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The communicative funetion of language presupposes a certain organiza-
tion of the message in a sentence or in a discourse. The sitnational context
and the speaker’s attitude towards the listener or the subjoct of the discourse
result in the assignment of different communicative values to individual
elements in a sentence.

The major devices involved in the organization of the information con-
veyed by the sentence are stress and intonation, word order, syntactic and
lexical devices, illustrated by the following sentences:

(1) a. John hit Mary (not Ann)

b. Jan uderzyl Marie (nie Anng)
(2) a. Mary John hit

b. Marie Jan uderzyl
{3) It was Mary that John hit
(4)  To Maric Jan uderzyt

In (1)a-b the element Mary/Maria is brought into the ‘foreground’
due to the contrastive stress that falls on it. In those sentences the focus word
is put in the sentence final position, where the regular sentence stress applies.
The contrastive stress, however, can fall on any element in any sentence posi-
tion. {2)a - b are examples of topicalized constructions, ie., Mary, the non-
subjeot constituent which is the topic of the sentence has been. shifted to the
sentence initial position and stressed. In English, sentences like (3)a are

1 T would like to thank George Horn for his comm:ats.
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focally bound independently of stress, as their word order differs from the
regular 8—V—0O order. In Polish, the initial sentence position is usually
taken up by lexical items with coreferential interpretation (previously men-
tioned in the text), and the occurrence of a non-subject constituent in that
position does not mark it for focus. It is, therefore, a combination of position
and stress that makes the word Marie prominent. (3) illustrates the use of a
special syntactic construction in which Mary, tho focus element, is placed
in post-copular position and is modified by the out-of-focus relative clause.
Sentence (4) involves the insertion of emphatic fo in front of the topicalized
element Maria.

In this paper we will concentrate on the types of structures shown in (3)
and (4), i.e., cleft sentences in Fnglish and their Polish counterparts with the
initial to. The analysis we are going to use, however, will enablo us to grasp
the relation between all the above-listed sentences. We will compare semantic
representations of the ¥nglish cleft sentences and their Polish counterparts,
discuss transformations involved in their derivation, restrictions that these
sentences impose on the elements that ean oceur in the focus position, and
briefly talk about their relation to other sentences in the text.

We claim that cleft sentences in English and sentences with the initial
emphatic {0 in Polish, have the same semantic representations containing
constituents PRSP and FOC — presupposition and focus. We assume after
Muraki (1970 : 390; 1974 : 15) that the presupposition is a two-place predicate
PRESUPPOSE (or is presupposed for) which relates two sentences as in
[Prsp §; 8], meaning that 8, is presupposed for 8,. The semantic representa-
tion of (3), for instance, will be:

(5} Prsp [hit John A] [hit John Mary]

A represents a ‘dummy’ position or unfilled position in tho presupposition, that
can be read ‘someone’, so example (3) presupposes that John hit someone
and asgerts that it was Mary.

The presence of PRSP as a primitive predicate? in the deep structure of
sentences makes it possible to distinguish between their assertions and presup-
positions, which in turn, will help us capture the relation between such pairs
of sentences as (1) - (4). All these sentences have the same pressupposition
{John hit someone) and the assertion (John hit Mary), hence they have the
same meaning. The main difference between them lies in the transformations
that have applied to them resulting in three difforent surface structures.

According fo the framework we have adopted in the present paper (cf.
Muraki 1970 : 1974) the semantic structure of {1) will be something like:

% 1.e,, “‘not to be defined by other predieates” (Muraki 1970:300).
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Prsp ' NlPl NlP'2
. /Sz\
hit John DUMMY hit John Mary
Fig. 1

Contrastive stress is assigned by a rule like the following (Muraki 1970 : 394)
which applies to structure like Fig. 2:

8
/ \ T E—
Prsp , biPl D"\P 2

/Sl\ /82\
X XY P X Y Q
[sts]
X =hit P==DUMMY |
Y =TJohn Q=Mary
Tfig. 2

The structural deseription of the rule is;
b o Prsp 8, §,]

- 2. For every constituent in 8;, theve is a corresponding constituent in 8,

3. Kvery 8, constituent is either a dummy or identical to the corresponding
&, constituent.

Tty structural change is:

L. For every S node which satishies the 81}, specify each focus as [-sts].
(If a constituent in 8, is not a dummy but corresponds to x dummy in §;,
it 15 called a “foeuw’).

2. If a non-termimal node s [-1-sts], all its constituents are also specified as
[-1 sts].

3. Every constituent of the P-marker which is not specified as [ sts] will
be [ - -sts].

For example, in Ifig. 2 P==dummy and Q== Mary, therefore Mary is assigned
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contrastive stress; PRSP and NP, are deleted and the resulting surface form
will be:

(1) John hit Mary

1-)TEP // N{}l\ NPE 82

—_———— )

:ﬂ
o
[ ]

Presupposition deletion

Fig. 3

Sentences like (2)a require a topicalization transformation that moves the
stressed object-NI” to the sentence initial position, after the rules of stress
assignment and PRSP deletion have applied.

Polish sentences of the type (I)b have the same semantic structure ag

their English counterparts:
b

Prsp //. NP NP,

=

L L
2 e il

uderzy¢ Jan DUMMY uderzy¢ Jan is.uria

Fig, 4

They also undergo the obligatory and precyclic stress placement rule, and
in case of (2)b the rule that moves the stressed item to the sentence iutial
position after the deletion of presupposition,

The semantic structure of (3) and (4) will look like the one shown above,
After stress specification, however, the syntactic transformations apply in
English. Let us analyse (3) first.

(3) It was Mary that John hit
The following is the structure after stress assignment:
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1
Pesp """ i e
Sl SE
X Y P X Y Q
[+sts]
Fig. 5

The rule of cleft formation, which has the following SD now applies (Muraki
1970 : 393):

1. ¢[Prsp S, 8.}

2. ) is a constituent in 8, and includes a focus {(i.e. Mary)
3. There is no focus outside of Q

4. is the 5, constituent which corresponds to Q (dummy)
The processes involved in clefting include:

1. Chomsky-adjoining of that/who3 to S,

2. Chomsky-adjoining of i to the left of the NI,

3. Deletion of S, except Q

4. Deletion of P

5. Presupposition-copula substitition?

6. Subject preposing

7. Extraposition

%

1t the focus of (3). This however, does not mean that in general, the clefted
conslituent 1s equivalent to the focus.

The structural description of cleft formation specifies that Q be a con-
stituent in 8, and INCLUDE a focus. 1f we take a NP like an ex-convict with
a red shirt (Jackendoff 1972 : 233) we can distinguish four different elements
that could become a focus in the cleft sentence, namely,

The heavy (emphatic) stress and the post-copular position of Mary make

8 Thatfwho arc not the only forms that can oceur in cloft sentences. Whose, where,
or ‘zcro” arc also possible. According to Quirk (1972 : 953) “whom and which are only
marginally possible and 1t is virtually impossible to use whom and which preceded by a
preposition’. The sentence It was the dog to which I gave the waler is not a cleft
sCntence,

* Other forms of be are ulso possible, though less usual (of, Quirk 1972 : 852), 8.g.,
(1) It must have been at night that the two cars collided.

(2) It may heve been Henry who hit Mary
(3) It might be his brother that you saw



~118 A Mieszek

I. {am) ex-conviet with a red shirt
2, with a red shint
3. a ved shirt
4, shirt
Binee it is impossible to single any element out of a complex NP (Ross 1867),
clefl. sentences lilke (6) and (7)) are meceptable:
{6) *1L is 20ith re ved shirt that 1 saw ah ex-conviel
(7) "Hig <Airt thatl | saw an ex-conviet with s ved
The third process involved in clefting was “delete 8, except @ [==focus)”.
If, however, the focus is induded in g complex NP, the deletion of the remainder
of 8, exeepl for the stressed constituent will produce an unaceeptable sentence:
A8) It was RED that U saw an ex-convict with a shirt

Prsp //

b’

\ Nl_)g

,//,}T\Pl

the t-/ \
H/HI\ /\
I saw -—fan ex-conviet with a 4 shirt] [ saw —Jan ex-conviet with @ RED
NP NP NI shirt]yyp FOCUS

]*lg,t’}

Thus process 3 as well as process 4 must De subject to the Ross constraints,
1e., In 8, (NP} the entire NP contaiming the focus must remain in 8,, and
only the remamder of 8, outside this NP must be deleted; and in SIH{NPI}
the whole NP, not oniy the ciement corresponding to the focus in NPy, must
be delefed.

The {ollowing example is ungrammatical beeause Uhese processes of eleft
formation violated another island constraint: the prohibition of movement
of an element from a ‘beeause™ subordimate clause.

(9) It was that decided to return because was i1l

This contrasts with (10}, which involves no such violation: (10} Tt was hecause
he was 1l that we decided to retwn (Quirk 1972 : 053)

Additicnal examples are not difficult to construct.

The Polish sentenee To Marie Jan uderzyl has the same semantic representa-
tion us the one postulated for the English cleft sentence It was M ary thel
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John hit (¢f. Fig. 4). If, howover, we used the same derivational procedure
as in case of the cleft sentence (3), at some stage of the derivation we woulid
get an ungrammatical struscture:

(11) *To jest Maria, ktéra Jan uderzyl

This structure could be more acceptable if we replaced Meriec with a noun
like dziewczyna

(12) To jest dziewczyna, ktérg Jan uderzyt

(12) however, is clearly a relative sentence, and not a sentence like (4), in

which we identify a person who Jobhn hit with Mary. We could try to delete

the copula, as it does not ocour in (4). After all it does not always appear

in the surface structure of other congtructions either, e.g.

(13) Polowa nowych ksiaiek to pamietniki

(14) A to niespodzianka!

(15) To mdj brat

In these examples, however, the copula is recoverable. It is used in the pagt

and future (to byla niespodziankal!), so in the present it is simply optional.

In sentences like T'o Marie Jan uderzyl, it never occurs, though, e.g.,

(16) To dlatego chodze czarno ubrana jak wrona

a. *To jest dlatego chodze czarno ubrans jak wrona

(17) Przeciez to wlaénie dzieki tobie zawarlismy pakt z Gustawem Szwedzkim
(Sz. 1977 :7) _

a, *Przeciez to wilasnie bylo dzieki tobie zawarliémy... N

Besides, even if the copula was present in the underlying structure and was

later obligatorily deleted, how shall we explain the fact that NPs that occur

after fo can have various case forms depending on the sentence VP? The

copula would impose the nominative case on them. Therefore, the presence

of to without the copula cannot be attributed to the reduction of the fo jest

X Presion.

Now that we have rejected the possibility of the copula deletion, we will
have to explain the presence of fo in the analysed sentences. Doroszewski
(1967) gives many examples for the use of to. T'o is defined as an “uninflected
word of expressive character, emhancing or emphasizing words that it ae-
companies, parts of the sentence, or sentences in which it is used” (Doro-
szowski 1967 ; 164; translation mine).

(18) To sie cazlowiek strachu najadt (164)

(19) Ci dyplomaei to nie masz pojecia ile to oni rzeczy wiedzg (164)

{20) Zging to zging (165)

(21) Jedyna przyjemnoéé Wikty fo stanaé pod brama i patrze¢ na swiab
(166) -

(23) Jej to dal jabiko a mnie nie

The above examples show that fo can appear in various sentence positions
and in front of various of its elements. We could, then, say that to in sentences
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like (4) is the same type of emphatic pronoun that appears in the contiguity

of the focus element in topicalized sentences.

The next thing to explain is the abscnce of relative pronoun in Polish
sentences like (4). In English the relative pronoun fhat or who is necessary,

as it joins two sentences It was Mary and Jokn hit M, ary. Again, we could

delete that pronoun from the structure (1) — if, of course, we tried to adopt

the same derivation as in case of the English cleft sentences. In English, for
mstance, that can be deleted when the focus element is an object NP, e.g.,
(24) It was Mary Jobn hit

In Russian, the use of both the copule verb and relative pronoun is optional.
Thus the sentence

(25) To Iwan dzwonil

may have the form

(25)a. Eto Ivan zvonil

or

(26)b. Eto byl Ivan kotoryj zvonil (Gundel 1976 : 6)

In Polish sentences with the initial to relative pronoun does not appear
under any circumstances. Thus the obligatory deletion would he very weakly
motivated. The absence of the relative pronoun in the Polish sentences would
point to another derivational difference between the latter and the English clefis.
In Polish the final product of the detivation is a simple sentence (To Marig Jun
uderzyl) whereas in English it is a complex one (It was Mary that John hil).

Summing up, we cannot use the same procedure in deriving Polish counter-
parts of English cleft sentences. The semantic structure of both is identical,
and this enables us to consider them semantic equivalents, However, the
transformations that apply to derive (3) and (4) are different. In case of
the Polish sentences like (4) we use the following rules: first we assign stress
Lo one of the elements (Maria), thus making it the focus of the sentence;
then, we join the uninflected emphatic word fo, which we will call the focus
marker, to the left of focus element.

b
Prap ”/l/;\' 1 }\;YP 2
f Ui
u: I /§2
X Y DUMMY X Y I
[+sts] [foeus],
FM=focus marker Fig. 7
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Next all the elements of 8;, except for the focus, are deleted. From ?31 we
delete the empty element that semantically currespondg. to the focus in Sa.
After the presupposition deletion, the focus together with the preceding to
is shifted to the sentence initial position.

Tt should he emphasized that fo in the analysed sentences can occur only
at the beginning of the sentence.® '

(26) To pieniadz byl moim wladca, a nie pan (Sh 135) (it was money that.
used to be my master - 122)

(27) To tuta] zostanie zbudowany nowy uniwer'aytet
(it’s here that a new university will be built) ' .

In Polish focus sentences very often the focus element is accompanied
by such words as wladnie, dopiero, tylko, przeciez which axe referred to ag “mo~
dulanty” (Jodlowski 1976 : 21). These words (and negation) undergo the so~
called association with focus,® eg., ‘ ' o
(28) Wladnie te namietnosei, ¢o do ktérych si¢ mylimy tym bezwzglednioj

nas tyranizujg (W22)

(29} To wlaénie tuta]

(30) Pojechaliémy tam dopiero w sobote -

The above-mentiomed words, however, cannot be considered to be pure
focus markers, since apart from specifying the focus they also carry some:
additional information about it. To on the other hand, has only an emphatic-
function. It points to the only possible element brought into the foreground
of a given utterance. ' N

Both English and Polish impose restrictions {in addition to the &bﬁn*_ve-
mentioned) on the constituents that can occur in the pust-coptlﬂar pcrslmlon_
of cleft sentences and in the focus position of the to — constructions. 'Enghsh“
cleft sentences can cleave out NPs, nominals, PPs and adverbials of time and
place.

(31) Tt was Bell that John saw the other day (NP)
(32) It was yesterday that I talked to Jan {Advy)
(33) It was in the garage that Bill was murdered (PP)
(34) It i3 writing books that he likes most (nom) -

The constituent that eannot appear in the focus position, of cleft sentences.
include predicate nominatives and predicate adjectives (Emonds 1970 : 127),
c.g.

(35) *It is quite happy that Bill is
(36) *It was impudent that Mary seemed
(37) *It was sick that children became
(38) *1t was tired that he grew

5 Tg precedes focus clement. It can only follow pronouns, e.g., On fe. whasnie kupil teg-
posiadlodd, N
¢ Unliko to, they can oceur in any sentence position.
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'{89) *It's a gensus that he is

{40} *It’s ¢ lecturer that I am now (Quirk 1972 : 952)

{41} 2%It’s dark green that we've painted the kitchen (marginally acceptable —
Obj. Comp. of. Quirk (1972 :952))

Verb and participles do not lend themsclves to clefting either:

{42) *It’s blow wup some buildings that you should do

(43) *1t’s fo buy o new house that I wanted

{44) *It’s playing for time that they are doing

{45) *1t would be for ker to be late that would upset me now (Emonds 1970 :127)

Quirk (1972 : 932) suggests that “one could circumvent the restriction on V

-a8 focns by rendering the verb in g non-finite form either as an infinitive or

-a8 & participle:

It’s teach(ing) that he does for a living”
in which case “the verb DO comes into use”. Even so, the above sentence
-sounds unacceptable to & number of native speakers of English.

There is also a restriction on cleaving out sentences.

{46) *It was that Mary came home early that John was happy (about)
{47) *It was that they all leave early that the teacher required.

In the Polish focus constructions, the elements that can be preceded by
“the initial emphatic fo include NPs, nominals, PPs, time and place adver-
bials and PRO-forms, e.g.,

«(48) To Jan przyjechal (it’s John who has arrived)
(49) To wlasnie pisonie lsiéw nie znosit
(it was writing letters that he could not stand)
{50) To wladnie w hym ogrodzie zamordowano Billa
(it wag in this garden that Bill was murdered)
{81} To w len sposch trzeba wychowywaé dzieci
{1t is this way that one should raise children)
{(52) To one nauczyla ich tanczyé
(it was she who taught them dancing)
Verbs, headless rolative clauses, predicate nominatives and predicate adjectives
-cannot appear in the foeus position marked by io, e.g.
563) *To uderzyl Marie Jan
{54) *To geniuszem Jan jest”
{85} *To (wlasnie) wysoki Jan jest
Many of these restrictions may be syntactic rather than semantic in both
langunages. We will not discuss them in this paper.

Polish word order allows for more manipulation than English and fairly

-often what is cleaved out in English can be rendered in Polish not only by

? We can say Jan fo geniusz, where geniusz will be the foeus. This sentence, however,
18 not the kind we are analysing,
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means of lexical emphasis {to) but by changes in the word order (this being
determined by stylistic considerations). In many cases, for instance, the
sentence final position is chosen for the focus constituent, which oceurs after
the initial i 48 in English cleft sentences:
{56) Najsubtelniejsze poprawki do historii nasuwaly mu si¢ w gorqczce zwie-
rzers (H 125)
(It was in the heat of talk that his finest emendations of history occurred
to him -- 133) - -
{57} Wezystko bylo wina portretu (W 251)
(It was the portrait that had done everything - 283)
{58) Musi teraz myéleé o sobie, o swojej przyszlodei (W 251) -
(It was of himself, and of his own future that he had to think — 283)
The foensed constituent can sometimes appear at the beginning of a sentence
and is marked for emphasis by means of word order changes, e.g., -
(59) Graciz pierwsza dotrzymala stowa (va Gracja dotrzymals slows pierwsza)
(H 83)
(It was Grace who first kept her promise {78))
(60) Pieknoéé jego pchnela go do zguby, pieknos$é jego i mlododé (W 280)
{Tt was his beanty that ruined him, his youth and beauty — 288)
Neither English cleft sentences nor the Polish focus constructions under
diseussion can begin a discourse. They require a preceding context of some
kind, be it a sequence of sentences, situation or the context provided by the
general knowledge of the speaker and the addressee. That requirement is
not sufficient though, as the construetions in questions ¢annot be used in an
arbitrarily chosen point of the discourse, c.f.:
(61) John, Mary and Tom went to Spain last summer
a. *It was by fruin that they got to Spain
b. *It was with difficully that they got there
c. *It was Philip that they didn't take with them
d. It was there that they found good jobs
e. It was then that they got to know each other better
d. It was Tom who suggested the whole trip
Stmilarly in Polish:
(62) Wies, w ktdrej mieszkala ksiegowa zostanie zalana
a. #*To wlaénie zbiornik, o ktérym mi méwiono w Warszawie powstanie tutaj
b. To wlaénie tutaj powstanie zbiornik, o ktérym mdéwiono mi w Warszawie
(the village in which the book-keeper lives will be flooded. It’s here
that the reservoir I've been told about in Warsaw will be built)
In (66a - ¢) neither of the clefted phrases has an antecedent in the preceding
sentence, nor is it the case with the focused constituents in the Polish sentence
(67)a, whereas there, then, Tom (66d -f) and fuigj (67b) have their referents
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n the sentence (66} and (67), respectively. What should be taken into account,

then, is the notion of coreferentiality.

According to Lakoff (1971 : 261) “the semantic content of the focus is the
assertion of coreferentiality”. In his example the TALL girl left “it is presup-
posed that some girl left and it is presupposed that some girl is tall. The
new information is that some girl who has left is coreferential with the girl
who was presupposed to be tall’”. In the example like (68)

(68) It was Mary (that) John took out, tq dinner

we have the similar type of coreferentiality, i.e., it is presupposed that John

took someone to dinner (Dummy in our semantic representation) and it is

presupposed that Mary is “someone’’; what is not presupposed is the identity
of Mary with the person that John took out to dinner.

We think a similar relation of coreferentiality must exist between the focus
constructions in question and the sentences with which they ean form sequen-
ces. Notice that many focus sentences contain a pro-form in the focus posi-
tion, which presupposes the presence of an antecedent in the preceding context.
This illustrated by (66d -e), (67b) and the following;

{69) The year I left, we took separate holidays, and it was then that I decided
that our marriage was over,

(70) ... but a great deal of intonational and phonetic preparations has been
taking place for some three months previcusly, and it is this we wish to
reflect,..

(71) ... Herbert usmicchal si¢ w ten sam sposéb — naglym usmiechem pel-
nym dobrodusznej Zyczliwosci. T'en uémiech wlagnie uniemozliwial, przy-
najmnie] w moim wypadku, potraktowanic go z naleiyta bezwzalednogcia,
(H 38).

It would not be correect, however, to say that focus constructions can
form a coherent scquence only with sentences that contain a constituent
that corresponds to the focused element. The “‘intersentential coreference” in
the following sentences, for instance does not involve lexical items repeated
in the focus posttion of See either in their original form or as their pro-forms:
(72} Still, it was her business and in no way mine. If she felt that she could

be happy with Rodney, well, then, poor idiot! let her he happy. And so
on. It was with reflections like these that I solaced myself (H 81)

(73) He would come to my house for dinner. I'll never forget the flurry of
thes¢ proparations — pubting flowers in vases, changing sheets, thump-
ing knots out of pillows, trying to cook, putting on make-up and keeping
my brush near by in case he arrived early. The agony of it! Tt was with diffi-
culty I answered the doorbeill, when it finally rang (O 14)

(74) The famous experiments of Paviov (...) showed how dogs can be condi-
tioned to salivate to the signal of a bell. But it is not only animals that
can be ‘brainwashed’ in this way (S, T.)
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Let us look at the general principle governing the coherence of the discourse.
The main prerequisite of a coherent sequence of sentences is that some lo-
gical connection obtain between them. Such a connection can be, for instance
provided by a distinctive common topic (Ruhl 1973) the sentences share.
In the sequences we have quoted, the topic is made explicit by selecting one
of the few mentioned individuals from the preeeding context and repeating
it either in the form of a definite noun, or a pro-form, or some semantically
related phrasc. The selected (identified) element iy assigned heavy stress and
function of comment (focus) (cf. Dijk 1972). Thus the relation between focus
constructions and the preceding text involves a coreference between the
presupposition of 8, (focus.construction) and the presupposition of the pre-
ceding sentence(s). The focused constituent, then, must be “semantically core-
ferential® with some constituent or eonstituents in the precoding context.

Lakoff (1971 : 70) says that ‘“‘an anaphoric expression may have as its
antecedent an expression which is not in the sentence itself, nor in the pre-
suppositions of the sentence but in some line of deduction bascd on those
presuppositions’”’. This, in a very general way, could account for the well-
formedness of the sequences quoted above. These prineiples, however, are as
vet ill-defined and are not statable in any more precise way. Further research
is necessary to arrive at any sort of solution to this problem.

SUMMARY

The relation holding between English cleft sentences and Polish sentences
with the initial focus marker fo is that of semantic equivalence, i.e., they have
the same semantic representations. The diversification begins at the level of
transformations which bring about a change of the syntactic structure in case
of English and insert lexical exponents of focus in Polish, Both English and
Polish focus constructions impose similar restrictions on the elements per-
missible in their focus position. Their distribution in the text is similar, i.e.,
they can follow sentences whose presuppositions are coreferential with the
presuppositions they contain.
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