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Abstract

We contrast two types of sentences with a preposed NP in French in a construction
based HPSG grammar. They differ with respect to different grammatical aspects
(syntax, semantics, pragmatics and phonology), which cluster uniquely into
constructions. Both are colloquial, a reason why they have been recognized only
recently (see Zribi-Hertz 1986, 1996, Sabio 1995, 2006). Accordingly, we rely for
the data on spoken corpora (Corpaix, CFRP) as well as on our intuitions. Both
constructions involve a partitioned semantics but this mode of composition is
associated with different effects. One construction is characterized semantically: the
preposed NP is the theme of a categorical proposition. The other construction is
characterized pragmatically: it is associated with an independent declarative clause, a
typical use of which isto signal abreak in the interaction.

1. Introduction'

Our aim is to contrad two typesof complement fronting in French, that can
be found in declaraive clauses and frequerntly occur in every day speech
Examples of construction 1 and construction 2 are given in (1) and (2),
regpecively. The preposed NP isitalicized**

(1)a. Lechocdat jOadre. (Chocolate | adore) 3
b. Parisje connais pas[CFRP] (Paris | donOknow)

(2)a. huit ans je devais avoir [CRFP] (eight yearsl must have had)
b. desmoulins” 1Zgumesea s@ppelait [CRFP] (vegetabe millsthatwas
called)

The NP complemert occus as a left peripheral elemeri, before the
(pronominal) subject Such examplesclealy differ from well known cassof
preposed NPs in Frerch, which are commanly found in (clitic) left
dislocaion (3a), as well as wh quedions (3b) or wh exclamative clauses
(3c):

Y This study is part of the PROGRAM project on the interface of prosody with
syntax and semantics in French prosody. Aspects of it have been presented at the
Workshop on spoken corpora (Lyon, January 2008), at the CMLF (Paris, July 2008)
and at the CIL conference (Seoul, July 2008). We thank for their comments JosZ
Deulofeu, Caroline FZry, Jacques Jayez, Manuel Leonetti, Jean-Marie Marandin as
well as the audiences at these events.

2 Corpaix is a corpus of spoken French collected by the GARS at University of
Provence (it consists mostly of interviews). CRFP is a spoken corpus, funded by
DGLLF, collected at the beginning of this century in several French towns and
balanced for sex, age, social status. We follow common transcription practice in not
having punctuation marks nor capital lettersin examples taken from spoken corpora.

3 Throughout the text, we give glosses rather than translations.



(3)a. Marie, tout le monde |G@udore. (Marie everyone lovesher)
b. Quel %geil avait ? (Which age he had ?)
c. Quel chapeau tu as! (Whatahatyou have!)

We systematcally contrad the syntactc, semaric and pragmaic properties
of the two constructions, before preserning a formal analysis in HPSG. While
the syntactic difference does not correlate with an information structure
distinction (see Prince 1998, 1999 ard Farselow ard Lerertov”™ 2008 for a
similar conclusion about complement fronting in English, and in Germanand
Czech regectively), it clealy correlates with other distinctions, one
construction being characerized semarticaly, and the other being
chareacterizedform anillocutionary point of view (it corrregponds to a speech
ach.

Although they have beenlargely overlooked in the literaure, some of their
properties have been studied by Padnl 1984, Sako 1995, 2006, Zribi-Hertz
1986, 1996, Hakihiro 2004. A prosodic study still remansto be done.

2. Syntactic properties

In the two constructions (cx 1 vscx 2), illustratedin (1) and (2) above, the
preposed NP is associated with a grammatical function within the sernterce.
More precisely, these serternces contain a predcate with an unreaized
syntacic argument (an objectin (1), (2a), a predcative complemert in (2b)),
which is somehow linked to the preposed NP. This contrads with a hanging
topic asin (3).

(3)a. Le cinZma alors on se dZcide ? (the movie thenwe make a decision?)
b. euhlamairie de Sainteson conna't le le candidat socialiste qui vient
de se dZeminer [CRFP]
(hum the town council of Sainteswe know the the socialist cardidate
who hasjust made his decision)

Letusfirst look at cx 1. The preposed constituert is a NP or a VP (4a) ; but
the missing constituent always has the same grammatical function: it is an
object Moreover, the verb belongs to the clas of verbs which take an
optional complemernt (4b):

(4)a. Travailler seue, je ne supporte pas(Working alone, | carOstand)
b. A: Tuaimeslechocdat? (you like the chocdlate?)
B : Jadore. (I adore)

Accordingly, a senterceidertical with that of cx 1, but without the preposed
NP, remains grammatical. The relaton between the preposed NP and the



missing objectcanbe along distance dependercy; however, it does not obey
island constraints (the missing object can be within a relative clause or an
adunct clause):

(5)a. Lechocalat, elle adit [quOdk adorait].
(the chocolate, she said that she adored)
b. Lechocalat, je ne connais peronne [qui n‘aime pag.
(the chocolate | know nobody who doesnot like)
c. LesF3, il faut stre fou [pour supporter].
(The F3 appartmerts, one must be crazyto stand)

In fact, construction 1 hasthe propertiesof left dislocaion, with ananaphoric
relation betweenthe preposed constituernt and some pronominal elemert in
the sentence. Indeed the missing object altermates here with the gereral
pronoun «a (Ohat®) QGid)whichis attegedin our corpora:

(6)a. Lechocalat jOadre a. (the chocolate | adore it)
b. lamontagnej'a- j'adore *a [CFRP] (the mountain | adore it)
C. lesexpessions modernes;j' j‘aime pastrop *aquoi [Corpaix]
(the modernexpressions | donOtike that that much you know)

It is well known that clitic left dislocaions do not obey island constraints
(eg. Delais etal. 2004):

(7)a. Lechocalat, je ne connais personne [qui nOaime pas-a].
(Chocoalate, | know no one who dislikesit)
b. Marie, il faudrait tre fou [pour la supporter].
(Marie,you must be crazyto bea with her)

As is the cae with clitic-left-dislocaions, we can have (amother) left-
dislocaed NP, whichis not orderedwith resect to the preposed NP:

(8)a. Moi, le chocolat, andre (@) (me, the chocolate, | love (that))
b. Lechocdat, moi, j@dore (+a) (the chocolate, me, | love (that))

Thus, construction 1 canbe analyzedasinvolving aleft dislocated NP, linked
to anunreaizedpronoun (Zribi Hertz 1986).* It remains to be shown that the
verbhasa null pronominal complemert rather than being detrarsitivized The
faire causative construction providesa teg for trarsitivity (eg. AbeillZ et al.
1998), since the causee is marked with preposition = with a trarsitive
infinitival verb and is unmarked otherwise. In (9b), manger (to ead is
detrarsitivized

* See Laurens 2008 for similar examples of right dislocations with null pronouns.



(9 a. Il feramarger la soupe aux erfants/ *les erfarts
(He will make eattheir soup to the children/ the children)
b. Il feramarger les erfants/ *aux enfants
(He will make eatthe children/ to the children)
¢ LesF3, riennepourraleur faire aimer/ *les faire aimer
(F3, nothing will make like to them/ them)

In cx 1, the cawsee must be marked with © (9c) and is thus trarsitive. We
propose that the objectis a null pronoun, interpreted like Osa@hat) (Zribi-
Hertz 1986, 1996). We thus cal cx 1 the Os-dislocation-constructionO.

In cx 2, on the other hand, the preposed constituent can be of various
caegories (NP, AP, PP, AdvP); it is linked to a missing constituert with
various syntactc functions (object predcatve complemert, oblique
complemert or speciffier) .

(10) a. [Troisheuwednp, il avait de retard, le train [specifier]
(3 hours, it had of delay, the train)

b. [Extre me-gauche]yp, elle Ziit. (extreme-left shewas [predcaive]

c. [Place dela Nation]yp, on ed allZs (Nation square we wert)
[oblique]

d. [A moitiZanglaise]ap elle Ztait. (half British shewag [predcaive]

e. [Aunesorcier €]pp tu ressembles (to awitch you resemble)
[oblique]

f. [Gentimert]aqp il sOescomportZ. (kindly he behaved) [oblique]

The fronted complemert entersinto long distance dependercies (11a), and
cancorregond to an obligatory complemert (aswith avoir, (11b)). Contrary
to what we observed with cx 1, it is diffi cult to insert a pronoun (in the place
of the missing constituert), or it hasadifferert mearing (11c).

(11) a. Huit ans, jecrois quQliavait ~ 10Zpque.
(eight yearsl think he had atthe time)
b. A. Il avait quoi, huit ars, ~ I'Zpque ?
(he had what, eight yeas, atthe time?)
B. *Il avait. (he had)
C. Huit ars, elle lesavait / ?ele avait «a.
(she hadthem / that = Gatleas thatQ

Moreover, contrary to what we have seen with cx 1, cx 2 obeys islard
constraints:

(12) a. *Huit ans, je ne vois personne [qui ait ici].
(eight years | seenobody who hashere



b. *18 ans on ne peut pasvoter [sars avoir].
(18 yearsyou canOtwote without having)

We conclude that the preposed NP is afillerin cx 2. Examge (10a) confirms
the filler gap dependercy, since it contains an objectof the form de N, which
is only licersed by negation or the extracion of a specifier (*Il avait de
retard, le train, It had of delay, the train, vs Combien il avait de retard, le
train ? How much did it have of delay, the train, AbeillZ et al. 2005).
Another property sharedby cx 2 and extraction constructions is the possible
occurence of the complemertizer que after the fronted elemert in non
standardvarieties(noted with %):

(13) a. %Trerte euros que *a m@ coztZ! (30! thatit costed me)
b. %0 que c'ed queje vaisle metre ? [corpaix]
(wherethatit isthat| am going to put it ?)

To summarize, the preposed NP in cx 1 is aleft dislocated phrase, whileit is
afillerincx 2.

3. Semantic Properties

The two constructions also contrag semartically. First, the contert of cx 1
involves a gereral proposition, while cx 2 is not so constrained secand, the
propositionin cx 1 is caegorical, while it istheticin cx 2.

3.1. General vs unspecified proposition

With cx 1, the content of the sertence is gereral: neither the NP nor the
senterce can be associated with the derotation of a particular. The NP
derotesakind, atype, or anabstractobject Hencethe contrag between(14a)
and (14b,c). If a proper name is preposed asin (14d) (from Grevisse and
Goosse 2008), it camot refer to anindividual but to the property of having
this name (in the context of pareris choosing a name for their baby for
examgde):

(14) a. Lamusiqueclassique, je (ne) connais pasbien/ j'apprZcie

beatcoup. [cx 1]
(the classical music, | don' know very well / | appreciate alot)

b. ?7Ton offre/ Ton frer e, tu sais que tout le monde apprZcie.
(your offer/ your brother, you know that everybody appreciates

c. ?7.amusique classique, j'ai apprZciZ dars ce concert.
(the classical music, | appreciatedin the concert)

d. Marine, jOanebien.  ((being called) Marine| like)



Confirmation of the constraint is given by the fact that, insteadof an NP, one
can have a preposed infinitival VP object deroting a property (4a). In
addition, the verbis typically anindividual level predcaie with regectto its
object (Kratzer 1995), like apprZcier (to appreciate), adorer (to adore),
dZieder (to hate), hasr (to hate), ne pas supporter (to not stand), ignorer (to
ignore). It can be a stage level predcat, if thereis a quantificaion or an
hahbitual or iteraive agpectual operator, such that thereis no unique situation
associated with the senterce; rather it describes a period over time, or a
gereralzation over abehavior.

(15) Cegerrederepas, simple maisavec de bons produits, [cx 1]
(this type of meal simple but based on good products)
a. jen'avais encore jamais margZ”~ Pais. (I had never eaenin P., yet)
b. ontrouverarement auyourdhui. (one rarely fi nds nowadays)
c. ??jaijustement margZhier. (I ate yederday acually)

Neither cx 2, nor the dislocaion with anexplicit pronoun (other thanea), are
similarly constrained, they can derote a gereral (16a) or a particular
proposition (16b,c):

(16) a. 45mn, on peu atterdre le bus, sur cette ligne. [cx 2]
(45mn, one canwait for the bus, on thisline)

b. etl”, tusaiscequi lui e arrivZBune antemeils lui ont jetZsur la
tete[Corpaix] [cx2] (and then you know what happenedto him B
anartemathey threw to his head

c. Lamusique classique, j'enaijustemer ZcaitZ hier. (the classical
music, | listeredto someyederday) [clitic left-dislocaion]

3.2. categorical vs thetic proposition

The secand semartic difference between the two constructions concerrs the
(logical) form of the proposition: it is categorical in cx 1, while it is thetic in
cx 2. We take the distinction betweenthetic vs caegorical sentencesto be
semairtic rather than structure informatonal (see Ladusaw 1994; Kim 1998
argues that the distinction may induce different truth conditions). In a
catgorical proposition, a property is predcaked of (the referert of) an
argumert, whichis a (sentence) theme, whereasa thetic proposition describes
asituation asawhole.

It isimportart to distinguish the notion of Discourse Topic, which belongs to
the domain of Informaton Structure, from that of a sertence theme, which
charecterizesthe semartic role of the distinguished argumert in a categorical
proposition. However, it is notoriously difficult to associate distinctive



propertieswith the notion of sertence theme(Jacds 2001).° We rely here on
four properties the two first ones are borrowed from Jacdds notion of
sematrtic subject the two others come from Marardin's distinction between
categorical and thetic propositions (2007). (i) the theme is a semartic
argumert of the predcate; (ii) it occusto its left and is the lag to saturate it;
(iii) it shows an affinity with definite NPs (iv) a categorical proposition
favorsindividual level pred cates(specially dispositions).

Cx 1 exhibits the four properties The head sentence is turned into a
predcat, becauwse the null pronoun semarically contributes a variabde; this
predcak is saturated by the preposed NP. As we have seen the verb dernotes
a disposition of its subject due to its lexical semarics (like aimer, ignorer)
or to its agecwal or quartificaional ervironment, which induces a
gereralzaton. In addition, the preposed NP is definite (see the examgdes
ahove, (1),(3),(5),(7),(14a),(15)), or hasanaffinity with adefinite NP (17).

(17) a. ?unrepassimple, avec de bons produits, on sertraremert au
redauran ” Paris. [cx 1] (asimple meal basedon good products,
onerarely findsin aredauan in Pars)

b. unrepasdecegerre, on sertraremen auredauan = Paris. [cx 1]
(thistype of mealonerarel findsin aredauart in Pais)

Cx 2 clearly hasproperties (i) ard (ii). The gapis semartically a variabe, as
has been proposed in a gereral way for filler head constructions (see
Webelhuth 2007 for an implemertation in HPSG), hence turning the head
senterceinto a semartic predcate. This predcat is saturated by applicaion
to the filler. The preposed NP is also to the left of the predcat. But the
paralelism betweenthe two constructions stops there. The NP is preferally
an indefinite; in particular, measire expresions are frequernt (denoting
duration, frequercy, age, asum of money):

(18) a. Onze heureselle ed resZechezlesjuges[cx 2] [Canard Encha’nZ,
2006] (11 hours she stayed with thejudges
b. tul'aspasvu une seue fois aux informations Bpas une foistu I'as
vu [cx 2] [Corpaix]

Definite NPsarenot impossible, but not favored.

(19) a. Tusaiscequi ed arrivZ? Le candidat du patron, ils ont refusZ!
(You know what happened ? The bossCcardidate they refused!)
b. A: Jecherche meslunettes (16 ooking for my glasey
B: Teslunettes tu cherches?  (Your glassesyouOe looking for ?)

> There can be a hi erarchy of themes, aquestion which we |leave aside here, see
Webelhuth 2007.



In fact, the preposed NP is not constrained semarically; in particular, it can
be non referertial, being apredcative NP (20a)) or anidiom chunk (20c):°

(20) a j'ai Zait darslejournal local d'Aire-sur-la-Lys je merappelle plus
maintenart ah|'Echo de la Lys// «a sappelait je crois bien
[cx 2] [Corpaix] (I wrotein the local newspaper fo Aire-sur-la-Lys|
camot recall now Ah I@cho delaLysit wascalled! think)
b. Horreu, jelui faisais, docteur. [cx 1] [R. Forlan, Ma chatte ma
folie, 1992, 15] (horror she had of me, doctor)
¢ Desclopinettesil mGadonnZ. (pearuts he gave me)

Finally, dispositions arenot favored (any predcate is possible, and thereis no
agectual constraint). Since the proposition in ¢x 2 is not categorical, then it
isthetic.

To conclude, the two constructions sharetheir compositional mode: both are
charecterized by a partitioned semartics (e.g. Krifka 2001), where the
senternce trarslates as a predcate, which is saturated by application to the
(demotation of the) preposed NP. Howewver, they crucially differ both
regardng the type of conternt (gereral vs unspecified) and the type of logical
form (categorical vs thetic proposition). While there is no correlation a priori
between the gereraity of the proposition and the other properties it is
temging to relate parttioned semartics and a caegorical proposition.
Construction 2 shows that this would be wrong: there is no correlation
between a compositional mode and a specific logical form for the senterce.
In other words, a thetic proposition is perfecty compatible with a partitioned
semartics While the distinguished elemer of cx 1 plays a special role in
sematrtics (it is the themein a categorical proposition), it is not the cas in
construction 2. As we see below, the charatrizaion of construction 2 is at
theillocutionary level.

® Notice that the fronted NP in (20b) is light in the sense of AbeillZand Godard 2000.
Only special stress enables it to be extracted.



4. Discourse and Pragmatic properties

4.1. Information Structure properties

The two constructions have sometimes been contraged in terms of
informaion structure, cx 1 being called OvpicalizaionGand cx 2 being called
Ofealizaiond.The focus vs ground distinction is not relevart herg if it is
underdood in termsof new/ old information. Topicalizaion is wrong if it is
understood as Discourse Topic, it is not wrong if it is meart for the serterce
theme(seesection 3.2).

In cx 1, the left dislocaied NP is not always part of the ground (as is
someimessaid of left dislocaied phrae9: it canbe a (partial) answer to a
guedion (21a), thus being an informatonal focus; it can also introduce a
(sub) discoursetopic (21b).

(21) a. A. Quelleed lamaierequi t'ale moins plu et pourquoi ?
(whatisthetopic thatyou likedless and why ?
B. eth lagrammaire j'ai pasdu tout apprZciZ parce que enfait
jOZis pastres bonne[cx 1] [Corpaix]
(grammear | really did not like, becatse in fact | wasnot very
good)

b. A. Commert ont-ilsresu lesaueusdu 19 ?
(how did they reactto 19; certury auhors?)
B. Balzac, ilsont bienaimZ; ils pewert sidertifier aux hZos. La
poZse, ilsont plus de mal” apprZder. [cx1]
(Balzacthey liked, they canidertify themselveswith the herces
Peoetry, they have more diffi culty appreciating)

In cx 2, thefiller NP canbe a narrow focus (20a). But it canalso be part of an
all focus utterarce asin (16b), where the whole sentence answers a quedion
of type Ownat happenedd; it canalso consist completely of repeated material
(22), with an unclear informational status (it is possibly a reasertion, in
which casg it would be like anall focus utterance, in spite of the repetition).

(22) Mon pereil vam'acheter un petit mouton un petit mouton il va
m'acheter. [cx 2] [Corpaix]
(My father heis going to buy measmall lambasmall lambheis going
to buy me)

That a left peripheral complemert in a given construction is compatible with
several informational status hasalread; (although not frequertly) beennoted
in the literaure. Prince 1998, 1999 shows that fronted NPsin English can



corregpond to old (23a) or new (23b) informaion (she underlinesthe part of
the sertence with prosodic stress):

(23) a. A. Whatdoeshe (= John) think of Sam?
B. Samhe doesOtike Bthink of someme else
b. Let® asume thereOs device which cando | Da parser letOgall it.
Whatfollows ? (J.D. Fodor)

More recertly, Farselow and Lenrertov™ 2008 show that left fronted
complemerts in Geman declaraives can correpond to a narrov focus, a
(discourse) topic or be partof awiderfocus.

(24) a. [A. Whatdid you seethere?]
B. [Eine LaWIne] habenwir gesshen!
(An avalanche-acc have we seern)
b [A. Oeheardthe mayor hasbeenarresed. Who reportedhim to
the police?]
B. [DenBYrgenmeister] hat wohl der Villerbedtzerangezeigt.
(The mayor-acchassupposedy the villa-owner-nom reported)
c. [A. WhatOsiew , What happened?]
B. [EinenHasen habeich gefargen.
(A rahbit-acc have | found)

Their gereral conclusion, which indeed also applies to Frerch, and
construction 2 in particular, is that contra most gereraive analyses
leftwards movemert is not triggered by, or does not correlate with
informaional feaures

4.2. lllocutionary status

The two Frerch constructions under study crucially differ concerring their
illocutionary properties While cx 1 is not specified cx 2 is pragmatcally
charecterized

First, cx 2 differs form cx 1 with regpect to the two following properties it
camot be emkedded ((25a) vs (25b)); it can only be a declaraive clause
(neither an interrogative (25c) vs (25d), nor animperative (25e)), although it
canhave a quegioning or injunctive value in context (26).

(25) a. Tusaishienque le chocalat, j'adore depuis toujours. [cx 1]
(you know that the chocolate, | have always adored)
b. *On m'aracatZqu'une antemne on lui avait jetZsur latste. [cx 2]
(I wastold thatanarntemathey threw on his head
c. Lechocalat, ed-ce que tu aimestoujours ? [cx 1]
(the chocolate, isit the case thatyou still love)



d. *Une anteme, pourquoi / eg-ce qu'on lui alancZsur latste ? [cx 2]
(anartema, why did/ isit the cas thatthey throw on his head
e. *Du Rodopyl, prends! (Rodopyl, take)

(26) a Huitansil avait ? (Eight yearshehad?)
b Du Rodopyl tu prends, nOablie pas! (Rodopyl you take, donOt
forget)

This shows that cx 2 is defined as an utterance type rather than a senernce
type. We assume that the clause type is uniquely associated with a conternt
type, but not with a speechact (Beyssade and Marandin 2006). We amalyze
(26ap) asa confirmaton requed and a confirmation order, repectvely.
Secad, cx 2 can be an amswer to a quedion, where the preposed NP
functions asa narrow focus (Quel %ge il avait ? DHuit ansil avait, What was
his age ? D eight yearshe had). It is not easly an Oat of the blue utterarceO,
but requires an artecedert (asin a Orepse utterarce() Godard & Marardin
2006).” But very often, it is not part of a smooth progression. for instarce, it
is not integrated in a narration: a continuation with a sentence wherethe NP
is a themeis not appropriate: (27b), where ce refersto the whole precedng
situation, is a felicitous continuation for (16a), not (27a), where elle refers
backto the artenna. No such constraint exists on cx 1 (28).

(27) etl”, tusaiscequi lui eg arrivZBune antemeils|ui ont jetZsur la tste
[Corpaix] [cx2] (and then, you know what happenedto him Ban
antemathey threw to hishead) (= (16b))

a. #Elle Aait complstemert fichue. (it wascompletely ruined)
b. COZit vraimert bete (it wasrather stupid)

(28) Lechocalat, jOadre ; cOasdZlicieux, etenplus «a remonte le moral.
[cx 1] (the chocdlate, | adore; it is delicious, and it lifts oneOspirits)

Cx 2 frequently contributes additional informaton, or a correcton, that is
informaion which is OratvantOto the discourse topic (or the topmost
QUESTION UNDER DISCUSSION) rather thana straightforward continuation in a
narraive (Ginzburg 2008).

Ladgly, cx 2 is typicaly associated with spealer's attitudes (surprise,
admiration, disgust, justificaion etc.). We call the preposed NP a OceterOfor
the clause. It may be the locus for an additional informaion that was left
unrelved in the precedng discourse (asin (20a)), or for a correction, the
NP corregponding to the point of disagreemen (that is the cas with (10b),

"It can also be used as an initial move in routine situations (such as shop interaction):
- Desoranges, il me faut. (oranges, | need), which can be analyzed as genre-relevant
utterances (Ginzburg 2008).



whichis an arswer to the quegion Elle Zit socialiste ? She wasa socialist?;
interacton noted on the fly); in such cases the preposed NP may well
correpond to a narow focus, as it does in quedion-answer pairs.
Altermatively, the partition of the sertence servesto make the utterarce more
dramatc, highlighting that part of the situation that ssemsparticularly worth
of notice (asin (16b)), and justifying a pause in the discourse, a reacion on
the part of the auwdience etc. The role of the preposed NP then appearsto be
that of a figure (reminiscert of the figure-ground distinction in cognitive
linguistics).? We call the whole construction a Odamatic extracionO.

5. HPSG analysis
We use the construction-based verson of HPSG (Ginzburg and Sag 2000) to

accaint for our constructions, which are both basd on a partitioned
semairics

5.1. Partitioned semantics
We assume the following hierachy of semartic objeds, which are possible

values for CONT, (abst(raction), appl(ication) are taken from Webelhuth
2007):

/’M
%e\ a abdgr app W rel  index

prop question outcome param quant-rel

Asin Ginzburg and Sag 2000, message is the type of content appropriate for
clauses proposition for declaraive clauses guedion for interrogative clauses

8 The content of cx 1is a categorical proposition (section 3.2). On the other hand, the
preposed NP is acceptable at the beginning of an interrogative sentence (25c), whose
content is not of type question (Ginzburg and Sag 2000). This would be problematic
if the expression with which the preposed NP combines were of type question.
However, there are reasons to think that it is the entire clause, including the preposed
NP, that is interpreted as a question, rather than the segment of the clause which
begins with an interrogative word (est-ce que in (25c)). This move is required for the
combination of some initial adverbs with declarative and interrogative clauses, where
the entire clause comprising the initial adverb (which occurs before the wh
constituent) must be interpreted as an interrogative clause (Bonami and Godard
2007). Given that a proposition is an element of a question (Ginzburg and Sag 2000),
we assume that a proposition is avail able to combine with the preposed NP in (25c).



and outcome for imperative clawses Sca are descriptions of situations.
Following Webelhuth 2007 who shows the necesity of a more articulated
semarticsthanis usuallly donein HPSG, in particular for headfiller phrases
we propose the type of partitioned soa. We add the PARTITION
(partitioned non-partitioned) dimersion to the REALITY (redigdlirredis)
and POLARITY dimersions (pos/neg) in Ginzburg and Sag2000.

A partitioned-soais the bags of a categorical proposition (the contert in cx 1)
and of the content of a certeredclause (cx 2). It has a nuclews of type
application, that appliesa (lambda) abstraction to anargumert:

"QUANTS list(quant - rel)?/

(29) partitioned-soa => o
UCLEUS application &

. . FUNC ab
application => asir——
ARG sem - obj
. VAR
abstraction => param
BODY soa

The parameter in abstr corresponds to an argumert with regpectto which the
predcat is not saturated (eg. the subject combining with the contert of a
VP), or a SLASH value (in extraction constructions), or a STORE value (in
dislocations).

We assume atwo dimersional classificaion of the contert of propositions:

proposition
GENERALITY LOGICAL-FORM

pamg\eneral categorical thetic

cx-1-content

We define the content of a categorical proposition, which is the type of
contert appropriate for cx 1, as based on a partitioned-soa, with a feature
THEME whose value corregponds to the argumert saturating the predcate.
We giveit alist valuein order to account for relative thematcity when there
areseveralthemes(asin the case of multiple left-dislocaions):

SITUATION s
partitioned - soa
NUCLEUS appl (abstr)([1])
THEME <[1]> + L

(30) categorical-proposition => [soa



5.2. Left-dislocated constructions

For the syntax of cx 1, we rely on amore gereralaralysis of |eft-dislocatons.
Following Engdhal and Vallduv’ 1996, Balari 1998, Alexopoulou ard
Kolliakou 2002, we aralyze left-dislocations asfollows: (i) thereis a specific
headdislocatd phrase (32); (ii) pronominal elemers (including *a and the
null pronoun in cx 1) optionally put a parameter in the STORE value (31); (iii)
this parameeris coindexed with the left-dislocated phrase. The null pro hasa
non-caronical SYNSEM, with anindex of type abstract-object, like that of «a
in Frerch:
(31) ea —» [CONT [1]parameter [INDEX abstract—obj]}
STORE {([1])}

pro — [CONT parameter/1] [INDEX abstract obj]

STORE {([1D}

non- canonical \

CAT sentence

categorical - prop

CONT SOA

partitioned - soa
NUCLEUS appl ([3],[1])}
THEME <[l]> + L

(32) head-dislocated-phrase — |STORE S

HD -DTR [2] |CONT [SOA | NUCLEUS [3]]]
STORE { [INDEX ]I} U S
CAT NPor VP
CONT [1][INDEX i]

CAT  sentence ]

DTRS < , [2]>

We define a-dislocation, the type of cx 1, asfollows:

(33) ea-disocation-cx —
head-dislocated-phrase &

eneral - proposition
CONT [g prop ”

THEME < [abstract - obj]>

An exampleisthe following:



CAT sentence
general - categorical - proposition
CONT |SOA INUCLEUS appl! ([31.12])
THEME < [2]>
STORE { }

peripheral head

CAT sentence
CONT [SOA| NUCLEUS [3]

[CAT NP }
STORE {[1][INDEX i|}

CONT [2][INDEX i]

|
le chocalat jOdore

5.3. Dramatic extraction construction

For the syntax of cx 2, we rely on the generalheadfiller schemaproposed in
Boumaetal. 2001.

CAT [HEAD [0] verbal]
SLASH S
(34) head-filler-phrase — [CAT IHEAD [0] ]
HEAD -DTR [2]
SLASH {[1]} U S
DTRS <[LOC [1]1,[2]>

We associate cx 2 with a type of clause with a OceterO(which can be a
narrow focus or afigurein anall-focus utterarce).’

declarative clause
proposition
(35) centered-clause — |CONT S0, | Ptitioned-soa
NUCLEUS appl ([3], [1])
CENTER [CONT[1]]

We define a certered-clause asa subtype of declaraive clause, assuming the
following (partial) hierarchy of clauses

clause

declclause inter-clause imper-clause E

certered-clause E

® We assume that in idiomatic expressions such as (20c) , the fronted NP makes a
non null semantic contribution.



The dramatic extraction, the type of cx 2, combinesa headfiller phrase with
acerteredproposition (where IC stands for Ondependent clauseQ)

(36) dramatic-extraction-cx—
centered - clause

CAT [IC +]
proposition
CONT SOA partitioned - soa ﬂ
head-filler-phrase & NUCLEUS appl ([41.[2])

CENTER [CONT [2]]

CONT ISOA INUCLEUS [4]
SLASH {[1]} }
DTRS <[LOC [1] [CONT [2] ], [3]>

HEAD -DTR [3] [

An exampleisthe following:

centered clause

CAT sentence [IC +]
proposition
SOAappl ([3].[2])
SLASH {}

CENTER [CONT[2]]

fiIIer/\head

CONT [

. CAT sentence
CAT NP
LOC [1] CONT | SOA | NUCLEUS [3
CONT [2]
SLASH {[1]}
iEUI; ans é e avalE
Conclusion

The contrag between two types of NP preposing in Frerch lead to three
conclusions. First, the need for constructions as clusters of unrelated
properties It istemging to link the pragmaicsof cx 2 with filler status of the
NP. This would be wrong: anargumert PP can be afiller, without acauiring
the same pragmatc properties (for a comparable point, see Prince 1998);
moreover, the preposed NP in cx 2 is not associated with a unique
informaional status: it canbe a narrow focus or part of anall focus utterarce.
Secad, the needfor (at leas) two typesof saliency. A partitioned content
canhighlight a constituent becawse it is a (semartically salient) theme(in a



categorical proposition) or because it is a (pragmatcally salient) figure (in a
certered proposition). Third, the lack of correlation between an all focus
utterarce and athetic proposition. In this amalysis, the contert in construction
2 (the dramatic extracton construction) is a thetic proposition; yet, the
proposed NP can function as a narrow focus. This non coinciderce is
expecied if we are right to clearly distinguish between the two dimersions,
but it is worth noticing, and promises new developmers: we expect cross
clasificaion; for instance, do we have an all focus utterarce with a
categorical proposition (the sentence God is eternal may be a cardidate)? Do
we have a thetic proposition with an NP functioning asa figure, aswell asa
narrow focus (this may be the amalysis for the clefted NP in C'ed la police
qui arrete le vaisin, It is the police who are arreding the neighbor, as an
arswerto QVhatis happening?).
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