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THE ROLE QF PLASTICITY IN THE ASSOCIATION
OF FOCUS AND PROMINENCE"
Enric Vallduvi
University of Fennsylvania/University of Scuthern California

1 Introduction

As is well known, infarmatjon paclaging (cf. Chafe 1976, Prince 1986
focus, is an important determinant of the surface structural shape, syntactic and prosodic,
of sentences. It has been noted that the informational focus of the sentence is almost
universally marked by intonation in the sense that (a subset, of ) the focus must lie under the
Mest prominent point of the pitch contour (cf. Sgall et al. 1984, Lambrecht 1987, inter alia).

This state of affairs we may call the ToGETHERNESS of focus and int

cnational prominence.
This is indeed the casa in English, where intonational prominence may be shifted to different

Positions in the clause to accomedate different focus readings for the sentence while the
syntactic structure remains constant.! This well-known pattern is illustrated in (1).2

{1)" & The bess hates BROCCOLI.
b. The boss HATES broceot;.
¢. The Boss5 hates broccoli,

The togetherness of facus and prominence, however,
it is in English. This Peper shows that there are af |e
which the togetherness of focus and prominence is attai
is illustrated witly examples from Catalan and Ep
intonational prominence js fixed on clause-final po.
used to make the focus (or a subset, of it} fall under prominence, In other words, the syntactic
structure of the sentence ig altered while the intonational structure remains constant. It ig
Proposed that this crosslinguistic variation illustrated by Catalan and English is the reflex
of a PLASTICITY PARAMETER of intonation relstive to Iocus where English instantiates the
value [+plastic] and Catalan the value [-plastic].? This js expressed in (2):

is not always achieved the way
st bwo ways across languages in
ned. This croselinguistic variation
glish, Contrary to English, in Catalen
sition and syntactic operations must be

(2) Plasticity parameter:

[+plastic]: intonation contour may be molded to attain the togetherness
of focus and prominence (English).

[-plasticj: intonation contour may not be molded to attain the
togetherness of focus and prominence, which must be aitained N
by other means (Catalan),

This paper is structured as follows. First, the aotion of ‘focus’, as ysed below, is defined.
Second, the data from Catalan and English will be introduced. Third, it is shown that the
intonational contour in Catalan is indeed fixed and v

ve discuss the effects that this has on
verbal complements and subjects, Finally, some possible counterexamples to the predictions
made are discussed.

2 Focus-Ground

Information packaging, as used hy Chafe 1976 and Prince 1986, is a structuring of the
information contained in a sentence according to the speaker’s belioves about the hearer’s
knowledge and attentional state. In Vallduvi 1990b this packaging ts viewed as 2 small
set of instructions to the hearer about how to enter information into hez/his knowledge

), with its core notion of ¢

*
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store. From this perspective, the sentence is divided into a Foous and a GrROUND, which
are defined as in (3):

(3) Focus: Whal the hearer is instructed to enler into her/his knowledge-store.
Ground: Elements that indicate where and how to eater the locus.

This partition is equivalent in empirical coverage Lo the focus-presupposition or focus/open-
prepasition division (Chomsky 1971, Jackendofl 1072, Ward 1985, Prince 1386, Rochemont
1986, among others), the focus-topic articulation of modern Prague School linguistics (Sgall
et al. 1986), and the OldInfo-Mewlnfo split of Vilimaa-Blum 1988, .
A given sentence may be focal in its entirety if no indication of where ils content goes in
the hearer's knowledge-store is needed (all-focus sentences). The ground, if there is one, is
further subdivided into two elementis. One, the LIk, which more or less corresponds to the
sentence-initial topic or theme in Halliday 1967, Reinhart 1982, and Vilimaa-Blum 1988,
indicates where or under which address in the hearer’s knowledge-store the focus must be
entered, The other, the TAIL, indicates how the focus is entered under a given address. This
may be iliustrated with an example from English. In (4)a there is a link, the boss, and the
focus, hates broccoli. ‘This senlence corresponds to a prototypical topic-comment structure
{[. Gunde! 1987). In (4)b there is 2 complex ground composed of a link as above and a
tail, broccoli, while the focus is only the verb,! The informatioral interpretation of these
sentences is, following the definitions abeve, as indicated under the sentences in question:

. (4) a. The boss [ hales BROCCOLI. |
b. The boss [ HATES | broceoli.

a, Under the address ‘the bass’ in your knowledge-store add that he hates broccoli.
b. Under the address ‘the boss’ in your knowledge-store substitute ‘hates’ for v
in ‘he v broccoli’ {which is already under that address}.

It is clear that from Lhis perspeciive prosodic prominence does not define focus, but it is
just a structural correlate, & way Lo represent or encode focus in the surlace structure of

sentences. ) ) .
Now that the primitive focus’ has been defined, let us compare the way in whiclt this

primitive is structurally encoded in Catalan and English.

3 Catalan and English

As was noted, sentences like {4)a are articulated only into a link and a focus. This sentence
presents identical structural characteristics, both syntactic and prosodic, in both Catalan
and English, as shown in (3}.

(5} 3. The boss [ hates BROCCOLL. |
b. L'ame [ odiz el RROQUIL. ]

There's a sentence-initial link (e, lopical] element followed by the focus, which is marked
by having its rightmost word receive prosodic prominence.

This total parallelisrn between Catalan and English disappears, thongh, when sentence
Lypes other than link-focus structures are considered. The examples in (6) are jink-focus-tail
examples (cf. (3)b above) and the examples in {7} are all-foeus sentences:

{6} a. The boss [ HATES ] broceoii.
b. L'amo [ 1;'oD14 iy, } el broguil;.

(7)  a. [ The noss called.]
b. [ Ha trucat 'amo. |
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In these examples, just as in (5), prominence falls on the same constituenls in Catalan
and English. The syntuctic configuration of the sentences in question, however, is elearly
different. In (G) the tail constituent appears in situ in English but in righthand clause-
external position in Catalan, while a gap appears in silu and & coindexed clitic is attached
to the verb. In (7)b, the all-focus structure, the subject Pamo ‘the boss’' is prominent
as in English, but its syntactic position is postverbal and not preverbal. To sumrmarize,
both languages have identical assignment of prosodic prominence but divergent synlactic
configurations under this assignment of prominence.

The main body of the paper is devoled to showing how the syntactic configuration of
the catalan sentences is the result of the [-plastic] nature of Catalan. In other words, i will
be shown that, since prominence in Catalan cannot be shifted back and forth to mark focusg,
the syntax is therefore affected.

4 Fixed intonational prominence

In example (6)b abave the object NP i braguil*the broecoli' in the Catalan sentence is found,
as in English, to the right of the prominent constituent. Strictly speiaking, prominence is
not found on the rightmost constituent in the sentential string. Why do we say, then, that
prominence in Catalan s fixed on clause-final position? Let us see why.

A sentence with a verb-objeci-locative sequence like (8)a,

(8) = [ Fiquem e} ganivel al caLarx. |
Ip-put  the knife in.the drawer
“We put the kaife in the DRAWER.'
b. *Fiquem al calaix ¢l ganIver.
c. *Fiquem el GANIVET al calaix.

presents two important characteristics: @) the order of the complements is invariable, as
shown by (8)b, in that the direcl object must precede the locative phrase, and b} promi-
nence cannot be shifted 1o the leli, as shown by (8)e, and, therefore, prominence cannoi
be placed on the direct object. Given these facts, the question thaf arises now is what
surface representation 2 sentence wilh a acnfocal locative would have, If both prominence
and the locative phrase must be clause-final, nonfocal lozative phrases should be impossible.
There is & way in which locative phrases can be marked as nonfocal, but before this issue
is addressed we shall consider the case in which the direct, object must be marked as being
part of the ground, i.e, must be removed from the scope of prominence.

To mark @ direct object as being part of the ground it must be detached to a clause-
external position adjoined to iP. It may be detached siilier Lo the left or to the right of the
core clause, as in (§)z and (9)b, depending on whether it is a link or a tail, respectively. This
detachment, as noted above, leaves behind a gap and triggers the appezrance of a coindexed
elitic attached Lo ihe verbal head:

(9)  a. El ganivety [el;/(*) fiquem t; al caLaix. }
b. [ EL /(*) fiquem t; al caLaix, } el ganivat,.
¢, *El fiquem el ganivet al CALAIX,

1

The adjunction-to-1P analysis is the one proposed for lopicalization in English by Baltin
1382 and Rochemoni 1989, who alse extends it to Romance, especifically Italian. The
struciure adopted for sentences like (9)a and (0)b is as in {10):
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(1m left-dstachment: ripght-dotachment:

IP ir

IR, IP Ip XF,

There are three pieces of evidence for the position that the detachment slot is external
to IP. First, the mandatory presence of Lhe clitic el coreferential with the detached phrase
in the sentences in (9) (ef. the starred cliticless versions of those examples) in I?ot.h left- anFE
right-detachment. It is independently known that in Catalan clitics appear IF 1=:nd only if
the complement slot they are coindexed with is empty at the surfn:e:s This is llustrated
by (11) and (12) with a direct object and a locative phrase, respetftlYely: Note.ilu}h the
presence of a clitic is ungrammatical if the corresponding argument is in situ, as indicated
by (9)c, (11)a, and (12)a:

(11} o (*La,) conec  ta COSINA;.
obj 1s-know your-f cousin-f
‘T kknow your cousin.’
b. La;/(*) conec gy,
‘I know her.*

{12)  a. (*Hiy) vise 2 Los ANGELES;.
foe Is-live in Los Angeles
‘I live in Los Angeles.’
b. Hi; /{¥} visc ey,
‘I live there.’

Furthermore, the parallel behavior of (9)a and (9)b above suggests that if the position
occupied by a left-detached phrase is clause-exteernal, as seemns o be the case merely from
linear arder considerations, so must the position of the right-detached phrase.

Second, the linear position of the direct abject after the locative in (9)b violates.the strict
linear order requirement complements must satisfy. Compare (8)b with (8)b, which 5l.1cc.ws
that the complements of the verb cannot undergo permutation in the clause. The position
of a direct object to the right of the locative phrase is only pessible if it is right-detached
to an adjuntion-to-IP position, leaving a clitic copy behind.® . )

Finally, there is evidence from the licit placement of clause-peripheral particles like zec
‘man’ and the tag of 'right?” between the clause and the detached pl_lrn.ses, as shown in
{13)a, (13}b, and (14)a. Exampies (13)c and (14)b show that ihese particles occur &t clause
houndaries but nol clause-internally,

. Elganivety, xec, { el; fiquem t; al cALAIX, |

(13) =a /

b. [ Ely fiquem t; al caraix, ] xec, el ganivet;.

c. Fiquem (*xec) el ganivet (*xec) al caraix, xec.
{14)  a. [ El; fiquem t; al CALAIX, ] oi, el ganivet,?

b. Fiquem el ganivet {*oi) al caLAIX, 0if

Contrast the licit placement of these clause-peripheral elements between the detached phrases
and the clause with their illicit placement within the clause proper. If they can be placed,
say, before the right-detached phrase, this indicates that there is & clause boundary there,
i.e, that they are clause-axternal,
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Returning to the case where the clause-final locative had o be marked as nonfocal, it
seems clear now that detachment, used a5 a means to remove elements from Lhe scope of
prominence, will be the way Lo remove the locative from its in situ slot, thus allowing it
to escape an otherwise forced focal interpretation. This is illustrated in (15), with both a
right- and a lefi-dislocation.

(15)  a. [ Hiy/(*) fiquem el GANIVET t,, I al calaix,.
b. Al calaix; [ hi) /(*) fiquem el GaniveT 1, ]
. *Hi fiquem el ganivet af cazalx.

This patterns exactly like the case of the direct object, just discussed, except in cne respe?ct.
In the right-detachment of the locative tlire is no permutation in the linear order of the
verbal complements, i.e. both the canonical sentence, {8)a, and the righ-detached example
in (15)a present the same string order object-locative. However, the clitic facts are as above
(presence is illicit when the argument is in situ, mandatory when the argument is not),
as shown by the contrast beiween {15)a and (15)e, and the clause-periphsral particles also
pattern as above, as indicated by the contrast in {16):

(16)  a. [ Hi, fiquem el GANIVET t1, § xee, al calaix;.
b. *Figuem el ganivet, xec, al CALAIX.

Summarizing these facts, the only way to getl & non-clause-final VP element to recejve
prominence is by right- or left-detaching the elements that follow it to its right, as in the
case of {I5)a-b above, or even in coses wlere more than one element must be detached, as
in (17)a and (17)b {the detacted phrases may appear in any linear order: object-locative or
locative-chject):

{17} a [ L;'hia FiQueEM ty ta, ] al calaixa, el ganivet,.
b. El ganivet; al calaixy [ 1, "hia FIQUEM by 4. |
t. *FIQUEM el ganivel al calaix.

The non-clause-final element is Lhus allowed to become clause-final so that it can receive
prominence. Note that a mere shifting of the prominence is not aHowed in the rase of (37)
either (clL (17)c). Also, the only way to have a clause-final constituent escape prominence
is by removing it from the clause by means of a detachment, as in the case of the locative
above. It must be concluded from these that prominence is fixed on clause-final positions
and that constructions where it may seem Lhal the intonation Las been shifted to the left,
like (i5)a, are actually configurations where sentence elements have been detached from
within the core clause to a position to the right of clause-final prominence. Catalan is, then,
[-plastic].

5 BSubjects

Let us now discuss the contrast between the ali-foeus sentences in (7), repeated here as (18)
and the link-focus sentences in (19):

(18}  a. [Ha trucat Pamo, |
ds-prpli-call the.boss
b. [ The Boss called, ]

(18)  a. L'amoy | ha TrRucAT Uy, |
b. The boss [ cALLED. ]



300

In English the same string sequence ‘the boss called’ may have Lwo prosodic siructures
depending on the scope of focus in the senience. Prominence may appear on the verb if
the sentence is a link-focus strocture like (19)b, but it may appear on the subject if we are
dealing with an all-focus sentence like (18)b.” This behavior is expected from a [+plastic]
language.

But how does Catalan encode these different focus readings? Given its lack of plasticity
i, must resort to syntactic operations. Compare examples (18)a and {19)a above. In (18)a
the subject is clause-final and lies under the scope of prominence. In this case the subject
is focal, But subjects, il they are nonfocal, may be right- or left-detached as well (just like
any other argument). The example in (19)a above contains a link subject which has been
teft-detached, while (20} contains a tail subject in a righi-detachment slot:
(20)  { Ha TRUCAT 1, ] amo,.

Subjects, however, do nol require a clitic copy in the clause since Catalan is a null-subject
language. But Lhe clause-cxternal status of detached subjects may be established through

the other diagnostics, The clause-peripheral zec ‘man’ may appear between the clanse and
the detached plrases as in (21)a and (21)b but not inside the clause (21)c:

(21)  a. L’amoy, xec, [ ha TRUGAT 4. ]
b. [ Ha TRUCAT ti1, ] xec, 'amo;.
¢. [ Ha trucai (*xec) 'amo, | xec.

Furthermore, now that it has been independently established, from the bakvior of comple-
ments, that prominence must be clruse-final, it seems clear that the contrast in (22),

(22)  a. Ha trucat 'anmo.

b. Ha TRUCAT Ly, l'amo.
is not the result of a prominence shift but that of a different syntactic configuration in each
sentence, the subject in {22)a being in situ while Lhe subject in (22)b is in a right-detachment
alot B

8 Potential counterexamples

The [+/-plastic] distinction leads us to expect that [+plastic] Janguages will not use syntax
to attain the togetherness of prominence and focus, while [-plastic] languages will have to,
since they cannot resort to prominence shifting. This seems to be indeed the case for the
examples discussed in the previous sections. However, it was also noted that the structural
representation of linkhood requires overt syntactic operations in both English and Catalan,
consisting of a preposing of the link if it is not a subject. This is the case in examples ke
23)a:

(23)  a. Broceoli; he HaTES L.

b. He YATES broccoli.

In this example the togetherness of prominence and focus is achieved thanks to the syatactic
fronting of broccoli, but this resuli is just an indirect consequence of the movement., The
same togetherness could have been achieved by a mere shift of prominence if broceeli had
not been a fink, as in (23)b. in other wards, the fronting in (23)a is the structural encoding
of the linkhood of Lhe object, net of the focushood of the verb, which is signalled by prosody
as expected,

Bui even leaving the case of link-fronting aside, potential counterexamples ta the claim
that [+plastic] languages do not use syntax to attain togetlerness are still encountered.
Similarly, there’s one potential counterexample to the claim that [-plastic] languages never
use prosody for Lhis purpose. Tiese cases will be now discussed.

]
o]
—

8.1 English focus-preposing

The exi N X e

I rh(iTISLEHCi‘Df foll:us—pnposl‘ﬂg {alk.a, focus-lopicalization, focus-movement, Y-movement
emaliza Eon), 1llus.trated in (24)b, is problematic. Notice the availability of a nen-focus

preposed version of this sentence in (24)a. )

(24} a. They named it [ Fipe ).
b, [ Fipe, ) they named it ty.

LCI)Jb:'Jl[ously, the former involves a synlactic operfu;ion, and it seems that its purpose is to strucs
urally fzncode the focus, contrary to expectation from the point of view of the f—{-/-plastirf‘
.dlstsnct.u?n. Exaraple (24)D, hawever, is a counterexample only if it assumed that it is totl“r
u‘ﬂ'orm‘ahona]iy synonymous with (24)a, i.e., if i is assumed that the informaiional i‘ c(i vf
(24)b is only the marking of Fido as foeus, e i e
.But the'rc is arguably a contrast betwean the two sentences in (24) that renders the t
f:qun'nlent in their informationasl understanding. Ward 1985 points oul that focal ‘;[:? [;Cs)‘
ing slzares some informational characteristics with nonfocal preposing, i.e 1;:1!'- reI 0:?r1 !
Ward's observation, grossly sumarizing his point, is Lthat the phrase Fir'l'n ir; ("‘E‘)l]; ali)ohr ;
resents a sel or scale to which the value ‘Fido' belongs and that, through I‘I‘w re ~05"3§:'
Lthis set‘ or seale is rarked as evoled and salient. in the'discourse. in the t.ern:zs .u‘]:edlgn :T]Ts'
paper, it can be sald that Fido in (24)b has an informational dual status: § m'lris a sel
scale as }Jemg the link and it indicates that ‘Fide’ is the specification of a \l‘aiue i!n tthz:t :éﬁir
Only this second part is focal, Sentence (24)a, in contrast lacks the fink reading for f:l;e scl:

;: (S‘():L'.!.;P The intended informational reading for (24)b could be informally represented as
25h "

(25) Set-ol-dog-names; they named it Fido,,

It :[na]_) be argued, .then, that the surfice position of Fide in {24)b is due Lo its pariial status
as lin \anci. not l‘O.lLS partial status as focus, thus incorporaling Ward's generalization about,
preposing in English and, in vonsequence, preserving (he validity of the plasticily efaim,

6.2  Clefts
Tt has been long recagnized that it-clefis like (26),
(26)  Ivs [ mroccoL, ] the boss hates ¢;.

are focus-ground constructions in thal they represent this information articulation straight-
forwa.rdiy by clelting the focus away frem the ground {cf, Prince 1986) Again, if focus-n;oun;i
matking were the only task performed by it-clefis, their existence would be ’unc‘{petlZd and
unnecessary given that English is a {+plastic] language. -

I, however, focus-ground marking is Lthe only task performed by ii-clefts, a tolal equiv-
alence between (27)a and (27)b must be assumed, ) o K

[

(37) & It's[asnrry | she gave ey to Harry.
b. She gave [ smRT | ta Harry.

However, it is also known (e.g. Ward 1985} that it-clefts and prosodieally-marked [ocus-

ground constrisctions like (27)b present div ioF 1 i
ivergent behavior in some occasior : :
bwo sentences in (28): s Compae the

(28) & *Its| NOBODY ] I saw ey al the party.
b. Isaw [ voBoDY | at the parly,
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Sentence (28)b, a regular focus-ground construction, may ha\:re nebody as its focus, but the
equivalent it-cleft becomes ungrammatical in the sarne situation, ns shown by (28)a. .

‘This contrast seems to be due to the fact that the ground in focus-ground constructions
is not presupposed in any semantic sense (despite the common use of the term ‘(pragn:latlc)
presupposition’ to refer to the ground). In other words, f s somebody at the p.uf‘ty is not
presupposed by (28}b. However, J saw somebody at the parlyis indeed a presupposition of the
sentence in {28}a, or any sentence with the st.ruchure‘ ft's ¢ that [ adi al l.iw pariy. SenPe.nce
(28)a is ungrammatical because a contradiction arises betweslan i anci its presupposition.
Sentence (28)b is licit because such a contradiction does not arise. If this anaiyst.:s is correct,
then it-clefts are not exclusively marking focus-ground relations but. have an add:tmn.a'[ tasl;
of a logico-semantic nature, namely that of structurally encoding (certain). prf-_‘;u‘pposltwns.

This observation coincides with the data on it-clefts in Delin 1999, which pomt.s townrds
these diserete dual Jogico-semantic and informational functions nf‘thc construction. .And
most likely, the informational role of it-clefts is parasitic on their legico-semantic role: since,
in some occasions, the clefied element is definitely nonfocal. If this is the case, the existence
of it~clefts is not a problem for the predictions made by the plasticity parameter and the
status of English as {+plastic].

6.3 Catalan ‘focus-preposing’

In Catalan there are constructions like (20) and (30) that appear to be in contradiction with
the claim that Catalan is a [-plastic] language:

(29) [ ElauLi, ] ficard el ganivet al ealaix,
‘[ duwr ] will put the knife in the drawer.’

{30} [ Al caLax, ] ficard el ganivet ef Juli.
‘Fuli will put the knife { in the DRAWER. |’

In senterce {20} prosodie prominence has apparently been shifted to the sente'nce—imt.m]
position. This runs contrary to the claim that prominence in Catalan is neces.sanly' clause-
final. Similarly, in (30) there is a vase of apparent focus-preposing of the sort just discussed
for English. Here it seems like prominence lhas been shifted to the clause-mlm?.l slo‘t as w:ali.

‘This constructions, in fact, have been traditionally analyzed as focal preposings involving
& fronting of the focus to a clanse-external position to the left of th.e core clause (cf. Bonet
& Sola 1986). Under close inspection, however, the phrases to the right of the fom.ls beha\:e
like regular right-detachments of the kind discussed above. The only difference is that in
(29) and (30) we have detnchments of not only verbal complements bl:lt al_so of the verbal
head as well. In particular, these sentences present, just as uncontroversial nght-detachme‘nh
does, free string order among the postfocal phrases. Remember that Catalan has a strict
word order pattern within the core clause and that deviations from Lhe. patiern, other than
via detachment, are illicit. Intetestingly, though, the postfocal phrases m_(29} and (30) may
appear not onl} in that string arder, which is the canonical one, but also in any other order.
This is illustrated for (30} by (31):

(31) [ Al caraix, ] ficara, el ganivet, el Juli.
..., ficard, el Juli, el ganivet.
..., el Juli, ¢l ganivet, ficara.
ooy el Juli, ficard, el ganivet,
v+, el ganivel, el Juli, ficarh.
v+, €l panivet, fcara, el Juli.
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This characteristic is typical of right-detached phrases, which allow any linear combination
in their adjunction to the right of IP (the same is true of left-detachment). If the postfocal
phreses in (31} are right-detached thier behavior i5 not surprising. If they are in situ,
however, it remains totally unaccounted for, This and other evidence for this analysis is
dicussed with further detail in Vallduvi 1990b.

Given this analysis, the prominent phrase in sentences like (29) and (30) remains in
situ, while the other phrases undergo detachment. This makes the in situ phrase actually
appear in clause-final pesition, which guarantees its receiving default (actually mandatory)
intonations] prominence. Once again, togetherness is attnined exclusively by means of
syntactic operations without resorting to prominence shifts, %

The potential counterexamples discussed in this section have heen given plausible al-
ternative explanations and therefore the Plasticity parameter can be maintained and its

predictiona with respect to the use of syntax and prosody in English and Catalan are born
ouk.

7 Conclusion

Let. us conclude by reviewing the eonsequences and ramifications of the distinction put farth
in this paper,

First, given the above facts above Catalan and English we are led to the conclusion
that, while praminence and focus o together, the plasticity of each particular language
determines how this togetherness is achieved. In [Hplastic] Janguages like English it is
achieved by means of prosody without resorting te syntactic operations, while in Catalan,
which is {-plastic], the togetherness of focus and prominence must he achieved through the
syntax, thus determining, in part, the surface syntactic contfiguration.

Second, and as an immediate consequence of the first, point, if the [+/-plastic] parameter
is taken into account, we may have found a reason for the fact that the surface position of
the major constituents in English tends to reflect grammatical /thematic relations while in
Catalan i reflects informational notions. In other words, in Catalan the surface syntaciic
position of, say, an object NP reflects its status within an informational instruction and not
its position in a thematic or case grid, which is recovered by means of a series of coindexed
clitics and empty categories. The opposite, notwithstanding the existence of topicalization,
is generally the case in English: whether the object NP is {part of) the focus or the tail, it
rematns in situ. .

There is at least another type of language, to which Basque and Hungarian belong, which
seems to instantiate the [-plastic] value of the parameter as well. Unlike Catalan, however,
prominence does not seem to be mandatorily clause-final but seems to necessarily fall on
a fixed preverbal position in which focal elements must appear. Achieving togetherness in
this manner gives rise to & number of syntactic operations os well (cf. Horvath 1986). It
remains to be seen how Catalan difiers from this languages once typological differences like
basic word order are taken into account, but Hungarian clearly coincides with Catalan in
having the surface position of the major constituents in the sentence encode informational
notions, as indicated by Kiss 181,19

Third, it becomes clear that [-plastic] languages have a ‘freer’ word order. In the case
of Hungarian, it has led some scholars to the conclusion that it is not a ‘configurational’
language. If Catalan lacked the clitic morphology it row possesses, it would be much harder
to determine if it is ‘configurational’ or not. Remember that Catalan, despite the fact that
it has a strict word order within the core clause, becames a “free’ word order language once
the availability of detachment is taken into account, The [+/-plastic] parameter may he
an important determinant of the existence of free word order in natural language, although
obviously not the oaly one.
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Finally, any attempt to come up with a universal characterization of the representation
of information packaging in language will have to tale into account the {4-/-plastic] dis-
tinction. Plasticiéy must be factored out from a crosslinguistic structural representation of
information packaging, which should be constant across languages. Divergence from this
constant representation will be due, in part, to the [+plastic] or [-plastic] nature of each
particular language.!!

The following is a summary of the above observations:

s [+/-plastic] determines how the togetherness of focus and prominence is achieved.

o [+/-plastic] determines in part the surface structure of languages: English represents
mostly thematic structure, Catzlan infermationa) structure.

o [-plastic] languages have a ‘freer’ word order.

a Factoring out plasticity from the crosslinguistic representation of information packag-
ing should yield a more constant universal charactlerizaiion of this representation.

FOOTNOTES

* J. Hoeltsema, A. Kroeh, and E. Prince offered valuable help as advisors and supervisor,
respeciively, of my dissertation, of which this paper is a spinoff. Several members of
the audience made important observations during the oral presentation of the paper
as well. The author is nevertheless responsible for any errors of fact or interpretation.

1. For an instrumental analysis of focus-relevant pitch see Horne 1988. Selkirk 1984
studies the exact mapping mechanisms between prosodic strueture and syntax in the
case of Bnglish. Some scholars, who analyze wh-words in wh-questions as foci, do
not agree with the claim that in English prominence must necessarily {all on the focal
clement (cf. Rochemont 1986).

2, Here and throughout the paper smalt capitals signal the lexical item containing into-
national prominence, Brackets {[]), in examples further down, delimit the focus (and
attached clitics for verbal foci).

3. The reason for stating that plasiicity is a property of intenation enly relative to focus
is that intonation is known to performs olher tosks besides the formal marking of foei:
contrastive topics also receive some prominence, iHocutionary smeaning {e.g. questions,
exclamations) is often (partially) encoded in intonation, and even metalinguistic facts
(e.g. corrections) affect intonation, Plasticity has nothing to say about these and other
possible uses of intonation,

4. Link-focus construclions are also equivalent to predicate focus sentences in Lambrecht
1087 and to categorical judgments in Kuroda 1972 and Sasse 1987, Link-focus-tail con-
structions are sometimes called ‘narrow’ or ‘constituent’ focus sentences or variable-
containing constructions (Prince 1986). All-focus sentences correspond to Kuno's
(1972) neuiral descriptions, Schmerling's (1976} news senfences, Iureda’s and Sasse's
thetic judgments, and Lambrecht’s sentential focus constructions.

5. There are two well-known exceptions to this generalization. One, the optional presence
af a clitic coreferential with indirect objects, and two, the mandatory preseace of a
clitic accompanying (strong) proreminal complements in situ.

G. One exception to this is the existence of heavy-NP shift, which behaves as it does in
English,
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7. There is a third focus reading where enly the subject is focal. This case is
cally ho.mophonuus with the all-focus sentence. This third read
tangeatial to our discussion here,

prosodi-
ing, however, is only

&, 'I_{Ejh'ﬂs F)een. assurmed here.tbat the base position of the subject in Catalan is postvachbai.
lis view is ncl)b the traditional one, but it is independently argued for in Bonet 1989,
The evidence in support of considering the preverbal position derived is signiﬁcaﬁt

nd 15 supporte ¥ Bev l prop Is in I 5y it r G
and 1 ted b £ra ropo! ecen i wture o malice
( ) 58, H cent synlaclic IILUF U n Ro {]

0. .If. z? not the case that th.e ungrammaticality of “/t's NoBoDY that | saw af the pu:’ly
Is L;lef result of a pr:El‘ltlEl] incorapatibility of quantifiers and the clefied position in
it-clefts. Sentences like ft's every cHaPTER thaf you have to read or It's only some
PEOPLE that hate their Lids are grammatical, .

i0. Ifrench. like Catatan, is also a [-plastic] language and uses detachment as a rmeans to
eircumvent the unshiftability of prominence. However, it also seems to use.al. nun;’bér
of c]efthlike consiructions for the same exact purpese (cf. Lambrecht 1987). A carel’u-‘
analysis of the French data is in order, but if this is indeed the case somsz-a'ddii.ionai

factor is needed to account for the difference in syntaclic encoding betwsen Catalan
and French. ]

11. Se? Va]lduv'l' 1950z for a proposal to provide a unigue abstract struckural representation
of informationu! meaning for Catalan and English.
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A UNIFIED EXPLANATION OF DEPONENT VERBS IN ANCIENT GREEK
Lindsay Whaley
State University of New York/Buffalo

One salient property of Ancient Greelk grammar is & relatively intricate sysiem of verbal
morphology, Various affixes, ofien operating in 1andem with siem modifications, signal person,
number, 1ensefaspect, mood, and voice {1a-d).! :

{(Da. leip-s-0: ‘Twill leave' b, e-leiph-the:n 1 was left’
leave-FUT-18 AOR-leave-PASS:AOR: 1S &
¢. le-loip-enai ‘Tohave left’  d. lip-oi ‘He might feave’
PFT-leave:PET-INE leave: AOR-35:0PT

The examples provided in (1) comprise only a modest partion of a verbal inflectional system thar
exhibits over seventy permissible inflectional combinations. However, this fragmentary
representation of the system does illustrate the somedmes complex ways in which affixes interact
with other affixes and with verh stems. For instance, & comparison of {1b) and (1d) reveals that
the stem diphthong is shoriened for the aorist optative form, but not for the aorist passive form,
Moreover, while the optative does not require an aorist augment, the indicative verb daes. (Ic)
depicts a process of reduplication that is tnigue o the perfect®--in this example, it must be
accompanied by vet another stern aliernant.

Although Ancient Greek verbs are typically found o display the full range of possibig
amalgamations of these categories, a rather glaring deficieacy marks the paradigms of a
significant number of verbs, the so-calied “deponents™, While deponent verbs puttern regularly
in most ways, they lack an acrive form; consequently, they necessarily appear with
middle/passive morphology--even when they carry an active meaning (2),

{2) keimai ‘Ilie (down)' geuomal ‘1 tasie’
hallomai ‘Fwell up’ epistamal ‘[ understand’
porewomai ‘[ go’ eklanthanomai 1 forger”
kathesmal  “Isit' bdelussomai ‘1 derest
politewomai ‘I conduct mysell  kauchgomai '] pride myself’
deomal 't bep’ o:neomai ‘I buy’

A cursory look at this Hst suggests that the deponent verbs are a very disparate proup. Some of

them are transitive, but others intransitive. Some dencte volitional activity, some non-voiitional

ﬁczivity. and others psychological processes. In many ways, the list appears to be largely ad
oc.

In this paper, 1 argue that membership in the class of deponent verbs exemplified in (2) is
not arbitrary, but is defined by 4 common syntactic property. Specifically, wsing the multistratal
conception of syntax provided by Relational Grammar (RG), it is shown that deponent verbs in
Keine Greek? head clavses that contain a 2/1-NOMINAL (3).

(3. 2/--NOMINAL {definition, Whaley 1590a):
A nominal node, A, is a 21-NOMINAL of clause b if and only if:

i) it heads a 2-arc with tail b, and
ii) it heads a 1-arc with tail bin the final stratumn.



