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I Discourse Shells and Focus Constructions
In Minimalist terms, a basic unaddressed question about root phenomena is why (external) Merge of the underlined clauses, which can all occur in isolation, is allowed in (1) but blocked in (2).

(1)
Mary used another company since [they could avoid flights to Chicago]. 


I ignored the boss who was so angry that [we would work only until five].


No experiment showed (that) [this metal would react with such material]. 



The idea (that) [the city might close the airports] didn’t occur to us.

(2)
*Mary used another company since [ flights to Chicago they could avoid ]. 


*I ignored the boss who was so angry that [ only until five would we work ].


*No experiment showed (that) [such material this metal would react with ]. 



*The idea (that) [the airports the city might close ] didn’t occur to us.

It is difficult to see how a restriction on (external) Merge can explain in the same terms the following restriction on Move (internal Merge). 

 (3)
a.
To fly to Japan in Business Class! What a luxury!



Buying that old car for his vacation! How foolish!

b.
To Japan I will fly in Business Class.



That old car he bought for his vacation.

c.
*To Japan to fly in Business Class! What a luxury!



*That old car buying for his vacation! How foolish!

A few general principles, including a simplified Structure Preserving Constraint (“SPC”, Emonds 1976), can account for these and other salient patterns root phenomena of, e.g. English and German. 
(4)
Discourse Projections. Unselected finite clauses IP called Discourse Projections may be immediately dominated by a series of categorically unspecified XPs.

“Unselected” means a clause that is not an argument or adjunct of an underlying lexical X0, as in Emonds (1985, Ch. 3). We can call these category-less XPs “Discourse Shells.” 
In (1)-(2) the bracketed IPs are not Discourse Projections. Only SPECs of Discourse Shells serve as categorically unrestricted landing sites for movements, so the moved YP in (2) & (4b) are excluded.

So far, the Discourse Shells cover what Rizzi calls FocP, which I claim is an unnecessary category. 
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(6)
Category Membership. Every overt morpheme must have a category.  It follows that no lexical items can be inserted by (external) Merge under the unlabeled  X in  (5).
 (7)
Lexical Selection. The features of Specifier and Complement XPs in tress must satisfy selection restrictions imposed by a lexical head of given category X.

Thus, Specifiers of lexical I must be subject DP phrases, those of lexical D must be possessives, those of lexical A are measure phrases, etc. But the lack of head category in a Discourse Shell means that no restrictions are imposed on SPEC in these shells, i.e. in “FocP” or (see below) “TopP”.

(8)
[DP What beautiful skirts ]i [X Ø ] that girl wears ti!




[DP A city like that ]i [X Ø ] the professor denied ti could be dangerous.


[AP How long ]i [X Ø ] the professor droned on ti!


[NP Good books ]i [X Ø ] we don’t have {many/ any} of ti.


…, but [VP eaten that candy ]i [X Ø ] she couldn’t have ti.




[PP Down the street ]i [X Ø ] the baby carriage rolled ti.



[PP Down the street ]i [V rolled ]j the baby carriage tj ti.

 
[PP To which child ]i [I should ] John give a book ti ?


DP Not one book ]i [I did ] John give ti to this child. 

(9)
[DP Den ersten Teil ]i [V hat ] Hans ti verpasst.


[NP Gute Bücher ]i [V sehen ] wir hier  { nicht viele/ keine } ti.


…, und [VP solche Bücher gekauft ]i [V hat ] Hans schon ti.



[PP Ins Schwimmbad ]i [V sprang ] Marie ti.

(10)
In all languages, unembedded finite IPs are Discourse Projections.

Many languages including English allow certain types of embedded clauses to also be discourse projections. But these structures are often not standard selected complements: 

(11)
John was thinking to himself, how could Mary have gotten a better mark than him?


Bill’s reaction was that never had he been so offended.
German freely allows embedded Discourse Projections to report indirect as well as direct quotation. 

II Predictions of Chomsky’s Tensed S Constraint

Multiple Discourse Shells binding more than one trace, one for each YP in SPEC(XP), cannot iterate.
Since one can distinguish eight distinct subcases of root frontings in English, fully demonstrating the incompatibility of each with all others would require around 30 different sets of examples. A few examples will have to suffice; for more see Emonds (1976: Ch. II).
(12)
a. Exclamative fronting + topicalisation:


*[ What a stupid campaign ]i [ that whole weekend ]j Mary spent tj on ti.


*[ That whole weekend ]j [ what a stupid campaign ]i Mary spent tj on ti.

       
b. Topicalisation + question fronting:


*[ That house ]i [ which cousin ]j did Mary buy ti for tj?


*[ Which cousin ]j [ that house ]i did Mary buy ti for tj?

      
c. Double topicalisation:


*[ Bill ]i [ that house ]j she took ti to tj for the weekend.


*[ That house ]j [ Bill ]i she took ti to tj for the weekend.

       
d. Topicalisation + directional PP preposing:


*That big toy into the pool { Mary jumped with/ jumped Mary with }!


*Into the pool that big toy { Mary jumped with/ jumped Mary with }!

       
e. Negative preposing + question fronting:


Only from the suburbs did they confiscate the political banners.


Which political banners did they confiscate only from the suburbs?


*Only from the suburbs which political banners did they confiscate?


*Which political banners only from the suburbs did they confiscate?

f. VP preposing + topicalisation:


... and the old house he was sure would increase in value.


... and increase in value he was sure the old house would.


... *and [VP increase in value ]i [DP the old house ]j he was sure tj would ti.
The uniqueness of the landing site for these English preposings recalls the unique “first position” (Vorfeld) of German and Dutch traditional grammar. 

The fact that the same overriding pattern occurs in both declarative and question clauses, with verb fronting in German and Dutch and with or without subject inversion in English, suggests that universal grammar itself restricts root phrasal movements to a single landing site in each clause. 

In fact, Chomsky’s Tensed S Constraint in Conditions on Transformations (1973) predicts this.

(13)
Tensed S Constraint, or “Unique Traces Constraint.” A trace inside a finite IP sister of X0 must be bound within XP.
Brame’s (1981) similar formal restriction focuses on the uniqueness of operator binding in a clausal domain.
III Left Dislocation Constructions

A full account of initial constituents in root contexts must account for left dislocations set off by commas. Left dislocations often occur with co-referential resumptive pronouns, italicised in (14).

(14)
a. [XP [ Mary ]i, [XP why [X must] [IP [ she ]i always be late ]]]?



    [XP[ Because he phoned his wife ], [XP[ the first part of the movie ] [X Ø ] [IP Jim missed ]]].

 
    John thinks [CP that [XP [ such a car, ]i [IP  you shouldn’t buy iti ]]].


b.  French: On croit [CP que [XP [ ce type-là,]i [IP le patron va lei mettre à la porte]]].


                  One thinks that          that guy-there  the boss goes him+put to the door


    ‘One thinks that that fellow, the boss is going to fire him.’

        
c. German (adapted from Vikner, 1995, 239):


    [XP [CP Dass du gekommen bist ]i, [XP dasi [V ärgert ] [IP hier alles ]]].

                           That you    come        are           that      bothers   here everyone


    ‘That you have come, that is bothering everyone here.’

Is it better to analyze left dislocations with Discourse Shells, or do they realize some specifically topic-based structure such as the TopP of Rizzi (1997)? 
· As with Foc, his category Top is not lexicalized. 
· Second, a range of different phrasal categories YP can be left dislocated. 
· Third, as shown in Ross (1967), Left Dislocation is a root phenomenon. 

(15)
Left Dislocation. These three properties of Left Dislocation follow from (6), (7) and (10) if Left Dislocation is analyzed with category-less Discourse Shells. 

The Tensed S Constraint also has revealing consequences for Left Dislocation. The previous section showed that any trace of a root fronting in a Discourse Projection IP must have its closest binder in the first Discourse Shell just above IP (16a). 
Any trace-binding YP that precedes a left dislocated ZP is then “too high,” as in (16b). The trace violates the Tensed S Constraint, which thus accounts for the contrast. Antecedent-trace pairs are in bold.
(16) 
a. ?[ZP My boss]k , [XP[SPEC(XP), YP a man like that]i [X Ø] [IP shek would never hire ti ] ].

    [ZP Suzanne]j , [XP[SPEC(XP) , YP what else ]i [V does ] [ shej do ti to relax ] ]?


    ?[ZP Due to Bill], [XP[SPEC(XP), YP Mary]i [X Ø] [IP I can’t go to movies with tj  anymore]].

        
b. *[ A man like that]i, [ my boss]k, [IP I don’t think shek would hire ti].


    *[ What else ]i, [ Suzanne]j, does [IP shej do ti to relax ]?


   *[ Mary]j , [XP[SPEC(XP) due to Bill] [X Ø] [IP I can’t go to movies with tj anymore]].
Thus the Tensed S Constraint (13) explains why dislocations must be exterior to landing sites for movements, the generalisation of Rizzi (1997: 291): “Focus is quantificational, Topic is not.” 
Rizzi claims that Italian topics sometimes follow trace-binding focus YPs. At issue is the status of examples like (16b)-(17b), less acceptable in English than (16a)-(17a):
(17) a. I said that Johni, this we should tell himi tomorrow.
      (Topic–Focus–IP)



     ?I said that Johni, tomorrow, this we should tell himi.
      (Topic–Topic–Focus–IP)


   b.??I said that this, Johni, we should tell himi tomorrow.     (Focus–Topic–IP)


     *I said that this, Johni, tomorrow, we should tell himi.
      (Focus–Topic–Topic–IP)


These are translations of Rizzi’s examples, except I replacecredo ‘I believe’ with I said. He gives all four examples as acceptable. However, my English judgments suggest that the (b) movements incur a cost by derivational steps whose motivation is not syntactic, but rather pragmatic (indirect discourse)
. 
The (b) examples may be derived from the (a) examples by moving the focused constituent [DP this ] in the SPEC of the lowest Discourse Shell to the SPEC of a higher shell; this movement doesn’t in itself violate the Tensed S Constraint. 
Conclusion (15) suggests using iterated Discourse Shell Specifiers as a natural device for multiple left dislocated constituents.  That is:
· When such SPEC(XP) are DP arguments, they are paired with resumptive pronouns.
· When they are adverbial adjunct PPs, they are not.

(18)
[ZP That guyi, [Z Ø ] [YP after the play, [Y Ø ] [XP according to Sue, [X Ø ] hei wept ] ] ].
(19)
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Discourse Shells whose Specifiers have traces always seem interior (at least when fully acceptable) to clauses exemplifying various Left Dislocations. The joint effect of the Tensed S Constraint and Discourse Shells predicts why Rizzi’s FocP immediately dominates IP and is lower than his TopP.
IV The comma intonation in Left Dislocation

Category Membership (6) forbids External Merge under X0. A null X0 must be licensed by theory of movement (Internal Merge) when SPEC(XP) binds a trace:
(20)
Empty Categories. All categories must be phonologically realized except for those 

(i)  explicitly permitted by sub-theories of binding, movement and “alternative realization,” or

(ii) specified in lexical entries as grammatical null allomorphs.

Since all the fronted phrases YP in (8) and (9) are moved to SPEC (Internal Merge), all intermediate heads, including Cs and the X0 in a Discourse Shell, asymmetrically c-command the traces of such moved YPs. 
Such heads apparently serve as links in chains whose tail is the bound trace, and by (20i) may be empty. For discussion of these links and differences in English and German, see my 2004 paper (section 4). 
Now suppose in contrast to (8) and (9), a YP in SPEC(XP) of a Discourse Shell is externally Merged, or in older terms “based-generated” outside a Discourse Projection. The null X0 can’t be due to (20i), but it can’t be lexical either, because of (6). This at first seems to exclude Left Dislocations entirely.

Nonetheless, a different “last resort” (less economic) way to phonologically realize Xo satisfies (20).

(21)
Pause Prosody Corollary. An unlinked, category-less head X0 can be phonologically realised as a (potential) pause, i.e. an orthographically represented “comma intonation.”
This explains why base-generated, “dislocated” constituents are set off by phonologically pauses, while moved constituents, which bind a trace, are not. The commas are there to circumvent (20). 
V Simplifying and generalizing the Structure Preserving Constraint 
Generalizing the original SPC using Discourse Shells makes unnecessary any “root transformations” or any other “typology” of transformational operations.
 (22)
Augmented Structure Preserving Constraint. Movements are always substitutions of ( for (, where ( can’t be specified for a feature differently than (.
The free root fronting operations of YP in (8)-(9), which  cannot iterate in one clause, conform to the ASPC, because the SPEC(XP) targets of movement are unique and lack any category features selected by X0. 

Head movements limited to roots. Certain head movements as in (8) and (9) are root operations, i.e. the “root inversions” called I to C in e.g. English and V to C in Dutch and German (“Verb-second”). 

These are movements of highest heads in Discourse Projection IPs to X0 heads of Discourse Shells, which are less specified for features and hence can be the target of ASP movement. As a result of this Internal Merging, their X0 acquire category labels, even though (6) prevents External Merge under X0.
Ordinarily, the ASPC forbids moving I and V out of IP, so limits these inversions to roots. Also as predicted these inversions do not iterate in one clause.  
Head movements not limited to roots: substitutions. Two widely attested substitution movements are V to I (e.g. French) and N to D (e.g. in Bantu; cf. Ndayiragije 1999). Minimal differences must distinguish V from I and N from D. Are these compatible with the ASPC (22)?

Van Riemsdijk (1998a, note 5) argues that I and D are less specified categorial variants of V and N: “…the resulting node after substitution will contain a feature matrix which is an amalgam of the feature matrices of I and V, or, to put it differently, an I with some of the features of V added to it.”
Under this view then, V-to-I and N-to-D are movements whose (empty) landing sites have fewer categorial features than the elements moving into them.  Hence they conform to the ASPC.
Head adjunctions not limited to roots. The original SPC exempted certain local transformations from its scope. Many of Baker’s (1988) incorporations of Y0 under X0 were of this type. Such transformational adjunction is not consistent with the ASPC.

 The framework of Distributed Morphology employs a non-transformational operation “Merger,” which “generally joins a head with the head of its complement XP” (Halle and Marantz 1993: 116). 
For example, these authors use Merger to account for Chomsky’s classic “affix movement” transformation in English. This step eliminates (i) transformational “lowering” of I to V (Halle and Marantz 1993: 134) as well as (ii) the rule’s restriction to –MODAL values of I. 

If Merger is not itself an ad hoc device to eliminate lowering movement, there must be other instances of it, and some general characterization of all possible Mergers. My proposal for this is (23).

(23)
Generalized Merger/ Alternative Realization (“AR”). A syntactic feature F canonically interpretable on a category β can be alternatively realized in a closed class morpheme under γ, provided that some projections of β and γ are sisters. 
Emonds (2000: Ch. 4) argues that AR covers many processes. For example, it is the best justified mechanism for assigning case to NPs and for covering all of what is traditionally called “inflection.”
As above, AR/ Merger is not transformational, but rather a principle that sanctions a certain range of lexical entries. For, arguments for the following restrictions on head movement, see Emonds (2004). 
As seen in (24), when head movement is properly circumscribed, it conforms to the ASPC (22) and the two processes emerge as very different. 

(24) Alternative Realization in lexical entries

 Transformational Head Movement

	AR is possible only for some least marked members of a category.
	Head Movement affects all a category’s members such as I, V or N.

	Entries specify types of PF positions under X0, such as adjoined prefixes and suffixes, and can bring about “fission” or “fusion”. 
	Head Movements (V to I; I to C; N to D) are always substitutions. Later adjunction to moved stems can be effected by PF-insertion under AR.

	AR positions features lower or higher than their canonical (LF) positions, which can be in another extended projection.
	Head Movement always involves raising of a single node within single properly defined “extended projections.” 

	AR is never sensitive to a root vs. embedded clause dichotomy.
	The ASPC (22) determines when a domain of head movement is limited to root clauses.

	AR is defined only for closed class items. 
	Head Movement can affect open classes, as in French V to I or Hebrew N to D movements.


Because of these several differences, the first one being an unambiguous indicator of which of these two non-overlapping mechanisms is at play, I do not hesitate and in fact am forced to let lexical AR and transformational Head Movement co-exist in syntactic theory.

VI Sentence-final Parentheticals and Right Dislocation
All categories YP can move to SPEC of a Discourse Shell, as seen in (1), (8), (9) and (14)--except there are no examples of IPs. But independently, IPs never move leftward away from their COMP (C).

 However, if IPs are not sisters to COMP (C), they can move. Thus, a Discourse Projection IP or a Discourse Shell YP can appear in SPEC(XP), with comma intonation.
 (25)
[IP John was ill]k [X , ] it seemed to her tk.
 
[YP Kids pasta really appeals to]k [X , ] [IP no one can deny tk ].


[YP Who did Mary really love ]k [X , ] [IP I asked Sue tk ].

How could Mary have gotten a better mark than him, John was thinking to himself.
Let us call clausal final parentheticals of this type “clausal remnants.” The examples  (25) derive from structures as in (26) by moving one Discourse Projection or Shell into the SPEC(XP) of another.

(26)
 [XP SPEC(XP) [X’ X0 [IP no one can deny [YP kids pasta really appeals to]]]]


As expected, these fronted Discourse Shells can themselves exhibit various root fronting operations; for example the internal shell in (26) exhibits topicalisation.
Banfield’s (1982) study of these remnants finds that, though their finite verbs may invert with the subject as in (27a), they systematically lack fronted YP often analysed as in SPEC(CP), as in (27b):
(27)
a. This party is so boring, [IP{shouted Sam./don’t you think?/can’t you see?}]
      
b. This party is so boring, [CP {*to Mary/ *how often/ *into her ear} Sam whispered ].

These facts led her to conclude (in today’s terms) that remnant parentheticals are IPs rather than CPs. Additional evidence for their bare IP status is that they cannot contain left dislocated adverbials either:

(28)
John was ill, (*from the obvious symptoms,) it seemed to her.


How can Mary love John, (*a few minutes later,) I asked Sue.

Thus the asserted left hand clauses as in  (25)-(28) are in Discourse Shell SPECs, while the clausal remnants are IP sisters of their X0 heads. The X0 themselves are pause potentials written as commas.
Since these null X0 are commas, movement and binding theory must fail to license them as empty.
(29)
Intermediate heads in movement chains defined over single Discourse Projections are null.
All the verbs that occur with clausal remnants in  (25)-(28) such as ask, deny, see, shout, think are among those that accept indirect discourse complements, i.e. as a-categorial Discourse Shell YPs.

Finally, let us return to the Left Dislocations as in (14). They easily permute into Right Dislocations:
(30)
Why must [ she ]i always be late, [Mary]i ?



 The first part of the movie Jim missed, [ because he phoned his wife].
 
 John thinks you shouldn’t buy [ it ]i , [ such a car ]i .

French: On croit      que  le patron va lei mettre à la porte, [ ce type-là]i .

             One thinks that the boss goes him+put to the door, that guy-there  

    
‘One thinks that the boss is going to fire him, that fellow.’

The bracketed YPs in (30) correspond to phrases in the SPEC of Discourse Shells in the earlier Left Dislocations (14). Since nothing prevents iterating  such shells, the Discourse Projections themselves in the examples (14) can raise to the SPEC of the next highest shell, thus yielding examples like  (30).
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� If the Italian counterparts to � REF _Ref271790599 \h ��(17�b) are truly totally acceptable, perhaps that language has a syntactic feature  in the SPECs of Discourse Shells that is absent in English.


� The “structure-preservation” of  Barriers (1986) concerns only levels in the bar notation and not categories. This grossly distorts and needlessly weakens the original Structure Preserving Constraint, namely that categories Xk substitute for ɑ only in positions where an Xk can appear independently.





� Emonds (1985) uses Alternative Realization for such configurations, where Marantz’s work uses Merger. The difference between the two is that AR is limited neither to “lowering” nor to affixation.
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