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1. I ntroduction

This paper investigates the subject/non-subject asymrireWolof (Niger-Congo) inwh-
movement constructions. | argue that the partach@hich occurs in those clauses and is
analyzed in the literature as a focus marker (Dunigan 1994s&L2006), a copula (Kihm
1999, Zribi-Hertz and Diagne 2002, Torrence 2005), or anteatip pronoun (Rialland and
Robert 2001), is actually a complementizer that marks A-emognt. | follow Pesetsky and
Torrego (2001) in analyzing the asymmetry as a T-to-C asytmyme

Examples (1) and (2)illustratewh-extraction of a subject and an object, respectively,
in contrastive focus constructions. Two versions of the gie@mentizer occur, depending
on the grammatical relation of the extracted elememtha&xtracted subject is followed by
a, as illustrated in (1%, and extracting an object, or an adjunct, requires anotieznent,
I-, to precede, as in (2).

(1) Osmaara lekk ceeb (2) ceeb-a Osmaariekk
osman Cj; eat rice rice |-Cs osman eat
“[OSMANIoc ate rice?” “Osman ate [RICE]oc.”

The subject/non-subject asymmetry occurs only at the dajlect extraction site:

(3) Aalil-aa gém ni l|-a Musaaxaladni mu a leen gis
ali |-Cs-1sGbelievethat!l-Cs musa think that3sG.sBJCt 3PL.OBJSsee
“1 believe that Musa thinks that [AL¢bc saw thend.

The example in (3) illustrates two important facts. Firisg fact that ¢ is not preceded by
I- only at the local extraction site tells us that the asymmistnot related to the properties

*This paper has benefited the most from numerous and rigoisagssdions with Karlos Arregi. | also
thank Jason Merchant, the audiences at NELS 42, and Univef<Chicago Ling Lunch for their comments
and suggestions. Any remaining errors and inaccuraciesranay own.

lUnless otherwise noted, all the data are from a native spéaie Dakar, Senegal.

2The morphema attaches to the preceding element and triggers vowel ammaies. In this paper, | omit
this from the examples for simplicity.
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of the focused constituemper se i.e. a/la are not something like emphatic pronouns (as
suggested in Rialland and Robert 2001). Second, if the focxmestituent is fronted to the
beginning of the sentenck is found in every intermediate clause. This suggests that it
unlikely that(l)a is a focus marker, since no focused constituent is preseheimterme-
diate clauses (in fact, no constituent at all precddgs-or the same reason, it would be
difficult to justify the claim that focus constructions atefts (Kihm 1999, Torrence 2005),
since every intermediate clause would also have to be asstnte a cleft, and there does
not seem to exist a constituent that is clefted in those ektuktherefore analyza as a
complementizer marking A-extraction, and its occurremcthe intermediate clauses as a
result of the cyclic nature of A-movement. In this respecin Wolof is similar toaL in
Irish (McCloskey 2001).

An interesting situation occurs in fragment answers, exdiegin (4). A question like
“Who did Musa see?can be answered by two possible fragments, with both forms of
the complementizer — the one we expect in subject extrgctiod the one we expect in
non-subject extraction.

4) a. Aalia. b. Aalil-a.
ali Cj ali |-Cs

The sentences in (4) can also be used as a response to themt&%to saw Musa?’ This
apparent optionality, or disappearance of the asymmesycecurs in pseudoclefts. In this
paper, | show that this is in line with the analysis of the asyatry as T-to-C movement,
and furthermore argue that pseudoclefts are the sourcagrient answers in Wolof.

The paper proceeds as follows. In 82, | present the factsecoimgwh-movement in
Wolof. In 83 | discuss the subject/non-subject asymmetrg4, | give a brief overview of
Pesetsky and Toreggo’s (2001) analysis of the T-to-C asymgrreEnglish and extend it
to Wolof. In 85 | account for fragment answers and pseudtg;lahd in 86 | conclude.

2. Wh-movement in Wolof

As mentioned in the previous sectianin Wolof exhibits similarities with the Irish com-
plementizeaL, in that it seems to provide evidence for the cyclic natur@leimovement.
Unlike aL, howevera does not mark every occurrence of A-movement. In all insésof
long distance A-movemeng occurs in all intermediate landing sites, but only some ma-
trix* instances of C surface as The following examples illustrate constructions, beside
contrastive focus structures, in whialoccurs in matrix clausesan-questions in (5%,and
comparatives in (6):

(5) k-an l-a Musaagis?
cL-anl-C; musa see
“Who did Musa see?”

3But see Torrence (to appear) for a successive cyclic cteétivalysis.

4l usematrix to refer to the final landing site of an extracted element.

SThere are two ways to form wh-question in Wolof: with a class marker and the question ward
followed by a, as in (5), or the question word, which is not followed bya, as in (7). Dunigan (1994),
Torrence (2005), and Russell (2006) offer detailed analgé&Volof wh-questions.
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(6) tai l-aa génngaubinddci demke
todayl-Cs-1sG morefastwrite LOC yesterday
“I write faster today than yesterday.”

The parallel between focus constructions and questiomglaaatives is not surprising. It
has been observed that languages which have a designatisgfugition tend to move their
wh-phrases to that position as well (Horvath 1986), and coatpas are also claimed to
involve focusing (Reglero 2006, Merchant 2069 that view, the occurrence of focus
movement in matrix clauses in all of these construction®tanexpected.

In long distancewh-movement, all C positions must contaan This occurs inwh-
questions withoua in the matrix clause, in relative clauses and in temporalsga.

(7) U QUESTIONS

a. k-u lekkgatobi?
CL-ueat cakeDEF.SG
“Who ate the cake?”

b. k-u Musaafoog mu-a lekk gato bi
CcL-u musa think 3sG.sB*C;s eat cakeDEF.SG
“Who does Musa think ate the cake?”

(8) RELATIVE CLAUSES

a. film bi Au begg
movie DEF.SG 1PL.SBJlike
“the movie we liked.”

b. film bi mu wax-oon ni l-a-fu bégg
movie DEF.SG 3SG.SBJsayPASTthatl-Cs-1PL.SBJlike
“the movie that s/he said we liked”

(9) TEMPORAL CLAUSES

a. Ndaxyaa-ngi doon lekk bi  Aali lekk-ee cere?
Q 2SG.SB}PROGRIMPF.PASTeat whenali eatANTERIOR COUSCOUS
“Were you eating at the time Ali had eaten couscous?”

b. Ndaxyaa-ngi doon lekk bi  Faatuwax-oonni |-a Aali
Q 2SG.SB}PROGRIMPF.PASTeat whenfatou sayPAsTthatl-Cs ali
lekk-ee cere?

eatANTERIOR COUSCOUS
“Were you eating at the time Fatou said Ali had eaten cousebiembedded
reading)

In fact, as Dunigan (1994) observes, extraction out of eméeddlauses that contain a
different sentential particles ungrammatical (example adapted from Dunigan 1994):

6See Baglini to appear for an analysis of Wolof comparatives.

’Almost every sentence type in Wolof has a particular seiatigrarticle. Most of them are in complemen-
tary distribution, and none of them can co-occur veitisince | only deal withwh-movement constructions, |
am not concerned with the status of other sentential pasti€lor different analyses of the sentential particles,
see Dunigan 1994, Torrence 2005, and Russell 2006.
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(10) *Lan l-a Moduxam ni Faatuda-fa gis
whatl-C; modu know thatfatou da-3sG see
intended*What does Modu know that Fatou [SAY]c?”

The difference in the behavior afin short distance and long distance movement deserves
more attention and | leave the problem for further reseandmat | hope to have justified
is thata should be treated as a marker of A-extraction, given itsio@nce in a variety of
clauses which involvevh-movement, but do not involve focusing.

In the next section, | review all the facts of the subjectAsabject asymmetry iwh-
extraction in Wolof, and present Torrence’s (2005) analg$ithe phenomenon.

3. The a/la Asymmetry

As illustrated in 81, in subject extraction tid+moved phrase is followed by, as in (11),

in object extraction bya, as in (12), and in extraction of an embedded subpgeid,found

at the local extraction site, ard in every intermediate clause and at the final landing site
of the extracted subject, illustrated in (13).

(11) Aalia gis Musaa (12) Musad-a Aali gis
ali C; seemusa musa |-Cs ali see
“[ALI] Foc saw Musd. “Ali saw [MUSAEoc.”
(13) Aalil-a-a gém ni l-a Musaaxaladni mu a leen gis

ali [-C¢-1sG believethat|-Cs musa think that3sG.sBJCt 3PL.OBJSsee
“1 believe that Musa thinks that [ALtbc saw then.

In most work on Wolof syntax, the particlasandla are treated as distinct lexical items,
one marking subject focus, and the other object focus (ami®94, Rialland and Robert
2001, Zribi-Hertz and Diagne 2002, Russell 2006). In Toree2@05a andla are treated
as the same morpheme, and | briefly review this analysisthere.

Torrence (2005) analyzesas a raising predicate, similar to Englisg or seemand
I- as an expletive. He claims that the difference between thgsuand the non-subject
cleft is the presence or absence of a CP: subject cleftingvesaaising out of a TP, and
non-subject clefting A-movement out of a CP. (14) shows tinecsure of a non-subject
cleft in Torrence’s analysis.

(24) Non-subject cleft

a. xalebi l-a  Dudugis
child DEF.SG xPL-a Dudusaw
“It's the child that Dudu saw.”

b.  [Focp >:ale bi [copp! acop [CPEk’ Dudu gis k 111

In (14), the clefted item A-moves out of the CP using Spec,Cérasscape hatch. The cop-
ulaais a raising predicate and thus must have a nominal expressits A-specifier po-

8Another analysis is offered by Kihm (1999). | do not addredsere, as many assumptions which he
relies on are contradictory to my data.
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sition. The clefted non-subject undergoes A-extractamg thus cannot land there, which
leads to the insertion of the expletilre

In subject clefts, as in (15), movement of the subject froracSpP to Spec,CopP is an
instance of A-movement.

(15) Subject cleft

a. mu alekk gato bi
3sG.sBJaeat cakeDEFR.SG
“It's him/her who ate the cake.

b.  [Focp my [CopPEi’ aCop[TP"[i lekk gato bi ] ] ]

In Torrence’s analysis, the reason why a clefted subjeatadmave a derivation similar to
(14), which would result in expletive insertion, is that rmavent from Spec, TP to Spec,CP
leaves a trace in Spec, TP followind Geading to ahat-trace violation. The basic claim
in Torrence’s proposal then is thatan either take a CP or a TP as complement, the latter
being a last resort to avoidthat-trace effect.

One problem with this analysis, which Torrence himself spigthat it is not clear why
raising of the subject from Spec, TP to Spec,CopP is blockedmsubject clefts; in other
words, why is (16) not a possible way to focus an object:

(16) *xale vyi Mobdua daq
child DEF.PL modu achase
intended: ft's the children that Modu chased.

In this paper, | assume that Torrence’s claim that the asymmreWolof focus construc-
tions is a result of ghat-trace-effect-like phenomenon is in its essence corredt] &y to
show how it can be explained in a simpler fashion. In the negtisn, | lay out the rele-
vant details of Pesetsky and Torrego’s analysis of T-to{§jext/non-subject asymmetry in
English and apply it to the Wolof data.

4. Pesetsky & Torrego (2001) and T-to-C in Wolof

Pesetsky and Torrego (2001) (henceforth P&T) offer a undiealysis of the T-to-C asym-
metry and thehat-trace effect in English, that rests on two assumptionst-{g-C move-
ment is motivated by an uninterpretable T featw®)( with an EPP feature, on C, and (ii)
Nominative case isT on D. The relevant principles for the analysis are the foiiy:

1. ATTRACT CLOSEST(Chomsky 1995): only the closest constituent can be atulacte

2. HEAD MOVEMENT GENERALIZATION: the movement from a complement to the
nearest head is always realized as head movement.

3. PRINCIPLE OF MINIMAL CoMPLIANCE (Richards 1997): a constituent that is far-
ther away may be extracted, if an element that complies withRACT CLOSEST
has already moved.

The key data for their analysis is the T-to-C asymmetryitlated in (17), and schematized
in (18) (the schema shows the structures before T-to-C lkag falace):
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(17)  T-to-C Asymmetry

a. What did Mary buy?

b. *What Mary bought?

c. *Who did buy the book? (unleskd is focused)
d. Who bought the book?

a

E uT, uWh] [tp [Mary, uT] T [vp bought what] ] (17a)-(17b)
b. [cuT, uwWh][tp [who,uT] T [vp bought the book] ] (17c)-(17d)

(18)

In (18), the nominative subject is already attracted to Spedy T's need to check
its uninterpretablep-featuresuT on the subject is also marked for deletion by agreement
with iT on T; however, this feature may remain undeleted until titead the CP cycle, and
be accessible to further operations. P&T explain the lack-tif-C movement in subject
extraction (17d), and its occurrence in object extractiofaj) in the following way. C bears
uwWh anduT, with an EPP feature. In (18a), the closest element thatshe®hfeature
is what, but both the nominative subject and T (which cauflyiT) are closer to C than
what Attracting the TP results in head movement of T to C, due toHbad Movement
Generalization, and the object A-moves to delete C's umpretableWh-feature. C is thus
forced to delete its uninterpretable features in two sepaiperations.

If C has the option of deleting it$T either by attracting the subject or by attracting the
TP, the question arises why this is not possible in objeateiibn, i.e. why (17b) is not
well-formed. P&T claim that this is in fact a possibility, tonat in English it happens to
have consequences on interpretation. According to thailyais, if a C withuWwh has a
nonwh-phrase as a specifier, the clause is interpreted as an eatclam

(29) a. *What a silly book did Mary buy!
b. What a silly book Mary bought!

Turning to (18b), TP and its nominative specifier both counthee closest constituent
to C, so, in principle, C can choose to deleteutsfeature by attracting TP (realized as
head movement), or by attracting the specifier. If it atg&dctit deletes just one of its two
uninterpretable features. If, on the other hand, it atsréfoé nominative phrase, botiT
anduWh can be deleted in one step, since the phrase in Spec, TP thafehtures. The
EcoNomYy CONDITION prevents unnecessary movement to take place, and ban€.T-to-

P&T extend this analysis to thithat-trace effect in English, arguing that T-to-C and
thethat-trace effect are one and the same phenomenon. For the ppesposes, the pre-
sented sketch of their analysis will suffice. In the remainafethis section, | show how
this approach can account for the subject/non-subject m&trg in Wolof wh-movement
constructions.

Suppose that the complementizer that is spelled oatless auT feature, in addition
to auwh feature. Adopting P&T’s assumption that nominative cas&ion D, we expect
the sentence in (20a) to have the structure in (20b), bef@reriovement of the focused
phrase:
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(20)  Subject extraction

a. Aalia gis Musaa
ali C; seemusa
: [AL|] Foc Saw Musd.

b. [casruwn] [T [Aaliyiwn]iT [ve gis Musaa] ]

The subject in (20b) has bothT, andiWh, so by attracting it, C can delete both of its
uninterpretable features in one operation, yielding thecstire in (21):

(21)  [cpAaliyTiwnli [c aTuwn] [TPt‘i [TiT][vpgis Musaa]]
A

On the other hand, if a non-subject is extracted, as in (B2)ektracted constituent has
only theiWh feature. The structure after C has merged with TP is shoW22b).

(22)  Object extraction

a. Musad-a Aaligis
musa |-C; ali see
“Ali saw [MUSAEoc.”

b. [caTuwd [Te[Aaliyt] iT [vp gis Musagyn]]

Both the subject and T are closer to C then the object, STIRACT CLOSESTforces
C to delete one of its uninterpretable featura$)(by attracting the closest constituent.
However, the uninterpretabl&h-feature can only be deleted by attracting the object DP.
Therefore, C needs two movement operations to delete at$ eminterpretable features.
The key to this proposal is th&tis the spell-out of T that has moved to C, as shown in
(23).

(23)  [cp[Musaawn]j [c It a[rpAalitr gistj]]]
) S S

The obvious question is why C in sentences like (22) cannobsh between Spec, TP
and TP (i.e. its head), to delat&? In other words, why is the sentence in (24) not a possible
way to focus an object?

(24) *MusaaAalia gis
musa ali Ct see
intended: ‘Ali saw [MUSAEoc.”

From the ungrammaticality of (24), the following appearbédrue of the complementizer

a in Wolof: (i) the phrase carrying thevh-feature must occupy the specifier af and

(i) a has only one specifier position. In other words, if the subjeoved to Spec,CP in
order to deletauT, uWh would remain unchecked because no other phrase could move
to Spec,CP. As shown in 83, excluding this particular deiovapresents a problem for
Torrence (2005), who has no way of preventing the subjech fnaoving to the specifier

of the copula, since the focused element in his analysisppesuhe specifier of a Focus
Phrase above the Copular Phrase. By assuming that the fodeseeh¢ must occupy the
specifier ofa, and allowinga to have only one specifier position, this is accounted for.
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Let us now turn to long distance movement of focused cormstigi It was already
mentioned that A-extraction in Wolof is possible only odtatauses headed by the com-
plementizera. Furthermorea must also occupy every C between the extraction site and
the final landing site of the moved element.

(25)  teérel-a-fiu  gem ni l-aa jox Musaa
bookl-C¢-3PL believethat|-C¢-1sG give musa
“They believe that | gave [A BOOKpc to Musa.”

The occurrence o& in C of embedded clauses is straightforwardly accountedbyor
assuming that the extracted element passes through theC¥peiceach embedded clause.
If ais the spell-out of a complementizer that carrié¥lafeature, its presence in C of every
embedded clause is necessary for the focused element torttedrto the beginning of the
sentence. The example in (26) illustrates the extractianadmbedded subject.

(26) a. Aalil-a-a géem ni l|-a Musaaxaladni mu-a leen gis
ali |-C¢-1sGbelievethat!-Cs musa think that3sG.sB+Cs 3PL.OBJSee
“1 believe that Musa thinks that [AL¢bc saw thend.

b. [cp [Aaliwn i lit aTuwnaty gém ni
A

[cpt; ’ |iI auT,uwh Musaat‘T xalad ni Ep rr;u aJT,uWht‘i leen gis]]]
In (26), the subject first moves from inside the VP to SpectdRheckug on T. At the
same time, the uninterpretable T feature on the subjecteskeld and marked for deletion
via Agree with T. However, it is not immediately deleted arthains available for further
operations within the same cycle. Next, the subject movas fBpec, TP to Spec,CP in
order to check botluT anduWh on C.uT on the subject now has to be deleted, since
the phase has ended. The C of the next higher clause need&te tieuT and uwh.
The closest constituent that it can attract to deleteiiss TP, resulting in T-to-C, which
surfaces a$ precedinga. The phrase that carrieg/h is the extracted subject located in
the lower Spec,CP, which is now attracted to the higher Sped,QB analysis explains
why |- occurs in every C, except the one where the local subject és éxtracted — it is
only there that the subject can delete the uninterpretalfidaflire on C.

In addition toa, a subordinating complementizer occurs in every embedded clause
in (26). The proposed analysis assumes that,if treated as a complementizer, we have
to allow for two CP layers in Wolof. In this sense, Wolof would bimilar to Korean,
which distinguishes between mood markers, obligatory @meeglause, and a subordinating
particle, which introduces embedded clauses. Namely, Wassesses a set of sentential
particles which are for the most part in complementary ihigtion, and which Dunigan
(1994) argues function as modal operators. The subordmathrticleni can freely occur
with them. Bhatt and Yoon (1992) propose that the category ‘I€dme dissociated into
two distinct categories — one that indicates clause-typedB), and one that indicates
subordination (8BORDINATORS) — which some languages would conflate, and some keep
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separate. Wolof would belong to the second category, distiing sentential particles that
mark modality, and a subordinating patrticle.

Another thing to notice is the occurrence of a subject promouin lieu of the extracted
subject in the most embedded clause. | assume that this ltswith the phonological
status of the complementizaywhich is a clitic and thus cannot stand on its own. In order
to provide a host foa, a subject pronoun is pronounced in the position of the trace

In this section | have offered an analysis of the subjectsnect asymmetry in Wolof
focus constructions by analyzing it as a T-to-C asymmeton@lthe lines of Pesetsky
and Torrego (2001). | argue thiaf which precedes the complementizein all instances,
except at the local subject extraction site, is T that hasaddw C in order to delete the
uninterpretable T feature on C. T-to-C does not occur in Iecdlject extraction due to
nominative case beingT on D, and as such capable of deletwnj on C by moving to
its specifier. Since in those cases the subject also dal#son C, T-to-C movement
is unnecessary, and baned by the Economy Condition. In casetraiction of any other
element, T-to-C movement must take place, because thecteedrahrase does not bear
nominative case (i.aiT), or is not close enough to be attracted by the complemantiz

In the next section, | present data from fragment answergaaddoclefts and show
how they are handled under the analysis advocated here.

5. Fragment Answer s and Pseudoclefts
The complementizea occurs in a number of constructions besides contrastivesidcag-

ment answers being one of them. The sentences in (27) argbstible answers to two
questions‘Who saw Musa?”and“Who did Musa see?”’

(27) a. Aalia b. Aalil-a
ali Cs ali |-Cf
13 [ALI] FOC” 13 [ALI] FOC”

Fragment answers have been convincingly claimed to hale $ahtential syntactic
structures subject to ellipsis, in order to account forrteeimantically propositional char-
acter (see Merchant 2004 and the references therein falsjetdne examples in (27a) and
(27b) are in line with such analyses, since the occurrendeeotomplementizer with a
Whfeature implies the presence of a full structure contgrire extraction site.

Merchant (2004) proposes an analysis of fragment answachwissumes movement
of the fragment to a left-peripheral position — similar te imovement of thevh-phrase
in sluicing — with the clause itself elided. There is evidericat this leftward movement
has the properties of focus movement (Brunetti 2003, Arr€di02. Examples in (27a)
and (27b) are in line with this claim, as it seems reasonabdssume that the underlying
structure of these fragment answers are full sententiat&tres. This, however, creates
a puzzle, since both versions of the complementiaemd|a, are allowed in a fragment
answer, regardless of whether the fragment is the subjdbieanbject (or any other non-
subject constituent) of the non-elided structure. In othierds, why isla allowed if the
fragment is the subject of the underlying sentence, and waypossible if the fragment is
the object? If my analysis of focus constructions is on tgétrirack, this would suggest
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that T-to-C movement is both optional and possible, in batyext and non-subject extrac-
tion, if the complement clause afis elided. Surprisingly, the same apparent optionality of
T-to-C occurs in pseudoclefts:

(28) a. fni lekktangalyi xale yi l-a/ a
whoeat sweetDEF.PL child DEF.PLI-C¢/Cs
“Who ate the sweets were the children.”
b. i xaleyi lekk tangal yi l-a/a
whatchild DEF.PL eat sweetDEF.PL [-C¢/Cs
“What the children ate, were the sweets”

Given the parallelism between fragment answers and ps&ftindt seems more plau-
sible that the fragment answers in (27a) and (27b) are psé&ftoin which thewh-clause
is elided, than to assume that they are regular contrastotesfconstruction$.

| only deal with the type of pseudoclefts featured in (28 $lo-calledspecificational
pseudocleftswhich consist of a constituent that contains/ARIABLE (the wh-clause)
(what the children atg a constituent that exhaustively specifies ¥heuE of the variable
(the sweefs and acoPULA that links the two constituentsvere).1 According to Blom
and Daalder (1977) (also Akmajian 1979 and Higgins 197%),riformation structure of
specificational pseudoclefts is such that the constituaemiiaining the 'value’ is theocus
of the construction, conveying new information, and wieclause contains old informa-
tion. This keeps the analysis proposed here in agreemehnttiet previously mentioned
claim that the DP in fragment answers is focudgd.

An important question that is raised in the literature depith pseudoclefts concerns
the status of thevh-clause. There are two possibilities, and both have beemsixely ar-
gued for: (i) that thevh-clause is a question, and these types of pseudoclefts astioj-
answer pairs (den Dikken et al. 2000 (for Type A of specifaradi pseudoclefts); Schlenker
2003, Romero 2005), and (ii) that teh-clause is a free relative (Akmajian 1979, Hey-
cock and Kroch 1999, den Dikken et al. 2000 (for Type B of sjpeational pseudoclefts),
Caponigro and Heller 2007). In Engliswh-words and relative pronouns have the same
form, but Wolof distinguishesvh-words that introduce interrogatives (class marker fol-
lowed by-u) and free relatives (class marker followed-by Caponigro and Heller (2007)
show that a specificational pseudocleft (which exhibitsi¢étple A connectivity) allows
only for the free-relative complementizer (examples (@)} taken from Caponigro and
Heller 2007). | therefore treat thveh-clause in Wolof as a free relative.

Embedded Interrogative

(29) yeg na-0 [*I-i/l-u Mobdugéne bégq].
find.outna-3sG cl-FR/cl-INT modu surpassnF like
“She found out what Modu likes most”

9Clefts have been argued to be the source of sluicing in JapafMerchant 1998), and Spanish and
Brazilian Portuguese (Rodrigues et al. 2009). To my knogdegseudoclefts have not been claimed to be
the source of any type of ellipsis in any language.

1OFor an overview of the properties and different analysessefigoclefts, see den Dikken (2001)

As for the copula, | assume it is phonologically null in WolBbr analyses that treatas the copula, see
Kihm 1999, and Torrence 2005.
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Free Relative

(30)  ba na-0 [l-i/*l-u Moobdugéné begg].
hatena-3sG cl-FR/cl-INT modu surpasanF like
“She hates what Modu likes most”

Specificational pseudocleft

(31) [I-i/*1-u Mobddugéne bégg]bopp-am l-a.
cl-FR/cl-INT modu surpassNF like headP0ss3sGI-Cy
“What Modu likes most is himself”

Another issues that is addressed in the pseudocleft literad whether one of the two
major constituents is predicated of the other. There hage blaims supporting both a non-
predicational approach (Akmajian 1979, Heycock and Krog89), and a predicational
approach to pseudoclefts (Higgins 1979, Heggie 1988, M&@/ 1 In this paper, | am
agnostic to this question, as it is not relevant for the preparposes. | only assume that
the two constituents are contained in a small clause.

The structure of the pseudocleft before any movement dpashave taken place is
illustrated in (32):

(B2)  [cpaytuwn[TPIT [sc DPytiwn FR]]]

In pseudoclefts, unlike other sentences, there are twoidated that have:T and can
move to Spec, TP to satisfy the EPP feature of T — the DP (38#)edree relative (33b).
Whichever constituent moves to Spec,TP is the subject. Thglementizera has two
features that need checkingl anduwh. In (33a), where the DP has moved to Spec,TP,
a can attract either the TP (i.e. its head) or the DP to satisfyT feature. Since the DP

in specificational pseudoclefts is thalug it is typically focused. In Wolof, this means
that is has to end up in the specifierapfand thus carry th&vh-feature. If in (33a) T-to-C
movement occurred to cheel on C, another instance of movement would have to take
place to deleteiwh on C. If, on the other hand, the DP moves to Spec,CP, it canedelet
both of T's uninterpretable features. Just as in focus coasbns, the more economical
choice is made.

On the other hand, if the free relative is the constituent ias moved to Spec, TP to
satisfy the EPP property of T, as in (33b), the closest el¢then C can attract to delete its
uninterpretable T feature is TP, which is why T-to-C movetrtakes place. The DP still
has to move to Spec,CP, to chagk/h on C.

(33) a. EpDPytiwnlc atuwnltp t’?P iT[sc t?P FR]11]
b. [cp DPwnlc lit astuwnltp FR &t [sctop trr]]]]
cp ¢Wh c q Tuwh[TP T [sctop ter

To account for the surface constituent order in Wolof, aeotinovement must take
place — the fronting of the free relative to a position abdwe €P. Moreoverwh>XP is
the only surface constituent order available in Wolof speaiional pseudoclefts. This may
seem unusual, as one of the key properties of specificafisealdoclefts is precisely their
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reversibility (Declerck 1988, den Dikken et al. 2000, dekK&in 2001). English specifica-
tional pseudoclefts can exhibit either twe>XP or the XP>wh constituent order:

(34) a. What Ali gave Fatou was his brand new car.
b. His brand new car was what Ali gave Fatou.

Unlike in English, these pseudoclefts in Wolof do not exhsirface reversibility. How-
ever, as we have seen in (33a) and (33b), it is not the cassgbaificational pseudoclefts
in Wolof are not reversible, it is only that the surface cansnt order is not reversible.
If the analysis advocated here is on the right track, Wolefspnts an interesting case in
which the underlying subject can be either the DP or the fedative, but this is not re-
flected in the surface order. Rather, the underlying stredturetrievable from the version
of the complementizer aimplies that the underlying subject is the DP, dathat it is the
free relative.

The fragment answers in (27a) and (27b) are obtained bynglitdiie free relative that
topicalizes above Spec, CP:

(35) a. [ki-Musaagis]Aali a b. {ki-Musaagis] Aali |-a
whomusaseeali Cs whomusaseeAali |-Cy
6. Conclusion

In this paper, | propose an analysis of the subject/nonestilgsymmetry in Wolofvh
movement constructions that follows Pesetsky and Torréifii 21 argue that-, which
occurs before the complementizzin cases of non-subject extraction, is an instance of
T-to-C movement, triggered by the presence of an unintaple T feature on C, which
is, in case of subject extraction, deleted by the moved stlifgelf, under the assump-
tion that nominative case 1T on D. The argument that is a complementizer marking
wh-movement, rather than a focus marker, is substantiatedsbyccurrence in clauses
in which A-movement takes place, yet no constituent is fsl such as long distance
extraction fromwh-questions, relative clauses, and temporal clauses. épremta from
specificational pseudoclefts and fragment answers, whittedirst sight present a chal-
lenge for my analysis, since both versions of the compleinenare possible, regardless
of the grammatical relation of the extracted element, sstyog that T-to-C movement is
optional and available in both subject and non-subjectektin. Since in specificational
pseudoclefts either of the two major constituents can octiwp specifier position of TP,
| show that the apparent optionality of T-to-C movement igested, depending on which
constituent is raised into Spec,TP: if it is the DP, it caretelbothuT and uwh on C,
whereas if it is the FR, two movement operations have to ocduto-C to deleteuT, and
A-movement of the DP to deletéWh on C.

Finally, | propose that fragment answers are best analyzéeiag derived from pseu-
doclefts by eliding the free relative.

12| leave the details of the deletion of the free relative faufe work.
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