Wh-movement and the Small Clause Analyses of the English
there-construction*

Jutta M. Hartmann

In this paper, | argue against the analyses ofltlieee-construction by Moro (1997)
and Hoekstra & Mulder (1990) and for an analysis in the frarh&\Vdliams
(1994), Hazout (2004) from two angles. First of all, Moro dthokekstra & Mul-
der do not correctly predict the behaviour of tteereconstruction undewh-
movement; second, from a semantic point of view, the preglicghe small clause
structure is the postverbal DP and nioere Alternatively, | follow the proposal
by Williams (1994) in whichthereis the subject of predication and | will point out
a direction to analyse the problematit-movement data within this framework.

1. Introduction

In the generative framework, the Engligtere.construction has always been a ma-
jor subject of theoretical research and several differesp@sals have been made.
In many analyseghereis seen as an expletive without meaning and introduced
into the Spec,IP position to fill the subject position. Cangrto this position,
Moro (1991; 1997) proposes thttereis a dummy predicate that originates in
a small clause configuration with the postverbal DP. In thég,vit is parallel to
predicate inversion constructions. Hoekstra & Mulder (@8ave taken up this
analysis and proposed a slight changeereis classified as a PP with the result
that thethere-construction parallels locative inversion. In this dgjd challenge
both of these small clause analyses. First of all, it will beven that they cannot
satisfactorily handlevh-extraction data of ththere-constructions with the verbe
(henceforth: thehereBE construction) and the different behaviour of there
construction with unaccusatives (henceforthereV constructions). Second, |
will present a new argument in favour of the alternative psad by Williams
(1994) and Hazout (2004), which claims that the predicateaspostverbal DP
not there The article is structured as follows: | will first present M@ and
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Hoekstra & Mulder’s analyses (section 1), then proceed giittng the problem-
atic sets of extraction data (section 2). In the third sectigliscuss the arguments
for Hazout's and Williams' alternative small clause sturet and finally come
back to thewh-movement data for which | will give directions to handle ithin
Williams’ analysis.

2. Moro’s and Hoekstra & Mulder’s Analyses

Moro (1991, 1997) argues that the English existential consbn is a type of
predicate inversion wittherebeing a dummy predicate that originates in a small
clause structure and predicates over the postverbal DRgttae& Mulder (1990)
agree in the main respects with Moro, however, in their esiglthereis a PP and
the structure, thus, parallels locative inversion. Thedtre is given in (1}.

(1) 1P
PP/NP I
A
tere I VP
A
\% SC
b‘e NP PP/NP

tthere

One of the main arguments for takitiiereas a predicate is its parallel behaviour
with predicate inversion structures (Moro 1997:119). Bbithereconstruction,
cf. (2), and the predicate inversion construction, cf. 8¢ not possible in a small
clause configuration withoutte.

2) Mary believes there *(to be) a picture of the wall in thema

(©) Mary believes the cause of the riot *(to be) John.

In Moro’s analysis this behaviour is predicted: in order teqede the DRhere
has to move, and the position to move to is provided by the betb

A second fact that Moro’s analysis can handle is the ungraimadity of (4) (cf.
Moro 1997:98).

1The original idea is Moro’s, even though the dates of theresfees might suggest the opposite.
2What Moro (1997) does not consider is that the base order afittadl clause cannot be produced
either:*Mary believes a man there in the room.
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(4)  *there seems a man to be in the room.

From the embedded small clause configuration, only one ittiner the DPa
manor therecan move to the embedded subject position. Locality reiris on
further movement make sure that exactly the item that movstdrfioves further
on. Thus, there is no need for stipulating thfzreis inserted in the embedded
subject position (as e.g. Chomsky’s 1995 principle of mengg move).

A third advantage of Moro’s system is thiiereand the postverbal DP start off
in a local relationship. Thus, they can agreegifieatures andhere can take
these features to the subject position in order to estahisbement with the verb.
In this way, the long-distance agreement facts as seen ing®)be explained
without a separate mechanism like AGREE (at least not inigmyglcf. Hoekstra
& Mulder (1990), Hazout (2004), Broekhuis (2005).

(5) there seems/*seem to be a man in the room.

Apart from all this merits, there is an important problemhitiese analyses: they
predict that theéhereconstruction patterns with predicate inversion (Morasip
tion) or locative inversion (Hoekstra & Mulder’s positigmowever, the construc-
tions behave differently underh-movement as we will see in the next section.

3. Wh-movement ithereconstructions, locative and predicate inversion
3.1. Extraction of and from the postverbal DP

One discrepancy in terms @fh-movement arises, when the full postverbal DP
is extracted: this type of extraction is ungrammatical witiedicate inversion,
cf. (6), and locative inversion, cf. (7). However, it is pitds with thethere BE
construction, even though it is restricted, cf. (8).

(6) a. ?*What do you think the cause of the riot was t?
b. *Which picture do you think the cause of the riot was t? (Mb®87:123)

(7)  a. *?What kind of mushrooms do you think on these trailslmafound t?
(Bresnan 1994:87)
b. *Which picture of a politician do you think that on this walling t?

3Moro’s point has also been used to argue against Chomsky BkBuis & Klooster (2001).

4Both Moro (1997) and Hoekstra & Mulder (1990) assume for assignment to the postverbal
DP that there is a type of agreement relationship establish#éte small clause configuration (the
same type of relationship that gives case-agreement in Latimples likepuella bella estdaugh-
ter.nom.fem pretty.nom.fem is’). They do not explicitly shed ¢-feature agreement betwetrere
and the postverbal DP. Broekhuis (2005) argues for thisiogiship explicitly. Hazout (2004) proposes
a detailed analysis af-agreement in the Williams' type small clause structure, sé@be
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(8) a. ??Which actors were there in the room? (Heim 1987:27)

What is there in the refrigerator? (Aissen 1975:7)

¢c. How many men do you think that there were t in the room?
(Moro 1997:126)

=

What we observe here is that extractionndfatandhow many Xs possible with
thethereBE construction, but extraction @fhich Xis not.

Furthermore, extraction from within the postverbal DP &ogbrohibited in pred-
icate inversion, cf. (9), and locative inversion constias, cf. (10). And again,
the same type of structure is possible for there construction as seen in (11).

(9)  *Which wall do you think the cause of the riot was a pictufe o
(Moro 1997:124)

(10)  *Who do you think on this wall hung a picture of?
(11)  Which wall do you think there was a picture of t? (Moro 1924)

3.2. Moro’s explanation

These facts have not gone unnoticed. Moro argues with rdgattte predicate
inversion structure, that extractions of the postverbaldDR6), is generally un-
grammatical, because this DP would need to pass via sompesbedch. (He
compares it to the subject going via Spec,CP to escape CRay As | understood
Moro’s proposal, this escape hatch is Spec,Agr above T. gdsgtion is already
filled by the predicative DP, thus, extraction of the full D¥hiot possible.

Still speaking about the predicate inversion construgtéxtraction from within
the postverbal DP, cf. (9), is ungrammatical for a diffene@son. According to
Moro, the extracted item crosses one barrier: the DP subgjtie small clause
that is not selected blge One barrier causes a subjacency violation in the sense
of Cinque (1990).

Turning to thethereconstruction, Moro argues that it is special: it allows for
extraction from within because, as Moro clairtigrelexicalizes the verteand
makes it an L-marker. This is supposed to lift the barrienfrihe DP subject
of the small clause, and thus, the extraction from withinddanger a violation
of subjacency; the structure becomes grammatical. In thig Wwe explains the
difference between extraction from within the postverbBliD predicate inversion
versus in thehereconstruction.

This leaves the contrast afhat/ how many Xextraction versusvhich Xextrac-
tion (cf. (8-a) vs. (8-b), (8-c)) open. This is unexpectetioth movements are
extraction of the whole XP (which is licit). Moro (1997) atas that what looks
like extraction of a full DP is actually extraction from withthe DP, and therefore
possible. The LF structures of the relevant examples aendiere:

(12) a. How many do you think that there were [t men ] in the rBom
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b. What do you think that there was [ D t ] in the room?

Thus, this type of extraction is possible because it doesxtaact the full DP and
a subjacency violation does not occur.

3.3. Arguments against Moro’s analysis

First of all, Moro’s analysis predicts that extraction ofiagostverbal DP should
be possible whenever the verb is an L-marker. However, tedigtion is not born
out: in thethereV construction (with an unaccusative verb as the tensebl)yver
the verb is an L-marker from two perspectives: first, it isidak secondthere
lexicalizes the verb. Thus, extraction out of ttereV construction should be
as grammatical as out of thleere BE construction (with BE as the tensed verb).
However, this is not the case. The former is ungrammatichbih environments
(as already observed by Aissen (1975)) while the latter, ahave seen, allows
extraction (cf. (8), (11¥:

(13) a. *Who did there arrive at six o’clock?

b. *What bus did there arrive at the station at 9 o’clock?

c. *How many buses did there arrive at the station at 9 o’cPock
d. *Which teacher did there come to your party last night?
a

(14) *Who did there appear a picture of t in the Daily Telpdra

*Who did there arrive a friend of t at the party?

Thus, we find the same restriction wt-movement with théhereV construction
as we have already observed with the predicate inversiorcaative inversion.
This strongly suggests that these constructions shouldafiodmmon analysis,
different from an analysis of thiaere BE constructior?.

Finally, | want to point out that Moro’s analysis relies orethotions of barriers
and subjacency. In a minimalist analysis, | can see no piedireason, why ex-
traction out of the small clause should be ungrammaticalusTft is possible to
work with Moro’s basic idea as a starting point for tinere BE construction in a
minimalist framework as well. However, there is an altereasmall clause anal-
ysis: Hazout's (2004) implementation of Williams’ (1994ea oftherebeing the
subject and not the predicate in the small clause. So befgoeoh to propose an
analysis for thevh-movement facts, | go into the issue, which of the two analyse

5Aissen (1975) noted this difference (among others) betwerwat she calls the existential (roughly
thereBE) and the presentational (roughlyereV) construction. However, she almost exclusively
uses examples of thinere V XP DPtype, which seem to me to be heavy NP shift constructions.
Furthermore, native speakers seem not to agree on the graralinatié the thereV construction.
However, it seems to hold that for those who accept the basetsite do not accepth-extraction. |
am currently in the process of experimentally testing thengnaticality of these constructions on a
broader basis.

61 will not go much further into this issue, for further commotiak between ththereV structure
and locative inversion, see Aissen (1975) also reportechiririinn (2005).
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| want to adopt.

4. Williams’ Alternative Analysis
4.1. Williams’ Proposal

Williams’ (1994) basic idea (and main difference to Mora'smdysis) is thathere
is not the predicate but the subject of predication. The rpegdicate is claimed
to be the postverbal DP. The structure taken from Hazout4p@Qyiven in (15).

(15)  Williams (1994) as implemented by Hazout (2004)
IP

A

there I’
A
I VP
/\
\% PrP
b‘e NP Prp]

there Pr NP§]

Both Moro’s and Hazout's analyses have in common that thdl stizause ap-
proach makes it easy to explain two facts about the Entiliste BE-construction,
which we have already seen in the arguments for Moro’s stracit easily deals
with the ungrammaticality of (4) and it opens a way to deahwite agreement
facts given in (5).

4.2. Williams’ Arguments

Williams (1994) gives four arguments for his analysis. Thstfiwo arguments
rely on his analysis of the specificational pseudocleft asrse predicate con-
struction. In this analysis, the predicate of examples (i®), is the cleft clause,
that is inverted to the subject positién.

“The basic idea of there being the subject of predication ddsetattributed to Williams. The
implementation of this idea in a small clause structure is tea idazout (2004). Independent of the
subject of predication vs. predicate discussiothefe Bowers (2002) already suggested that there is
merged in Spec,PredP: this fact explains the transitivigyrietion of the construction. As Williams
does not opt for locality in predication structures, hisisture would look different.

8For the discussion of the different types of pseudoclefts Bigigins (1973), Williams (1983),
Williams (1994), Heycock & Kroch (1999).
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(16) [predicate What JOhn is] is [usjcc: Proud of himself]

This structure stands into contrast to predicational €lefhere the cleft is the
subject of predication:

(17) [subject What John |S] is][redicate amaZing]

Arguing for thereas subject of predication, Williams claims thhereundergoes
raising, unlike other inverted predicate constructioke Bpecificational pseudo-
clefts. Thustheredoes not behave like predicates in this respect.

(18)  *What John is seems to be important to himself. (WilliatA94:135)

Second, facts from ellipsis show again that predicatesveetidferent from sub-
jects of predication: only predicates can be elided but nbjexts of predication.
In the specificational pseudoclefts, where the predicateeavh-cleft and the
subject is the adjective, elision of the subject of predacgtis not possible:

(19) *[What John is] is callous and what Mary is, is too. (Wihas 1994:135)

With the predicational pseudocleft structure, when thaigeeleft is the subject
of predication, ellipsis is possible:

(20) [What John is] is amazing and what Bill is is too. (Williarh994:135)

Williams concludes from these facts, that predicates caalitied, but not subjects
of predications. In théhereconstruction, the post-verbal DP can be elided, which
to Williams means that the DP must be the predicate.

(21)  We thought there would be a lot and there were t.

The third argument that Williams gives comes from the scetsfin thethere
construction: the postverbal DP generally exhibits narsoape. Thus, the scope
in (22) can only benust > seem > nothing

(22) In order for the illusion to work, there must seem to béhimg in the
box.

If the postverbal DP is a predicate, this fact finds a simpfdamation: as a predi-
cate, this DP does not undergo quantifier raising and thdegi$ not interact with
other scope operators.

The last argument comes from parallel behaviour umgeextraction. The con-
trast of (23) versus (24) shows that predicates tend to beneB extractable from
whrislands than arguments (the examples are taken from Wili@ 994; 2004)):

(23) a. ?What do you wonder who fixed?
b. ?Who do you wonder why Bill likes?

(24) a. *How do you wonder who fixed it t?
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b. *How tall do you wonder who became?
¢. *How foolish do you wonder why Bill considers anyone t?

The postverbal-DP of thinere-construction patterns with the extraction of predi-
cates. Thus, Williams argues, it must be a predicate as well.

(25) a. *Who do you wonder why there was at the party?
b. *How many people do you wonder why there was?

These arguments are not totally waterproof, however. Birsll, it is not clear
whether it is the predicative status of the specificatiosagugocleft in (18) that
prohibits it from raising. Other inverted predicates seerbd able to raise as e.g.
inverted predicates of the Moro-type and locatives in liveahversion construc-
tions:

(26) a. The cause of the riot seems to be a picture of the wall.
b. Inthe garden seemed to be playing several children.

Second, to me it is not clear, what exactly is going on in thipgé cases. For the
there-construction, it could be possible that what is elided isRawith the verb
having raised out of the structure.

(27) IP
there I
A
I VP
W(‘ere V/\SC

twere NP NP

tihere  alot

The point is well-taken in another respect, though. Givext tis analysis of the
pseudocleft is on the right track, Williams finds an empiridéference in the
behaviour of predicates and subjects of predication wittitrellipsis afterbe.

Thus, there are two arguments left to support Williams’ gsiat the scope facts
and the parallelism in extraction fromvahisland. In the following, | want to
present another strong argument from semantics, tvegeis rather the subject
of predication and not the predicate.
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4.3. An Argument from Semantics

The thereconstruction has generally been considered to belongealtss of
thetic judgements (cf. e.g. Kuroda (1970) and Sasse (1987hé discussion
of thetic vs. categorical). Informally speaking, thetid@ements are defined
as being a mere presentation or assertion of an all-newtisitualn opposition
to that categorical judgements are sentences in which enséit is made about
a topic. Thus, the former have been assumed to be clausesuveihsubject-
predicate structure. Maleczki (2004) argues (mainly onbtgis of Hungarian)
that this description is not entirely correct: she arguestthere is a predicational
relationship present in thetic judgments as well. The allxgontent of the thetic-
judgment is predicated over an (un)articulated logicaljettbof location. As
Hungarian has a syntactic topic position in the left pernighe the clause, thetic
judgements can be easily detected. All sentences that dexhdtit a syntactic
topic are thetic. Thus, the example in (28), is a thetic sm#gethe categorical
counterpart is given in (29).

(28) Hidegvan(a volgyben.)
cold is thevalley-in
‘Itis cold (in the valley).

(29) A volgybenhidegvan.
thevalley-in cold is
‘In the valley, itis cold.’

Transferring this analysis to the Engliinere BE construction, the logical sub-
ject also has to be some abstract locational argument, ¢ealpredicate of the
structure can only be the postverbal DP. If we want to retaanlbgical predicates
are also syntactic predicates, the postverbal DP must beréaicate. Then, the
expression of the logical subject of predication is expdds/ the expletivéhere
orit.

To me, this seems to be a strong argument for taking up Witli@malysis instead
of Moro’s. In order to do this, itis also necessary to solv@e@pen questions that
Williams already pointed out but could not see a principlesiveer to. Although |
am not able to give a straightforward solution, | would likgobint out directions
in which a solution might lie.

4.4, Left-over issues

There are two unanswered questions for Williams’ (1994)yais as he himself
notes. The first question is, whiiereand the predicative DP cannot occur in a
small clause configuration withobg, cf. (2) and (30)

(30) | consider there *(to be) a man in there.
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To my eye, this point seems to be related to the observatatrittts not possible
to have PPs in this configuration either:

(31) a. *l consider at the party a few people .
b. *Ibelieved in the kindergarten a nurse.

This is far from being a solution to the problem, but thinkiggng these lines
might give a better understanding for the contrast in (3@hélong run.

The second question is the following:tiferecan be an argument of predication,
why is it not possible to combine it with other non-nominagicates like in (32)?

(32)  *There was red.

Hazout (2004) proposes a possible solution for this problele argues that the
main difference betweeit andthereis that the latter needs to agree with the
complement of the small clause head in number. Adjectivesat specified for
number (in English) and therefore, adjectives cannot bepanopriate predicate

to co-occur withthere Thus, the difference between English and Hebrew that
only has one expletive is located in the lexicon of the twalzages.

5. Williams’ small clause analysis and wh-extraction

Taking Williams’ analysis as the basis for our analysis efttrere BE construc-
tion, let’s now turn back to the open question concermitignovement. Remem-
ber that we observed two things: first, we saw that there iffareince between
two types ofthereconstructions: théhere'V construction and théhere BE con-
struction. The former does not allow fath-movement, the latter does, but it is
restricted in a sense that we will look at below. How do theszsfgo together
with Williams’ small clause analysis?

First of all, there are quite a few differences betweerthiege V and thethere BE
construction, in whichhereV also patterns with the locative inversion construc-
tion (for a more detailed overview see Aissen (1975), ales@nted in Hartmann
(2005)). | take this to be reason enough for a common anabfdise thereV
construction along the lines of locative inversion. As afpuad study of loca-
tive inversion andhereV constructions goes beyond the scope of this paper, |
refer the interested reader to some of the relevant litesgielg.: denDikken &
Neess (1993) and Bresnan (1994) deal withwhemovement data; Coopmans
(1989) and Newmeyer (1987) include ttieere’V constructions in their analysis
of locative inversionj?

90f course, the idea thahereandit differ in their ¢-feature content is not new, cf. among others
Chomsky (1981), Chomsky (1995), Bowers (2002).

101 do not want to exclude that all three constructions, laeatiwersion,thereV and there BE,
have a common small clause derivation up to a certain point. ticjasm that there is more to be
said about the first two. Cf. Belvin & denDikken (1997) for aspible solution about extraction from
within the postverbal DP ithere'V vs. there BE constructions.
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So let us now turn to the small clause analysis ofttiege- BE construction. As far
as | can see, the small clause structure as implemented muH@004) does not
excludewh-extraction of and from the postverbal DP in principle. Thue have
to find a different explanation for the fact thab-movement of the postverbal DP
is restricted in thehere BE construction. We observed that extractiomdfat X
andhow many Xs allowed whereas extractionwhich Xis marked (cf. examples
in (8)). Intuitively, this contrast has to be linked to arathvell-known fact about
the thereconstruction: the so-called definiteness effect/restric This idea is
not new and Heim (1987) has already proposed a semanticsesmédy the facts.

| argued for a slightly different way elsewhere which | witiagtly take up here as
well (cf. Hartmann (2005)).

There are two proposals in the literature that | use to retlue®bserved fact to
the definiteness restriction. The first step is following Nd¢ifs argumentation
that there are actually two types of definiteness effect. Was#ic restriction
accounts for the observation that universal quantifiensnagoccur in thehere
construction, cf. (33); a pragmatic one accounts for thetfat definite DPs, cf.
(34), cannot readily occur in thbereconstruction (the examples are taken from
Milsark (1977)):

(33) *There was everyone in the room.
*There were all viewpoints considered.
*There was each package inspected.

a
b
C.
(34) a. *There is the wolf at the door.
b. *There were John and Mary cycling along the creek.
c. *There was Frank’s article mentioned.
The second step is to follow Heim (1987) (who refers to Katzastal (1964) and
Kuroda (1969)) in analysingzhich XPsas being definite amdhatandhow many
XPsas being indefinite. This predicts two things. First, thviich X extraction
should be limited in the same way as definites occurrinthéreconstructions.
Second, languages that only exhibit the semantic defiriseatfect are expected
not to have a restriction owhich-Xextraction in these constructions. Both pre-
dictions seem to be born out.
Let us look at the first prediction first. Ward & Birner (1995pae that defi-
nites can occur in ththereconstruction under various conditions. One of these
conditions is that a DP that is uniquely identifiable mightwrcin these construc-
tions (e.g.the guy that | saw last nightvould be a uniquely identifiable DP). A
complete analysis of the contexts and possibilitiesvhich-X extraction out of
there BE constructions is still to be done, but a preliminary shtigation suggests
that under circumstances whamhich-X seems to be uniquely identifiable, the
extraction seems to be felicitous, as seen in {35).

11The examples are a result of a google.co.uk search and artedigtzked with a native speaker.
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(35) a. Which relationship is there between forms of censprashd forms
of society?
b. Whyisthere arole and which role is there for new createovative
growth entities in this environment of extremely large @pers?

The second predictions seems to be born out as well. McNEJ9]) reports that
Catalan is a language in which the pragmatic definitenessteffoes not hold,
however, the language observes the semantic restrictbrn(86).

(36) a. *Hi haviacadacotxea la cursa.
therehave eachcar attherace.
'There was each car at the race.’

b. Hi haviala Joanaa la festa
therehave the Joanaatthe party
'Joan was at the party.

Furthermore, Catalan does not exhibit a difference in ekitba of which Xvs.
how many Xandwhat?!?

(37) Quin metgehi haviaala festa?
which doctortherehave atheparty
"Which doctor was there on the party?’

(38) Quantagent hi haviaa lafesta?
how manypeoplethere haveatthe party
'How many people were there at the party?’

(39) Quehi  haviaa la festa?
whattherehave attheparty
'What was there at the party?

Thus, the data show that the restrictionsniikmovement in thehere BE con-
struction is an interaction afhich Xbeing definite and the restrictions on the sort
of definites occurring in these constructidss.

12The data was tested via Email with six native speakers of @atgiat all agreed on the
judgements.

13)f we bias the examples in the opposite direction, makitgtD-linked (along the lines of Peset-
sky (1987)) the examples surprisingly do not become ungramatafibus, in the following context:
Sorry, detective, | need some clarification for the protoc@u said that there was a knife and a re-
volver in the house. One you said was in the living room, therogou said was in the bathrooitis
grammatical to sayWhat did you say there was in the bathroofifis is not completely unexpected
as according to Ward & Birner (1995) it is not the discourseust that restrict the postverbal DP, but
its hearer-new status. However, to constnubitas hearer-new seems to me difficult. The example
remains problematic. Thanks to Luis Vicente for suggestirgjds examples in this way.
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6. Conclusion

In this paper, | have shown that Moro’s (1997, 1991) and Hiaek& Mulder’s
(1991) analyses of thiénere construction make the wrong prediction concerning
wh-movement. First of all, their analyses predict that tthere-construction be-
haves parallel to predicate inversion and locative ineersiespectively. How-
ever, this is not the case and the arguments given for thegdinee of thehere
construction are not convincing enough: the underlyindyaigin the GB frame-
work does not properly account for the observation thiaextraction is possible
though restricted with ththere BE construction but it is ungrammatical with the
thereV construction. Thus, the two should receive differentcasts. Second,
there is an alternative small clause analysis, William894) analysis as imple-
mented by Hazout (2004), that has been shown to fare bettam & semantic
point of view, the postverbal DP is the semantic predicatd (aot the predicate),
and therefore, should also be the syntactic predicate.llfsih@roposed a prag-
matic analysis of the restrictions awhextraction in thethere BE construction
that parallels the restriction on the occurence of definigs h these structures
(the pragmatic definiteness effect).
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