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1. INTRODUCTION

A simplified view of the syntax/semantics interface maintains that the interpretative properties of a moved constituent having to do with theta assignment are determined at the base position, while the interpretative properties having to do with the Binding Theory (BT), scope and variable binding are determined by the position the constituent occupies after its movement. However, it is well known that there are cases, generally referred to as "reconstruction effects", in which the semantic effects of movement are undone. With the minimalist turn (cf. Chomsky 1995), a simple theory of reconstruction effects has emerged which is based on the idea that movement is, in fact, copying and traces are full blown, phonologically silent replicas of the displaced constituent. This "copy theory of traces" supplies a straightforward treatment  to reconstruction effects because it is no longer necessary to "put back" what had been moved, for its copy already is where we need it.

In this paper, I will investigate two issues that arise in connection to the copy theory of traces. The first is dependencies that do not appear to involve movement and yet display an analogue of reconstruction effects ("connectivity"). The famous case in point is that of pseudoclefts. As I will discuss in detail in section 2, the presence of a Principle C effect in a sentence like (1) suggests that the constituent Mary's book (and the R-expression there contained) behave as if it occupied the position indicated by the empty category e. However, this position and the one occupied by Mary's book are not transformationally related (on this, see below). As a consequence, we do not have in (1) a copy in the position where it should be in order for us to be able to explain the Principle C effect:

(1)
*What shei bought e was Maryi's book

The second main topic that I will investigate in this paper is the distribution of work between syntax and semantics as far as reconstruction/connectivity is concerned. This issue originates from the fact that the copy theory of traces is not the only way one can use to get reconstruction effects. In the case of scope properties of quantifiers, there is also a well supported semantic device that can explain reconstruction effects, namely a flexible approach to the semantic type of traces. In the general case, if a quantifier A c-commands (possibly asymmetrically) a quantifier B, B can nonetheless take wider scope than A if the trace of A is of the semantic type of generalized quantifier. However, it has proposed (cf. Fox 1999 and Romero 1997) that this kind of semantic device might not be necessary at all. Sentences like (2)-(3) are discussed by Fox (1999):

(2)
A student of hisj seems to Davidi t to be in the other room

(the seem/( reading is possible when his and David corefer)

(3)
A student of Davidi's seems to himj t to be in the other room

(the seem/( reading is not possible when him and David corefer)

In (2) the indefinite expression a student of his can freely take wide or narrow scope with respect to seem but in (3) it can take narrow scope only if David and him do not corefer. In order to have the narrow scope reading of the indefinite, Scope Reconstruction must apply in (3), say by selecting the copy of a student of David's in the position indicated by t (the subject position of the infinitival clause). Fox assumes that, if a certain link in the chain is chosen as relevant for scope purposes, the very same link is selected for binding purposes. Therefore, also the binding properties of the indefinite a student of David's, when this gets narrow scope, are determined at the position indicated by t. Since the position indicated by t is c-commanded by the pronoun, a Principle C violation arises if the R-expression David and him are coreferential and, at the same time, the indefinite gets narrow scope. Fox argues that the pattern in (2)-(3) favors the syntactic approach to Scope Reconstruction over the semantic one because the former explains why Scope and Binding Reconstruction must be simultaneous by the natural assumption that if a link is chosen to compute some reconstruction effects, it must be chosen to compute all reconstruction effects. The semantic approach, on the other hand, would have nothing to say on simultaneity between Scope and Binding Reconstruction.

In this paper I will present a class of data from Italian Clitic Left Dislocation (CLLD) that go against Fox-style unification for Binding Reconstruction and Scope Reconstruction. In particular, I will consider cases of scattered interpretation in which interpretative properties having to do with BT are determined at the base position while properties having to do with scope are determined at the landing site. I illustrate scattered interpretation with sentences (4)-(7) below. (4) is a CLLD sentence in which a locative PP is displaced to the left periphery of the sentence and a locative clitic appears on the verb. In (4), the R-expression Gianni and the null subject cannot corefer. This indicates that the configuration which is relevant for BT is the one in which the PP occupies its canonical (that is, IP-internal) position (see section 3 for a more complete discussion of reconstruction/connectivity in CLLD). Therefore, we can safely conclude that in (4) Binding Reconstruction takes place. In (5), however, a dislocated quantificational locative PP cannot be interpreted within the scope of the IP internal quantificational direct object ogni ragazzo (6 indicates that when the locative PP occupies its IP internal position it interacts scopally with the direct object). So, Scope Reconstruction does not take place in (5). (7) is the crucial case: Binding Reconstruction of the dislocated PP takes place (because Gianni and the null subject cannot corefer) but Scope Reconstruction of the very same PP does not take place because the narrow scope reading of the quantificational PP is not allowed
:

(4) 
In una casa di Giannii proj ci ha ospitato Maria

In a house of Gianni (he) there has hosted Maria

(Gianni and pro cannot corefer) 

(5) 
In una casa  pro ci ha ospitato ogni ragazzo

In a house (he) there has hosted every boy


(the (( reading is not possible)

(6)
Ha ospitato ogni ragazzo in una casa

 
(he) has hosted every boy in a house

 
(both the (( and the ((  reading are  possible)

(7) 
In una casa di Giannii   proj ci ha ospitato ogni ragazzo

In a house of Gianni (he) there has hosted every boy

 
(the (( reading is not possible and Gianni and pro cannot corefer)

Examples like (7) in which Binding Reconstruction and Scope Reconstruction do not go together show that Fox's unification of Binding and Scope Reconstruction is not tenable. As a consequence, his argument against the use of semantic techniques in the theory of reconstruction does not stand. In this paper, I will pursue an alternative approach to reconstruction/connectivity that I can roughly summarize as follows. My first claim is that a semantic mechanism must be posited to account for connectivity effects (from now, by connectivity effects I refer to a dependency in which an analogous of reconstruction effects is found even if the positions in the dependency are not transformationally related). I will discuss in detail two examples of such dependencies: pseudoclefts and clitic left dislocation of prepositional phrases in Romance (but see Chierchia 1995 for a further example). One advantage of this semantic mechanism is that, as I will show, it can account for cases of scattered interpretation like (7) in which the BT properties of the dislocated constituent are determined at the "reconstructed" position while its scope properties are determined at the Spell-Out position
. 

However, my second claim will be that the syntactic approach based on the copy theory of traces cannot be dispensed with because it is needed for dependencies that are created by the occurrence of syntactic movement. To support the idea that both a syntactic and a semantic device are necessary, I will study reconstruction/connectivity in CLLD. CLLD turns out to be illuminating because it falls into two separate patterns. The first (involving DPs) is optimally analyzable in terms of movement (pace Cinque 1990). The second, however, (involving PPs) cannot be so analyzed and must instead be viewed as a case of base generated topic. To these two types of CLLD construction two separate patterns of reconstruction/connectivity correspond. The reconstruction pattern in DP dislocation sentences follows straightforwardly if the copy theory of traces is adopted while the pattern in PP dislocation sentences follows straightforwardly if the alternative semantic approach is adopted.

My third (and more speculative) claim is that, although both a semantic and a syntactic account must be postulated, they are hierarchically ordered because the semantic account enters into the play only if the syntactic account cannot work, because there is no copy in the relevant position. Therefore, I will suggest that the semantic mechanism for connectivity has a last resort character. 

This paper is organized as follows: section 2 is devoted to (specificational) pseudoclefts. After discussing some well known cases of connectivity effects and discharging accounts for this phenomenon that have been proposed in the literature, I will defend an approach that extends to connectivity in pseudoclefts the treatment originally proposed for functional questions. Most importantly, this treatment will be shown to be able to explain a class of anti-connectivity effects in pseudoclefts that, to the best of my knowledge, have never been discussed in detail. Virtually all these apparently unrelated cases of anti-connectivity will be reduced in my analysis to weak crossover (WCO) effects. In my discussion I will adopt the approach to Binding Theory based on Rule-I and the treatment for indefinites that take them to be able to receive a choice function interpretation. Section 3 of the paper is devoted to CLLD. After discussing systematic differences between dislocation of DPs and dislocation of PPs, in particular with reference to reconstruction/connectivity, I will propose one analysis that derives all the differences from the fact that  DPs move to the topic position while PPs are base generated in that position. In turn, this fact is attributed  to the different case properties of DPs and PPs (the former require structural case checking, the latter do not). The explanation for connectivity effects with dislocated PPs will make use of the same semantic devices used to explain connectivity effects in pseudoclefts. This will allow us to reduce cases in which connectivity disappears with dislocated PPs to WCO effects. Section 4 deals with the general question of the distribution of work between syntax and semantics. It is argued that an optimal account for reconstruction/connectivity can be given only if both syntactic and semantic mechanisms are involved and it is indicated why this does not introduce a redundancy. Section 5 concludes the paper.

2. CONNECTIVITY AND ANTI-CONNECTIVITY IN PSEUDOCLEFTS

2.1
 Introduction

Specificational pseudoclefts are sentences like (8) in which a wh phrase is equated with a constituent that corresponds to the gap in the wh phrase. Following Merchant (1998), I will call pivot the non-wh part of the pseudocleft sentence (in 1 the pivot is the expression "Ulysses"):

(8)
What John bought was Ulysses

By connectivity effects I refer to the fact (discussed extensively by Higgins 1976 and by much subsequent work) that the pivot behaves as if it occupied the position of the gap in the wh phrase according to a variety of tests including Negative Polarity Items (NPIs) licensing (cf. 9), bound variable licensing (cf. 10) and BT Principle C (cf. 11).

(9)
Negative Polarity Items
a.
What he didn’t buy was any textbook

b.
He didn’t buy any textbook

(10)
Bound Variable Licensing

a.
What [every linguist]i loves is heri first syntax class

b.
[Every linguist]i loves heri first syntax class 

(11)
Principle C
a.
*What shei bought was Maryi's book

b.
*Shei bought Maryi's book
The presence of connectivity effects is a puzzle because the pivot is not c-commanded by its licenser in (9a) and (10a) and by its illicit binder in (11a). My goal in this section is twofold: first, I will show that, in a structural context that I will describe shortly, the pivot does not behave as if it occupied the position of the gap in the wh phrase.  This fact, which to the best of my knowledge has never been given enough attention, I will call anti-connectivity. Second, I will discuss how anti-connectivity effects constraint the choice of the treatment for connectivity effects. I will show that the presence of both connectivity and anti-connectivity effects can be explained when the semantics of specificational pseudoclefts is taken into account.

2.2
The Movement Approach

Three main approaches have been proposed to treat connectivity effects in pseudoclefts. The first one, which I call movement approach, postulates that the pivot and the position of the gap in the wh phrase are linked by the occurrence of syntactic movement.  This approach comes in two varieties. 

The first version assumes that the pivot has moved to its surface position leaving a trace in the position of the gap in the wh phrase. Connectivity effects are explained by whatever mechanism explains reconstruction effects in a simple case of wh-movement, for example the copy theory of traces. This version of the movement approach is highly problematic because the alleged movement of the pivot has a long list of weird and unexpected properties. For example, it would be an overt case of lowering movement (the target of the movement being not c-commanded by the base position of the pivot) and would occur from within a constituent which is at the same time a subject island and a wh-island. 

Bošković (1997), who discusses and discharges the first version of the movement approach, offers a different one. He argues that the pivot moves to the position of the gap in the wh phrase only at LF and that a pseudocleft sentence and the correspondent unclefted sentence are literally identified at this level of representation (note that this explains connectivity effects for free). Bošković argues that his theory does not run into the problems that affect the first version of the movement approach because the LF movement of the pivot does not leave a trace. This is the point in which the assumption that a pseudocleft and the correspondent unclefted sentence are literally identified at LF becomes crucial, the intuition being that, since no trace is there, no record remains at LF of what the superficial structure of the sentence was.  I think that Bošković’s approach is not tenable because it suffers from a major drawback. The anti-connectivity cases that I am going to discuss go against his key assumption  that a pseudocleft and the correspondent unclefted sentence are identified at LF. The way in which Bošković’s approach is formulated makes anti-connectivity cases not amenable to an explanation. 

Before concluding the discussion of the movement approach, which is inherently syntactic, I want to make clear that refining the syntactic analysis by introducing Moro's (1997) distinction between canonical and inverse copular sentences would not help. Moro argues, on the basis of a variety of tests, that there are two types of copular sentences, which he calls canonical and inverse. One clear test to distinguish between the two types of sentences is the directionality of agreement in languages like Italian. In Italian, a copular sentence is canonical when the copula agrees with the pre-copular phrase, like in (12a), but is inverse when it agrees with the post-copular phrase like in (12b).

(12a)
*I genitori di Giannii  sono ciò che proi  detesta

The parents of Gianni are this that (=what) (he) hates

(12b)
*Ciò che proi  detesta sono i genitori di Giannii 

This that (=what) (he) hates are the parents of Gianni

Moro speculates that specificational sentences in the sense of Higgins (1976) might be identified with inverse copular sentences. However, (12a)-(12b), irrespective of their inverse or canonical character, pattern alike as far as Principle C is concerned. In particular, (12a) is canonical but, since it displays a Principle C effect, should be classified as specificational. I conclude that the distinction between canonical and inverse copular sentences is orthogonal to the problem of explaining connectivity.

Summarizing, the syntactic approach  turns out to be problematic in both of its versions and the distinction between canonical and inverse copular sentences is not relevant for the issue that I am investigating.

2.3.
The Question-in-Disguise Theory
Following Sharvit (1999), I call Question-in-Disguise theory the analysis originally proposed by J. R. Ross in unpublished work and recently reworked by Den Dikken, Meinunger and Wilder (2000) and Schlenker (1998, 2000) according to which a specificational pseudocleft is a copular sentence in which a question is equated with the corresponding answer. For example, a sentence like (9a), repeated as (13a), would have (13b) as its Spell-Out and LF structure with the underlined part deleted in the phonological component but still active in syntax:

(13a)
What he didn’t buy was any textbook

(13b)
What he didn’t buy was he didn’t buy any textbook

(13c)
What didn’t he buy? Any textbook

Given this hypothesis, the NPI licensing in (13a) is explained by the same principle that explains it in the unclefted sentence he didn’t buy any textbook. In general, the idea behind the Question-in-Disguise theory is that the connectivity effect that is observed in the pseudocleft sentence (13a) is exactly the same phenomenon that is observed in the question-answer pair (13c), and the same can be said for the other cases of connectivity. Interestingly, the analogies between a question-answer pair and the corresponding pseudocleft sentence are not limited to the presence of connectivity. As observed by Schlenker (1998, 2000), the analogies persist even when connectivity breaks down. The following are among the examples that Schlenker discusses:
(14a) 
What every student admires is some teacher


OK 
(14b) 
What does every student admire? Some teacher


OK 
(15a) 
What some student admires is every teacher 


*
(15b) 
What does some student admire? Every teacher


*
In the pseudocleft sentence (14a), the reading is possible and, correspondingly, it is also possible in the question-answer pair (14b). In the pseudocleft sentence (15a) the reading is blocked and, correspondingly,  it is blocked in the question-answer pair (15b). The parallelism between a question-answer pair and the correspondent pseudocleft sentence is very important and I assume that any satisfactory theory of pseudoclefts must explain why it holds. Notwithstanding, I am not going to assume that the Question-in-Disguise theory is right (at least in general, see paragraph 2.9 for a qualification). A first problem is that, although the Question-in-Disguise theory rightly relates the absence of the reading in (15a) to its absence in (15b), it cannot explain why the reading is absent in both these cases. This becomes clear if one considers that, under the Question-in-Disguise theory, the structure assigned to (15a) is (15c) and the structure assigned to (15b) is (15d), with the underlined part deleted in the phonological component:
(15c) 
What some student admires is some student admires every teacher 

(15d) 
What does some student admire? Some student admires every teacher

The problem for the Question-in-Disguise theory is that the simple sentence (15e), which by hypothesis is the pivot part of the pseudocleft sentence (15a) and the answer in the question-answer pair (15b), unlike (15a)-(15b) allows the reading . 

(15e) 
Some student admires every teacher

The Question-in-Disguise theory has nothing to say on the different scope properties of (15e), on the one hand, and of (15a)-(15b), on the other hand. In a sense, the theory reduces a mystery (the absence of the reading in 15a) to another mystery (the absence of the reading in 15b), so we are left with one mystery instead of two. Although this is a advance in our understanding of the facts, something important is left unexplained. As we will see in paragraph 2.8.4, the theory that I am going to defend can explain why (15a) and (15b) have different scope properties from (15e). So, as far as the data in (15) are concerned, I take the theory that I will propose to be empirically superior to the Question-in-Disguise theory.

The second problem that the Question-in-Disguise theory raises is that a pseudocleft sentence does not really have the superficial form that derives from the deletion of a part of the answer in a question-answer pair. In English, the difference between a question-answer pair and the corresponding pseudocleft sentence reduces to the absence/presence of do inversion. In other languages pseudocleft sentences are not even introduced by the wh expressions that introduce questions. One interesting case is Greek (I refer to Alexiadou and Giannakidou 1999 for discussion). Another case is Italian, the language which is my main focus in this paper. In this language pseudoclefts cannot be introduced by the counterpart of interrogative "what", namely cosa. As we have already seen (cf. 12 above), a pseudocleft is typically introduced by the expression ciò che (lit. "this that"). It seems to me that there is both morphological and semantic evidence that the expression ciò introduces a relative clause rather than an interrogative one. Morphologically, ciò behaves as the ordinary head of a relative clause. For example ciò, as any other head, is followed by the complementizer che ("that") if it corresponds to the subject (cf. 16) or direct object (cf. 17) position in the relative clause but is followed by a relative pronoun in the other cases (cf. 18 and 19). In (16)-(19), the b. part in each pair contains an unambiguous case of headed relative clause, to stress that  ciò behaves just like an ordinary head.

(16)

a.
ciò che è caduto


this that is fallen

b.
la cosa che è caduta


the thing that is fallen

(17) 

a.
ciò che Gianni ha visto


this that Gianni has seen

b.
la cosa che Gianni ha visto


the thing that Gianni has seen

(18)

a.
ciò di cui tu parli


this of which you speak

b.
la cosa di cui tu parli


the thing of which you speak

(19)

a.
ciò per cui tu combatti


this for which you fight

b.
la cosa per cui tu combatti


the thing for which you fight

Note that ciò che can never be an interrogative expression, as is shown by (20) for matrix interrogatives and by (21) for embedded interrogatives:

(20)
*Ciò che hai fatto?

This that (you)  have done

Cf. Cosa hai fatto?

What (you) have done

(21) 
*Mi domando ciò che hai fatto

I wonder this that (you) have done

Cf. Mi domando cosa hai fatto

I wonder what you have done

I conclude that the wh-part of a pseudocleft sentence in Italian is a relative rather than an interrogative structure (but see Schlenker 2000 for extensive discussion and a different view)
. Since connectivity effects hold in Italian pseudoclefts as they do in English pseudoclefts, I also conclude that an explanation for connectivity that works in both types of languages must not rely too strictly on the interrogative character of  the wh-part of a pseudocleft sentence. Summarizing, the Question-in-Disguise theory rightly stresses the analogy between pseudoclefts and question-answer pairs but it takes it too literally. 

2.4.
The Semantic Approach  

The idea underlying the semantic approach proposed by Jacobson (1994) and Sharvit (1999) is that a pseudocleft sentence is a true equative, that is, a sentence that asserts that the pre and post-copular phrases have the same denotation
. To illustrate, consider sentence (8), which receives the interpretation in (22). In giving the representation in (22), I  follow Sharvit’s analysis (putting aside some irrelevant details): 

(22) 

[What] = X [MAX (y [X(y)])]

[John bought  t]  =  (x[John bought x])

[is] = identity

[Ulysses] = Ulysses

[MAX (u)]g is the greatest element in { g [u/] =1} (if there is one)

[What John bought  t] = X [MAX (y [X(y)])]  (x[John bought x])

MAX (y [x[John bought x](y)])  

MAX  (y[John bought y])

[MAX (y [John bought y])]g  is the greatest element in {John bought yg [y/] =1}

"What John bought is Ulysses" is true if the greatest element in {John bought yg [y/] =1} is "Ulysses". That is, the sentence is true if: i) Ulysses ({ John bought yg [y/] =1} and ii) for each   ({ John bought yg [y/] =1},   (Ulysses 

This interpretation captures the fact that a uniqueness presupposition is associated to specificational pseudoclefts (in fact, the wh expression receives the same kind of interpretation of the definite article). As should be clear, the semantic approach per se does not explain connectivity (or anti-connectivity). However, it can do so when combined with some plausible assumptions to which I turn. I start with variable binding connectivity.

2.5.
Explaining Variable Binding Connectivity

Following Jacobson (1994) and Sharvit (1999), I take variable binding connectivity in pseudoclefts to be due to the same semantic mechanism that is responsible for functional readings in wh questions and relative clauses. I first summarize Sharvit’s (1999) approach and then turn to some data involving WCO and anti-connectivity that, to the best of my knowledge, have never been discussed and support it. Remember that the problem with a sentence like (10a), repeated as (23), is the fact that variable binding obtains even if  the binder every linguist  does not c-command its bindee her. 

(23) 
What every linguist loves is her first syntax class

There are good reasons to believe that the bound  reading does not result from LF scoping of the quantifier to a position in which it c-commands the pronoun (for example, the alleged movement of the quantifier would violate the local character of QR and should displace the quantifier out of the wh-island). Therefore, (23) seems to be a genuine case of variable binding without c-command. Note that (23) closely resembles the question-answer pair in (24a) under the reading schematically represented in (24b). Under this reading, the answer in (24a) contains a variable which is bound even if it is not c-commanded (in fact the situation in 24a is more extreme than the one in 23, because the binder and the bindee are in two different sentences):

(24a)
What does [every linguist]i  love? Heri first syntax class

(24b)
Which function f is such that for every linguist x, x  loves f(x)?

A question like the one in (24a) is called "functional" because it is a question about a function. The answer part in (24a) points out the relevant function, namely the one that maps every linguist to her first syntax class. We don't need to go into the details of the analysis of functional questions but there is an aspect we have to focus on: in (24b), in the position of the wh-trace, there is a function which applies to an individual variable. In order to represent the fact that the wh phrase is associated to both a function and the argument of this function, Chierchia (1993) assumes that in the LF representation of sentences like (24) the wh trace is doubly indexed. One index, which corresponds to the function, is bound by the wh phrase. The superscript index, which corresponds to the argument of the function, is bound by a suitable antecedent (in 25, the quantificational expression every linguist):

(25)
Whatj  does every linguisti love tji ? Her first syntax class

The superscript index on the wh trace is licensed as any other index is, for example c-command by an adequate antecedent is required. This implementation allows Chierchia to explain the distribution of functional readings
. Notice that the functional reading is impossible in sentences like (26):

(26)
Who saw  [everyonei ? *Heri mother 
Assuming Chierchia's implementation, the functional reading is possible in (25) because the superscript index of the wh trace is properly c-commanded by the quantificational expression every linguist. In (26), on the other hand, the superscript index is only bound if the quantifier everyone crosses over the wh trace (as shown in 27). But this creates a WCO configuration which rules out the functional reading:

(27)
*Whoj   [everyonei   tji  saw  ti ?

Chierchia's account for question-answer pairs is extended by Sharvit to relative clauses and pseudoclefts. In particular, she assumes that even in pseudoclefts variable binding without c-command is possible if the wh phrase leaves a doubly indexed trace. A simplified LF for sentence (23), which can trigger the functional reading, is given in (28):

(28)
Whatj [every linguisti loves tji is heri first syntax class

Assigning an interpretation to the LF in (28) is straightforward under the semantic approach sketched in paragraph 2.4: the sentence denotes the equation between the unique function the maps every linguist to what she loves and the function that maps every linguist to her first syntax class. This concludes my rough summary of Sharvit’s (1999) semantic approach to variable binding connectivity in pseudoclefts.

Before illustrating some consequences for Italian pseudoclefts, I want to emphasize the fact that the link between a pseudocleft and the corresponding question-answer pair is not denied by the semantic approach, because the same semantic devices that trigger functional questions make pseudocleft connectivity possible. It is this link that will allow me to explain the analogies between question-answer pairs and pseudoclefts illustrated by the sentences in (14) and (15) above (my account will be given in paragraph 2.8.4). However, the link is not as direct as it is in the Question-in-Disguise theory. It’s not the presence of the interrogative morphology in itself that makes the two constructions alike but rather the fact that the wh trace, that is present in both of them, can be given the same kind of semantic analysis. This has the welcome consequence that one can explain connectivity in pseudoclefts no matter if the wh-part of the pseudocleft is a relative or an interrogative structure. 

I now turn to some predictions of the semantic approach. If variable binding is due to the fact that the wh-phrase leaves a doubly indexed trace, WCO effects should interfere with variable binding connectivity in pseudoclefts (as they do with functional questions). That this is the case is illustrated by (29)-(30). Let us start with (29a) in which variable binding is possible (as it is in the corresponding unclefted sentence 29b). This follows from the semantic approach because the doubly indexed trace tji  is properly c-commanded both by the wh phrase and by the quantifier every general, as shown in (29c), which is a simplified LF representation for the wh-phrase  in (29a):

(29a)
Ciò che [ogni generale]i difese fu il suoi battaglione

This that (=what) every general defended was his battalion

(29b)
[Ogni generale]i difese il suoi battaglione

Every general defended his battalion

(29c)
[CP [what]j   [IP [every general]i …… [VP   ti defended tji ]]]

(30a) is very different from (29a) because it has the typical status of WCO violations (exactly like the corresponding unclefted sentence 30b). The WCO effect in (30a) is due to the fact that in (30c), which is a simplified LF representation of the wh-phrase in (30a), the doubly indexed trace tji is crossed over by the quantifier every general (in 30c, following the VP internal subject hypothesis, I have located the wh trace in Spec,VP while the position of the quantifier after QR is identified for simplicity with some site in the immediate IP periphery):

(30a)
?? Ciò che difese [ogni generale]i fu il suoi battaglione

This that (=what) defended every general was his battalion

(30b)
?? Il suoi battaglione difese [ogni generale]i 

His battalion defended  every general

(30c)
[CP [what]j  ….. [every general]i  [IP ….. [VP  tji defended  ti  ]]] 

Although the semantic approach makes the right prediction, the minimal pair in (29)-(30) does not allow us to discriminate between this approach and other approaches that can attribute the presence of WCO effects in (30a) to whatever factor triggers WCO effects in the unclefted sentence (30b). It seems to me that an example that strikingly supports the semantic approach is the following case of anti-connectivity:

(31a)
Ciò che sfilava dietro a [ogni generale]i era il suoi battaglione

This that (=what) was marching behind every general was his battalion

(31b)
?? Il suoi battaglione sfilava dietro a [ogni generale]i 

His battalion was marching behind every general

(31c)
[CP  [What]j  [IP …… [behind [every general]i ] ……  [VP tji  ........ ]]] 

The pattern in (31), which goes against the generalization according to which the pivot behaves as if it occupied the position of the gap in the wh-phrase, can be naturally explained by the semantic approach. (31b) is a standard case of WCO configuration. As for (31a), in which variable binding is possible, I stick to the VP internal subject hypothesis and I also assume that the locative PP behind every general is placed somewhere outside the VP (further details are irrelevant for our purposes). It follows that a possible LF configuration for the wh-phrase in (31a) is (31c). In (31c) no WCO configuration is present, because the doubly indexed trace in Spec,VP is not crossed over by the VP-peripheral quantifier every general.

Summarizing, the approach based on the idea that variable binding connectivity is a by-product of the functional interpretation for wh questions not only predicts the possibility of connectivity effects but also explains an interesting case of anti-connectivity. 

2.6.
Explaining BT Connectivity

Variable binding connectivity is the by-product of one interpretative procedure which is independently required by the analysis of functional questions. However, this does not say anything, at least directly, about BT connectivity, illustrated in (11)  above. To this different case of connectivity I now turn. Currently, the most standard view on BT is that it applies at LF, while examples traditionally used to argue that the principles of BT hold at S-Structure are treated by  assuming the copy theory of traces. If this version of BT is assumed, we have a problem with pseudoclefts because the pivot is not c-commanded by the material in the wh-phrase at LF or in any other point of the derivation. However, as discussed by Sharvit (1999), the alternative approach to BT proposed by Reinhart (1983), Grodzinsky and Reinhart (1993) and Reinhart and Reuland (1993) has the potential of explaining BT connectivity when combined with the approach to variable binding connectivity argued for in paragraph 2.5. In this paragraph, I indicate how Principle C connectivity can be treated along these lines and point out a fine prediction of this approach for Italian pseudoclefts.

In Reinhart’s (1983) and Grodzinsky and Reinhart’s (1993) theory, the reading of He likes John which is commonly excluded by Principle C is ruled out by two different grammatical conditions. First, binding in the strictest sense must be excluded. This is done by introducing a condition that basically states that a Referential Expression cannot be a bound variable (this is the closest counterpart of Principle C that one finds in the system). Second, accidental coreference, namely the case in which he receives index i, John receives index j but i and j  receive the same denotation under the relevant assignment, must also be excluded. Accidental coreference is blocked by the following condition:

(32)
Rule-I
NP A cannot corefer with NP B if replacing A with C, C a variable bound by B, yields an indistinguishable interpretation

Rule-I rules out accidental coreference in He likes John because John can be replaced by a variable bound by he and the same interpretation obtains (this happens in the sentence he likes himself). Let us now switch to Principle C connectivity exemplified by the sentence (11a), that is *What shei bought was Maryi's book. In (11a) Mary  cannot be bound by the pronoun she  because, as an R-expression, it cannot be a bound variable (in addition other reasons converge to exclude this binding configuration). So, the only possible source for the reading traditionally excluded by Principle C might be accidental coreference. Rule-I states that coreference is blocked if Mary in (11a) can be replaced by a variable bound by she, with no change in meaning. So, we can explain Principle C connectivity if we can show that such replacement can take place and results in an indistinguishable interpretation. It’s easy to show that this is the case. A relevant sentence is What she bought was her book under the reading according to which someone bought her own book
. In a nutshell, in the theory based on Rule-I coreference is possible if variable binding is not. Since variable binding is allowed in pseudoclefts in the relevant configuration, it is expected that coreference is not. 

Let us move to the prediction of the analysis that I am considering. We have seen one case of  anti-connectivity in the domain of variable binding, namely (31). If it is true that Principle C connectivity and variable binding are tightly linked (via Rule-I), one expects to observe an anti-connectivity effect structurally similar to (31) even in the domain of Principle C. This prediction is borne out by Italian sentences like (33):

(33a)
*Chi loi vide è la sorella di Giannii 
Who him saw is the sister of Gianni

(33b)
La sorella di Giannii  loi vide

The sister of Gianni him saw

(33c)
[CP  [who]j  [IP ……himi  saw  [VP tji  ........]]]

The clitic pronoun lo and the R-expression Gianni cannot corefer in pseudocleft sentence (33a) but they can in the corresponding unclefted sentence (33b). The Principle C connectivity in (33a) follows straightforwardly from the approach that assigns the LF representation (33c) to the wh-phrase in (33a). In (33c) the doubly indexed trace of the subject wh  phrase is in Spec,VP and the clitic pronoun occupies a position which is VP external. No WCO configuration is present  because the superscript index of the wh trace is bound by the clitic lo
. Therefore, (33c) is a configuration that can  license a bound variable interpretation for a pronoun  in a position internal to the pivot. This is confirmed by (34) in which the pronoun sua is coreferential with the clitic lo:

(34)
Chi loi  vide è suai  sorella
Who him saw is his sister

‘It is his sister who saw him’

Hence, by the moment in which Rule-I applies, the R-expression Gianni sits in (33a) in a configuration in which it can be replaced by a variable bound by the pronoun lo and this blocks the coreference between them. In fact, the anti-connectivity effect in (33) is the exact counterpart in the domain of Principle C connectivity of the anti-connectivity effect in (31). As such, it introduces clear evidence in favor of the analysis that reduces Principle C connectivity to variable binding connectivity.

2.7.
Connectivity in Other Types of Copular Sentences

As originally observed by Higgins (1976), connectivity effects seem to hold also in copular sentences that are different from pseudoclefts. My limited goal in this paragraph is introducing a caveat by showing that not all what looks like connectivity must be equated to pseudocleft connectivity (see Schlenker 2000 for general discussion on this topic and Sharvit 1999 for discussion on cases of connectivity in copular sentences in which one of the constituents that surround the copula is a headed relative clause).

(35) is  a copular sentence that cannot be equated to a pseudocleft because none of the two constituents that are equated is a wh-phrase. However, in (35) we seem to have a Principle C effect even in the absence of the c-command configuration that would explain it (the illicit binder suoi does not c-command the R-expression Francia). 
(35) 
?? I suoii vini  rossi sono l'orgoglio principale della Franciai 

Its red wines are the main pride of France

Note that the explanation that I have adopted for pseudocleft connectivity cannot be exported to (35) in any obvious way. However, although the case of binding without c-command in (35) introduces a similarity with pseudoclefts, I think that there are clear differences between the two cases. For example, as we have seen (cf. 12), inverting the order of the two constituents that surround the copula does not change the observed pattern of binding in a pseudocleft sentence. However, if the order of the two constituents is inverted in (35), the Principle C effect disappears, as shown in (36):
(36) 
L'orgoglio principale della Franciai  sono i suoii vini rossi

The main pride of France are its red wines

Another difference is that, while the presence of connectivity effects in pseudoclefts is not sensitive to the choice of the lexical material or to pragmatic factors, the situation is different with Principle C connectivity in other copular sentences. For example, (37) is structurally similar to (35) but the Principle C effect is pretty weak and, furthermore, it completely  disappears if the post-copular DP is modified by a relative clause, as shown in (38): 

(37) 
? I suoii occhi verdi sono l’immagine di Giannii 

His green eyes are the image of Gianni

(38) 
I suoii occhi verdi sono l’immagine di Giannii che mi ha colpito di più

His green eyes are the image of Gianni that has impressed me most

It seems to me that this pattern suggests that the ungrammaticality of (35), despite of the appearances, is to be kept distinct from pseudocleft connectivity. My rather speculative suggestion is that the unacceptability of (35) under the relevant reading might be due to the peculiar informational structure of copular sentences. In particular, it's pretty clear that a pre-copular phrase acts as the element that introduces old information while a post-copular phrase introduces new information (this is shown, among other things, by the fact that the answer to the question what is the France's main  pride? is 36 rather than 35). I suggest that, since it is part of the new information, the R-expression Francia in (35) can hardly be an antecedent for a pronoun that is part of the old information. However, this kind of constraint, as any other pragmatic condition, can be overcome and this what happens in (38). Note that the fact that (36) is acceptable is predicted adopting this kind of pragmatic explanation because in (36) the binder Francia is part of the given information while the pronoun is part of the element that introduces new information. 

Summarizing, some cases of connectivity in copular sentences other than pseudoclefts are due to the interference of pragmatic factors and as such must be distinguished from genuine cases of pseudocleft connectivity.
2.8.
Scope Connectivity in  Pseudocleft Sentences

2.8.1. Introduction

In this subsection I study the scope configurations that arise between a seemingly quantificational expression in the pivot and a quantificational expression which is contained within the wh-phrase. Since I am assuming that pseudoclefts are true equatives, if the pivot is quantificational (that is of type e,tt) the equation is between two expressions of type <<e,t>t>. For example, a sentence like (39a), which is judged acceptable by many speakers, should receive the interpretation  in (39b) in which the variable P is of type e,tt 

(39a)
Ciò che il Presidente ha difeso è stata ogni multinazionale del tabacco

This that (=what) the President has defended has been every tobacco company

(39b)
MAX P  (P (y[has defended well (the President,y)]) = every tobacco company

Note that in (39b) the MAX operator ranges over generalized quantifiers. Although this kind of treatment is in principle possible, as shown by  Dayal (1996) who takes a similar view in a related context, in this paper I will explore an alternative analysis, namely I will argue that what appears to be a quantificational pivot must receive a non quantificational interpretation. The motivation to take this stand is twofold: first, although having the MAX operator ranging over generalized quantifiers is possible, nonetheless it requires complicating the semantics of pseudoclefts significantly. In addition, some speakers do not accept (39a) and, as observed by Heycock and Kroch (1999), there are quantifiers that no speaker accepts in the position of the pivot (this class includes modified numerals like at most three, less than four, between two and five etc.). The view that I take explains for free why certain quantifiers cannot be pivots, because they are exactly those that do not admit a non quantificational interpretation. There are two main cases that I have to consider: indefinite pivots (paragraph 2.8.2) and cases like (39) in which the pivot looks like a universal quantifier (paragraph 2.8.3). After the discussion on quantificational pivots, we will have enough background information to deal with the analogies between a pseudocleft and the corresponding question-answer in scope properties (paragraph 2.8.4).

2.8.2.
Indefinite Pivots

In order to present my analysis of indefinite pivots, I need to introduce some background information on some peculiar properties of indefinites.

Indefinites display island insensitivity, as originally noted by Fodor and Sag (1982). An illustration of the phenomenon is the pair in (40)-(41):

(40)
If every relative of mine dies, I will inherit a fortune

(41)
If a relative of mine dies, I will inherit a fortune

The quantifier every cannot escape the adjunct island in (40), that is, the sentence does not have the reading in which every takes scope over the conditional (the missing reading states that each relative of mine x has the property that, if x dies, I will inherit a fortune, that is, a single death can be enough for me to become rich). On the other hand, the indefinite apparently escapes the adjunct island in (41) because the reading in which it takes scope over the conditional is clearly present (it is the reading that states that, for me to become rich, a certain specific relative of mine, say uncle John, must die). 

A fairly recent treatment for the exceptional pattern of indefinites with respect to islands consists in assigning to them a choice function interpretation
. Mostly for concreteness, I will adopt here Kratzer’s (1998) version of the choice function theory of indefinites. A choice function is a function that applies to any non empty set and yields a member of that set. In Kratzer’s theory, an indefinite determiner introduces a variable over choice functions which remains free at LF. The value to the choice function variable is provided by the context. Let us focus on the reading of (41) in which the indefinite seems to escape the if-clause. Under Kratzer’s theory, in a given context, a certain value is given to the choice function, that is, a certain function that applies to the set denoted by the restriction of the indefinite determiner (relative of mine) is selected and a member of that set (say, uncle John) is picked out. Since the individual who is picked out is the external argument of the verb die, the indefinite is interpreted in situ (like a proper name does) and no extraction from the island takes place despite of the appearances.  Consider now cases in which an indefinite is interpreted as scopally dependent from another quantifier, for example the distributive reading in (42a)
:

(42a)
Every producer likes an actor

A choice function theory a la Kratzer in its simplest form cannot express the scopal dependency of the indefinite on the universal quantifier. However, a slight modification of the theory makes it able to do that. The idea is that the indefinite determiner in (42a) must be taken to denote a choice function that co-varies with the quantifier every producer. More precisely, the indefinite determiner should not denote a choice function directly, that is, it should not be of type <<e,t>,e>, but should denote a function from individuals (in the case at hand, producers) into choice functions, that is, it should be of type <e,<<e,t>,e>>. (42)b is a semantic representation that can be associated to the distributive reading in (42a) and is intended to facilitate the discussion of the examples that I will consider later in this paper. In (42)b factor is the function that applies to an (implicit) variable bound by the quantifier every producer and gives as an output a choice function that applies to the set of actors and gives as an output an element of that set. The result is that for each producer x, the function factor selects from the set of actors the actor that x likes.

(42b)
producer(x)   likes(x, (factor (x) ]

Summarizing, an indefinite which receives a choice function interpretation seems to be within the scope of another quantifier whenever the choice function which applies to the restriction of the indefinite determiner co-varies with the quantifier that takes wide scope. Under this analysis, the narrow scope reading of the indefinite ultimately depends on the fact that a possibly implicit variable which is introduced by the indefinite determiner is bound by the quantifier that takes wider scope.

I can now move to indefinite pivots. As I have stressed presenting the choice function interpretation, if the indefinite is interpreted in this way, ultimately it picks out a certain specific individual (the value of the choice function in the context), exactly like a proper name does. So, the semantics of sentence (43) below would be very simplified if the indefinite received a choice function interpretation. In fact, (43) would turn out to be a simple equation between two entities of type e.

(43)
Chi hai insultato è un professore severo

Who (you) have insulted is a strict professor

Let us assume the simplest semantic analysis and see the consequences of this move. In (44), the pivot interacts with a quantifier within the wh-phrase:

(44)
Chi ogni studente prima o poi ha insultato è un professore severo

Who every student sooner or later has insulted is a strict professor

The reading which is traditionally associated to the scope configuration  is possible in (44). However, if the indefinite is not a quantifier, this reading cannot be a genuine case of narrow scope of the indefinite. Let's call it "pseudo narrow scope reading". Given our discussion of (42a) and (42b), it should be clear that the only way to explain the presence of the pseudo narrow scope reading in (44) is assuming that the function introduced by the indefinite article applies to an implicit variable which is bound by the quantifier every student. Making that assumption, the value of the choice function can vary from student to student and the pseudo narrow scope reading can be derived. There is clear evidence that supports this analysis. First, we make the prediction that, if we insert an overt pronoun in the indefinite pivot, we should observe that the pseudo narrow scope reading is contingent on the bound variable reading for the pronoun. One case is (45), which is identical to (44) but for the fact that the variable bound by the quantifier every student that I am assuming to be covertly present in (44) is overtly realized by the pronoun suo.

(45)
Chi ogni studente prima o poi  ha insultato è un suo professore severo

Who every student sooner or later has insulted is a strict professor of his

This prediction is borne out. The pronoun suo can either be a bound variable or a free variable. However, the pseudo narrow scope reading is only possible if the pronoun receives the former interpretation. 

The second prediction has to do with the fact that, in the system that I have described, a pronoun in the pivot can be a bound variable only if a doubly indexed trace is licensed in the wh-phrase. We have also seen cases in which the bound variable reading is not possible because licensing a doubly indexed trace creates a WCO configuration. Therefore, we predict that the pseudo narrow scope reading of the indefinite pivot should become impossible in similar WCO contexts. This prediction is borne out, too. The relevant case is given in (46a). In (46b), which is the LF representation for the wh-phrase in (46a), the quantifier every student has crossed over the doubly indexed wh trace and this blocks the pseudo narrow scope reading:

(46a)
Chi ha controllato ogni studente è un professore severo

Who has checked every student is a strict professor  

(46b)
[CP  [Who]j [every student]i   [IP ….. [VP tji....... ti  ........]]]

The case in (46a) is particularly interesting because the unclefted sentence that corresponds to it,  namely (47), has the  reading which is missing in (46a). Therefore (46) and (47) can be seen as a further case of anti-connectivity
:

(47)
Un professore severo ha controllato ogni studente

A strict professor has checked every student

While other approaches to pseudoclefts cannot explain why the parallelism between a pseudocleft sentence and the correspondent unclefted sentence selectively breaks down, my approach could reduce three apparently unrelated cases of anti-connectivity involving variable binding, BT and scope to a unique factor, namely WCO effects.

Summarizing, my move consisting in blocking the quantificational interpretation for the indefinite pivot, which was originally motivated by the need of simplifying the semantics of pseudoclefts, turns out to be explanatory of  the interaction between indefinite pivots and other quantifiers in the wh-phrase (including one case of anti-connectivity). 

2.8.3.
Universally Quantified Pivots

I have shown that indefinite pivots are not quantificational. Let's now turn to cases like (39) in which the pivot looks like a universal quantifier. By rejecting the analysis represented in (39b) for (39), I have assumed, as a working hypothesis, that the account in which the trace of the operator in (39) is a variable of type e is to be preferred to the account according to the operator that translates the wh-expression ranges over generalized quantifiers. This choice was mainly based on considerations of conceptual elegance (the former analysis is intuitively less complicated than the latter). However, the working hypothesis proved to be empirically motivated by the pattern of indefinite pivots. Sticking to this analysis, the pivot in (39) must be of type e as well. How can an expression like every tobacco company be of type e? An answer comes from the observation that universally quantified noun phrases, in addition to their more canonical quantificational interpretation, can also have a group reading. This is made clear by a sentence like (48) in which everyone must denote a group of people (48 roughly means that the class of people that includes everyone met).

 (48) 
Everyone met to discuss the problem

Crucially, a group denoting expression is of type e because a group can be seen as a special kind of individual (cf. Link 1983). So, the assumptions that I have been making force me to assume that a seemingly universally quantified pivots can only have a group reading
. In think that this consequence is welcome on empirical grounds, as the data in (49)-(51) indicate (I thank Orin Percus for pointing out the importance of this data for the problem that I am discussing). As is well known, a universally quantified noun phrase in the object position can get scope over a quantifier in the subject position and a distributive reading results from this scope configuration (cf. 49). However, if we replace the universally quantified noun phrase with a plural DP, the distributive reading disappears (cf. 50). 

(49) 
Un bravo avvocato ha difeso ogni multinazionale del tabacco

A good lawyer has defended every tobacco company

(50) 
Un bravo avvocato ha difeso le multinazionali del tabacco

A good lawyer has defended the tobacco companies

The pseudocleft sentence that corresponds to (49) is (51). Crucially, (51) lacks the distributive reading, therefore what looks like a universally quantified pivot behaves like the group denoting plural DP the tobacco companies  in (50) and unlike the genuine quantificational DP every tobacco company in (49).

(51) 
Ciò che un bravo avvocato ha difeso è stata ogni multinazionale del tabacco
this that (=what) a good lawyer has defended has been every tobacco company

Further evidence that  the pivot in (51) is not quantificational is the fact that the distributive reading is still missing in (52), in which the pivot ogni multinazionale del tabacco is replaced by the corresponding plural DP le multinazionali del tabacco.

(52)
Ciò che un bravo avvocato ha difeso sono state le multinazionali del tabacco

this that (=what) a good lawyer has defended have been the tobacco companies

Although explaining the (non) occurrence of the distributive reading with plural DPs is a task that is outside the scope of this paper, it is pretty clear that seemingly universally quantified pivots actually behave as plural DPs do. I conclude that the idea that a universally quantified pivot is not a true quantifier but is a plural DP "in disguise" not only is forced by the general assumptions that I have been making on the semantics on pseudoclefts but is also empirically supported. In particular, note that (49) and (51) illustrate a further case of anti-connectivity. Even this anti-connectivity case can be explained because it is a direct result of the ban against universally quantified pivots. In fact, in order for the (( to arise, the DP every tobacco company must be quantificationally interpreted but it can be so interpreted only in (49). 

Finally, I assume that the speakers who do not accept universally quantified pivots do so because they have cannot assign the group denoting interpretation to DPs that are introduced by every unless the lexical content clearly forces this interpretation, like in (48). These speakers cannot assign the canonical quantificational interpretation either, due to the general ban against quantificational pivots, and they reject sentences like (39).

2.8.4.
On  the Parallelism between Pseudoclefts and Question-Answer Pairs

After discussing seemingly quantificational pivots, we can go back to an issue that I have put aside in paragraph 2.3, namely why the  reading is blocked in (15a)-(15b), repeated as (54a)-(54b), while it is possible in (14a)-(14b), repeated as (53a)-(53b). This issue is important because I have said that the semantic approach can explain what happens in these sentences while the Question-in-Disguise theory cannot do that.
(53a) 
What every student admires is some teacher


OK 
 (53b) 
What does every student admire? Some teacher


OK 
(54a) 
What some student admires is every teacher 


*
(54b) 
What does some student admire? Every teacher


*
I can be very short on (53) because (53a) is structurally identical to the case of pseudo narrow scope reading in (44) analyzed above. In a nutshell, since some teacher receives a choice function interpretation, the only way to simulate the  reading is to assume that the function introduced by the indefinite article applies to an implicit variable which is bound by the quantifier every student. So, what appears to be a case of narrow scope reading of the indefinite actually is a case of binding of a variable which is located within the pivot (and we know from paragraph 2.5 why variable binding is possible in this configuration). The same reasoning carries over to (53b) since I have assumed that binding of a variable which is located within the pivot is due to the same mechanism that makes possible variable binding in the answer to a (functional) question (again, see paragraph 2.5).

Let us move to (54). By hypothesis, the pivot every teacher is not quantificational in (54a). It must be a group denoting expression, that is, it must be interpreted like the plural DP the teachers. Given these assumptions, it is very natural to attribute the absence of the distributive reading in (54a) to the same factor that makes the same reading impossible in (55):

(55) 
Some student admires the teachers

The last thing that remains to be discussed is the absence of the  reading in (54b). If the DP every teacher also in (54b) is a group denoting expression, the distributive reading is excluded in (54b) by whatever reason excludes it in (55). That every teacher in (54b) is a plural DP (that is, an expression of type e) follows from the fact that, if the trace of the operator that translates the wh-expression is of type e, the answer to the question must match this semantic type. 
Summarizing, the analogies between a pseudocleft and the correspondent question-answer pair are explained in the semantic approach because in both constructions the trace of the wh-operator is of type e and the pivot and the DP that acts as an answer must be of type e as well. Can the Question-in-Disguise theory explain the pattern in (53) and (54)? It seems to me that it can only if it is supplemented by the analysis of interrogatives that I have defended in this paper and is the heart of the semantic approach proposed by Sharvit (1999). What we would have is a combination of the semantic approach and the Question-in-Disguise theory. However, the resulting theory of pseudoclefts would be unsatisfactorily redundant, at least in Italian, since the semantic approach can explain both connectivity and anti-connectivity even without the Question-in-Disguise theory. In addition, the semantic approach can explain connectivity (and anti-connectivity) also in those cases in which the wh-part of a pseudocleft is a relative structure rather than a question (possibly, all pseudoclefts in Italian). By definition, the Question-in-Disguise theory cannot apply to these cases. All in all, the Question-in-Disguise theory seems to be totally dispensable. In the next paragraph, I will make this conclusion somewhat less firm, though.

2.9.
NPI Pivots

Although an NPI can be a pivot in English (cf. 9), this is not crosslinguistically true
. A language like Italian shows connectivity effect, as we have seen, but never admits an NPI pivot. This is indicated by (56) with reference to the Italian  counterpart of negative "any" (that is, alcun) but the phenomenon is more general. In fact, Italian does not show any type of NPI connectivity. Another indisputable example of NPI is the expression granché ("much"), as shown by the fact that the (57) is ungrammatical. That granché cannot act as a pivot, is illustrated by the ungrammaticality of (59):

(56)
*Ciò che non ha comprato era alcun libro di testo

This that (=what) (he) didn’t buy was any textbook

(57)
*Ha fatto granché di interessante

(he) has done much of interesting

(58)
Non ha fatto granché di interessante

NEG (he) has done much of interesting

(59) 
*Ciò che non ha fatto era granché di interessante

This that (=what) (he) didn’t do was much of interesting

I see two different ways to approach the difference between Italian and English in NPI connectivity. One way is adopting the proposal of Den Dikken, Meinunger and Wilder (2000) according to which there are two types of specificational pseudoclefts but only one type licenses NPI connectivity. Den Dikken, Meinunger and Wilder note that in general connectivity effects are not affected by the rearrangement of the order between the two constituents that surround the copula. (60) is an example from their paper that shows this with variable binding connectivity (my Italian examples in 12 show the same thing by testing Principle C):

(60)
a. What nobody bought was a picture of his house


b. A picture of his house is what nobody bought

However, rearranging the order affects NPI licensing (see Sternefeld 1998 for a similar observation). This is shown by (61): 

(61)
a. What nobody bought was any wine


b. *Any wine was what nobody bought. 

Den Dikken, Meinunger and Wilder relates the special behavior of NPI pivots to the fact that "inversion" is blocked in another case as well, namely when the pivot is a full IP. This is shown by (62). (62a) is not accepted by all the speakers but, interestingly,  even those who accept (62a) reject (62b):

(62)
a. What John did was he bought some wine

b. *He bought some wine was what John did

From this pattern Den Dikken, Meinunger and Wilder conclude that there are two types of specificational pseudoclefts. They call Type A specificational pseudoclefts those in which the wh-phrase precedes the copula and NPIs pivots and full IP are licensed in the post-copular position (for example, 61a and 62a). They adopt the Question-in-Disguise theory for these pseudoclefts and they assume that the IP pivot can be selectively deleted at PF (if it is not deleted at all, we have sentences like 62a). NPI connectivity is trivially explained because the pivot in the syntactic component (namely, before PF deletion) contains the negation that licenses the NPI. Since the main goal of Dikken, Meinunger and Wilder is to establish that there are two types of specificational pseudoclefts and to defend the Question-in-Disguise theory for what they Type A, they don't discuss in any detail connectivity in what they call Type B specificational pseudoclefts (the type that does not allow NPI and full IP pivots).  They only observe that in Type B specificational pseudoclefts "connectivity …. arises in another way, possibly along the lines of the semantic approach". Interestingly, in Italian full IPs can never be pivots:

(63) 
*Ciò che ha fatto è ha comprato del vino

This that (=what) (he) has done is (he) has bought some wine

Adopting Den Dikken, Meinunger and Wilder's classification, Italian would have only type B specificational pseudoclefts while English would have both types
. The semantic approach would apply to all Italian specificational pseudoclefts and to English Type B specificational pseudoclefts, while the Question-in-Disguise theory would hold for English Type A specificational pseudoclefts. Although the data pointed out by Den Dikken, Meinunger and Wilder is suggestive, an argument of conceptual economy suggests that we should abandon a single explanation for every kind of specificational pseudocleft sentence only if the empirical evidence massively goes against the explanation that postulates a unique account. For this reason, in the following I sketch the lines of a treatment for the difference between Italian and English in NPI connectivity that does not require assuming that there are two different types of specificational pseudoclefts
.
As is well known, the licensing condition on NPIs is twofold. One constraint is semantic in nature and states that an NPI is only allowed in a downward entailing context (that is a context that licenses inferences from a superset to a subset). The other constraint is syntactic in nature and states that an NPI must be locally c-commanded by a downward entailing operator. In most cases these two requirements are satisfied in the same situation. For example, a sentence like (64a) introduces a downward entailing contexts (if 64a is true, 64b must be true as well) and the NPI  any is locally c-commanded by a negative operator.

(64a) 
John didn't buy any book 

(64b)
John didn't buy any textbook

This is not the case in pseudoclefts, though: a "negative" pseudocleft like (65a) introduces a downward entailing context (if 65a is true, 65b must be true as well), so the semantic constraint is obeyed.

(65a)
 What John didn’t buy was any book

(65b)
 What John didn’t buy was any textbook

However, the syntactic constraint on NPI licensing is not met in (65) because the NPI pivot is not c-commanded by the negative operator. The contrast between Italian and English might be explained if the former language, but not the latter, requires that both the syntactic and the semantic requirements are met. 

Summarizing, English and Italian sharply differ when NPI pivots are taken into account. I discussed two alternative possibilities to deal with this. One is assuming Den Dikken, Meinunger and Wilder's (2000) classification. The other is adopting a theory of NPIs according to which NPI licensing in Italian is stricter than NPI licensing in English. Choosing between these two alternatives in a conclusive way requires considering in much detail  the theory of NPI licensing
. Although I am not in the position of doing this in this paper, I think that the second possibility is definitely worth exploring, because it would allow us to stick to a single explanation for specificational pseudocleft constructions crosslinguistically.

2.10.
Conclusion of the Analysis of Connectivity in Pseudoclefts

In this section, I have discussed connectivity in pseudoclefts reaching a result that is important for the general theory of reconstruction phenomena, namely that there are cases of connectivity that are not amenable to an explanation in terms of syntactic movement. This conclusion has been reached in two steps. First, I have shown that no simple approach based on syntactic movement can account for connectivity effects if one sticks to very standard and plausible assumptions (like the fact that syntactic movement is sensitive to islands and cannot have a lowering character). Second, I have taken into consideration Bošković’s (1997) more sophisticated (and controversial) approach that admits a lowering movement in certain cases and the Question-in-Disguise theory  that assumes that the c-command configuration that is required to explain connectivity is present in the syntactic component despite of the appearances. These alternative approaches are empirically unsatisfactory, too. To make clear their empirical inadequacy I have pointed out that connectivity effects are only a part of the story because the parallelism between a pseudocleft sentence and the corresponding unclefted sentence systematically breaks down in at least four different contexts, involving variable binding (cf. the sentences in 31), Principle C (cf. the sentences in 33), indefinite pivots (cf. the sentences in 46-47) and seemingly universally quantified pivots (cf. the sentences in 49 and 51 that replicate the pattern originally observed by Schlenker 1998 and 2000). It’s clear that any theory of connectivity that cannot explain when and why connectivity breaks down is missing an important generalization. Bošković’s (1997) theory cannot explain anti-connectivity for principled reasons (the core of this theory is the idea that at LF a pseudocleft and the correspondent unclefted sentence are identified). The Question-in-Disguise theory cannot explain anti-connectivity either, at least if taken in isolation  (it can explain anti-connectivity only if it is coupled with the theory of interrogatives that is an essential part of the semantic approach). Most notably, all the anti-connectivity cases that I have described (apart from the one involving seemingly universally quantified pivots) can be attributed to the interference of WCO effects, if one adopts an approach that links connectivity in pseudoclefts and functional readings in questions and relative clauses, as I have suggested following Jacobson (1994) and Sharvit (1999).

My discussion not only gains strong support for the semantic approach to connectivity in pseudoclefts  but also opens important questions that will be investigated in the second part of this paper. For example, if an approach to connectivity that makes a crucial use of semantic techniques must be postulated for pseudoclefts, should we assume that the same mechanism is also operative in cases of dependencies that, unlike those in pseudoclefts, are created by syntactic movement? And if so, isn’t the copy theory of traces useless or at least not required for the explanation of reconstruction phenomena? My answer to these questions will be negative at the end but, to motivate it, I need to introduce my analysis for CLLD.

3. RECONSTRUCTION AND CONNECTIVITY IN CLITIC LEFT DISLOCATION

3.1. Introduction

In this section, I show that there are two distinct CLLD constructions, one in which the topic phrase is base generated in the dislocated position and another in which the topic phrase moves to its dislocated position. Interestingly, to the two CLLD constructions different  reconstruction/connectivity properties correspond. I will show that the differences in the reconstruction/connectivity pattern follow from the hypothesis that, whenever a dependency is created by syntactic movement, reconstruction is treated in the way suggested  by the copy theory of traces, while, when a dependency is not created by syntactic movement, connectivity is the output of a semantic mechanism analogous to the one that we have seen in the analysis of pseudoclefts.

3.2. Two kinds of CLLD constructions

What distinguishes the two CLLD constructions exemplified in (66)-(67) below is the kind of sentence initial XP: a DP in (66) and a PP in (67). As discussed in the literature, these two constructions share two fundamental properties. First, the dislocated XP and the correspondent clitic must be in a local configuration (the clitic cannot be in a strong island, as exemplified with an adjunct island in 68-69) and, second, reconstruction effects with Principle C are attested (cf. 70-71):

(66) 
Maria, Leo la incontra spesso


Maria Leo her meets often


'Maria, Leo often meets'

(67) 
In palestra, Leo (ci) va volentieri


To the gym Leo there goes with pleasure


'To the gym Leo likes to go'

(68) 
*Maria, ho visto Leo prima che la incontrasse


Maria (I) have seen Leo before that (he) her meet(SUBJ)

(69) 
*In palestra, ho visto Leo prima che (ci) andasse


To the gym (I) have seen Leo before that (he) there go(SUBJ)

(70) 
*Il libro di Leoi proi l'ha letto volentieri


The book of Leo (he) it has read with pleasure

(71)
*A casa di Leoi proi (ci) va volentieri


To the house of Leo (he) there goes with pleasure

The presence of island effects and BT effects suggests an analysis in terms of movement for both constructions, as, say, a case of topicalization out of a clitic doubling (CD) configuration. However there are a number of properties that make such an analysis not equally suitable for (66) and (67). Some important ones are:

 (72)
i. Non obligatoriness of the clitic with PPs


ii. Lack of Scope Reconstruction with PPs


iii. Absence of corresponding CD structure for PPs

As for property (72i), it has long been known that, while a sentence like (67) is grammatical both with and without the clitic, in a sentence like (66) the clitic must be present. 


The difference in scope pattern (property 72ii) has to do with whether a lower quantifier can have scope over the material in topic position or not. It turns out that this is possible only over a dislocated DP. Scoping over a dislocated PP appears to be impossible (but see below for a qualification):

 (73) 
Qualche compito di fonologia, Leo lo assegna a ogni studente 

Some phonology problem Leo it gives to every student


'A phonology problem, Leo assigns to every student'

(both the (( reading and the (( reading are possible)

 (74) 
In qualche cassetto, Leo ci tiene ogni carta importante


In some drawer, Leo there keeps every important paper


'An important document Leo keeps in some drawer'

(the (( reading is possible but the (( reading is not)

If we think of the topicalized material as moved, we have a puzzling situation. DPs are well behaved, in that they can be reconstructed both for purposes of BT (cf. the Principle C effects in 68) and for scope. PPs, however, appear to be reconstructed only for BT purposes; Scope Reconstruction appears to be impossible.


Let us now turn to property (72iii). In languages that have clear cut cases of (clause internal) CD, sentences like (66) typically do have a correspondent doubling configuration but sentences like (67) never do. There is no clitic doubling of locative PPs. The languages one has to look at to test this property are not the major Romance doubling languages (like Romanian and some varieties of Spanish), because these languages happen to lack locative clitics altogether. However, there are several Northern Italian dialects like Trentino where the generalization just given can be quite clearly observed. In Trentino, the accusative clitic can (and sometimes must) double the direct object (cf. 75), but the locative clitic ghe (which corresponds to the Italian ci) never doubles a locative PP (cf. 76): 

(75) 
El *(me) vol mi

He me wants me


'He wants me'

(76) 
(*Ghe) vago volintiera a Roma

there (I) go with pleasure to Rome

(From Cordin 1993)

This strongly suggests that locative PP dislocation cannot be viewed as movement out of a doubling configuration, for the simple reason that PP doubling is just unattested to begin with (unlike its counterpart with DPs).


It is plain that the differences between DP and PP dislocation listed in (72) are hard or impossible to understand if their analysis is uniform. If, on the other hand, DP dislocation does involve movement, but PP dislocation does not, they fall readily into place. Let us see how.

3. A Mixed Analysis

As for the DP dislocation sentences exemplified by (66), I claim that an analysis via syntactic movement out of a CD configuration is indeed correct. My analysis can be couched in different theories of CD. Mostly for concreteness, I assume here Torrego's (1992) proposal that the clitic and the double are initially found in a Spec-Head configuration in a "Big DP" phrase which is the real complement of the verb. I refer to Cecchetto (2000) for details (and for an answer to Cinque’s 1990 arguments against the movement analysis of CLLD). The bottom line of Cecchetto’s proposal can be briefly summarized as follows. The double moves to the left peripheral position that, following Rizzi (1997), he takes to be the Spec of a topic phrase within CP leaving a trace in the IP-internal position (more precisely, in the Spec position of the "Big DP" which in turn has moved to the Spec of some functional projection XP which is close enough to the final landing site of the clitic). (77) is a schematic derivation for sentence (66) (for simplicity, I do not represent many irrelevant aspects, including the movement of the subject to Spec,IP and the movement of the verb to I°):

(77) 
Maria, Leo la incontra

a. [TopicP  ...  [IP Leo incontra   [XP   ...  [VP .... [BIG DP Maria la]  ... ] ] ] ]

b. [TopicP   ... [IP Leo  incontra  [XP [BIG DP Maria  la ]...  [VP ...  tBIG DP ] ] ] ]

c. [TopicP    Maria  [IP Leo  la incontra   [XP [BIG DP tMaria tla ]...  [VP... tBIG DP ]]]]

As for the PP in (67), I assume, instead, that it is base generated in the Spec of a Topic Phrase in the immediate periphery of the clause in which its matching clitic is found. I assume that the verb and the clitic attached to it must move by LF to the head of the Topic phrase as only this movement can create the necessary Spec-Head configuration between the topic PP and the clitic that results in the coindexing between them. If the locative clitic is absent, it will be an element in the theta grid of the moved verb that is coindexed with the topic PP (assuming that locatives are optional arguments of motion verbs). Interestingly, this movement of the complex verb+clitic to the topic position is not an isolated phenomenon in Romance and, indeed, in other Romance varieties it takes place even in the overt syntax. For example, following Uriagereka’s (1995) analysis, in Western Romance languages like Galician the complex verb+clitic overtly occupies what I call the Topic head (the head F in Uriagereka’s terminology). So, for Italian, I am just adopting an analysis which must be independently posited for other Romance languages. In (78) a possible derivation for sentence (67) is indicated:

(78)
In palestra, Leo (ci) va volentieri

a. [TopicP In palestra    [IP Leo  ci va  ....      [VP ...   ] ] ]

b. [TopicP In palestra   ci va  [IP Leo   tV+cl     [VP...   ] ] ]

This analysis implies that in a long distance PP dislocation sentence like (79), the PP must be generated in the topic position of the embedded clause and is later moved to the topic position of the matrix clause (note that, as shown by a sentence like 80, a dislocated PP can, in fact, occur in the topic position of the embedded  clause):

(79) 
In palestra, sono sicuro che Leo (ci) va volentieri


 To the gym (I) am sure that Leo there goes with pleasure

(80)
 Sono sicuro che, in palestra, Leo (ci) va volentieri


 (I) am sure that to the gym Leo there goes with pleasure


‘Going to the gym I am sure that Leo likes’

As far as semantics is concerned, the interpretation of (66), which involves movement, is straightforward. The moved constituent is interpreted via its copy as if it was in its base position (disregarding for simplicity possible differences in presuppositions that might be associated with the topic construction). 

Let us switch to the semantics of (67) in which the dislocated indefinite expression is contained within a PP. As I have discussed in section 2, indefinites admit both a quantificational and a choice function interpretation. Therefore, we have to consider both these cases. Let us start with the former in which, by hypothesis, the semantic type of the indefinite is that of generalized quantifiers, namely < <e, t>, t >. I assume that the variable associated with the pronoun (or the gap) within IP in (67) must be a variable over individuals, that is of type e. This assumption is very plausible and is indeed independently needed for standard cases of binding such as (81):

(81) 
Every man believes that he is a genius

If the pronoun he in (81) could be of the type of generalized quantifiers, sentences such as (81) would be predicted to have a meaning paraphrasable as "every man believes that every man is a genius", contrary to fact. Thus, in assuming that the pronoun (or the gap) in (67) can only be of type e, I am simply following standard practice for the interpretation of pronouns. If the indefinite a gym is of type < <e, t>, t > and the pronoun (or the gap) within IP is of type e, the former cannot be -converted in the position of the variable associated with the latter. That is, the indefinite cannot be interpreted as if it was in situ. Thus, the only possible reading for a sentence like (67) is the one given in (82). 

(82) 
A gym t [Leo often goes to t]


P [x gym(x)  P(x)]  (y [often goes in (Leo, y)])


x gym(x)  y [often goes in (Leo, y)] (x)


x gym(x)   often goes in (Leo, x) 

If the indefinite in (67) is given a choice function interpretation, the semantics of this sentence is pretty simple. Remember that under the choice function interpretation, the undislocated indefinite can be interpreted in situ because it introduces an individual that is the argument of the verb. This also means that,  if the indefinite is dislocated, it can be -converted in the position of the variable associated with the locative clitic (or the gap), since the gap, as I have just said, is of type e. Therefore,  the semantics of (67) under the choice function interpretation is given in (83)
. 

(83)
 x[ often goes to (Leo,  x)] (fgym) 

I have discussed both the possible interpretations for the indefinite in (67) even if, in a simple case like this, they are equivalent in terms of truth conditions. We will see shortly that a difference between the two interpretations emerges when the Scope Reconstruction pattern is taken into account.

3.4. Deriving the Properties of CLLD Structures

Let us now show how both similarities and differences between the two kind of CLLD constructions follow from the proposed analysis. Two similarities must be explained, island effects and Principle C reconstruction/connectivity effects. Beginning with the former, we immediately see that islands effects are expected to arise in both cases. In a sentence like (68), the dislocated DP, in order to reach the topic position in the main clause, must move from its argumental position which is located within the adjunct island. In (69), the dislocated PP is generated in the topic position of the adjunct clause (that is, within the island) and a movement from this position to the topic position of the matrix clause triggers an island effect (cf. Iatridou 1990 for a similar account of island effects in CLLD).


Let us turn to the second similarity, that is Principle C effects. In (70), the case involving "regular" movement, there is an IP-internal trace of the dislocated DP il libro di Leo. Assuming the copy theory of traces, this trace is a copy of the dislocated DP and contains (a copy of) the R-expression Leo. Hence, at LF we have a copy of the R-expression which is c-commanded by the null subject and a Principle C violation ensues through whatever mechanism that gives rise to similar violations in wh-movement cases. In the case of sentences like (71), the situation appears more complicated because there is no copy of the dislocated PP that can trigger a Principle C violation within the IP. However, we have seen in section 2 that the approach to BT based on Rule-I can deal cases in which the illicit binder of the R-expression does not c-command in any point of the derivation its bindee. It's only natural to apply the same approach to sentences like (71). Rule-I dictates that the NP Leo cannot corefer with pro if replacing Leo with a variable bound by pro yields an indistinguishable interpretation. That this is the case is shown by examples like (84) (sentence 85 is a control that shows that the coreferential reading in 84 is a genuine case of binding and is not simply due to accidental coreference):

(84) 
A casa suai, proi (ci) va volentieri


To his house (he) there goes with pleasure

(85) 
A casa suai, [ogni ragazzo]i (ci) va volentieri


To his house every boy there goes with pleasure

Of course, at this point the problem arises of explaining why the bound variable reading is possible in structures like (84)-(85), given the fact that the variable is not c-commanded by its bindee. I will address this problem in the next paragraph. For now, I conclude that, assuming that a solution can be given to the problem of explaining variable binding connectivity in (84) and (85), the presence of Principle C effects in cases like (71) can be explained by assuming Rule-I, despite the fact that no copy of the dislocated PP is present within the IP.


Having handled the similarities, let me now turn to the asymmetries between the two kinds of constructions. We will see that these too follow in a principled manner from the proposed analysis. The first asymmetry concerns the obligatoriness of the clitic with dislocated DPs (property 72i). Note that the accusative clitic is the head of the "Big DP" which is the input structure for sentences like (66). Heads must, of course, be realized. The locative clitic, on the other hand, is optional because the link between the topic and the rest of the sentence turns out to be a link between the topic and a -position in the verb grid that can but need not be overtly filled by the clitic (however, see Cecchetto 2000 for another way to explain the difference in the obligatoriness of the accusative clitic).


The second asymmetry (the availability/non availability of the corresponding CD structures) follows in a completely transparent manner. PPs could not be obtained via movement out of a doubling configuration precisely because such configurations are not attested, given the different categorial status of DPs and PPs. Accusative clitics are D's; hence "Big DPs" can be generated using canonical principles of projection. An analogous doubling configuration involving prepositions cannot be created.


The other main asymmetry concerns the different scope reconstruction pattern. Consider again sentences (73) and (74). In (73), we have a copy of the DP at LF. Hence, the dislocated quantificational DP at LF is, for all interpretative purposes, "back" in its original site and a lower quantifier, when present, can get scope over it via QR (or whatever subsumes its effects). In a sentence like (74), on the other hand, the dislocated quantificational PP has no copy in the correspondent IP-internal position. Hence, there is no way at LF for a lower quantifier to scope over it, assuming that QR is local and cannot cross over a topic phrase. At this point we have to ask if the wide scope reading of the IP internal quantifier can be produced by the interpretive procedure that we have proposed. To answer this question we have to consider both the case in which the dislocated indefinite is interpreted quantificationally and the case in which it is given a choice function interpretation. 

Under the first analysis, it is straightforward to realize why the narrow scope reading of the dislocated indefinite is blocked. Assuming that the type of the clitic is the type e of individuals, the only LF for (74) is (86a) and the only reading this gets is (86b) (see 82 above for the derivation of 86b).

 (86)
a. [In some drawer]i [every document]j   [ Leo keeps j in i ]


b. x [drawer(x)  y [document(y)  keeps(Leo, y, x) ]]

Thus, the narrow scope reading of the indefinite, if this one is interpreted quantificationally, simply cannot be generated. As for the choice function interpretation of the dislocated indefinite, remember from section 2 (cf. the discussion of 42a-42b) that an indefinite so interpreted gets a narrow scope reading (in fact, a pseudo narrow scope reading) only if the function introduced by the indefinite determiner applies to a (possibly implicit) variable which is bound by the quantifier that takes wider scope. So, ultimately the availability of the narrow scope reading for the dislocated  indefinite PP in (74) depends on the availability of the bound variable reading for a pronoun located within the dislocated  PP.  To this issue, that was also important for explaining the occurrence of Principle C effects with PP dislocation, I turn in the next paragraph.

3.5. Binding a Variable within a Dislocated PP

We have to determine if  and when a variable located within a dislocated PP can be bound by a quantifier which is IP internal. Given that the PP is base generated in Spec,TopicP, a variable within it is never c-commanded by the quantifier. However, a variable in that position can be bound (cf. 84 and 85). It follows that these sentences are another case of variable binding without c-command. An elementary  principle of economy forces us to explain these cases using the same devices that were used to explain the other case of variable binding without c-command that we have observed, namely binding of a variable within a pivot of a pseudocleft sentence. 

In the case of pseudoclefts, variable binding is triggered by the presence at LF of the doubly indexed trace of the wh-expression. A natural extension of this approach to the PP dislocation case is one that attributes to the locative clitic the role played by the doubly indexed trace. But let's approach our problem step by step, first considering a simple case like (87a) in which the indefinite PP that contains the bound pronoun is in situ and no clitic is present (from now on, I restrict myself to the choice function interpretation for indefinites, because I have already discussed what happens when they receive a quantificational interpretation). 

(87a)
[Ogni ragazzo]i tiene la foto di Maria in un suoi cassetto

every boy keeps  Maria’s picture in a drawer of his

In (87b) the semantics of (87a) is given. In (87b), I take his drawer to be an argument of keep while the preposition in is a semantically vacuous case marker. I do this only for simplicity, as taking the meaning of the preposition into account would complicate things in ways that are not germane to our present concerns. Focusing on the indefinite, (87b) says that, in order for the sentence to be true, there must be a function fdrawer that has the following characteristic: it takes as an argument a variable x which is bound by the quantifier every boy and gives you as an output the choice function that applies to the set of drawer picking out the drawer in which the value of the variable x keeps Maria’s picture. Crucially, in the representation (87b), in the position of the indefinite locative PP we find both a function (fdrawer) and the argument of this function (the variable bound by every boy). This introduces the analogy with the case of the wh trace in functional interrogatives that I am going to use to explain variable binding connectivity:

 (87b)
x [box(x)  (keeps (x, Maria’s picture, fdrawer (x)) ]

Let’s switch to (88a) in which the bound variable reading is still possible even if the PP, which was in situ in (87a), is dislocated. I assume that the position occupied by the locative clitic hosts both a function and its argument, as it was in (87b). One index on the clitic is bound by the dislocated PP while the superscript index is bound by the quantifier every boy. Thus, the IP with the trace is interpreted as shown in (88b) (for simplicity, I keep assuming that the preposition in is a semantically vacuous case marker).

(88a)
[In un suoj cassetto]i  [ogni ragazzo]j ciij tiene la foto di Maria 

In a drawer of his every boy there keeps  Maria’s picture 

(88b)
[ogni ragazzo]j ciij tiene la foto di Maria  =  [x [box(x)  (keeps (x, Maria’s picture, f(x) ]

Let’s now look at the dislocated phrase. Since the trace is interpreted as a function, so must the dislocated constituent. The "ordinary" meaning of the dislocated constituent (again disregarding for simplicity the contribution of the preposition in) would be as in (88c). To obtain a function, it suffices to abstract over the pronoun, as shown in (88d):

(88c) 
[In un suoj cassetto]i =  fdrawer(xj) 

(88d) 
 xj fdrawer (xj) = fdrawer
Putting together (88b) and (88d) we get:

(88e) 
f [x [box(x)  (keeps (x, Maria’s picture, f(x) ] (fdrawer) 

Formula (88e) reduces to the desired (88f) in the usual manner
.

(88f)
x [box(x)  (keeps (x, Maria’s picture, (fdrawer) (x))]

This analysis for variable binding makes some clear predictions to which I turn. First, if binding of a variable within a dislocated PP is a made possible by the presence of a doubly indexed trace at LF, WCO effects should arise whenever the relevant configuration is created (remember that systematic WCO effects were found in interrogatives and in pseudoclefts). This prediction is borne out by sentences like (89a) in which the bound variable reading is not possible. The LF that would trigger the bound variable reading for the indefinite in (89a) is given in (89b). It  is easy  to see that the quantifier every document, in order to reach a position in which it c-commands and properly binds the superscript index on the clitic, must cross over it.

(89a)
*In un suoj cassetto, Leo ci ha messo [ogni documento]j
In a drawer of his, Leo there keeps every document

(89b)
[in a drawer of his]i [every document]j   [ Leo ciij  keeps  tj]

Let us now switch to the scope reconstruction pattern of dislocated PPs. Remember that in (74) the quantificational PP cannot scope reconstruct and this introduces a sharp difference with dislocated DPs that can freely scope reconstruct. It’s straightforward to understand why it is so when one looks at the LF that would trigger the missing reading in (74). Remember that the pseudo narrow scope reading for the indefinite only results if the function introduced by the indefinite determiner can apply to a variable which is bound by the quantifier that takes wider scope. The LF that might license the binding of the relevant variable is (90). However, (90), like the very similar LF in (89b), is a WCO configuration.

(90)
[In some drawer]i [every document]j   [ Leo ciij   keeps  tj   ]

We have to check a further prediction. If the absence of scope reconstruction for the dislocated PP in sentences like (74) is due to a WCO effect, scope reconstruction should be possible when the IP internal quantifier c-commands the locative clitic and does not need to cross over it in order to bind the superscript index. Strikingly, this prediction is borne out, too. (91) is ambiguous and admits very naturally the wide scope reading of the IP internal quantifier which is out in (74).

(91)
In un cassetto, ogni ragazzo ci tiene la foto di Maria

In a drawer every boy there keeps Maria’s picture 

Thus, the analogy between scope reconstruction of the dislocated PP and binding of a variable within the dislocated PP is complete: a PP can scope reconstruct and a variable within it can be bound only if the IP internal quantifier c-commands the locative clitic. I take this to be a strong argument in favor of a unified treatment for scope reconstruction and variable binding in PP dislocation sentences. 

The last point that we have to check is the following: using Rule-I, I linked the Principle C effect in (71) above to the availability of variable binding in sentences like (84)-(85). It follows that if variable binding is not possible because a WCO configuration is created, the Principle C effect should be obviated. The prediction is borne out by cases like (92), which is grammatical when Leo and lui corefer. (92) is identical to (71) apart from the fact that, instead of having a null subject that c-commands the clitic, there is a postverbal one (postverbal subjects in Italian occupy a position in the VP area, that is lower than the locative clitic). Assuming Rule-I, (92) is grammatical in the coreferential reading because it is not possible to replace Leo with a variable bound by lui (this is confirmed by 93 in which the quantifier ogni ragazzo that occupies the same postverbal subject position which is occupied by lui in 92 cannot bind a pronoun in the dislocated PP). 

(92)
A casa di Leoi (ci) va volentieri luii

To his house Leo there goes with pleasure

(93)
?? A casa suai, (ci) va volentieri [ogni ragazzo]i

To his house there goes with pleasure every boy

Summarizing, we have seen that the variable binding pattern, the scope reconstruction pattern and Principle C effects are all sensitive to the presence of a WCO configuration. This consistent pattern is derived by my approach that takes the locative PP to be base generated in the topic position and attributes connectivity effects to the semantic mechanism interrogative that is operative in functional interrogatives and pseudoclefts and is known to be sensitive to WCO.

3.6. Datives

At this point, one might wonder why DPs are moved and PPs are based generated in the topic position. Could things not turn out to be just the other way around? I think not and for principled reasons having to do with case. A dislocated DP must get structural case. This entails that such a DP must be generated in a IP-internal position in order to get case. Only after case-checking, it can be topicalized (note that, in case of CLLD, mechanisms of default case assignment are irrelevant, as shown by the fact that pronouns, when dislocated, carry a morphological case which varies as a function of their grammatical role and do not surface with a default case)
. A PP on the other hand can be directly inserted in topic position because it needs no (structural) case. A related point concerns the dislocation of dative PPs, which we have not discussed so far. Consider:

(94)
A Leo, Maria (gli) ha regalato un libro


To Leo, Maria (to-him) has given a book


‘To Leo, Maria gave a book’

Datives are an interesting case because, as is often observed, they have an intermediate status between DPs and PPs. Since I have offered a movement analysis for DP dislocation and a base generation analysis for PP dislocation, a natural question is what happens in this intermediate case. A priori, one might think that two derivations for sentences like (94) are equally possible, one according to which datives are based generated in topic position and another where they are moved from within the clause. This is so for two reasons. On the one hand, CD configurations involving an indirect object are very common (while they are unattested for "true", i.e. non dative, PPs). So a "Big DP" source for datives must be available, making the movement strategy in principle viable. On the other hand, in languages in which indirect objects are PPs, the preposition that marks the dative DP must play a crucial role in case checking. Hence, case checking by the relevant preposition directly in topic position seems to be available. But then there should be no obstacle to the base generation option either. If this is so, what should we expect? A choice of this sort seems to be designed for economy considerations. Note, in fact, that both the base generation derivation and the movement one share the same Numeration (down to not only each lexical head but also the functional ones, like the head of TopP). Economy, then, should favor the base generation option. Of the two analyses available in principle for (94), the one with no movement is clearly more economical than the one with movement. If this is correct, we would expect dative PPs to pattern together with non dative PPs rather than with plain DPs
. This is the expectation. And it appears to be fully borne out. With respect to the empirical properties that differentiate dislocated PPs from dislocated DPs, dative PPs clearly pattern with the former. First, the dative clitic gli is always optional, as shown by (94) above. Second, scope reconstruction is only possible if the IP internal quantifier c-commands the clitic (cf. 95); and, third, a pronoun in the dislocated dative PP can be bound by an IP internal quantifier only if the latter c-commands the clitic (cf. 96):

(95a) 
A un professore, Leo (gli) ha assegnato ogni studente  but *

To a professor Leo to him has assigned every student


‘To one professor, Leo assigned every student’

(95b) 
A un professore, ogni studente (gli) ha restituito il compito  and  

To some professor every student to him has given the homework


‘To a professor, every student gave back his homework’

(96a)
*Al suoi professore, (gli) ho già presentato  [ogni studente]i

To his professor (I) to him have already  introduced every student

(96b)
Al suoi professore, [ogni studente]i (gli) ha consegnato il compito

 
To his professor every student to him has given the homework 

So, the present analysis leads us to individuate a further area of grammar where economy considerations seem to play a crucial role.

3.7. Conclusive Remarks on CLLD

There seems to be strong evidence that CLLD is not a uniform structure. The following four properties differentiate dislocated DPs from dislocated PPs (a fifth difference will be discussed in the final section of this paper):

i) Obligatoriness vs. optionality of the clitic

ii) Scope reconstruction pattern 

iii) Availability of a correspondent clitic doubling structure 

iv) Availability of the bound reading for a pronoun within a dislocated definite description 

All these four differences can be derived from a simple hypothesis: CLLD of DPs is a straightforward case of movement out of a clitic doubling configuration, CLLD of PPs is a case of base generation of the topic. This hypothesis is virtually forced by the fact that DPs, but not PPs, need structural case.


This analysis of CLLD has important consequences. On the one side, it allows us to identify an area (the dislocation of datives) in which economy considerations constrain the choice between two derivations stemming from the same Numeration. Other general consequences have to do with the theory of reconstruction. A purely syntactic approach exclusively based on the copy theory of traces does not seem to be enough. Chains can be formed also through interpretative procedures and the result of this kind of chain formation seems to show connectivity/reconstruction effects. Hence an account which exploits a combination of syntactic and semantic devices seems to be called for. 

4. THE SYNTACTIC APPROACH VS. THE SEMANTIC APPROACH

In this section, I go back to the question introduced at the beginning of this paper concerning the division of work between syntax and semantics. It seems to be a fact that there are structures that display connectivity effects in the absence of syntactic movement. In this paper, I have analyzed pseudoclefts and Clitic Left Dislocation of PPs but I want to stress that other cases of this sort have been discussed in the literature (see. e.g. Chierchia 1995 on if-then conditionals). I handled  connectivity by using a semantic approach to explain variable binding without c-command as well as the approach to BT based on Rule I. I also used the copy theory of traces to handle reconstruction effects with DP dislocation sentences. At this point, one might object that using both Rule-I and the copy theory introduces too much of a redundancy. The question that naturally arises in this connection is whether both devices are really needed. Could the effects of the one be reduced to the other? As we saw, doing away with the Rule-I approach to BT in favor of the copy theory appears to be impossible, because connectivity effects arise in dependencies that are not created by movement. What about the other way around? Would it be possible to get by just with the Rule-I based approach? For most purposes, it would appear to be so. In simple cases of reconstruction, Rule-I can do the same job that the copy theory does. Moreover, the semantic approach coupled with Rule-I can explain the puzzling situation introduced by sentences (3) and (7). Remember: (3) suggests that Scope Reconstruction and Binding Reconstruction must be simultaneous whereas (7) shows that they are not simultaneous. Let us start with (7) repeated as (97):

(97)
In una casa di Giannii   proj ci ha ospitato ogni ragazzo

In a house of Gianni (he) there has hosted every boy

Consider Binding Reconstruction, that is, the presence of a Principle C effect if Gianni and pro corefer. The Principle C effect arises (via Rule-I) because a DP that occupies the position occupied by pro can bind a variable within the dislocated PP (cf. 84-85). Scope Reconstruction does not take place because the IP internal quantifier does not c-command the locative clitic and should cross over it in order to trigger the missing narrow scope reading for the dislocated indefinite PP (cf. the discussion on 89 and 90). Stated differently, Binding Reconstruction and Scope Reconstruction do not go together in (97) because, although in both cases reconstruction (or more correctly, connectivity) is due to the possibility of interpreting the locative clitic as a doubly indexed category,  for Binding Reconstruction the antecedent of the superscript index on the clitic is the null subject, which c-commands the clitic. For Scope Reconstruction, on the other hand, the antecedent of the superscript index on the clitic is the IP internal quantifier, which must cross over the clitic in order to c-command and bind the superscript index. Therefore, Scope Reconstruction, but crucially not Binding Reconstruction, is blocked because a WCO configuration arises.

Let’s switch to (3) repeated in (98). My treatment is only sketched for reasons that I will say in a moment.

(98)
A student of Davidi's seems to himj t to be in the other room

(the seem/( reading is not possible when him and David corefer)

Assume that the indefinite receives a choice function interpretation. The empty category that corresponds to the indefinite (and should work as the doubly indexed category that triggers connectivity in other cases that we have seen) is the trace in the subject position of the infinitival clause. This trace is c-commanded both by the operator with which the indefinite scopally interacts (the verb seem) and by the potential binder of the R-Expression David (the pronoun him). Therefore, when Scope Reconstruction applies, Binding Reconstruction applies as well. Note the sharp difference with (97), in which the potential binder for the R-Expression c-commands the doubly indexed category whereas the IP internal quantifier does not c-command it. Ultimately, it is this difference that is responsible for the fact that Scope Reconstruction and Binding Reconstruction must apply at the same time in (98) but not in (97).

The reason why I do not develop any further this kind of semantic explanation for (98) is that I think that, after all, the copy theory of traces is necessary (and consequently Fox’s 1999 explanation for 98 might be maintained). What forces us to stick to the copy theory is partly the need to capture the differences in reconstruction/connectivity between DP and PP dislocation and partly the so called "antireconstruction effects" (in a nutshell, overt movement bleeds Principle C, but only if the potentially offending R-expression is contained in an adjunct):

(99)
*Which claim that Johni was a thief did hei  resent the most?

(100)
Which claim that Johni made did hei  retract?

Building on Lebeaux 's (1989) proposal, Chomsky (1995) accounts for this fact by assuming that adjuncts can be freely inserted before or after overt movement (while arguments must be inserted along with their heads) and that traces are copies. So, the relative clause in (100) can be inserted when the wh-expression has already reached the left peripheral position. As a consequence, the copy of the wh-expression in the base position contains no R-expression and no Principle C violation arises. The antireconstruction effect in (100) seems to me clear evidence that not only the copy theory is necessary but also blocks Rule I. As a matter of fact, if Rule I were operative in (100), this sentence should be a Principle C violation, for he is in a position in which it can bind a variable within the wh-expression (this is shown by the grammaticality of a sentence like which of hisi claims did hei  retract? in the bound reading). What emerges from these considerations is that Rule I must be a kind of last resort. One must assume that it applies only to dependencies that, not having been formed via movement, do not have copies through which binding relationships can be computed. With canonical chains BT conditions are checked by means of the relevant copies. Only when there are no copies to work with one resorts to Rule I. The idea that Rule-I comes into the play "late" (and only if no chain has been created in the derivation) is in line with the intuition according to which it is a pragmatic rule or, more precisely, a condition that applies at the interface between syntax and pragmatics. 

My approach makes an interesting and quite general prediction. Chains formed by movement display, as we see from (99)-(100) antireconstruction effects. However, since Rule-I applies to dependencies that are not made up of copies, it will inherently be unable to see the adjunct/argument distinction. Hence chains not formed by movement are not expected to display antireconstruction effects. The sentences corresponding to (99) and (100) are expected to be equally ungrammatical. This expectation is borne out, e.g., in pseudoclefts:

(101)
a. *What hei is is proud of Johni

b. *What hei  is is proud of a book that Johni  wrote

CLLD provides a further testing ground for this prediction which is even more challenging. Here we have two minimally different type of dependencies: the ones involving DPs, created by movement and the ones involving PPs not involving movement (of the canonical kind). DP chains should display argument/adjunct asymmetries and antireconstruction effects; PP-chains should not. Although the judgments on antireconstruction are subtle, the prediction is borne out
:

(102) 
a. La scheda che Leoi ha preparato, proi l'ha messa sulla nostra scrivania


The file that Leo has prepared (he) it has put on our desk


b. *L'affermazione che Leoi e' un ladro, proi la ha contestata con forza


The claim that Leo is a thief, (he) it has contested forcefully

(103)
a. *Nella scheda che Leoi ha preparato, proi ci ha messo i nostri CV


In the file that Leo has prepared (he) there has put our CVs 



b. *Nell'affermazione che Leoi e' un ladro proi ci vede molta malevolenza


In the claim that Leo is a thief he sees much ill-will

Our approach reveals a further empirical property of PP dislocation which distinguishes it from DP dislocation. This asymmetry too receives a principled account within the framework adopted here.

5. CONCLUSION

In this paper, I have discussed the syntax and semantics of pseudoclefts and CLLD reaching the following general conclusions on the phenomenon of reconstruction/connectivity:

i) 
Binding Reconstruction and Scope Reconstruction can apply independently from each other

ii) Connectivity effects can be found even in dependencies that are not created by syntactic movement (i.e. pseudoclefts and dislocation of PPs)

iii) Connectivity effects in dependencies not created by syntactic movement require a semantic treatment analogous to the one proposed for functional readings in interrogatives coupled with the approach to BT based on Rule-I

iv) Reconstruction effects in regular chains must be treated by the copy theory of chains

v)
Whenever reconstruction effects can be computed via the copy theory of traces this option prevents the alternative semantic mechanism.
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� Dominique Sportiche in several talks and conference presentations has been developing a theory of reconstruction in which the idea that the determiner and the associated NP do not form a constituent plays a crucial role. Assuming Sportiche’s idea, the pattern in (7) might be easily accounted by saying that the NP casa di Gianni reconstructs while the determiner una does not. I will not pursue this line of investigation because it does not seem to be able to offer an explanation for the full range of data that I consider in this paper. Just to give an example that anticipates the discussion in section 3, if the dislocated element is a DP rather than a PP, the determiner can reconstruct together with its associated NP, as shown by the fact that the indefinite determiner can get narrower scope than the universal quantifier in i):


i)		 Una casa di Giannii   proj l’ha affittata a ogni ragazzo


	A house of Gianni (he) it has rented to every boy


(the (( reading is possible and Gianni and pro cannot corefer)


Sportiche’s account, at least in its simplest form, cannot explain the difference between (7) and i), whereas the account that I offer in section 3 can. Sauerland (1998: chapter 2) makes a different but related proposal because he supports the claim that in A-bar chains the NP part of the moving DP must be represented in the lowest trace position (this condition does not hold for relative clauses that modify the NP, though). It seems to me that Sauerland's approach, like Sportiche's, might successfully deal with (7) but does not explain in any obvious way differences like the one between (7) and i).


� Contra Fox (1999), I think that the semantic approach can also account for cases like (3) in which there is simultaneous occurrence of Binding Reconstruction and Scope Reconstruction. The semantic approach can also explain why sometime Binding Reconstruction and Scope Reconstruction are simultaneous (cf. 3) and sometimes they are not (cf. 7) (on this, see section 4 below).


� In this paper I will disregard predicational pseudoclefts (sentences like What John bought is disappointing) since, as extensively discussed in the literature, their pattern with respect to connectivity effects is clearly different from the pattern of specificational pseudoclefts (in fact, only in specificational pseudoclefts systematic connectivity effects are observed). From now on, I will take the liberty of saying “pseudoclefts” instead of “specificational pseudoclefts”, when this does not create confusion.


� In Italian, pseudoclefts can also be introduced by chi, which, as indicated by the glosses, is the counterpart of who. Since chi, as shown by iii), can introduce a free relative, we cannot reach any firm conclusion on the relative (as opposed to interrogative) character of chi in the pseudocleft sentence i):


Chi arriva sempre tardi è Gianni 


Who arrives always late is Gianni


Chi arriva sempre tardi?


Who arrives always late? 


Chi arriva tardi non mangia


Who arrives late not eats


Interestingly, interrogative chi alternates with wh expressions introduced by quale (cf. iv). Crucially, quale cannot introduce a relative structure (cf. v) and, correspondingly, cannot introduce a pseudocleft (cf.vi):


Quale ragazzo arriva sempre tardi?


Which boy arrives always late


*Quale ragazzo arriva sempre tardi non mangia


Which boy arrives always late not eats


*Quale ragazzo arriva sempre tardi è Gianni 


Which boy arrives always late is Gianni


� The approach proposed by Heycock and Kroch (1999) cannot be classified too easily. As in the semantic approach, a pseudocleft is taken to be a true equative. However, connectivity effects are explained by postulating a syntactic operation called ‘iota-reduction’ that would take place after LF and would be licensed/triggered by logical equivalence. The main problem with Heycock and Kroch’s approach is that both the ‘iota-reduction’ operation and the post-LF level of representation in which it is taken to apply are not motivated by anything else than the need of explaining connectivity. Therefore, their account sounds stipulative.


� Pair-list readings can be seen as a  special case of functional readings  (intuitively, giving a pair list is giving an extensional definition of a function). Chierchia's account carries over to pair-list readings too.


	� One might object that this reading does not necessarily result from variable binding of the pronoun her in the pivot, because accidental coreference between she and her results in the very same reading. However, in a sentence like what  every woman bought was her book the bound reading of the pronoun her is still available and can only be attributed to variable binding (accidental coreference is impossible for the trivial reason that every woman  is not a referential expression at all).


� Notice that, even if one adopts a movement analysis for clitics,  the movement of lo cannot trigger a WCO violation because it is an instance of A movement  and A movement does not trigger WCO effects. That clitic movement in Romance is a case of A movement is commonly assumed in the literature based (among other things) on the observation that it can trigger object agreement on the past participle.


	� The idea was originally proposed by Reinhart (1997) and Winter (1997) and has been later elaborated by many other researchers including Kratzer (1998), Matthewson (1999) and Chierchia (in this book). There are significant differences in implementation in these works, though.


� In a simple case like (42a) the distributive reading can be associated to the standard quantificational interpretation for the indefinite in which it takes narrow scope. So, the choice function interpretation can do the job but the distributive reading can be expressed by the usual technique as well. However there are cases (the so-called intermediate readings) in which the indefinite must receive a choice function interpretation but nonetheless is scopally dependent from another quantifier. In these cases the treatment described in the text becomes necessary.  Cf. references in note 9 for a presentation of the intermediate readings.


� The  reading is possible in (47) because the quantificational interpretation for the indefinite is possible in this simple sentence (cf. note 10).


� See Heycock and Kroch (1999) for a similar view. I depart in one respect from their account, though. They claim that a “universally quantified” pivot can never take wide scope over a quantifier inside the wh-phrase (cf. the discussion of their examples 75 and 76). The following example, in which the distributive reading is allowed, goes against their claim:


i) 	Chi ha scelto un bravo avvocato è stato ogni politico corrotto 


Who chose a good lawyer was every corrupted politician


The view that I propose according to which “universally quantified” pivots are group denoting expressions is compatible with the presence of the distributive reading in i) as suggested by the fact that, if we replace the “universally quantified” pivot  with a group denoting plural DP, the distributive reading is still allowed:


ii) 	Coloro che hanno scelto un bravo avvocato sono stati i politici corrotti


Those who chose a good lawyer have been  the corrupted politician


� Note that, as discussed by Sternefeld (1988), not every NPI can be a pivot in English either. The following is an example from his paper:


i)	*John gave a talk until he was 25


John did not give a talk until he was 25


iii)	*What John did not do was give a talk until he was 25


� Greek, as reported by Alexiadou and Giannakidou (1999), and Bulgarian, as reported by Izvorski (1997), might be languages like Italian because they seem to have only type B pseudoclefts.


� I have nothing interesting to say about the fact that some English speakers accept full IP pivots while other English speakers and all Italian speakers reject them.


� One intriguing feature of NPI connectivity that I cannot go into is anti-connectivity cases like (i)-(ii) that have been pointed out to me by Orin Percus. The acceptability of (i) suggests that the mechanism which is responsible for the licensing of the NPI pivot does not rely on the position of the gap in the wh-phrase clause since that position is not one in which the NPI might sit to begin with, as shown by the unacceptability of  ii):


i) 	What didn't happen to John was anything we could get a good story out of


ii) 	* Anything we could get a good story out of didn't happen to John 


However, see Den Dikken, Meinunger and Wilder (2000) for an account for sentences structurally similar to i) that capitalizes on the fact  that in them, after all, there is a trace of what, namely the one in the VP internal base generated position, which is c-commanded by the negation.


� In (83) the variable over choice functions is free at LF, so that its value is supplied by the context. However, things do not change if an existential quantification for default at the text level is introduced, as suggested by Matthewson (1999).


�  I am skipping over many details. The operation of abstraction in (88) is, in essence, the operation of “closure” proposed by E. Engdahl in her work on questions to interpret bound pronouns in dislocated constituents. See Engdahl (1986, 184 ff.) for technical details. An alternative that would enable us to get the same effects without such an operation is constituted by the Dynamic Binding framework (see Chierchia 1995, especially ch. 3). However to pursue it here would take us too far afield.


� Also note that a mechanism based on coindexing is not a plausible device for case checking, since two nominal expressions can be coindexed even if there is a mismatch between them in case features.


� See Zubizzareta (1996) for a different analysis that nonetheless assumes that economy considerations constrain CLLD.


� Dative PPs pattern with locative PPs and do not display argument/adjunct asymmetries and antireconstruction effects.
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