UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Los Angeles

Syntax and Semantics of Didlocation Focus Construction in Cantonese

A thesis submitted in partial satisfaction
of the requirements for the degree of Master ofArt
in Linguistics

by

Lawrence Y. L. Cheung

2005



The thesis of Lawrence Y. L. Cheung is approved.

Daniel Biring

Anoop Mahajan

Timothy Stowell, Committee Chair

University of California, Los Angeles

2005



This thesis is dedicated to
Almighty God
who endows each of us with the miraculous gift
of

natural language

For since the creation of the world God's invisitplelities—
his eternal power and divine nature—
have been clearly seen, being understood from hdebeen made,
so that men are without excuse.
(NIV Romans 1: 20)

EI fff;: H\f—‘ﬁ[

AL FY A o AT AL P Fj‘IF :
HERLEL T e BL lﬁ'%%r 3@; oo
WWH%@ pu ~ X HEF
(ﬂ\%mur; - %f[: A{ %D

74



Contents

ACKNOWIEAGMENTS. ...t %
R 10T [0 Tox 1 ] PP 1
P2 (=111 0 = U= 4
P2 A VYo T (o I @ (o [T SO PTPT R STPPPN 4
2.2 Syntactic Category of FOCUS Phrase .......cccccoeeeiiiiiiiiieeeee 6
P2 o T oL U TR 6
2.4 Sentence Particles and Their Syntactic StractUr............coovvvvviiiiiiiiiiieieeiees e 8
3. SYNaX Of the DFC ... eeeeee ettt e bbb nrene e e eeeeeeeeeeeees 11
3.1 SYNLACLIC PrOPEITIES ....uuuuii e comims ettt mnnmneeseeseesneees 11
1 T80 0 R o = VI @ L o PP 12
3.1.2 Doudai (Cantonese Wh-the-hell) ... 15
3.1.3 Principle C VIOIatioNS........ccooeeeeiieeieee e 17
3.2 Syntactic Structure Of the DFC ...........coeeeeiuiriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiir e 19
3.2.1 Single Sentence Or ParataXiS..........ccueeeeuuuiieruirieiiieiiiiieiieiieinenennneieenneees 19
3.2.2 Leftward and Rightward Movement.......cccccceoveeiiiiiiieiii 24.
4. Constraints 0N the DFC............uuiiees ettt e e e e e e e e s 26
7 R £ = T Lo B O 0] ] (= 11 ] £ 27
4.2 Generalized Left Branch Condition (GLBC)..ccceeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiis 29
4.2.1 MOtIVatING GLBC .....ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitmmmmm e eeeeennnnaee 29
4.2.21Sthe GLBC REAIT .....cci it 36
4.2.3 Can the GLBC be Derived from Other SyntaCboistraints? .............ccccceeee. 39
4.3 REMATKS ..ottt 47
5. SemantiCS Of the DIFC .........coooviiiiii sttt e e e e e e e e e e e s eeneaeeaaeann s 48
5.1 MOIE ON FOCUS ...eiiiiiiiiiii et eeeeenme e e e et e e e e e e eet s e e e eaasaneeeeeaaan e e s eennns 48
5.2 Accent-Focus CorreSPONAENCE .........ooiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieieiieeeieeeeeeneeeneeeenee e 51
6. AN ACCOUNE OF tNE DFC .....uiiiiiiiiie i eeeeme e e e e e 52
6.1 Nuclear Stress Rule and FOCUS ..........ccoueiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 53
6.2 Parallelism between the Nuclear Stress Ruldl@@GLBC ..............c.oovevvvvvennen. 55
6.2.1 Special Status of the SpiNe........oo e, 55
6.2.2 Invisibility of Elided StrUCTUIES ........cuumevevrrrireiiiiiiiiiiniiieinenieinenennneneeenne 57
6.3 Abstract Focus AsSSIGNMENt RUIE..........uuuuiviieiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiieiveveviveeeneveeeeeee e 60
0 o [ 1113 [ o PSP 62
Y 0] 01T a0 [ QNPT PP PPPPPPPPPPPPI 64
Y o] o 1T oo [ = PRSPPI 64
] (=] (=] L0 EEPOPPP 65



Acknowledgments

| am indebted to my thesis committee members DaBiging, Anoop Mahajan and
committee chair Tim Stowell for their support, sagtions and criticism. They have
patiently guided me to think through many problethsugh some are still unresolved.
The weekly meetings have helped me reconsider nsangs regarding dislocation focus
construction from a much broader perspective beymede standard syntax accounts.
Unfortunately, because of time and space, | hateébeen able to include many of their
insights. | particularly want to thank Daniel feathing me various accent-focus theories
in a short period of time. | am also thankful foorbinique Sportiche, Hilda Koopman
and Bruce Hayes for discussion at various pointsan still remember Dominique's
encouragement and enthusiasm about the phenomieadinst time | presented the facts
to him. I want to thank the audience at my talk ACSyntax/Semantics Seminar on
April 29, 2005) for their valuable comments andgesiions on the same topic.

Special thanks go to Anoop Mahajan and Tim Stoviggllmaking available a
special fellowship for me in spring quarter 20G%hds freed me from teaching duties and
helped me concentrate entirely on the researchhdtthe fellowship, it would be
impossible for me to finish the thesis by the ehthg second year.

| am grateful to my wife, Jacqueline, for her égonbus encouragement, support
and prayers throughout. | also want to thank Leogvfieiden University) and my wife
for providing judgments of the sentences over Skype

Last but not least, | give the glory to the Lood His provision of wisdom and the

opportunity to receive fine linguistics educatidn&CLA.



ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS

Syntax and Semantics of Dislocation Focus Constmudh Cantonese

by

Lawrence Y. L. Cheung

Master of Arts in Linguistics
University of California, Los Angeles, 2005

Professor Timothy Stowell, Chair

It has been recognized that Dislocation Focus Coctsbn (the DFC) (also called Right
Dislocation or Afterthought construction) in Canése (and Mandarin) performs some
important discourse functions such as parenthe#indl so-called conversational repair.
Recent studies (Packard 1996, Cheung 1997, Law)20@8v that the DFC possesses a
number of interesting and unique syntactic charesties.

In this thesis, | will first establish some crdcigyntactic tests based on
reconstruction effects to diagnose the DFC. Althhosgme of these observations have
been made in earlier studies, they have not besterswtically used as probes to analyze
some fundamental issues about the structure oD#@. In particular, there was some
confusion of the DFC with parataxis. | will follo®heung (1997) in assuming that the
main sentence and the so-called afterthought ateonty related to each other

pragmatically but also governed by grammatical @pies. Grammatical principles are
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found to play an important role in this parenthaticonstruction. This thesis also has
provided some new findings about the semantic aspgcthe DFC. the DFC modifies
the focus the sentence and restricts the domairfiofrs in the Focus Phrase. Unlike
syntactic interpretation, the semantic interpretatiof the DFC is determined by
interpreting the focus in-situ instead of reconding it back to its original site. This has
been shown by question/answer pairs and the initenaaf negation and the DFC.
Towards the end, an account of the DFC has beefopuard to explain many of
its parallels with Nuclear Stress Rule concernimjuater the Spine Constraint, Visibility
Condition and focus property. An abstract focusgassent rule is posited to unify the
two phenomena. While the focus property is realagduclear pitch accent in English, it
is realized as overt movement as the DFC in CastriEhe findings suggest that focus
assignment is not determined purely pragmatic@hammatical principles also constrain

some types of focus assignment.
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1. Introduction

This thesis studies a word order phenomenon inddase that has been referred to as
“right dislocation”, "inversion”, "postposing” anthfterthought” in previous studies
(Chao 1968, Lu 1980, Tai and Hu 1991, Guo 1999%e Lother Chinese languages,
Cantonese does not have rich morphology and iterowvedord is relatively fixed.
However, it is common to find non-canonical wordarin spoken Cantonese. Compare

the three sentences in (1).

(1) a keoi maai-zo jat bou dinsigei lo. (caical)
he buyrErRFone cL' TV SP
'He boughta TV.'

b _maai-zo jat bou dinsidei keoi. (non-canonical)

buy-PERFONecL TV SPhe

c _Jjat bou dinsigéo, keoi maai-zo (non-canonical)

onecL TV SP he bugerF

Henceforth 1 will use the termiBLOCATION FOCUSCONSTRUCTION (the DFC) to refer to
the construction like (1b) and (1c). | will follo@heung (1997) and Law (2003, 2004) in
assuming that that the pre-comma part contain$oities of the sentence. The issue will
be elaborated in Section 2.3. The DFC is exclusivéhe colloquial spoken form and
verbatim report of speech. The DFC is not uniqu€datonese. It has also been found in

colloquial Mandarin Chinese (Lu 1980, Packard 19&6,and Hu 1991 among others).

! Please refer to Appendix A for the list of abbegidns.



Many discourse-functional studies of the DFC fihdt the part before the comma
has been analyzed as carrying the more importassage of the sentence. Guo (1992)
and Hu (1996) assert that the inverted word ordehé DFC is driven by the speaker's
decision to deliver the informationally urgent orgortant message early due to pressure
of the immediate discourse context. The rest of gbetence has been described as
afterthought, presupposed or contextually impliétde DFC is also reminiscent of
parenthetical constructions in English such asubhelasparentheticals (Potts 2002),
slifting ("Sentence lifting") (Ross 1973), adverérgntheticals (Stowell 2005), and right-

dislocation (Ward and Birner 1996) in English.

(2) Ames did not steal the documents, as the senel@med. asparenthetical)
3) Max has robbed a bank, | believe. (slifting)

4) Max has robbed a bank, perhaps. (advermeetcal)
(5) They really were enormous, those pipes. (right-dislocation)

Both the so-called afterthought part in CantoneB€ @nd the English parenthetical can
be optionally omitted without affecting the discser

The present study of the DFC will contribute te following four major issues
that have not been substantially addressed in quevstudies. Firstbased on new
findings and some other observations in Cheung7l8ad Law (2003), four diagnostic
tests will be established for the DFC. They will destematically used to diagnose the
structure of the DFC and clarify some confusioeein the DFC and parataxis. Second

none of the previous studies explicitly deal witle distribution of the sentence particle,



which occurs in the middle of the DFC. To this ehdiffer from that the more common
assumption and propose that the sentence parsiderierated head-initially. The main
sentence/fragment undergoes leftward focus movearenhd the particle to produce the
surface word order. The findings provide a unifeetount to bother normal word order
sentences and DFC sentences. The structural repagea will have significant
implications to the long-standing puzzle of thetagtic position of sentence particles.
Third, the DFC is strictly restricted by what | will t&beneralized Left Branch
Condition. Essentially, constituents on the lefarwh are prohibited from undergoing
leftward movement to form a DFC. The constraintirist proposed in Cheung (1997).
Despite some recent challenges, | will defend tsr validity. Further, some new
observations about the interaction between theitondand ellipsis will be elaborated
Last to the extent that the DFC functions as a pastittl construction, the present
study raises the theoretical issue of the grammdastatus of parentheticals. Since
parentheticals are motivated by performance/pragnettors, one way of capturing the
construction is to assume that only pragmatic jples are involved in the specification
of the relation between the parenthetical and tlaenmentence/fragment. Grammatical
principles are irrelevarit. Alternatively, one can assume that while the DIEC
pragmatically motivated, the construction is stdlibject to syntactic rules and

grammatical constraints. | will demonstrate tha pure pragmatic account is untenable

2 This extreme view can be summed up by the follgwjoote from Hu (1996): “the occurrences, and the
structuring of inverted sentences [i.e. the DF@]iarfact called upon to fulfill various oral commicative
tasks by the characteristics found exclusivehhim$pontaneous conversational environment, ratlaer t
determined by autonomous sentence-internal rules."



because of the presence of many constraints tmahaally be explained by pragmatic
principles.

The structure of the thesis will be organized aléofs. In Section 2, | will
present the basic observations of the DFC suchad wrder, sentence particles and
syntactic categories. Section 3 discusses the &mtaroperties of the DFC and several
diagnostic tests of the construction. Various gaesstructural representations will be
explored. Section 4 will be devoted to the two &/pé syntactic constraints observed in
the DFC. | will turn to the focus structure of th&C in Section 5. In Section 6, | will put
forward an account of the DFC, especially drawinglte parallels between the DFC and

Nuclear Stress Rule. Finally, a conclusion willdvevided in Section 7.

2. Priminaries

2.1 Word Order

Consider the normal SVO word order sentence in &d)the DFC sentence in (6b). In
(6b), the VP which normally follows the subject oz at the left edge of the sentehce

The VP is followed immediately by a sentence phatand the remnant.

(6) a ngowui maai saam bun syu lo. (nor®&D word order)
I willbuy threecL book SP

'l will buy three books.’

% | will show that the VP is not a topic.



b [pmaai saam bun syulo, ngo wui . (DFC)

buy threecL book SP I will

[ € Focus Phrase ] [ Remnant>]

For convenience, | will refer to the constituenfdre the sentence particle as thecus
Phrase (FP)which is underlined in all the examples. The réghe sentence that comes
after the sentence particle will be called Remnant (RM)The comma after the SP does
not indicate a pause but is inserted for orthogaplarity”. As noted in Packard (1986),
Siu (1986) and Cheung (1997), the FP is semantieaBociated with the gap in the RM.
There also exist some sentences which look like .DH@wvever, the FP is not associated
with any gap in the RRI In this paper, | will restrict the discussion ttse cases in
which the FP is associated with a gap in the RMilllargue for the syntactic structure
for the DFC as shown in (7). The FP which origisdtem within the remnant undergoes
focus movement to the left. It ends up in a landiitg that is higher than the SP.

() XP

T

Focus Part CP Linear order: [Focus Phrase] SP, [Remnant]

A /\
SP _ € Remnant
t

* Lu (1980) comments that in Mandarin, the post-cenpart is uttered with faster tempo and low-pitched
prosody.
> Here is an example.
(1) Aaming hou mou noisinggaa, Aaming. (Cheung 1997: 13)
Aaming very have-not patience SP  Aaming
“Aaming is not very patience.”




2.2 Syntactic Category of Focus Phrase

In addition to VP and DP in (1), virtually any sgatic category can be a FP in the DFC.
(8) shows examples of NPs, DPs, AdjPs, AdvPs, MpdiRs TPs being the FP.

(8) a _dinsigelo, keoi maai-zo jat bou (NP)
TV SPhe buyPERFONecL
'He boughta TV.

b hou hongdo, go go sailouzai (AdjP)
very lovely SP thatL kid
"The kid is lovely.’

c saamci lo, keoiheoi-zo go gaan gaafedim (Rv
three time SFhe goPERF thatcL coffee-shop

'He has been to the coffee shop three times.'

d _wuimaai jat bou dinsige, keoi (ModalP)

willbuy onecL TV SPhe
'He will buy a TV.'

e _houzoi siufongjyun lei dak zazma, go coeng fo. (TP)
fortunate fireman comeAk early SP thatL fire

'As for that fire, it is fortunate that the firemeame early.

2.3 Focus

Using question/answer pairs as a means to locates f@heung (1997) discovers that the
FP must contain the focus of the sentence. Thargsgn is that the position of focus in
the answer correlates with thdrphrase in the question. When the DFC serve as an

answer, the element corresponding towlephrase must be inside the FP and cannot be



located in the RM. Take (9a) as an example. Theodl)P is questioned and therefore is
in focus. A straightforward answer to (9a) is tleemal word order sentence (9b). (9c—
e) are equally felicitous answers to (9a) becaosahswer ' some cheese" is contained in
the FP in all cases.
(9) a Zoengsaam wui maai matje aa?

Zoengsaam will buy whasp

'What will Zoengsaam buy?'

b Zoengsaam wui maai zisi lo. (normal worder)
Zoengsaam will buy cheese
'Zoengsaam will buy some cheese.'

c zisi lo, Zoengsaam wui maai.
cheese SP Zoengsaam wui buy
'‘Zoengsaam will buy some cheese.'’
d _maaizisi lo, Zoengsaam wui.
buy cheese SP Zoengsaam will
'‘Zoengsaam will buy some cheese.'’
e _Wwui maai zisi lo, Zoengsaam.
will buy cheese SP Zoengsaam
'Zoengsaam will buy some cheese.'
In contrast, when the question word is moved tosthigiect position, there difference in

focus between a normal word order sentence and $&rtnces can be detected. While

(9b) can still be an appropriate answer to (10);—+®) are no longer felicitous answers.



(10) bingo maai-zo zisi  &a?
who buyPERFcheese SP
'Who bought some cheese?'

Felicitous answer: (9b) Infelicitous answer: (9e)—

The DFC requires that the focus falls on the FPciwhexcludes the subject DP from
being in focus. Infelicity results because the arsglement (i.e. the subjefbengsaamn
is not part of the FP and fails to get the focuse &bove test demonstrates that the focus
of a DFC sentence is different from a normal wardkeo sentence.

Note also that it is not necessary that the etecorrespond the focus. It can be
any phrasal projection contained in the FP. Fonmgta, in (9a), what is in focus is the
object DP. Even though the respective FPs in (9dye the VP and ModalP which are

larger than the object DP, they can all serve dsfargned answers to (9a).

2.4 Sentence Particlesand Their Syntactic Structure

Sentence Particles (SPs) are a special grammaeaditsgory that serves to convey various
communicative functions (Matthews and Yip 1994)eféhare some thirty basic SPs
(Kwok 1984). Some of them can be combined to forctuater of SPs. Table 1 lists some

examples of SPs.

® An appropriate answer to (10) is as follows:
(a) Leisei sikdak Zoengsaam lo.

Leisei know Zoengsaasp

'Leisei knows Zoengsaam.



aa3"lively statement, question” | bo3"exclamatory" gwa3"uncertainty"

lol "of course” maa3 "obvious" mel"Yes/No question”

wo3"hearsay, it is reported that |  wo4 "noteworthy" zaa3"only"

Table 1. Examples of SPs in Cantonese

The SP is not obligatory in Cantonese (but verygdent) in normal word order
sentences. However, the acceptability of the DF@rawes if the SP is usédlhe SP
always comes at the end of a sentence (see (1gpa))ycexcept in the DFC. As a result,
SPs are often referred to aentence final particlesr final particles Concerning the
syntactic position of the SP, the general assumpsidhat the SP is the head of C. For
example, in Cheng's (1991) Clausal Typing Hypothestie proposes that "in languages
with in-situ wh-words, a wh-question always hasypifig Particle in the Eposition to
type the sentence as a wh-question [...]. (p. ¥#®)at is less clear, however, is whether

CP is head-initial or head-final.

(11) (a) CP Head-final (b) CP Head-initial
Cp CP
TP SP SP: TP
/\ ........ S e e /\
DP VP DP VP
PN PN

" Packard (1986) mentioned that Mandarin SPs bagle, maetc.) are obligatory in the DFC. However,
Lu (1980) also provided some examples of the DFiauit SPs.
(a tai gqui, nei gangbi
very expensive that fountain-pen
"The expensive fountain pen is very expensive.'
b jintian bijiac  leng, wo juede
today relatively cold | feel
'| feel it is relatively cold today.'



Since the SP always comes at the end of a nornral @rder sentence, some studies like
Law 1990, Law 2003 assume that CP in Cantoneseas-final, as in (114) Cheng
(1991) does not specify the directionality of tleadi.

Many syntactic studies of the DFC (Packard 1986,1986, Cheung 1997, Law
2003, 2004) argue that the FP and the remnanntegral parts of a sentence. The DFC
is the result of leftward movement of the FP. Hogrewione of thethaddresses why the
SP shows up in sentence-medial position. Guo (1@@@kstions the validity of these
leftward movement proposals because the configuratn (11a) predicts that the SP
should always appear at the sentence-final positi@ne | will depart from the previous
analysis of the SP and adopt (11b) as the underbfiucture for SBin Cantonese. The
implication of the analysis is that in Cantonesbligatory movement of a phrasal
category around the SP is necessary in all Cantosestences. In normal word order
sentences, it is the entire TP that gets movethenDFC, it is some phrasal projection
lower than TP. The assumption in (11b) has the rdges of providing a
straightforward and unified account for why the &ppears sentence-medially in the
DFC and sentence-finally in normal word order secgés. Further, Cantonese is basically

a head-initial language. (11b) is consistent whth generalization.

8 | assume that sentence particles take matrix s¢apeexample, thesh-question particlea, declarative
particlegaaand quotative particleo all cannot take embedded scope.

° Siu (1986) deals with it by stipulation.

19 Similar obligatory movement around SP in normatavorder sentences has been put forth for the Min
dialect of Chinese (Simpson and Wu 2002).

10



3. Syntax of the DFC

Many earlier studies examine the DFC from a dissedunctional perspective. They use
terminologies such as "afterthought”, "right-diglbon”, "postposing” and "inversion" in
the functional sense. Very often they are vagueumlbthe precise syntactic
implementation. The syntactic characteristics & BDFC have been explored in recent
studies (Packard 1986, Packard and Shi 1986, 36, L®heung 1997, Law 2003, 2004).
They all propose that the DFC is derived by leftvarovement.

Unfortunately, there is a lack of diagnostic tefsts the DFC in these studies.
Though Cheung (1997) and Law (2003) have discoveseghe unique properties
pertaining the DFC, they have not systematicallyliag these tests to the identification
of the DFC. As we will see later, without thesetsegonfusion between the DFC and
fragment juxtaposition may arise, leading to ineotrconclusions. To fill the vacuum, |
will first establish in Section 3.1 some syntadiagnostic tests for the DFC, namely,
Principle C violationszinghai test, anddoudaitest. Section 3.2 will be devoted to the

discussion of the syntactic structure of the DFC.

3.1 Syntactic Properties

Cheung (1991) and Law (2083%show that the DFC displays reconstruction effesiag
tests like the selectional restriction between iwaterb andwh-phrases, interaction of

guantifiers, interpretation @inghai‘only’, anaphoric binding, and bound reflexivel &fl

1 Cheung (1997) has provided the following testterjpretation ofvh-phrases, interaction of quantifiers,
andzinghai Following Cheung (1997), Law (2003) has addeddtiewing tests: anaphoric binding and
bound pronoun binding.

11



them hinge on the reconstruction effects exhibitedhe DFC. However, theses tests
have not been used consistently and systematitalipvestigate the structure of the
DFC. In this section, three syntactic tests willdstablished as diagnostic tests for the
DFC. They areinghai'only' test,doudai'wh-the-hell test, and Principle C violation test.
The last two tests have not been reported befdne. three tests have been selected
among others because of their simplicity and rotesst in judgment. Readers are invited
to refer to Cheung (1997) and Law (2003) for dstafil other possible tests. THeudai
test andzinghaitest are particularly useful tools to ascertain thbea sentence is a DFC
because of the peculiar reconstruction effects #em not to be shared by other
constructions like topicalization, relativizatiomh-preposing? and parataxis. Principle C
violation test is also useful in checking whethese £P and the RM are sentence-bound,

which is helpful for distinguishing the DFC fromrpgaxis.

3.1.1 Zinghai 'Only’

Zinghai'only' displays a special out-of-scope focusingoprty in the DFC, which seems
to be specific to the DFC. Let us first have a foreview of two properties of English
preverbalonly which are also found in Cantonegaghai 'only." Jackendoff (1972)
proposes a rule "association with focus" for Ergbsly. The rule says that the focus of

only can only be associated with an element in itsmrand scopé. Second, Beaver

2 Eor more detailed discussionwh-preposing in Mandarin, please refer to Wu (1999).
13 The association with focus property correctly jpeed that the focus of preverbanly cannot be
associated with the subject.
(1) John only borrowed the novel.
(a) *Nobody else borrowed the novel. (focus = eat);

12



and Clark (2003) found that the focus of Englstly cannot be associated with the trace

of an extracted element even though the traceits sxcommand scope.

(12) What do you think Kim only gives his mother? (p- 346)
(a) *What is the thing such that Kim giwkat thing and nothing else to his mother?
(b) What do you think Kim gives his motlard no-one else?

What qualifies to be a focused element is an @lerhent in the scope of preverioaly.
Association with focus and Beaver and Clark's gareation are also found in Cantonese
zinghai'only'. Take (13) as an example. The interpretatibpreverbalzinghaifollows
the association with focus rule. Only elementshim $cope ofinghaican be in focus. It

correctly rules out (13a) because the subject D®tisn the scope of preverkahghai

(13) Zoengsaarminghai ze-zo go bun siusyut lo.
Zoengsaam only  borromerFthat cL novel SP
(a) *Zoengsaam only borrowed the novel. (Nobody else did).’ (fosusubj)
(b) 'Zoengsaam only borrowéle novel. (and nothing else).’ (focus = obj)
(c) 'Zoengsaam onlyorrowed the novel. (She did nothing else.)' (focus = VP)
(d) 'Zoengsaam onlyorrowed the novel. (She did not buy it.)'  (focus = V)

Beaver and Clark's generalization also holds int@ase. The focus ainghaicannot
be associated with gap associated with the topiativized DP or preposedh-phrase.
In (14)—(16), the (a) sentences are well-formedabse the element in focus

(boldfaced) is overtly c-commanded lkynghai. In (b) sentences, when the focused

(b) He bought nothing else. (focus = object)
(c) He did nothing else. (focus = VP)
(d) He did not buy it. (focus = V)

13



element undergoes leftward movement out of the esaufpthe preverbatinghaj the

sentences become bad.

Topicalization (Cheung 1997: 66)
(14)a Aafan zinghai ze-zo go bun siusyut lo.
Aafan only  borroweeERFthatcL novel sP

'‘Aafan only borrowedhe novel. (She bought nothing else.)'

b *go bunsusyut le, Aafan zinghai ze-zo
thatcL novel TM Aafanonly  borroweRF

'‘Aafan only borrowedhe novel. (She bought nothing else.)'

Relativization

(15) [pe[cpAafan zinghai ze-zo __]are bun siusyut] hou zingcoi.
Aafan only borrorerF GtthatcL novel very exciting
(a) "The onlynove that Aafan borrowed was exciting.' (unavailable)
(b) "The novel that Aafan onlyorrowed was exciting.' (ok)

Wh-Preposing
(16)a Aafan zinghai ze-zo go bun siusyut lo.

Aafan only  borroweeERFthatcL novel sP

‘Aafan only borrowedhe novel. (She bought nothing else.)'
b bin bunsiusyut le Aafan zinghai ze-zo

whichcL novel TM Aafan only  borroweRF

*Which novel did Aafan only borrow?’ (unavailable)

14



What is special about the DFC is that the c-comunatation betweezinghai
and the focused element can be violated. The fadfusinghai in the RM can be

associated with an element in the FP, as in (17).

(17) go bunsiusyut lo, Aafan zinghai ze-zo __ . (DFC; Cheung L 956)

thatcL novel SP Aafanonly  borraverr

(a) 'Aafan only borrowethe novel. (She borrowed nothing else).’ (ok)

The problem can be resolved if we assume that stieartion applies. The above shows

that this reconstruction effect is peculiar to BfeC.

3.1.2Doudai(Cantones&Vh-the-hel)

This test capitalizes on tldoudai..wh-phrase expression (Cantonese equivalentlof
the-hel) as a diagnostic. In Mandarin, thv-the-hellexpression is formed by the adverb
daodi[the Mandarin cognate of doudai] and thle-phrase/A-not-A phrase. Huang and
Ochi (2004) argue thatdaodiis an adverb occurring in a preverbal or pre-IRuach
position, while thavh-associate occurs in an argument position (in #se of who, what)

or non-argument position (why, how or the A-not-@nstituent).”

(18) ta daodi mai-le shenme? (=9a in H&O; Mainga
heDbAoDI bought what

'What the hell did he buy?’
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Further,daodi must c-command @&h-phrase (or A-not-A phrase) in the syntax. In (19),
shei'who' is higher thamaodj the c-command relation does not hold, giving tise

ungrammaticality.

(19) a daodi shei xiang yao zhe-fu hua?
DAODI who think want thissL picture

‘Who the hell wants this picture?'

b *shei daodi xiang yao zhe-fu htfa?  (=10b in Huang and Ochi; Mandarin)
whoDAODI think want thiseL picture

'Who the hell wants this picture?'

In (20), thewh-phrase "which picture” moves out of the scopedabdi Daodi...wh

expression becomes ill-formed even thodgbdic-commands the trace.

(20) a ta daodi xiang yao nei yi fufua
heDbAoDI think want which oneL picture
'Which (the hell?!) picture does he want?'
b *nei yi fuhua ne, ta dariang yao® (wh-preposing; Mandarin)

which onecL picturetm hebAoDI think want

Doudaiis the Cantonese cognatedafodi It shares all the properties of Mandarin

daodidiscussed above. Interestingly, it is possiblednstrue a DFC sentence in which

4 To makewh-the-hellas the subjectlaodimust precede the subject.
(a)
15 Withoutdaodi the sentence is good.
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doudai in the RM is associated wittvh-phrase in the FP, violating the c-command

requirement ofloudai

(21) maai-zo matjea, doudai nei __?

buy-PERFwWhat SPbOUDAI you
‘What the hell did you buy?'

To explain (21), it is necessary to resort to rstarction that must take place before
"doudai ... wh-phrase" gets interpreted. The unexpected violatbnthe overt c-
command requirement is again a useful test foXRE because the property is specific

to the DFC.

3.1.3 Principle C Violations

The reconstruction effect can be detected by Ryi@cC violations. The FP in (22b)
contains a referring expressidoengsaamand is co-referential with the pronokeoiin
the RM. The ungrammaticality of (22b) can be expdi as follows. When the FP is
reconstructed at its base as the complement ofrylvaZoengsaambecomes c-

commanded b¥eoi triggering Principle C violation.

(22) a Zoengsaam daamsam matje aa?
Zoengsaam worry what SP

'What does Zoengsaam worry about?'
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b *Zoengsaanmonang waan-zo faingaamo, keaidaamsam__.

Zoengsaam probably getRrlung.cancer SP he  worry

'Zoengsaam believed he probably got lung cancer.'

It is possible to show that the ungrammaticality22b) is not due to other pragmatic
factors because coreference becomes possible Adengsaanandkeoiare switched, as
in (23).

(23) keojhonang waan-zo faingaamlo, Zoengsaamaamsam _ .

he probably gerERF lung.cancer SP Zoengsaam worry
'‘Zoengsaam believed he probably got lung cancer.’
After reconstruction, Principle C is observed beeaioengsaanis not c-commanded by
keoi Note that Principle C violation effect is alsouf@ in topicalization andvh-
preposing. For example, Huang (1993: 119) hagiited the reconstruction effect of VP
topicalization with (24).
(24) ?*Zhangsarde pengyou, t&hangchang piping __.
Zhangsan's friend he often criticize
'Zhangsan's friend, he often criticizes.’
Similar reconstruction effect is also noticednih-preposing.
(25) ?*Zhangsarde nei yi wei pengyou, zhangchang piping __.
Zhangsan's which ope friend he often criticize
'‘Which of Zhangsan's friend does he often crigeiz
Although Principle C violation test is not uniquethe DFC, it can help distinguish the

DFC from parataxis structure. See Section 3.2.1.
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3.2 Syntactic Structure of the DFC

Three crucial questions concerning the structuréhef DFC will be addressed in this
section. The first question concerns the numbersaftences/fragments in a DFC
sentence. As mentioned in Section 1, the DFC catalken to be a juxtaposition of two
pragmatically related discourse sentences/fragméiabowing Cheung (1997), | will

argue in Section 3.2.1 that the DFC involves omg sentence. In Section 3.2.2, | will
examine whether the FP undergoes leftward movenidnid, does the RM undergo
rightward movement? Unfortunately, this questionmsre difficult, but some brief

remarks will be given in Section 3.2.3.

3.2.1 Single Sentence or Parataxis

Some previous studies (Chao 1968, Guo 1992) cansice RM as an afterthought

appendage which is a part added to the FP. Onebpogs®mmon interpretation of an

afterthought is that the remnant is "unplanned" awmternal to the sentence/fragment
containing the FP. For example, Guo (1992) claimas tlue to the distribution of the SP,
the RM is "obligatorily placed outside the scopehs sentence.” On this view, the DFC
is analyzed as parataxis. McCawley (1988) defirsatpxis as "the mere juxtaposition of
Ss that may well unite into a phonological unitsome unit of discourse but not into a

S!® |n other word, the FP and the RM belong to twifedént sentences and are linked

16 Similar representation of slifting has been diseasand argued against in Stowell (2005).
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pragmatically. Below is an example of how a DFCteece can be represented as
parataxis. The gap in the RM contains a null obfecthe form of a variabfé bound by

a discourse antecedent (Huang 1984)) (see 26d)dede/P anaphoric to the FP (see

26b).
(26) a b
CP CP CP CP
PN N PN PN
. SP N . SP N
DPop DPsubj "\ VP, DPsubj
\% e AVi=}

[jat bou dinsigei lo]. [keoi maai-z®]. [maai-zo jat bou dinsigei lo]. [keetYP
onecL TV SP he DbWERF buy-PERFONecL TV SP he
'He boughta TV.' 'He boughta TV

The paratactic account has been examined anddeganst by Packard (1986).
His arguments are as follows. First, the FP is Iisuen "incomplete sentence.” A
parataxis does not have this restriction. SecdredlDFC has subcategorization restriction

with the "main sentence", as in (27). Here are ¢ivbis Mandarin Chinese examples.

(27) Guan shang ba, chuanghu.
close up sp window
'Close the window."'

Third, the so-called afterthought part can be yasdmplex structurally. The verb ‘feel' in
the RM selects the FP.

" The argument still holds if one assumes that thieabject is apro.
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(28) Ni_ xianzai shuohuaye dai kouyma, ni juede?

you now talk also carry accent Spu feel

'Do you also have an accent now when you talkjalofeel?'

Though Packard's observations are correct, hiseaes is not very compelling.
Fragments are indeed common and natural in spakeguage. His observations are
compatible with the hypothesis that the FP andRNkare linked together pragmatically
without the need of grammatical principles.

The paratactic analysis has subsequently beertedefan the basis of two
observations. Cheung (1997) notes that the DF@hgest to standard Island Constraints
and the Dislocation Adjacency Constrafnt will discuss them in detail in Section 4.1
and 4.2. If the DFC were simply the results ofjthé¢aposition of some syntactic units, it
would be puzzling what pragmatic principles fail liok the FP and the RM. Second,
Cheung (1997) and Law (2033¥ound that certain syntactic dependency relatishish
generally do not hold across sentences are podsétvecen the FP and the RM. They

includezinghai'only’ anddoudai'wh-the-hell' among othefs

We have discussed in Section 3.1 examples of iBn€ violations,zinghai ...
Xroc @and doudai ... wh. All of them involve syntactic dependency in atsece. For
example, Principle C violation cannot be triggevdten the referring expression and the

pronoun are in different sentences, as in (29).

18| will return to the details of these constraimSection 4.

19 Neither Cheung (1997) nor Law (2003) use the tgramataxis" but the idea remains the same.

%0 See Cheung (1997) for discussion of more syntaeiiendency relation such as selectional restnictio
the matrix verb and the embedded clansa, ... lo, etc.
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(29) [Bill hai jat go jaucaai]. [keoi cat dim faamgg]. [Bill fuzaak paaisung seongin].
Bill be one cl postman he seven point go.tokniitl responsible deliver letter
'Bill is a postman. He goes to work at seven. iBillesponsible for delivering

letters.’ (No Principle C violation)

The fact that DFC in (22b) (repeated as (30) tnigd¥inciple C violation shows that the

FP and the RM are syntactically linked togethea sentence.

(30) *Zoengsaamhonang waan-zo faingaanmio, keaidaamsam__.

Zoengsaam probably getRrlung.cancer SP he  worry

'Zoengsaam believed he probably got lung cancer.'

Let us move on tainghaitest. (31a) and (31b) show thahghaicannot be associated
with the focused element in a different sentenaar. déin it focus the bound variable in

the object position or an element in the elided VP.

(31) a [John soeng ze go bun siusyut aa.]*[Bill dou zinghai soeng ze e aa.]
John want borrow that novel SP  Bill also only want borrosP
'Zoengsaam borrowed the novel. Aafan also onlydveed the novel.'
b [John soeng ze go bun siusyut aa.]*[Bill dou zinghai soeng—VP aa.]
John want borrow that novel SP  Bill also only want SP

'Zoengsaam borrowed the novel. Aafan aisky borrowed thenovel.’
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However, the possibility ofinghai associating with ‘the novel' in (32a) and (32b)
renders the structural representations in (26a)(26b) implausible. The FP and the RM

must belong to a single sentence.

(32) a go_bun siusyut lo, Aafan zinghai ze-zo __

thatcL novel SP Aafanonly  borraverr
‘Aafan only borrowedhe novel. (She borrowed nothing else).'

b ze-zo go_bun siusyut lo, Aafan zinghai

borrowPERFthatcL novel SP Aafan only

‘Aafan only borrowedhe novel. (She borrowed nothing else).'

Similarly, there is no way thatoudaican focus the bound variable or the object in an
elided VP.
(33) a [lousi maai-zo matjeaa?] *[doudai di hoksaang maai-ze aa?]
teacher buyperRFwhat sp DOUDAIthese student bwERF  sP
'What did the teacher buy? What the hell did thdents buy?
b [lousi maai-zo matjeaa?] *[doudai di  hoksaang—VPaa?]
teacher buyERFwhat sp DOUDAI these student SP

‘What did the teacher buy? What the hell did thdents buy?

The well-formedwh-the-hellquestion in (15) (repeated as (34)) suggests tiatwo

parts cannot be in separate sentences.

2 Note that (31) and (32) are grammatical on theirepthatzinghaifocuses the verb 'borrow.’
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(34) a _matjena, doudai nei_maai-zo ?
what SP DOUDAI you buyPERF
'What the hell did you buy?'

b _maai-zo matjea, doudai nei _?

buy-PERFwhat SPDOUDAI you

In the above three tests, without positing the RB the RM as the integral parts of a

sentence, such syntactic relations would go uneega

3.2.2 Leftward and Rightward Movement

Since the parataxis analysis is plausible for tHe&CDthe natural question to ask is
whether the FP undergoes leftward movement fromhiwiRM and lands at the right

edge of the sentence. The leftward movement asah&s been proposed by Packard
(1986), Siu (1986), and Cheung (1997). Law (208Rg$ one step further by arguing that
the FP moves into FocP in the spirit of Rizzi'sq2Psplit-CP proposal. The structure is

shown in (35).

(35) cP
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The advantage of the leftward movement analysisasit explains naturally why the FP
is generally a constituent and the part that coaies the SP is a remnant. Following
Cheung (1997) and Law (2003), the support for lafdvumovement is that the extraction
of FP is subject to standard Island Constraintschvls typical of leftward movement. |
will save the relevant examples until Section &£ien though Law (2003) suggests that
the FP lands in the Spec of FocP, | will leavegbestion open in this study.

As the DFC has been commonly called "right-didliocel, it could have been
derived by rightward movement of the "afterthougbdtt (i.e. the RM). The proposal has
been considered and rejected by Packard (1986)r basic claim is that the "main
sentence" (or FP) is "in all cases a bona fideampitonstituent, that is, [...] immediately
dominated by one single phrase structure node.k@P@cl1986: 9)" What is right-
dislocated (or the remnant) is usually not a ctunestit in the usual sense. For example, in
(36), ni juede'you feel' does not form a constituent. Packarddiit difficult to motivate
syntactic movement mechanism to move the non-doesti (i.e. the RM) to the right.

(36) Ni_ xianzai shuohuaye dai kouyma, ni juede? (Mandarin)

you now talk also carry accent Qou yeel

'Do you also have an accent now when you talkjalofeel?'
However, the more recent development in the thedryemnant movement (Muller
1998) makes it possible for the remnant TP to uymdurther movemeAt. Samek-

Lodovici (to appear), for example, analyzes Italigght-dislocation as topicalization

22| want to thank Anoop Mahajan for pointing outsthd me.
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followed by remnant movement to the left. Here Intveo sketch in (37) how remnant

movement can potentially derive the DFC in two step

(37) Step 1
CP
T
P NN
DR, SP TP
\ PN Leftward movement of the FP
S DRub N
Vo Tlop
Step 2
CP
A. .......................... )
CP SR Rightward adjunction of the TP to CP
N BPuy SN

DPobj SP tj |

The first step involves the leftward movement of P, as argued before. The second
step moves the entire TP containing the trace ®fRR to the right by adjunction. Since
the second step is string-vacuous, it is diffitalascertain whether the second step takes
place or not. | will leave the additional step adhtward movement open for future

investigation.

4. Constraintson the DFC

So far the discussion seems to assume that thedaRCather freely affect phrases in

different syntactic positions. Nevertheless, theCD$& subject to two constraints, namely,
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Island Constraints and the Generalized Left Bra@ohdition. Since it has been argued
all along that the DFC is the result of syntactiovement, there comes no surprise that
the DFC is sensitive to Island Constraints, as balldiscussed in Section 4.1. What is
unique about the DFC is its being restricted by @emeralized Left Branch Condition.

Section 4.2 will establish the descriptive geneedion about the constraint.

4.1 |dand Constraints

The crucial evidence for leftward movement of tHe iE to show that it is sensitive to
island constraints (Cheung 1997, Law 2003). (382}-& indicate that FPs
corresponding to gaps in coordinate island, adjist@hd, complex NP island and subject

island are not possible.

Coordinate Structure

(38) a keoi maai-zo pp [ jat bui holok ] tungmaai [loeng go honboubahlag|
he buyPERF onecL coke and two cL hamburger sp
'He bought a coke and two hamburgers.’

b *loeng go honbouba#n keoi maai-zo gpjat bui holok tungmaai __ ]

two cL hamburger Shhe buyPERF onecL coke and
(39) a ngo hai jauguk \[p gei-zo fung seon] tungmaakb[lo-zo jat gin baaugou ]] lo
| at post-office semdRF cLletter and takeerFonecL parcel sp

'At the post-office, | sent a letter and took aceh'

% Sentences (39)—(42) are taken from Law (2003).
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b *lo-zo jat gin baaugou lo, ngo hai jaklg [p gei-zo fung seon tungmaai __ |

takerERFOnecL parcel SP | at post-office sevERF CLletter and

Adjunct Island
(40) a keoi zou loeng fan gung [janwai jiu bong sailou gaau hokfai 16%]
he do twocL work because have-to help brother pay fesp
'He has two jobs because he has to pay the tdéemfor his/her brother.'
b *hokfailo, keoi zou loeng fan gung [janwai jiu ngosailou gaau __ |.

fee SPhe do twoL work because have-to help brother pay

Complex NP Island
(41) a Billy mou zeonsawg keoi jiu  zeonsi waan cin  ge singndd ]
Billy not obey he must on-timeurt moneyGE promise SP
'Billy broke the promise that he would return theney on time."
b *cin lo, Billy mou zeonsawg keoi jiu zeonsi waan __ ge singnok ].

money SP Billy not obey he musttime return  GE promise

Subject Island
(42) a Ep[cpkeoiwaa m soeng zou jisang ] zanhai gikseii &amaa] lo.
he say notwant do doctor llyearitate his mothesp
‘That he says he doesn’t want to be a doctoryéaitates his mother.’
b *jisando, [cp[cpkeoi waa m soeng zou ] zanhai giksei keoiasg.

doctor SP he say notwant do really irritate his mother

2 Adjunct clauses (e.g. because-clause, if-clausess-clause) normally occur at sentence-initiaitm
or preverbal position. However, in colloquial Camee, sentence-final adjunct clauses are possible t
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4.2 Generalized L eft Branch Condition (GLBC)

Cheung (1997) pointed out that the DFC becomeswdeh it affects constituents that
are non-sentence-final in the corresponding nommatl order sentence. The constraint
was called DSLOCATION ADJACENCY CONSTRAINT?. | will rename it as GNERALIZED
LEFTBRANCH CONDITION (GLBC) in the rest of this paper. The constraint is amplicit

in Siu's (1986) rul@ for generating the DFC. The constraint will beiegxed. Because of
the challenge of the constraint in Law (2003), rexdence concerning the DFC under

ellipsis will be presented to support validity bétconstraint in Section 4.3.

4.2.1 Motivating the GLBC

Recall in Section 1 that the leftward movementhaf DFC can target constituent of any
syntactic category. Sentences in (1b, c) and (8arefrepeated as (43) below. In all the
sentence pairs, the non-prime sentences are theesstuucture, and the prime sentences
are the DFC counterparts.

(43) a keoi maai-zo jat bou dinsigei lo.

he buyPERFOnecL TV SP

'He boughta TV.'

% The fronted part [i.e. the FP] ... is an XP immeeliapreceding the SP plus the SP itself [in the
underlying structure] (Cheung 1997).

% Sju writes, "there are many possibilities for mreipg sincehe constituents from theright will have a
range of XPs. [emphasis mine]" (p. 66) However, @dunot show non-final constituents cannot undergo
leftward movement.

29



a' _dinsigelo, keoi maai-zo jat bou . (FP =NP)
TV SPhe buyPERFONecL

b keoi maai-zo jat bou dinsigei lo.
he buyPERFONecL TV SP

b' jat bou dinsigdd, keoi maai-zo __. (FP =DP)

onecL TV SP he bugerr
¢ keoi maai-zo jat bou dinsigei lo.
he buyPERFOnecL TV SP
c' maai-zo jat bou dinsigeilo, keoi _ (FP =VP)
buy-PERFONecL TV SPhe
d go go sailouzai hou hongoi lo.
thatcL kid very lovely SP
‘The kid is lovely.’
d' _hou hongdp, go go sailouzai . (FP = AdjP)
very lovely SP thatL kid
e keoi heoi-zo go gaan gaafedim saarmio
he goPerRF thatcL coffee-shop three tingP
'He has been to the coffee shop three times.'
e' saamci lo, keoiheoi-zo go gaan gaafedim _ . (FP = AdvP)

three time SFhe goPERF thatcL coffee-shop
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f wuimaai jat bou dinsigl, keoi.

will buy onecL TV SPhe
'He will buy a TV.'

f wuimaai jat bou dinsig, keoi (FP = ModalP)

will buy onecL TV SPhe
'He will buy a TV.'

g go coengfo houzoi siufongjyun lei dak zou zaa.
thatcL fire fortunate fireman conmnk early SP
'As for that fire, it is fortunate that the firemeame early.

houzoi siufongjyun lei dak zoraa, go coengfo . (FP =TP)

fortunate fireman comeAK early SP thatL fire

All of the DFC sentences have one thing in comn#fdhthe FPs originate in sentence-
final position. The generalization predicts thah+imal elements alone cannot occur in
the FP. Examples of non-final elements include extbpPs, preverbal PPs, preverbal
adverbials and constituents in adjunct clauseseddd as shown in (44), they are

prohibited from moving to the left.

(44) a Zoengsaam maai-zo jat bou dinsigei lo.

Zoengsaanbuy-PERFonecL TV  sP
'Zoengsaam boughta TV.'

a' *Zoengsaame, __ maai-zo jat bou dinsigei. (FBubject DP)
Zoengsaam SP begrFonecL TV
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b Zoengsaam bei go gaa foce zongdou lo.
Zoengsaam by that truck hit SP
'Zoengsaam was hit by the truck.'
b' *go gaa focdo, Zoengsaam bei zongdou lo. (FP = Prep. Opject
thatcL trucksp Zoengsaam by hit  sp
c keoi hou faai gaam sik-zo wun minlo.
he very quiclaDv eatPERFCL noodlesp
'He quickly ate the bowl of noodles.’

c' *hou faai gaanb, keoi__ sik-zo wun min. (FP = Adv)

very quickapv SP he e®ERFCL noodle

d janwai taitai beng-zo, soji Zoengsaam lau hai ukkei lo.
because wife be.siackerFtherefore Zoengsaam stay at hare
'‘Zoengsaam stayed at home because (his) wifeialas s

d" *beng-zo lo, janwai taitai __, Zoengsaam soji lau hai ukkei.
be.sickPERFSP because weather Zoengsaam therefore sthpmae

(FP = VP in adjunct clause)

The findings can be verified ldoudaitest andzinghaitest.

(45) a doudai bin  go hoksaang wui gaggujinhok aa?
DOUDAI whichcL student  will choose linguistis®
'‘Which (the hell?!) student will choose linguistit

b *bin  go hoksaanga, doudai __ wuigaan jyujinhok? (FPubj8ct DP)

whichcL student sP DouDAI  will choose linguistics
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(46) a Zoengsaaminghai beigo gaa foce zongdou lo.
Zoengsaam only by that truck hit SP
'Zoengsaam was hit by that truck only (but notottars).’'
b *go gaa focdo, Zoengsaam zinghai bei __ zongdou lo. (FPepPDbject)

thatcL trucksp Zoengsaam only by hit sp

Both tests confirm that non-final elements failitalergo leftward movement.

The pattern is reminiscent of Ross's (1967) Let#inBh Condition, which says,
"No NP which is the leftmost constituent of a lar§® can be reordered out of this NP
by a transformational rule." The extraction pattarrihe DFC is even more strict. Any
node that is on the left branch or anything insid&an be moved. | propose the following

condition:

(47) Generalized Left Branch Condition (GLBC)

Leftward movement cannot target any constitueait hdominated by a node that

is on the left branch.

Let us use (47) to check if it correctly predid® tpossible DFC sentences associated

with (48).

(48) ngo wui houfaaigam se fung seon |lo.
I will quickly writecL letter SP

‘I will quickly write the letter.’
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Diagrammatically, the rule prohibits anything ore tleft branch from moving in (49).

Only the circled nodes in can serve as the FPaDRC sentences in (50).

(49) CP
SP C TP
lo DP {ModP
ngo Modal \VP,
| e
wui Adv L VP
houfaaigam VvV . DP
I

se CL DP
fulng selon
(50) a seon lo, ngo wui houfaaigam se fung __ .
b fung seon lo, ngo wui houfaaigam se __
¢ se fung seon lo, ngo wui houfaaigam ___
d houfaaigam se fung seon lo, ngo wui ___
e wui houfaaigam se fung seon lo,ngo
f ngo wui houfaaigam se fung seon lo
g *ngo lo, __ wui houfaaigam se fung seon.
h *wui lo, ngo __ houfaaigam se fung seon.

I *houfaaigam lo, ngo wui ___ se fung seon.

34



The GLBC also correctly exclude subject DPs, preaePP, preverbal adverbials and

adjunct clauses from undergoing leftward movemewgtahbse all are dominated by a node

that is on the left branch.

(51) jyugwo nei m tengwaa, baabaa wui daa Imei
if you not obedient dad  will beauysp

'If you don't behave yourself, dad will beat you.'

(52) cP

/\,—\

SP [ CP

| \ - / .

lo CP CTP

jyugwo TP DP . VP
N | N -
DP __ baabaaV ‘VP
| VP | s
nei | wui V. DP,

m tengwaa |

daa nei
(53) a neilo, jyugwo nei m tengwaa, baabaa aai d .
b daa neilo, jyugwo nei m tengwaa, baakai .
¢ ??wui daa nei lo, jyugwo nei m tengwesabaa .
d baabaa wui daa nei lo, jyugwo nei nmgteaa .
e *jyugwo neim tengwaa lo, baabaa wai dai .
f *m tengwaa lo, jyugwo nei __, baabaa daa nei.

g *nei m tengwaa lo, jyugwo __, baabaa dlaa nei.
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The GLBC denies thbecauseclause or anything inside it from being the FPause the
clause is dominated by a left branch node. Simdanfiguration applies to the

aforementioned non-final elements. Consequentéy #re ruled out by the GLBC.

4.2.2 Is the GLBC Real?

The existence of the GLBC has been called intotqureby Law (2003). In her proposal,
the DFC should be analyzed as the movement of asphnto FocusP of the split-CP
system in the spirit of Rizzi (1997). She triesdo away with the GLBC entirely.
Interestingly, she admits that she shares mogtejudgments in Cheung (1997) about
the ill-formed sentences that are attributed to &1eBC violation. Her major claim
against the constraint is that there are quiteralbran of counter-examples, which, to me,
are apparent ones. | selected several of her kagtecexamples. (The judgments of

(54b), (55b) and (56b) are hers.) They all invgieases from non-final positions.

Serial Verb Construction
(54) a ngo maai-zo bou dinnou lai sung bei k&
| buyPERF CL computer to give to hesp
‘The computer, | bought it for him/her.’
b _bou dinnou lo, ngo maai-zo __lai sung bei keoi. (=#itaw 2003)

cL computer SP1 bugerr  togive to he
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Preverbal PP
(55) a Aafan jau Baal&eoi-zo Saibaanngaa aamaa
Aafan from Paris geeRF Spain SP
'‘Aafan went to Spain from Paris. (Didn’t you kngiv?
b jau Baalaamaa, Aafan __ heoi zo Saibaanngaa (=43 in2008)

from Paris SP Aafan  geRF Spain

Subject DP
(56) a zoek jyulau go go naamjan laudai-gw peigip haidou aamaa.
wear raincoat thatL man leaveERFCL suitcase here sp

‘The man who wore a raincoat left a suitcase here.

b 7?zoek jyulau go go naamgamaa, _ laudai-zo go peigip haidou.
wear raincoat thatL man  sp leaverERFCL suitcase here

"The man who wore a raincoat left a suitcase here.

My judgments on these sentences differ from LaWwsme, (54b) and (56b) are slightly
marginal, and (55b) is quite bad. | think thera i®ason why some of these sentences are
not so bad. The trick is that these sentences eannfie acceptable on parataxis reading.
Here are the cases where grammatical judgmentg aennot enough. Diagnostic tests

are important in revealing the identity of thesetsaces.

(57) a ngo zinghai maai-zo bou dinnou laigbei keoi lo.
| only buyPERFCL computer to give to hesp

'l only bought the computer (but nothing else)ton.’
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b *bou dinnou lo, ngo zinghai maai-zo __ lai sung bedsike  (Zinghai Test)
cL computer SP | only buwgERF  togive to he
'l only bought the computer (but nothing else)ton.’ (unavailable)
Unlike genuine the DFC, the focus afnghai fails to associate with the FP 'the
computer.' (57) is likely to involve two sentenc@®r is it possible fordoudai and

bindou'where' to form avh-the-hellexpression in (58).

(58) a doudai Aafan jau bindou heoi zo Saibgaa aa?
DOUDAI Aafan from where g®ERF Spain SP
‘Where the hell is the plagesuch that Aafan went to Spain fro®
b *jau bindowa, doudai Aafan __ heoizo Saibaanngaa®udgiTest)

from where SPbouDAl Aafan  goPERF Spain

(59) a doudai zoek matje ngaansik saam ge @ad@anjdai-zo go peigip haidou aa?
DOUDAI wear what color  clothesx man leaveERFCL suitcase here spP
Which (the hell) color ix such that the man who wore a clothes witiolor left
a suitcase here?'

b *zoek matje ngaansik saam ge naamjandoudai __ laudai-zo go peigip haidou?

wear what color clothex man SPouUDAI leaverPERFCL suitcase here

Law (2003) claims that if the subject DP is madewelike the one in (59), the
acceptability of leftward moving the subject DP noyes. However, with heavy subject

DP, (59b) still failsdoudai test. Since Law's counter-examples consistently tife
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diagnostic tests, it is likely that the acceptapibf (54b)—(56b) are due to parataxis

reading. By this, | affirm the validity of the GLBC

4.2.3 Can the GLBC be Derived from Other Syntdctiastraints?

The natural question to raise is whether the GLRE loe further reduced to some more
basic syntactic or semantic principles. In thistise¢ | will consider some superficially
plausible explanations which turn out to be un&atisry. In Section 6, a proposal based
on Nuclear Stress Rule will be discussed. Let us apamine three common non-final

phrases, namely, subjects, adjunct clauses, apogt®nal objects.

Subjects

Cross-linguistically, preverbal subjects are gelierat as extractable that objects (Rizzi
1982). Subject-object asymmetry has been oftendniot@arious extraction phenomena.

For instance, in Englishhattrace effect is only found in subject traces.

(60) a *Who did you say that ___left the party?

b Who did you say ___left the party?

They are often explained by the fact while objeats lexically governed by the verb,
subjects are not. The failure of subjects to undéng DFC can potentially be attributed

to such generalization. However, such an analydide shown infeasible in the DFC.
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The GLBC predicts that subjects or anything in subject phrases cannot be
extracted because subjects are normally followedbttmer materials. However, these
materials can be elided in fragment answers. CengGPa-d) as answers to (61).

(61)Q: John ge bingo cancik lei-zo LAaa
JohnGewho relative comeeRFLA SP

'Which of John's relative came to LA?'

(62) a John ge suksuk lei-zo LA lo. (nofrmard order + no ellipsis)
JohnGe uncle comeeRFLA SP

‘John's uncle came to LA.'

a' *suksulko, Johnge  lei-zo LA lo. (DFC + eldpsis)
uncle SP Johae COmMerPERFLA SP

b John ge suksuk lo. (normal word oreletlipsis)
JohnGE uncle SP

‘John's uncle.’

b' suksuko, Johnge . (DFC + ellipsis)

uncle SP JohaE
Extraction from the possessive DP subject is bad7irb). However, the sentence
becomes good when the materials after the subjeécr® deleted, as in (77d). If subject-
object asymmetry holds, (77d) should be ungrammlatithis shown the asymmetry

principle is not relevant in the DFC.

Adjunct Clauses

Adjunct clauses (e.g. because-clause, if-claustessitiause) in Cantonese normally

occur at sentence-initial position or preverbalifi@s.
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(63) a Zoengsaam janwai taitai beng-zo, u laai ukkei lo. (preverbal)
Zoengsaam because wife be.sielrF stay at homesp
'Zoengsaam stayed at home because (his) wifeialas s
b janwai taitai beng-zo, @ Zoengsaaawu lau hai ukkei lo. (S-initial)
because wife be.sickeRFZoengsaam so stay at hose

'Zoengsaam stayed at home because (his) wifeialas s

As a result, they do not constitute a contiguous phathe final part of a sentence. The
extraction of, say, the VP of the adjunct clausé-itermed. Compare (63) and (64).
(64) a *beng-zo lo, Zoengsaam janwai taitai __, laai kkei. (preverbal)
be.sickPERFSP Zoengsaam because weather stay at home
'‘Zoengsaam stayed at home because (his) wifeialas s
b *beng-zo lo, janwai taitai __, Zoengsaam zau laai ukkei. (S-initial)
be.sickPERFSP because weather Zoengsaam so stayome h
'Zoengsaam stayed at home because (his) wifeialas s
One might want to argue that (64a) and (64b) aré because of adjunct island
constraint. However, the removal of the materifisrahe adjunct clause can salvage the
sentence.
(65) Zoengsaam janwai taitai matje si lhai ukkei aa?
Zoengsaam because wife what matter stay at et&#®n

‘What happened to Zoengsaam's wife so that héohstdy at home?'
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(66) a beng-zo lo, Zoengsaam [janwai taitai —}{VP]
be.sickPERFSP Zoengsaam because wife
'‘Because Zoengsaam's wife was sick.'
b beng-zo lo, [janwai taitai __ ],—FP]
be.sickPERFSP because wife

'‘Because (Zoengsaam's) wife was sick.'

Preposition Stranding

The extraction of the preverbal PP object is gdhenapossible in the DFC, as can be
seen in (67) and (68). | assume that the prevétBak adjoined to the left of the VP, as

in (67Y".

27 As pointed out by one of the audience in my talW@LA, this is not the only structure available fo
Chinese PPs. Li (1998), e.g., analyzes PP + VPsasi@ verb construction. Her analysis predict the
PP object and the VP together form a constitueatvéver, the prediction is not borne out by the DFC.
Moving the PP object and the VP together to thieidefery marginal.

(a) ??go gaafoce zongdou lo, keoi bei
that CL truck hit SP he by
'He was hit by the truck.'
(b) ?? hobin paaubou lo, ngojyun .
river.bank run SP | along

'| ran along the river bank.'
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(67) a keoi beigo gaafoceongdou lo.
he by thatL truck hit SP
'He was hit by the truck.’
b *go gaafocelo, keoi bei___ zongdou.
thatcL truck SP he by hit
(68) a ngo jyun hobin paaubou lo.
| along river.bank run sp
'l ran along the river bank.'

b *hobin lo, ngojyun ___ paaubou.

river.oank SP |  along run

'l ran along the river bank.'

(69) TP
T
Subj VP
/\
PP VP
N O~
P DP

One straightforward way to explain the ungrammdéticaf (67b) and (68b) is to assume
that Cantonese disallows preposition stranding.fdot, prohibition of preposition

stranding can be found in topicalization, relat@tian andvh-preposing.

(70) *go gaafoce le, keoi bei ___ zongdou. (Topicalizajio
thatcL truck T™M he by hit

'He was hit by the truck.’
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(71) *[pp[rr keoibei __ zongdou ] ge go gaa foce ] (RRetaation)
he by hit GE thatcL truck
"The truck that he was hit by it ..."
(72) *bin gaafoce le, keoibei _ zongda? \WWh-preposing)
whichcL trucktm he by hit SP

'Which truckx is such that he was hit g

However, preposition stranding is probably not vafg in (67b) and (68b). First, the
preposition stranding account makes the predictlat prepositional objects should
always be prohibited from extraction no matter Weetthe PP is followed by a VP or
not. The Spine Constraint, however, will permitragtion when the preverbal PP is at
the sentence final position. Preverbal PPs can &@eno be sentence-final if the verb
phrase following it gets elided. Consider (73b).thwut ellipsis, the extraction of

prepositional object is bad.

(73)Q: Zoengsaam bei matje zongdou aa?
Zoengsaam by what hit SP
'What is the thing such that Zoengsaam was hit{®y
a Zoengsaam bei go gaa foce zongdou lo. orm@ word order)
Zoengsaam by that truck hit SP
'Zoengsaam was hit by the truck.'
b *go gaafocelo, Zoengsaam bei __ zongdou. (DFC + npst)

thatcL truck SPZoengsaam by hit
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c go gaafocéo, Zoengsaam bei *. (DFC + ellipsis)
that cL truc2k SP Zoengsaam by
'Zoengsaam-was-Hity that truck

d go gaafocéo bei . (DFC + ellipsis)
thatcL truck SP by

'By the truck.’

Surprisingly, extraction becomes fine in (73d, dyew the verb is elided. Although
Cantonese does not allow preposition strandinggtAmmaticality of (73c, d) shows that
the failure to extract the preverbal prepositiomdject is not due to preposition
stranding®. The unexpected grammaticality of (73c, d) isamwidiosyncratic property of
bei. Similar phenomenon is observed across differeepgsitions. Here are a few
examples.

(74) a Lokcaamgeilo, jau. jaf 'from")

Los Angeles SP, from

'From Los Angeles.’

% Note that the following is slightly marginal.
(?)Zoengsaam bei go gaa foce [zongdou] lo. nfabword order + ellipsis)
Zoengsaam by that CL truck hit SP
'Zoengsaam (was hit) by the truck.’

29 Exceptional preposition stranding is in some wiayilar to swiping in English (Merchant 2002).
However, his head movement account does not seamrtoin Cantonese. There is no lightness condtrain
in CFC.

a. Lois was talking, but | don’t know who to.

b. *Lois was talking, but | don’t know which steick to.

c. This opera was written by someone in the 18tiwry, but we're not sure who bylfung et al. 1995
(4d))

d. *This opera was written by someone in the T@thtury, but we're not sure which playwright by.
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b keoi neoipangjau lo, tung. turfg'with")
his girlfriend  SRvith
'With his girlfriend.’

c go gofaazeonlo, zoeng. zodngsimilar tobain Mandarin)
thatcLvase  SPZOENG

Sentences in (74) become unacceptable when thesar@placed in full sentences.
The second piece of evidence is that though nfasied®Ps in Cantonese are
preverbal, a subset of them can be postverbalk&plieverbal prepositional objects,

postverbal ones can be freely moved. The conteasbe seen in (75) and (76).

Preverbal PP

(75) a ngo haigo zoengcongfan lo. (redrword order)
| at thatcL bed sleep SP
'l slept on the bed.’

b *go zoengcong, ngohai _ fan. (DFC)
that cL bed SP | at sleep

Postverbal PP

(76) a ngo fan  hai go zoeng cong lo. rfredrword order)
|  sleep at that bed SP
'l slept on the bed.’
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b go zoengcorg, ngofan hai . (DFE)
thatcL bed SP | sleep at

Apparently, preposition stranding fails to explaihy (76b) is fine. Before leaving the
section, | would like to briefly draw readers' atien to the fact that Merchant (2001)
find that ellipsis can salvage Left Branch Conditigolations in slucing. Here are two
examples.
(76") a She bought an expensive car, but | dowwkimow expensive. (p. 167)

b Your brother is a smart doctor, butnts clear how smart. (p. 167)

It is possible that similar principle also appliegshe exceptional DFC extraction.

4.3 Remarks

Before moving on, | want to give a brief remark the competence/performance issue
raised in Section 1. What is surprising about thdifigs in Section 3 and 4 is that the FP
and the remnant exhibit some syntactic restricti®ecall the ungrammaticality of (22b)
(repeated as (77)).

(77) *Zoengsaanhonang waan-zo faingaamo, kecidaamsam. (Principle C)

Zoengsaam probably getrFlung.cancer SP he  worry
Intended: 'Zoengsaam believed he probably got tamger.'

%0|f the postverbal PP is followed by other lexittams, the extraction of the prepositional objedbad.
) ngo zinghai fan  hai zoeng cong soengmin lo. (normal word order)
I only sleep atcL bed on-top SP
'| slept on the top of the bed.'
(b) *go zoeng conglo, ngo zinghai fan hai soengmin. (DFC)
thatcL bed SP | only sleepat n-tap
'| slept on the top of the bed.'
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If one thinks of the RM as an afterthought pragoaly linked to the FP, it is rather
puzzling why 'he worries' cannot be a well-formeg@air or why it cannot be related to
the FP pragmatically. There is nothing wrong, eigemantically or pragmatically, about
making such an afterthought or repair. One wouldact, expect (77) to be good because
a pronoun is normally used to refer to an antedetethe prior discourse. Evidence
presented in Section 4 is even more revealing.H@mtire pragmatic view of the DFC,
there is no reason why syntactic island constrahtaild be relevant. If only pragmatic
factors are relevant to the DFC, it is mysteriolywthe GLBC which is purely syntactic
denies prepositional object clause from movinghi left. It is equally mysterious how
pragmatic principles can help explain why ellipsisould salvage some cases of
extraction that are impossible without ellipsisl thiese have provided strong support that
although the DFC is closely related to or motivateyl discourse functions, the

construction is subject to restrictions of the fatmgrammar.

5. Semantics of the DFC

5.1 Moreon Focus

The discussion in Section 2.3 has shown that thasf@f a DFC sentence is different
from a normal word order sentence. Another piecevadence that the DFC modifies the
focus of a sentence can be found in the interatt@ween focus and negation. Further, it

is found that the interpretation of focus in theMBoes not refer to the reconstructed
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form of the sentence, which is different from vasosyntactic phenomena whose
interpretation requires obligatory reconstruction.
Negation can often apply to different parts okatsence (Jackendoff 1972). This

is called "negation of focus." Take (78) as an gxam

(78) Maxwell didn't kill the judge with a silver hamer.
(79) a It wasn't with a silver hammer that Maxvklied the judge. (focus = PP)
b What Maxwell did is kill the judge withsdlver hammer. (focus = VP)

c It's not the case that Maxwell killed hdge with a silver hammer. (focus= TP)

(78) is multiply ambiguous. The readings are spett by the paraphrases in (79a—c).
Negation goes with the focus and is not part of th@ginal clause in (78) or
"presupposition” in Jackendoff's term. Jackendoihfed out that there is another set of

what | call "Neg-in-situ readings.” Negation st@tyshe original clause.

(80) a ?7?It was with a hammer that Maxwell didillttke judge. (focus = PP)

b What Maxwell did not do is kill the judgeth a silver hammer.  (focus = VP)

He attributed the oddity of (80) to the unusualsppgposition in which the listener has to
assume that Maxwell used some instrument not tbtké judge. The Neg-in-situ
readings can be improved if they serve as an answarnegated question, "Which of
these weapons didn't Maxwell use?" In this cags,atsier to get the presupposition that

there is a weapon among others that Maxwell didusetin the killing.
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Interestingly, when the negation and its negatethent are in the RM and FP
respectively, the DFC only allows neg-in-situ remgi Negation of focus reading is
unavailable. Consider (81).

(81) sikgo gin saammanzi aa3, keoi m hoji.

eat that CL sandwich SP he not can

"You cannot eat that sandwich.’

(81) sounds rather unacceptable if it is utteredadithe blue or as an answer to (82a)
because they negation is not part of the presupposiHowever, (81) becomes very
acceptable as an answer to (82b), in which negé&pions part of the presupposition.

(82) a keoi hoji zou matje aa3?
he cando what SP
'‘What is the thing that he can do?"

[(81) is a felicitous answer.]

b keoi m hoji zou matje aa3?
he notcando what SP
'What is the thing that he cannot do?'

[(81) is an infelicitous answer.]

The test tells us that only neg-in-situ readingsaailable to the DFC.

Recall in Section 3 and 4 that the syntactic priegation of Principle C violations,
zinghaj anddoudaiin the DFC is mediated by reconstruction. One waxpect that the
reconstruction requirement would extend to the rpregation of focus in the DFC.
However, it turns out that this is false. If recwastion is possible for focus

interpretation, we would expect that a DFC sentevmald share all the possible readings
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of a normal word order sentence. However, the DE@Gtence only has a subset of
readings available to the normal word order semteRor example, subject focus reading
is excluded in the DFC. The interaction betweenDi and negation also shows that
the focus interpretation of the DFC cannot refeth®e reconstruction. Otherwise, both
negation-of-focus readings and the neg-in-situ iregdshould be available like normal

word order sentences.

5.2 Accent-Focus Correspondence

Another issue related to focus is the corresporel&etween sentence accent and focus.
Cantonese can indicate informational or contrasta@is using an emphatic accent.
Given the appropriate context, an accent can \iytba put on any word in normal word
order sentences to indicate informational or catitra foci. In the DFC, when an
emphatic accent is used, the accent can only dnciiwe FP but not the remnahtThe
emphatic accent in the examples below is markeshill capital letters below.

(83) a jat bowiINsIGEI lo, keoi maai-zo.

onecL TV SP he bugERF
'He bought a TV.'

b JAT bou dinsigelo, keoi maai-zo.

onecL TV SP he bugerr

c *jat bou dinsigdb, KEOI maai-zo.

onecL TV SP he bugerr

31 Lu (1980) also noted that in Mandarin the DFC seags, only the front part (i.e. the FP) can recéie
sentence stress. Words in the postposed parth@eemnant) must be unstressed.
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d *jat bou dinsigdo, keoiMAAI-zoO.

onecL TV SP he bugerr
The restriction of accent assignment can be seancassequence of the general accent-

focus correspondence. For example, Selkirk (1982pgses the following.

(84) Basic Focus Rule: A constituent to which alpiéccent is assigned is a focus.

Since the FP contains the constituent that is @abad of the sentence, it follows that the

pitch accent has to fall inside the FP but notrémnant.

6. An Account of the DFC

Despite the previous efforts in explaining the DRt GLBC seem to be specific to the
DFC. It is the aim of this section to relate thgseperties to more general principle of
natural language. Because of the parallels betwleerDFC and Nuclear Stress Rule
(NSR), | propose that the DFC and the rule aresdhfit instantiations of the same focus
assignment rule. In English, the effect of the ngleealized as nuclear pitch accent in
phonology. In Cantonese, rule is realized as leftwacus movement as the DFC in the
syntax. The account has the advantage of bringiggther a cluster of apparently
isolated properties, namely, (a) the GLBC, (b) tinexpected extraction under ellipsis,
and (c) accent placement. Further, it will prova@nified account of the DFC and the

NSR, which may represent a universal focus assighmée.
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6.1 Nuclear Stress Rule and Focus

Nuclear Stress Rule (NSR) was first proposed byn®ky and Halle (1968). Nuclear
pitch accent (NPA) (or nuclear stress) refers #rttain accent assigned to "the rightmost
sonority peak of the string under consideration.1@?)" Typically, it is the rightmost
word that receives the accent. The rule capturesitt that in many "unmarketf'cases,
when words are combined to form a larger phraged#fault phrasal or sentential accent
falls on the rightmost word. Here are some exam@MBA is indicated by small capital
letters.)
(85) a pp blackBoARD]

b ppwith a blackBoARD]

¢ EpJohn was hit over the head with a blaciarD.]
Cinque (1993) takes one step further by arguingtti@NPA is determined by syntactic
structure. The default NPA falls on the most emleeldelement on the recursive side of
the tree as defined by syntactic structiirn a head-initial language, the recursive side is
on the right branch. In a head-final language, rewirsive side is on the left branch.
What is special about NPA is that all the constitag¢hat contain the word with the NPA
can be the focus of a sentence (Chomsky 1971). €goestly, with the NPA in the
default rightmost position, the sentence is a V@itred response to a set of different
guestions (Chomsky 1971, Jackendoff 1972, Reinh@95, to appear among others).

(86a) is a felicitous answer to all the question&Bibb—d).

32 The "unmarked stress" vs "marked stress" has beemtroversial issue. See Bolinger (1972) for an
alternative analyse that argue against the dichptomd the determination of stress by syntax.

% This captures the fact that the NPA in SOV langsasuch as German falls on the object DP whichbtis n
the rightmost but is the most embedded.
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(86) a My neighbor is building BESK. (Reinhart 1995; Reinhart to appear: 9)
b Speaker A: What's this noise?
Speaker B:d My neighbor is building @esK] (TP)
c Speaker A: What's your neighbor doingéheéays?
Speaker B: My neighbok |s building aDESK] (VP)
d Speaker A: What's your neighbor building?
Speaker B: My neighbor is building § DESK] (DP)

(87) My neighbor i8UILDING a desk.

The NPA is contrasted with shifted "marked" actemay, on the verb. In (87), the verb
building is not the rightmost word. By definition, the asten it is not the unmarked
NPA. Compare (86a) with (87), which differ from &agther minimally by the accent
position. Unlike (86a), (87) cannot be an accepgtanlswer to the questions in (86b—d).
In other words, the focus in (87) cannot projectatdarger phrase containing the
"marked" accent, e.g. VP. It can only be good fquastion like: "What is your neighbor
doing to the desk?" On the basis of these obsenstiReinhart (1995, to appear)

proposed a focus assignment rule.

(88) The focus set of a sentence comprises alloahg subtrees (constituents) which

contain the main stress (i.e. the nuclear stresiauaccent).

34 On the analyses of Chomsky (1971) and Jackenti®#2), any stress other than NPA is contrastive
stress. It is generated by an independent rule.
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The fact that (86a) can form an acceptable answiret three questions shows that given
the same NPA, the focus projection can be the olipe; VP or TP. Here | use the

diacritic [F] to mark the constituent in focus,itasstrated in (89).

(89) ETP]
DP  {VP]
My neighbor V [ DP ]

I 1

is building aDESK

6.2 Parallelism between the Nuclear Stress Rule and the GLBC®

6.2.1 Special Status of the Spine

Though the NSR and the DFC superficially seem atedl some striking parallels can
be drawn between them. Let us compare the setdrofed) nodes in the following two
trees®. The circled nodes in (90) are the set of constits that can become the FP in the

DFC. Those in (91) are the set of focus projectassociated with the NPA in English.

% In addition to Section 6.2.1 and 6.2.2, theretisiml potential point of similarity between the R@&nd
the DFC. See Appendix 1.

3| want to thank Tim Stowell who first drew my atten to this similarity.
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(90) cP

/—\\‘\
SP TP} s
| T
aa DP | VP
ngo Adv WP T
| T \\\\
houfaigam V ' DP !
maai-zo CL '\ NP
I I
v bun syu
(91) TP T
DP | VP
PN /\‘
my neighbor V \DP;

I al

is building aDESK

The two sets of circles nodes are similar in theseghat all the circled nodes on are on

the side of the complement of a phrasal projectiowe examine closely the GLBC and

Reinhart's focus assignment rule, they effectivathieve similar results. Both all the

respective rule to target the circled nodes onrigif@ branch, and exclude the nodes on

the left branch, for example, subject DPs and seeténitial adjunct clauses.

There is a complication involving structures inieththe left branch contains

more levels of embedding than the right branch.sitsr the possessive DP in (92). The

possessor DP on the left branch has more levedsnbedding than the possessed DP on

the right. If the NPA is assigned to the most endeedword, the accent will be

incorrectly assigned to "Philadelphia" becauss ihbst deeply embedded.
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(92) the man from Philadelphia’ETTER

DP
T
DP1 DP
P P
the man PP 'S DP
NN |
from \DP2 letter

PRMILADELPHIA € wrong accent assignment)

To handle such cases, Cinque (1993) comes up héthdistinction between major and
minor path of embedding.
(93)a Themajor path of embedding constituted by nodes on the X-bar axis (X, X',

XP) or nodes expanded on the recursive side af¢ee

b Theminor path of embedding constituted by nodes on the non-recursive side o

the tree.
With (93), since the node DPL1 is neither a nodéenX-bar axis nor a node expanded on
the recursive side, DP1 is not qualified to be pé major path. The word "letter" will
therefore receive the accent. Incidentally, theamoof X-bar axis in the definition of the
major path of embedding essentially produces theesaffect as the GLBC requirement
that the circled nodes must not be dominated byderon the left branch. The GLBC

requirement appropriately rules out any extractrom within the subject DP.

6.2.2 Invisibility of Elided Structures

Elided structures are invisible to both the DFC #mel NSR. Recall in Section 4.2 that

fragment answers give rise to unexpected DFC seesetihat would not be possible in a
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complete sentence answer. Because of the delgtiemerbal PPs or subjects contain the
last word, satisfying the Spine Constraint. Astfeer NSR, Zubizarreta (1998) comments
that descriptively NPA does not always fall on tightmost word of a sentence. When
the rightmost word is anaphoric to a discourse Gattent, they cannot bear NPA. Here
are some examples.

(94) Mary walked in. (=(35) in Ch. 2)
a. JohnkisseDher.
b. John kissedeR (and not Martha).

(95) Talking about the lid, did you take the didrit?*’

(96) When you emptied the till, did you count themayIN the till?

The three examples above show that the NPA is resgitp the rightmost word before
these anaphoric phrases (italicized phrases). Bimascthat though the accent is not on
the rightmost word, they do not result in contrastinterpretation. These observations

have led to the following rule for the domain o tNSR application.

(97) Themetrically invisibleconstituents for the NSR in English and German are
defocalized constituents and anaphoric constituastsvell as empty categories

(the latter are metrically invisible in all langwes). (Zubizarreta 1998: 72)

Similarly, the exceptional extraction under ellgpsian also be explained by invisibility
condition. Recall that the GLBC requires that teiéward movement rule must not target

a constituent that is dominated by a node on ttidtanch.

37(95) and (96) are examples in Gussenhoven (1984) in Zubizarreta (1998).
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(98) Visibility Condition: Elided structures arevisible. (i.e. nodes that exclusively

dominate elided structures are not counted as ghtiauto the mother node).

In effect, the condition prunes all the nodes thatlusively dominate elided structures.
Even though the Visibility Condition is not the sams Zubizarreta's visibility condition

on NSR, the rules share the same spirit that ammpktements are invisible to these
rules. In this sense, elided structures are inkasiot just because they are empty
categories but because they are anaphoric. Withsil| those constituents that are
originally on the left branch can become the solugthter of the parent node.

Consequently, they are no longer a constituent monaleft branch after deletion. Take a
look at (99).

(99) cP

John N
POSS DP) |

GE suksuk

After the deletion of VP, the right branch daughtedder TP becomes invisible. The
subject DP will become the sole daughter of CP.aAsesult, the whole subject PP
‘John's uncle' and the PBncle’ no longer violates the GLBC. They can ugdédeftward

movement. Similar derivation applies to other cables preverbal PPs and adjunct

clauses.
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6.3 Abstract Focus Assignment Rule

Because of the parallels between the DFC and tHe, NSropose that both phenomena
are results of what | call the Abstract Focus Assignt Rule (AFAR). The major
difference between the DFC and NSR is that the éorisirealized in the syntax but the
latter in phonology. This idea is not a novel oKe. (2003) put forth a similar idea to
account for the sentence-final focus in MandarimgidNSR. Let me first formulate

AFAR as follows.

(100) AFAR: The most embedded word on the majdn pAembedding is F-marked.

(101) Themajor path of embedding constituted by nodes that
(a) are either on the X-bar axis (X, X', XP) oparded on the recursive side, and
(b) do not contain exclusively elided material€Ciantonese, or defocalized
constituents and anaphoric constituents, and eogtggories in English.

(102) Focus Projection Rule: F-marking of a phieae license F-marking of mother

node that immediately dominates it.

In effect, (100) and (101) identify the first nottebe F-marked. (102) projects the focus
to a larger phrase recursively up the spine. AXRE results in syntactic movement, F-
marking must occur in the syntax module. The déifee between the DFC and the NSR
lies in the specific grammatical module where Fiwmaare realized overtly. In English

NSR, the F-mark feature has no effect on effectymtax. Instead, the F-mark is picked

up by PF. A PF rule is needed to put an NPA omtbst embedded F-marked word. In
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Cantonese the DFC, the F-mark is interpreted bystmactic module. The F-marked
constituent gets moved to the left. There is ahslgpmplication here. It is mentioned
earlier that the FP can be a larger phrase thaaimnthe focus of the sentence. Hence

the moved constituent can be any constituent tatains the focus of the sentence.

English NSR LF Cantonese the DFC LF

AFAR / AFAR i /

—D—Speu-om —D—O— Spell-Out

: m F-marks realized
F-marks realized =" as syntactic mov't i

asNPA | PF 3 PF

Semantically, the focus of a sentence is determinyettie following rule.
(103) Focus of a sentence (FOC): An F-marked ciiesti not dominated by any other
F-marked constituent.

To independently verify the interpretation, the gfien/answer test can be applied. The
constituent that corresponds to thdrphrase is the FOC(us) of the sentence. The
formulation above requires that F-marking can dmdyassociated with constituents on
the spine. However, it does not mean that constituether than the circled nodes (e.qg.
subject DPs) cannot be focused. It would be raiimptausible if a language does not
allow the speaker to focus anything other than dbestituents on the spine. Here |
assume along with Cinque (1993) and Reinhart (199&) a distinction between the

"unmarked" sentence focus and "marked" contragtieas is made. The assignment of
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contrastive focus should fall under different graatical principles. Cinque (1993)
asserts that "the formal sentence grammar procethae determines where the
prominence of a phrase will be located” (e.g. N8Rist be distinguished from "the
discourse grammar procedure that determines thgtrttminence of the phrase in focus”

(the assignment of contrastive stress).

7. Conclusion

In conclusion, despite the parenthetical naturéhef DFC in the discourse functional
sense, the DFC has been shown to possess a nufrib&aresting and unique syntactic
and semantic properties. The results strongly suppe fact that the FP and the remnant
are not only related to each other pragmatically &lso governed by grammatical
principles. The study has demonstrated that grarmatgtrinciples have an important
role to play in parenthetical construction. Simitanclusion has been drawn in various
English parenthetical construction studies (Rog81Potts 2002, Stowell 2005).
Syntactically, the DFC shows reconstruction effedéor example, Principle C
violations, zinghaitest andonly test among others. The effects in the latter tegtstare
unique to the DFC. | have established the threts tas diagnostics for the DFC to
systematically argue against paratactic analysiktapicalization analysis of the DFC.
These tests are important in clarifying the cordnsf the DFC with parataxis, which are
sometimes easily overlooked. In addition to staddsland Constraints, the GLBC have

been discussed and defended in the DFC on the tdas®nv evidence from ellipsis and
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diagnostic tests. It is found that with ellipsiee tGLBC can be violated. Incidentally,
Merchant (2001) also notices that Left Branch Cbodican be violated under sluicing.
Semantically, the DFC modifies the focus the sargeand restricts the domain for focus
in the FP. Unlike syntactic interpretation, the aatit interpretation of the DFC is not
determined by reconstructing the FP back to itgial site. This has been shown by
guestion/answer pairs and the interaction of negatnd focus.

Towards the end, an account of the DFC and the N&Rbeen put forward to
explain a cluster of properties between the twostroctions, namely, the GLBC,
Visibility Condition and focus property. An absttdocus assignment rule is posited in
the syntax. It identifies the most embedded eleraerdn F-mark element. The focus can
be projected upward along the spine. The F-markoostituents become realized as the
unmarked focus in English and as the FP in Canton&he formulation makes a
distinction between marked and unmarked focus iturah languages. The findings
suggest that focus assignment is not determineélypypragmatically. Grammatical

principles also constrain some types of focus assant.
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Appendix A

Abbreviations

CL classifier

DFC Dislocation Focus Construction
FP Focus Phrase

GE genitive marker

PERF perfective marker

SP sentence patrticle

™ topic marker patrticle
Appendix B

Sentence-Final Focus Position in Mandarin Chinese

The proposal of collapsing the DFC and NSR can i@ty be linked to other
observations of focus in Chinese. Xu (2004) finakst t'the sentence-final position, also
the most deeply embedded position on the recurside of branching is the default
position for informational focus in Chinese.”

(104) Ni gangcai he-le shenme?
you just-now drinkPERFwhat
'What did you drink just now?"

(105) aWo he-le kafei.

| drinkPERFcoOffee
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‘I drank coffee.'

b Woba kafei he-le.
|  PREPcoffee drinkPERE

Xu analyzed the phenomenon using Cinque's theoeysitfygests that Nuclear Stress
Rule can be recast as a rule of focus assignmentisHs realized in phonology as stress

(in English and German) and in syntax (in Chinese).
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