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            Abstract
          
        

        
          The primary concern of this paper is why clefted XPs in English cleft sentences are categorially restricted: VP (and V as well), AP, and non-finite CP (CP[-fin]) are not eligible for clefting, while DP, PP, and finite CP (CP[+fin]) are. Under the assumption that cleft sentences in English can be derived either by movement or by base-generation of the clefted XP, it is claimed that the source of the categorial restriction can be both representational and derivational. The base-generation (or matching), requires a null operator (Op) movement for independent reasons, and this Op forms a relative clause with the clefted XP as its head noun (antecedent). Due to its non-nominal nature of AP, VP, or CP[-fin], those categories are not eligible for the antecedent of a relative clause with the null operator. This is a violation of the representational constraint. When the direct movement of the clefted XP is involved, this must obey a phase-based restriction on the deletion of the lower copy. When this condition is not met, the derivation crashes. This is a violation of the derivational constraint. Both representational and derivational considerations must be taken into to explain the categorial restriction. Two additional topics in clefts regarding “additional CP effect” and morphological mismatch are also discussed as extensions of the proposed analysis in the appendix.
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