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Abstract

The information-structural status of clitic left disloedtarguments in Spanish has been argued to
depend crucially on their thematic role. Earlier HPSG as@dyof related phenomena in other languages
do not take into account this sort of information. A formatisn will be presented which can handle
differences in information-structure arising from diféet thematic roles of clitic left dislocated phrases.

1 Introduction

Spanish has aleft dislocation construction in which thatfed phrase is doubled by a clitic within the core
sentence whenever Spanish provides a clitic for the frooé¢eigory. The corresponding construction in
Italian is discussed in Cinque (1990), where itis terrolétét left dislocation(henceforth CLLD). Various
authors have pointed out that, from the point of view of infation-structure, CLLD is a topic-marking
construction (e. g. Zubizarreta 1998; Zagona 2002; CasiSluarez 2004). On these approachmsc
andfocusdesignate disjoint portions of an utterance and are thusatytexclusivet

On the other hand, it has been observed that whether or noLB+<€H constituent can be interpreted
as part of the focus depends on its thematic role (Contr&da8; IGutierrez-Bravo 2006, among others).
For example, Gutierrez-Bravo (2006) argues that senteteg Where the indirect object is CLLD-ed,
has unmarked constituent order in the sense that it allone $entence focus interpretation (adequate in
out-of-the-blue utterances). The examples in (1b)-(ladheof which constitutes the first sentence of a
newspaper article, illustrate the same point. On the otaadh(2) displays no clitic left dislocation, but
the subject cannot be interpreted as part of the focuseipat the utterancé.

1) a. [Aduan le gustan los chocolateg]:3
toJuan to.him-cL appeal thechocolates

‘Juan likes chocolates.’

b. [A CarlosFuentesio le gustanlas fronteras}
to CarlosFuenteshotto.him-cL appealthefrontiers

‘Carlos Fuentes doesn't like frontiers.’

c. [Al  dinerg, no le gustan las incertidumbreg -
to.themoney notto.it-cL appeal theinsecurities

‘The world of finance doesn't like insecurity.’

(2) Loschocolategle gustar [a Juanp]e.
[the chocolatesto.him-cL appeal to Juan

‘JUAN likes chocolates.’

1For Zagona, a topic is a special part of the ground, which in ts complementary to focus. Zubizarreta, while assuming a
twofold distinction between focus/ground and topic/comimstates explicitly that a topic can never be part of a focus

2In (2), the indirect object is doubled by a pronominal clisitthough it is not CLLD-ed. This phenomenon is pervasivehwit
indirect objects in Spanish and is not directly relevanttfierissue at hand. Glosses: S=subject, O=direct objecintibect object,
[...]e=focus.

3EI Pais 09/10/1997. Carlos Fuentes, escritor.

4El Pais 30/06/1997. Inversiones de baja tension.



The behaviour of the CLLD-edxperiencerobjects in (1) contrasts with CLLD-ethemeobjects,
which arguably cannot be interpreted as part of the focusintpke (3) illustrates the latter case (square
brackets indicate what is assumed here to be largest foatistbompatible with the construction).

(3) Estepartida, [Boca; lo estajugandg desdehace dos mesesg]
thismatch Boca it-cLis playing from maketwo months

‘This match, Boca has been playing it for two months.’

Thus, clitic left dislocation blocks focus projection taetkentire structure in some cases, whereas it
yields unmarked linear order and the corresponding broedsfoeading in other cases. Earlier HPSG
accounts of clitic left dislocation, such as Engdahl anddali (1996) for Catalan and Alexopoulou and
Kolliakou (2002) for Modern Greek, are based on VallduvI892) threefold partition intéocus link and
tail. A link is a sentence-initial aboutness topic, and link aaitijbintly constitute the ground. In these
analyses, a CLLD-ed constituent is invariably interpretsd link. Since links are defined as being part of
the ground, these accounts do not in principle allow a wate$ interpretation of CLLD constructions,
and thus do not cover cases like (1) above.

With respect to Spanish, a hard-wired connection betweitin eft dislocation and linkhood/topi-
chood seems to lead to an additional problem: it is not cldsether all CLLD-ed phrases in Spanish
are links/topic® As noted by Reinhart (1981), quantified NPs only qualify asusibess topics if they
can be interpreted as referential (e. g. universally gtiadtNPs and generic or specific indefinites). The
sentences in (4) show non-referential dislocated comstituin what seems to be a clitic left disloca-
tion construction. If these examples are indeed instant€4.bD, then CLLD-ed phrases need not be
links/topics in all cases.

(4) a. [Anadie], le gusta quelo tilden deladrérf
to nobodyto.him-cL appealghathim-cL call of thief

‘Nobody likes being called a thief.’

b. [A muchagente], le gustanlas promesaslelos partidog
to many people to.themeL appealthe promisesof the parties

Many people like the promises of the political parties.

In what follows, | will propose an HPSG approach that can katige differences in focus projec-
tion arising from different thematic roles of the CLLD-edrpke. Instead of Vallduvi's (1992) three-way
categorisation of information-structural primitives, arthogonal two-dimensional distinction between
topic/comment and focus/ground is assumed. The topic/eamhiend focus/ground partitions of a sen-
tence are allowed to overlap in ways excluded under Vallsagdproach. In particular, nothing prevents
topics from being embedded within foci, such that out-&-tue utterances like those in (1) may still be
analysed as containing an aboutness t8pic.

2 Clitic left didlocation

As noted by Cinque (1990), Balari (1998) and others, cléftdislocation differs from other long distance
dependencies in that it fails to correlate with phenomep&ajly observed with ordinary extraction, such
as sensitivity to islands and obligatory subject inversioSpanish. Balari argues that clitic left disloca-
tion constructions are weak unbounded dependencies: mdlilyels are shared between the fronted phrase
and the clitic, while binding theory is relied on for rulingitoungrammatical dislocations. However,
CLLD-ed phrases in Spanish show case agreement with thespannding clitic, and sinceAsE is not
represented on indices, itis hard to see how such an apptaadiule out case mismatches. Alexopoulou
and Kolliakou (2002) propose an accountctific left dislocationin Modern Greek. At the heart of their
proposal lies a set-valuexl iTIC feature, which is an additional non-local feature and setwv@ptionally

5This probably also holds for Catalan, since data parall¢}}@an easily be found.

6Revista Hoy29/12/1997. El técnico que no rie.

"Diario de Jerez Digital 27/01/2004. Hablando en el desierto.

8The idea that topic and focus may be embedded within each isthet new. Chafe (1976) suggested that all-new senterazes ¢
be construed as conveying information about a particultityeand thus contain an aboutness topic (a subject, ineniminology).
More recently, Frey (2004) has argued that the focused partsentence may in principle contain an aboutness topicvetsely,
Krifka (2007) proposes that contrastive topics (as disediss Buring 1997) are contrastive precisely because thayagoa focus
which introduces alternatives. See also Steedman (208ahid paper | will not be concerned with topic instantiatiothe HPSG
formalisation presented below leaves topic instantiatio@LLD constructions underspecified.



collect information about cliticised arguments. As withetnon-local features, the. ITICS set is passed
up to dominating nodes. In analogy $aAsH dependencies, a phrasal tygd-phrasefinally licenses
the combination of a left dislocated constituent with a headghter that has an appropriate object in its
cLITIC set. Alexopoulou and Kolliakou argue that these objectsiagbe of typdocal, as is commonly
assumed fosLASH dependencies. The reason is thuatal objects contain semantic information speci-
fying (in the case of nouns) the subtypemafminal object Assuming that object clitics are specified as
pronominal this may conflict with the specification of the dislocatedaste, which may or may not be
pronominal. In order to overcome this difficulty, Alexopouland Kolliakou propose that a dislocated
phrase and the corresponding clitic share er#aD values. To ensure sharing of agreement information,
they are forced to modify the commonly assumed HPSG feawengtry such that agreement features
are represented in theéEAD path (instead ofNDEX). However, such a move will complicate an account
of symmetric coordination, and it does not really seem to éeessary either: itlld-phrasedoes not
require token identity of the non-head daughtecscAL value with some element in the head daughter’s
CLITIC set, the problem does not arise. Instead, sharing ofleeAD andINDEX values can be specified
in clld-phrase as illustrated in Figure 1.Note that the head daughter must be saturated for its comple-
ments, but may still subcategorise for a subject, thus aiguCLLD-phrases to intervene between the
subject and the VP.

[comPs ()
cuTics Qa2

COMPS ()

HEAD-DTR HEAD
cuiTics [1]® ol2
{ b<[|NDE>< >

HEAD
INDEX [4]
NON-HD-DTRS
SPR ()

COMPS ()

clld-phrase =

Figure 1: Constraint on phrasal typkd-phrase

As noted above, the information-structural partitioniregm assuming here divides an utterance into
focugground and topicccomment Unlike Engdahl and Vallduvi’s (1996) and Alexopoulou andllk
akou’s (2002) approaches, the focused portion of a senterageinclude the non-head daughter in a
clld-phrasein some cases. Moreover, the non-head daughter need notsah&anterpreted as a topic.
Focus projection will be modelled by means of an interfagestraint between linearisation and informa-
tion-structure, which will take into account informatiossaciated with the thematic role of the fronted
constituent.

3 Thematicroles

Within the current HPSG feature geometry, information atbematic roles is contained in the semantic
contribution of the head that assigns these roles to itsrdkpes. Role attributes proposed in the HPSG
literature range from specific features for every semaelation (Pollard and Sag 1994) to very generic
attributes (Flickinger et. al. 2003), with most approadadisig somewhere in between (e. g. Davis 2001).
The current grammar architecture does not provide a meamsrieve this kind of information from the
dependents when these are realised syntactically. Whdeeiins clear that information derived from
thematic roles is needed in order to appropriately conmsti@ius projection in clitic left dislocation
constructions, it is not desirable to directly associagedirse function with thematic roles. The reason
is that the relationship between linearisation, thematle and discourse function may be affected by
specific constructions (such as passive, see Contrera3, Bitbpossibly also by extensions of a head’s
argument structure. Moreover, as pointed out by Muller @9@ho discusses a suggestion by Uszkoreit
1986), representing thematic roles on the dependentsdhgtthem is problematic because a dependent
may be assigned different roles by different verbs in a cemptedicate. To avoid these complications,
| suggest to model the connection between semantics aratiBagion by means of a mediating boolean-
valued featuraspv (unmarked preverbal located undecocAL. A head may then specify which of its
dependents, if any, can be realised as a non-head dauglatdsraad-focus CLLD construction. These
specifications need not be stipulated for every single darbcan be expressed as constraints on lexical

9Here, thecLITICS feature takes a list as its value.



types. To illustrate, the statements in (5a)—(5b) constteuPV value of transitive verbs and intransitive
psych verbs of the “gustar’-class, respectively. Linkifigaguments to thematic roles is included here
for expository purposes, and nothing hinges on the rathegisprole attributes.

areost [PV £ [uPv -1\1
INDEX "|INDEX [2]
RELS AGENT
THEME
arest ([UPY =] oV |
INDEX " | INDEX
THEME
RELS <[EXPER|ENCER]>
As for (5a), the assumption is somewhat simplified sincedsppposes that all transitive verbs assign
aTHEME and anAGENT role. In fact, verbs likaemer‘to fear’ are transitive, but the subject is arguably

an EXPERIENCERrather than amGENT. However, the constraint in (5a) could be further refinechsuc
that it applies only to the relevant subset of transitivebger

(5) a. strict-tr-v-Ixm =

b. io-unerg-itr-v-Ixm=-

4 Interfaceconstraints

Instantiation of thecocusvalue in CLLD constructions can now be made sensitive touire value

of the dislocated constituent. In addition to theAD andINDEX values, theupPv value must be shared
between the relevant object in the head vedv'sticslist and the dislocated phrase. This can be achieved
by slightly modifying the constraint odld-phrase as shown in Figure 2.

[cCOMPS ()
cuTics @a2]

COMPS ()
HEAD
INDEX
uPv

HEAD-DTR

CLITICS aa<

s
clld-phrase =

HEAD

INDEX [4]
NON-HD-DTRS< UPV >

sPR ()

COMPS ()

Figure 2: Revised constraint on phrasal tgfid-phrase

The interface constraint in Figure 3 may now refer to thre feature: if the dislocated constituent is
[upv —], then its semantic contribution cannot be part of the fodnghis case, theocusvalue of the
entireclld-phrasemust be identical to that of the head daughter. On the othe,hithe fronted phrase
is [upv +], the constraint in Figure 3 does not apply, thus allowinggaeading where thelld-phrase
as a whole contributes to focus.

clid-phr
{ } - [Focus

NON-HD-DTRS<[UPV —}> HEAD-DTR|FOCUS 2]

Figure 3: Syntax/information-structure interface coaisir onclld-phrase

Focusis a list-valued feature here, and a phrasexusvalue may become instantiated in one of
two ways: either all the daughtersocusvalues are collected (see De Kuthy 2002), or the phrase’s
Focuslist contains as its single element the phrases s value. The latter case corresponds to focus
projection, where the semantics of the entire phrase dwnés to focus. Focus projection is assumed
here to be generally possible unless some constraint bibckise interface constraint in Figure 3 is one
such constraint. It will block focus projection whenever BLO-ed constituent is not the one which,
according to its thematic role, may appear preverbally imarked constituent order.



Analyses of sentences (1a) and (3) above are given in Figuses 5 on the next page, respectively.
In each case, they describe an interpretation with a makir@fe constituent in focus. Both sentences
have other readings, not illustrated here, in which the$edpart is smaller. The important point is that
the dislocated constituent cannot be interpreted as fddnsg3), while it may or may not be part of the
focused portion in (1a).

S
CLITICS ()
RELS [4]
Focus ([4))
NPJ[q] S
HEAD HEAD
|:INDEX } |:CLITICS< INDEX >}
upv B8]+ uPVv
A Juan le gustan los chocolates.

Figure 4: Broad focus reading with a CLLD-e#periencenbject

S

CLITICS ()
[Focus <>}

NP S
HEAD RELS [4]
INDEX Focus ([4])
upv  [3]- HEAD
FOCUS () CLITICS< INDEX >
UPV
Este partido Boca lo esta jugando desde hace dos meses.

Figure 5: Restricted focus projection with a CLLD-#meobject

5 Summary

The formalisation proposed here makes available on a veep'sndents just the right amount of informa-
tion that is necessary in order to constrain focus projedticSpanish clitic left dislocation constructions.
Following Contreras (1976), Gutierrez-Bravo (2006) arfieos in assuming that the crucial factor is the
thematic role of the dislocated constituent, | showed hogvdbnnection between thematic roles and
unmarked constituent order can be established at a pointevhisrmation about thematic roles is re-
trievable without complications, that is, in the lexicoror@training focus projection indirectly by using
a mediating featureupPVv) seems to be more promising than stating a direct connel&bmeen thematic
roles and unmarked order, since changes in a verb’s argistranture may affect unmarked linearisation
of the arguments, while their thematic roles need not chaRgeus instantiation has only been sketched
in the present proposal, and it is clear that prosodic facéarwell as linearisation constraints in the
postverbal field have to be taken into account in order taicgst further.
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