. Alreadyexisting principles handling the propagation of marking values on the syntactic tree(marking principle/head-marker-id-schema) were enough to account for this fact.� Since nothing in the existing analysis blocks recursive extraction, the fact that Greekextractions do not create islands for extraction is accounted for straightforwardly.Further, I drew a distinction between argument and adjunct extraction and showed that,unlike argument extraction, adjunct extraction does not license p-gaps. This distinction iscrucial for the analysis of CLLD. CLLD was analysed as an instance of adjunct extraction.This view o�ers an answer to Cinque's paradox. CLLD obeys strong islands, as all cases ofextraction do, but does not license p-gaps, as all cases of adjunct extraction do not. Further,this analysis explains the interpretational similarities between Topicalisation and CLLD. Sinceboth cases involve the same syntax and the same phonology they have the same InformationStructure (see Chapter 5).The view that CLLD instantiates extraction, allows a uniform analysis for CLLD andClitic Doubling. In both constructions the doubled NP is an adjunct. In Clitic Doubling it



CHAPTER 4. A UNIFIED GRAMMAR OF UNBOUNDED DEPENDENCIES 186is realised as a complement whereas in CLLD as a �ller. This analysis di�ers from the oneproposed by Cinque (1990) and Iatridou (1995) who claim that the two phenomena are notrelated. As argued in Section 3.3.5, this claim lacks syntactic motivation and complicates thegrammar of Clitic Constructions in Greek.The uniform syntactic analysis of Focus-movement, Topicalisation and CLLD I have pro-posed in this chapter has implications for the Discourse-Syntax interface. Under this analysis,one construction corresponds to more than one discourse function, yielding a non-isomorphicrelation between sytax and Information Structure. I will turn to this issue in the followingchapter.



Chapter 5Discourse-Syntax Interface5.1 IntroductionThe architecture of the discourse-syntax interface for a language like Greek depends on prioranswers to the following two questions:1 What is the syntax of the relevant constructions (Focus-movement, Topicalisation,CLLD)?2 At which level of representation should discourse functions be encoded?With respect to the �rst question, Discourse Con�gurational approaches assume distinctsyntactic representations for the relevant constructions: these involve A-bar-movement, A-movement and Base-generation, respectively. As for the second question, their answer is toencode discourse functions in distinct Phrase Structure con�gurations: Focus Phrase, TopicPhrase. Movement to [Spec,FP] is A-bar-movement. Movement to [Spec,TP] is A-movement.CLLD involves base-generation at [Spec,TP]. Thus, the picture of the discourse-syntax inter-face o�ered by Discourse Con�gurational approaches involves a rather complex syntax, but asimple, isomorphic relation between discourse functions (focus, topic), Phrase Structure Con-�gurations (FP, TP) and syntactic operations (modulo the di�erence between A-movementand base-generation).The answers given in this thesis to questions 1 & 2 di�er signi�cantly from the onesproposed by Discourse Con�gurational accounts. With respect to the �rst question, it wasargued in the previous chapter that Focus-movement, Topicalisation and CLLD instantiate187



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 188the same syntactic structure. This implies a simple syntax, but a non-isomorphic relationbetween discourse functions and syntactic operations.In principle, a uni�ed syntactic treatment of Focus-movement, Topicalisation and CLLDis still compatible with an analysis that maintains the view that discourse functions areencoded in Phrase Structure. Roughly, the relevant constructions would involve movement toa single preverbal position, but this would be associated with more than one discourse feature.Alternatively, they would be licensed by a discourse id-schema. However, I have argued inChapter 2 that discourse functions should be represented at a distinct level, InformationStructure, independently of Phrase Structure con�gurations. This view is supported by theinsensitivity of focus to syntactic constraints (subjacency) and the absence of recursive foci.Further, it allows a consistent account of languages that rely on intonation/morphology ratherthan syntax for the realisation of Information Packaging.In this chapter, I will present a picture of the discourse-syntax interface for Greek thatassumes a uni�ed syntactic analysis of the relevant constructions and encodes InformationStructure independently from Phrase Structure con�gurations. While all the constructions inquestion have the same syntax, discourse functions are disambiguated by nuclear accent place-ment. Thus, the account presented in the following sections involves mapping of both syntacticand phonological realisations to Information Structure. As will be shown, the InformationStructure of Unbounded Dependencies follows from general constraints on the realisation ofInformation Packaging in Greek.Further, the syntactic analysis I have adopted has implications for the account of therelative order of topics and focus. As discussed in Chapter 3, in Discourse Con�gurationalanalyses, the relative order between topics and focus is captured by the relative order of theTopic and Focus Phrase in the syntactic tree. In the syntactic analysis I proposed, topics andfoci are both �llers and their relative order is not constrained. In this chapter I will arguethat discourse constraints on word order should be represented independently of syntacticones. The main argument in support of this view is the fact that the constraints on the orderbetween links/topics, focus and tails hold irrespective of their syntactic realisation.The chapter consists of two parts. In the �rst part, Section 5.2 I present an HPSG analysisof Information Packaging in Greek. In particular, Section 5.2.1 summarises some descriptivegeneralisations about the syntactic and phonological realisation of focus, topic and tails. In



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 189Sections 5.2.2 & 5.2.3 I present an HPSG account of the data, essentially extending the anal-ysis of Engdahl & Vallduv�� (1996)1. I then discuss the Information Structure of constructionsinvolving Right Dislocation in Section 5.2.4 and o�er some conclusions in Section 5.2.5. Inthe second part I discuss discourse and syntactic constraints on word order. In Section 5.3.1I distinguish syntactic from discourse constraints on word order and show how Linear Prece-dence Rules can allow an account of discourse constraints independently of syntactic ones. InSection 5.3.2 I argue that adjacency restrictions are not syntactic in nature. In Section 5.3.3I review previous approaches to the data. In Section 5.3.4 I present some problematic casesand conclude in Section 5.3.5.5.2 Information Structure in Greek5.2.1 The syntactic and phonological realisation of focus and ground inGreekNot all syntactic constituents contribute to the Information Structure of the sentences theyappear in. Weak pronouns in English and Greek clitics are such examples as discussed inSection 2.5.1. Since I have analysed Greek clitics as a�xes and not as autonomous wordsor constituents, it follows that they cannot contribute to the Information Structure of thesentences they appear in. The marker oti is another example of such a constituent. It canneither function as ground, anchoring the new information to the hearer's information state,nor can it contribute new information. Even in a context that forces a narrow reading for oti,oti is not accented. Consider the following example:(5.1) denot mume-cl ipesaid-3sg poshow thawill toit-cl kani;do-3sg; mume-cl ipesaid-3sg oti/*otithat thawill toit-cl kanido-3sg`S/he didn't tell me how she'll do it; s/he told me that s/he'll do it.'In the above example, the accent may not fall on oti. Though the context forces a contrastbetween pos and oti, the contrast is established between pos and the embedded verb, kani.On the other hand, heads (5.2a), arguments (5.3), adjuncts (5.2b), �llers (5.2b), may allbear nuclear accent.1An earlier version of this analysis is presented in Alexopoulou (1998b).



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 190(5.2) a. [Lo[Lthe Petros][FPetros-nom][F tathem-cl edose][Tgave-3sg][T tathe bibliabooks stoto-the Yani]Yani]b. [F stin[F in-the kuzina][Gkitchen][G a�saleft-1sg tathe klidia]keys]`I left the keys in the kitchen.'Below I summarise some phonological and syntactic constraints on constituents that docontribute to the Information Structure of their utterances (see Chapter 2).Phonologya) Accented constituents are obligatorily interpreted as focused. In both examples in (5.3)the accented constituent sto Yani2 belongs to the focused part of the utterance.(5.3) a. [Lo[Lthe Petros][FPetros-nom][F edosegave-3sg tathe bibliabooks stoto-the yani]Yanis]`S/he gave the books to Yanis.'b. [G[G [Lo[Lthe Petros]Petros-nom] edosegave-3sg tathe biblia]books] [F sto[F to-the yani]Yanis]b) Ground elements do not bear any accent (Petros, edose ta vivlia in 5.3b).c) Elements belonging to the focused part of an utterance may be accented (Yani in 5.3a)or not (edose ta vivlia in 5.3a).Syntaxd) Any syntactic constituent contributing to the Information Structure of a sentence maybelong to either part of the focus-ground partition.That is, there is no syntactic constraint on the kind of constituents that may function aseither ground or focus elements. The verbal head is focused in (5.3a&5.2a) and ground2I assume here, oversimplifying matters, that the PP sto Yani, is accented, though accent falls only on thenoun Yani.



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 191in (5.3b&5.2b). The object Yani is focused in (5.3), whereas ta klidia is ground in (5.2b).Similarly for adjuncts and �llers.However, once the distinction between links and tails is considered, there seem to beconstraints on their syntactic realisation. As discussed in Section 2.4.3, links in Greek tend toappear preverbally, as �llers, while tails tend to appear postverbally. For the moment, I willassume that these facts should not be attributed to syntactic constraints. Rather, they followfrom discourse constraints on the order between links, focus and tails (see Section 5.3.1).While syntax does not constrain the kinds of constituents that are either ground or focuselements, it does play a role in the propagation of foci and links in the syntactic tree. Inparticular, the role of syntax is evident in the assignment of wide focus and focus in UDCs.The facts are described by (e):e) Wide focus may arise only if the most oblique/rightmost complement is accented (5.3a);accent on the verbal head or on a preverbal XP is always interpreted as narrow fo-cus (5.4) (Section 2.4):(5.4) a. *[F*[F tothe yaniYani-acc ipesaid-3sg otithat idesaw-3sg othe Petros]Petros-nom]`S/he said that Petros saw Yanis.'b. *[Lo*[Lthe PetrosPetros-nom ][F][F tathem-cl edosegave-3sg tathe bibliabooks stoto-the Yani]Yani]`Petros gave the books to Yanis.'Examples (5.4a-b) are possible only with a narrow focus interpretation for Yani and edoserespectively.5.2.2 The representation of Information Structure in HPSGEngdahl & Vallduv�� (1996) enrich the context value of signs with a feature information-structure (info-str) as shown in (5.5):(5.5) 266666664context 26666664info-str 26666664focusground 264linktail3753777777537777775377777775



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 192By encoding info-str in context, they capture the independence of Information Structurefrom syntax and semantics (encoded in cat and content respectively). focus and groundtake feature structures as values. Their values are structure-shared with the constituentsthat realise them. The various instantiation possibilities of info-str values are handledby constraints on their phonological and syntactic realisation (see Manandhar (1994) for adi�erent account in HPSG).The phonological constraints (a-c) are captured by two constraints on words. In thefollowing, `a' stands for accented and `u' for non-accented/unmarked:(5.6) a. Word ! 1 264phon jaccent ainfo-struct j focus 1375b. Word ! 1 264phon jaccent uinfo-struct []375 (Engdahl & Vallduv�� 1996)According to (5.6a) any word with phonjaccent value of sort a, has its focus value instan-tiated (Engdahl & Vallduv�� 1996). On the other hand, when a word's phonjaccent value isu, its info-str value is not determined until it combines with other signs (5.6b). These twoconstraints are enough to account for (b&c). A ground element cannot be accented, since, ifit were, its focus value would be instantiated (5.6a). On the other hand, unaccented foci areallowed since the info-str value of an unaccented word is underspeci�ed (5.6b) and could beeither focus or ground. The same constraints hold for Catalan (Engdahl & Vallduv�� 1996).For English, Engdahl & Vallduv�� (1996) assume a further constraint that associates a wordwith a B-accent with a link interpretation.Engdahl & Vallduv�� (1996) capture the propagation of info-str values on the syntactictree with two principles constraining the instantiation of info-str values. Their Principle Ihandles the propagation of links, tails and narrow focus whereas Principle II handles casesof wide focus. Their two principles are adopted for Greek and are presented below (I havemodi�ed Principle II in order to account for wide focus in sentences containing embeddedclauses; I will return to these modi�cations later in this section):



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 193(5.7) information structure instantiation principles for greek� Principle Iif a daughter's info-str is instantiated, then the mother inherits this in-stantiation (for narrow foci, links and tails),or� Principle IIthe focus value of the mother is the sign itself (wide focus) just in case,a) the focus value of the most oblique comps-dtr is the sign itselforb) in a head-marker-phrase, the focus value of the head-dtr is the sign itself.Principle I allows a mother to inherit the info-str values of its dtrs. Consider (5.8), thestructure of which is illustrated in (5.9):(5.8) [G[G [Lo[Lthe Petros]Petros-nom] edosegave-3sg tathe biblia]books] [F sto[F to-the Yani]Yani]`Petros gave the books to Yanis.'



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 194(5.9) 6 266666664info-str 266664focus n 1olink n 5otail n 3 , 2o377775377777775� � � � � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHHHHF5 "phon jaccent uinfo-str #O Petros H4 266664info-str 264focus n 1oground jtail n 3 , 2o375377775� � � � � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHHHHH3 "phon jaccent uinfo-str #edose C2 "phon jaccent uinfo-str #ta vivlia C1 24phon jaccent ainfo-str j focus n 1o35sto YaniThe complement PP sto Yani is accented (phonjaccent a); thus, its info-strjfocus valueis instantiated and it is the sign itself 1 (5.6a). The verb and the direct object are notaccented and their info-str value is not instantiated. The head-comps-phrase inherits thefocus value 1 of its comps-dtr (Principle I). The verb and the direct object instantiate thetail value of their mother. The head-�ller-phrase inherits the info-str value of the head-dtr (focus: 1 , tail: 2 , 3 ). The �ller is unaccented and its info-str value is not instantiated.It appears as a link in the info-str value of the head-�ller-phrase ( 6 ).Principle I also accounts for cases with preverbal focus. The head-�ller-phrase inheritsthe focus value of its filler-dtr. Tree (5.11) corresponds to example (5.10):



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 195(5.10) [F[F tothe yani]Yani-acc] [G[G idesaw-3sg othe Petros]Petros-nom]`Petros saw Yanis.'(5.11) 5 266664info-st 264focus n 4otail n 1 , 2o375377775� � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHF4 24phon jaccent ainfo-st j focus n 4o35to yani H3 �info-st jtail n 1 , 2o�� � � � � HHHHHH2 "phon jaccent uinfo-st #ide C1 "phon jaccent uinfo-st #o PetrosThe filler-dtr 4 is accented and, by (5.6a), its focus value 4 is instantiated. Then, thehead-�ller-phrase 5 inherits the focus value 4 , by Principle I.Finally, Principle I allows examples with narrow focus within a preverbal constituent:(5.12) mewith kokinired mpoyapaint evapsanpainted-3pl tathe parathirawindows`They painted the windows with red paint.'The NP mother inherits the focus value from the adjunct-dtr. The focus value of theNP is iherited by the dominating PP which is the filler-dtr of the head-�ller-phrase. Thehead-�ller-phrase inherits the focus value of the filler-dtr.While Principle I accounts for narrow focus, Principle II handles wide focus data. Accord-ing to Principle II.a, wide focus on a mother (that is the focus value of the mother is thesign itself) can arise from the most oblique comps-dtr. Consider for example the structureof (5.13) illustrated by (5.14):



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 196(5.13) [F[F edosegave-3sg tathe bibliabooks stoto-the yani]yani]`S/he gave the books to Yanis.'(5.14) 4 �info-st j focus n 4o�� � � � � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHHHHH3 "phon jaccent uinfo-st #edose C2 "phon jaccent uinfo-st #ta vivlia C1 24phon jaccent ainfo-st j focus n 1o35sto yaniThe indirect object, sto Yani, is the most oblique comps-dtr. In addition, its focus value 1is the sign itself. Thus, the mother 4 can be assigned wide focus (focus: 4 ).The requirement that only comps-dtrs can give rise to wide focus blocks wide focus forhead-�ller-phrases. A head-�ller-phrase (e.g. 5 in 5.11) cannot have wide focus, as none of itsdtrs is a comps-dtr. In this way, the ungrammatical wide focus reading in (5.15) is ruledout:(5.15) *[F*[F tothe yaniYani-acc idesaw-3sg othe Petros]Petros-nom]`Petros saw Yanis.'Principle II in (5.7) di�ers from Principle II of Engdahl & Vallduv�� (1996) in two ways.First, their Principle II does not contain the second clause. This clause is necessary in orderto handle all focus examples in embedded contexts like (5.16):(5.16) [F[F ipesaid-3sg otithat thawill apolisoun�re-3sg tothe yani]Yani-acc]`S/he said that they'll �re Yanis.'The tree in (5.17) shows the structure of (5.16):



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 197(5.17) 5 �info-st j focus n 5o�� � � � � � � HHHHHHHH4 "phon jaccent uinfo-st #ipe C3 �info-st j focus n 3o�� � � � � HHHHHM2 hhead markerioti H1 �info-st jfocus n 1o�tha apolisun to yanniIn (5.17) it is assumed that info-str is not an appropriate attribute for markers. Thiscaptures the fact that oti does not contribute to the info-str value of the sign it appears in.In (5.17) the head-dtr 1 has wide focus (focus: 1 ). By the second clause of Principle II thehead-marker-phrase 3 is assigned wide focus as well. As 3 is the most oblique comps-dtr ofthe matrix verb (ipe) and it is widely focused the top node 5 is assigned wide focus.The second di�erence between Principle II of Engdahl & Vallduv�� (1996) and Principle IIin (5.7) involves the requirement that the comps-dtr (or the head-dtr in a head-marker-phrase) is widely focused. This requirement is necessary in order to prevent a focus valueinherited from a filler-dtr from giving rise to wide focus once it appears on a comps-dtr.For example, consider the ungrammatical wide focus interpretation of (5.18):(5.18) *[F*[F masto-us ipesaid-3sg tinthe parastasishow-acc otithat skinothetisedirected-3sg othe Petros]Petros-nom]`S/he said to us that Petros directed the show.'Example (5.18) can only have a narrow focus interpretation as illustrated in (5.19):



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 198(5.19) 7 264info-st 264focus n 4otail n 1 , 2 6o375375� � � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHHH6 "phon jaccent uinfo-st #mas ipe C5 264info-st 264focus n 4otail n 1 , 2o375375� � � � � � HHHHHHF4 24phon jaccent ainfo-st j focus n 4o35tin parastasi H3 �info-st jtail n 1 , 2o�oti skinothetise o PetrosIn (5.19) the most oblique comps-dtr of ipe is the head-�ller-phrase 5 . However, 5 is notwidely focused. Although the focus value of 5 is instantiated ( 4 ), it is not the sign itself ( 5 ).Thus, Principle II cannot apply here. In e�ect, the ungrammatical wide focus interpretationof (5.18) is ruled out. In (5.19) the top node 7 inherits the focus value 4 by Principle I.Finally, Principle II accounts for wide focus arising from accent on an adjunct:(5.20) a. A: ihes nea apo ti Maria?`Did you have any news from Maria?'b. B:B: tinher-cl idesaw-3sg othe PetrosPetros-nom stoat-the sinemacinema`Petros met her at the cinema.'(5.21) a. A: ti eyine me tis prosklisis?`What is happening with the invitations?'



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 199b. B:B: thawill inebe-3sg etimesready-nom stinat-the oratime tustheir-cl`They will be ready on time.'Since adjuncts are treated as complements (Section 4.5), Principle I can apply on exampleslike (5.20b&5.21b). The adjuncts realise the most oblique comps-dtr.As discussed in Section 2.5.2, doubled objects resist accent. This restriction is expressedin the lexical entries of the relevant NPs. Their phonjaccent value is u:(5.22) 266666666666666666664phon
264to vivlioaccent u375syn j loc jcat jhead 266666666664nominalcase 2mod 2664head verb(cl-word)arg-str 3 �... 5 a�-[case: 2 ]-[index: 4 ] ...�3775377777777775

377777777777777777775Since they are not accented, their info-str value is undetermined. They may be eitherground elements (as they typically are) or part of wide focus.In this way, a wide range of data (wide focus, narrow focus in UDCs, embedded contexts)is accounted for by two constraints mapping the phonological realisation of words with theirinfo-str value and two principles constraining the propagation of info-str values in thesyntactic tree. Note that no extra machinery is needed for the Information Structure ofFocus-movement, Topicalisation, CLLD. The Information Structure of these constructionsfollows from general constraints.In Catalan, the core part of the S is focus by default while the dislocated elements areground elements (Section 2.3). Thus, Catalan uses only Principle I which allows the focusvalue of the core S and the ground value of the dislocated daughters to be inherited by thetop node of an utterance (a head-disloc-phrase; see Section 5.2.4). On the other hand, bothPrinciples I & II are used in English. Like English, Greek uses both Principles I & II. It isremarkable that, despite signi�cant typological di�erences between English and Greek, thepropagation of info-str values is subject to the same Principles in both languages.



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 2005.2.3 More on Wide FocusPrinciple II makes reference to the most oblique comps-dtr. In this section I will presentevidence suggesting, that, at least in Greek, wide focus is sensitive to the focus value ofthe rightmost element of an utterance rather than the most oblique comps-dtr. The factspresented in this section can be captured by the following generalisation:(5.23) If the rightmost daughter has wide focus, then the mother may have wide focus aswell.Wide focus arising from post-adjunct argumentsObliqueness is de�ned in terms of order in the arg-str or deps-str. In the deps-stradjunct-complements are appended to the list of argument-complements and appear as moreoblique than the arguments (Section 4.5). However, as already discussed (Section 4.5), ad-juncts may appear between the verb and the arguments, as illustrated by (4.44b) repeated as(5.24b):(5.24) a. A: ti kanate me tis prosklisis`What did you do with the invitations?'b. B:[FB:[F tisthem-cl stilamesent-1pl mewith tothe tahidromiopost stoto-the yani]Yani-acc]`We sent them to Yanis by post.'There is no reason to suggest that in (5.24b) the argument is more oblique than the ad-junct. This example indicates that it is accent on the rightmost rather than the most obliquecomplement that triggers wide focus on the mother.Noun PhrasesReference to the most oblique comps-dtr cannot capture the data from Greek NPs:(5.25) a. [F[F agorasabought-1sg enaa vivliobook tuthe-gen chomsky]Chomsky]`I bought a book by Chomsky.'b. [F[F agorasabought-1sg miaa kokinired zaketa]cardigan]`I bought a red cardigan.'



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 201In (5.25a) accent falls on the genitive modi�er, whereas in (5.25b) it falls on the noun. Inboth cases the accented contituent is the rightmost element of the NP and gives rise to awide focus reading for the whole utterance. Principle II, as expressed in the previous section,cannot capture the similarities between NP and VP wide focus.Links as parts of wide focusThere are cases (5.26b) in which preverbal links may appear as part of a wide focus reading:(5.26) a. tu tilefonises;`Did you phone him?'b. ne,yes, kaiand [F[F meme-cl diaveveosecon�rmed-3sg otithat [L[L tisthe a�ses]posters-acc] thawill tisthem-cl ehihave-3sgetimesready-acc.pl stinon ora-tus]time-their]`Yes, and he reassured me that he'll have the posters ready on time|that theposters will be ready on time.'Example (5.26b) receives a wide focus interpretation despite the appearence of the embeddedlink (tis a�ses). The link tis a�ses both has the trappings of a link|preverbal occurrence,no accent| and it functions as link anchoring the focus part of the utterance to the hearer'sinformation state. The analysis presented in the previous section does not account for (5.26b).The topic tis a�ses appears as a filler-dtr of the head-�ller-phrase. Though the head-dtr has wide focus, Principle II cannot apply as it only allows wide focus to arise from acomps-dtr. By contrast, 5.23 can predict (5.26b). The head-dtr is the rightmost daughterand it is widely focused. On the other hand, head-�ller-phrases with a focused filler-dtr(5.18) cannot be assigned wide focus, since the focused daughter is not the rightmost one.In addition, 5.23 allows wide focus in cases where the verb is accented and is the rightmostdaughter. Consider the following as an answer to (5.26b):(5.27) a. A:ti eyine me tis prosklisis; tilefonises sto Yani?A:`What happened with the invitations? Did you phone Yanis?'



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 202b. B:ne,B:Yes, kaiand [F[F meme-cl diaveveosecon�rmed-3sg otithat tisthe prosklisisinvitations giafor tithe deksiosireception thawilltisthem-cl tiposi];print-3sg]; giafor tisthe prosklisisinvitations tuthe gamuwedding-gen dennot kseriknow-3sg akomayet`Yes, and he reassured me that he'll print invitations for the reception; hedoesn't know yet for the invitations for the wedding.'Example (5.27b) receives a wide focus reading. The accent falls on the embedded verb whichis the head-dtr of the head-�ller-phrase. Again, reference to the most oblique comps-dtrdoes not account for this case. The accented constituent is a head, but the rightmost daughterof the utterance.Finally, 5.23 makes it possible to eliminate the second clause of Principle II. The head-dtr of the head-marker-phrase is the rightmost one.Thus, 5.23, compared with Principle II, can account for a wider range of data and do it ina more elegant way. Before its �nal formulation, I will consider examples of Right Dislocationand Clitic Right Dislocation.5.2.4 Right DislocationAs discussed in Section 2.4.3, it is assumed that elements scrambling to the right edge ofthe clause and crucially occurring after nuclear accent undergo Right Dislocation. In theliterature, right dislocated elements are treated as distinct constituents. For example, Tsimpli(1995) proposes that right dislocated subjects (in VOS) and doubled objects are adjoined toTNSP (Section 3.2.5). However, the general freedom in the order of postverbal complements(arguments and adjuncts) in Greek, makes it hard to argue for the existence of a distinctconstituent on purely structural evidence. Consider the following examples:(5.28) a. ithe mamamother-nom tiganizewas-frying-3sg stinin-the kuzinakitchen patatespotatoes-acc`Mum was frying potatoes in the kitchen.'b. ithe mamamother-nom tiganizewas-frying-3sg stinin-the kuzinakitchen patatespotatoes-acc



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 203(5.29) a. evaleput-3sg stoin-the psiyiofridge tathe portokaliaoranges (ke(and kitakselooked yiroaround yiroaround saas-if hameni)lost)`She put the oranges in the fridge (and looked around as if lost).'b. evaleput-3sg stoin-the psiyiofridge tathe portokaliaorangesIn all examples above the argument occurs after the adjunct. In the (a) examples the accentfalls on the argument, which is the rightmost element of the utterance. In the (b) examplesthe accent falls on the adjunct. It is hard to distinguish the two cases structurally and arguethat, in the (b) examples, the argument is dislocated to the right whereas in the (a) examplesit is not.The notion of a right dislocated constituent becomes useful once the Information Structureof these sentences is considered. The (a) examples may receive a wide focus reading, whereasin the (b) examples, the argument is typically interpreted as a tail. Example (5.29b) mayhave the following Information Structure:(5.30) [F evale[Fput-3sg stoin-the psiyio]fridge] [T ta[T the portokalia]oranges]`She put the oranges in the fridge.'Engdahl & Vallduv�� (1996) postulate a head-dislocation schema for Catalan that licensesa phrase (head-disloc-phrase) consisting of a head-dtr and one or more dislocated-dtrs.This schema is motivated in Catalan by the fact that all ground elements are dislocated outof the core S, which coincides with the focus part of utterances. If their analysis were to beadopted for Right Dislocation in Greek, (5.30) would have the structure shown in (5.31):



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 204(5.31) 5 264info-st 264focus n 3otail n 4o375375� � � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHHH3 �info-st j focus n 3o�� � � � � � HHHHHH2 "phon jaccent uinfo-st #evale C1 24phon jaccent ainfo-st j focus n 1o35sto psiyio
D4 24phon jaccent uinfo-st jtail n 4o35ta portokaliaHowever, this analysis cannot be extended to examples like (5.32):(5.32) [F ipe[F said-3sg otithat thawill �yileave-3sg avrio]tomorrow] [T[T othe Petros]Petros-nom]`Petros said he'll leave tomorrow.'



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 205The structure of (5.32) is shown in (5.33):(5.33) 9 264info-st 264focus n 4otail n 1 , 8o375375� � � � � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHHHHH8 "phon jaccent uinfo-st #ipe C7 264info-st 264focus n 4otail n 1o375375� � � � � � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHHHHHM6 hhead markerioti H5 264info-st 264focus n 4otail n 1o375375� � � � � � � � � HHHHHHHHHH4 �info-st jfocus n 4o�� � � � � � HHHHHHH3 "phon jaccent uinfo-st #tha �yi C2 24phon jaccent ainfo-st j focus n 2o35avrio
D1 24phon jaccent uinfo-st jtail n 1o35o PetrosThe rightmost daughter 2 of the head-comp-phrase 4 is accented; so, the mother 4 isassigned wide focus. The head-discloc-phrase 5 inherits the info-str values from its dtrs.



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 206Principle II cannot apply here because the rightmost daughter, which is the dislocated-dtris not focused. The head-marker-phrase 7 inherits the info-str value of its head-dtr (themarker-dtr has no info-str value). Since the rightmost daughter of 7 does not have widefocus, 7 cannot be assigned wide focus. The same holds for the head-comp-phrase 9 whichinherits the info-str value of its dtrs. Thus, wide focus `stops' at the embedded clause.The problem could be solved on the assumption that o Yanis is adjoined to the topn-ode 9 rather than the lower S 5 . The id-schema postulated by Engdahl & Vallduv�� (1996)requires that the head-dtr of a head-disloc-phrase is saturated (comps < >). Thus, 9 sat-is�es this description. In addition though, the head-dislocation schema requires that thedislocated-dtr is in a binding relation with an element in the content value of the head-dtr. Engdahl & Vallduv�� (1996) do not specify the nature of this binding relation. Whateverthat is though, if o Yanis were to be adjoined to the higher node, some local informationshould be propagated from the embedded head to the matrix one. This would make RightDislocation look like an Unbounded Dependency. However, Right Dislocation should be dis-tinguished from UDCs. One signi�cant di�erence between the two is that Right Dislocationis a local process. For example, there is no `long distance right dislocation'. Compare thefollowing:(5.34) a. tothe YaniYani-acc ipesaid-3sg stonto-the Petro/s'osousPetros/to-whoever tonhim-cl rotisanasked-3ps otithat tonhim-clidesaw-3sg`S/he told Petros/whoever asked him that s/he saw Yanis.'b. *ipe*said-3sg otithat tonhim-cl idesaw-3sg stonto-the Petro/s'osousPetros/to-whoever tonhim-cl rotisanasked-3pstothe YaniYani-acc`S/he told Petros/whoever asked him that s/he saw Yanis.'Example (5.34b) in which to Yani is extracted to the right, is ungrammatical. Thus, whateverthe assumptions made for the licensing of a head-disloc-phrase, in (5.32) the dislocated-dtr, o Yanis, has to be attached to the lower S 5 . It is unclear how Principle II or 5.23could be reformulated in order to account for the wide focus reading in (5.32). In conclusion,



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 207assuming a right dislocated constituent does not account for data involving sentences withembedded clauses.Even if this analysis worked, the postulation of a distinct constituent is based on a spu-rious argument. Part of the evidence presented in Chapter 2 indicating the independence ofInformation Structure from syntax was based on the fact that the ground-focus partition (inGreek and English) does not correspond to syntactic constituents. It is not obvious why inthe case of Right Dislocation, interpretational considerations should su�ce as motivation forthe existence of a right dislocated constituent.A proper answer to the question of the existence of a right dislocated constituent requiresfurther research. However, in the absence of solid structural evidence I assume that there isno such constituent. I will return to the issue of postverbal scrambling in Section 5.3.1.The question that arises now is how example (5.30) can be accounted for without referenceto a right dislocated constituent. Further, whether and how (5.32) could be predicted. Atentative solution is to attach a second clause to 5.23 and revise Principle II as follows:� Principle II (�nal version):a) If the rightmost daughter has wide focus, then the mother may have wide focusas well.b) In a head-comp-phrase with head:verb, if any daughter is accented, then the focusvalue of the mother may have wide focus; any comps-dtrs occurring after theaccented daughter instantiates the mother's groundjtail value.The second clause captures examples (5.30&5.32) as well as the following:(5.35) [F ipane[F said-3pl otithat thawill tonhim-cl dioksune]�re-3pl] [T to[T the Yani]Yani]`They said they'll �re Yanis.'In (5.30,5.32&5.35) the accented dtr appears in a head-comp-phrase which is assigned widefocus. The elements occurring after the accented dtr (ta portokalia, o Yanis, to Yani)instantiate the tail value of the head-comp-phrase. Since the head-comp-phrase has widefocus, the dominating nodes in (5.32&5.35) may also have wide focus (Principle II.a.).



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 2085.2.5 DiscussionThe analysis presented in this chapter succeeds in capturing various aspects of the phenom-ena in question. The organisation of the HPSG sign allows a 
exible account of the relationbetween syntax and Information Structure. The independence of discourse functions is cap-tured by encoding Information Structure within the context value of signs. As noted in theintroduction of this chapter, the Discourse Con�gurational approach to the discourse-syntaxinterface, o�ers a rather complex syntax but a simple, isomorphic relation between discoursefunctions and syntactic operations. By contrast, the analysis presented in this chapter, as-sumes a simple syntax which yields a non-isomorphic relation between syntactic constructionsand discourse functions. This, however, does not lead to a more complex architecture of thediscourse-syntax interface. A small number of constraints (two constraints on the phonologi-cal realisation of words and two principles constraining the propagation of info-str values)are enough to account for a wide range of data (propagation of info-str values in head-comp-phrases, head-�ller-phrases and in sentences with embedded clauses). In addition, the sameset of Principles can accommodate the crosslinguistic realisation of Information Packaging inlanguages as di�erent as English, Greek and Catalan.A weakness of the presented account is that it does not account for the non-recursivenature of focus. Even though nothing forces ocurrence of recursive foci, nothing excludes iteither. A constraint requiring that the focus value of a sign is at most the singleton setwould yield the correct result. Admittedely this seems an ad-hoc restriction.The current approach raises some questions with respect to the relation of InformationStructure to the rest of the grammar. It was shown that, at least for Greek, there is adescriptive advantage in referring to the rightmost-dtr of an utterance rather than the mostoblique comps-dtr. It is not clear what is the status of the notion rightmost and whether itshould be viewed as syntactic in nature. Reference to syntax seems necessary only becauseaccent on some particular positions on the tree may give rise to wide focus readings. However,these positions cannot be de�ned in terms of familiar syntactic categories (head, complement,etc.). In addition, it is not clear how rightmost can be expressed in HPSG terms.The present analysis encodes Information Structure in the sign and handles the wide/narrowfocus distinction through constraints on the propagation of the info-str values from node



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 209to node on the syntactic tree (Principles I & II). Thus, this analysis implies that Informa-tion Structure is sensitive to the hierarchical organisation of sentences; at least, to relationsof dominance between mothers and dtrs. Undoubtedly Information Structure should beanchored to the sign, since it is the sign that is partitioned in a focus and a ground part. Inaddition, this partition is sensitive to where exactly on the tree the accent falls. However,there is no conclusive evidence that Information Structure is part of the sign and that it issensitive to the full range of hierarchical structure involved in a sentence/sign. That is, it isnot obvious that the wide/narrow focus distinction re
ects sensitivity to syntactic structureof the kind implied by Principles I & II.Right Dislocation constructions are indicative of the di�culty involved in accounting forthe focus-ground partition through constraints on the propagation of info-str values. Thediscussion of these constructions showed that neither reference to the most oblique comps-dtr nor to the rightmost daughter can capture the facts. Intuitively, what seems to happen inthese constructions could be stated as all the material to the left of an accented postverbal/insitu constituent may belong to focus; any material to the right is ground. This statement doesmake reference to a syntactic concept, postverbal/in situ. However, the translation of thisdescription into constraints relying on the hierarchical organisation of the syntactic tree isnot straightforward. The question will not be pursued any further here. However, a betterunderstanding of the relation between Information Structure and the rest of the grammardepends on these issues.5.3 Syntactic and Discourse Constraints on word orderWord Order is a descriptive term referring to the linear order of words in a linguistic string.However, linguistic strings are organised hierarchically in constituents. Some ordering re-strictions can be attributed to constraints on constituents. For example, illicit interleavingor extraction out of a strong island yield ungrammatical orders. This kind of constituencyconstraints was discussed in the analysis of Unbounded Dependencies in Greek (Chapter 4).In the following sections, I will focus on constraints on the order of words within well-formed constituents. Two sorts of such constraints can be distinguished; syntactic and dis-course ones. Syntactic constraints on word order de�ne the order of syntactic categories;the relative order between a head and its complements, a marker and the syntactic head, a



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 210�ller and its syntactic head. Discourse constraints on word order restrict the order betweendiscourse elements, between new and old information. I will argue that discourse constraintson word order should be represented independently of syntactic ones.5.3.1 Linear Precedence RulesIn HPSG, ordering constraints are captured by Linear Precedence Rules (LPR henceforth)de�ning the order within a well-formed constituent (Pollard & Sag 1987; Uszkoreit 1986). Forexample, the following LPRs on head-comp-phrases states that a (verbal) head should precedeits complements:(5.36) head-comp-phrase ! head-dtr < comps-dtrI assume that the order of postverbal comps-dtrs in Greek is unconstrained. This assump-tion does not express the fact that VSO is the basic order in Greek (Section 1.2). This could becaptured with a LPR constraining the order of postverbal comps-dtrs to be that of oblique-ness in the arg-str. However, such a constraint would require additional processes (e.g. adislocation schema) to yield the observed variation in the order of postverbal complements.Therefore, it will not be adopted here.Fillers and markers are ordered with respect to their heads by the following LPRs onhead-�ller-phrases and head-marker-phrases. The LPRs in (5.37) state that the extractedXPs and complementisers should precede their heads:(5.37) a. head-�ller-phrase ! filler-dtr < head-dtrb. head-marker-phrase ! marker-dtr < head-dtrThe LPRs in (5.36&5.37) are examples of syntactic constraints on word order. Such con-straints have three distinguishing properties. First, they apply to speci�c constituents (head-comp-phrase, head-�ller-phrase etc.). Second, their violation results in ungrammaticality. Asalready shown (Section 5.2.4,ex.5.34) extraction to the right (that is, violation of 5.37a) isungrammatical. A third feature of syntactic constraints on word order is that they do notinteract with other constraints on word order. In particular, they cannot be overriden by therequirement that heavy constituents should appear at the right edge of a clause:



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 211(5.38) *ipe*said-3sg otithat idesaw-3sg stonto-the PetroPetros tinthe kopelagirl-acc mewith tathe megalabig matiaeyes`S/he told Petros that s/he saw the girl with the big eyes.'Even though the extracted constituent tin kopela me ta megala matia is `heavy', extractionto the right is not possible3.Discourse constraints on order de�ne the relative order between new and given informationin a well-formed constituent. In general, links tend to precede the focus part of an utterancewhile tails tend to follow it (in Greek as well as in Catalan). The following LPR (Engdahl &Vallduv�� 1996) expresses this generalisation:(5.40) phrase ! link < focus < tailThe LPR in (5.40) is a constraint on phrases. Because, discourse elements|links, focus andtails| are not realised by speci�c syntactic categories (head, complement,etc.), (5.40) doesnot make any reference to such categories. For example, consider the data in (5.40):(5.41) a. [L[L tothe party]party] [F[F ithe eleni]Eleni-nom] [G[G toit-cl ithele]wanted-3sg] (o(the YanisYanis-nom dennotihehad-3sg oreksi)appetite-acc)`Eleni wanted the party (Yanis didn't feel like it).'b. [F[F tonhim-cl ide]saw-3sg] [T[T tothe Yani]Yani-acc]`S/he saw Yanis.'In (5.41a) the link and the focused phrase are both filler-dtrs. In (5.41b) the focusedphrase is the head-dtr of the head-comp-phrase while the tail is realised as a comps-dtr.LPR (5.40) also accounts for the following data observed by Schneider-Zioga (1994):3It should be noted though, that the following, in which the object NP on the right is doubled with a cliticand bears no accent is much better:(5.39) ?ipe?said-3sg otithat tinher-cl idesaw-3sg stonto-the PetroPetros tinthe kopelagirl-acc mewith tathe megalabig matiaeyes`S/he told Petros that s/he saw the girl with the big eyes.'Example (5.39) does not seem to instantiate right extraction.This is supported by the fact that when the phraseis focused/accented (5.38) the result is ungrammatical. Rather, example (5.39) could be viewed as the mirrorimage of Left Dislocation, which was shown to be di�erent from extraction constructions (Section 3.1.3). Itremains an open question what is the relation between (5.39) and the Right Dislocation constructions discussedin Section 5.2.4.



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 212(5.42) a. kseroknow.1s tothe morobaby otithat othe yiorgosgeorge to-frondisecl.acc.n-cared.for`I know that george took care of the baby.'b. *kseroknow.1s othe yiorgosgeorge otithat tothe morobaby to-frondisecl.acc.n-cared.for`I know that george took care of the baby.' (Schneider-Zioga 1994:ex.66a,c)Schneider-Zioga (1994) notes that the restriction that the topicalised XP precedes the focusedone holds even when one of the two appears before the complementiser oti. Since LPR (5.40)applies on phrases, it applies on the head-�ller-phrase which is the complement of the matrixverb ksero.Finally, LPR (5.40) captures the obligatory preverbal appearance of Greek links. Sincelinks are the �rst in the linear precedence order, they have to appear before the verb, as theverb will have to be either focused or ground/tail and follow links. (In 5.42a the link, to moro,appears after the matrix verb. I will return to this problem in Section 5.3.4).Though both syntactic and discourse constraints on order are captured here by LPRs,it should be noted that the two di�er in various ways. First, unlike syntactic constraints,discourse constraints on order do not apply over speci�c constituents (subtypes of phrase),but over utterances. This is not a surprising fact, given that the ground-focus partition isorganised along utterances rather than speci�c constituents. More importantly, their violationdoes not give rise to strong ungrammaticality judgements. Along with Schneider-Zioga (1994)the literature on Greek has assumed that there is an adjacency restriction between focusedphrases and the verbal head (Agouraki 1993; Tsimpli 1995; Tsimpli 1996; Tsiplakou 1998).Though this intuition is a valid one, I would like to claim that this constraint is not as rigid innature as implied by various accounts in the literature. Violation of the adjacency restrictionbetween the focused XP and the verb or the LPR in (5.40) does not give rise to strongungrammaticality. Acceptability judgements vary from speaker to speaker with respect tothe following example (in fact, some informants accept example 5.43):(5.43) ???ti???the mariaMaria-acc othe PetrosPetros-nom idesaw-3sg stoat-the sinemacinema`Petros saw Maria at the cinema.'



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 213It should be pointed out that there doesn't seem to be any context that would improve theacceptability of (5.43). The badness of (5.43) is due to the violation of LPR (5.40) (or theadjacency restriction). What is crucial here is the fact that the violation of LPR (5.40) in(5.43) gives rise to gradient acceptability in a way that the violation of syntactic constraints(Phrase Structure, syntactic constraints on word order) does not. This claim can only betested by experiments on the gradience of acceptability judgments of the kind proposed inBard et al. (1996). In relation to this, Keller (1998) o�ers some interesting conclusions.Based on experimental evidence, he distinguishes two kinds of grammatical constraints: hardand soft ones. The violation of hard constraints induces strong grammaticality judgementswhereas the violation of soft constraints induces milder grammaticality judgements. Inter-estingly, the distinction drawn between syntactic and discourse constraints is similar to theone drawn in Keller (1998). In his experiment, syntactic constraints (on Phrase Structure,number agreement and subcategorisation requirements) appear as hard constraints whereas`interpretational' constraints (on referentiality or de�niteness) are soft ones.Finally, the third characteristic distinguishing discourse constraints from syntactic con-straints is that the former may be overriden by the restriction that heavy constituents areshifted to the right edge of clauses. In the following, ground information appears before thefocus constituent; the focused constituent is a `heavy' one:(5.44) [G[G tisher-cl ipesaid-3sg tisthe Marias]Maria-gen] [F[F otithat thawill tiher-cl disee-3sg stoat-the sinema]sinema]`S/he told Maria that s/he'll meet her at the cinema.'The interaction with the heavy-constituent-shift together with the mild ungrammaticalitycaused by their violation, suggests that discourse constraints re
ect strong tendencies ratherthan rigid, unviolable constraints.In sum, word order arises from the combination of constraints originating from di�erentparts of the grammar. In particular, I have identi�ed three sources: a) constraints on con-stituency, b) syntactic constraints on word order and c) discourse constraints on word order.Discourse constraints on word order appear qualitatively di�erent from syntactic ones. The�rst could be described as soft/relative constraints whereas the latter as hard/rigid ones. Anadequate analysis of these facts should a) capture the independence of disourse constraintsfrom syntactic ones and b) express the di�erent nature between syntactic and non-syntactic



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 214constraints. The LPR approach sketched here succeeds in the �rst goal, in that discourseconstraints on word order are stated by distinct LPRs, independently of syntax. However, itdoes not capture the di�erent nature of the two kinds of constraints. Rather than re
ecting atendency, the LPR in (5.40) is as `rigid' as the LPRs in (5.36&5.37). The question of how thiskind of constraint is expressed in current generative frameworks is a challenging one, which,however, remains beyond the scope of this study (see Keller (1998) with respect to this).5.3.2 The non-syntactic nature of the adjacency restrictionsIn this section I discuss two examples of adjacency restrictions between an extracted XP anda head; preverbal focused phrases and wh-phrases. I will present evidence indicating thenon-syntactic nature of this restriction.Focused phrasesCrosslinguistically focused phrases tend to appear adjacent to the verb (Brody 1990; Ho�man1995; King 1995; Kiss 1995b). This fact has been captured as a case of Spec-Head agreementbetween the focused phrase and a head speci�ed for the focus feature to which the verb moves.For Greek, it has been assumed that the focused phrase moves to [Spec,FP]. This analysisaccounts for both the examples below:(5.45) a. tothe yaniYani-acc idesaw-3sg stoat-the sinemacinema`S/he saw Yanis at the cinema.'b. rotiseasked-3sg tothe yaniYani-acc pioswho-nom idesaw-3sg stoat-the sinemacinema`S/he asked who saw Yanis at the cinema.'This analysis captures simultaneously two facts. First, that there is no rightwards extractionand second, that the focused XP is adjacent to the verb or the wh-phrase. However, asdiscussed in the previous section, there are reasons to believe that the two constraints shouldbe distinguished. The violation of the adjacency requirement (5.43) is not as severe as theviolation of leftward extraction (5.34b). (In addition, this analysis relies on the existence ofa Focus Phrase, which has been shown to be problematic for independent reasons).



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 215Wh-phrasesIt has also been assumed that wh-phrases appear adjacent to the verb. This assumption isbased on examples like the following:(5.46) *pion*whom othe JannisJohn idhe?saw?`Who did John see?" (Anagnostopoulou 1994:ex.43)As with focus, the violation of the adjacency requirement in Wh-questions does not give riseto severe ungrammaticality. In addition, there are fully acceptable examples in which thewh-phrase does not appear adjacent to the verb:(5.47) posahow-many apoof tathe abstractsabstracts ithe epitropicommittee tuthe GlowGlow (ta)(them-cl) aperipserejected omofona?unanimously?`How many of the Glow abstracts did the Glow committee reject unanimously?'(Anagnostopoulou 1994:ex.47)Whatever factors allow (5.47), this example indicates that the adjacency restriction is not asstrict as it has been assumed to be.Further, it appears that discourse factors a�ect the acceptability of adjacency violations.Unlike topicalised XPs, focused XPs cannot intervene between a wh-phrase and the verb:(5.48) ??rotiseasked-3sg posahow-many apoof tathe abstractsabstracts ithe epitropicommittee tuthe glowGlow (ta)(them-cl) aperipserejectedomofonaunanimously`S/he asked how many of the Glow abstracts the Glow committee rejected unani-mously.'It is unclear why the focused phrase in (5.48) is not tolerated between the wh-phrase andthe verb while the topicalised one is (5.47)4. An adequate understanding of the nature of the4Example (5.47) rendered as an indirect question is equally acceptable.



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 216adjacency restriction warrants thorough research that is not undertaken here. However, the
exibility in the ordering patterns suggests that the di�erences between (5.46&5.47) as wellas between (5.47&5.48) are not of syntactic nature and should not be treated in a structuralway.5.3.3 Previous approachesStructural approachesDiscourse con�gurational analyses treat word order as a matter of constituency. The orderbetween topics and preverbal focus is captured by the the relative order of the correspondingpositions in the syntactic tree. This approach has, by and large, the correct results withrespect to word order. However, it is unsatisfactory for two reasons. First, it is too rigidto capture readily the 
exibility of the attested orders (for example the relative nature ofadjacency restrictions). Second, it does not capture the independence of discourse constraintson word order from syntactic ones. In addition, it only captures the relative order betweentopics/links and preverbal focus. As discussed in Section 5.3.1. the relative order betweentopic and foci is a consequence of general constraints ordering discourse elements (LPR 5.40)that do not hold only for extracted XPs. LPR 5.40 is a constraint on phrases, not justhead-�ller-phrases.Domain UnionIn recent HPSG literature (Kathol & Pollard 1995; Kathol 1995; Pollard et al. 1994; Reape1994) there has been a tendency to detach linear order from hierarchical structure. Thisis achieved through the introduction of Order Domains in the sign and the operation ofDomain Union. The sign is enriched with an independent, non-hierarchical level of linearrepresentation, the Order Domain (Reape 1994). A feature dom is introduced, which takesa list of objects (signs or partial signs) as its value. At each level of syntactic combinationthe order domain of the mother (the value of dom) is formed from the dom values of thedaughter constituents, through Domain Union. Domain Union allows the order domain ofthe dtr (which is a list) to unify/merge with the order domain of the mother (which is another list). The output is an order domain (a new list) which contains exactly those elementsthat appeared in the two original order domains, only arbitrarily permuted. The result is a



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 217
at structure in which subconstituents of a dtr can enter in linearization relationships withelements of other syntactic constituents which are not their sisters. This approach has provedvery useful for phenomena of discontinuous constituency (Reape 1994).There are two objections to this approach with respect to the Greek data: one of theo-retical and one of empirical nature.First, Borsley (1996) observes that order domains comprise a departure from the monos-tratal nature of HPSG, a fact which might not be desirable from a theoretical point of view.Second, as mentioned in Section 5.3, word order arises in part from the hierarchical organ-isation of linguistic strings into constituents. The Domain Union approach understates therole of constituent structure in word order. It is worth noting that, despite the word orderfreedom, there is no interleaving in Greek as the ungrammaticality of (5.49) shows:(5.49) *ipesaid-3sg tothe YaniiYani-acc tisthe MariasMaria-gen otithat tonihim-cl idesaw-3sg stoat-the sinemacinema`S/he said to Mary that s/he saw Yani at the cinema.'A Domain Union approach would complicate the grammar considerably, as additional LinearPrecedence Rules should be stipulated to rule out ungrammatical strings with interleavingconstituents. On the other hand, there is no obvious bene�t in this approach for the expressionof discourse constraints on word order.In a variant of this approach, proposed by Kathol (1995), order domains are partitionedin topological �elds. Topological �elds constrained to contain a single element are a roughequivalent of structural positions in Principle & Parameters/Minimalist approaches. Thereis, however, an important di�erence. One member Topological �elds are not speci�ed for anysyntactic/semantic feature. Thus, diverse elements (XPs, wh-phrases, markers) may appearat the same topological �eld. Though this notion of `position' is more 
exible, it does notseem suitable for the Greek data. Such an approach would imply a rigid organisation of theorder of elements in the left periphery of the Greek clauses which is not evident in the data.5.3.4 More on discourse constraintsThough LPR (5.40) accounts for a wide range of cases, it cannot capture examples like thefollowing:



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 218(5.50) [G[G tonhim-cl ide][Fsaw-3sg][F stoat-the sinema][Tcinema][T tothe Yani]Yani-acc]`S/he saw Yanis at the cinema.'In (5.50) the focused phrase appears between two ground elements (the �rst of which cannotbe interpreted as a link). A similar problem arises in embedded contexts:(5.51) [L[L tisthe Marias]Maria-gen] [G[G tisher-cl ipane]told-3pl] otithat [L[L tathe klidia]keys] [F[F tathem-cl dosanegave-3pl stoto-theyani]yani]`They told Maria that they gave the keys to Yani'Example (5.51) involves two links, one belonging to the matrix clause and one to the embeddedone. While they both precede the focused part of the utterance, the second link, ta klidiafollows a part of the ground. Note as well that links may appear after the focus part of anutterance, as shown in (5.52):(5.52) [L[L tisthe Marias]Maria-gen] [F[F tisher-cl to-pane]it-cl-told-3pl] otithat [L[L tathe klidia]keys] [T[T tathem-cl dosanegave-3plstoto-the Yani]Yani]`They told Maria that they gave the keys to Yanis.'In (5.52) the stress falls on the matrix verb. The embedded clause has undergone CliticDoubling (the clitic to refers to the embedded clause). The issue deserves systematic researchthat is not untertaken here. However, a possible generalisation capturing these data is thattopics precede their verb. Here I use the term topic, in the traditional sense, as what thesentence is about, rather than link/locus-of-update. As discussed in Section 2.5.3, there isevidence suggesting that the topic of a sentence is not always the link/locus-of-update. Insuch a case, it would be reasonable to assume that topics are ordered with respect to theirpredicate/verb rather than discourse entities.



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 2195.3.5 DiscussionWord order arises from the interaction between constraints originating from di�erent levels ofthe grammar. In this chapter, I distinguished syntactic constraints from discourse ones. Thetwo di�er in various ways. Some of the di�erences are direct consequences of the level of thegrammar they originate from; syntax and Information Structure respectively. Thus, syntacticconstraints apply over speci�c constituents and make reference to syntactic categories (head,complement etc.). Discourse constraints apply over utterances and order new vs. giveninformation irrespective of the syntactic realisation of focus/ground elements. The LPRs inSection 5.3.1 capture the independence of discourse constraints from syntax.Further, discourse constraints on word order are generally weaker than syntactic ones. Un-like syntactic constraints, they do not induce strong grammaticality judgements and they canbe overriden by other constraints (e.g. heavy NP shift). In previous sections, I have describedthe di�erences in rigidity between syntactic and non-syntactic/interpretational constraints inan intuitive way. The study of these di�erences though, raises serious methodological prob-lems. It is unlikely that the familiar way of arguing on the basis of speakers' intuitions isenough to reveal signi�cant di�erences on the grammaticality judgements induced by the twokinds of constraints. Experimental support of the claims made here is necessary. On theother hand, corpora/dialogue analysis seems of crucial importance for the understanding ofthe interaction between di�erent kinds of non-syntactic constraints on word order (e.g. heavyNP shift).Apart from the methodological problem, non-syntactic constraints pose a theoretical ques-tion. Most current generative grammar frameworks can express only the syntactic constraints,that is rigid/hard ones. It is not clear how these frameworks can capture the di�erence be-tween rigid/hard constraints and relative/soft ones and the interaction beteween kinds of thelatter.5.4 ConclusionsIn this chapter, I presented an analysis of the discourse-syntax interface for Greek. Thisanalysis captures the independence of Information Structure from syntax and phonology. TheInformation Structure of Focus-movement, Topicalisation and CLLD were straigthforwardly



CHAPTER 5. DISCOURSE-SYNTAX INTERFACE 220accounted for by a small set of general constraints on the realisation of Information Packagingin Greek. That is, no independent assumptions or stipulations were needed to account forthe Information Structure of Unbounded Dependencies. In addition, a very small set ofconstraints was enough to capture the realisation of Information Packaging in languages asdi�erent as English, Greek and Catalan.Further, I argued that the discourse constraints on word order should be captured inde-pendently of Phrase Structure positions.



Chapter 6Concluding Remarks6.1 Unbounded Dependencies as a syntactic primitiveFocus-movement, Topicalisation and CLLD have been considered three syntactically distinctphenomena. In this thesis I showed that their syntactic properties can be captured by asingle syntactic construction/mechanism. This result allowed a reduction in the grammarof Unbounded Dependencies, since the three syntactic operations proposed in the literaturewere replaced by one construction.In this study I explored the use of Unbounded Dependencies for discourse purposes and Ibrie
y touched upon their use in Wh-questions. In Greek, Unbounded Dependencies are alsocentral to the formation of Relative clauses and, possibly to Quanti�er Raising (e.g. sentencesinvolving kanenas=`nobody' as in ex. 2.60b). It remains an interesting research question towhich extent the Unbounded Dependencies involved in Relative clauses and QR in Greekexhibit the same properties as the ones discussed in this thesis.Unbounded Dependencies in Greek exhibit two interesting properties: they do not createislands for extraction (also in Italian and Hungarian) and they do not block selection of anembedded clause from a matrix verb (also in Italian). In this respect, they di�er from theircounterparts in languages like English or Frisian (Iatridou & Kroch 1992). An explanationfor these di�erences could prove crucial to our understanding of Unbounded Dependencies.Under the view taken in this study, Unbounded Dependencies arise as a syntactic prim-itive. That is, they are constructions available in the grammar to be employed for variouspurposes (discourse functions, Wh-questions, Relative clauses etc.). They always involve a221



CHAPTER 6. CONCLUDING REMARKS 222dependent of the verb. For example, such a construction is not available for focusing, topi-calising or questioning a verb:(6.1) a. ????oti????that edioksan�red-3pl nomizethought-3sg tonthe-acc TakiTakis`S/he thought they �red Takis.'b. *oti*that edioksan�red-3pl nomizethought-3sg tonthe-acc TakiTakisSince Unbounded Dependencies involve a relation between a dependent of the verb (�ller)and the clause containing the verb, they could be viewed as a case of predication. That is,focused, topicalised or questioned XPs realise some kind of `subject'. In relation to this,it is worth mentioning the notion of structural predication proposed in Heycock (1994) andRothstein (1983). Very roughly, these authors distinguish two operations: the lexical functionand a relation of predication which is taken as a structural primitive. The lexical functioninvolves the saturation of the arguments of the verb while the structural predication involvesthe relation for example between grammatical subjects in English and the VP.As a speculation, I would like to suggest the possibility of using the notion of structuralpredication for Unbounded Dependencies. Very roughly, one can assume two primitive con-structions in the grammar. First, a construction involving the saturation of a verbal headcorresponding to the lexical function of Heycock (1994) and Rothstein (1983) or a head-comp-phrase in an HPSG style of grammar which is local in nature. Second, a construction ofstructural predication between a dependent of the verb and a clause, corresponding to an Un-bounded Dependency (head-�ller-phrase). The predication relation between subjects and VPsin English could then be viewed as a hybrid between the argument saturation construction(head-comp-phrase/lexical function) and a predication construction (head-�ller-phrase). Thelocal properties of the Subject-VP construction in English could be attributed to the fact thatthis construction is employed for the saturation of the lexical/subcategorisation requirementsof the verbs.Such an approach might prove useful in the understanding of various phenomena. Forexample, it might explain the idiosyncratic properties of Wh-questions involving subjects inEnglish or multiple subject constructions in Japanese and various Semitic languages whichhave also been claimed to involve predication constructions (Doron & Heycock 1997).



CHAPTER 6. CONCLUDING REMARKS 2236.2 Crosslinguistic aspects of the syntax-discourse interfaceIn this study I explored the way in which Unbounded Dependencies are employed in Greek forthe realisation for Information Packaging. The analysis I presented in Chapter 5 di�ers fromDiscourse Con�gurational ones in two respects. First, Discourse Con�gurational approachesencode discourse functions in Phrase Structure through distinct Functional Projections. Bycontrast, I o�ered an analysis in which Information Structure is represented independently ofsyntax and phonology. Second, in Discourse Con�gurational analyses, the assignment of dis-course functions in Unbounded Dependencies is captured by distinct syntactic mechanisms.These mechanisms do not capture the ground-focus partition of sentences that do not involveUnbounded Dependencies. By contrast, in the analysis presented in this study, the Informa-tion Structure of Unbounded Dependencies follows from general constraints on the syntacticand phonological realisation of ground and focus in Greek.The di�erences between Discourse Con�gurational analyses and the approach proposedin this thesis have implications for the predictions made with respect to the crosslinguisticorganisation of the grammar. According to Discourse Con�gurational analyses, the di�erencebetween Greek and English is one of Phrase Structure. Greek clauses have a more complexPhrase Structure since they contain two more functional projections, FP and TP. Under theview adopted in this thesis, English and Greek do not di�er radically in their grammar. Bothgrammars involve Unbounded Dependencies and have, by and large, the same amount ofconstructions, since the clause structure of Greek is not extended with additional con�gura-tions. Further, both grammars impose essentially the same constraints on the realisation ofInformation Structure. No additional constraints were needed to account for the InformationStructure of Unbounded Dependencies in Greek. The two languages di�er in the degree of ex-ploiting Unbounded Dependencies for discourse purposes. Greek makes extensive use of theseconstructions whereas English does not. Thus, this analysis allows a consistent and elegantview of the discourse-syntax interface for languages as di�erent as Greek and English.
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