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1 Introduction

Clefts in Japanese such as (1) have been extensively discussed in the generative
literature (see Hoji 1987, 1990, Koizumi 2000, Hiraiwa and Ishihara 2002, 2012,
inter alia). In (1), the focus phrase sono mame-o ‘that bean-Acc’ undergoes Cleft
and appears in the pre-copula focus position. Although details differ from theory to
theory, those analyses all agree that Clefts involve syntactic movement, either
movement of the focus phrase itself or movement of the empty operator associated
with a base-generated focus phrase:

(1) John-ga  [Mary-ga Bill-ni e watasita to] omotteiru nol-wa
John-Nom Mary-Nom Bill-Dat gave C think C Top
sOono mame-o da
that bean-Acc be
‘It is that bean that John thinks Mary gave e to Bill.’

This paper discusses Multiple Cleft like (2), where both Bill-ni ‘Bill-Dat’ and sono
mame-o ‘that bean-Acc’ undergo Cleft. We argue that Multiple Cleft is derived not
by syntactic movement but by phonological movement, which we call Prosodic

Cleft:

(2) John-ga [ Mary-ga e e watasita to] omotteiru noJ-wa
John-Nom  Mary-Nom  gave C think C Top
Bill-ni sono mame-o da
Bill-Dat that bean-Acc be
Lit. ‘It is to Bill, that bean that John thinks Mary gave e e.’

The organization of this paper is as follows. Section 2 presents evidence against a
syntactic movement analysis of Multiple Cleft. It is shown that Multiple Cleft
neither obeys any syntactic constraints nor has any LF interpretive effects. Section
3 proposes a PF movement analysis of Multiple Cleft. More specifically, we will
argue that in Multiple Cleft, targeted material is packed into a prosodic constituent
and then undergoes Prosodic Cleft to the right edge of an intonational phrase 1 at
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PF. Section 4 briefly discusses alternative analyses of the immunity of Multiple
Cleft to syntactic constraints. Section 5 makes some concluding remarks.

2 Against a Syntactic Movement Analysis of Multiple Cleft

It has been claimed that Multiple Cleft is derived in terms of syntactic movement.
Kuwabara (2000) and Koizumi (2000), among others, claim that Multiple Cleft is
derived in terms of remnant movement. Takano (2015, 2017) and Kitahara (2019)
claim that Multiple Cleft is derived by External Merge. Contrary to their views,
however, this section presents evidence to show that Multiple Cleft is not derived
by syntactic movement, and thereby does not obey any syntactic constraints and
does not have any LF interpretive effects.

2.1 Island constraints
The first evidence comes from island effects. Single Cleft with an NP-Case focus
or a PP focus is subject to syntactic island constraints, as shown below (see, among

others, Hoji 1987; 1990, Kuwabara 2000, and Hiraiwa and Ishihara 2002; 2012):

3) a. *Tentyoo-ga [ComplexNP [sono syoohin-o e watasiwasureta] tenin]-o
YOO0-g p Y

manger-Nom the goods-Acc  give.forgot clerk-Acc
kubinisita no wa ano-kyaku-ni da
fired C Top that-customer-Dat be

Lit. ‘It is to that customer that the manager fired [the clerk who forgot
to give the goods e].’

b. *Tentyoo-ga [Adjunct tenin-ga sono syoohin-o e watasiwasureta
manager-Nom clerk-Nom the goods-Acc  give.forgot
kara] okotteiru no wa ano-Kyaku-ni da
because be.angry C Top that-customer-Dat be
Lit. ‘It is to that customer that the manager is angry [because the clerk
forgot to give the goods e].’

In (3a), ano kyaku-ni ‘that customer-Dat’ undergoes Single Cleft out of a complex
NP. In (3b), it undergoes Single Cleft out of an adjunct. Both (3a) and (3b) are
deviant. Multiple Cleft, on the other hand, does not show any island effects as
shown in (4) (see Takano 2017):

(4) a. Tentyoo-ga [ComplexNP [e e watasiwasureta] tenin]-o kubinisita
manager-Nom give.forgot clerk-Acc  fired
no wa ano-kyaku-ni sono syoohin-o da

C Top that-customer-Dat the goods-Acc  be
Lit. ‘It is the goods, to that customer that the manager fired [the clerk
who forgot to give e e].’



b. Tentyoo-ga [Adjunct tenin-ga e e watasiwasureta  kara]
manger-Nom clerk-Nom  give.forgot because
okotteiru no wa ano-Kyaku-ni sono syoohin-o da
be.angry C Top that-customer-Dat the goods-Acc  be
Lit. ‘It is the goods, to that customer that the manager is angry
[because the clerk forgot to give e e].’

In (4a), ano kyaku-ni ‘that customer-Dat’ and sono syoohin-o ‘the goods-Acc’
undergo Multiple Cleft out of the complex NP. In (4b), they undergo Multiple Cleft
out of the adjunct. Both (4a) and (4b) are acceptable. If Multiple Cleft were
syntactic, (4) should be worse than (3), where only one constituent undergoes Cleft
out of an opaque domain. The result is the opposite of what any syntactic analysis
of Multiple Cleft predicts.

2.2 Single/Multiple Cleft of a Nominative Phrase

Second, Single Cleft is subject to the nominative case constraint in that Single Cleft
of a nominative phrase is not allowed as shown in (5a) (see Koizumi 2000, Cho,
Whitman, and Yanagida 2008, Hiraiwa and Ishihara 2002; 2012 inter alia). In (5a),
the nominative phrase Mary-ga ‘Mary-Nom’ undergoes Single Cleft; the result is
deviant. When a nominative phrase undergoes Multiple Cleft with another element,
however, the result becomes acceptable as shown in (5b) (see Takano 2015). In
(5b), the nominative phrase Mary-ga ‘Mary-Nom’ undergoes Multiple Cleft with
Bill-ni ‘Bill-Dat’:

(5) a.*?[John-ga [e Bill-ni sono hon-o  ageta to] omotteiru nol-wa
John-Nom  Bill-Dat that book-Acc gave C believe C Top
Mary-ga da
Mary-Nom be
Lit. ‘It is Mary that John thinks that e gave that book to Bill.’

b. [John-ga [ee sonohon-o ageta to] omotteiru-no]-wa

John-Nom thatbook-Acc gave C believe C Top
Mary-ga Bill-ni da
Mary-Nom Bill-Dat be
Lit. ‘It is Mary, to Bill that John thinks that e gave that book e.’

Whatever syntactic constraint we adopt to rule out Single Cleft of a nominative
phrase, (5b) shows that Multiple Cleft is not subject to that syntactic constraint. If
the movement in Multiple Cleft were syntactic, it is hard to explain why moving a
nominative phrase together with an XP is acceptable, but simply moving the
nominative phrase is not.



2.3 Single/Multiple Cleft of an Adjunct

Third, Single Cleft of a ‘true adjunct’ is not possible as shown in (6a) (see
Kuwabara 2000). In (6a), the ‘true adjunct’ tawainai riyuu-de ‘for a trivial reason’
undergoes Single Cleft; the result is deviant. When a ‘true adjunct’ undergoes
Multiple Cleft with another element, however, the result becomes acceptable as
shown in (6b). In (6b), the ‘true adjunct’ tawainai riyuu-de ‘for a trivial reason’
undergoes Multiple Cleft with sono riron-o ‘that theory-Acc’:

(6) a.*?[John-ga [Mary-ga e sono riron-o sinziteiru to]
John-Nom  Mary-Nom that theory-Acc believe C
ithatteiru no]-wa  tawainai riyuu-de da

insist C Top trivial reason-for be
Lit. ‘It is for a trivial reason that John insists that Mary believes in that
theory e.’

b. [John-ga [Mary-ga e e sinziteiru to] iihatteiru nol-wa
John-Nom Mary-Nom believe  C insist C Top
sono riron-o tawainai riyuu-de da

that theory-Acc trivial reason-for be
Lit. ‘It is that theory, for a trivial reason that John insists that Mary
believes e e.’

This shows that Multiple Cleft does not have any LF interpretive effects on
modification, and the focused phrases in Multiple Cleft are interpreted in-situ at LF.
This cannot be accounted for by any syntactic movement analysis of Multiple Cleft.

2.4 Single/Multiple Cleft of a Wh-Phrase

Fourth, Single Cleft of a wh-phrase is not possible as exemplified by (7a) (see
Kuwabara 2000). In (7a), the wh-phrase nani-o ‘what-Acc’ undergoes Single Cleft;
the result is deviant. When a wh-phrase undergoes Multiple Cleft with another wh-
phrase, however, the result becomes acceptable as shown in (7b). In (7b), the wh-
phrase nani-o ‘what-Acc’ undergoes Multiple Cleft with another wh-phrase dare-
ni ‘who-Dat’:

(7) a.* [John-ga [Bill-ga  Mary-ni e ageta ka] siritagatteiru no]-wa
John-Nom  Bill-Nom Mary-Dat gave Q want-to-know C Top
nani-o  da
what-Acc be
Lit. ‘It is what that John wants to know Bill gave e to Mary.’

b. [John-ga [Bill-ga e e ageta Kka] siritagatteiru no]-wa
John-Nom Bill-Nom gave Q want-to-know C Top
dare-ni nani-o da
who-Dat what-Acc be
Lit. ‘It is to whom, what that John wants to know Bill gave e e.’



Whatever LF interpretative constraint we adopt to rule out Single Cleft of a wh-
phrase, the acceptability of (7b) shows that the focused phrases in Multiple Cleft
are interpreted in-situ at LF. This cannot be accounted for by any syntactic
movement analysis of Multiple Cleft.

2.5 Single/Multiple Cleft of a Negative Polarity ltem (NPI)

Fifth, Single Cleft of a Negative Polarity Item (NPI) is not allowed as shown in (8a)
(see Hiraiwa and Ishihara 2002; 2012). In (8a), the NPI tomodati hitori-mo ‘any
friend’ undergoes Single Cleft; the result is deviant. When an NPI undergoes
Multiple Cleft with another XP, however, the result becomes acceptable as shown
in (8b). In (8b), the NPI tomodati hitori-mo ‘any friend’ undergoes Multiple Cleft
with Mary-ni ‘Mary-Dat’:

(8) a.* [John-ga paatii-de Mary-ni e syookaisi-nakatta no]-wa

John-Nom party-at ~Mary-Dat introduce-Neg C Top
tomodati-hitorimo da
friend one.even be

Lit. ‘It is any friend that John did not introduce e to Mary at the party.’
b. [John-ga paatii-de e e syookaisi-nakatta no]-wa

John-Nom party-at introduce-Neg  C Top

Mary-ni tomodati-hitorimo da

Mary-Dat friend one.even be

Lit. ‘It is to Mary, any friend that John did not introduce e e at the
party.’

This shows that the focused phrases in Multiple Cleft are interpreted in-situ at LF,
which cannot be accounted for by any syntactic movement analysis of Multiple
Cleft.

2.6 Variable Binding

Sixth, variable binding into a focused phrase is not possible with Single Cleft as
shown in (9a) (see Hiraiwa and Ishihara 2002; 2012) whereas it becomes possible
with Multiple Cleft as shown in (9b). This indicates that the focused phrase
containing the bound variable pronoun soko ‘that place’ in Multiple Cleft (9b) is
interpreted in-situ at LF, where it is licensed by the QP Toyota-sae ‘even Toyota’:

(9) a.*?[Toyota-sae;-ga e kyooryoku-o yooseisita nol-wa
10yota-sac
Toyota-even-Nom  help-Acc asked C Top
$0-ko;-no sitaukegaisya-ni da

that-place-Gen subsidiary-Dat be
Lit. ‘It was its; subsidiaries that even Toyota; asked e for help.’



b. [Toyota-sae;-ga e e yooseisita noJ-wa

Toyota-even -Nom asked C Top
s0-ko;-no sitaukegaisya-ni kyooryoku-o da

that-place-Gen subsidiary-Dat help-Acc be
Lit. ‘It was jts; subsidiaries, for help that even Toyota, asked e e.’

2.7 Maximum Series Focus Particles

Finally, the maximum series focus particles -sae/sura ‘even’ cannot appear in the
focus position with Single Cleft as shown in (10a) (see Hiraiwa and Ishihara 2002;
2012) whereas they can appear in the focus position with Multiple Cleft as shown
in (10b):

(10) a. *[John-ga e ringo-o 3-tu ageta noj]-wa
John-Nom apple-Acc  3-CL gave C Top
Mary-ni-sae/sura da

Mary-Dat-even/even  be
Lit. ‘It is even to Mary that John gave three apples e.’
b. [John-ga ee ageta nol]-wa
John-Nom gave C Top
Mary-ni-sae/sura ringo-o 3-tu da
Mary-Dat-even/even  apple-Acc 3-CL. be
Lit. ‘It is even to Mary, three apples that John gave e e.’

This indicates that the focused phrases in Multiple Cleft are interpreted in-situ at
LF.

3 A Proposal

3.1 Prosodic Cleft

We propose that Cleft, whether single or multiple, changes Information Structure
by inducing a focus interpretation. Following up on a proposal by Agbayani,
Golston and Ishii (2015) for scrambling, we propose (11), arguing that the effects
induced by Information Structure in Cleft are not limited to syntax or phonology,
but apply to both:

(11) Material for Cleft is targeted/marked within syntax and moved either in
syntax or phonology.

More specifically, we propose (12):

(12) a. If the targeted/marked material can undergo Cleft syntactically, it does.



b. If the targeted/marked material is not a single syntactic XP eligible for
Cleft, then that material is packed into a prosodic constituent and
undergoes Prosodic Cleft to the right edge of an intonational phrase 1
(corresponding to the presuppositional CP) at PF.

In other word, Syntactic Cleft bleeds Prosodic Cleft (cf. Agbayani, Golston & Ishii
2015 for Japanese scrambling). Thus, Prosodic Cleft cannot apply in place of
Syntactic Cleft to remedy island violations or circumvent other syntactic constraints.
If the material to undergo Cleft is a syntactic constituent, it must undergo Syntactic
Cleft. Ifthe material does not constitute a syntactic constituent, then Prosodic Cleft
applies in the phonology. This works only in a theory where there is a one-way
feeding relation from Syntax to Phonology, and where information from Phonology
does not flow back into the Syntax (contrary to Richards 2016).

The targeting/marking or ‘identification’ of material for Cleft applies in syntax,
along the lines in (13):

(13) Material targeted for Cleft must be
a. non-predicative,
b. maximal, and
c. contained in a single constituent.

(13a) requires that the clefted material be non-predicative (saturated) elements,
excluding predicates as shown in (14, 15):

(14) a. John-ga  sono hon-o  katta
John-Nom that book-Acc bought
‘John bought that book.’
b.* John-ga  sitano wa sono hon-o kau da
John-Nom did C Topthat book-Acc buy be
Lit. ‘It is buy that book that John did.’
(15) a. John-ga Mary-ni sono hon-o yonde kureta
John-Nom John-Dat that book-Acc read had
‘John had Mary read that book.’
b.* John-ga Mary-ni (site) kureta no wa sono hon-o yonde da
John-Nom Mary-Dat (do) had C Top thatbook-Accread be
Lit. ‘It is read that book that John had Mary (do).’

In (14, 15), the predicates sono hon-o kau ‘buy that book’ and sono hon-o yonde
‘read that book’ undergo Cleft; the results are deviant. (13c) requires that the clefted
material be contained in a single constituent, relativized to the component in which
Cleft takes place. Syntactic Cleft must apply to a single XP whereas Prosodic Cleft
must apply to a Phonological Phrase @. (13c) is satisfied straightforwardly when a
single XP is clefted. But if the material targeted for Cleft includes multiple XPs that
do not form a constituent in the syntax, (13c) rules out Syntactic Cleft and the



requirement is passed on to the phonological component. It should be noted that
this precludes any ‘early Spell-Out’ analyses of Cleft, which would send the clefted
XPs one-by-one to the phonological component (cf. Fukui & Kasai 2004; van
Gelderen 2003 for such an analysis of scrambling).

Prosodic Cleft packs the ®s that correspond to the separate XPs into a
recursively embedded single @ and displaces it to the i-final position. (16)
illustrates this for a hypothetical indirect and direct object. Double underline
indicates that material is targeted for Cleft:

(16) [NP- Dat] [NP-Acc] V no (Comp) wa (Top) da (be)  Syntax

((C— ) 17 Y (PP )o)d Q. Phonology

By (14c), there is no way for the syntax to cleft the targeted material since the 10
and DO cannot be contained in a single XP. (16), however, has better luck in the
phonology, where recursive ®@s are licit as they are under Major Phrase creation in
Japanese (due to highly ranked constraints; 1t6 & Mester 2013). Assuming that
(13c) acts as a constraint which forces the creation of such a recursive @, the
targeted materials are forced into a single (recursive) @ and prosodically clefted to
the right periphery of the intonational phrase (1) corresponding to the matrix CP.!
It should be noted that this excludes ‘multiple cleft’ cases in which one of the XPs
clefts syntactically, and the other clefts prosodically. Recall that grammatical
instances of ‘multiple cleft’ do not obey syntactic constraints or have the same
interpretive effects of single syntactic cleft. This suggests that good cases of
‘multiple cleft’ cannot involve any form of syntactic movement. Note also that
although the 10 and DO form a syntactic constituent under the Larsonian analysis
of the double object construction, that constituent, being VP, is not a non-
predicative (saturated) XP; according to (13a), that constituent cannot be a target
for Cleft and thus is not eligible for Syntactic Cleft.

To recap, in Japanese Clefts, the effects induced by information structure are
not limited to the syntax or to the phonology, but apply to both. The manipulation
of structures in syntax and phonology by the outside system is heavily restricted,
however, by the constraints of the grammatical sub-systems involved. Syntactic

' Note that this predicts that the prosodically clefted material would appear to the right of the copular
element da, contrary to fact. Selkirk (2009) posits that clause-final functional elements in Japanese
obligatorily align—as required by strict Match between clause and intonational phrase—with the
right edge of the intonational phrase. Following Selkirk’s idea, we assume that a highly ranked
Match constraint (ranked higher than constraints that place the prosodically clefted recursive @) will
force clause-final copular da to appear at the right edge of the intonational phrase and to the right
of the clefted material.



cleft displaces a single XP to the clause-peripheral position, whereas prosodic cleft
displaces a single @ to the t-peripheral position. Since syntax derivationally
precedes phonology, Syntactic Cleft bleeds Prosodic Cleft, and the latter only
applies when the former cannot. This naturally follows if syntax derivationally
precedes phonology, and Cleft is subject to the derivational principle of Earliness
(17) proposed by Pesetsky (1989), which requires that all principles should be
satisfied as early as possible within a derivation:

(17) Earliness Principle
Satisfy principles as early as possible on the hierarchy of levels (DS) >SS
>LF>LP.

3.2 An Analysis of Single/Multiple Cleft
Let us consider the derivation of Multiple Cleft (2) (= (18)) as an example:

(18) John-ga [ Mary-ga e e watasita to] omotteiru nol-wa
John-Nom  Mary-Nom  gave C think C Top
Bill-ni sono mame-o da
Bill-Dat that bean-Acc be
Lit. ‘It is to Bill, that bean that John thinks Mary gave e e.’

We assume some elements of Hiraiwa and Ishihara’s (2002, 2012) analysis of Cleft,
while positing a purely syntactic movement approach for Single Cleft and a purely
prosodic movement analysis of Multiple Cleft. Suppose that NP-Dat Bill-ni ‘Bill-
Dat’ and NP-Acc sono mame-o ‘that bean-Acc’ are targeted/marked for Cleft
within syntax as represented in (19a) below. The double underline indicates that
that element is targeted/marked for Cleft. Since they do not form a single syntactic
XP eligible for Cleft, they cannot undergo Cleft syntactically. Recall that although
NP-Dat and NP-Acc form VP under the Larsonian analysis of double object, Cleft
can only apply to a non-predicative (saturated) XP, according to (13a). VP, being
predicative, is not eligible for Cleft. In (19b), the presuppositional CP undergoes
syntactic topicalization to the Spec of TopP. Then, the derivation proceeds to
phonology. In (19c¢), the two ®s corresponding to the two XPs targeted for Cleft,
i.e. NP-Dat and NP-Acc, are packed into a single @ by recursive ®-formation, and
the resulting recursive ®@ undergoes Prosodic Cleft. Since Multiple Cleft is derived
by Prosodic Cleft, it is immune to syntactic constraints and LF interpretive effects:

(19) Syntax:
a. [TopP [FocP [CP ... [NP Bill-ni] [NP sono mame-o] ... no] da] Top]
Bill-Dat  thatbean-Acc C  be

I
Topicalization of the presuppositional CP to the Spec of TopP

\



b. [TopP [CP ... [NPBill-ni] [NP sono mame-o] ... no]-wa [FocP tCP da] Top]

Phonology:
Co ((eevrreenns [ CUUTTUTTRIITRTY ¥\ Y (TSR )O)D ... NO WA .......... da ),

In Single Cleft (1) (= (20)), on the other hand, sono mame-o ‘that bean-Acc’,
which is a single syntactic XP eligible for Cleft, is targeted for Cleft within syntax.
As represented in (21), it undergoes Cleft syntactically to Spec of FocP followed
by remnant CP movement to the Spec of TopP as advocated by Hiraiwa and
Ishihara, thereby obeying syntactic constraints and having LF interpretive effects:

(20) John-ga  [Mary-ga Bill-ni e watasita to] omotteiru nol-wa
John-Nom Mary-Nom Bill-Dat gave C think C Top
sono mame-o da
that bean-Acc be
‘It is that bean that John thinks Mary gave e to Bill.’

(21) Syntax:

a. [TopP [FocP [CP ... [NP sono mame-o] ... no] da] Top]
that bean-Acc C be

|
Focalization of the focused NP to the Spec of FocP

v
b. [TopP [FocP [NP sono mame-o] [[CP ... ZNP ... no]-wa da]] Top]
that bean-Acc C Top be
I
Topicalization of the presuppositional CP to the Spec of TopP
v
C. [TopP [CP ... INP ... no]-wa [FocP [NP_sono mame-o] [¢cp da]] Top]
C Top that bean-Acc be

Our analysis is further supported by evidence from pitch accent in Multiple
Clefts. In the pitch track (22), Bill-ni ‘Bill-Dat’ and mamé-o ‘bean-Acc’ both have
H tones, with mamé ‘bean’ having lexical H, but the H tone on mamé-o ‘bean-Acc’
is visibly lower than the H on Bi//-ni ‘Bill-Dat’. The H tone of mamé-o ‘bean-Acc’
is downstepped, i.e. its pitch is lowered, in relation to that of the H tone on Bill-ni
‘Bill-Dat’. The domain of downstep is traditionally the “Major Phrase” in Japanese
(Martin 1952, McCawley 1968, Poser 1984, Selkirk & Tateishi 1988). It6 & Mester
(2013) argue convincingly, however, that this prosodic domain is actually a
recursive phonological phrase. Although we follow Itd6 & Mester, it should be noted
that our analysis only requires that the material undergoing Multiple Cleft forms
some prosodic constituent, which is completely uncontroversial given the downstep.



Thus the lowered H on mamé-o ‘bean-Acc’ makes it clear that the 10 Bill-ni ‘Bill-
Dat’ and the DO sono mamé-o ‘that bean-Acc’ form a single prosodic constituent:

@) ”“)w’n Z%M

ARk

John-ga Mary-ga watasita to omotteiru-no-wa (B111—n1 sono mamé-o da)

Our analysis also predicts that prosodic considerations, not syntactic ones,
should constrain Prosodic Cleft. Consider the Wh-cleft cases from (7) (= (23)):

(23) a.* [John-ga [Bill-ga  Mary-ni e ageta ka] siritagatteiru noJ-wa
John-Nom  Bill-Nom Mary-Dat gave Q want-to-know C Top
nani-o  da
what-Acc be
Lit. ‘It is what that John wants to know Bill gave e to Mary.’

b. [John-ga [Bill-ga e e ageta ka]siritagatteiru no]-wa
John-Nom Bill-Nom gave Q want-to-know C Top
dare-ni nani-o  da
who-Dat what-Acc be
Lit. ‘It is to whom, what that John wants to know Bill gave e e.’

As shown in (23b), two wh-phrases are allowed to undergo Multiple Cleft. If a
single Wh-phrase and a non-wh-phrase undergo Multiple Cleft, however, the result
is deviant as shown in (24):

(24) a.* John-ga [Mary-ga osieta ka]  siritagatteiru no wa
John-Nom Mary-Nom  told that want-to-know C Top
dare-ni pasuwaado-o da
who-Dat password-Acc be
Lit. ‘It is to whom, the password that John wonders Mary told.’

b.* John-ga [Mary-ga osieta ka]  siritagatteiru no wa
John-Nom Mary-Nom told that want-to-know C Top
Bill-ni  nani-o da
Bill-Dat what-Acc be



Lit. ’It is to Bill, what that John wonders Mary told'

We suggest that some restriction on the prosody of wh-questions makes (24a) and
(24b) deviant cases of Prosodic Cleft. The difference between (23b) and (24)
resides in the fact that while a non-wh-phrase clefts with the wh-phrase in (24), wh-
phrases are clefted together in (23b). We propose that the effect could be due to the
restriction in (25), which has been advocated by, among others, Smith (2005),
Hirotani (2005), and Richards (2010; 2016):

(25) A wh-phrase and the Q-marker must be in the same “prosodic domain.”

According to Richards, the relevant prosodic domain is a recursive “minor phrase,”
which we reinterpret under It6 & Mester’s (2013) system as a recursive
phonological phrase, and the ability to create a phonological phrase which includes
the wh-phrase and Q-marker within this same prosodic domain is what licenses wh-
in-situ. This prosodic domain association with the Q-marker is disrupted in
Multiple Cleft cases like (24a) and (24b) as well as Single Cleft cases like (23a). In
(23b), however, we propose that the additional wh-phrase within the clefted
material prosodically licenses the other wh-phrase within the same phonological
phrase, even though the prosodic domain association with the Q-marker ka has been
disrupted by Prosodic Cleft. At the moment, we do not have an explanation for why
the additional wh-phrase in Prosodic Cleft can serve the same domain association
requirement as a Q-marker (in essence, this is the prosodic counterpart of the
syntactic “additional wh-effect” noted by Watanabe (1992) and others). We leave
this issue for further study.

4 External Merge/set-MERGE Analyses of Multiple Cleft
We have argued for a prosodic movement analysis of Multiple Cleft and against
the syntactic movement analysis by showing that Multiple Cleft neither obeys any
syntactic constraints nor has any LF interpretive effects. Takano (2015; 2017) and
Kitahara (2019), however, propose syntactic analyses of Multiple Cleft by means
of External Merge/set-MERGE, which enable them to account for the immunity of
Multiple Cleft to syntactic constraints on movement (Internal Merge/set-MERGE).
Takano (2015; 2017) proposes a “double sideward movement” analysis of
Multiple Cleft, where the derivation of (26), for example, proceeds as represented
in (27) (Takano 2017: 357):

(26) Ken-ga  ageta no-wa hon-o Mari-ni  da
Ken-Nom gave C Top book-Acc Mari-Dat be
Lit. ‘It is a book to Mary that Ken gave.’
(27) a. [a book-Acc Mari-Dat gave]
— Merger (External Merge) of book-Acc and Mari-Dat, forming
{book-Acc, Mari-Dat} outside of . —»



b. [a <book-Acc><Mari-Dat> gave]
{book-Acc, Mari-Dat}
— Construction of the structure up to FocP —»
. [FocP [Ken-Nom [¢ <book-Acc> <Mari-Dat> gave] C] CFoc]
— Merger (External Merge) of {hook-Acc, Mari-Dat} with FocP—
d. [{book-Acc, Mari-Dat} [FocP Ken-Nom [ <book-Acc> <Mari-
Dat> gave] C] CFoc]]

In his analysis, External Merge takes the two elements book-Acc and Mari-Dat,
both of which come from the syntactic object o, and forms {book-Acc, Mari-Dat}
outside a. The resulting constituent {book-Acc, Mari-Dat} then undergoes External
Merge with FP.

Within the framework of MERGE proposed by Chomsky et al. (2019), Kitahara
(2019) extends his two-step procedure of head movement, i.e. pair-MERGE and
set-MERGE, to Multiple Cleft. Under his analysis, the derivation of (26) would be
informally represented in (28):

(28) a. WS =[{... book-Acc, Mari-Dat ...}]
pair-MERGE (book-Acc, Mari-Dat, WS)
b. WS’ =[<book-Acc, Mari-Dat>, { ... book-Acc, Mari-Dat ...}]
set-MERGE (<book-Acc, Mari-Dat>, {... book-Acc, Mari-
Dat ...} ]
c. WS”=[{<book-Acc, Mari-Dat>, { ... book-Acc, Mari-Dat ...} }]

In (26), the focused elements book-Acc and Mari-Dat in Multiple Cleft undergo
pair-MERGE, forming an independent syntactic object, and then set-MERGE with
the rest of the syntactic object. In both of their analyses, since the focused elements
in Multiple Cleft appear in the Spec of FocP through External Merge/set-MERGE
rather than Internal Merge/set-MERGE, it follows that Multiple Cleft is immune to
syntactic island constraints on movement (Internal Merge/set-MERGE).

Takano (2015) claims that the immunity of Multiple Cleft to the nominative
case constraint also follows from his “double sideward movement” analysis under
Chomsky’s (2013; 2015) theory of labeling, where the label is determined by
minimal search. He assumes that (i) only nominal heads can have a focus feature
that enters into agreement with the focus feature of C, (ii) P can inherit this focus
feature from its nominal complement, (iii) Japanese nominative and accusative
phrases have the form [Kp DP K], and (iv) Accusative K behaves like P and inherits
a focus feature from its nominal complement, but nominative K does not. When a
nominative phrase appears in the focus position of Single Cleft as represented in
(29), a is not assigned any label because the nominative K does not inherit a focus

feature from its nominal complement; this violates the selectional requirement of
Cleft (Takano 2015: 65):

(29) *...[a KP [FP CFOC ..., where K is nominative.



He then claims that the focused phrases in Multiple Cleft, which form a syntactic
constituent of {XP, YP} type in his analysis, are not assigned any label. If the
unlabeled {XP, YP} is invisible to the labeling algorithm, a is assigned the label of
FP, namely Focus; this satisfies the selectional requirement of Cleft:

(30) ...[a {XP, YP} [FP CFOC ... (cf. Takano 2015: 69)

Although Takano’s and Kitahara’s External Merge/set-Merge analyses could
give us alternative ways of explaining the lack of sensitivity to certain syntactic
constraints with Multiple Cleft, they cannot accommodate the lack of LF
interpretive effects. Our Prosodic Cleft analysis, on the other hand, can account for
the insensitivity to syntactic constraints and the lack of LF interpretive effects with
Multiple Cleft in a straightforward way.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we have first presented evidence against a syntactic movement
analysis of Multiple Cleft. It was shown that unlike Single Cleft, Multiple Cleft
neither obeys any syntactic constraints nor has any LF interpretive effects. We have
then proposed a prosodic movement analysis of Multiple Cleft. We have argued
that in Multiple Cleft, targeted material is packed into a prosodic constituent and
then undergoes Prosodic Cleft to the right edge of an intonation phrase 1 within the
phonology.
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