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Introduction 
 
 
 
 

 
One of the areas in which languages display a great amount of variation is the 
freedom they have of shifting constituents around. While some languages, such as 
English, have a very fixed constituent order in most circumstances, others, such as 
Russian or Latin, allow almost infinite variation in linear ordering, without 
necessarily changing the propositional value of a given sentence. How can this 
cross-linguistic variation be accounted for? That is what the present thesis is 
concerned with. The phenomenon of ‘scrambling’, which boils down to a linear re-
ordering of constituents, is fascinating to linguists in general, since it is clearly one 
of the ways in which the syntactic structure of languages can vary. Any theory of 
syntax must be able to account for this variation, and do so in a way that can be 
made compatible with the results of research on language acquisition. Scrambling 
has become particularly interesting in view of some recent developments in the 
theory of Generative Syntax. With the advent of the Minimalist Program (Chomsky 
1995a), the issue of how to account for scrambling has become central. 

Languages that allow their major constituents to appear in a wide variety of 
linear orders (i.e. to scramble) are problematic for an approach such as Minimalism 
(Chomsky 1995a). If all linear deviations from the base order are the result of 
syntactic movement, and all syntactic movement is motivated by feature checking, 
what is this multitude of features, which increases exponentially with each new 
element added to a sentence, and which is only present in some languages, but not 
others? This is the main question raised by so-called ‘non-configurational’ 
languages. 

The present thesis is yet another attempt to combine the tenets of Minimalism 
with the data from these languages. It is unique in providing both a motivation for 
the linear re-orderings of constituents, and the mechanisms that allow them to take 
place in the various languages examined. I argue that while the motivation is 
uniform across languages, the mechanisms can differ quite a lot, depending on 
various other parameters that are active in a language.  

The first question I attempt to answer is the question of motivation. Assuming 
that in some languages the option of having a wider variety of linear orders is made 
available, what then would motivate these different orders? To answer this question 
I make use of an old idea in linguistics, namely that the change in linear order of 
constituents modifies the information structure of the sentence, with different 
elements becoming focused, or appearing as topics. I argue in this thesis that 
scrambling, in all the languages where it occurs, is motivated by information 
structure considerations. I moreover show that the appropriate way to view 
information structure is as a part of the PF interface. Therefore, all the mechanisms 
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that lead to scrambled linear orders will be keyed toward what happens at the PF 
interface. What are these mechanisms, and when are they available? 

In order to account for the scrambling patterns found in the different languages 
of the world, I make use of two main ideas. The first is what I refer to as Early 
Spell-Out. It is based on the fact that nothing in the theory forces all Merge 
operations to occur before the derivation is sent off to PF. Rather, it is possible, 
under certain specific circumstances, and only in certain languages, to send partial 
structures to PF. In these cases of Early Spell-Out, the partial structures that reach 
PF are not linearly ordered in any particular way, due to the fact that the normal 
linearization procedure requires full syntactic structure in order to become activated 
(Kayne 1994, Chomsky 1995a). Therefore, information structure, as part of the PF 
interface, is free to linearly order the various constituents as it sees fit. The result is  
great freedom in constituent orders. The question that arises at this point is: which 
languages will allow this Early Spell-Out to occur, and what are the properties that 
they share? I suggest in the present thesis that certain properties of the Case system 
in a language can result in this language allowing Early Spell-Out to occur. In this 
way, the often-observed correlation between rich Case morphology and freedom in 
linear order is captured. In this thesis, I use the example of Russian to illustrate the 
properties of Early Spell-Out languages and the workings of the Early Spell-Out 
mechanism.  

However, not all languages that have been traditionally viewed as scrambling 
languages fall into the group of Early Spell-Out languages. For instance, Japanese, 
despite allowing a great amount of freedom to its arguments, does not in any way 
approximate the patterns encountered in Russian. Moreover, languages such as 
Dutch, which have been argued to also display some scrambling, are very limited in 
what they allow in terms of linear re-ordering. In order to account for these more 
limited patterns, I make use of another mechanism, that of PD-movement 
(phonologically driven movement), a syntactic movement, occurring in the syntax 
proper, but driven by PF-considerations. More particularly, PD-movement is driven 
by considerations of information structure, a subset of the PF-interface. PD-
movement is also restricted by various factors. Firstly, since it is syntactic 
movement, it obeys the usual restrictions on movement, including economy 
conditions. Secondly, since it is not driven by regular features (i.e. CI-features such 
as wh- or quantifier features), it cannot create structure, and is dependent on the 
existing structure. In this it differs from overt movement motivated by LF-
considerations. As a result of this particular limitation, PD-movement is not 
available in all languages. Rather, only languages that present certain peculiarities 
will license it. In the present thesis, I show that certain properties of the Japanese T-
head license PD-movement in this language, while the absence of such properties 
makes similar movement impossible in English, despite the fact that the motivation 
for movement (i.e. information structure considerations) is the same in both 
languages.  

This brings me to the last point discussed in this thesis, namely how a language 
such as English, where neither of the mechanisms presented above is available, deals 
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with the variations in information structure of its sentences. The answer is given 
throughout the thesis, by systematically comparing English to other languages, 
where the various mechanisms presented above are active.  

This thesis is organized as follows. Chapter 1 contains a theoretical discussion, 
introducing the key terms and mechanisms and arguing that they follow naturally 
from the tenets of the Minimalist Program. Chapter 2 discusses a case of Early 
Spell-Out, Russian, and dwells in detail on the properties of this language. Chapter 3 
deals with Japanese, and the extensive presence of PD-movement in this language. 
Finally, chapter 4 discusses some remaining issues related to both mechanisms, as 
well as Dutch, a language where scrambling is much more limited.  
 



1  Theoretical Notions 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 
- The aim of this thesis is to look closely at the phenomenon of ‘scrambling’ in 
various languages, and to propose an approach within the Minimalist Program that 
accounts for both the similarities and the differences between the scrambling 
patterns in these languages.  
- What is ‘scrambling’? Scrambling, a term coined by Ross (1967), has come to 
refer to any order of constituents in a language that is not the neutral order for that 
language. The original transformation that Ross proposed is shown below. 
 
(1)  Scrambling 
 
 X –  {NP, VP, N, V, Adj, Adv} –  {NP, VP, N, V, Adj, Adv} –  Y  
 1 2 3 4 
� 1 3 2 4 
 

 Condition: Si dominates 2 if and only if Si dominates 3 
 
The term scrambling has since been used to describe phenomena as diverse as 
Object Shift found in Scandinavian languages such as Norwegian (2): 
 
(2) a. Igar  laeste  han  uden  tviv  ikke  dem 
  yesterday  read  he  without  doubt  not  them  
 b. Igar  laeste  han  demi  uden  tviv  ikke ti 

  yesterday  read  he  them  without  doubt  not 
  ‘Yesterday, without a doubt, he didn’t read them’ 

(Vikner 1994) 
 
the freedom of arguments to appear in different orders in languages such as German 
or Japanese (3): 
 
(3) a. Taroo-a  pizza-o  tabeta 
  Taroo-NOM  pizza-ACC  eat 
 b. Pizza-oi  Taroo-ga ti  tabeta 
  pizza-ACC  Taroo-NOM  eat 

‘Taroo ate a pizza’ 
(Miyagawa 2003) 
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and the complete freedom of all major constituents in languages such as Russian (4) 
(for data source; see footnote 2 in chapter 2).  
 
(4) a. Ivan  kupil  knigu 
  Ivan.NOM  bought  book.ACC 
 b. Ivan  knigu  kupil 
  Ivan book bought 
 c. Knigu  Ivan  kupil 
  book Ivan bought 
 d. Knigu  kupil  Ivan 
  book bought  Ivan 
 e. Kupil  Ivan  knigu 
  bought  Ivan book 
 f. Kupil  knigu  Ivan 
  bought  book Ivan 
  ‘Ivan bought the/a book’ 
 
Note that this term does not subsume the changes in linear ordering that arise as a 
result of wh-movement or topicalization. 
- Why look at ‘scrambling’? There are various reasons why the phenomenon of 
scrambling is particularly relevant within the theoretical framework of the 
Minimalist Program. Firstly, so-called non-configurational languages are difficult to 
handle in a minimalist approach, especially under the double assumption that the 
operation Move must be motivated by feature checking, and that all constituent 
order variation is caused by Move. Secondly, scrambling is a cover term used for 
phenomena as diverse as the movement of a definite DP over an adverb in Dutch 
and the six permutations obtained with three major constituents in language like 
Russian. It is therefore important to establish whether all these phenomena are the 
result of a single operation or whether the different patterns arise from different 
operations. Finally, scrambling tends to be regarded as optional, an aspect that is 
problematic for the Minimalist Program, where syntactic operations are always 
motivated by the checking of some feature.  
 
2. Proposal 
 
I propose that the motivation for scrambling is the same across languages: 
scrambling is motivated by information structure considerations, a set of rules that 
are active in the PF-component of grammar. However, although the PF-rules 
governing information structure are fairly uniform in the languages of the world, 
they have to take into consideration the properties of a given language.  

As a result, the variation in constituent order in languages known as scrambling, 
is not a unified phenomenon across languages. Rather it arises as the result of one 
(or more) of two operations. The first operation is Early Spell-Out (akin to 
Hoffman’s 1996 M-scrambling), which implies that the constituents of a particular 
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derivation are cyclically merged, but at a later stage in the derivation. More 
specifically, the Merge operation occurs after the Spell-Out to PF (see chapter 2). 
The second operation is syntactic movement for PF reasons (Sauerland and 
Elbourne 2002), i.e. PD-movement, which I argue takes place in the syntax proper 
(see chapter 3). Both of these options have been suggested in the literature, together 
with an entire range of other possibilities. In the next section, I briefly review 
previous analyses of scrambling, before proceeding with the further development of 
the main ideas of this thesis.  
 
2.1 Previous Analyses 
 
There have been many analyses of scrambling, some of which claim that scrambling 
is a uniform phenomenon cross-linguistically, others going as far as distinguishing 
different types of scrambling within one language. As for what the exact operation is 
that causes scrambling, it has been argued that  
 

a) Scrambling is the result of the lack of merger, meaning that constituents 
arrive to PF unattached, which allows great freedom of linear order (Hoffman 
1996), 

b) Scrambling is the result of the arguments being base-generated in a deviant 
way, i.e. in a different order from the generally assumed order of merging 
first the object, then the subject (Bayer and Kornfilt 1993, Neeleman 1994, 
Neeleman and Weerman 1999, Ueyama 1998, 2002, Fanselow 2001). Some 
have argued that this unconventional base-generation must be followed by 
lowering at LF (Bošković and Takahashi 1998), 

c) Scrambling is subsumed under other known syntactic operations such as A-
movement (Vanden Wyngaerd 1989, Mahajan 1990, Deprez 1993, Vikner 
1994) or A’-movement (Bennis and Hoekstra 1984, 1985, Müller and 
Sternefeld 1993, Vikner 1994).  

 
The last two approaches have also battled with the entire A/A’ dichotomy, due to 

the fact that some cases of scrambling display properties of both A and A’-
movement, sometimes even within the same sentence (Webelhuth 1989). This 
problem is known in the literature as Webelhuth’s paradox, and various creative 
solutions have been found for it. The solutions have ranged from assuming that it is 
the head of the chain that determines the nature of the chain (Saito 1992), through 
assuming that it is the locality or non-locality of movement that determines the 
properties of chains (Lee and Santorini 1994), to assuming that there is no paradox, 
but rather that the mixed cases result from A-movement followed by A’-movement 
(Mahajan 1994). 

The problem with most of these analyses is that they do not cover all the data. 
Each approach handles relatively well the language or set of data it was designed 
for, but runs into problems once extended to other languages/sets of data. Moreover, 
many of these approaches are difficult to state within the Minimalist framework. In 
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the course of this thesis, I discuss quite a few of the above-mentioned approaches, 
showing that they all suffer from some inherent problems, both from a theoretical 
and an empirical point of view.  
 
3. Proposal in More Detail 
 
In the present thesis, I argue that of the above approaches ((a) through (c)), two are 
valid explanations for the phenomenon of scrambling. More specifically, the option 
of having unmerged structures reach PF, as well as the option of viewing scrambling 
as the result of syntactic movement, are both correct to some extent. I propose that 
scrambling is a non-unified phenomenon, which can be the result of either of the 
following:  
 

a) Merger that has not taken place by the time the derivation reaches PF. This 
option is very similar to Hoffman’s (1996) M-scrambling proposal, but since 
it is modified in some important respects, I rename it Early Spell-Out.1 This is 
what occurs in languages such as Russian; see section 3.1 and chapter 2. 

 
b) Scrambling is the result of syntactic movement taking place for PF reasons, 

i.e. PD-movement. This movement takes place in syntax proper, rather than in 
the PF-component. It displays characteristics of both A and A’-movement, 
depending on the particular properties of the syntactic structure in the relevant 
language. This is what happens in languages such as Japanese or Dutch; see 
chapters 3 and 4. 

 
I also argue that the A/A’-dichotomy can best be viewed in derivational terms, 

following proposals such as Epstein et al. (1998). Under this view, the dichotomy is 
not between two types of movement with a set of characteristic properties. Rather, 
the various properties of A- vs. A’-movement are viewed as resulting from the stage 
in the derivation where certain features of the moved element are 
checked/eliminated. This in turn depends on the positions in which the various 
copies of the element occur. Moreover, scrambling may under this view have some 
properties of what used to be viewed as A or A’-movement, but due to the fact that 
scrambling is essentially movement for PF reasons, the similarities are never 
complete. Below, I elaborate on the various aspects of this proposal. Section 3.1 
deals with Early Spell-Out as a mechanism. Section 3.2 is concerned with 
scrambling as the result of PD-movement. Finally, section 3.3 deals with the A/A’-
dichotomy and its relation to scrambling.  
 

                                                           
1 This use of the term differs from the ‘Early Spell-Out’ in Svenonius (2001). I thank Jeroen 
van Craenenbroeck (p.c.) for pointing this out to me. 
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3.1 Early Spell-Out 
 
In this section, I show that Early Spell-Out is not only possible, but also expected, 
within the minimalist framework (section 3.1.1). I also argue that Early Spell-Out is 
best understood from a derivational, rather than a representational perspective 
(section 3.1.2). Section 3.1.3 covers the implications of the model for our 
understanding of features. In section 3.1.4, I discuss the information structure 
module, which plays an important role in the present thesis, both for Early Spell-Out 
and for scrambling as PD-movement. In section 3.1.5, the main empirical 
predictions for a language that allows Early Spell-Out are summarized. Finally, 
section 3.1.6 deals with the Case Parameter, which establishes whether a language 
will or will not allow Early Spell-Out to occur. 
 
3.1.1 Theoretical Motivation 
 
In this section, I argue that the option of having Merge occurring after Spell-Out is 
not only empirically convenient, as well as theoretically possible; it is in fact 
expected to occur. 

Hoffman (1996) points out that unmerged structures at PF are forced upon the 
theory by the assumption that Move is a complex operation resulting from Copy +  
Merge + Delete. He states that Merge is not necessarily costless from a derivational 
point of view. Rather, he argues that what Chomsky means by ‘select and merge are 
“costless”’ (Chomsky 1993) is meta-theoretical costlessness, namely the fact that all 
computational models require some sort of concatenation operation. In this way, 
Hoffman (1996) introduces the possibility of Merge bearing a cost.2 

He goes further, and proposes in his thesis that the possibility of Merge 
occurring late, because of Last Resort, is empirically adequate because it can 
accommodate the great variation in constituent order in certain languages. 
Moreover, Hoffman (1996) assumes that the Single-Rootedness Constraint, which 
claims that a syntactic tree cannot consist of more than one root node, holds only at 
LF. This way of viewing the constraint has as its consequence that post-Spell-Out 
Merger becomes available. In this way, Hoffman argues that the cost of Merge is 
empirically desirable, and theoretically possible. Following Chomsky’s (2001b) idea 
that Move and Merge are in fact the same operation, one could go a step further and 
argue that Spell-Out before merging is a theoretical necessity. For Chomsky, both 
Move and Merge are the same operation, the only difference being that one case 
merges an element from the numeration into the tree (Pure Merge, or External 
Merge), while in the other case, what is merged is an element that is already present 
in the tree (Internal Merge, Move).3, 4 Taking this to its logical conclusion results in 

                                                           
2 See also Collins (1997) and Ndayiragije (1999), who claim that Merge should not be 
costless in derivational terms. 
3 On an even more radical conception of Merge and Move being equal; see Starke (2001).  
4 It remains true that Internal Merge (i.e. Move) is a more complex operation, since it also 
consists of a Copy and Delete mechanism. Nevertheless, the discussion here centres on the 
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an interesting expectation. If Move and Merge are essentially the same operation, 
and Move is costly from a derivational point of view, the expectation is that Merge, 
too, must bear a cost. This conclusion goes one step further than Hoffman’s (1996) 
reasoning, and it makes the cost of Merge theoretically unavoidable.  

Following this line of reasoning, if Move is Merge, the two should be motivated 
in a similar way. Within the Minimalist Framework (Chomsky 1995a), the 
motivation for Move is feature checking. Depending on whether the features that 
require checking are strong or weak, Move will either apply before or after Spell-
Out.5 Once more, the identity relation between Move and Merge leads to the 
conclusion that Merge also must be motivated by feature checking, and that 
depending on whether the features that motivate Merge are weak or strong (a 
question of language variation), Merge will either apply before or after Spell-Out. 
This is exactly the conclusion which Hoffman (1996) reaches, and on which he 
bases his concept of M-scrambling.  

I take a somewhat different approach to the relation between Merge and Spell-
Out. I follow Hoffman in that considering the Single-Rootedness Constraint to be an 
LF requirement, thereby making room for the possibility of unmerged structures at 
PF. However, I do not go so far as to argue that Merge is forced to occur because of 
some particular features, at least not in a direct way. Just as it is trivially untrue that 
all Move operations take place for the sake of one and the same feature, it would be 
incorrect to assume that there is one such feature that systematically triggers all 
Merge operations. On the other hand, in some deeper sense, Merge is triggered by 
feature checking. The reason that this is the case is inherent in a minimalist view of 
derivations. A standard derivation, in minimalist terms, begins with a numeration 
and builds structure that can later be modified. The purpose of structure-building is, 
in the first place, the fact that structure is necessary for LF to interpret a given string, 
as dictated by compositional semantics. It is trivially not PF that requires syntactic 
structure, but LF. Feature checking, on the other hand, cannot occur without 
structure. For two elements to enter into the kind of relation that will lead to their 
features being checked against one another, it is imperative that the two elements are 
part of the same syntactic structure at that particular point in the derivation. In this 
view, structure is built for LF reasons, and the building of structure in turn results in 
configurations where features can be checked. Therefore, indirectly, the building of 
structure underlies the feature checking mechanism, i.e. feature checking is related 
to the Merge operation. This is different, however, from assuming that there is some 
specific feature that Merge checks.6  

                                                                                                                                        
motivation for the operations, and in so far as there is no reason to believe that it is the Copy 
and Delete mechanism that is at the basis of the motivation for Move, Merge and Move are 
the same. 
5 At later stages in the development of the theory, Chomsky (2000, 2001a) abandons the 
strong/weak distinction.  
6 As to what directly motivates Merge; see chapter 4 for a more elaborate discussion of the 
role of θ-theory and selection in minimalist terms.  
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On the other hand, whereas Hoffman (1996) argues that unmerged structures at 
PF are forced by the combination of weak features and the Procrastinate economy 
principle, I argue that such structures are allowed by the fact that certain features can 
be checked without the intervention of the Merge operation. Neither Procrastinate 
nor the Strong/Weak feature distinction from Chomsky (1995a) plays a role in this 
approach, and the difference between languages that allow and languages that 
disallow Early Spell-Out lies in whether a given instance of Merge is necessary to 
check certain features in those languages, or whether they can be checked 
independently of this Merge operation.  

Moreover, while in Hoffman’s approach, Spell-Out is forced to occur as early as 
possible, I argue that Spell-Out (to PF) is a random operation, which occurs once 
and only once in the course of a given derivation,7 and which results in a convergent 
derivation if and only if all the features that are relevant to PF are checked at this 
particular point. In the next section, I develop in some more detail the model argued 
for in this thesis, relying to some extent on the derivational model of Epstein et al. 
(1998). 
 
3.1.2 Derivation vs. Representation: Epstein et al. (1998)  
 
Epstein et al. (1998) propose to follow faithfully the idea that a derivation is a 
‘derivation’. They try to derive some basic notions of syntactic theory from this fact, 
without recourse to stipulations and levels of representation. In this, they differ from 
much of the literature, which, despite the minimalist philosophy, maintains a large 
degree of representational machinery in the theory. The authors argue that, rather 
than ‘interpreting an output phrase-marker representation generated by the 
derivation’, LF must be ‘invasive’ to the syntax, ‘being isomorphic to the syntactic 
derivation and interpreting it as it proceeds’ (Epstein et al. 1998: 12). As a result, in 
some sense, the derivation takes place in LF (cf. Jackendoff 1977). This is due to the 
fact that the authors view the derivation as a continuous series of operations that lead 
from a numeration to a final structure built according to LF principles, the aim of 
which is to be LF-interpretable. They attempt to eliminate all representations from 
the model, and nothing is more representational than a certain level (Spell-Out) at 
which a certain string (the derivation so far) is made to go through certain filters (the 
Interface Conditions). 

The model that Epstein et al. (1998) propose is shown below:  
 

                                                           
7 Note that the term ‘derivation’ refers to the ‘sequence of Merge and Move operations that 
start out with a numeration of N-elements, and reaches a numeration of 0-elements’. This 
becomes particularly important in section 6.3.1 of chapter 2, where it is argued that embedded 
clauses have their own numeration, which in turn implies that they are created as a result of a 
separate derivation, and that they have their own Spell-Out point.  
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(5)  
 [numeration] 

  PF   LF 
       
  PF   LF 
  
  PF   LF 
 
  PF   LF 
 
 
In this model, there are as many Spell-Out points to PF as there are to LF, and each 
one of these Spell-Out procedures is triggered by syntactic structure-building 
operations. This means that every time some syntactic operation takes place, 
whether it is a Merge or a Move operation, the derivation is Spelled-Out. I follow 
Epstein et al. (1998) as far as their view of an invasive LF is concerned. However, 
their analysis, in which LF looks in on the syntactic derivation; seems to make the 
term Spell-Out inaccurate.  

The entire concept of Spell-Out relies on a given structure being somehow read 
off and evaluated at a given point, and this is not what the authors suggest occurs. 
Rather, in their approach, the structure is read off step by step, as it is formed, not in 
its entirety at some randomly determined Spell-Out point. There is a substantial 
difference between a multiple Spell-Out model, in which sub-strings are sent off, 
and then come back to syntax in order to undergo further operations (cf. Uriagereka 
1999), and a model where the information available after each syntactic operation 
can simply be read off, and used, by the LF module. Therefore, rather than talk 
about LF Spell-Out, I will proceed in this thesis to describe the interaction between 
the syntactic derivation and the LF interpretive module as Look-In points. 
Nevertheless, I follow Epstein et al. (1998) in assuming that there are as many LF 
Look-In points as there are syntactic operations. The preliminary model is thus 
modified, as shown below. 

 
(6) Model (version 1) 
 

 [numeration] 
  PF   LF 
       
  PF   LF 
  
  PF   LF 
 
  PF   LF 
 
 



CHAPTER 1 

 

12

 

While I follow Epstein et al.’s approach to LF, I do not entirely agree with their 
view of PF Spell-Out. Their view of PF Spell-Out is parallel to their view of LF 
Spell-Out, with the PF being isomorphic to the syntactic derivation, and PF 
interpretation being computed step by step with each new operation in the process of 
structure-building. However, I believe that while the derivation is, in some sense LF, 
the same cannot be said of the PF interface. Although, as shown extensively in the 
present thesis (chapter 3), PF is sensitive to the presence of syntactic structure, it 
does not by itself require syntactic structure. In this sense, syntactic structure is not a 
concern of the PF-component. Moreover, it seems to be unavoidable to view PF as a 
separate module, with rules of its own, which apply to a given string. This is due to 
the fact that while the semantic interpretation is directly read off the syntactic 
structure, PF, on the other hand, has to transform the structure into a linear sequence. 
Therefore, I propose to keep PF Spell-Out as a real Spell-Out point, meaning that the 
PF Spell-Out point is the input to the PF interface and the rules applying there. I 
moreover assume that there is one such point per derivation, whereby the structure is 
sent off to PF to be re-analyzed according to entirely different principles. This final 
version of the model is shown below. 
 
(7) Model for a given derivation (final) 
 

 [numeration] 
  PF   LF 
       
     LF 
   
     LF 
 
  PF   LF 
 
 
The question that arises concerns the number of these hypothetical PF Spell-Out 
points that are actually attested in the languages of the world, and which languages 
Spell-Out when and why. Before discussing this question, however, it is necessary 
to further specify the definition of Early Spell-Out and to discuss how the notion can 
be formalized in the model assumed here.  

As I argued earlier, the possibility of Early Spell-Out is created by the fact that 
PF Spell-Out can occur at any of the possible Spell-Out points, together with the fact 
that certain languages have ways of checking features that do not require Merge to 
occur (see section 3.1.6 for more details on what these would be). In a language such 
as Russian, where Early Spell-Out is possible, what this in essence means is the 
following. The Russian derivation will proceed on its normal course, and at some 
point the entire string, with, without, or with partial, structure, will be sent off to PF. 
If this occurs very early in the derivation, the derivation will still converge because 
the relevant features will have been checked regardless. However, if PF Spell-Out 
happens late, the derivation will also converge. In this way, in Russian, there are 



THEORETICAL NOTIONS 

 

13

 

both Early Spell-Out derivations and non Early Spell-Out derivations. This is 
discussed in great detail in chapter 2.  

In a language such as English, on the other hand, if PF Spell-Out occurs too 
early, certain features will not have been checked, and the derivation will crash. 
Therefore, the prediction is that languages that allow Earli(er) Spell-Out will also 
allow Spell-Out at a later stage, but not vice versa. The question now arises again of 
knowing how many of these points there are, and how they are divided among 
languages.  

The least restrictive hypothesis is that there are as many hypothetical PF Spell-
Out points as there are Look-In LF points, in a way similar to the Epstein et al. 
(1998) approach, which means that every time a syntactic operation applies, be it 
Move or Merge, it is possible to Spell-Out to PF. This would imply that for a 
language like Russian, which allows Early Spell-Out (and therefore also any other 
Spell-Out), there would be a large number of points in the derivation at which partial 
structures could be sent off to PF, without the derivation crashing. Although it is 
theoretically feasible, this view would result in a great increase of computational 
complexity. Occam’s Razor dictates that such an increase in complexity must be 
justified. In the present thesis, I argue that a restricted number of PF Spell-Out 
points is sufficient to account for the variation encountered in the languages of the 
world. If the model can be maintained with two PF Spell-Out points, as shown 
below, no extra Spell-Out points should be postulated. In chapter 4, I discuss the 
issue of potential extra Spell-Out points further. 

On the other hand, if the number of PF Spell-Out points is restricted, the 
question arises of the way in which it is restricted. To be more specific, what PF 
considerations would make certain Spell-Out points salient, and possible, while 
ruling out other ones? The answer that I propose in the present work is that there are 
two PF Spell-Out points, corresponding to Chomsky’s (2001a) Strong Phases: the 
DP8 and the CP Spell-Out points. In this way, the two points at which Spell-Out 
clearly can take place is after the nominal domain has been created (the DP phase), 
and after the verbal domain has been created (the CP phase). These two points are 
attested in Russian, and the latter is attested in English. The question is whether 
these are the only two. I argue that there are indeed no other Spell-Out points, and I 
discuss the possible counterexamples in chapter 4. I also show that this particular 
approach allows us to make very restrictive assumptions concerning covert 
movement in various languages. (8) illustrates the model used in the remainder of 
this thesis. 

 

                                                           
8 On DP as a phase in the sense of Chomsky (2001a); see also Rappaport (2001), among 
others. 
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(8) Cross-linguistic Model (final) 
 

 [numeration] 
PF (DP phase)   LF 

       
     LF 
  or 
     LF 
 
 PF (CP phase)   LF 
 
 
Having presented the model of grammar to be used in this dissertation, the next step 
is to deal with what happens to a derivation that reaches PF before it has been 
completely merged, and how the various elements of that derivation are linearly 
organized in relation to one another. First, however, a note on the role of features is 
required. 
 
3.1.3 Features 
 
The model presented in (8) above is essentially a T-model, as opposed to the more 
traditional Y-model. One of the possible ways of viewing the difference between the 
two types of model is that the T-model does not make a difference between the part 
of the computation that occurs before the Spell-Out point and the part of the 
computation that occurs after the Spell-Out point. Rather, both are part of one and 
the same computation, i.e. both are considered to be syntax. This is illustrated 
below.  
 
(9)    [numeration] 
 PF (DP phase)   LF  S 
       y 
     LF  n 
  or     t 
     LF  a 
       x 
 PF (CP phase)   LF   
         
        
Similarly, the derivation to PF in this model includes everything between the start of 
the computation at the numeration to the point where the PF interface starts 
interacting with the sensory-motor module. This part of the derivation I will refer to 
as the PF-derivation; it is illustrated in (10).  
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(10)   [numeration] 
     LF  S 
       y 
 PF-derivation   LF  n 
       t 
     LF  a 
       x 
 PF (CP phase)   LF   
         
          
In this thesis, I suggest that there are in essence two types of formal features that 
require checking at some point in the derivation, the SM (Sensory-Motor) features 
and CI (Conceptual-Intentional) features. The former are formal features, the non-
satisfaction (or failure to delete) of which leads to a crash at the PF-interface. The 
latter are formal features the non-satisfaction of which leads to a crash at the LF-
interface. Therefore, an SM-feature will have to be deleted somewhere along the PF-
derivation and a CI-feature will have to be deleted somewhere in Syntax (see (10)). 
In the present work, I argue that Case is an SM-feature, while wh-features or Q-
features are CI-features. These two types of features play an important role at 
different points in the present work.  
         
3.1.4 Information Structure 
 
Information Structure (IS) is a module of grammar that is clearly relevant to the 
ordering of constituents in language in general. The general observation is that 
changing the order of the constituents leads to differences in interpretation of the 
sentence in terms of the topic and focus nature of the various constituents. For 
instance, in English, moving some element to a clause-initial position leads to a 
topic reading of this particular element.  
 
(11) a. John invited Anna 
 b. Anna John invited, but Peter he didn’t 
 
Similarly, in Hungarian, moving an element to the pre-verbal position results in a 
focus reading.  
 
(12) a. Anna  meg  kivta  Petert 
  Anna.NOM  PREVERB  invited  Peter.ACC  
 ‘Anna invited Peter’ 
 b. Petert  kivta  meg  Anna 
  Peter.ACC  invited PREVERB  Anna.NOM 
 ‘It is Peter that Anna invited’  

(Anikó Lipták p.c) 
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This is a familiar observation, which has been implemented in various ways within 
generative grammar. 

In this section, I discuss whether there are reasons to believe that IS is indeed a 
function of PF, and I point to certain alternative proposals that have been made in 
the literature concerning the positioning of IS in the model. 
 
a) Information Structure as a Function of PF 
 
IS at PF, LF or LF’? 
 
One of the issues that remain unclear in present-day generative models is the point 
in the derivation where discourse considerations become important. Some authors 
(Vallduvi 1992, Bailyn 1995, among others) have proposed that besides the two 
interface levels of PF and LF there should be a third interface level FF (Functional 
Form)/IS that deals with disambiguating discourse functions in languages with fixed 
word order. Free constituent order languages are then considered to be wearing their 
FF ‘on their sleeve’ in the same way that languages like Hungarian have been 
argued to ‘wear their LF on their sleeve’. 

Others, however, have argued that no such extra interface level is necessary, and 
that the two existent interfaces are amply sufficient to deal with information 
structure (King 1993, Uriagereka 1995, Steedman 2000 among others). Within this 
second type of approach, the question still remains whether IS should belong to the 
PF side of the derivation, since it often involves such phonological phenomena as 
intonation structure; or, whether it should belong to the LF side, since IS is argued to 
modify the truth value conditions of certain utterances. Most of the above-mentioned 
authors favour the latter view, but Chomsky (1995a) tends in the former direction. In 
most of the existing approaches of the LF kind, discourse functions are mediated 
through LF movement (to some Topic or Focus Projection).  

A third theoretical option that has been proposed in the literature is to include a 
post-LF level, referred to as LF’ (LF prime), that would deal with IS after all 
logical-semantic issues have been taken care of by LF (Brody 1981, Huang 1984). 

I propose that all IS is uniformly dealt with by the PF interface, either by 
prosodic means or by linear re-ordering of unmerged constituents. The argument 
consists of two steps: I first show that there are good arguments against IS being an 
LF phenomenon. In this I rely mostly on Vallduvi’s (1992) arguments. I then go on 
to discuss why PF is the obvious module to deal with IS phenomena.  
 
Against Information Structure at LF 
 
Vallduvi (1992) points out that, in the literature, focus structures have often been 
dealt with at LF or LF’. In these approaches, focus is seen as a quantifier, 
undergoing LF-movement. The reason for this is twofold. On the one hand there are 
overt cases of focus movement in certain languages, and it would therefore be 
expected that other languages will have covert counterparts of this movement. 
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Moreover, it has been argued that focus movement displays Weak Crossover effects 
(WCO), of the same type as the ones found with wh-phrases and QPs. The following 
examples illustrate these two points. 
 
(13) FIDOi they named it ti 
 
(14) a. Hisi mother saw Johni yesterday 
 b. *Whoi did hisi mother see t yesterday? 
 c. *Hisi mother saw JOHNi yesterday 

d. *JOHNi hisi mother saw t yesterday  
   (Vallduvi 1992: 119)  
 
(13) illustrates a case of overt focus movement, while (14) shows that focus creates 
Weak Crossover effects.  

Vallduvi (1992) however points out that there are certain problems with this 
kind of approach. Firstly, a closer look at the data reveals that there are no real WCO 
effects with focus. The grammaticality judgments about these sentences are not very 
strong, particularly on the difference between (15a) and (15b) below.  
 
(15) a. Hisi mother saw Johni yesterday 

b. *Hisi mother saw JOHNi yesterday 
(Vallduvi 1992) 

 
Rochemont (1978) and Solan (1984) provide examples similar to (15b) that are 
grammatical.  
 
(16) A: Sally and the woman John loves are leaving the country today 
 B: I thought that the woman he loves had BETRAYED Sally 

A: No, the woman he loves betrayed JOHN. Sally and she are the best of 
friends  

(Vallduvi 1992: 120) 
 
In (16), despite the focus status of John, coreference with the pronoun is allowed. 
This contradicts the statement that focus leads to Weak Crossover effects.  

The second problem with this type of approach is the assumption that focused 
elements are quantificational in nature. Vallduvi (1992) shows that there are no 
double reading effects with focus, unlike with other QPs. 
 
(17) Which exam did every student pass last year? 
 
(18) a. Every student passed the prelims last year 

b. Every student passed the PRELIMS last year 
(Vallduvi 1992) 
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(17) has two readings, corresponding to the narrow and wide-scope reading for the 
wh-phrase (Which is the exam that all students passed? vs. For each student, which 
exam (possibly different) did s/he pass?). If focus were quantificational, the 
expectation would be that (18b) has two readings, as opposed to (18a), which would 
only have one. This prediction is, however, not confirmed. Moreover, the 
association that has been made in the literature between focus and the 
exhaustiveness quantifier (Szabolcsi 1981, 1983, Svoboda and Materna 1987) is not 
justified, according to Vallduvi (1992). He argues that the exhaustiveness of focus is 
due to its informational task. More specifically, Vallduvi (1992), in his chapter 7, 
provides arguments against focus being equal to an exhaustiveness quantifier (such 
as only).  

A third type of argument against the ‘focus as LF-movement’ approach comes 
from the problematic nature of focus raising as a grammatical rule. Vallduvi (1992) 
points out that such a rule would be exceptional in various respects. Firstly, as 
opposed to other LF-movements, focus raising does not obey the ECP, nor does it 
obey the rules of Binding Theory.  
 
(19) Mary claims that SARAH should stay 
 
(20) Johni thought that Paul Drake was investigating HIMi 
 for x = John, John thought that Paul Drake was investigating x 

(Vallduvi 1992) 
 
In (19), Sarah would have to raise and adjoin to the matrix IP, which would violate 
the ECP. As for (20), the variable in the lower clause should be free, incorrectly 
ruling out John as a binder.9 

From a conceptual point of view, an LF movement analysis of focus is 
problematic because one would have to assume that in all-focus sentences, an entire 
clause is moving out. Moreover, overt focus preposing is rare and marked in 
languages like English, and an LF movement analysis would thus take a rare and 
marked construction as a default.10 Finally, Vallduvi (1992) argues against the view 
that IS phenomena have truth-conditional effects, as would be expected if LF was 
involved. He shows this for exhaustiveness effects (pp. 139-142), for focus adverbs 
such as only (pp. 142-151) and for negation (pp. 151-160). 

Having shown that IS is not dealt with at LF, Vallduvi (1992) goes on to propose 
a separate level (called IS) that deals specifically with IS effects and exists alongside 
                                                           
9 Vallduvi (1992) points out that these problems cease to exist if focus is assumed to be an 
LF’ operation and if LF’ neither has ECP effects nor is sensitive to the Binding Theory 
(Brody 1981). Vallduvi (1992) mentions that in general, it is difficult to establish an empirical 
difference between LF and LF’. However, from an economy-of-derivation point of view, if \ 
LF is followed by LF’, it would essentially mean that LF would perform actions that would 
then be undone by the next level up, which does not seem to be a very economical option. 
Since in the present approach, I argue that LF has little to do with IS, the question does not 
arise.  
10 The same is true of Quantifier Raising. See chapter 4 for further discussion. 
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PF and LF (see also the FF level in Bailyn 1995). I propose that although Vallduvi 
(1992) is correct in assuming that IS is not an LF-phenomenon, the level of IS (or 
FF) is redundant, and IS should be dealt with at PF. 
 
Information Structure at PF   
 
There are various reasons for arguing that IS is dealt with at PF. The first one has to 
do with economy considerations. Unless a third interface level is specifically 
required, it is uneconomical to postulate one. For this reason, various authors have 
attempted to reconcile IS with LF phenomena. However, as shown above, overt IS-
related movements do not have the properties of other well-documented LF 
movements. So the only other level left to consider is PF.  

Cross-linguistically, all IS related effects are made visible in languages in two 
ways, illustrated in the following two English sentences.  
 
(21) a. APPLESi he doesn’t like ti, but peaches he does 
 b. He doesn’t like APPLES 
 
Various types of foci and topics in languages are either marked by prosody, in the 
shape of stress emphasis (21b), by means of a marked linear order (21a), or both. 
Prosody is clearly a PF phenomenon. As for the mapping of hierarchical structure to 
linear order, recent versions of the Minimalist Program assume that syntactic 
structure is essentially hierarchical in nature, and that all linearization takes place at 
PF only. Therefore, all IS is determined at PF. It is only a small step to conclude that 
PF is the level at which IS is determined and expressed. 

I propose that there are essentially three ways in which PF expresses IS effects: 
by PD-movement, by free linear (re)-ordering according to IS principles, and by 
intonation.11 Two of the three are related to linear ordering, and the third is prosodic. 
The particular way chosen in a given language or construction depends on how 
much syntactic structure is already present by the time the derivation reaches PF. PF 
has a tendency to freely order constituents according to IS patterns. However, it can 
only do so to the extent that these constituents have not already been included in 
hierarchical syntactic structures. In languages or constructions where the derivation 
already contains extensive syntactic structure, PD-movement will have to take place 
in order to obtain the linear order that corresponds to the IS of the utterance. This is 
what I argue causes the scrambling pattern in Japanese (see chapter 3).12 A 
hypothetical example is given below.  
                                                           
11 One possible consequence of this view is that topicalization in a language like English 
might also be viewed as PD-movement. See chapter 3 for further discussion on this point. 
12 PD-movement has been argued to have the properties that led Vallduvi (1992) to conclude 
that IS cannot be a case of LF-movement. No ECP effects or BT effects are expected. 
Moreover, PD-movement is syntactically optional, a property that can clearly not be extended 
in the recent minimalist view to the usual kind of syntactic movement. If, however, it is 
understood that prosody can kick in anytime to compensate for IS failures, the optionality of 
PD-movement is also explained. See chapter 3 for further discussion of scrambling as 
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(22) Language/construction A:  
 by Spell-Out: [X [Y [Z ]]] 

at PF: linearization (according to head-parameter; see Neeleman and 
Weerman 1999) 

 result: X > Y > Z  
 IS resolved through a) prosody and b) (in some cases) PD-movement 
 
(23) Language/construction B:  
 by Spell-Out: X; Y; Z 
 at PF: no linearization based on structure, IS principles kick in. 
 result: Z > Y > X, etc. 

IS resolved through a) PF/IS linear (re)-ordering and b) prosody (if 
necessary) 

 
Before proceeding with the remainder of this chapter, a note is necessary on the 
connection between PF and LF.  
 
b) Link PF/LF 
 
Despite the arguments that have been given above against placing the burden of IS 
on the LF interface, it is clearly the case that IS phenomena have some 
interpretational value. Therefore, whatever level they occur at, this level must in 
some way communicate with LF. Since I assume that IS is a PF phenomenon, the 
issue reduces to a link between PF and LF. In a traditional GB model (Y model), this 
link was mediated by Surface Structure, a level of representation common to both 
PF and LF. Whatever features or structures were present at SS would automatically 
feed both PF and LF.  
 
(24) Lexicon 
 
 
  DS 
 

 
  SS   

 
 
  PF  LF 
 
However, within a minimalist model (T-model), where the level of Surface Structure 
no longer exists, there is no such obvious link.  
 

                                                                                                                                        
movement driven by PF considerations, and the exact stage of the derivation where PD-
movement takes place. 
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(25) Lexicon 
 
 
  PF 
 
 
   LF 
 
The link between PF and LF becomes even less obvious if we accept a Multiple 
Spell-Out approach (Uriagereka 1999), as I do in some sense here. 
 
(26)    

    Lexicon 
  PF   LF 
       
     LF 
  
  PF   LF 
 
     LF 
 
 
This problem is not particularly specific to the present approach and offering a 
complete solution would take us beyond the scope of the present work, so that I 
restrict the discussion here to a few remarks.  

In terms of the technicalities of connecting PF and LF, various solutions are 
available. In a model without multiple Spell-Out (27), one could take a Selkirk 
(1984) type approach, with an additional level beyond both PF and LF where the 
two communicate, essentially replacing the traditional SS.13 
 
(27) Lexicon 
 
 
  DS 
 

 
  SS   

 
 
  PF  LF 
 
 
  Intonational Structure 

                                                           
13 In Selkirk’s (1984) proposal, this level existed alongside SS, and it was specifically 
designed to deal with IS.  
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Another way of formalizing the connection might be to express IS phenomena in 
terms of features ([+FOC], [+TOP], [+Contrast], etc.) and to have these features 
activated both at PF and LF (Lipták 2001).  

Within the Multiple Spell-Out approach, there is also a possibility of having PF 
and LF communicate (Mark de Vos, p.c.). On the assumption that the entire 
derivation, rather than its end point, is part of the LF interface, a Multiple Spell-Out 
model can be constructed in which the portion of the derivation that is sent off to PF 
then comes back and is integrated into the further derivation. This is schematically 
represented below. 
 
(28) Lexicon 
 
  PF 
 
  PF 
 
  PF 
 
   LF 
 

All of the options listed above are equally valid and a choice between them 
requires delving further into the structure of the model. However, before I do so, 
there is one additional remark that needs to be made in this regard. It is unclear 
whether the connection between PF and LF is necessary within the realms of the 
model. The T and Y models are models of syntactic derivation/representation. 
Within the Principles and Parameters framework, this model is not representative of 
either sentence production or sentence comprehension. It is simply a model of 
syntactic structure and it ends where syntax ceases and other modules come in. The 
link between PF and LF, more specifically where phenomena connected to IS are 
concerned, has no reason per se to exist within the model. The two interfaces might 
very well not be connected at all. The information exchange that clearly takes place 
between the organization of information structure on the one hand, and 
interpretation on the other may then be viewed as a function of the communication 
that takes place between the phonology and the semantics, i.e. the modules that PF 
and LF connect to.  

In the present approach, the issue of the link between PF and LF does not arise. 
I argue that the fact that information structure is a PF-phenomenon by no means 
implies that this phenomenon has no impact on the syntactic derivation. As a matter 
of fact, in chapter 3, I show that movement for PF reasons can, and therefore must, 
occur in the syntax proper. As a result, certain PF-driven operations will have an 
impact on LF. In this sense I return to the traditional notion that syntax (in those 
days Surface Structure) mediates between PF and LF, and that whatever occurs there 
has an impact on both interfaces, independently of the particular interface that drives 
the operation. Since the operations that take place in the syntax proper have an 
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impact on both PF and LF, this part of the derivation therefore forms a link between 
the two interfaces.  
 
3.1.5 Properties of a Language with Early Spell-Out 
 
I have argued that some languages allow PF Spell-Out to occur early, i.e. at the DP 
phase rather than at the CP phase. This is due to the fact that certain PF-relevant 
features, as yet unspecified, can be licensed in these languages without prior merger 
of the DPs into a larger syntactic structure. Independently of the actual features that 
license this Early Spell-Out mechanism, the prediction is that the Early Spell-Out 
languages will display certain characteristics that differentiate them from languages 
where this option is not instantiated. In this section, I briefly review these 
characteristics. 
 
Free Constituent Order 
 
Early Spell-Out entails that the verb and its arguments are not necessarily merged 
into one tree by the time the derivation reaches PF. The linearization procedure 
(Kayne 1994, Hoffman 1996, Neeleman and Weerman 1999) will then not apply, or 
it will apply vacuously. As a result, it is the information structure component that 
will create a certain order, based on the principles that govern it (see also Hoffman 
1996). This means essentially that no order of constituents will be impossible, but 
rather that there will be strong preferences for certain orders, depending on the 
context of the utterance.  

As argued above, the languages that allow Early Spell-Out do not necessarily 
make use of this option in every case. The later Spell-Out point (CP phase) remains 
available, and certain derivations will make use of it. Therefore, there should also be 
a difference in these languages between the utterances that are derived by Early 
Spell-Out and the ones that are not.  
 
Idioms  
 
Certain idioms have the property that they cannot be licensed if one of the elements 
has undergone syntactic movement, no matter what type of movement it is. 
Therefore, both passivization (A-movement) and topicalization (A’-movement) 
break up the necessary configuration. In a language that allows Early Spell-Out, the 
permutations of constituents, since they are not due to syntactic movement, should 
preserve the idiomatic readings, even in non-canonical orders. This is due to the fact 
that once the various constituents are merged together, at some point following the 
Spell-Out to PF point, the configuration which results is one where the idiom is 
licensed.  
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Islands 
 
Islands are generally considered to be a diagnostic of syntactic movement. In 
chapter 2, I argue that there are other ways of achieving island effects than by 
having the relevant element actually undergo syntactic movement. For instance, it is 
impossible to extract out of a constituent that has not been merged into any supra-
structure for the simple reason that there is no structure along which the extracted 
element can raise. Therefore, the prediction is that, in Early Spell-Out derivations, 
every partial structure will be opaque for extraction. This will resemble an island 
effect, even though the underlying reason for the ungrammaticality is not the 
blocking character of the relevant constituent. On the other hand, and due to the fact 
that Early Spell-Out languages can have ambiguous derivations (some merged, some 
unmerged) for one and the same utterance, it is to be expected that in the non Early 
Spell-Out derivations, the island effects will be identical to what can be observed in 
languages that never allow Early Spell-Out, with some categories forming a block to 
extraction, while others allow such extraction (see chapter 2 for extensive 
discussion). 
 
Long-distance Effects and Embedded Clauses 
 
In those derivations where Early Spell-Out has occurred, it is virtually impossible to 
have an element of the lower clause appear in the matrix clause. This is due to the 
particular way in which numerations are viewed in the present thesis (see section 
6.3.1 in chapter 2). There I argue that the verb of the matrix clause selects the 
embedded CP. As a result, the CP must be formed prior to the construction of the 
matrix clause. Since the derivation is a bottom-up procedure, merger of the elements 
of the embedded CP argument must precede the merger of this CP into the matrix 
structure. As a result, embedded clauses will always be merged. This has two 
empirical consequences for Early Spell-Out languages. First of all, it is expected that 
there will be differences in freedom of constituents between the matrix clauses and 
the embedded clauses. Moreover, elements of an embedded clause will not be able 
to occur in the matrix clause, except as a result of syntactic movement, which in turn 
greatly reduces the possibilities of such occurrences.  
 
Ambiguity 
 
In terms of scope interaction, the Early Spell-Out structures will behave differently 
from non Early Spell-Out structures. If there are two quantifiers in any given 
sentence, Early Spell-Out will lead to a situation in which the relative scope of the 
two quantifiers will always be ambiguous, independently of the surface order of the 
constituents. This is due to the fact that the structure-building takes place after Spell-
Out and there is therefore no disambiguation of scope possible at the relevant point 
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in the derivation.14 In this pervasive ambiguity, Early Spell-Out languages will differ 
from other types of languages, particularly languages such as Hungarian, where 
quantifier scope is resolved through overt syntactic movement.  
 
Freedom of Adjunct Positioning 
 
Adjuncts are expected to behave differently in Early Spell-Out languages from the 
way they behave in non Early Spell-Out languages. Specifically, no difference is 
expected between arguments and adjuncts in Early Spell-Out structures, a fact which 
is reminiscent of the intuition that all arguments are adjuncts in certain languages 
(see Jelinek 1984).  

Moreover, the predictions of the present model are different from those of 
Hoffman’s (1996) rather similar approach, as far as the behaviour of adjuncts is 
concerned. In Hoffman’s approach, where Merge is forced by certain feature 
checking processes, how are adjuncts ever merged? This problem is substantial for 
Hoffman (1996), where it is argued that adjuncts are merged early, although their 
surface position is only partially determined, due to the fact that they do not c-
command the phrase they adjoin to. The mechanism which deals with the order of 
adjuncts faces many problems, the most important of which is that adjuncts should 
never merge at all, unless they have some feature to check, something which they 
cannot have, as that is precisely what makes them adjuncts.  

The present approach to some extent takes over the insight in Hoffman (1996). 
I argue that adjuncts are merged for both PF and LF reasons, within the syntax 
proper. I argue that Merge is motivated by the need for an interpretation, and to the 
extent that any element that is not somehow introduced into the syntactic hierarchy 
cannot be interpreted, adjuncts have as much of a reason for merging as do 
arguments. However, presumably, it would be possible for an adjunct to enter the 
derivation at a later stage, even in languages that do not, in principle, allow Early 
Spell-Out. The only problem is that the merger of the adjunct would then be 
counter-cyclic. As a matter of fact, this is precisely what has been suggested for 
adjuncts, and is known as the Late Adjunction Hypothesis (Lebeaux 1988, Chomsky 
1995a: ch.4, Stepanov 2001). Adjuncts are dealt with in more detail in chapter 3, 
where I show how the interaction between LF- and PF-considerations leads to the 
particular paradigms that adjuncts are subject to. 
 
I have shown that Early Spell-Out languages are expected to display certain 
properties that differentiate them from non Early Spell-Out languages. However, I 
have so far not dealt with the identity of the feature that licenses Early Spell-Out. 
The next section is devoted to this issue.  
 

                                                           
14 This is, incidentally, only the case if some degree of LF-movement is made available in the 
system. I argue in chapter 4 that although LF-movement exists, it is limited to cases of scope 
disambiguation. 
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3.1.6 The Case Parameter 
 
The feature that is responsible for allowing non-convergence of a given derivation in 
the present model must be a feature that can be checked by the simple merger of the 
two relevant elements. Given the model in (8), which allows the derivation in an 
Early Spell-Out language to reach PF without merging the arguments and the verb 
into a VP, the feature in question would have to be a feature that relates the verb to 
its arguments. Traditionally, the relation between a head of any kind and its 
arguments is established through the assignment of θ-roles by the head or through 
Case. Therefore, these are the two potential candidates for the Early Spell-Out 
feature. I argue that Case is in fact the relevant feature, for various reasons. First, 
however, I discuss briefly the possibility of using θ-features for the purpose.  

In earlier stages of the generative theory, the assignment of θ-roles occurred 
configurationally, at the level of D-Structure, and the process of merger was subject 
to the θ-criterion, which ensured that the arguments appeared immediately adjacent 
to the head that assigned them their θ-roles (Chomsky 1981, 1986). However, within 
the Minimalist Framework, there no longer is any D-structure level, and the θ-
criterion is relegated to the status of an LF condition. As a result, it is no longer a 
part of syntax proper. As a result, various authors (Bošković and Takahashi 1998, 
Hornstein 1999, Lasnik 1999) have suggested, that θ-roles might best be viewed as 
features that require checking. These authors have made use of the notion of θ-roles 
as features in order to allow movement into a θ-position, an option which was not 
available in the days of D-structure, where the θ-criterion was satisfied at D-
structure, and all movement took place at S-structure. Bošković and Takahashi 
(1998) and Hornstein (1999) both argue for movement to a θ-position, and both 
dispense with the effects of the θ-criterion in syntax.  

Case, on the other hand, has a longer history of being viewed as a feature. 
Moreover, the observation has often been made in the literature that languages with 
a rich system of morphological Case have a more flexible linear order (Greenberg 
1963 among others). The reason that I argue in the present work that Case features 
are the relevant features for Early Spell-Out is the following: as argued in Neeleman 
and Weerman (1999) and in Neeleman and Reinhart (1998), Case is (partially at 
least) a PF-phenomenon. Neeleman and Weerman (1999) propose that Case is 
relevant to the mapping procedures that apply at PF.  

 
PF is the natural locus for conditions dealing with morpho-phonological 
properties. This implies that the condition according to which empty elements 
must be licensed should hold at this interface, which in turn has consequences 
for word order. If the case features of an argument are supported by 
morphological material, no restrictions are imposed. If they are not, however, 
PF conditions concerning empty elements apply (Neeleman and Weerman 
1999: 4). 
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Moreover, there are additional reasons for assuming that Case is partially at least a 
PF phenomenon, such as the visibility condition of Chomsky (1981).  

θ-roles, on the other hand, if available at all, are clearly LF notions. Since it is at 
PF that Early Spell-Out is licensed, the feature in question must be a PF-related 
feature (see chapter 3 and chapter 4 for further discussion on this issue). I therefore 
assume that Case is the feature that allows Early Spell-Out. If Case is indeed the 
relevant feature, the questions that still remain to be answered are: a) how is the 
Case feature checked, both in Early Spell-Out languages and in other languages?; 
and b) What are the criteria that determine whether Case in a given language will or 
will not license Early Spell-Out?  
 
a) How is Case Licensed in Different Languages? 
 
Neeleman and Weerman (1999) solve the age-old redundancy between θ-theory and 
Case theory by assuming that θ-theory is outside of syntax, at the LF interface. They 
justify the existence of Case by the fact that syntax and semantics are related by 
mapping rules that have a syntactic reflex: Case. There is no longer any overlap 
between Case and θ because θ-theory is no longer part of syntax. In syntax, it is only 
Case that defines arguments.  

Neeleman and Weerman (1999) propose that all languages have Case, since Case 
is necessary for arguments to be interpreted. The authors assume a Case Projection 
on top of each DP (following Bittner and Hale 1996). The parameter of 
morphological Case reduces to the question of whether it is possible to license the 
CaseP internally. If a language has morphological Case, then the Case head is filled; 
if a language lacks morphological Case, the Case head is empty. This makes the 
following prediction. In languages without morphological Case, all arguments 
contain an empty category, which must be licensed in some way. Like all other 
empty categories, this one is subject to the ECP, which is argued by Neeleman and 
Weerman to apply at PF (see above).  

I follow Neeleman and Weerman (1999) in these assumptions, and I also assume 
that Case is both of vital importance at LF in all languages since, as mentioned 
above, it mediates between syntax and θ-theory, and that Case is licensed in the 
derivation to PF. The difference between languages lies in the amount of syntactic 
structure required to make this licensing possible. 

Within the Minimalist Program, it is generally accepted that all parametric 
variation should arise in the lexicon. Fukui (1986) and Borer and Wexler (1987) 
have moreover proposed that it is only the functional elements in the lexicon that are 
subject to cross-linguistic variation. I would like to propose a parameter that follows 
this tradition and that concerns Case. I assume that the Case parameter deals with 
the features of the head of CaseP, which resides on top of every DP in language, and 
that this parameter can have one of two values, + and −.  

Languages that have [+Case], such as Russian, require no licensing of the Case 
feature in syntax, and as a result do not necessarily have to Merge before Spell-Out. 
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These languages are discussed extensively in chapter 2. All other languages require 
some degree of licensing for their Case in the syntax.  

[−Case] languages, such as Japanese (see chapter 3) or Dutch (see chapter 4), 
either have no morphological Case markers, or have them to a degree insufficient to 
allow the language to Spell-Out at an early stage of the derivation. In all these 
languages, a considerable amount of syntactic structure is required in order to 
license the Case head, which is subject to the ECP. In all these languages, the 
licensing of the Case head essentially happens via the medium of the head that will 
eventually assign a θ-role to the argument. The only way for a head to license a Case 
head is through direct c-command. This will result in an adjacency requirement 
between the arguments and the head that licenses the Case. 

Within this latter group of languages, there is still a lot of variation to be found in 
how much scrambling is allowed. Languages such as Japanese (see chapter 3) allow 
extensive PD-movement for information structure purposes (scrambling) because of 
certain properties of the Japanese T-head, which in turn allows the objective Case to 
be checked/assigned in the T-domain. In other languages, such as Dutch or English 
(see chapter 4), the possibilities for PD-movement are strongly reduced. The 
variation between English and Dutch lies in the way in which Case is 
assigned/licensed, a notion that is parameterized following the proposal in Neeleman 
and Reinhart (1998). The question that remains at this point is how we know that a 
language has a certain value for the Case Parameter. More specifically, what is it 
that makes the Russian Case system ‘sufficiently rich’ while the system of other 
languages with morphological Case is not? 
 
b) Criteria for a Rich Case System  
 
One possibility might be to say that there is no need for a defined property of the 
Case system of a language. Simply, if a language allows seemingly complete 
freedom in the order of its constituents, then this language is an Early Spell-Out 
language. However, as it appears, free word order does not provide a guarantee of 
Early Spell-Out. As a matter of fact, there are languages that display the same 
freedom of constituent order as Russian, but without the other properties that are 
typical of Early Spell-Out (see section 3.1.5 above). Two such languages are 
Modern Greek and Hungarian. I provide the arguments for Hungarian not being an 
Early Spell-Out language here. Hungarian might be thought of as an Early Spell-Out 
language because it allows all permutations of the elements in a sentence, as does 
Russian. This is illustrated below (Hungarian data from Anikó Lipták, p.c.). 
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(29) a. Péter  meghívta  Annát 
  Peter-NOM invited  Anna-ACC 

b. Meghívta Annát Péter 
c. Meghívta Péter Annát 
d. Annát Péter meghívta 
e. Péter Annát meghívta 
f. Anna meghívta Péter 

 
However, the same options are available in embedded contexts, as shown in (30) 
below. 
 
(30) a. Béla  azt  mondta,  hogy  Péter  meghívta  Annát 

Bill-NOM  that-ACC said  that  Peter-NOM invited  Anna-ACC 
b. Béla azt mondta, hogy Meghívta Annát Péter 
c. Béla azt mondta, hogy Meghívta Péter Annát 
d. Béla azt mondta, hogy Annát Péter meghívta 
e. Béla azt mondta, hogy Péter Annát meghívta 
f. Béla azt mondta, hogy Anna meghívta Péter 

     (Anikó Lipták, p.c.) 
 

In chapter 2, it is argued that Early Spell-Out languages such as Russian display 
large differences in freedom of constituents between matrix clauses and embedded 
clauses. This is due to the fact that Early Spell-Out is characteristic of matrix clauses 
only (3.1.5 above). Since Hungarian allows as much freedom in embedded clauses 
as in matrix clauses, I conclude that the freedom is due to something else than the 
Early Spell-Out mechanism. 

The data above show that freedom of constituent order is a necessary but not 
sufficient condition for Early Spell-Out. Therefore, an additional diagnostic is 
necessary that will differentiate between Early Spell-Out and non Early Spell-Out 
languages among the languages with free constituent order. This diagnostic must be 
a property of the Case system in the relevant languages.  

The question is: which property of the Case system? Unfortunately, I do not have 
a clear answer to this question at this stage, but I would like to make some remarks 
nevertheless. Firstly, it is possible to define some criteria that the relevant property 
of the Case system in a given language should satisfy. More specifically, the 
property that distinguishes between Early Spell-Out languages and non Early Spell-
Out languages should a) be easily discernible in the primary data (the learnability 
criterion) and b) make a distinction between Japanese and Russian. The first 
criterion is a very general one; the distinction between Early Spell-Out and the lack 
of it in a language has a great impact on how the PF-component in the grammar 
works. Therefore, it is necessary for the child learning the language to be able to see 
immediately whether the language s/he is learning is an Early Spell-Out language or 
not.  
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The second criterion, on the other hand, is internal to the present thesis. A large 
part of this thesis is devoted to making the distinction between languages such as 
Russian, where a rich morphological Case system corresponds to the possibility of 
Early Spell-Out, and languages such as Japanese, where the apparent presence of 
morphological Case system fails to guarantee Early Spell-Out. Therefore, from the 
perspective of the present work, it is imperative that the property we find should be 
one that empirically distinguishes between these two languages. On the other hand, 
the finding of such a property might turn out not to be essential to the difference 
between Russian and Japanese at all. The status of Japanese Case as a rich 
morphological Case system is far from being uncontroversial. It has been observed 
that the Japanese Case system has (at least) three properties that differentiate it from 
other well-known Case systems: a) it allows multiple occurrences of the same Case 
ending, b) there are various Case alternation patterns to be found in Japanese and c) 
the Case endings can be attached to syntactic non-constituents. Fukui and Sakai 
(2002) provide an extensive discussion of these facts. Moreover, Inoue (1997) 
argues that the Case particles in Japanese should not be viewed as Case morphemes 
at all, but rather as postpositions, in which case Japanese would have as little claim 
to a rich morphological Case system as English. If Japanese does not have 
morphological Case at all, then whatever property of morphological Case is 
eventually selected for the purpose, it will always by definition differentiate between 
Japanese and Russian. Thus, the only criterion remaining would be the learnability 
criterion.   

At this stage, I would like to suggest some of the directions in which future 
research may look in order to answer the question: what is it that makes a Case 
system ‘rich enough’? One possibility is to consider a particular Case (such as dative 
or genitive) as the pivotal element in the ‘richness’ argument. One could for instance 
argue that if a language displays a certain Case marker overtly, or if a given Case in 
a language has a certain status (such as inherent vs. structural), this would make the 
whole Case system of the language ‘rich’. However, it would be difficult to find 
reasons why one Case rather than another should be chosen for this task, and the 
distinction between inherent and structural Case is almost impossible to establish 
completely in any given language (as pointed out to me by John Bailyn, p.c., for 
Russian and Naoki Fukui, p.c., for Japanese).  

Another option would be to follow in the footsteps of Neeleman and Weerman 
(1999) and place the burden of ‘richness’ on the number of distinctions within a 
Case system. These authors propose that the difference between a Case system that 
licenses the Case head internally, and one that fails to do so, lies in the fullness of 
the Case features paradigm. They argue that nominative is a bare Case, while all the 
other Case affixes are positively specified for at least one feature. Of the remaining 
major Cases (accusative, genitive and dative), accusative is argued to be the default 
one in relation to the other two (see arguments Neeleman and Weerman 1999: 84-
85). The authors propose two features to distinguish between the three major Cases 
besides nominative: the feature that distinguishes dative from accusative, (<+MAR> 
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for marked role) and the feature that distinguishes genitive from accusative 
(<+NOP> for nominal predicate).  
 

 - NOP + NOP 
- MAR Accusative Genitive 
+ MAR Dative 

Table 1 
 
If a language bears a morphological reflex of one or more of these features, it will 
allow freedom of θ-role assignment, which will in turn, in the system of the authors, 
lead to more freedom in order of constituents. If a language has only one of the two 
Case feature distinctions, as German does (the <+/– NOP> distinction is absent in 
German), then the freedom will be limited to the arguments inside the VP. If both 
distinctions are made, then all arguments will be free.  

The feature distinctions as they are phrased in Neeleman and Weerman (1999) 
are incompatible with the present framework. The reason for this is that their system 
predicts that some arguments will be merged, while others are not, in one and the 
same structure, in one and the same language. This is not reconcilable with the 
notion of Early Spell-Out as an option available to a given language in all 
circumstances. However, this is not to say that a suggestion similar to Neeleman and 
Weerman’s might not work. These authors do not discuss the difference between 
languages like Russian and languages like English or Japanese. From the point of 
view of the present thesis, all the languages in Neeleman and Weerman are non 
Early Spell-Out languages. Nevertheless, one possible direction for future research 
would be to examine whether indeed, the answer to the question of ‘richness’ does 
not lie in the number or the nature of the distinctions that are made within a Case 
system.  

Finally, it might be that the property we are looking for is not any single given 
property, but rather a cluster of various properties. Again, I leave this issue open for 
further research. The conclusion of this section is that although I cannot at this stage 
pinpoint the definitive factor within the Case system that makes it eligible for Early 
Spell-Out, I do claim that such a property can and should be found. Moreover, I 
argue that it lies at the basis of the Case Parameter that divides the languages of the 
world into Early Spell-Out languages and non Early Spell-Out languages. The 
remainder of this thesis is written on the assumption of the existence of this 
property. Luckily, the richness of the Case morphology is not the only property that 
distinguishes between Early Spell-Out languages and non Early Spell-Out 
languages.  

The next section deals with what happens to IS considerations in a non Early 
Spell-Out language. 
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3.2 Japanese Scrambling as PD-movement 
 
In chapter 3, I argue that Japanese scrambling is best accounted for within a 
syntactic movement approach, which covers uniformly the patterns found in VP-
internal, clause-internal and long-distance scrambling. I argue that the movement 
responsible for Japanese scrambling is PD-movement, i.e. movement taking place in 
syntax proper for PF reasons.  

The present thesis is based on the assumption that information structure is best 
viewed as a PF consideration. Moreover, chapter 3 shows that in Japanese, 
scrambling results in a modified information structure for the sentence. By 
combining these assumptions with the assumption that scrambling in Japanese 
results from syntactic movement, the conclusion seems to be that scrambling in 
Japanese is PD-movement. If scrambling is PD-movement, and scrambling, as is 
shown extensively in chapter 3, sometimes also has an effect on the LF-side of the 
derivation, the implication is that PD-movement can occur in syntax proper, before 
the Spell-Out to PF takes place. This also implies that it is apparently possible for PF 
to force syntactic-type movement to occur for its own PF reasons. This follows 
naturally from the model adopted in this work and repeated below. In this model, 
syntax proper is assumed to be that part of the derivation where both PF and LF 
considerations are active. Chapter 3 discusses in detail how the conflicts that arise 
between PF and LF in this module can be resolved. 
 
(31)   [numeration] 
     LF  S 
       y 
 PF-derivation   LF  n 
       t 
     LF  a 
       x 
 PF (CP phase)   LF   
         
         
I have argued, and the above model implies, that PD-movement can occur in syntax 
proper. The question is: does it only occur there, or is it also possible to have 
syntactic movement in the PF-component after the Spell-Out point? Sauerland and 
Elbourne (2002), who claim that it is indeed possible for PD-movement to occur 
either in syntax proper or in the PF-component, make use of multiple scrambling 
constructions in Japanese to argue for their position. I, however, argue that multiple 
scrambling in Japanese can only be explained if all movement, including PD-
movement, happens in syntax. In this way, I maintain that syntactic operations are 
limited to the hierarchical part of the derivation, which is the derivation from the 
numeration to LF. The only modification with respect to the standard model 
introduced here is that the first part of the derivation, before Spell-Out to PF occurs, 
contains syntactic operations that can be motivated either by PF or by LF. In the 
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next section, I deal with the role of the A/A’-dichotomy in a derivational model of 
the type argued for in the present thesis. 
 
3.3 The A/A’-distinction within a Derivational Minimalist Model 
 
In the literature, scrambling in languages such as Japanese has been argued either to 
be the result of A-movement or the result of A’-movement (Saito 1992, Miyagawa 
1997 and many others). The question raised in this section is whether such a 
distinction as A vs. A’ is relevant within a derivational minimalist model. Moreover, 
assuming the distinction can somehow be reformulated, the question arises as to 
how the distinction applies to scrambling, under the assumption that scrambling is 
PD-movement.  
 
3.3.1 A vs. A’ in Derivational Terms 
 
The A vs. A’-distinction dates from earlier (Government and Binding) stages of the 
theory, where an entire set of properties were related to whether a syntactic 
movement targeted an A(rgument)-position or an A’(non-argument)-position. The 
table below provides a short summary of the main properties of both types of 
movement. 
 

A-movement A’-movement 
Case-related non Case-related 
no reconstruction reconstruction (partial) 

Table 2 
 
With the advent of Bare Phrase Structure (Chomsky 1995b), such notions as A-
positions and A’-positions can no longer be formulated. The question is how is the 
essential distinction in Table 2 captured in a minimalist framework? Kitahara 
(2000), among others, offers a solution to this dilemma. He argues that the 
properties of a given movement are not related to the nature of its landing-site, since 
that is a notion that can no longer be formulated. Rather, the properties of the 
movement depend on the link in the chain (or rather the copy, since he assumes a 
Copy and Delete version of movement), which has its uninterpretable features 
checked/selected for by the relevant head. For instance, in terms of binding, the 
moved constituent will be interpreted in the position where its Case-feature is 
checked. If this position happens to be very low in the chain, the movement will 
seem to reconstruct. If, on the other hand, the copy that is interpreted is higher in the 
chain, the movement will not reconstruct. Note that moved constituents may have 
more than one uninterpretable feature, and it might very well be the case that the 
position in which the one is checked/selected is not necessarily the position in which 
the other is checked/selected. As a result, a movement might very well reconstruct 
for binding but not for scope, or for Wh-properties. This opens the road to solving 
many problems with the original A/A’-dichotomy which often failed to explain the 
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mixed properties of movements (as shown in section 2.1 above, where the various 
analyses of scrambling in the literature were briefly reviewed). Moreover, this kind 
of approach has the advantage of disposing of the largely stipulative and 
representational aspects of the original A/A’-dichotomy. The present thesis makes 
extensive use of this approach.  
 
3.3.2 Scrambling as A or A’-movement 
 
Within a derivational approach to the A/A’-distinction, some of the properties of A- 
and A’-movement are still maintained. For instance, Saito (2003) argues that A-
movement leaves no traces because the chain which it creates, which is a chain 
demanded by LF-properties of the derivation, is subject to chain minimalization, a 
process that effectively deletes all the copies of the relevant constituent that have no 
purpose. Similarly, Sauerland and Elbourne (2002) argue that A’-movement, from a 
derivational perspective, will always lead only to partial reconstruction, because 
besides being selected in a higher position, it is also the purpose of the movement to 
create an operator-variable relation, which cannot be established if the higher copy 
is deleted in its entirety.  

What about scrambling in Japanese, which I argue is a case of PD-movement? 
The prediction is that scrambling will, on the one hand, display properties of both A- 
and A’-movement, depending on the copy in the chain which checks off the 
uninterpretable features (something which depends on the syntactic structure of the 
language in which the scrambling occurs). On the other hand, scrambling is 
expected to be different from both A- and A’-movement in the derivational sense, 
because it is not motivated by LF considerations. Therefore, it is not subject to the 
chain minimization principle in the Saito (2003) formulation, nor does it induce 
partial reconstruction, since no operator-variable relation need be formed. As a 
result, A-type scrambling leaves a copy behind, and A’-type scrambling reconstruct 
stotally, rather than partially. As discussed in further detail in chapter 3, scrambling 
is therefore both similar to and completely different from A- and A’-movement.  
 
4. Structure of the Thesis 
 
I have now presented the most important theoretical notions that the present thesis 
makes use of in order to account for the scrambling patterns found in the various 
languages of the world. Chapter 2 discusses Russian in detail, arguing that this is a 
language that allows Early Spell-Out. Using, Russian as an example, I show how 
Early Spell-Out derivations can interact with non Early Spell-Out derivations within 
a single language. Chapter 3 examines the scrambling patterns in Japanese, and it is 
shown that Japanese scrambling is best accounted for as a case of PD-movement, 
occurring in syntax proper for information structure reasons. Chapter 4 is concerned 
with remaining issues, such as the scrambling patterns of Dutch and the concept of 
covert movement. I show how these various issues can best be accommodated 
within the present model. 



2  Scrambling in Russian:  
 a Case of Early Spell-Out 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Introduction: The Russian Facts 
 
Russian1 is a language that allows a great deal of freedom for the positioning of its 
constituents. It falls into the group of languages where the main constituents can 
undergo all logically possible permutations. This is illustrated in (1) below.2 
 
(1) a. Ivan  kupil  knigu 
  Ivan.NOM  bought  book.ACC 
 b. Ivan  knigu  kupil 
  Ivan  book  bought 
 c. Knigu  Ivan  kupil 
  book  Ivan  bought 
 d. Knigu  kupil  Ivan 
  book  bought  Ivan 
 e. Kupil  Ivan  knigu 
  bought  Ivan  book 
 f. Kupil  knigu  Ivan 
  bought  book  Ivan 
  ‘Ivan bought the/a book’ 
 
This fact is in itself an immense challenge to an approach such as Minimalism 
(Chomsky 1995a and onwards), in so far as permutations in this type of approach 
are always caused by syntactic movement, and syntactic movement is always well-
motivated and never optional. Many researchers have recently attempted to account 
for data as in (1) (in this or other languages) without compromising the theoretical 
precepts of the model. This chapter is another such attempt.  

A further property of Russian that sets it apart from other scrambling languages 
is the fact that it allows split constituents. An example is given in (2), where it can 
                                                           
1 There is some controversy in the literature concerning the linguistic object referred to as 
Russian. The confusion arises specifically between what is known as Standard Contemporary 
Russian (SCR) and the more free Colloquial Russian (CR). I believe that SCR is the result of 
a long tradition of prescriptivism and will concern myself here only with CR. There are many 
differences between SCR and CR, many of which relate to constituent order freedom, so that 
this is not a trivial disclaimer. 
2 The Russian data in this chapter, and throughout the present thesis, are based on the 
grammaticality judgments of 12 native speakers of Russian, all between the ages of 25 and 
35, originating from and living in Moscow.  
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be seen that the English equivalent of the Russian sentence is highly ungrammatical. 
Not only that, but Japanese, another language often referred to as ‘free-order’ or 
‘scrambling’ language, strictly disallows such constructions (3).  
 
(2) a. Krasnuju  ja včera  videl  sobaku 
   red.FEM.SG.ACC  I  yesterday  saw dog.FEM.SG.ACC 
  ‘Yesterday I saw the red dog’ 
 b. *Red I yesterday saw the dog 
 
(3) a. Watasi-wa  akai  hon-o  mita 
  I-TOP  red  book-ACC  saw 
 ‘I saw the red book’ 
 b. *Akai  watasi-wa  hon-o  mita 
  red  I-TOP  book-ACC  saw  
      (Hiromu Sakai, p.c.) 
 

In terms of its wh-constituents, Russian also displays a remarkable pattern of 
behaviour. Generally described as a multiple wh-raising language (Rudin 1986, 
1988, among others), it nevertheless allows wh-constituents to appear in various 
positions other than the clause-initial one.  
 
(4)  a. Kogo  ty  včera  videl? 
  whom you yesterday  saw 
 b. Ty  kogo  včera  videl? 
  you  whom  yesterday  saw 
 c. Ty  včera  kogo  videl? 
  you  yesterday  whom  saw 
 d. ??Ty včera  videl  kogo?3 
  you  yesterday  saw  whom 
 ‘Whom did you see yesterday?’ 
 
Besides, while in most multiple wh-raising languages, the wh-constituents have a 
fixed order determined by Superiority, Russian blatantly disregards such 
restrictions.4, 5 
 
                                                           
3 (4d) is grammatical in principle, but it only allows an echo reading.  
4 The Superiority facts are a lot more complex than presented here. For instance, although 
many Slavic languages have Superiority effects with two wh-phrases, once a third wh-phrase 
appears, the Superiority patterns change. See Richards (1997), among others, for an overview 
of the literature. 
5 In this respect, various authors have argued that Russian has no wh-raising and that the 
apparent raising is simply a case of wh-scrambling (Stepanov 1998, Strahov 2001, Bošković 
2002). Scott (2003) argues that there should be a distinction between SCR and CR, since the 
former does obey Superiority, but she eventually argues that in both cases, wh-raising does 
take place.  
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(5)  a. Kto  čto  kupil? 
  who  what  bought 
 b. Čto  kto  kupil? 
  what who  bought 
 ‘Who bought what?’ 

 
The facts illustrated in (1)-(5) have all been extensively discussed in the literature 
(see Bailyn 2002a for an overview of the literature). There are however other facts 
of Russian that have not to my knowledge been discussed so far. Among these is the 
fact that the six logical permutations in (1) fall into two natural classes, with very 
different properties. The orders SVO and SOV allow embedding, net-ellipsis and 
neutral intonation. The orders VSO, VOS and OVS cannot be embedded, do not 
allow net-ellipsis and can only have marked intonation. As for the sixth order, the 
OSV order, it seems to belong to both classes, depending on whether there is a 
‘comma intonation’ following the object or not. These properties are illustrated 
below. Firstly, as shown in (6), while SVO, SOV and O,SV (with comma 
intonation) can be embedded under a matrix verb, this is not the case for OVS, OSV, 
VSO and VOS.  
 
(6) a. Ja  dumaju  čto  Ivan  kupil  knigu (SVO) 
  I.NOM  think  that  Ivan.NOM  bought  book.ACC  
 b. Ja  dumaju  čto  Ivan  knigu  kupil (SOV) 
  I  think  that  Ivan  book  bought 
 c. Ja  dumaju  čto  knigu,  Ivan  kupil (O,SV) 
  I  think  that  book  Ivan  bought 
 d. *Ja dumaju  čto  knigu  Ivan  kupil (OSV) 
  I  think  that  book  Ivan  bought 
 e. ??Ja  dumaju  čto  knigu  kupil  Ivan6 (OVS) 
  I  think  that  book  bought  Ivan 
 f. *Ja  dumaju  čto  kupil  Ivan  knigu (VSO) 
  I  think  that  bought  Ivan  book 
 g. *Ja  dumaju  čto  kupil  knigu  Ivan (VOS) 
  I  think  that  bought  book  Ivan 
 ‘I think that Ivan bought the/a book’ 
 

Similarly, while SVO, SOV and O,SV allow a conjoined structure to elide and 
be replaced by net ‘not’ (net-ellipsis), VSO, VOS, OSV and OVS do not. 
 
(7) a. Marija  ljubit  detej,  a  Ivan  net  
  Marija.NOM loves  children.ACC  but  Ivan.NOM  not 
 b. Marija  detej  ljubit,  a  Ivan  net 
  Marija  children loves but  Ivan  not 
                                                           
6 The facts concerning OVS are not as simple as presented here. See section 4.7 for a more 
thorough discussion of OVS.  
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 c. Detej,  Marija  ljubit,  a  Ivan  net 
  children Marija loves but  Ivan not 
 d. *Detej  Marija  ljubit,  a  Ivan  net 
  chilren Marija loves but Ivan not  
 e. *Detej  ljubit  Marija,  a  Ivan  net 
  children loves Marija but Ivan not 
 f. *Ljubit  detej  Marija,  a  Ivan  net 
  loves  children Marija but Ivan not 
 g. *Ljubit  Marija  detej,  a  Ivan  net 
  loves  Marija children but Ivan not 
 ‘Marija loves children, while Ivan doesn’t’  
 
In this chapter, I argue that the mechanism of Early Spell-Out introduced in chapter 
1 can account for all of the above-mentioned facts of Russian, including the two 
natural classes of constituent orders. I argue that most scrambling in Russian is the 
result of PF-ordering of unmerged constituents for IS reasons. The chapter is 
organized as follows: section 2 provides a reminder and an extension of the 
theoretical model of chapter 1 and introduces the specific differences between 
Russian-style derivations and English-style derivations. In section 3, I account for 
some of the properties of the two natural classes of constituent orders in Russian, 
temporarily leaving aside the IS effects. These are dealt with in great detail in 
section 4, following a discussion of the role of IS in Russian in general. Section 5 
consists of a critical overview of the previous literature on the subject. Section 6 
deals with long-distance phenomena and islands. Section 7 is concerned with the 
behaviour of wh-phrases. Finally, section 8 provides a conclusion. 
 
2. Theoretical Model 
 
The model of grammar proposed in chapter 1 is shown once more in (8). 
 
(8)   [numeration] 
 PF (DP level)   LF 
 (Early Spell-Out)      
     LF 
   
     LF 
 
 PF (CP level)   LF 
 
 
As in Epstein et al.’ s (1998) derivational model, there is an LF Look-In point after 
every application of the operation Merge, be it external Merge (Merge) or Internal 
Merge (Move). The difference between Epstein et al.’s model and the present one 
lies in the PF Spell-Out. In their model, every time LF Look-In is triggered, so is PF 
Spell-Out. In the present model, PF Spell-Out is a true Spell-Out point. It only 
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happens once in the derivation, and the point where it happens is not determined by 
any Economy principles. In this sense, the present model recaptures Chomsky’s 
(1993) early Minimalist intuition that a derivation can Spell-Out at any moment, but 
if some features are not satisfied at the Spell-Out point, the derivation will crash. 
However, despite the fact that the point of Spell-Out is free, for each derivation, 
there are only two possible Spell-Out points, one at the DP level (Early Spell-Out), 
and one at the CP layer (Late Spell-Out). Some languages allow both Early Spell-
Out and Late Spell-Out, which results in ambiguous derivations, while others only 
allow Late Spell-Out, and all sentences result from Spell-Out at the CP level. 

The consequence of this model is that languages in general do not differ much 
from each other on the LF side of the model. This means that the mechanisms of 
structure-building are fairly similar across languages. I propose that Russian, for 
instance, is very close to English in its structure-building process. Russian builds an 
SVO tree, with no (or only short) verb movement, and with the subject somewhere 
in the TP domain.7 From there onwards, some elements can move. For instance, 
Russian allows a form of Object Shift, similar to the kind found in some 
Scandinavian languages.8 Moreover, Russian certainly allows topicalization of the 
object into the CP layer. Finally, wh-phrases raise in Russian (and as Russian is a 
multiple wh-language, like most Slavic languages, they all raise, as opposed to 
English).9 This set of similarities is summarized in the table below. 

 
Structural properties Russian  English 
Base order SVO SVO 
Object Shift SOV - 
Topicalization/LD O,SV O,SV 
Wh-raising Wh Wh SV Wh V S Wh 

Table 1 
 
There are however, as observed above, some obvious striking differences between 
Russian and English concerning the orders of constituents that are allowed to appear 
on the surface in declarative sentences. While in English, SVO and O,SV are more 
or less the only options, Russian allows all logical permutations of all constituents 
(see also (1)). 

  

                                                           
7 The question of subjects in Russian is taken up once more in chapter 4. 
8 Note that Johnson (1991) argues that English also has (compulsory) Object Shift. 
9 As I argue later in the chapter, wh-raising is not the only option available in Russian (see 
section 7). 
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Surface orders Russian  English 
SVO � � 
SOV � * 
OSV � � 
OVS � * 
VSO � * 
VOS � * 

Table 2 
 
I have proposed that both in Russian and in English, PF Spell-Out takes place freely 
at one of two well-defined points in the derivation. However, Russian and English 
differ on one parameter, related to morphological Case, and discussed in the 
previous chapter, the Case Parameter. This difference leads to Russian allowing 
Early Spell-Out, and therefore the freedom of constituent order in Russian as 
opposed to English. 
 
2.1 A Reminder on the Case Parameter 
 
As argued in chapter 1, I follow Neeleman and Weerman (1999) in assuming that in 
all languages, every DP is accompanied by its own Case Phrase (KP). The features 
of KP must be licensed, and this can be done in different ways. In some cases, the 
Case features in the DP itself are ‘strong enough’ to license the KP features without 
outside help, and as a result these features are inherently satisfied. 
 
(9) KP 
   
  
 K  � DP 
 
In those cases where the DP does not bear ‘strong enough’ Case features, the KP 
must be licensed from outside, by a governing head (for instance V).  
 
(10)  VP 
 
   
 V  �  KP 
        
   
  K           DP   
 
Whether the DP in a given language bears Case features that can inherently license 
the KP depends on the setting of the Case Parameter in that language.  

A positive value on the Case Parameter allows a language to license KP 
internally, while a negative value requires an external licenser, for instance V. Case 
is argued in chapter 1 to be a PF-related phenomenon, which has as one of its results 
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that it is at PF that Case is licensed.10 Therefore, a positive setting on the Case 
Parameter allows unmerged structures to reach PF without the derivation crashing, 
i.e. [+Case] languages allow Early Spell-Out. Russian has a [+Case] setting, while 
English has a [−Case] setting. The consequences of this fact are discussed further in 
the next section.11 
 
2.2 Back to Russian and English 
 
Here is how the differences in surface constituent order between Russian and 
English can be derived. PF Spell-Out is a free operation, which can occur at either of 
two points in the derivation. Let us assume for a moment that it occurs early in the 
derivation, at the point where the DP/KPs have been formed, but before they have 
been merged together into a single tree (VP). This process of sending off partial 
structures to PF is what I refer to as Early Spell-Out.12 Assuming that PF can handle 
an unordered set of partial structures, an idea which is developed in more detail in 
the next section, the Early Spell-Out derivation will survive, on the single condition 
that all SM-features have been removed. An Early Spell-Out derivation is 
schematically shown below.  
 
(11) Early Spell-Out 
  
   [numeration] 
 PF (DP level)   LF 
 [KP,KP,V,KP]     
     LF 
  
     LF 
 
     LF 
 
 
Now it becomes possible to explain the essential difference between English and 
Russian. While in Russian an Early Spell-Out derivation will survive, by virtue of 
the internal licensing of the KP features, the same derivation will crash in English, 
because the lack of VP structure causes the KP features to remain unlicensed at the 
point where the derivation reaches PF. The result is that Russian has many surface 

                                                           
10 Neeleman and Weerman (1999), as well as Neeleman and Reinhart (1998), assume that 
Case is a PF-property (an SM-feature). This is discussed in further detail in chapter 4, but the 
assumption is shared throughout the present thesis.  
11 As argued in chapter 1, the property of the Case system that is central to the Case Parameter 
remains to be defined.  
12 In this, as in many other basic intuitions, my proposal is similar (although not equivalent) to 
Hoffman’s (1996) M-scrambling proposal; see section 5 in this chapter for further comparison 
of the two proposals. 
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orders that appear to be wild and random, while the LF structure of those same 
surface orders is as predictable as that of a simple SVO sentence in English.13 

Early Spell-Out is only an option for languages like Russian. ‘Late’ Spell-Out, 
on the other hand, will be available to all languages. Therefore, there will be more 
languages that license the derivation which Spells-Out at the CP level than 
languages that license Early Spell-Out.14 
 
(12)  Late Spell-Out 

[numeration] 
     LF 
       
     LF 
  

PF (at CP level)   LF 
   

LF 
 XP  YP 
      
 
This implies that the only difference between Russian and English lies in the fact 
that Russian allows the extra option of Early Spell-Out while English does not. In 
the following sections, I discuss in further detail how this difference accounts for 
other differences between the two languages. First, however, a small digression on 
the workings of PF is warranted. 
 
2.3 Partial Structures at PF: the Relation between Hierarchy and Linearity 
 
The prevailing view of minimalism on the relation between hierarchy and linearity is 
the following: syntax is defined in purely hierarchical terms (whence the use of set-
theory to represent syntactic structures). PF on the other hand, is purely linear. 
Chomsky (1995b) makes use of Kayne’s (1994) Linear Correspondance Axiom 
(LCA) and places it at the PF interface. As a result, in syntax, set-theoretic 
hierarchical relations are created. These are at some point sent off to PF, where the 
LCA linearizes the hierarchy, respecting it all along. Chomsky (1995b) takes over 
Kayne’s (1994) intuition that asymmetric c-command relations translate into 
precedence relations, and PF linearizes according to this principle. Kayne’s (1994) 
LCA approach therefore makes two separate statements: one is that the linearization 
procedure respects the existing hierarchical structure, and the other that this is done 
                                                           
13 I refer the reader back to chapter 1 for a more extensive discussion of the LF-side of this 
type of derivation. 
14 This, by the way, begs the question of what the difference is between English and 
languages such as Hungarian, which have more overt movements than English does. 
Hungarian is said to wear its LF on its sleeve. How can this difference be accounted for if 
there is only one Spell-Out point for both languages? I address this issue in chapter 4 of this 
thesis. 
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based on the principle that asymmetric c-command results in linear precedence. As 
has been observed in the literature (Neeleman and Weerman 1999, among others), 
however, these two statements are not necessarily inseparable. Before Kayne (1994), 
it was generally assumed that there is such a thing as a head-parameter, which 
differentiates between head initial VO languages such as English or Russian and 
head final OV languages such as Japanese or German. The head-parameter can be 
maintained while still assuming that the linearization procedure respects hierarchy. 
This is the approach adopted here (as well as in Neeleman and Weerman 1999), 
contra Kayne (1994) and Chomsky (1995b). It means that in a head initial language, 
the linearization procedure will translate asymmetric c-command into precedence, 
while in a head final language, it will do the opposite, transforming asymmetric c-
command into ‘following’.15 

However, the interesting question in the context of the present discussion is how 
PF orders a set of objects if they are not related by asymmetric c-command. In the 
Early Spell-Out derivations that I hypothesize for Russian, PF receives an unordered 
set of partial structures. There are no asymmetric c-command relations between 
these partial structures.  

In chapter 1, I argued that the IS component is essentially a PF-component 
(contra Vallduvi 1993, Bailyn 1995, Hoffman 1996, etc). The rules of IS, some of 
which are universal while others are language specific, dictate the linear ordering at 
PF, to the extent that they do not interfere with the existing hierarchy, which is 
handled by the linearization procedure at PF. As a result, where there is structure, 
the PF linearization procedure kicks in, and where there is no structure, IS rules can 
order constituents (or even non-constituents) at will. 
 
(13)  Linear Ordering at PF 
 -  The Linearization Procedure transforms all hierarchical structure into a 

linear sequence, respecting the structure and relying on the head-parameter.  
 - If there is no hierarchical structure available by the time the derivation 

reaches PF, the existing constituents are linearly ordered according to IS 
considerations. 

 
This approach to linear ordering explains why an Early Spell-Out derivation can 
result in various non-canonical orders, sometimes even not respecting constituent 
boundaries, but defined instead in terms of IS. This corresponds to the intuition that 
in languages like Russian, most constituent order variation results in different IS 
readings. In the next section, I show how this model accounts for the two natural 
classes of constituent orders in Russian. 
 

                                                           
15 Chapter 3 contains a brief discussion of the role of directionality within the core syntactic 
component.  
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3. The Various Surface Orders in Russian 
 
I have argued that once structure is built in Russian it is no different from English or 
Dutch, depending on the stance one takes concerning Object Shift. However, on the 
surface, many variations in order occur in Russian that are not attested in languages 
such as English or Dutch. Why is this the case? In chapter 1 and earlier on in this 
chapter, I suggested that the reason has to do with an extra option that Russian has, 
which is to Spell-Out the constituents of a sentence before they are merged together 
into a single structure (Early Spell-Out). The question now is which orders in 
Russian are caused by regular structure-building, and which are the result of Early 
Spell-Out.  

In order to exemplify the workings of this model, let us look at an abstract 
sentence consisting of a subject (S), a verb (V) and a direct object (O). Russian 
allows six permutations of these three elements: SVO, SOV, OSV, OVS, VOS and 
VSO. Let us first concentrate on those orders that also occur in more well-behaved 
languages, such as English or Dutch. This reduces the set for the moment to SVO, 
SOV and O,SV. For SVO, it has been argued both in recent and in traditional 
literature (see Bailyn 1995 for an extensive bibliography) that it is the base order in 
Russian. Many arguments have been provided to substantiate this point. I give the 
most important ones in (14) (see Bailyn 1995 for additional arguments): 

 
(14) Arguments for SVO being the base order  

a) SVO allows for a neutral intonation 
b) SVO allows for functional ambiguity16  

 
In other languages that have SVO as their base order, the null hypothesis is that 
SVO is based on merged structure. For this reason, I assume that in Russian also, 
SVO can be the result of merged structure at PF, i.e. ‘late’ Spell-Out. The same can 
be argued to be the case for the SOV order. I will not go into the details of the type 
of movement SOV contains, leaving the issue to be further discussed in chapter 4.  

Finally, the order O,SV, whereby O is separated from S and V by an intonational 
pause, is clearly akin to cases of left-dislocation or topicalization in languages such 
as English or Dutch.  
 
(15) a. Sobaku,  Ivan  kupil 
  dog.ACC  Ivan.NOM  bought 
 b. The dog, Ivan certainly bought 
 
SVO, SOV and O,SV can, therefore, be accounted for in terms of structure-building, 
potentially followed by syntactic movement.17  

                                                           
16 It has moreover been argued that SVO is the only order that has both properties a) and b) 
(Bailyn 1995 and references therein). 
17 Note that I argue that the three orders SVO, SOV and O,SV can be the result of Spell-Out 
at the CP level. Clearly, they can also be the result of Early Spell-Out, in which case their 
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This leaves the other constituent orders to account for: VSO, VOS and OVS.18 
The first thing to be observed is that in these three constituent orders, the verb 
appears linearly to the left of the subject. This makes it difficult to derive these 
orders from the application of Merge and Move operations, since Russian does not 
have verb movement (as argued in Bailyn 1995) beyond perhaps short movement to 
a vP type projection. Moreover, it would remain unclear why the verb raises in these 
cases, while not doing so in the SOV, SVO and O,SV cases. Bailyn (2002c) argues 
that the verb in Russian moves when the EPP feature is checked by a non-subject 
constituent. However, in VSO and VOS, there is no constituent in front of the verb 
which could be argued to fulfil the requirements of the EPP.19  

Another possible way of approaching the generalization from a structural 
perspective would be to say that the verb has not moved in these three cases; rather, 
it is the subject that for some reason is extraposed to the right.20 This approach 
would however only account for VOS and OVS, not for VSO. Moreover, the 
mechanisms that would trigger this type of extraposition remain obscure.  

However, the most powerful argument against the structural approach to VSO, 
VOS and OVS comes from the series of properties that these three orders share, and 
that are impossible to account for, in my view, without recourse to Early Spell-Out.  
 
3.1 Properties of VSO, VOS and OVS 
 
As shown in section 1, VSO, VOS and OVS have certain properties in common that 
are not shared by the other constituent orders in Russian. In this section, I discuss 
further properties that these orders have in common.  
 
3.1.1 Verbal Complexes 
 
The first property which differentiates VSO, VOS and OVS from SVO is the fact 
that if a sentence contains modals or auxiliaries besides the main lexical verb, these 
verbal elements are to a large extent free in the linear order in which they appear. 
This is not the case with the SVO order, as shown in (16c).21 
 

                                                                                                                                        
properties are very different. I postpone a more detailed discussion of this issue until sections 
4.4 and 4.5, where the differences between the merged and unmerged versions of these 
constituent orders are discussed in light of the information structure facts.  
18 I exclude the constituent order OSV from the discussion at this point because section 4.5 is 
dedicated specifically to the difference between O,SV and OSV. 
19 See more extensive critique of Bailyn’s approach in section 5 below. 
20 Something that Bailyn (2002c) also suggests, at least for VOS and some cases of OVS. 
21 Note that this seems only to be true if the intonation in (16c) is neutral, otherwise the 
variations in linear order become grammatical. I refer the reader to section 4.2.2, where a 
possible explanation is provided for this fact. See also section 4.4 for further discussion. this 
difference is made to follow from the mixed merged/unmerged properties of SVO and SOV. 



CHAPTER 2 

 

46

 

(16) a. Budet  iskat’  Ivan  knigu 
  will  search Ivan.NOM  book.ACC 
  Iskat’  budet  Ivan  knigu 
  Iskat’  Ivan  budet  knigu 
  Iskat’  Ivan  knigu  budet 
  Budet  Ivan  iskat’  knigu 
  Budet Ivan  knigu  iskat’ 
 
 b. Budet  iskat’  knigu  Ivan 
  Iskat’  budet  knigu  Ivan 
  Iskat’  knigu  budet  Ivan 
  Iskat’  knigu  Ivan  budet 
  Budet  knigu  iskat’  Ivan 
  Budet  knigu  Ivan  iskat’ 
  etc. 
 
 c. Ivan budet iskat’ knigu 
  *Ivan iskat’ budet knigu 
  *Iskat’ Ivan budet knigu 
  *Budet Ivan iskat’ knigu 
  ‘Ivan will look for the/a book’ 
 
While it might perhaps be possible to justify the movement of the verb in VSO, 
VOS and OVS, it is very difficult to account for all the logical permutations of the 
auxiliary and the verb in these sentences by using syntactic movement. The facts 
above therefore point to Early Spell-Out to account for these orders. 
 
3.1.2 Embedding / Net-ellipsis  
 
As mentioned previously in section 1, another striking characteristic of VSO, VOS 
and OVS is that they cannot appear in embedded clauses. This clearly differentiates 
them from the more regular SVO, SOV and O,SV orders. The contrast is once more 
shown below. 
 
(17) a. Oni  mne  rasskazali  čto  Ivan  kupil  sobaku 
  they.NOM me.DAT  told  that  Ivan.NOM  bought  dog.ACC 
 b. Oni  mne  rasskazali  čto  Ivan  sobaku  kupil 
  they  me told that Ivan dog bought  
 c. Oni  mne  rasskazali  čto  sobaku,  Ivan  kupil 
  they me told that dog Ivan bought 
 d. *Oni mne  rasskazali  čto  kupil  Ivan  sobaku 
  they me told that bought Ivan dog 
 e. *Oni mne  rasskazali  čto  kupil  sobaku  Ivan 
  they me told that bought dog Ivan 
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 f. ??Oni  mne  rasskazali  čto  sobaku  kupil  Ivan 
  they me told that dog bought Ivan 

‘They told me that Ivan bought the/a dog’22 
 
The question that the reader might ask is how the Early Spell-Out account explains 
this particular property of the VSO, VOS and OVS orders. The answer lies in the 
derivational nature of the model. The reasoning can be summarized as follows: 
because of the derivational nature of the model, the embedded clause always has to 
be built before the numeration starts working on the matrix clause. Therefore, it will 
be impossible for the embedded clauses to be unmerged. One way to implement this 
proposal is by saying that each clause has its own numeration. The result is that in a 
sentence involving a matrix and an embedded clause, the embedded clause appears 
in the linear order which results from the linearization of its hierarchical structure. 
Since the properties illustrated here argue for VSO, VOS and OVS being the result 
of Early Spell-Out, reaching PF unmerged, and therefore lacking such structure, they 
can never surface as embedded clauses. For a further discussion on this point, I refer 
the reader to section 6.2.1. 

This way of viewing things also explains the rather puzzling paradigm of net-
ellipsis from section 1, repeated below.23 As shown there, while SVO, SOV and 
O,SV allow a conjoined structure to elide and be replaced by net ‘not’ (net-ellipsis), 
VSO, VOS and OVS do not. 
 

                                                           
22 Note that the grammaticality judgments in (17d)-(17f) are not improved by the introduction 
of an appropriate context, as they would be in the matrix clause. This is shown in (i)-(iii) 
below. 
 
(i) Q: Chto  Ivan  kupil? 
 what  Ivan.NOM  bought 
 ‘What did Ivan buy?’ 
 A: *Oni mne rasskazali chto kupil Ivan sobaku (VSO) 
 
(ii) Q: Kto  kupil  sobaku? 
 who  bought  dog.ACC 
 ‘Who bought the/a dog?’ 
 A: *Oni mne rasskazali chto kupil sobaku Ivan (VOS) 
 
(iii) Q: Kto  kupil  sobaku? 
 who  bought  dog.ACC 
 ‘Who bought the/a dog?’ 
 A: ??Oni mne rasskazali chto sobaku kupil Ivan (OVS) 
 
23 Bailyn (2002c) has a different explanation for net-ellipsis in terms of verb movement, but 
as I have shown above, verb movement cannot explain VSO, VOS and OVS. The verb in 
Russian generally does not raise above vP. See section 5 for further discussion. 
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(18) a. Marija  ljubit  detej,  a  Ivan  net  
  Marija.NOM loves  children.ACC, but  Ivan.NOM  not 
 b. Marija  detej  ljubit,  a  Ivan  net 
  Marija  children loves but  Ivan  not 
 c. Detej,  Marija  ljubit,  a  Ivan  net 
  children Marija loves but  Ivan not 
 d. *Detej  ljubit  Marija,  a  Ivan  net 
  children loves Marija but Ivan not 
 e. *Ljubit  detej  Marija,  a  Ivan  net 
  loves  children Marija but Ivan not 
 f. *Ljubit  Marija  detej,  a  Ivan  net 
  loves  Marija children but Ivan not 
 ‘Marija loves children, while Ivan doesn’t’  
 
In order to construct a net-ellipsis, one must construct a conjunction structure, 
whereby one CP is conjoined with another. This will result in the merger of each CP 
before Spell-Out, and will prevent the unmerged orders from appearing in this 
construction.24  
 
3.1.3 Idiom Chunks  
 
Some idiom chunks are sensitive to movement, be it A- or A’-movement. Either 
type of movement destroys the configuration necessary to license the idiom chunk. 
This is shown below for English 
 
(19) a. John kicked the bucket 
 b. *The bucket, John kicked 
 c. *The bucket was kicked by John 
 

                                                           
24 Note that this raises the question of whether all conjunction structures require their 
conjuncts to be merged. The following data on VP-conjunction seem to indicate that it is not 
the case. 
 
(i)  a. Ona kupila  moloko  i  nalila  sebe  stakan  
  she  bought milk  and  poured  self  glass 

b. Ona  kupila  moloko  i  nalila  stakan  sebe  
  she  bought milk  and  poured  glass  self 

c. Ona  kupila  moloko  i  sebe  nalila  stakan  
  she  bought milk  and  self  poured glass 
  ‘She bought milk and poured herself a glass’ 
 
The explanation for the difference between the VP-conjunction in (i) and the net-ellipsis in 
(18) above may lie in the fact that net-ellipsis involves CP conjunction, and CP has a special 
status in the present framework in the sense that CP forces Spell-Out, while VP does no such 
thing. I leave this question open for further research. 
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Both topicalization (19b) and passivization (19c) destroy the configuration that 
licenses the idiom chunk.25 Hoffman (1996) uses Russian idiom facts to show that 
Russian allows unmerged structures to reach PF. However, since in his model, 
Russian derivations are always unmerged at PF, he predicts that all constituent 
orders will license the idiom chunk. The data in (20) show that although Russian 
idiom chunks certainly behave differently on the surface from English ones, it is not 
the case that anything goes. 
 
(20) a. Ivan  zakusal  udila 
  Ivan.NOM  bit  mouth.ACC 
 b. Ivan  udila  zakusal 
  Ivan  mouth  bit 
 c. *Udila,  Ivan  zakusal 
  mouth  Ivan  bit 
 d. Zakusal  Ivan  udila 
  bit   Ivan  mouth 
 e. Udila  zakusal  Ivan 
  mouth  bit   Ivan 
 f. Zakusal  udila  Ivan 
  bit   mouth  Ivan 
  ‘Ivan bit his mouth’ = Ivan got angry 
 
The data in (20) suggest once more that VOS, VSO and OVS must be the result of 
Early Spell-Out while this is not necessarily the case for SVO, SOV and O,SV. This 

                                                           
25 Note that not all idioms work for this test, and one might argue that the test is invalid for 
the following reasons: a) what makes (20c) ungrammatical is the fact that there is no agent in 
the original idiom, and yet the ‘by phrase’ introduces an agent, b) there are idioms that are not 
destroyed by passivization; see (i) below. 
 
(i)  a. John promised Mary a rose garden  
     b. A rose garden was promised to Mary by John  (maintains idiomatic reading) 
 
However, I do not claim that all idioms are sensitive to tampering by passivization, only that 
some are, which is sufficient to maintain the argument in the present section. Moreover, it 
cannot be the case that it is the lack of agent in the original idiom in (20) that leads to the 
ungrammaticality of (20c) since there are non-agentive sentences that can be passivized (ii), 
and there are also agentive idioms that become ungrammatical once they are passivized (iii, 
iv). 
 
(ii) The ghost was feared by many people 
(iii)  ?*The beans were spilled by Mary 
(iv) **A fast one was pulled by John 
 
Therefore, in order to maintain the argument, it is sufficient to show that the particular idiom 
used for the Russian example is destroyed by passivization. That this is indeed can be seen in 
footnote 26. I thank John Bailyn for helping me clarify these issues. 
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results from the fact that VOS, VSO and OVS license the idiom chunk despite the 
fact that the linear ordering of the elements is not the canonical one. However, 
according to this logic, of the three orders which are formed by syntactic structure 
possibly followed by syntactic movement, only the base order SVO in (20a) should 
license the idiom chunk. The fact that SOV in (20b) does so as well is puzzling. I 
propose that SOV exemplifies Object Shift, in which the object has not risen high 
enough to destroy the idiomatic meaning by leaving the VP domain in which the 
idiom is licensed.  

Hoffman (1996) also argues that the fact that Russian licenses idioms where 
other languages would not is a sign that unmerged structures reach PF in Russian. 
However, his predictions differ from mine in that he predicts all orders to license 
idioms, while I only expect some to do so.26, 27 

The aim of this section has been to show that the two natural classes of 
constituent orders in Russian are the classes of merged (SVO, SOV, O,SV) versus 
unmerged (VSO, OVS, VOS) orders. There is an asymmetry, however, between the 
two classes. While the VSO, OVS and VOS orders are always the result of Early 
Spell-Out, and can never be the result of structure-building, the other class of orders 
presents a more complex pattern. According to the model adopted here, it should be 
possible for constituent orders such as SVO, SOV and O,SV to either result from 
structure-building, with the properties that have been attributed to this group in the 
present section or, alternatively, from Early Spell-Out. This issue is briefly touched 
on in the next section, where the IS module of grammar is introduced, together with 
its particular workings in Russian.  
 
4. IS in Russian 
 
As I argued in chapter 1, IS is dealt with by the PF-component of grammar, and it 
relies on linear re-ordering and intonation to create the correct interpretation of a 
given utterance. In this section, I first introduce the notions of focus and topic, then I 
go on to discuss how the IS principles are implemented in Russian.  
 

                                                           
26 Moreover, Hoffman (1996) makes use of an additional argument for unmerged structures at 
PF in Russian, namely Negative Polarity Items (NPIs) and the fact that they too are licensed 
despite the changes in linear order of constituents. However, this argument is rendered invalid 
by the fact that there are no real NPIs in Russian, and the NPIs used in Hoffman (1996) turn 
out, after closer scrutiny, to be cases of Negative Concord instead.  
27 Note that passivization does destroy the idiom configuration in Russian.  
 
(i) *Udila  byli  zakušeny  Ivanom 
 mouth  was  bitten  Ivan.INST (no idiomatic reading) 
 
This implies that passivization is a process that involves syntactic movement in Russian. 
Moreover, it seems that Early Spell-Out is excluded in the case of passives. Chapter 4 deals 
with this issue in further detail.  



SCRAMBLING IN RUSSIAN 

 

51

 

4.1 Some Important Notions: Focus and Topic 
 
The two most important notions in IS are focus and topic. Broadly speaking, focus is 
associated with new information, whereas topic essentially represents old 
information. However, these notions have been used in so many different ways, by 
so many different authors and in such varying contexts that they are in danger of 
losing their meaning. It is therefore important to define what is meant here by focus 
and topic. The remainder of this discussion is based on the definitions of Lipták 
(2001: 5-23).  
 
4.1.1 Focus 
 
The main characteristic of focus is phonological. Focus is always associated with 
heavy stress. There are, however, at least two major types of focus that must be 
differentiated, contrastive (‘exclusive’, ‘narrow’) focus and informational (‘non-
exclusive’, ‘broad’) focus.28 Contrastive focus identifies all the individuals of whom 
the predicate holds, excluding all others, contrasting in this way two sub-sets, one of 
which the predicate holds and one of which it does not. Whether an instance of focus 
is contrastive can be checked through entailment relations (Szabolcsi 1981). In a 
pair of sentences, where in the first sentence a co-ordinate structure is focused, and 
in the second only a conjunct of the co-ordinate structure is, if the second sentence is 
the logical consequence of the first one, we are dealing with informational focus 
(Lipták 2001:7). (21) gives an example from English, the capitals indicate that the 
constituents are stressed: 
 
(21) a. I invited IVAN AND MASHA 
 b. I invited MASHA 
 
If (21b) is a logical consequence of (21a), the focus is informational, otherwise it is 
contrastive. 

Informational focus refers to information that is new to the discourse, which is 
not necessarily the case with contrastive focus. Contrastive focus may be used to 
contrast two sub-sets of a set that already exists within the discourse. For 
informational focus, the classical identification test is the question-answer test. In 
response to a wh-question, the constituent in the answer that corresponds to the wh-
phrase is in informational focus. (22) provides an example. 
 
(22) a. Kto  kupil  knigu? 
  who  bought  book.ACC 
 “Who bought the/a book?” 

                                                           
28 Note that Lipták (2001) makes use of the terms ‘broad’ and ‘narrow’. Although these 
notions are equivalent to ‘informational’ and ‘contrastive’ as far as Hungarian is concerned, 
this is not necessarily true of other languages, which is why I choose to use the more neutral 
terms ‘informational’ and ‘contrastive’ in the present thesis.  
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 b. IVAN  kupil  knigu 
  Ivan.NOM  bought  book.ACC 
 “Ivan bought the/a book”  
 
In (22b), Ivan is in informational focus. This type of focus simply identifies the set 
to whom the predicate applies without saying anything about the negative set to 
which the predicate fails to apply.  

Languages have different ways of realizing the two types of focus. For 
contrastive focus, a language can choose whether to associate it with a certain 
linear/structural slot (Hungarian) or whether to realize it in situ (English). 
Informational focus is generally realized in situ. These options can be formalized in 
various ways in the theory. In situ focus phenomena have usually been associated 
with phonological effects (Cinque 1993 and Reinhart 1995 among others) whereas 
in so far as a structural position can be identified for a certain focus type in a certain 
language, the theories have tended towards a Focus Phrase analysis (Rizzi 1997 
among others). 
 
4.1.2 Topic 
 
Topics generally represent old information. Unlike focus, topics are usually 
associated with a position on the left periphery of the sentence, an idea which can be 
formalized in different ways. Lipták (2001) distinguishes two types of topic in 
Hungarian, the non-contrastive type, and the contrastive type, which can be further 
sub-divided into contrastive topics and left-dislocated elements. I will ignore the 
left-dislocated kind of topic here,29 and concentrate on contrastive and non-
contrastive topics for now. One of the main differences between contrastive and 
non-contrastive topics is their interpretation, with the contrastive topic creating a 
contrast effect, which is absent from the non-contrastive type. Moreover, the 
contrastive topic may sometimes be realized with a rising pitch whereas the non-
contrastive topic is always characterized by an even pitch.30 

Languages differ in the positioning of the topics, with topics appearing high in 
some languages, i.e. higher than wh-phrases and/or quantifiers, as is the case in 
Hungarian, while other languages have topics appearing lower than the 
quantificational elements. The other cross-linguistic variation lies in whether a 
language allows multiple occurrences of topics or not. The rest of this section deals 
with how the various types of focus and topic are realized in Russian.  
 

                                                           
29 The reader is referred to Bailyn (1995) for a discussion of the properties of left-dislocation 
in Russian. 
30 Lipták (2001: 22) provides a set of differences in distribution and properties between the 
two types of Topic in Hungarian. I will come back to some of these when discussing Topics 
in Russian. 
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4.2 Informational Focus in Russian 
 
4.2.1 Data  
 
In languages that allow a great degree of freedom of order of constituents, it has 
often been argued that the various permutations have an influence on the 
constituents that may be in informational focus. The general idea seems to be that 
informational focus can spread (‘focus projection’) in more neutral orders to include 
the entire sentence, and that the options become ever more restricted as the orderings 
become more marked. In this section, I show that this is also the case in Russian, 
and I then go on to develop an algorithm of informational focus in Russian that fits 
within the model argued for in the present work. 

The question/answer test is, as mentioned earlier, the classical informational 
focus test. However, this test poses a specific problem for a language like Russian, 
precisely because Russian has a relatively free constituent order. The 
question/answer test is based on the following reasoning: if in answer to a question 
bearing on the object, SVO is a felicitous answer, this means that the object is in 
informational focus in SVO. However, in Russian, whether SVO is a felicitous 
answer to a question about the object will always depend on the order of constituents 
in the question. The problem is that the most felicitous answer to any question in 
Russian is always the exact copy (order-of-constituents-wise) of the question.31 (23)- 
(25) illustrate this.32 
 
(23) Q:Kto  kupil  knigu? (SVO) 
  who  bought book.ACC 
 ‘Who bought the/a book?’  
 A:Ivan  kupil  knigu (SVO) 
  Ivan.NOM  bought book.ACC 
 ‘Ivan bought the/a book’ 
 
(24) Q: Knigu  kto  kupil? (OSV) 
  book.ACC  who  bought 
 ‘Who bought the book?’ 
 A: Knigu  Ivan  kupil (OSV) 
  book.ACC  Ivan.NOM  bought 
 ‘Ivan bought the book’ 
 

                                                           
31 I am referring here to the situation in CR. In SCR, the most felicitous answer is a mirrored 
version of the question (see also footnote 1). 
32 Note that although all the questions in (23)-(25) are grammatical, they do differ in their 
presuppositional value. This has some consequences for the question/answer combinations 
that are grammatical; see also footnote 33. 



CHAPTER 2 

 

54

 

(25) Q: Kto  knigu  kupil? (SOV) 
  who  book.ACC  bought 
 ‘Who bought the/a book?’ 
 A: Ivan  knigu  kupil (SOV) 
  Ivan.NOM  book.ACC  bought 
 ‘Ivan bought the/a book’ 
 
When asked for the most felicitous answer to a question, speakers invariably provide 
an answer that is the exact copy of the order of the constituents in the question. This 
does not, however, mean that this answer is the only possible answer, only that it is 
the preferred one. In view of this fact, one should be very careful when using the 
question/answer test in Russian, since a certain way of formulating the questions 
might give an entirely false idea of what the informational focus possibilities are in 
this language.  

The way in which I have resolved the problem illustrated above is by simply 
removing as irrelevant all the question/answer pairs that were identical copies of 
each other in terms of constituent order. In establishing which orders allow the 
subject to be in informational focus, I used the following set of data. 
 
(26) Question about the subject 
 

Question/ Answer SVO SOV OSV OVS VSO VOS 
SVO ∅ * * � * � 
SOV � ∅ * � * � 
OSV * � ∅ � * � 
OVS � � * ∅ * * 
VSO � � * � ∅ � 
VOS * � * � * ∅ 

 
The ∅ were disregarded, so that the emerging picture was that SVO and SOV both 
clearly allow the subject to be in informational focus, as do OVS and VOS, while 
OSV and VSO never allow it.33 

The data on the question about the object are provided in the next table.  
 

                                                           
33 Although not all orders of SVO, SOV, OVS and VOS allow the subject to be in 
informational focus, the fact that the vast majority of the questions do leads me to conclude 
that the subject can indeed be in informational focus in these cases. The ungrammatical cases 
I suppose to be due to a mismatch between the presupposition in the question and the focus 
structure of the answer, i.e. a mismatch that is not related to the informational focus status of 
the subject. 
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(27) Question about the object  
 

Question/ Answer SVO SOV OSV OVS VSO VOS 
SVO ∅ ∅ ∅ ∅ ∅ ∅ 
SOV � ∅ * * � * 
OSV � � ∅ * � * 
OVS � � * ∅ � * 
VSO ∅ ∅ ∅ ∅ ∅ ∅ 
VOS � � * * � ∅ 

 
Again, the ∅ were disregarded.34 This means that SVO, SOV and VSO allow the 
object to be in informational focus, while the other three orders do not. (28) and (29) 
give the results for the other constituents. (28) provides the felicitous answers to a 
question about the VP and (29) to a question bearing on the whole sentence. 
 
(28) Q:  Čto  Ivan  sdelal? 
  what  Ivan.NOM  did 
 ‘What did Ivan do?’ 
  
 A:a.Ivan  kupil  sobaku 
  Ivan.NOM  bought  dog.ACC 
 b. Ivan  sobaku  kupil 
  Ivan  dog  bought 
 c. #Sobaku  Ivan  kupil35 
  dog  Ivan  bought 
 d. #Sobaku  kupil  Ivan 
  dog  bought  Ivan 
 e. #Kupil  Ivan  sobaku 
  bought  Ivan  dog 
 f. #Kupil sobaku  Ivan 
  bought  dog  Ivan 
 ‘Ivan bought the/a dog’ 
 
(29) Q: Čto  sluchilos’? 
  what  happened 
 ‘What happened?’ 
 
 A:a.Ivan  kupil  sobaku 
   Ivan.NOM  bought  dog.ACC 
 b. Ivan  sobaku  kupil 
   Ivan  dog  bought 
                                                           
34 The SVO and VSO orders in the question were generally disregarded because these 
questions can only have an echo-reading.  
35 # indicates that a sentence is inappropriate in the given context. 
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 c. #Sobaku  Ivan  kupil 
   dog  Ivan  bought 
 d. #Sobaku  kupil  Ivan 
   dog  bought  Ivan 
 e. #Kupil  Ivan  sobaku 
   bought  Ivan  dog 
 f. #Kupil  sobaku  Ivan 
   bought  dog  Ivan 
 ‘Ivan bought the/a dog’ 
 
The following conclusions can be drawn from the above data: 
 
a) S can be assigned informational focus in SVO and SOV, and also in OVS and 

VOS 
b) O can be assigned informational focus in SVO, SOV and VSO 
c) V and O can be assigned informational focus in SVO and SOV  
d) The entire sentence can be assigned informational focus in SVO and SOV  
 
Therefore, there are two orders that allow assignment of informational focus to any 
constituent, SVO and SOV, and these are also the only orders that allow spreading 
of the informational focus to VP or even to the entire sentence. The other four orders 
are much more restrictive, with only one option available each time.36  

There is another potentially very interesting difference between SVO/SOV and 
the other possible orders. This difference relates to neutral intonation. In traditional 
Russian literature (Bryzgunova 1971, King 1993 among others) there are at least six 
different intonational melodies associated with a declarative sentence, all of them 
more or less marked, and with various information structure (IS) effects. However, 
other authors writing on this subject (see Zemskaja 1973, Yokoyoma 1986, Bailyn 
1995) argue that these various melodies can be reduced to two main types, a neutral 
intonation pattern (known as IK1) and a marked one (which I will refer to as non 
IK1). IK1 is associated with sentences that have no contrastive stress on any of their 
elements, while non IK1 is associated with sentences that do. The reader should bear 
in mind that all ‘data’ on intonation patterns within the present thesis are based 
solely on native speaker intuitions of ‘neutral’ vs. ‘non-neutral’ intonation, and 
would require some further support from phonetic research on the subject before 
claiming for themselves the status of data proper. I nevertheless would like to make 
a couple of preliminary observations. As shown below, in (30) it would seem that 
only SVO and SOV can be associated with IK1; all the other orders can only be 
combined with non IK1.  
 

                                                           
36 Moreover, OSV does not allow an informational focus reading for any constituent. I will 
come back to this in section 4.5. For now, I shall ignore OSV in the discussion. 
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(30) a. Ivan  kupil  sobaku  (IK1) 
   Ivan.NOM  bought  dog.ACC 
 b. Ivan  sobaku  kupil    (IK1) 
   Ivan  dog  bought 
 c. *Sobaku,  Ivan  kupil    (IK1) 
   dog   Ivan  bought 
 d. *Sobaku  kupil  Ivan37   (IK1) 
   dog   bought  Ivan  
 e. *Kupil  Ivan  sobaku   (IK1) 
   bought  Ivan  dog 
 f. *Kupil  sobaku  Ivan    (IK1) 
   bought  dog  Ivan 
  ‘Ivan bought the/a dog’ 
 
If these results are confirmed by further testing in a constrained setting, they might 
lead to particularly interesting conclusions about the role of intonation and how it 
interacts with syntactic structure. In the remainder of this section, I will return to 
these issues in more detail.  

Concerning Russian informational focus, the following facts therefore require 
an explanation: a) why is it that SVO and SOV behave differently from the other 
orders?, b) why is it that O,SV suddenly behaves differently from SVO and SOV 
and c) how is informational focus assigned? In the following paragraphs I attempt to 
answer these questions.  
 
4.2.2 VSO, VOS and OVS: Always Unmerged  
 
In section 3.1 above, I have shown that VSO, VOS and OVS in Russian form a 
natural class, sharing certain patterns of behaviour. In this section, I extend the 
argument by introducing the similarities these three orders display in terms of IS. 
Based on the intonation differences between the different orders observed in (30) 
above, I would like to tentatively propose the following hypothesis: ‘neutral’ 
intonation in a given language is a melodic structure that is parasitic on syntactic 
structure. Therefore, it is only possible to have it if syntactic structure is already 
present at PF, that is, at the time when the melodic component starts its work. This is 
what I refer to as the Neutral Intonation Principle.38 
 
(31) Neutral Intonation Principle 
  Neutral intonation is parasitic on syntactic structure 

                                                           
37 See section 4.7 for further discussion concerning OVS, including the intonation facts. 
38 Note that Cinque (1993) also assumes that neutral focus stress assignment is related to 
syntactic structure, since he argues that it is the depth of embedding of a certain element that 
determines whether it will receive stress, and therefore be focused, or not. Although clearly, 
he does not assume that there are any unmerged structures, his intuition can nevertheless be 
maintained in the present framework. 



CHAPTER 2 

 

58

 

 
As a result, if there is no syntactic structure at PF, no neutral intonation is available, 
and informational focus is not able to spread, since spreading implies a structure to 
spread along. This is essentially what I would like to suggest for the three Russian 
orders that are the result of unmerged structure reaching PF. VSO, VOS and OVS 
are never merged, a hypothesis that would then be supported both from a theoretical 
and an empirical point of view. Empirically, if further research proves that these 
constituent orders indeed never allow neutral intonation, this might also explain why 
their informational focus possibilities are very restricted. It would be the result of 
their lack of syntactic structure. Theoretically, they would be non-derivable since 
Russian, once it merges, is a regular SVO language, fairly similar to English, with 
no verb raising, and these orders would simply not occur.  

This is not, however, sufficient, as explanations go. One would still have to 
account for the algorithm that underlies the assignment of informational focus in 
these cases. Note that all three of these orders allow a informational focus only on 
the linearly last element. The relevant generalizations are repeated below. 
 
(32) VSO: Informational focus only on O 
 VOS: Informational focus only on S 
 OVS: Informational focus only on S 
 
On basis of these generalizations, I formulate the following informational focus 
algorithm for IS. 
 
(33) IS Informational Focus Algorithm (preliminary) 

Linearly (re)-order in such a way that the informational focus element 
appears in the rightmost position. 

 
Clearly, this cannot be the final version, since the merged SVO and SOV allow 
informational focus elements to appear in various positions, and I argued in chapter 
1 that IS cannot ignore the existing hierarchical structure that is present in the 
merged SVO and SOV. Moreover, in these cases, informational focus can spread. 
 
4.2.3 Merged SVO and SOV  
 
I have argued earlier in this chapter that SVO and SOV are merged by the time they 
reach PF. This means that these constituent orders are equipped with a full syntactic 
structure which would allow them, by the Neutral Intonation Principle above, to 
appear with IK1. The question now is to see how informational focus is assigned to 
these constituent orders. According to the Informational Focus Algorithm in (33) 
only the rightmost constituent can receive informational focus, but this is clearly not 
the right generalization, as can be seen in the generalizations repeated below. 
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(34) SVO: Informational focus on S, O, V, VO, or SVO  
 SOV: Informational focus on S, O, V, VO, or SOV  
 
As I have argued earlier in this chapter, the rules of IS at PF are only free to act in so 
far as no syntactic structure interferes that would make the process of linear re-
ordering impossible. In the case of merged SVO and SOV, a full-blown syntactic 
structure is present. This has as a consequence that the IS algorithm is neutralized, 
and linear re-ordering does not occur.  

How does the assignment of informational focus happen? Presumably, in the 
numeration, a certain element will be given a [+F] feature for informational focus 
(see also Bailyn 1995). Once the derivation reaches PF, this element will be 
assigned the informational focus pitch, no matter where it is. This is the prosodic 
step of IS.39 When this step is achieved, the next step is the linear re-ordering step of 
IS, as in (33), which attempts to re-order the elements of the sentence so as to 
respect its own principle of old information first/new information last. This step is, 
however, neutralized in the cases where extensive syntactic structure is available, 
such as merged SVO and SOV in Russian. Therefore, the presence of structure 
blocks the linear (re)-ordering procedure. The result will be that whichever element 
bears [+F] will be informational focus, independent of its linear (or hierarchical) 
position. The final version of the Informational Focus Algorithm is given below. 
 
(35) IS Informational Focus Algorithm (final) 

 a) Assign informational focus pitch to element bearing [+F] feature 
 (prosodic step) 

b) Compose in such a way that the informational focus element appears in 
the rightmost position (linear (re)-ordering step) 

 
As for the spreading of informational focus, note that it too follows from the 
syntactic structure present in these orders. Any constituent containing the [+F] 
feature will be perceived as informational focus. If at PF, no VP has as yet been 
formed, as is the case with VSO, OVS and VOS, then it would be quite impossible 
for this non-existing VP to receive informational focus. If, on the other hand, a full 
syntactic structure is available, the [+F] feature of the object can easily percolate to 
the VP, and the interpretation is that of informational focus spreading. Therefore, the 
informational focus assignment in Russian merged SVO and SOV is exactly the 
same as in languages that never allow Early Spell-Out, such as English. In English 
also, the informational focus appears in situ, wherever that happens to be, and it is 
possible for focus to spread from the object to either the VP or even the entire 
clause. 

The Informational Focus Algorithm has the following consequences: 
 
                                                           
39 Note that in those cases where the syntactic structure is available, the main stress might, 
alternatively, be assigned according to Cinque’s (1993) principle of ‘most embedded 
constituent gets the stress’. See also chapters 3 and 4 for further discussion. 
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a) It reconciles theories that argue for an informational focus locus on the right 
(King 1993 on Russian; Costa 1998 on EP) and those that do not (Bailyn 1995 
on Russian). IS has a locus for focus on the right, but it is not always realized, 
because syntactic structure can block it. 

b) Informational focus in Russian is a function of both prosody and linear 
ordering. 

 
In the next section, I deal with contrastive focus in Russian, and I discuss an 
interesting empirical prediction of the model for SVO/SOV derivations. 
 
4.3 Contrastive Focus in Russian 
 
For contrastive focus, it has often been suggested that there is a maximal projection 
in the syntax to which the focused element moves overtly. Bailyn (1995) argues 
however that such an approach would have to account for the fact that contrastive 
focus can appear anywhere in a sentence in Russian, provided the right pitch pattern. 
He argues, therefore, that contrastive focus is freely assigned.  

In the present approach, since Russian allows Early Spell-Out, there are 
numerous cases where no syntactic structure is present at PF, and yet contrastive 
focus is assigned. This leads to the conclusion that contrastive focus cannot always 
be the result of syntactic movement. I will therefore follow Bailyn’s (1995) 
suggestion and assume that contrastive focus is freely assigned by IS to the element 
bearing the [+CF] (Contrastive Focus) feature. The Contrastive Focus Algorithm is 
given below.  
 
(36) IS Contrastive Focus Algorithm 

Assign contrastive focus pitch to element bearing [+CF] feature (prosodic 
step) 

 
The difference between the two types of focus lies in the linear ordering step of the 
algorithm, which is absent for contrastive focus. Note that since the difference 
between merged and unmerged structures lies in the linear ordering step, the 
prediction is that there will be no difference in the contrastive focus possibilities 
between SVO type constituent orders and VSO type constituent orders. This 
prediction is met, as shown below. 
 
(37)  a. Ivan  kupil  sobaku [+CF] 
   Ivan.NOM  bought dog.ACC 
 b. Ivan[+CF]  kupil  sobaku 
   Ivan   bought dog 
 c. Ivan  kupil [+CF]  sobaku 
   Ivan  bought  dog 
 d. Kupil  Ivan  sobaku[+CF] 
   bought  Ivan  dog 
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 e. Kupil  Ivan[+CF]  sobaku 
   bought  Ivan   dog  
 f. Kupil[+CF]  Ivan  sobaku 
   bought   Ivan  dog 
  ‘Ivan bought the/a dog’40 
  etc. 
 
4.4 Unmerged SVO/SOV 
 
As I mentioned at various points in this chapter, the fact that SVO and SOV can be 
the result of syntactic structure does not imply that this is the only possible 
derivation for these constituent orders. As a matter of fact, given the Early Spell-Out 
proposal, one expects these constituent orders to be ambiguous between Early Spell-
Out derivations and more conventional ‘late’ Spell-Out derivations with full 
structures at PF. The two possible derivations of SVO are schematized below.  
 
(38) a. Early Spell-Out derivation of Russian SVO 
 

 [numeration] 
 PF (DP level)   LF 
 [S,V,O]     
 => linearly (re)-ordered   LF 

as SVO by IS   
     LF 
 
     LF 
 
 
 b. Late Spell-Out derivation of Russian SVO 
   

[numeration] 
     LF 
       
     LF 
  
 PF (CP level)   LF 
  
 IP    LF 
  
 S VP       
  
 V O    
  
                                                           
40 Note that contrastive focus does not spread. This is true of all languages to my knowledge, 
and is therefore not related in particular to properties of Russian.  
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 In (38a), the major constituents reach PF unmerged and IS chooses this particular 
order because the object is in informational focus and therefore the object must be in 
the right periphery. In (38b), on the other hand, the derivation only reaches PF once 
all the major constituents have been merged into a single larger structure. The 
question that arises immediately is whether there are indeed two such derivations for 
SVO, and how to differentiate between the two. This is where the Neutral Intonation 
Principle (31) makes an interesting empirical prediction. Under this principle, one 
difference between merged and unmerged structures is the fact that only merged 
structures allow IK1 intonation. Therefore, while non IK1 intonations will always be 
ambiguous between merged and unmerged derivations, IK1 is a certain sign that the 
structure must be merged. This leads to the prediction that, if there are indeed two 
derivations for SVO, SVO will behave differently depending on whether IK1 is 
present or not.  

This empirical prediction can be made even more specific. In section 1, I argued 
that the following criteria differentiate between merged and unmerged structures: 
verbal complexes and idiom chunks. Of these two,41 the first one can be applied to 
check whether there is a difference between IK1 SVO and non-IK1 SVO. (39) 
shows that my preliminary investigations among native speakers seem to indicate 
that there is a difference in behavior between IK1 SVO and non-IK1 SVO 
concerning the freedom of verbal complex elements (see also footnote 21). 
 
(39) a. Ivan  budet  iskat’  knigu 
   Ivan.NOM  will  search  book.ACC 
 b. *Budet  Ivan  iskat’  knigu   (IK1) 
   will  Ivan  search  book 
 c. Budet [+CF]  Ivan  iskat’  knigu   (non-IK1) 
   will   Ivan  search  book 
   ‘Ivan will look for the/a book’ 
 
Besides this test, there are others that can be used in combination with the intonation 
argument to show that there are two SVO constructions, and that they are derived in 
different ways. The data in (40) indicate that the behavior of the particle li appears to 
differ depending on whether SVO has IK1 or not. 
 
(40) a. Ivan  li  knigu  *(li)  kupil  *(li)?  
   Ivan.NOM  PART  book.ACC  PART bought PART 
 b. Ivan [+CF] (li) knigu (li) kupil (li)? 
   ‘Did Ivan buy the/a book?’    
 

                                                           
41 The test of embedding/net-ellipsis cannot be used here. The reason for this is that this test, 
as opposed to the other ones, relies on the certainty that a structure is unmerged. However, the 
non-IK1 SVO is not necessarily unmerged, it can also be merged. Therefore, the test tells us 
nothing in this case. The idiom chunks test cannot be used because the argument here 
concerns SVO orders, and this order always allows idiomatic readings. 
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Li is generally considered to be a second position particle (Comrie 1984 and others), 
which means it will appear in second position in a merged structure. As long as the 
structure is unmerged, a greater freedom is expected ((40a) vs. (40b)). 

Another test that can be applied is that of split constituents. Russian allows 
adjectives to appear in various positions where they are disconnected from the noun 
they relate to. However, as shown in (41), this seems to be possible only if SVO has 
non-IK1 intonation.42 
 
(41) a. *Krasnuju  ja  vižu  knigu (IK1) 
   red.FEM.SG.ACC  I.NOM see  book.FEM.SG.ACC 
 b. Krasnuju  ja  vižu [+CF]  knigu    (non IK1) 
   ‘I see the/a red book’ 
 
The fact that the split constituent construction is only allowed in unmerged Early 
Spell-Out constructions would provide an additional general characteristic of Early 
Spell-Out languages like Russian. These languages are more likely than others to 
allow split constituents. This in turn would mean that split constituents are related to 
Early Spell-Out, a point dealt with in greater detail in section 6.  

The above seems to point to the conclusion that SVO can have two different 
derivations in Russian, as predicted by the present model, one derivation where 
Merge takes place before Spell-Out to PF and one where Merge follows Spell-Out to 
PF. More careful examination of the data, including phonetic experiments, would be 
required to make the above conclusions stand, but the preliminary investigations 
point to the right direction. In the next section, I deal with OSV orders and the 
different patterns encountered there.43  
 
4.5 O,SV versus OSV 
 
I have so far not given sufficient attention to the distinction between the OSV and 
the O,SV constituent orders. I have suggested that the two are different, with OSV 
behaving in a way similar to the VSO, VOS and OVS orders, while O,SV behaves in 
some ways at least, more like the SVO and SOV orders. This would imply that 
while OSV is the result of unmerged structure at PF, O,SV, on the other hand, is 
always merged. This is confirmed by the preliminary observation I made that OSV 
cannot have neutral (IK1) intonation. Moreover, OSV allows no informational focus 
on either the subject or the object (see (26) and (27)). In this section, I examine in 
more detail these particular orders, and I argue that the two differ in the following 

                                                           
42 Note that (41b) is not necessarily unmerged. It can also be merged. What is important, 
however, is that the merged structure in (41a) does not allow the split constituent. Therefore, 
it is presumably the unmerged derivation of (41b) that leads to convergence. 
43 The same reasoning as the one applied in this section can be repeated for SOV orders. 
There, presumably, object shift takes place in the merged cases, while the unmerged cases are 
the result of a shift of informational focus from the object to the verb. See chapter 4 for a 
discussion of Object Shift in Russian. 
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points: while O,SV allows net-ellipsis, OSV does not (42). Scope is only fixed in 
O,SV but not in OSV (43). Finally, idiomatic readings are preserved, but only in the 
OSV case (44). 
 
(42) a. Detej,  Ivan  ljubit,  a  Marija  net  
   children.ACC  Ivan.NOM  loves  but  Marija.NOM  not 
 b. *Detej Ivan ljubit, a Marija net 
   ‘Ivan loves children, while Marija doesn’t’ 

 
(43) a. Dve firmy,  vse direktora  rekomendejut  => 2 > ∀  
   two firms.ACC  all directors.NOM  recommend 
 b. Dve firmy vse direktora rekomendujut   => ambiguous 
   ‘All directors recommend two firms’ 
 
(44) a. *Bakluši,  mal’chiki  bjut   (only non-idiomatic) 
   pieces-of-wood.ACC  boys.NOM  beat  
 b. Bakluši mal’chiki bjut 
   Lit:‘(The) boys beat on pieces of wood’ 
   Meaning: ‘The boys are bored’ 
   
Moreover, auxiliaries can be split up from the main verb, but only in OSV cases 
(45). 
 
(45) a. Knigu  Ivan  budet  iskat’  
   book.ACC  Ivan.NOM  will  search 
 b. Knigu  iskat’  Ivan  budet 
   book search  Ivan  will 
 c. Knigu,  Ivan  budet  iskat’ 
   book  Ivan will  search 
 d. *Knigu,  iskat’  Ivan  budet 
   book search Ivan will 
   ‘Ivan will look for the/a book’ 
   
All the above tests have been used in this chapter to differentiate between merged 
and unmerged structures in Russian. Therefore, the fact that OSV behaves 
systematically like the VSO, VOS and OVS group of constituent orders leads to the 
conclusion that OSV is the result of unmerged structure at PF. O,SV, on the other 
hand, behaves in most of the tests as if it belonged to the SVO and SOV group, 
thereby confirming that it can be the result of structure-building. The only difference 
between O,SV and the other two orders seems to be the fact that O,SV cannot bear 
neutral IK1 intonation. Pending further inquiry on whether this is indeed the case, 
we can ask ourselves the question: why would this be so? A possible explanation 
can be found after a more thorough look at the IS of these sentences.  
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Let us first look at OSV. As pointed out above, neither the object nor the subject 
can take informational focus under this order (see examples (26)-(29) above). This 
stands to reason, since I have argued that informational focus, if left to its own 
devices through lack of syntactic structure, has a locus on the right. Since neither the 
subject nor the object appear on the right in OSV, the expectation is that neither will 
be in informational focus. This is indeed what is found. By the same token, it must 
be possible for the verb to be in informational focus in these cases. That this is 
indeed the case is shown below.  
 
(46) Q: Čto  Ivan  s  sobakoj  sdelal? 
   what  Ivan.NOM  with  dog.INST  did 
   ‘What did Ivan do with the dog?’ 
  
 A: a.Sobaku  Ivan  kupil 
   dog.ACC  Ivan.NOM  bought 
 b. #Sobaku,  Ivan  kupil 
   dog    Ivan  bought 
 
In this, OSV again differs from O,SV, as shown in (46a) vs. (46b). In this way, the 
picture that arises for OSV is simple. It derives from Early Spell-Out, and since the 
locus of informational focus is on the right, it allows only the verb to be 
informational focus. 

O,SV, on the other hand, must be the result of regular structure-building before 
Spell-Out. This follows from its behavior on all the criteria in (42) through (46). 
Since Russian is an SVO language, it must follow that O,SV is the result of syntactic 
movement. Moreover, apart from the intonational break between the object and the 
rest of the clause, the object in O,SV receives a contrastive emphatic stress. These 
facts require an explanation. In order to better understand how O,SV is derived, an 
excursion into the domain of Russian topichood is warranted at this point. 
 
4.6 Topics in Russian 
 
Just as informational focus is usually associated with the right periphery, topics have 
often been argued to appear in the left periphery, in a wide variety of languages. To 
give an illustration of this fact in Russian unmerged structures, I show below that in 
OVS and VOS, both O and V can be topicalized. One of the tests to establish 
whether a given constituent is a topic is to introduce it into the discourse at an earlier 
stage.  
 



CHAPTER 2 

 

66

 

(47) A: Kto-to  vse -taki  etu  knigu  kupil 
   someone.NOM all-this-way this book.ACC bought 
   ‘Still, someone bought this book’ 
  B: Etu  knigu  kupil  Ivan     (OVS) 
   this book.ACC  bought  Ivan.NOM 
   ‘This book, Ivan bought it’ 
 
(48) A: Kto-to  vse -taki  etu  knigu  kupil 
   someone.NOM  all-this-way  this  book.ACC bought 
   ‘Still, someone bought this book’ 
  B: Kupil  etu knigu  Ivan    (VOS) 
   bought  this book.ACC  Ivan.NOM 
   ‘Ivan bought this book’ 
  
(49) A: Gde  eta  kniga  voobšče-to?   
  where  this  book.NOM  generally -this   
  Mne  kažetsja  ona  zdes’  ležala  
  me.DAT  seems  she.NOM  here  lay 
  ‘Where is this book anyway? It seemed to me that it was lying here’ 
 B: Etu  knigu  Ivan  vzjal     (OSV) 
  this book.ACC  Ivan.NOM  took 
  ‘This book, Ivan took it’ 
 
As can be seen from (47)-(49), there is good reason to believe that the verb is a topic 
in VOS, and the object can be topic in OVS and in OSV. This generalization applies 
to all the other unmerged orders. 

As observed with the informational focus facts above, the IS rules that dictate 
that focus/topic should appear on the right/left can be disturbed by the presence of 
syntactic structure. Topics in Russian in general behave as informational focus does, 
namely if syntactic structure intervenes and prevents IS from linearly re-ordering in 
such a way that the topic will appear in the left periphery, then the topic can be 
assigned in situ. However, there is a difference between how contrastive focus and 
contrastive topic are dealt with in merged structures. This leads the discussion back 
to O,SV.  

The object in O,SV, as opposed to the superficially similar OSV, does not seem 
to behave like a topic (50). 
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(50) A: Gde  eta  kniga  voobšče  to?   
  where  this  book.NOM  completely  this   
  Mne  kažetsja  ona  zdes’  ležala  
  me.DAT  seems  she.NOM  here  lay 
  ‘Where is this book anyway? It seemed to me that it was lying here’ 
 B: #Knigu,  Ivan  kupil 
  book.ACC  Ivan.NOM  bought 
  ‘Ivan bought the book’ 
 
This is particularly strange in view of the fact that the object in OSV is always 
interpreted as exclusively definite, and definiteness has often been associated with 
topicalization (see Brun 2002 among others). I propose that the object in this case is 
in fact a topic, but a topic of a different kind. As mentioned in the introduction to 
this section, there are (at least) two types of topic that can be distinguished, 
contrastive topic and non-contrastive topic. Both types of topic are characterized by 
a position in the left periphery. However, there are also many differences between 
the two types. The main difference is of course that contrastive topics, as the name 
indicates, involve a degree of contrast in their interpretation. Moreover, at least in 
Hungarian, they are often associated with contrastive coordinators (see Lipták 
2001). Russian also has such a contrastive coordinator, the particle a ‘but’, which 
appears clause-initially in the second clause of the coordinate. The following 
example illustrates the use of a ‘but’ together with the object in O,SV. 
 
(51) A: Nu  i  kak,  kupili  knigu  ili  kartinu? 
  well and how bought.PL  book.ACC  or  painting.ACC 
  ‘Well, did you buy the book or the painting?’ 
 B: Knigu,  Ivan  kupil,  a  kartinu,  net  
  book.ACC  Ivan.NOM  bought  but  painting.ACC  not 
  ‘As for the book, Ivan bought it, but as for the painting, he didn’t’ 
 
(51) shows that the object in O,SV is a contrastive topic. Moreover, the object in this 
position is often associated with a specific kind of contrastive pitch. This in turn 
explains why informational focus cannot be assigned in O,SV. The reason is that the 
contrastive pitch of the topic prevents the assignment of the more neutral pitch 
reserved for informational focus. 

This leads to the conclusion that there is a difference in Russian between the 
assignment of contrastive focus and the assignment of contrastive topics in merged 
structures. Specifically, while contrastive focus is assigned in situ, by prosody, in all 
cases, contrastive topics undergo syntactic movement to a TopP high in the left 
periphery of the structure. Before concluding the IS section, I would like to make a 
couple of remarks concerning the status of OVS. 
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4.7 Different Types of OVS 
 
I have claimed so far that OVS is always unmerged (see section 3). However, there 
are certain types of OVS constructions that seem to behave as if they were merged. 
In Bailyn (2003), a number of ‘inversion constructions’ are presented, such as, for 
instance, Dative Experiencers (52), Possessive PPs (53) and Adversity Impersonals 
(54). 
 
(52) Saše  nravjatsja  deti 
 Sasha.DAT  likes  children.NOM 
 ‘Sasha likes children’  
 
(53) U menja  est’  vopros 
 to me.DAT is  question.NOM 
 ‘I have a question’ 
 
(54) Soldata  ranilo  pulej  
 soldier.ACC  hit  bullet.INST 
 ‘The soldier was hit by a bullet’ 
 
As Bailyn (2003) points out, these are all OVS structures to the extent that they 
consist of a non-nominative argument, followed by the verb and then a subject. In 
order to prove that these OVS orders involve syntactic (A-)movement, Bailyn 
demonstrates that these structures all share some properties that point in the 
direction of (A-)movement. I would like to discuss in some detail the first of these 
properties here. As Bailyn (2003) argues, the constructions in (52)-(54) allow the 
non-nominative argument to bind into the nominative argument, something which 
the strict subject-orientation of the Russian anaphor svoj ‘his own’ should not allow. 
This is shown below. 
 
(55) a. ??Svoj domi  byl  u  Petrovyxi (SVO) 
 [self’s house].NOM was  at  the-Petrovs  
 b.U Petrovyx  byl  svoj dom (OVS) 
 at the-Petrovs  was  [self’s house].NOM 
 ‘The Petrovs had their own house’ 
 
On basis of the data in (55), Bailyn concludes that the PP u Petrovyx ‘at the Petrovs’ 
must be in subject position, where it has been moved by syntactic A-movement. 
From the perspective of the framework adopted in the present work, the data in (55) 
seem to point to the fact that these OVS constructions must be merged. Otherwise, 
the change in linear order would not bring with itself the change in binding 
possibilities.  
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Moreover, an additional argument for the merged status of these OVS 
constructions, is the fact that they behave as if merged on the embedding test. This is 
shown in (56)-(58) below. 
 
(56) Ja  dumaju  chto  Saše  nravjatsja  deti 
 I  think  that  Sasha.DAT  likes  children.NOM 
 ‘I think that Sasha likes children’  
 
(57) Ja  dumaju  chto  u tebja  est’  vopros 
 I  think  that  you.DAT  is  question.NOM 
 ‘I think that you have a question’ 
 
(58) Ja  dumaju  chto  soldata  ranilo  pulej  
 I  think  that  soldier.ACC  hit  bullet.INST 
 ‘I think that the soldier was hit by a bullet’ 
 
Therefore, it seems that these OVS constructions are indeed merged.44 However, this 
is not true for all OVS, and crucially untrue of the kind of OVS structure I have been 
considering so far, namely OVS with a transitive verb, an agentive subject and an 
accusative object. As shown below, this type of OVS neither allows for the binding 
possibilities that Bailyn (2003) discusses (59), nor does it allow embedding (60).  
 
(59) a. *Svoji otec  uvidel  Ivanai 
 [self’s father].NOM  saw  Ivan.ACC 
 b.*Ivanai  uvidel  svoji otec 
 Ivan.ACC  saw  [self’s father].NOM 
 ‘His father saw Ivan’ 
 
(60) *Ja  dumaju  chto  Ivanai  uvidel  svoji otec 
 I  think  that  Ivan.ACC  saw  [self’s father].NOM 
 ‘I think that his father saw Ivan’ 
 
Therefore, I conclude that although there are some, very specific, OVS constructions 
that are merged, the regular OVS is not, thereby maintaining the original conclusion 
reached in section 3. 

Another controversial issue is the pattern of intonation with OVS. I have 
assumed, based on the preliminary judgments of the native speakers I consulted, that 
OVS does not allow neutral IK1 intonation. However, John Bailyn (p.c.) states that 
for some speakers, OVS seems to appear with IK1 intonation, and that this is true 

                                                           
44 Note that if Bailyn (2003) is right in his analysis of these structures, then, contrary to what I 
have argued, there are at least some structures in Russian that must have verb movement. This 
is not a necessary conclusion, to the extent that the correct analysis of these OVS 
constructions might differ from the one presented in Bailyn (2003) and yet involve syntactic 
movement. I leave this issue for further research. 
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not only of the merged OVS structures discussed in this section, but also of the OVS 
that has been consistently argued to be unmerged in the present thesis, i.e. the OVS 
order involving an accusative object and a nominative agentive subject. To be more 
specific, Bailyn claims that OVS always appears with IK1 intonation where it is 
given as the answer to a question concerning the subject, as in (61) below. 
 
(61) Q:Kto  kupil  sobaku? 
  who  bought  dog.ACC 
  ‘Who bought the/a dog?’ 
 A:Sobaku  kupil  Ivan 
  dog.ACC  bought  Ivan.NOM 
 ‘Ivan bought the/a dog’ 
 
Although clearly some evidence from spectograms would be required in order to 
settle this, I would like to make the following remarks. Firstly, note that by virtue of 
the fact that unmerged OVS only allows the subject to appear in focus, and the 
focused element in any Russian sentence appears with main stress, the result is that 
unmerged OVS is predicted to always have the stress falling on the final element. 
However, IK1 intonation has as one of its main characteristics the fact that it is the 
last element that bears the main stress. Secondly, the intuition of my speakers is that 
OVS only allows the stress to fall on the last element, which, if true, makes the 
claim that this intonation pattern is IK1 doubtful. Indeed, the other orders that allow 
IK1, such as SVO or SOV, certainly also allow other, more marked intonation 
patterns.  

It is important at this stage to try and avoid confusion concerning the term 
‘neutral’. Two questions are relevant, both of which require further phonetic 
evidence in order to be answered. The first question is whether ‘neutral’ intonation, 
for a native speaker as opposed to a phonetics lab, is a relative or an absolute notion. 
In SVO orders, where both ‘neutral’ and ‘non-neutral’ intonation is available, the 
native speaker can make a distinction, but in the absence of such an alternative 
possibility, to what extent is the native speaker’s judgment subtle enough to 
distinguish between a ‘neutral’ intonation and a ‘non-neutral’ intonation if in both 
cases the stress fell on the same element?  

The second question concerns the existence of a link between a certain type of 
pitch and a certain type of focus. In orders such as VSO and VOS, where I suggest 
that it is impossible to obtain IK1 intonation, there must therefore always be some 
element that bears the kind of stress that is generally associated with contrastive 
elements. However, these orders do seem to allow elements to be simply in 
informational focus, without contrastive reading. In these constituent orders, the 
‘contrastive’ stress could therefore always be ambiguous between an informational 
focus and a contrastive focus. In the merged SVO and SOV orders, on the other 
hand, IK1 is possible, and speakers might be able in these cases to differentiate 
between informational and contrastive focus by means of the kind of stress the 
element bears, i.e. only the constituents that bear contrastive focus would receive 
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contrastive stress. An answer to both of these questions will provide more solid 
ground on which to discuss the issue of intonation patterns, not only in OVS, but in 
all other orders as well, including the VSO and VOS orders, for which there are also 
some claim that they allow IK1 intonation. I leave this issue for further research. 
 
4.8 Conclusion 
 
In this section, I have reached the following conclusions about IS in Russian.  
 
a) IS has the following rules: focus on the right, topics on the left. 
b) If there is no syntactic structure, IS rules apply. 
c) If there is syntactic structure, the IS rules are dealt with in the following way: 

a. Informational focus is assigned in situ, and it can spread along the 
syntactic structure 
b. Contrastive focus is assigned in situ by function of prosody 
c. Topichood is assigned in situ 
d. Contrastive topichood requires syntactic movement to a left periphery 
position (A’-movement to TopP) 

d)  VSO, OSV and VOS are always unmerged (Early Spell-Out). 
e) SVO and SOV can sometimes be the result of Early Spell-Out and sometimes 

the result of merged structure. 
f)  O,SV is always merged. 
g) OVS is unmerged, except in some specific constructions, such as Adversity 

Impersonals, Possesive PPs and Dative Experiencers. 
 
Having established which constituent orders in Russian are the result of Early Spell-
Out and which are not, the remainder of this chapter concentrates on the effects of 
the model proposed on various phenomena that are classically associated with 
syntactic movement for feature checking purposes. However, prior to dealing with 
these, the next section provides an overview of two recent proposals on scrambling 
in Russian.  
 
5. Previous Analyses 
 
Clearly there have been many analyses of scrambling in Russian over the years. In 
this section I concentrate on two fairly recent approaches to scrambling in Russian, 
and I argue that the model in the present thesis is more adequate, both theoretically 
and empirically, to deal with the facts. Hoffman (1996) proposes a mechanism of 
M(obile)-scrambling that is strongly reminiscent of the Early Spell-Out proposal in 
the present work, whereby the derivation in Russian reaches Spell-Out before 
structure-building has been completed. Bailyn (2003), on the other hand, argues for 
an approach to Russian scrambling in terms of syntactic movement, where 
scrambling is dealt with partially by an extended mechanism of EPP checking (see 
also Miyagawa 1997, 2000 for Japanese) and partially by movement for focus 
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reasons. Both approaches fail to predict the full range of data, as shown below, and 
they face theoretical problems as well. 
 
5.1 Hoffman (1996) 
 
5.1.1 Summary 
 
Hoffman starts out from the idea that in free word order languages (also known as 
non-configurational languages; see Hale 1983, among others), such as Russian, all 
permutations of the major constituents are possible under some interpretation. He 
goes on to argue that if the minimalist view of movement is adopted, namely that all 
movement is motivated by feature checking, and, moreover, if it is assumed that all 
permutations of constituents in these languages are the result of movement, one will 
have to postulate as many different feature combinations as there are permutations, 
and this number will increase exponentially with the addition of every new element 
in the derivation. Not only is this uneconomical, it would also beg the question of 
why all these feature combinations are not available in a strict order language such 
as English. The conclusion that Hoffman draws from this is that not everything that 
looks like movement, is in fact movement. 

In his attempt to explain the various patterns of free ordering of elements in the 
languages of the world, Hoffman argues that scrambling can arise as the result of 
one of three options:  

 
a) Syntactic Movement, whereby a chain is formed, independent of the precise 
formalism (Copy/Delete or something else).  
 
b) M(obile)-scrambling, which arises when two elements are not ordered in the 
syntactic component because they have not been merged by the time the derivation 
reaches PF. At PF, the LCA (Kayne 1994) will transform a hierarchical structure 
into a linear output, but since the LCA relies on asymmetric c-command, it can only 
linearize syntactic structures. If two elements are not merged, the LCA will have 
nothing to say about their ordering in relation to one another. As far as syntax is 
concerned, any order goes, as long as the separate syntactic structures are not 
interleaved. In cases of M-scrambling, the actual linear order is governed by the 
same principles as discourse, i.e. the pragmatic rules that determine whether two 
sentences can follow each other. This is in essence very similar to the Early Spell-
Out approach that I propose, although the implementation is somewhat different. 

M-scrambling results when there is no requirement to Merge before Spell-Out, 
and Procrastinate forces the delay of the merger until after Spell-Out. Therefore, 
elements arrive at PF unattached. As a result, Merge is only costless in the sense that 
some concatenation operation is necessary in order to derive things computationally, 
but the actual application of Merge is forced by the checking of features, in a way 
parallel to the Move operation. If the features are strong, the merger will take place 
before Spell-Out; if the features are weak, the merger will be postponed until after 
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Spell-Out. At LF, those elements that have not been merged will Merge for the sake 
of weak features. One of the empirical effects of M-scrambling is that it will always 
appear to have reconstructed, since the actual construction takes place after Spell-
Out.  

Hoffman argues that the ordering of the unmerged elements in M-scrambling 
cases is done by pragmatic factors, similar to the rules that govern the ordering of 
sentences in discourse. 

He provides a couple of examples of M-scrambling. The first of these examples 
concerns the properties of the anaphor svoj ‘his’ in Russian. Hoffman argues that 
this anaphor is subject-oriented, regardless of its surface position. This is due to the 
fact that at LF, once things are merged, the anaphor will always be c-commanded by 
its antecedent. The second example of M-scrambling is scrambling into a higher 
clause, which is arguably grammatical in Russian. Here too, Hoffman argues that M-
scrambling is responsible. The third example of M-scrambling is left-branch 
extraction, both with DPs and with PPs.  

 
c) A(djunct)-scrambling is a special merging mechanism that accounts for the 
distribution of adjuncts. Hoffman (1996) claims that adjuncts are merged, but that 
they do not asymmetrically c-command anything in the XP they are merged to. As a 
result, the linearization procedure has nothing to say about the positioning of 
adjuncts, despite the fact that they are merged and therefore part of the hierarchical 
structure. In that sense, A-scrambling is both similar to, and different from, M-
scrambling. It is similar because the linearization procedure is not activated, and 
there is therefore more freedom to place the adverb in non-canonical positions. It is 
different because the adverb is part of the structure, as opposed to M-scrambled 
elements that are not merged at all. As a result of this special merging mechanism 
only available to adjuncts, the adjuncts can linearly appear anywhere within the XP 
they are merged to, as long as they do not disturb some essential configurations. For 
instance, Hoffman (1996) argues that in languages like English, the object and the 
verb must always be adjacent. Therefore, an adverb is not allowed to intervene 
between these two elements. In this way, the freedom for adjuncts to appear 
‘anywhere’ within the XP they are merged to is limited in some cases. Adjacency 
requirements of the type that exists between the object and the verb in English are 
caused by strong feature checking configurations. One difference between A-
scrambling and M-scrambling lies in the fact that nothing can intervene between two 
elements that have been merged in narrow syntax, so that the options for A-
scrambling will be more limited than those of M-scrambling. Another difference 
between M- and A-scrambling is that Hoffman assumes that A-scrambling is always 
clause-bound, based on the observation that adjuncts never appear in any clause 
other than the one where they take scope. Note that A-scrambling resembles to some 
extent the Late Adjunction hypothesis of Lebeaux (1988), among others.  

By means of A-scrambling, Hoffman explains the distribution of adverbs in 
English and French (revising Pollock’s 1989 data). He claims that the real 
generalization is that adverbs can appear anywhere except between S and V in 
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French, and anywhere except between V and O in English. Some feature forces the 
adjacency between the two elements in the respective languages. The basic idea of 
the A-scrambling mechanism is that adverbs are fixed in a certain position in 
syntactic structure, but their PF location is not uniquely determined by their position 
in that structure.  
 
5.1.2 Problems and Strong Points 
 
The problems with Hoffman’s (1996) approach are of two kinds. There are some 
problems that are specifically related to M-scrambling and some very general 
problems.  
 
a) Problems Related to M-scrambling 
 
As I mentioned above, the M-scrambled elements in Hoffman’s (1996) proposal are 
ordered linearly by paratactic/pragmatic principles, similar to the principles that 
govern the ordering of sentences in discourse. However, Hoffman does not provide 
any of these principles, except for his mention of the IS principle that favours the 
appearance of old information before new information. If these principles are at 
work, they should be identified and it should be shown that they do indeed apply in 
M-scrambling cases, as they do in parataxis.  

A second problem is the notion that M-scrambling will always appear to 
reconstruct. Hoffman argues that since M-scrambled elements are not yet part of a 
larger syntactic structure, their ordering is freer. However, at a later stage in the 
derivation, these elements will be merged together into a larger structure. At this 
point, interpretation will take place. As a result, M-scrambled elements will behave 
as if they had undergone a movement that reconstructs, not because they in fact 
have, but because the result of the later-stage construction is the same as that of 
reconstruction. However, this is not strictly speaking true, unless we eliminate LF-
movement altogether, which Hoffman does not. Otherwise, as long as LF-movement 
is an option, elements that have reached PF unmerged might very well merge after 
Spell-Out, and then undergo further movement at LF, in order to check some feature 
that the merger has not been able to check. This will create a configuration in which 
no ‘reconstruction’ has taken place.  

Hoffman also argues that Single-Rootedness applies only at LF, and that there is 
no linearization at PF if no merger has taken place. As a result of these assumptions, 
if two elements are not merged at PF, no syntactic restrictions will apply to them. 
This does not follow. In my opinion, syntactic restrictions are only restrictions that 
apply to the narrow syntax component. However, within the Minimalist Program, it 
is not possible to formulate restrictions in such a way that they would only apply in 
narrow syntax. Therefore, the problem for Hoffman remains. Merge is LF-driven, as 
Hoffman points out, and as a result, syntactic restrictions that apply after Spell-Out 
will apply to elements that have reached PF unmerged. The only real prediction that 



SCRAMBLING IN RUSSIAN 

 

75

 

is made here is that typical LF effects should not be sensitive to overt linear 
constituent order, in cases of M-scrambling.  

Concerning the examples of M-scrambling that Hoffman gives, they are all to 
some extent, problematic. The first one concerns the Russian anaphor svoj ‘his 
own’. However, the properties of the Russian anaphor svoj ‘his own’ are different 
from what Hoffman claims them to be. This anaphor is always subject oriented, not 
only independent of linear order, as Hoffman observes, but crucially also 
independent of its hierarchical position. If, for instance, there is a possible 
antecedent for the anaphor in another argument than the subject, which would c-
command the anaphor at LF (as Hoffman claims) and be closer to the anaphor than 
the subject, even then the only possible interpretation for the anaphor is co-
indexation with the subject.  

 
(62) a. Ivani  videl  svoegoi  otca 
 Ivan.NOM  saw  his.ACC  father.ACC 
 ‘Ivan saw his father’ 
 b. Svoegoi  otca  videl  Ivani 
  his  father  saw  Ivan 
  ‘Ivan saw his father’ 
 c. Ivani  Petej  pokazal  svojui/*j  mašinu 
  Ivan.NOM  Petja.DAT  showed  his.ACC  car.ACC 
  ‘Ivan showed Petja his car’ 
 
The data above show that the anaphor svoj ‘his’ always refers to the subject Ivan, 
irrespective of linear ordering (62b) or the presence of a closer c-commanding 
antecedent (62c). This means that the data on Russian anaphors do not provide the 
kind of evidence of M-scrambling that Hoffman is looking for. In order to prove his 
point, it is necessary to find a paradigm where linear order is unimportant, but LF-
hierarchy is.  

The second example of M-scrambling is long-distance scrambling into the higher 
clause. Assuming that this kind of scrambling is indeed possible (see section 6.2 and 
Stepanov 2001 for a discussion), I still have severe doubts concerning the validity of 
the argument. For one thing, according to Hoffman, M-scrambling can only 
interchange the order of the constituents, never mingle them, which would result in 
inter-leaved structures. What this means is that if there are two loose constituents, 
XP and YP, which are not as yet merged into a larger structure, then it is possible, 
by the mechanism of M-scrambling, to have their order inverted, but it is not 
possible for elements of XP to appear inside YP or vice versa. This is illustrated 
below.  
 
(63) a. [XP….X…] [YP….Y…] 
 b. [YP….Y…] [XP….X…]  
 c. *[YP….X…] [XP….Y…] 
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(63a) and (63b) illustrate the two options in linear ordering made available by the 
fact that XP and YP are not merged. (63c), on the other hand, is what would result if 
it were possible for elements of XP to appear inside YP and vice versa. This is what 
Hoffman calls ‘inter-leaved trees’, and he argues that the configuration is ruled out. 

However, this would mean that, under the assumption that the subordinate 
clause and the matrix clause are formed separately, no element from a lower clause 
could ever appear in a higher clause, as that would clearly cause interleaving.45 A 
possible way out would be to say that the constituents of the lower clause are not 
merged together prior to the construction of the matrix clause, but in that case, one 
would expect the freedom of lower clause constituents to appear in the matrix clause 
to be as great as the freedom of constituents within one clause, an expectation which 
is clearly not realized, as shown below. 
 
(64) a. Ivan  skazal  čto  Petja  kupil  mašinu 
  Ivan.NOM  said  that  Petja.NOM  bought  car.ACC 
 b. *Ivan  Petjai  mašinuj  skazal  čto ti  kupil tj 

  Ivan  Petja  car   said  that  bought 
 c. *Petja  kupil  skazal  mašinu  čto Ivan 
  Petja  bought  said  car  that  Ivan 
  ‘Ivan said that Petja bought the/a car’ 
 
Hoffman’s approach predicts that there will be no long-distance scrambling at all. It 
is therefore strange that he should use the controversial existence of this 
phenomenon as an argument in favour of his theory.  

The third example of M-scrambling given in Hoffman is left-branch extraction 
from DPs and PPs. In the case of DPs, if there is no definite determiner, as is the 
case in Russian, Hoffman argues that you can break up the NP. This kind of 
extraction is made possible by the weak features in the DP, which in turn allow the 
D and the N to join the tree after Spell-Out. A very important question is the issue of 
what occupies the place of the D and the N in the structure before these elements are 
merged. Either some kind of place-holder must be inserted as the structure is built-
up or the merger of D and N will occur counter-cyclically.  

Concerning left-branch extraction from PPs, another example of M-scrambling 
according to Hoffman, a couple of remarks are warranted. PPs, as opposed to DPs, 
form a tree before Spell-Out. He argues that the following pattern follows from M-
scrambling (Hoffman 1996: 41-42). 
 
(65) a. bez  moego  brata 
  without  my.GEN brother.GEN 
 b. moego  bez  brata 

my  without  brother 

                                                           
45 Note that Hoffman (1996) does not explicitly make this assumption. Nevertheless, it is an 
assumption that follows naturally within the radically derivational perspective that he takes. 
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 c. brata  bez  moego 
brother  without  my 

 d. bez  brata  moego 
without  brother  my 

 e. *moego  brata  bez 
my  brother  without 

 ‘without my brother’  
 
The observation that Hoffman (1996) makes on basis of the data in (65) is the 
following: one of the two elements of the DP must license the P, but it does not 
matter which element it is, the noun brat ‘brother’ or the adjective moj ‘my’. 
Therefore, the freedom the various elements of the PP have is due to M-scrambling. 
However, it seems to me that the data in (65) indicate that prepositions are clitics in 
Russian and that this fact explains their adjacency requirement.46 Moreover, the 
notion that the features on P can be checked either by the noun or by the adjective is 
unusual, to say the least. Again, this fact would seem to point in the direction of 
cliticization of P. Thirdly, why would it not be possible for the DP as a whole to 
check the features of the P? Hoffman argues against this because he says that the 
two parts might then still scramble separately, giving the ungrammatical A N P 
order. Fourthly, the fact that Russian does not allow P stranding in any 
configuration, as shown below, provides a further argument for the clitic nature of 
the Russian prepositions. 
 
(66) *Ja  xoču  knigu  karman  položyt’  v 
 I.NOM  want  book.ACC  pocket.ACC  put  in 
 ‘I want to put the/a book into my pocket’ 
 
In the above example, the noun kniga ‘book’ is scrambled away from the preposition 
that selects it, and the result is ungrammatical. This general inability of prepositions 
to be stranded in final position indicates that they must be viewed as phonological 
clitics.  
 
b) General Problems 
 
There are some general problems with Hoffman’s approach. First of all, he has 
trouble accounting for language variation. He does not provide the features that 
force the merger, simply stipulating that such features exist, and it is therefore 
difficult to see how languages would differ from one another in forcing Merge or 
postponing it. Moreover, he eliminates the notion of weak features altogether, and 
replaces the strong/weak dichotomy by PF-oriented vs. LF-oriented. This, however, 

                                                           
46 Hoffman argues against the clitic theory because of cases where the P can be followed by 
pro (Hoffman 1996:43). These examples are ungrammatical, however, for most speakers I 
have consulted. 
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would imply that certain features are PF-oriented in some languages and LF-
oriented in others, a notion that is contrary to general assumptions about features.  

Secondly, his approach faces the problem of place-holders. Because of the way 
in which elements can merge into an already existing tree at a later stage in the 
derivation, the Merge operation can operate counter-cyclically in Hoffman’s 
approach. In order to avoid this counter-cyclic merger, one would have to assume 
that there are elements that are merged in the positions that the arguments will 
occupy once they join the tree. Such elements might for instance be instances of pro, 
which would then act as place-holders until such time as the arguments will join in. 
This would correspond to the (now somewhat outdated) notion of ‘substitution’ in 
generative syntax. The problem remains, however, since Hoffman does not discuss 
the issue, of the nature of these place-holders, whether or not they are present in the 
numeration, and, most importantly, what kind of feature would force the merger of 
the place-holder, but not the merger of the argument itself.  

A third general problem is the fact that Hoffman does not provide the features 
the checking of which forces adjacency between elements. This is most striking in 
the case of the adjacency between the verb and the direct object in English. What 
feature could relate those two that would not also relate the verb and the subject or 
the VP and the subject?  

Finally, another problem with this approach is that if things merge exclusively 
for feature reasons, adjuncts would never be merged. In the next section, I 
summarize some essential differences between Hoffman’s assumptions and my own.  
 
5.1.3 Comparison M-scrambling and Early Spell-Out 
 
a) M-scrambling = Early Spell-Out? 

  
One essential difference between the two mechanisms is that M-scrambling results 
from Procrastinate on Merge, while Early Spell-Out is just the accidental 
combination of a certain parameter setting (the Case Parameter) and a Spell-Out 
procedure which can occur at either of two specific points, the DP or the CP. 
 

 b) Cross-linguistic Variation 
 

Both Hoffman (1996) and I assume that Russian scrambling results from unmerged 
structures at PF (my Early Spell-Out, his M-scrambling). However, there are 
substantial differences between his approach and the present one. While for him, all 
mechanisms are active in all languages, I predict that only some will be available for 
any language, depending on the different parameter settings for a particular 
language. In this way, while he expects to find M-scrambling in English (Hoffman 
assumes that heavy NP-shift in English is the result of M-scrambling), I argue that 
the process of Early Spell-Out is reserved for languages such as Russian, with a 
particular value on the Case Parameter.  
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Hoffman assumes that all clauses in Russian result from M-scrambling. I, on the 
other hand, argue that some clauses (such as embedded clauses) will always be 
merged, others (such as VSO orders) will always be unmerged and the remainder of 
clauses will be ambiguous. In this lies an essential difference, that the Early Spell-
Out model allows for ambiguous derivations, while M-scrambling does not.  
 
c) Merge = Move 
 
Hoffman (1996) assumes that Merge is like Move in being directly motivated by 
feature checking. I argue that in fact, the motivation for Merge is simply the need to 
have structure at LF, which can then be interpreted. The link with feature checking 
is indirect in the present model. There are no specific features as such that motivate 
the merger. In this way, instead of having M-scrambling forced upon a derivation by 
certain features and Procrastinate, I argue that Early Spell-Out can occur in those 
cases where no features require structure-building earlier. Moreover, while Hoffman 
(1996) remains vague about the nature of the feature that would force M-scrambling, 
I argue that the feature that allows Early Spell-Out is Case.47  
 
d) Merge and Linearization 
 
Both Hoffman and the present work agree that if there is syntactic structure present 
at PF, this structure will be linearized according to some principle (for instance the 
head parameter as in Neeleman and Reinhart 1998). The difference between the two 
approaches lies in the linear ordering of unmerged structures. While for Hoffman, it 
is pragmatics that deals with the ordering, and pragmatics is specifically argued to 
be a post-syntactic module, I argue that it is IS that deals with the permutations and 
IS is to be found at PF (see section 3.1.4 in chapter 1).  
 
e) Reconstruction 
 
Hoffman (1996) assumes that M-scrambling automatically leads to reconstruction, 
since there has been no construction as yet. This excludes entirely the possibility of 
movement occurring after structure-building. Since I do not exclude this type of 
movement, the predictions that the Early Spell-Out model makes are different. 
Although, as shown in section 7, the possibilities of movement after construction in 
languages that allow Early Spell-Out are limited, they are certainly present (see also 
discussion in chapter 4).   
                                                           
47 Hoffman (1996) argues specifically against Case as the relevant feature. He does so based 
on the fact that the Case paradigm in Russian is not, in his opinion, complete. Specifically, 
some loan words, such as taksi ‘taxi’, do not inflect for Case, and yet they can M-scramble 
freely. This is enough for Hoffman to conclude that Case cannot be the relevant feature. I, on 
the other hand, argue that what makes Early Spell-Out possible in a language like Russian are 
properties of the Case paradigm as a whole, and these properties are not necessarily 
reduplicated in the paradigm of each individual lexical item, particularly if the item in 
question is a foreign loan word, hardly representative of the paradigm.  



CHAPTER 2 

 

80

 

 
f) Long-distance Scrambling 
 
While for Hoffman, long-distance scrambling is always the result of M-scrambling, 
for me, if possible at all, it is always the result of movement. The fact that verbs and 
complementizers cannot M-scramble out of their own clause (Hoffman 1996: 86-92) 
is difficult to explain for Hoffman. This is not a problem for the present approach, 
since in this model an element cannot, either as a result of Merge or as a result of 
linear (re)-ordering, appear in a clause where it does not belong.  
 
g) Derivation vs. Representation 
 
The Early Spell-Out model assumed here is strongly derivational, and leans heavily 
on the derivational approach to syntactic relations to be found in Epstein et al. 
(1998). Hoffman’s model, on the other hand, is much more representational. This 
results in the place-holders problem for Hoffman’s model, which the present model 
does not face.  
 
h) Islands (Hoffman 1996: 92-98) 
 
Hoffman predicts that languages like Russian will have no island effects at all. The 
Early Spell-Out model, on the other hand, predicts not only that regular islands 
appear (in some cases), but also that CP complements often behave as islands. In 
section 6.2, I show that the predictions of the Early Spell-Out model are realized in 
Russian.  

Having dealt with Hoffman’s (1996) model of M-scrambling, I proceed in the 
next section with a discussion of Bailyn’s (2003) ‘scrambling in Russian as EPP’ 
model.  
 
5.2 Bailyn’s Proposal  
 
5.2.1 Summary 
 
Bailyn’s proposal (2001, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 2003) rests on the idea that many 
instances of scrambling in languages such as Russian are the result of a less strict 
criterion for the satisfaction of the EPP feature. In essence, while in some languages, 
only the subject can satisfy the EPP, in languages such as Russian, any argument can 
do so (subject to locality), and the difference between the subject as the element that 
satisfies the EPP and the other constituents that can potentially satisfy it lies in the 
fact that any constituent other than the subject will force the verb to raise as well, so 
that the scrambling will be accompanied by verb movement. In this way, he 
accounts for various permutations of major constituents in Russian. However, not all 
cases are dealt with by the EPP proposal, and in some cases, Bailyn argues that 
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scrambling is due to A’-movement for focus reasons. In this section I discuss in 
some detail his proposal, and its weak points.  

Bailyn deals with the six permutations of three major constituents in Russian in 
the following way. He assumes that SVO is the base order, in which the subject is to 
be found in the Spec,TP position, as a result of the EPP feature on T. In this order, 
no verb movement takes place. SOV involves a process of Object Shift, where the 
subject is once again in Spec,TP, and where again the verb has failed to raise. Note 
that Bailyn does not discuss his process of Object Shift in any detail, so that it 
remains unclear where the object moves to and what the motivation for the 
movement is.  

The interesting part of the analysis begins with the derivation of the OVS order. 
Bailyn argues that this order of constituents can have two separate derivations. In the 
first case, the object has risen to Spec,TP as a result of EPP and the verb has moved 
to T. As a result, the object in these cases behaves as a subject in terms of binding, 
and it does not reconstruct because the movement to Spec,TP is an instance of A-
movement. For the same reason, the scope of elements in this derivation is 
ambiguous, due to the fact that A-movement does not fix scope. The subject is 
assumed to remain in situ. The alternative derivation of OVS has the object raise by 
focus movement into an A’-position and the subject extraposed to the right. In this 
case, no verb movement takes place. The way to distinguish the two derivations is 
by context/intonation/emphatic interpretation. 

The OSV order in Bailyn’s analysis results from the object being focus-raised to 
an A’-position, the subject remaining in situ, and the lack of verb movement. VSO 
results from verb movement, with the subject and object in situ. This construction is 
argued to be possible only in discourse-initial position, which is why it cannot be 
embedded. Finally, VOS is the result of an extraposed subject, with the verb moved 
and the object in situ. 

Bailyn uses certain tests to show that the movements he argues for are indeed 
taking place. As a test for verb movement, he uses the net-ellipsis facts (Bailyn 
2002c). In order to show that a certain string has more than one derivation, he argues 
that if there is more than one option in terms of context/intonation and emphatic 
stress, there should be more than one derivation. Note that under this view, SVO 
should have a multitude of different derivations. In order to show that movement for 
EPP reasons has occurred, Bailyn uses the following tests: a) binding (reconstruction 
effects and the possibility for the object to bind into the subject in some cases), b) 
scope (reconstruction), c) verb movement (in those cases when the object moves to 
satisfy the EPP).  
 
5.2.2 Problems and Discussion 
 
There are various problems with Bailyn’s approach. I discuss the most substantial 
ones in this section. 
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Generalized Inversion 
 
As argued in section 4.7, Bailyn (2003) analyses the OVS order in Russian as a 
subset of the Generalized Inversion phenomenon, a process whereby some XP other 
than the subject satisfies the EPP. This always results in verb movement. The 
argument goes as follows: Locative Inversion and Quotative Inversion, as well as 
Dative Experiencers, Possessive PPs and Adversity Impersonals form, together with 
the regular OVS, one type of construction. This type of construction (the 
Generalized Inversion) has properties that lead Bailyn to conclude that the raised XP 
occupies an A-position, which he then concludes must be the Specifier of IP/TP. As 
mentioned in section 4.7, however, the main argument for the A-status of the object 
in OVS does not hold. The argument for OVS scrambling as a subtype of 
Generalized Inversion (GI) is based on the fact that all the constructions that fall 
under GI display similar properties. This is not, however, a correct assumption, as 
the data in (59) above show. 
 
Weakness of EPP Proposal 
 
Another problem related to the EPP analysis is the assumption that the EPP 
requirement is such that it forces some element to always appear in Spec,TP. 
However, this prediction is unrealized in Bailyn’s own data since, in the case of 
VSO, no element occupies the Spec,TP position. In order to account for this fact, 
Bailyn makes the additional assumption that it is sometimes possible for an empty 
operator to check the EPP feature.  

Extending the EPP to any argument XP is a dangerous move. It implies, 
indirectly, that despite the claim that EPP is a syntactic requirement, it involves 
some kind of PF-requirement, otherwise it could never be satisfied by any XP. This 
is not in itself a problem, since I argue in chapter 3 that PD-movement can, and 
indeed must, take place in syntax proper. However, the proposal does become 
problematic with the introduction of the empty operator, which can also satisfy the 
EPP. How can an empty operator satisfy what seems to be an essentially 
phonological requirement?  
 
A Test for Verb-movement: the Net-ellipsis Test 
 
Bailyn (2002c) argues that verb movement takes place in VOS, VSO and OVS on 
one reading. The test he uses for verb movement are the facts from the net-ellipsis 
paradigm. Bailyn (2002c) uses the test to distinguish SVO, SOV, OSV from OVS, 
VSO, VOS. However, he does not explain that the constituent orders that fail to 
license the net-ellipsis are also precisely the orders that fail to appear in embedded 
context. Bailyn argues that embedded clauses behave in the same way as matrix 
clauses on all tests, except for VSO, which cannot be embedded for discourse 
reasons. I have shown in section 1 and section 3 that the set of clauses that can be 
embedded is much more limited, and that they share other properties differentiating 



SCRAMBLING IN RUSSIAN 

 

83

 

them from those orders that can be embedded. Although the correlation between net-
ellipsis and embedding (see section 3.1.2) forms a serious problem for Bailyn’s 
analysis, the Early Spell-Out model has no trouble accounting for it. 
 
Weak Crossover 
 
Bailyn makes use of the Weak Crossover phenomenon to argue that certain 
movements in Russian are A’-movements. However, there are no regular WCO 
effects in Russian, as shown in the contrast between English (67) and Russian (68).48 
 
(67) a. Hisi mother loves Johni 
 b. *Whoi does hisi mother love ti? 

 
(68) a. Egoi  mat’  ljubit  Ivanai 

  his.NOM  mother.NOM  loves  Ivan.ACC 
  ‘His mother loves Ivan’ 
 b. Kogoi  egoi  mat’  ljubit ti?  
  whom  his.NOM mother.NOM  loves 
  ‘Who does his mother love?’ 

 
The fact that Russian does not seem to allow any WCO effects makes the use of this 
phenomenon as a test doubtful at best.  
 
Adverbs and Adjuncts 
 
There is a very general difference between Bailyn’s approach and the one presented 
here. In Bailyn’s approach, scrambling is special, and the constituents that may 
undergo scrambling therefore require an explanation (they have some special 
feature). As a result, some account should be provided for the patterns encountered 
with adjuncts, adverbs, etc. In the present model, on the other hand, the constituents 
that may not scramble are the outlaws. The default is scrambling. Therefore, no 
particular explanation is required for adjuncts, adverbs, etc.  
 
Besides the two approaches discussed in detail above, there have been other 
proposals that analyze Russian scrambling as syntactic movement across the board. 
Two of the best known ones are King (1993) and Müller and Sternefeld (1993). In 
her book, King (1993) argues that Russian is a configurational language, despite the 
great freedom in constituent order. She proposes that the underlying order is VSO, 
with the Subject and the Object inside VP and the Verb raised to I. The Subject and 
the Object are argued to stay inside VP unless movement is motivated by some kind 
of discourse considerations. Specifically, topics are adjoined to IP, whereas 
                                                           
48 Note that there have been other authors in the literature on Russian who have claimed that 
Russian displays WCO effects, so that this remains a controversial point. See, for instance, 
King (1993), in support of Bailyn’s approach on this point. 
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contrastive foci appear in Spec, IP. The assignment of informational focus occurs 
through interaction of the intonation with the sentence structure. 

This approach faces a few problems, which are extensively discussed in Baylin 
(1995). I will briefly mention the most important ones here. Firstly, the assumption 
that the underlying constituent order in Russian is VSO is very unusual and difficult 
to support. Baylin (1995) provides evidence from many different tests to show that 
the underlying constituent order must be SVO. He uses Greenberg’s (1963) 
typological universals, statistical studies of frequency, acquisition data and other 
psycholinguistic experiments to demonstrate that SVO is the underlying order. A 
second problem is that there seems to be no evidence for the raising of V-to-I that 
King (1993) proposes. Baylin (1995) uses data from adverb placement, pronoun 
fronting, wh-questions, coordination structures and negation to demonstrate that no 
such movement can in fact take place. Finally, the assumption made in King (1993) 
that contrastive focus in Russian is associated with a particular structural slot does 
not seem justified, given that Baylin (1995) shows that any constituent in any 
position can be assigned contrastive focus, simply by means of the specific pitch 
associated with this discourse function.  

Based on various papers by Yadroff (1992 and others) and Zemskaja (1973), 
Müller and Sternefeld (1993) provide an analysis of scrambling that assumes all 
scrambling in all languages as A’-movement, and in that sense similar to wh-
extraction. However, they also assume that whereas wh-extraction always targets a 
position in the C domain, scrambling, on the other hand, is a fairly free rule of 
adjunction. The only factor that determines cross-linguistic variation in scrambling 
patterns is, according to the authors, the number and nature of adjunction sites that 
the language provides. The difference between German and Russian, for instance, 
with the former only allowing local cases of scrambling and the latter making long-
distance scrambling possible, lies in the fact that Russian disposes of two additional 
adjunction sites as opposed to German, CP and NP. In particular the CP allows 
scrambled elements in Russian to escape from the embedded clause into a higher 
domain.  

These approaches, just like the approaches discussed in detail in the present 
section, all fail to account for the full set of data available in Early Spell-Out 
languages. In particular, all the syntactic movement analyses fail to account for the 
differences in behaviour between SVO, SOV and OSV orders, on the one hand, and 
VSO, VOS, O,SV and OVS, on the other. Having shown that previous analyses are 
inadequate to account for the Russian scrambling patterns, I now turn to a further 
development of the Early Spell-Out analysis, namely its effects on the analysis of 
island phenomena. 
 
6. Islands and Long-distance Effects 
 
Within a traditional approach to grammar, one that does not include Early Spell-Out 
as an option, the standard diagnostic of syntactic movement are islands (starting 
with Ross 1967). It is argued that if extraction out of a given type of constituent is 
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not possible, this type of constituent is an island. Within the present model, syntactic 
movement is by no means the only way to arrive at a seeming island effect. In order 
to see why this would be the case, I discuss the case of subject islands and the fact 
that in Russian, as in some other languages, extraction from finite embedded clauses 
often leads to ungrammaticality (long-distance effects). I also tackle adjunct 
islands.49, 50  

What are the consequences of a model such as the Early Spell-Out model for 
extraction effects? Let us look at the following unmerged constituent order. 
 
(69) [subject] [object] [adjunct] [verb] (Early Spell-Out) 
 
Since none of the constituents are at this point merged with each other into a larger 
syntactic structure, it would be quite impossible to ‘extract’ anything from them. For 
one thing, where would the ‘extracted’ element go, since it has no syntactic structure 
to attach to? This type of situation would have the effect that all the constituents 
behave as if they were islands, without any syntactic movement having taken 
place.51  

To show the opposite side of the coin, let us imagine two constituents that are 
not as yet merged by the time they reach PF, but will eventually, at a later stage in 
the derivation, form one unit. In that case, it will appear as if the one can easily be 
‘extracted’ from inside the other, when in fact this is due to their not having been 
merged yet. This situation is schematized below. 
 
(70)  a. PF: XP YP ZP 
 b. LF: [YP [WPXP ZP]] 
 
If the feature that merges XP to ZP to form WP is not the kind of feature that 
requires licensing before PF, then the order XP YP ZP will lead to convergence, 
without any extraction having taken place. However, within a model that does not 
                                                           
49 Throughout this section, I make no use of the intonation facts in order to distinguish 
between merged and unmerged structures. The reason is twofold; firstly, as argued in section 
4, detailed phonetic work is required before intonation can be used as hard evidence for such 
a distinction. Secondly, in none of the arguments in the present section is intonation required, 
for the simple reason that the ambiguous state of certain orders (such as SVO, which can in 
principle be either merged or unmerged), is no impediment to the predictions made. In order 
to see why this is the case, consider the following hypothetical prediction: if a certain 
sentence is merged, we expect certain extraction patterns to arise. Where an order of 
constituents is ambiguous between a merged and an unmerged derivation, we expect the 
predicted extraction patterns to occur, on some reading. Therefore, if intonation is 
disregarded, we still expect the same extraction pattern to occur. The ambiguity does not 
change the prediction. For this reason, the intonation argument is not necessary at this stage.  
50 Due to the complexity of their status, I leave the discussion of weak islands with respect to 
Early Spell-Out for future research.  
51 Note that if sideward movement were to be allowed (see Nuñes 1995 and others) then the 
existence of island effects in Russian within the Early Spell-Out model has to be 
reconsidered. 
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offer the option of Early Spell-Out, this will look as a prototypical case of 
extraction. Therefore, under the Early Spell-Out model, we expect to find island 
effects where other theories expect none (the first situation sketched above), and not 
to find them where others do expect them (the latter situation). In the next few 
sections, I provide evidence from Russian for both of these situations. 
 
6.1 Subject Islands 
 
I propose that the second of the two situations sketched above is exemplified in 
Russian by adjectives. I argue that the typical split constituent structure in Russian, 
which involves an adjective appearing a long way from the noun it modifies is due 
to the adjective not having to merge together with the noun before PF. This was 
shown in (2) above and repeated below. 
 
(71) Krasnuju  ja  včera   videla  sobaku 
 red.FEM.SG.ACC  I.NOM  yesterday  saw  dog.FEM.SG.ACC 
 ‘Yesterday I saw the red dog’ 
 
The fact that the adjective can appear detached from the noun it belongs to might 
seem at first sight unexpected even within the present model, since the Early Spell-
Out point occurs after the DP has been formed, and one might therefore expect DPs 
to be non-splittable. This fact is confirmed by the fact that it is impossible to extract 
the complements of nouns in Russian, irrespective of whether the sentence has been 
merged (72a-c) or not (72d-f).52 
 
(72) a.* Ivana  Maša  uvidela  mamu  (SVO) 
 Ivan.GEN Masha.NOM saw  mother.ACC 
  ‘Masha saw Ivan’s mother’ 
 b.* Ivana  Maša  mamu  uvidela  (SOV) 
  Ivan Masha mother saw 
 c. ? Ivana  mamu,  Maša  uvidela  (O,SV) 
  Ivan mother Masha saw  
 d. * Ivana  uvidela  Maša  mamu  (VSO) 
 Ivan saw  Masha mother 
 e.* Ivana  uvidela  mamu  Maša  (VOS) 
 Ivan saw  mother  Masha  
 f. ? Ivana  mamu  uvidela  Maša  (OVS) 
 Ivan mother saw  Masha  
  
Therefore, the pattern in (71) only occurs with adjectives and demonstratives, both 
of which can be viewed as adjuncts to the DP and not necessarily merged by the 
                                                           
52 The reason that (72c) and (72f) are marginally acceptable is due to the fact that with these 
orders, it is impossible to judge whether the complement has really been detached from its DP 
or whether it has simply shifted within DP, which is apparently acceptable.  
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time of Spell-Out.53 This type of construction therefore exemplifies the lack of 
island effects where they would be expected in a more traditional model. 

Since adjectives need not be merged with the noun prior to Spell-Out, therefore, 
in Early Spell-Out derivations, they will be able to appear detached from the noun 
they modify, irrespective of whether this noun is a subject or an object. This is 
illustrated below, making use of the VSO order, in order to ensure that we are 
dealing with an Early Spell-Out derivation. 
 
(73) a. Krasnuju  videl  Ivan  knigu 
  red.FEM.SG.ACC  saw  Ivan.NOM  book.ACC 
  ‘Ivan saw the/a red book’ 
 b. Krasnaja  včera  kartina  vesela  na  stene 
  red.FEM.SG.NOM  yesterday  picture.NOM  hung  on  wall   
  ‘The/a red picture hung on the wall yesterday’ 
 
The data in (73) demonstrate that in Early Spell-Out derivations, both the object and 
the subject noun can be separated from its adjective. This is unexpected if the 
separation is assumed to be the result of syntactic movement. In these cases, a 
traditional analysis would have to account for the lack of distinction between subject 
and object extraction. The consequence is that the present model predicts that 
Russian will sometimes display subject island effects and sometimes not, thus 
providing a complex answer to the question of whether Russian has subject islands 
or not (see Stepanov 2001 for further discussion and an alternative view on the 
subject island in Russian). The next section deals with long-distance island effects, 
which exemplify the first of the two situations sketched above, i.e. the case where 
the present model predicts island effects that other models fail to predict. 
 

                                                           
53 Another prediction that follows directly from this fact is that it is also expected that adverbs 
(which are to CPs what I claim adjectives to be to DPs) will sometimes appear away from the 
CP they belong to. That this is indeed the case, both for high and for low adverbs, is shown 
below. 
 
(i) a. Ivan  vchera  govorit  čto  Maša  prishla 
 Ivan.NOM  yesterday  says  that  Masha.NOM  came 
 ‘Ivan says that Masha came yesterday’ 
 b. Ivan  palkoj  skazal  čto  Maša  sobaku  bila  
 Ivan.NOM  stick.INST  said  that  Masha.NOM  dog.ACC  beat 

‘Ivan said that Masha beat the dog with a stick’ 
    
As shown in (i), as long as the adverb in question cannot be interpreted as belonging to the 
matrix clause verb, it is possible for it to become separated from the embedded clause it 
belongs to. Note that it is necessary to put a strong contrastive stress on the adverb in order to 
make the sentences in (i) acceptable. I thank John Bailyn for pointing this out to me. 
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6.2 Long-distance Islands 
 
All long-distance effects involve by definition a matrix clause and an embedded 
clause. Prior to discussing long-distance extraction in Russian, it is important to 
understand the consequences of the present model for embedded clauses.  
 
6.2.1 Early Spell-Out and Embedded Clauses 
 
I have argued earlier that Russian allows Early Spell-Out. The major consequence of 
this is that a derivation in which the main constituents are not merged at PF does not 
crash but survives. The result is that on the surface, many constituent orders are 
possible in Russian which are unattested in a language such as English, where Early 
Spell-Out is not licensed. What about complex sentences, involving embedded 
clauses? If the same generalization was true of complex sentences, we might expect 
to find major constituents of the matrix clause mixing with those of the embedded 
clause in quite random fashion. However, this is not the case, as the data below 
show. 
 
(74) a. Ivan  skazal  čto  Petja  kupil  mašinu 
  Ivan.NOM  said  that  Petja.NOM  bought  car.ACC 
 b. *Ivan  Petjai  mašinuj  skazal  čto ti  kupil tj 

  Ivan  Petja  car   said  that  bought 
 c. *Petja  kupil  skazal  mašinu  čto Ivan 
  Petja  bought  said  car  that  Ivan 
  ‘Ivan said that Petja bought the/a car’ 
 
While (74a) is perfectly well-formed, (74b) and (74c), as well as many other 
logically possible options, are ungrammatical. Based on these data alone, one might 
argue that the Early Spell-Out options apply in fact in the same way in these 
complex sentences as in the more simple mono-clausal ones, but that the choice of 
possibilities is regulated by pragmatic rules.54 It is imaginable that the orders where 
it is impossible for the listener to pick out which constituents belong to which clause 
should be excluded on pragmatic grounds. However, an additional piece of evidence 
points in a different direction for an explanation. As mentioned in section 1, while 
mono-clausal sentences allow all logical permutations of the major constituents, the 
embedded clause of a complex sentence is infinitely more limited in the possible 
permutations (75). 
 
(75) a. Petja  skazal  čto  Ivan  kupil  mašinu (SVO) 
  Petja.NOM  said  that  Ivan.NOM  bought  car.ACC 
 b. Petja  skazal  čto  Ivan  mašinu kupil (SOV) 
  Petja  said  that  Ivan  car  bought 

                                                           
54 This is in fact what Hoffman (1996) argues for.  
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 c. Petja  skazal  čto  mašinu,  Ivan  kupil (O,SV) 
  Petja  said  that  car  Ivan  bought 
 d. *Petja  skazal  čto  mašinu  Ivan  kupil (OSV) 
  Petja  said  that  car  Ivan  bought 
 e. *Petja  skazal  čto  mašinu  kupil  Ivan (OVS) 
  Petja  said  that  car  bought  Ivan 
 f. *Petja  skazal  čto  kupil  Ivan  mašinu (VSO) 
  Petja  said  that  bought  Ivan  car 
 g. *Petja  skazal  čto  kupil  mašinu Ivan (VOS) 
  Petja  said  that  bought  car  Ivan 
  ‘Petja said that Ivan bought the/a car’ 
 
The remarkable thing is that from a pragmatic point of view, there is absolutely no 
reason why a clause should allow certain options when it stands on its own, and fail 
to allow those same options once it is embedded. Moreover, as (75) shows, the 
orders that are not possible in embedded contexts are precisely the ones that I have 
argued to be strictly unmerged above. This leads to the conclusion that the 
embedded clauses are always merged. The question is how this follows in the 
present model. 

At this point I remind the reader of the fact that the model used in the present 
work is a strictly derivational one. This means essentially that embedded clauses are 
constructed separately and independently of the construction of the matrix clause. In 
fact, an embedded clause must be completely constructed before it can be integrated 
into the matrix clause as one of its major constituents. Intuitively, the merger of the 
embedded clause should be completed prior to that of the matrix clause. In order to 
implement this intuition formally, I make use of a mechanism not unlike the Phase 
mechanism proposed in recent literature (Chomsky 2001a and others), together with 
s-selection. In fact, I propose that each CP is a phase, but also that each CP has its 
own numeration, which implies in turn that each CP has its own Spell-Out point. 
The Early Spell-Out possibilities are of course in principle available within each 
separate numeration (and derivation), but in practice the system works in such a way 
that no Early Spell-Out is possible in the embedded clause. The reason is as follows: 
in order for the numeration of the main clause to undergo merger, it is necessary for 
all the relevant elements to be present in that numeration. The elements that the 
embedded CP consists of are not, in fact, part of the numeration of the matrix clause, 
and can therefore not appear separately in that numeration. This is due to the fact 
that it is the entire lower CP that is s-selected by the matrix verb. The fully built 
embedded CP, however, is an element in the matrix numeration. This is illustrated 
below. 
 
(76) *Numeration 1:  [S1, S2, Comp, V1, O2, V2] 

 Numeration 2:  [S1, V1, CP[Comp S2 V2 O2]]55 
 
                                                           
55 For sub-numerations; see also Nuñes (forthcoming). 
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The first numeration in (76) does not lead to convergence because the elements of 
the embedded proposition are not grouped together. The intuition here is reminiscent 
of the phase intuition of Chomsky (2001a). In the second numeration, on the other 
hand, the elements of the lower proposition form a unit, and this leads to 
convergence. This system essentially prevents cases in which the embedded CP is 
unmerged in a multi-clausal sentence. 

Note that this approach makes other interesting predictions. Firstly, as argued 
above, there are various tests that differentiate between merged and unmerged 
structures. In matrix clauses, SVO has been shown to be ambiguous between the two 
and, therefore, to display either of the two types of pattern. The expectation is that, 
in embedded contexts, SVO will consistently behave as a merged structure. That this 
is indeed the case is shown in (77). 
 
(77)  *Petja  skazal čto  budet  Ivan  iskat’  knigu   
  Petja.NOM  said  that  will  Ivan.NOM search book.ACC 
  ‘Petja said that Ivan will look for the/a book’  
  
(77) demonstrates that splitting verbal complexes is never possible in embedded 
SVO sentences. This stands in contrast with the pattern in simplex clauses, as shown 
in (39), and repeated here as (78). 
 
(78) a. Ivan  budet  iskat’  knigu 
  Ivan.NOM  will  search book.ACC 
 b. *Budet  Ivan  iskat’  knigu  
  will  Ivan  search  book 
 c. Budet [+CF]  Ivan  iskat’  knigu   
  will   Ivan  search book 

‘Ivan will look for the/a book’  
 
This is exactly as expected from the point of view of the theory presented here.  

The second interesting consequence of the present approach is that while 
embedded CPs must be merged by the time they reach PF, no such requirement is 
imposed on the matrix clause. This means that the total freedom given to major 
constituents in simplex sentences should be reproduced in the freedom granted to the 
major constituents in a matrix clause.  
 
(79) a. Petja  skazal  čto  Ivan  kupil  mašinu 
  Petja.NOM  said  that  Ivan.NOM  bought  car.ACC 
 b. Petja  čto  Ivan  kupil  mašinu  skazal 
  Petja  that  Ivan  bought  car  said  
 c. Čto  Ivan  kupil mašinu Petja  skazal 
  that  Ivan  bought  car  Petja  said  
  ‘Petja said that Ivan bought the/a car’ 
 etc. 
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As (79) shows, the CP can appear in any order with respect to the other major 
constituents of the matrix clause, which confirms the prediction.56 Having discussed 
how embedded clauses are derived under the present model, I spend the remainder 
of this section addressing the issue of long-distance extraction in Russian. 
 
6.2.2 Long-distance Islands in Russian 
 
There is a long-standing debate in the literature on Russian concerning the question 
of whether it is possible to extract from an embedded CP in Russian. While some 
authors assume that this kind of extraction is never available (Stepanov 2001 and 
others), others claim that it is widespread (Yadroff 1992 and others). The interesting 
thing is that the Early Spell-Out model predicts that to some extent both approaches 
are correct.57  

If the embedded CP is always merged by the time it enters the numeration of the 
matrix clause, as argued above, the possibility of extraction from this CP is 
determined not by the embedded CP itself, but by whether the matrix clause has 
been merged or not. If the matrix clause has not been merged by Spell-Out, it will be 
impossible to extract anything out of the embedded CP, for the simple reason that 
there will be no structure in the higher clause along which the extraction can take 
place. If, on the other hand, the matrix clause has been merged prior to Spell-Out, 
extraction out of the embedded CP is expected to be possible.  

I predict that if any extraction is allowed from an embedded clause into a matrix 
clause, it would only be possible in cases where the matrix clause is merged at PF. 
This would mean that only SVO orders in matrix clauses should allow any 
extraction at all, as opposed to the unmerged orders VSO, VOS and OVS.58 The data 
below show that this prediction is realized.  
 
(80) a. Irinu,  Petja  skazal  čto  Maša  videla   (SVO) 
  Irina.ACC  Petja.NOM  said  that  Masha.NOM  saw 
  ‘Petja said that Masha saw Ivan’ 

                                                           
56 John Bailyn (p.c.) points out that the freedom of CP to appear in any position is greatly 
reduced if a different kind of embedded CP, such as a subjunctive CP, is used. I discuss this 
point briefly in section 6.2.3. 
57 Throughout this section, I only make use of data exemplifying extraction of non wh-
elements. This is due to the fact that there is a controversy in the literature on Russian (see 
Yadroff 1992, Müller and Sternefeld 1993 and others) concerning the question of whether the 
extraction of wh-elements obeys the same rules as the extraction of non wh-elements. 
Moreover, as discussed in section 7 (footnote 69), long-distance wh-movement in Russian is 
arguably non-existent, and I therefore choose to only deal with the non wh-movement variant 
of extraction here. 
58 Merged SOV and O,SV involving sentential object complements will not allow extraction 
for independent reasons, because the syntactic movement of the object CP will make this CP 
opaque for further movement, as argued by Takahashi (1994) and Stepanov (2001).  



CHAPTER 2 

 

92

 

 b.*Irinu  skazal  Petja  čto  Maša  videla  (VSO) 
 Irina said  Petja that  Masha saw 
 c. *Irinu  skazal  čto  Maša  videla  Petja   (VOS) 
 Irina said that  Masha saw  Petja 
 d.*Irinu  čto  Maša  videla  skazal  Petja  (OVS) 
   Irina  that  Masha saw said  Petja   
 
Moreover, since extraction in (80a) is a case of regular syntactic movement 
(topicalization) out of an embedded clause, the prediction is that all constraints on 
movement will apply. For instance, the landing-site of the movement will be 
restricted, presumably to a clause-initial position TopP, as in the mono-clausal 
sentences.59 
 
(81) a. Ivana,  Petja  skazal  čto  Maša  videla 
  Ivan.ACC  Petja.NOM  said  that  Masha.NOM  saw 
 b. Petja,  Ivana,  skazal  čto  Maša  videla 
  Petja  Ivan  said  that  Masha  saw 
 c. *Petja  skazal  Ivana  čto  Maša  videla 
  Petja  said  Ivan  that  Masha  saw 
  ‘Petja said that Masha saw Ivan’ 
 
The contrast between (81a) and (81c) shows that it is indeed the case that the 
extraction from the embedded clause is limited to first position landing-sites, 
together with the intonational break characteristic of contrastive topicalization (see 
section 4). What is demonstrated in (81b) is the fact that it is possible to have more 
than one contrastive topic appearing in the TopP of the higher clause. In (81b) both 
Petja and Ivan are topicalized in this way. 

Another expectation deriving from the syntactic movement analysis of the 
embedded extraction in Russian is that there should be a distinction between object 
and subject extraction, whereby object extraction should be relatively easier, as it is 
in other languages. (82) and (83) show that Russian in fact does behave like English 
in this particular case, suffering from that-trace effects where subjects are 
concerned. 
 
(82) a. ??Whoi did John think that ti came?  
 b. Whoi did John think ti came? 
 
(83) a. ??Ivan,  Petja  skazal  čto  prišel 
  Ivan.NOM  Petja.NOM  said  that  came 

                                                           
59 See Müller and Sternefeld (1993) for a discussion of potential landing-sites with extraction 
in Russian. 
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 b. Ivan,  Petja  skazal  prišel 
  Ivan  Petja  said  came 
  ‘Petja said that Ivan came’ 
 
This section has aimed at demonstrating how the Early Spell-Out model predicts that 
extraction out of CPs in Russian is sometimes possible, and sometimes not. Prior to 
discussing the adjunct island effects, I spend some time on the subjunctive/indicative 
distinction.  
 
6.2.3 Subjunctive vs. Indicative 
 
Throughout this section, I have systematically made use of indicative čto-clauses for 
the embedded examples. This choice is not trivial. There is a clear distinction 
between indicative clauses introduced by the complementizer čto and subjunctive 
clauses introduced by the complementizer čtoby (see Bailyn 1995 among others for 
further discussion). The differences between the two types of embedded clause that 
are relevant to the present discussion are twofold. Firstly, as opposed to the 
indicative embedded clause (see (79)), the subjunctive embedded clause cannot 
appear in any position within the matrix clause. Rather, its position is completely 
fixed, as illustrated below. 
 
(84) a. Ivan  xočet  čtoby  Maša  prišla 
  Ivan.NOM  wants  that  Masha.NOM  came.SUBJ 
  ‘Ivan wants Masha to come’  
 b.?? Čtoby  Maša  prišla  Ivan  xočet  

that  Masha came  Ivan wants 
 c. * Ivan  čtoby  Maša  prišla xočet 
  Ivan  that  Masha came  wants 
 
The subjunctive embedded clause only appears in the SVO order of the matrix 
clause. In terms of the model argued for in the present thesis, this would seem to 
indicate that a subjunctive in the embedded clause forces the matrix clause to 
undergo merger before Spell-Out. This conclusion is reinforced by the second 
characteristic of subjunctive čtoby-clauses, namely the fact that they allow 
extraction fairly easily, with a difference in grammaticality between subject and 
object extraction.  
 
(85) a. Irinu  Petja  xočet  čtoby  Maša  videla 
  Irina.ACC  Petja.NOM wants  that  Masha.NOM saw.SUBJ 
  ‘Petja wants Masha to see Irina’ 
 b.?? Maša  Petja  xočet  čtoby  videla  Irinu  
  Masha  Petja  wants  that  saw  Irina 
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The generally acknowledged extraction patterns found with these clauses are in 
sharp contrast with the controversial status of extraction out of indicative čto-clauses 
(see section 6.2.2 above). This fact would follow, in the present framework, if 
indeed the matrix clause was always merged before Spell-Out in the case of čtoby-
subjunctives.  

The question that arises at this stage is how this distinction can be explained. 
Why would it be the case that the presence of a subjunctive in the embedded clause 
forces the merger of the matrix clause? I have no satisfactory answer at this point, 
but one possible direction for future investigation is the following. The difference 
between an indicative and a subjunctive embedded clause is that the Tense of the 
subjunctive clause is dependent from and selected by the Tense of the matrix clause. 
It is perfectly imaginable, therefore, that this relationship between the two T-heads 
requires that the two heads appear in one and the same syntactic structure. This 
requirement is absent for indicative embedded clauses, because their T-head is 
independent of the T-head in the matrix clause. The only consequence of the present 
model that would require further inquiries is the fact that since subjunctive clauses 
force the matrix clause to merge before Spell-Out, the syntactic interdependency 
between the two T-heads derives from a PF-requirement. Further research is 
required to establish whether this conclusion is warranted. In the next section, I deal 
with adjunct island effects in Russian. 

 
6.3 Adjunct Islands 
 
The expectations concerning adjunct islands in Russian are very similar to those 
concerning subject island effects (see section 6.1), but an additional theoretical point 
must be made. In the languages of the world, adjuncts have always been assumed to 
be islands for movement, without any cross-linguistic or intra-linguistic variation. 
Various proposals have been made for why this ban on extraction should be so 
universal. One of the more recent views on this fact derives the special status of 
adjuncts from the different way in which their merging occurs (the Late Adjunction 
Hypothesis: Lebeaux 1988, Chomsky 1995a, Stepanov 2001, among others). This 
type of approach can be loosely referred to as Late Adjunction,60 and its main idea is 
that adjuncts can by their nature be merged counter-cyclically. As a result, adjuncts 
often behave as if they were not part of the structure, simply because at the relevant 
point in the derivation, they are not.  
 In some sense, then, the Late Adjunction Hypothesis, although different in 
theoretical motivation and practical application, results in similar effects to the Early 
Spell-Out model argued for here. Therefore, the expectation is that adjuncts in 
Russian behave as adjuncts do in all other languages. Specifically, in Early Spell-
Out cases, adjuncts will behave no differently from all other constituents, but also, 
crucially, not differently from their equivalents in say, English. In Russian sentences 

                                                           
60 Note that late in this case means counter-cyclically, not cyclically at a later point in the 
derivation.  
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that are the result of merger, on the other hand, adjuncts will behave as islands, as do 
subjects, but not objects.  
 
(86) a. *Knigu  Petja  poslal  Mašu  domoj  čtoby  zabrat’  (SVO) 
  book.ACC  Petja.NOM  sent  Masha.ACC  home  to  get 
  ‘Petja sent Masha home in order to get the book’ 
 b.*Knigu  poslal  Petja  Mašu  domoj  čtoby  zabrat’  (VSO)  

book  sent  Petja  Masha home  to  get 
 c.*Knigu  poslal  Mašu  Petja  domoj  čtoby  zabrat’  (VOS)  
  book  sent  Masha Petja  home  that  get 
 
In (86), it is shown that independent of whether the matrix clause is merged (86a) or 
not (86b)-(86c), it is still impossible to extract anything from the adjunct clause. 
This makes the adjunct clauses different from the complement CP clauses in the 
previous section. Again, this type of paradigm, while highly compatible with the 
arguments presented in this work, is problematic for more traditional approaches. In 
the next section, I show the consequences of the Early Spell-Out model for wh-
phrases and their behaviour in Russian. 
 
7. Wh-extraction in Russian 
 
The idea that Russian allows Early Spell-Out has an interesting consequence for the 
status of syntactic features in this language. Specifically, Early Spell-Out is 
incompatible with strong operator features. The reasoning goes as follows. Assume 
that a given Russian derivation has some kind of operator feature that requires overt 
checking through syntactic movement. Take a derivation with Early Spell-Out. The 
major constituents will reach PF unmerged and there will therefore be no syntactic 
structure along which the syntactic movement might proceed. As a result, the feature 
is bound to reach PF unchecked, and the derivation should crash.61 Since I have 
assumed that Russian allows Early Spell-Out derivations, the necessary consequence 
is that not all derivations in Russian contain strong features (see Chomsky 1995a 
and later for strong/weak feature distinctions).  

The obvious candidate for an operational feature that requires overt checking is 
the wh-feature, the more so because the literature has generally assumed that 
Russian has overt wh-raising, as do other Slavic languages (Rudin 1988, Scott 
2003). As a matter of fact, not only is Russian claimed to undergo wh-raising, it is 
claimed to undergo multiple wh-raising. In this it differs from English, as illustrated 
below. 
 
(87) a. Kto  kogo  videl? 
  who  whom saw 

                                                           
61 This implies that feature checking relies on the presence of syntactic structure, an implicit 
assumption throughout this work. 
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 b. *Who whom saw? 
  ‘Who saw whom?’ 
 
In the literature, the question also arises of whether all the wh-elements raise for wh-
reasons, or whether only the first wh-element does, and the others raise for other 
(focus) reasons. To do the literature justice, all the above-named authors have 
conceded that the Russian data is difficult to analyze, and there have also been 
authors who have argued that Russian is in fact a wh-in situ language, with all 
raising being due to focus movement (Strahov 2001, Bošković 2002). The problem 
of these approaches, however, lies in the non-compulsory nature of the wh-raising. 
This is unexpected under the view that all wh-phrases are in focus. (88) gives a 
glimpse of the various possibilities for wh-constituents in a mono-clausal Russian 
sentence.  
 
(88) a. Čto  Ivan  kupil  dlja  rebenka? 
  what  Ivan.NOM  bought for  child.ACC   
 b. Ivan  čto  kupil  dlja  rebenka? 
  Ivan  what  bought  for  child   
 c. Ivan  kupil čto  dlja  rebenka? 
  Ivan bought  what  for  child 
 d. ??Ivan kupil  dlja  rebenka čto?62 
  Ivan  bought  for  child what 
  ‘What did Ivan buy for the child?’ 
 
The question that arises at this point is how these data might be explained in terms 
of the present model. For the unmerged sentences, there seems to be no problem. As 
long as the major constituents are not connected to each other by means of a larger 
syntactic structure, the expectation is indeed that all orders can go, with a mild dis-
preference for the in situ option, since from an IS point of view, the wh-phrase 
should presumably appear as early as possible.  

The interesting question is what happens to wh-phrases once the sentence is 
merged. The question is how to make sure that the sentence is indeed merged. Using 
an SVO order in itself would not be sufficient, since this constituent order can also 
arise as the result of Early Spell-Out. Therefore, the way to make sure that the 
sentence is indeed merged is by embedding the clause. (89) shows what happens to a 
wh-phrase in an embedded clause. 
 
(89) a. Ivan  sprosil  čto  Maša  dlja  rebenka  kupila 
  Ivan.NOM  asked  what Masha.NOM  for  child.ACC  bought 
 b. *Ivan  sprosil  Maša  čto  dlja  rebenka  kupila 
  Ivan  asked  Masha  what  for  child  bought 
                                                           
62 With the exception of (88d), which only allows an echo-reading, the questions above are all 
grammatical, and all possible without echo-reading, although they do differ in the 
presuppositions they imply.  
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 c. *Ivan  sprosil  Maša  dlja  rebenka  čto  kupila 
  Ivan  asked  Masha  for  child  what bought 
 d. *Ivan  sprosil  Maša  dlja  rebenka  kupila  čto 
  Ivan  asked  Masha  for  child  bought what 
  ‘Ivan asked what Masha bought for the/a child’ 
 
As can be seen in (89), once the wh-clause is embedded, the only possibility is for it 
to appear in a fronted position. The obvious way to account for this is to say that 
once the sentence merges, the wh-phrase raises to check the wh-feature in C. This is 
what I argue to be the case, but it does leave open the question of what happens to 
that same wh-feature in Early Spell-Out cases. How is this feature licensed?63  

One possible answer can be found in Cheng and Rooryck’s (2000) approach to 
wh-in situ in French.64 French is a language that allows, seemingly optionally, the 
wh-phrase either to stay in situ or to raise. In order to account for this pattern, Cheng 
and Rooryck (2000) propose the following: the Q feature in C can either be licensed 
by movement of the wh-phrase into C, or, alternatively, by the merger into C of an 
intonation morpheme, that will then allow the wh-phrase to stay in situ since it need 
not check anything anymore. Through the intervention of the intonation morpheme, 
the Q feature in C is checked. As a result, the wh-in situ questions have a more 
strongly rising intonation than the ones that have wh-raising. How can this approach 
be applied to explain the patterns found in Russian?  

Assuming that Russian too has an intonation morpheme that can license the Q 
feature in C, the expectation is that, as in French, a merged construction including a 
wh-phrase will be licensed in one of two ways: either by raising of the wh-phrase, or 
by a special intonation. Cheng and Rooryck (2000) also assume that the intonation 
morpheme in languages like French is under-specified. This is why it can be used 
for either yes/no questions or for wh-questions.65 As a result of this assumption, they 
propose that in the cases where the intonation morpheme C is used, there is wh-
feature movement to C, not to check the Q feature but to specify its value.66  

                                                           
63 Russian also allows multiple wh-movement in embedded questions. One possible analysis 
of this pattern is given in Bošković (1998).  
64 Another possible answer to the problem outlined above is given in chapter 4. 
65 In Russian, there is also a difference in intonation pattern between yes/no questions (IK3) 
and wh-questions (IK2). This means in terms of the above discussion that the valuation of the 
intonation morpheme determines the intonation contour it will follow. I thank John Bailyn 
(p.c.) for pointing this out to me. 
66 Cheng and Rooryck (2000) show that there is indeed feature-movement in these cases by 
showing that certain elements can block the feature-movement (intervention effects). 
Negation and negative quantifiers are among the elements that block the feature-movement in 
French and thereby force wh-movement. Russian displays similar intervention effects, as 
illustrated below. 
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 However, the more interesting question is what happens when the structure 
reaches PF in an unmerged state. One of two things can then happen. The first 
possibility is that the numeration contains an intonation morpheme that is, 
essentially, the C element. In that case, no extra checking is required, the derivation 
goes through normally, and elements are merged together after Spell-Out. This 
derivation is shown below. 
 
(90) Early Spell-Out with intonation morpheme C 
  
   [Wh, Cintonation, V, KP] 
 PF (DP level)   LF 
 [Wh, Cintonation, V, KP]     
     LF 
  
     LF 
 
     LF 
 
 
In the derivation in (90), the elements will be linearly ordered by IS, and the wh-
phrase will end up either in first position or in some other position if this preference 
is over-ruled, depending on the emphasis in the discourse.  

The other possibility is that the numeration of the derivation does not contain an 
intonation morpheme, and there is a C that requires feature checking. Since this 
derivation is an Early Spell-Out derivation, there is no structure at PF, the wh-phrase 
will not be able to raise, and the derivation will crash.  
 

                                                                                                                                        
(i)  a.  Ty  čto  videl?  (ii)  a. *Ty  čto  ne  videl? 
  you  what saw    you  what  NEG  saw 

b.  Čto  ty  videl?   b.Čto  ty  ne  videl? 
  what  you  saw   what  you  NEG  saw 

   ‘What did you see?’   ‘What didn’t you see?’ 
 
Cheng and Rooryck (2000) make the implicit assumption that this feature-movement occurs 
in narrow syntax only. However, in view of the Early Spell-Out analysis of Russian presented 
in this thesis, I am forced to assume that this kind of feature-movement can also take place at 
LF, after the structure that is absent at Spell-Out has been constructed. This introduces the 
possibility of LF-movement into the system, although I would like to maintain that this type 
of movement is limited to feature-movement and/or non-extending movement (see chapter 4).  
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(91) Early Spell-Out without intonation morpheme C 
  
   [Wh, C, V, KP] 
  PF   LF 
 *[Wh, C, V, KP]     
     LF 
  
     LF 
 
     LF 
  
 
Having exemplified what happens to wh-questions in Russian Early Spell-Out 
derivations, the next step is to demonstrate how things are handled in a regular, 
‘structure-building before Spell-Out’ derivation. There, both the intonation 
morpheme C and the non-intonation morpheme C will lead to a successful 
derivation, with wh-movement to license C in the latter case. 

As shown above, in embedded clauses, wh-raising is compulsory. The question 
is why this should be the case. We know that embedded clauses in Russian are 
always, by definition, merged, and the expectation should therefore be that both C 
morphemes are available, with, as a result, seeming optionality of movement. The 
explanation can again be found in a further ramification of the Cheng and Rooryck 
(2000) analysis. They observe the precise same pattern in French; there, too, only 
matrix clauses allow the presence of the intonation morpheme C. The reasoning is 
that this morpheme is simply a matrix morpheme, and can therefore not be used in 
embedded clauses. I follow Cheng and Rooryck (2000) and assume that the 
intonational Q-morpheme is also a matrix morpheme in Russian. Since the 
intonation morpheme C is not available in embedded clauses, the merged embedded 
clause must have wh-movement taking place in order to license the Q feature on C.  

This approach has the interesting consequence of reconciling the authors who 
argue that Russian wh-phrases undergo movement to C for feature checking reasons 
with the authors who argue that no such thing takes place and the positioning of the 
wh-phrase is due to focus reasons. The approach in the present work makes it 
possible to further solve a paradox in the literature on Russian. Besides, there are 
other consequences of the analysis presented here, which in turn provide extra 
arguments for the analysis. One of them concerns the Superiority effects briefly 
mentioned in section 1. As pointed out there, Russian matrix wh-questions do not 
obey Superiority. When the wh-phrases raise, they can do so in any order; the 
relevant example is repeated below. 
 
(92)  a. Kto  čto  kupil? 
  who  what  bought 
 b. Čto kto  kupil? 
  what who  bought 
  ‘Who bought what?’ 
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Various authors have observed that there is a difference between different Slavic 
languages concerning whether they do or do not obey superiority (Rudin 1986, 
Richards 1997, Bošković 2002, etc) and different explanations have been provided. 
However, the interesting fact about Russian is that although superiority can easily be 
violated in matrix clauses, as (92) illustrates, embedded clauses, on the other hand, 
do not allow such freedom.67 
 
(93) a. Ivan  sprosil  kto  čto  kupil 
  Ivan  asked  who  what  bought 
 b. *Ivan  sprosil  čto  kto  kupil 
  Ivan  asked  what who  bought 
  ‘Ivan asked who bought what’ 
 
I propose that the explanation for the partial lack of superiority effects in Russian is 
related to the Early Spell-Out option that Russian has. The embedded clauses in (93) 
are merged and they therefore obey superiority. Matrix clauses, on the other hand, 
can either be merged or unmerged. As a result, Superiority can be violated.68, 69 
 
8. Conclusion 
 
In this chapter, I have argued that the freedom in order of constituents in Russian is 
due to the mechanism of Early Spell-Out. I have argued that this possibility is made 
available by the Russian Case system, which allows a case head to be licensed 
internally, without recourse to syntactic structure beyond the DP level. Since Case is 
licensed at the PF interface, the derivation can reach PF before the constituents have 
been merged into one structure. This will result in a great freedom of order of 

                                                           
67 The same is true of Serbo-Croatian (Bošković 1998). 
68 An interesting consequence of this argument for the cross-linguistic variation is the fact that 
those languages that allow Superiority violations should only do so in matrix clauses. 
Moreover, these languages are presumably all Early Spell-Out languages, as is Russian. This 
potentially provides an additional test for establishing whether a language does indeed allow 
Early Spell-Out derivations. 
69 An additional argument for the present analysis of wh-effects in Russian might come from 
long-distance wh-extraction. As argued in Stepanov (2001), Russian is a language that does 
not allow any long-distance wh-extraction. The strategy available for long-distance wh-
interpretation is a strategy known as Partial wh-movement, whereby the wh-phrase raises to 
the C level of the embedded clause, and a dummy wh-element appears in the matrix clause to 
indicate that the entire sentence is a question. An additional interesting fact is that Russian, as 
opposed to many other languages that make use of the Partial wh-movement strategy, allows 
the dummy not to appear. Without going into too much detail, this confirms the idea that there 
is a phonetically null equivalent of the Q-feature morpheme in Russian. However, the long-
distance wh-extraction facts are also problematic for the present approach in so far as one 
would expect the merged matrix clauses to allow long-distance extraction, which does not 
seem to be the case. I therefore leave this issue for further research. 
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constituents, whereby the particular order is determined by PF considerations of 
information structure.  

I have shown that not all sentences in Russian are the result of Early Spell-Out. 
This is due to the fact that there are two possible Spell-Out to PF points, and Russian 
can make use of either of these points. If the derivation reaches PF early (at the DP 
level), Early Spell-Out occurs. If, however, the syntactic tree is built first, and the 
derivation only reaches PF after the CP has been constructed, then the freedom of 
order is greatly restricted. I have shown that of the six permutations possible with 
three major constituents, some are systematically the result of Early Spell-Out 
(VSO, VOS, OVS and OSV). Other orders (SVO, SOV) are always ambiguous and 
can be either the result of extensive syntactic structure at PF, with or without 
syntactic movement, or the result of Early Spell-Out. O,SV and some sub-cases of 
OVS are always merged. 

I have shown that there is a set of properties that differentiate between the Early 
Spell-Out derivations and the non-Early Spell-Out derivations, and that some of 
these properties can be used to disambiguate the SVO and SOV orders.  

I have also discussed the way in which the IS module works in Russian, and I 
have concluded that the locus of informational focus in Russian is the right edge of 
the utterance, while the locus of topic is on the left edge. Moreover, I have argued 
that contrastive focus can appear anywhere; it is marked on the element from the 
beginning. I have also suggested that the spreading of informational focus might be 
dependent on the presence of syntactic structure, so that it is impossible for 
informational focus to spread in Early Spell-Out derivations.  

Finally, I have discussed the consequences of this proposal for the island effects 
in Russian and I have proposed an analysis of wh-movement in Russian that is 
compatible with the assumptions made here.  



3 Scrambling in Japanese:  
 a Uniform Movement Analysis 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 
Japanese is an SOV language (1) and allows a great amount of scrambling, both of 
arguments across adverb-like elements (2), and of arguments across other arguments 
(3), (4).  
 
(1) Taroo-ga  piza-o  tabeta 
 Taroo-NOM pizza-ACC ate 
 ‘Taroo ate pizza’  
 (Miyagawa 2003) 
 
(2a) shows the base order S-adv-O-V, while (2b) displays the S-O-adv-V order 
which results from the scrambling of the object across the adverb kyonen ‘last year’. 
 
(2) a. John-ga  kyonen  Mary-o  mita 
  John-NOM  last year Mary-ACC  saw  
 b. John-ga  Mary-o  kyonen  mita 
  John-NOM  Mary-ACC last year  saw 

‘John saw Mary last year’ 
 (Neeleman and Weerman 1999) 

 
In (3a), the base order is S-DO-IO-V, while (3b) shows the scrambling of the 
indirect object DP over the direct object DP, resulting in S-IO-DO-V order.  
 
(3) a. Mary-ga  sono hon-o  John-ni  watasita 
  Mary-NOM  that book-ACC  John-DAT handed  
 b. Mary-ga  John-ni  sono hon-o  watasita 
  Mary-NOM  John-DAT that book-ACC  handed  
 ‘Mary handed that book to John’ 
  (Saito and Fukui 1998) 
 
While in (3), the order of direct and indirect object is shown to be free, (4) 
demonstrates that the direct object can also appear to the left of the subject. (4a) 
exemplifies the base order SOV, while in (4b) the object has scrambled across the 
subject, resulting in the OSV order. 
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(4) a. Taroo-ga  piza-o  tabeta 
  Taroo-NOM pizza-ACC  ate    

b. Piza-o  Taroo-ga  tabeta 
  pizza-ACC Taroo-NOM ate 
  ‘Taroo ate pizza’ 
  (Miyagawa 2003) 
 

Besides this type of clause-internal scrambling, Japanese also displays cases of 
long-distance scrambling. 
 
(5) a. [John-ga  Bill-ni  [Mary-ga  sono mati-ni  sundeiru  to]  itta ] 
  John-NOM  Bill-DAT Mary-NOM that town-in  reside  that  said   
 b. [[Sono mati-ni]i  [John-ga  Bill-ni  [Mary-ga ti  sundeiru  to]  itta] 
  that town-in  John-NOM  Bill-DAT  Mary-NOM  reside  that  said 
 ‘John said to Bill that Mary lives in that town’   
  (Saito 1994) 
 
(6) a. [ Hanako-ga  [[Taroo-ga  [sono  hon-o   katta]]  to]  omotteiru]] 
 Hanako-NOM  Taroo-NOM  that  book-ACC  bought  COMP  think 
 b. [Sono  hon-oi  [Hanako-ga  [[Taroo-ga [ ti katta]]  to]  omotteiru]] 
  that  book-ACC  Hanako-NOM Taroo-NOM  bought  COMP  think 
  ‘Hanako thinks that Taro bought that book’  
   (Saito 1992) 
 
In (5b), the PP sono mati-ni ‘in that town’ has scrambled out of the embedded CP 
and into the matrix CP where it appears in clause initial position. The same happens 
to the DP object in (6b). These examples show that scrambling in Japanese can cross 
clause-boundaries. 

The present chapter is organized as follows: in section 2, I discuss the motivation 
for scrambling in Japanese, arguing that it is identical to the motivation for 
scrambling in Early Spell-Out languages like Russian, i.e. information structure 
considerations drive it. In section 3, I show that Japanese does not have access to the 
Early Spell-Out mechanism, and must therefore make use of other strategies to 
satisfy the information structure demands. Section 4 is concerned with the analysis: I 
argue that Japanese scrambling is the result of syntactic movement (section 4.1), I 
discuss the properties of this movement (section 4.2), I provide the analysis proper 
(section 4.3), show how it accounts for the core data (section 4.4), and spend the 
remainder of the section discussing the theoretical consequences of such an analysis 
(sections 4.5 and 4.6). In section 5, some alternative analyses from the literature are 
discussed, in particular three recent analyses of Japanese scrambling. It is argued 
that they all to some extent fail to account for the facts. Finally, section 6 deals with 
two remaining issues, the problem of PPs and VP-internal scrambling. Section 7 is a 
conclusion.  
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2. Motivating Japanese Scrambling: Information Structure 
 
In the extensive literature on Japanese scrambling, the main concern of the various 
authors has traditionally been the mechanisms that are involved in the phenomenon, 
rather than the motivation for it. The assumption of most authors has been that 
scrambling in Japanese is a strictly optional, semantically vacuous operation (Hoji 
1985, Saito 1985, 1992, Fukui 1993, Tada 1993, Saito and Fukui 1998).1 
 The authors who have argued that scrambling in Japanese is not motivated have 
provided different arguments for this position, such as the radical reconstruction 
property of scrambling (see section 4.2 of this chapter) and the absence of 
Relativized Minimality effects (Saito and Fukui 1998: 443). What is crucial to the 
present discussion is that what these authors have argued is not so much that 
scrambling is not motivated as that it is not motivated by LF considerations. 
Scrambling is not the result of feature checking, and neither does feature checking 
drive it, but the kind of feature that these various authors have in mind is an LF 
uninterpretable feature. Nothing in what they say argues against scrambling being 
motivated by the other interface, PF. 

In chapter 2, I discussed extensively the fact that Russian scrambling, mediated 
by the mechanism of Early Spell-Out, is essentially motivated by information 
structure considerations. This is in no way an unusual view on scrambling (see 
Reinhart and Neeleman 1998, among others). I propose that the motivation for 
scrambling in Japanese does not differ from the motivation for scrambling in 
Russian. More specifically, Japanese scrambling is motivated by the requirements of 
information structure.  

There has been some literature on the influence of scrambling in Japanese on the 
information structure of the sentence. Two works in particular deal with this issue: 
Ishihara (2000) and Ishii (2001). Ishihara (2000) shows that the focus-set of a 
scrambled sentence is different from that of its non-scrambled counterpart.  
 
(7) a. [Taro-ga  [kyoo  [[hon-o]  katta]]] 
  Taro-NOM  today  book-ACC  bought 
 ‘Taro bought a book today’ 
 Focus set: {OBJ, VP1, VP2, IP} 
 b. [hon-o  [Taro-ga  [[kyoo] [t  katta]]] 
  book-ACC  Taro-NOM today  bought 
 Focus set: {ADV, VP2, IP1, IP2} (not VP1)2 
  (Ishihara 2000) 
 

                                                           
1 There have also been authors who have argued that scrambling is motivated by feature 
checking; see among others Kitahara (1994) and Miyagawa (1997). 
2 The terms VP1 and VP2 are used in Ishihara (2000). They presumably correspond to VP and 
vP respectively. 
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The base order SOV in (7a) allows informational focus to spread to include any XP 
that contains the object. This is opposed to the situation in (7b), where the lower VP 
cannot be focused.  

Ishii (2001) also argues that scrambling in Japanese changes the focus 
possibilities. More specifically, he shows that while in a non-scrambled, SOV 
sentence, it is the object that is interpreted as being in focus, in the scrambled OSV 
order, it is the subject that is focused. This is illustrated in (8) below. 
 
(8) a. Taroo-ga  sono hono-o  katta 
  Taroo-NOM  that  book-ACC  bought 
 ‘Taro bought that book’ 
  b. Sono  hono-o  Taroo-ga  katta 
  that  book-ACC  Taroo-NOM  bought 
  ‘Taro bought that book’ 

 (Ishii 2001) 
 

The boldfaced text in (8) indicates which of the constituents receives the main 
stress, which also happens to be the constituent that is interpreted as receiving focus. 
It appears that scrambling (8b) results in the shift of focus from the object to the 
subject. Ishirara (2000) and Ishii (2001) both assume that scrambling and focus in 
Japanese are related and both adopt Reinhart’s (1995, 1997) and Neeleman and 
Reinhart’s (1998) approach, which argues that focus is a PF consideration. They do, 
however, differ in that while Ishihara (2000) adopts the Neeleman and Reinhart 
(1998) approach also in their assumption that scrambling results from base-
generation, Ishii (2001) claims that scrambling in Japanese is the result of syntactic 
movement. In the present work, I take a position similar to that in Ishii (2001). 
These works show that scrambling in Japanese has an effect on information 
structure. From this starting-point, I go one step further and assume that information 
structure considerations form the motivation for the scrambling phenomenon in 
Japanese, in the same way as they do in Russian.3 However, as shown in the next 
section, the mechanism that implemented these information structure considerations 
in Russian, i.e. Early Spell-Out, is not available in Japanese. 
 
3. Differences from Russian: Japanese is not Early Spell-Out 
 
There are various reasons for not considering the option of Early Spell-Out in 
Japanese. First and foremost, the fact that Japanese is strictly verb final (Fukui and 
Takano 1998 among others) precludes this option. Any language that results from 

                                                           
3 If Japanese scrambling results in changes in the information structure of the sentence, one 
might ask what the difference is between a scrambling operation which results in the OSV 
order in Japanese, and straightforward Topicalization. In this chapter, I argue that scrambling 
is syntactic movement driven by information structure, and Topicalization falls into this 
description, so that the answer I provide is that it is not so much that scrambling is a case of 
Topicalization, but that Topicalization is a subset of the scrambling operations. 
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Early Spell-Out must in principle allow all permutations of the elements of a 
sentence. Since the considerations that determine the linearization at PF are driven 
by discourse information, assuming Early Spell-Out for Japanese would imply that it 
is always the verb in Japanese that is focused. This fact is enough to discard the 
Early Spell-Out option in Japanese. However, there are other reasons that strengthen 
this position. 

Firstly, scope ambiguities are modified by scrambling in Japanese, which is not 
the case in Russian. Ueyama (1998, 1999) argues, based on an observation from 
Kuroda (1969/1970), Hoji (1985) and Hayashishita (1997), that scrambling in 
Japanese changes the scope ambiguity possibilities. Whereas in English, in a simple 
clause with two quantifiers, the interpretation is ambiguous between two readings, 
the Japanese equivalent is always unambiguous, and only the surface scope is 
allowed. 

 
(9) Everybody loves somebody 
 ∀x [∃y [x loves y]] 
 ∃y [∀x [x loves y]] 

 
(10) Daremo-ga  dareka-o  aisiteiru 
 everyone-NOM  someone-ACC  love 
 ‘Everyone loves someone’ 
 ∀x [∃y [x loves y]] 
 *∃y [∀x [x loves y]] 
 (Ueyama 1998) 
 
The English sentence in (9) can be interpreted with either wide or narrow scope for 
the universal quantifier. The Japanese equivalent in (10), on the other hand, only has 
one interpretation, the one where the universal quantifier takes wide scope.4 Ueyama 
(1998, 2002) then goes on to show that in the scrambled OSV order, there is 
ambiguity.  
 
(11) a. Dareka-oi  daremo-ga ti  aisiteiru 
  someone-ACC  everyone-NOM  love 
 ‘Everyone loves someone’ 
 ∃y [∀x [x loves y]] 

∀x [∃y [x loves y]] 

                                                           
4 For some speakers, there is scope ambiguity in SOV. This ambiguity is achieved very easily 
with the second QP being specific (specific reading of someone). Therefore, Ueyama uses 
QPs that resist such readings, such as 55% of NPs and 10 or more NPs. The examples using 
the right QPs can be found in Ueyama (2002: 42-44). 
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 b. Daremo-o  dareka-ga t  aisiteiru5 
  everyone-ACC  someone-NOM  love  
 ‘Someone loves everyone’ 
 ∀y [∃x [x loves y]] 

∃x [∀y [x loves y]] 
 (Ueyma 1998) 
 
The fact that both quantifiers can take wide scope in (11) as opposed to (10) shows 
that scrambling modifies the scope possibilities in Japanese. This is not the case in 
Russian, as shown below (see also chapter 2).  
  
(12) a. Každyj mal’čik  ljubit  kakuju-to  devočku 
  each  boy-NOM  likes  some  girl-ACC 
 b. Kakuju-to  devočku  ljubit  každyj  mal’čik 
  some  girl-ACC  likes  each  boy-NOM 
  ‘Every boy likes some girl’ 
 ∀x [∃y [boy(x) likes girl(y)]] 
 ∃y [∀x [boy(x) likes girl(y)]] 
 
Both of the sentences in (12) are ambiguous between the narrow and the wide scope 
for the universal quantifier. The fact that scope options are modified by scrambling 
in Japanese indicates that this type of scrambling is part of the syntax proper, rather 
than simply the result of linear re-ordering for information structure purposes at PF.  

A similar argument can be made concerning binding effects. Japanese 
scrambling displays interesting properties in terms of reconstruction with binding 
(more specifically with anaphors). The data below show that while VP-internal 
scrambling never seems to reconstruct for binding, and while long-distance 
scrambling always reconstructs, clause-internal scrambling does both, at the same 
time. (13) and (14) illustrate the properties of VP-internal scrambling. In (13b), the 
antecedent Taroo-to-Ziroo ‘Taroo and Ziroo’ scrambles over the anaphor otagai 
‘each other’ and the fact that the sentence is grammatical shows that VP-internal 
scrambling creates the possibility of new binding relations. In (14b), on the other 
hand, it is the anaphor otagai ‘each other’ which scrambles over its antecedent 
Keeto-to-Zyoo ‘Kate and Joe’, and the result is ungrammatical, which shows that 
this type of scrambling destroys existing binding relations.  
 
(13) a. *Hanako-ga  otagai-no  ryoosin-ni Taroo-to-Ziroo-o  
  Hanako-NOM  each-other-GEN  parents-to  Taroo-and-Ziroo-ACC  
  syookaisita   
  introduced   

                                                           
5 Ueyama (2002) uses both (11a) and (11b) because the existential NP is allowed to have wide 
scope reading irrespective of its structural position. Therefore, having only one of the two 
sentences would not demonstrate that scope is really ambiguous in OSV orders in Japanese. 
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 b. Hanako-ga  Taroo-to Ziroo-o  otagai-no  ryoosin-ni  
 Hanako-NOM  Taroo-and-Ziroo-ACC  each-other-GEN  parents-to 
 syookaisita   
 introduced   
 ‘Hanako introduced Taroo and Ziroo to each other’s parents’ 
 
(14) a. Maikeru-ga  Keeto-to Zyoo-ni  otagai-o  syookaisita  
  Maikeru-NOM  Keeto-and-Zyoo-to  each-other-ACC  introduced  
 b. *Maikeru-ga  otagai-o  Keeto-to Zyoo-ni  syookaisita  
  Maikeru-NOM  each-other-ACC  Keeto-and-Zyoo-to  introduced  
 ‘Michael introduced each other to Kate and Joe’ 
  (Saito 2003) 
 
The data in (15) and (16) are cases of clause-internal scrambling. Here, the pattern is 
more striking: (15c), shows that clause-internal scrambling of the antecedent karera 
‘they’ over the anaphor otagai ‘each other’ creates new binding possibilities. (16b), 
on the other hand, illustrates that the scrambling of the anaphor zibunzisin ‘himself’ 
over its antecedent Taroo fails to destroy the existing binding relation between the 
two elements. In this sense, as far as Condition A is concerned, the clause-internal 
scrambling in Japanese behaves simultaneously like A and A’-movement in terms of 
binding reconstruction.  
 
(15) a. Karera-ga  otagai-no  sensei-o  hihansita   
  they-NOM  each-other-GEN  teacher-ACC  criticized   
 ‘They criticized each other’s teachers’ 
 b. *Otagai-no  sensei-ga  karera-o  hihansita    
  each-other-GEN  teacher-NOM  they-ACC  criticized  
 ‘Each other’s teachers criticized them’ 
 c. ?Karera-o  otagai-no  sensei-ga  hihansita   
  they-ACC  each-other-GEN teacher-NOM  criticized  
 ‘Them, each other’s teachers criticized’ 
  (Kitahara 2002) 
 
(16) a. Taroo-ga zibunzisin-o  semeta   
  Taroo-NOM  self-ACC  blamed   
 b. Zibunzisin-o  Taroo-ga  semeta   
  self-ACC  Taroo-NOM  blamed  
 ‘Taroo blamed himself’  
  (Kitahara 2002) 
 
What makes the binding pattern with clause-internal scrambling even more 
remarkable is that, unlike the Condition A effects illustrated in (15) and (16), the 
clause-internal scrambling seems to always reconstruct as far as Condition C effects 
are concerned. This is illustrated below. 
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(17)  a. *[karei-ga [Masaoi-no  hahoya]-o  aisiteiru]   
   he-NOM  Masao-GEN mother-ACC love   
 b. ?*[Masaoi-no  hahaoya]-o  [karei-ga t  aisiteiru]]   
   Masao-GEN  mother-ACC  he-NOM  love   
   ‘Hei loves Masaoi’s mother’ 
    (Kitahara 2002) 

 
The Condition C violation in (17a) cannot be remedied by scrambling the DP 
Masao-no hahaoya ‘Masao’s mother’ over the pronoun kare ‘he’, as becomes clear 
from (17b). Therefore, it seems that clause-internal scrambling behaves like a 
mixture of A- and A’-movement for Condition A purposes, but exclusively as A’-
movement where Condition C is concerned. 

(18b) shows that long-distance scrambling uniformly patterns with A’-
movement, since it fails to create new binding relations for the anaphor. 
 
(18) a. *[Otagai-no  sensei-ga  [Tanaka-ga  karera-o hihansita to]   
  each-other-GEN  teacher-NOM  Tanaka-NOM  they-ACC  criticized  that   
  itta]   
  said   
 ‘Each other’s teachers said that Tanaka criticized them’ 
 b. *[[Karera-o]i otagai-no  sensei-ga  [Tanaka-ga ti hihansita  to]   
  they-ACC  each-other-GEN teacher-NOM Tanaka-NOM criticized  that  
  itta]   
  said   
 ‘Them, each other’s teachers said that Tanaka criticized’ 
  (Saito 1992) 
 
Long-distance scrambling of the antecedent karera ‘they’ across the anaphor otagai 
‘each other’ in (18b) does not alleviate the Condition A violation of (18a). The data 
above show that in some cases at least, scrambling modifies the binding relations 
involved in a given sentence. Recall that, in Early Spell-Out languages, such as 
Russian, various linear re-orderings in no way influence the binding possibilities 
(see chapter 2 and Hoffman 1996). 

Finally, let us come back to the fact that in Japanese, scrambling modifies the 
focus set of a sentence. Recall from Ishihara (2000) that although the focus set is 
modified, it is nevertheless possible for informational focus to spread in scrambling 
constructions. 
 
(19) a. [Taro-ga  [kyoo  [[hon-o]  katta]]] 
  Taro-NOM  today  book-ACC  bought 
 ‘Taro bought a book today’ 
 Focus set: {OBJ, VP1, VP2, IP} 
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 b. [hon-o  [Taro-ga  [[kyoo] [t  katta]]] 
  book-ACC  Taro-NOM today  bought 
 Focus set: {ADV, VP2, IP1, IP2} (not VP1) 
  (Ishihara 2000) 
 
This pattern in Japanese is in contrast with the situation in Early Spell-Out 
derivations in Russian. In chapter 2, I argue that Early Spell-Out prevents spreading 
of informational focus because focus spreading requires a structure along which the 
spreading can actually take place. Based on the arguments in this section, I conclude 
that Japanese does not have access to the mechanism of Early Spell-Out. Therefore, 
the question arises how a language without Early Spell-Out encodes its information 
structure. The answer I provide in this chapter is that it does so by syntactic 
movement.  
 
4. How does a Language like Japanese Encode Information Structure?  
 
In this section, I argue for an analysis of Japanese scrambling as syntactic 
movement, occurring in the syntax proper, and driven by PF-considerations. In the 
first part of this section, I provide arguments for assuming that scrambling in 
Japanese is the result of syntactic movement. I then go on to illustrate the most 
salient properties of this movement. Finally, I provide an analysis of scrambling as 
movement in Japanese based on some well-known observations from the literature, 
combined with the derivational model of Epstein et al. (1998) that I have been 
assuming throughout the present work.  
 
4.1 Arguments for Japanese Scrambling as Syntactic Movement 
 
The great majority of works on Japanese scrambling has assumed that it is the result 
of syntactic movement, and they provide a myriad of arguments for this fact. I refer 
the reader to the following authors: Hoji (1985), Saito (1985), (1992), Fukui (1993), 
Tada (1993), among others. Here I merely propose that the only other possibility, 
namely base-generation, leads to incorrect predictions.  

Within the Principles and Parameters framework, only two logical possibilities 
are available to explain the alternation between different orders of constituents in a 
given language. In earlier stages of the theory, due to the application of the θ-
criterion at Deep Structure, which forced arguments to be base-generated in 
canonical position, the only option was syntactic movement. However, since the 
advent of the minimalist program, the option of base-generating the different 
constituent orders has also become available. Ueyama (1998, 2002) makes use of 
this option, and argues that scrambling in Japanese is the result of various base-
generated patterns. In section 5.1, I show that her analysis makes incorrect 
predictions concerning the scrambling patterns found in Japanese and their 
properties. Moreover, the problem of Ueyama’s (1998, 2002) analysis is shown to 
be inherent in any base-generation analysis. Therefore, since neither Early Spell-Out 
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nor base-generation are valid options for Japanese, I conclude that syntactic 
movement is the mechanism that underlies scrambling in this language. The next 
section outlines the main properties of this syntactic movement.  
 
4.2 What are the Properties of Japanese Scrambling?  
 
The first property of Japanese scrambling is that it allows arguments to cross other 
arguments, as illustrated in section 1 above.  

A second property of Japanese scrambling, particularly the long-distance kind, is 
its apparent lack of semantic effects, as evidenced by the fact that long-distance 
scrambling reconstructs completely. 
 
(20) a. [John-ga  [dare-ga  sono hon-o  katta  ka]  siritagatteiru] 
  John-NOM  who-NOM that book-ACC  bought  Q  want-to-know 
 b.*[Dare-ga  [John-ga  sono hon-o  katta  ka] siritagatteiru] 
  who-NOM  John-NOM  that book-ACC  bought  Q  want-to-know 
  ‘John wants to know who bought that book’ 
  
(21) a. [John-ga  [Mary-ga  dono hon-o  yonda ka]  siritagatteiru]  
  John-NOM  Mary-NOM  which book-ACC  read  Q  want-to-know 
 ‘John wants to know which book Mary read’  
 b. [?[Dono hon-o]i  [John-ga  [Mary-ga ti  yonda  ka]  siritagatteiru]]  
  which book-ACC  John-NOM Mary-NOM  read  Q  want-to-know  
 ‘John wants to know which book Mary read’ 
  (Saito and Fukui 1998) 
 
(20) shows that wh-phrases in Japanese must be within a CP headed by a Q 
morpheme. This condition is argued to be an LF-condition since it is related to 
interpretation.  

(21), on the other hand, shows that scrambling is apparently insensitive to this 
kind of LF-conditions. In (21b), the accusative wh-object has scrambled out of the 
embedded clause to the matrix clause. This places the wh-phrase outside of its own 
scope domain, which should be ungrammatical. The sentences in (21) contain an 
embedded question, so that the wh-element should not appear any higher than the 
domain over which it scopes, i.e. the embedded CP. Nevertheless, the scrambling of 
this wh-element out of the embedded CP in (21b) does not lead to ungrammaticality, 
which shows that the movement must reconstruct in a radical way. Moreover, and 
more importantly, if the wh-element is in the matrix clause, the selectional 
requirement of siritagatteiru ‘want to know’ is not satisfied. The fact that (21b) is 
only marginally degraded indicates that this type of scrambling reconstructs 
completely.  

Another interesting fact about Japanese scrambling concerns its scope 
possibilities. As shown above, and repeated here, scrambling in Japanese changes 
the scope ambiguity possibilities.  
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(22) Daremo-ga  dareka-o  aisiteiru 
 everyone-NOM  someone-ACC  love 
 ‘Everyone loves someone’ 
 ∀x [∃y [x loves y]] 
 *∃y [∀x [x loves y]] 
 
(23) a. Dareka-oi  daremo-ga ti  aisiteiru 
  someone-ACC  everyone-NOM  love 
 ‘Everyone loves someone’ 
 ∃y [∀x [x loves y]] 

∀x [∃y [x loves y]] 
 b. Daremo-o  dareka-ga t  aisiteiru 
  everyone-ACC  someone-NOM  love  
 ‘Someone loves everyone’ 
 ∀y [∃x [x loves y]] 

∃x [∀y [x loves y]] 
 (Ueyama 1998) 

 
The fact that both quantifiers can take wide scope in (23) as opposed to (22) shows 
that scrambling modifies the scope possibilities in Japanese.  

Closely related to the scope facts is an observation of Ueyama (1998, 2002) 
concerning Weak Crossover (WCO) violations in Japanese. She begins with an 
observation of Saito and Hoji (1983) concerning the lack of WCO effects in 
Japanese. 
 
(24) A-sya-ni-saei  [so-ko-noi  oya-gaisya]-ga  Toyota-o  
 A-company-DAT-even  that-place-GEN  parent-company-NOM  Toyota-ACC  
 suisensita  
 recommended 
 ‘Its parent company recommended Toyota even to Company A’ 
 EVEN(Company A) (x’s parent company recommended Toyota to x) 
  (Ueyama 1998) 
 
The fact that it is possible to have a variable binding reading in (24) is used to argue 
that Japanese scrambling displays no WCO effects. In (24), the phrase A-sya-ni-sae 
‘even to Company A’ is scrambled across a pronoun with which it is co-indexed, so-
ko-no ‘that place’. This should lead to a WCO effect, which would make (24) 
ungrammatical. The fact that the sentence is, in fact, grammatical, leads to the 
conclusion that scrambling in Japanese is not sensitive to WCO effects. However, 
Ueyama (2002) shows that the lack of WCO effects exemplified above is dependent 
on a certain reading for the quantifiers. Specifically, it is only possible to avoid the 
WCO effects if the object in OSV scopes over the subject. The example below 
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shows that lack of WCO cannot co-occur with the other scope option, the one where 
the subject scopes over the object.  
 
(25)  ?*[So-ko-no  Kaikeisi-o-sae]i  [so-itu-noi  kookoo-no  
 that place-GEN accountant-ACC-even that guy-GEN high school-GEN  
 sensei]-ga  [subete-no zidoosyagaisya]-ni ec   suisensita  
 teacher-NOM  every-GEN  automobile company-DAT  recommended 

‘Even its accountant, his high school teacher recommended to every 
automobile company’  

 
 Intended meaning: ∀x (x = automobile company) [it holds that even y, who is 
 x’s accountant, that y’s high school teacher recommended y to x] 
  (Ueyama 1998) 
 

Finally, there is an additional interesting property of Japanese scrambling that 
requires an explanation and that is the reconstruction paradigm with binding (more 
specifically with anaphors). As shown in section 3 above, VP-internal scrambling 
creates new binding possibilities and destroys old ones; clause-internal scrambling 
creates new binding possibilities without destroying the old ones; and long-distance 
scrambling in no way modifies the binding possibilities.  

All of the above facts, summarized below, require an explanation.  
 
(26)  Core properties of Japanese Scrambling6 
 

a) argument across argument 
b) long-distance/total reconstruction 
c) scope ambiguity 
d) scope/WCO correlation 
e) binding (reconstructs completely in long-distance, partially in clause-
internal, and not at all in VP-internal scrambling) 
f) A, A’ or mixed 

 
In the remainder of this chapter, I proceed to argue for an analysis of Japanese 
scrambling which accounts for these properties making use of the assumptions of the 
derivational model of Epstein et al. (1998).  
 
4.3 Analysis 
 
The analysis I adopt for Japanese scrambling incorporates many essential intuitions 
originating in various works on the subject. I propose that Japanese scrambling is a 

                                                           
6 There are other languages that display properties of scrambling similar to those found in 
Japanese: Korean (Saito 2003), Hindi (Mahajan 1989, Saito 1992) and German (Webelhuth 
1989, Saito 1992), among others. Whether these languages should therefore be analyzed in 
the same way as Japanese is a question I leave for further research. 
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uniform phenomenon, a syntactic movement targeting a position in the T-domain. 
This movement is driven by information structure and occurs in the core syntactic 
component. It can display both properties of A and A’-movement, depending on the 
position in which the object is interpreted, which in turn depends on the positions in 
which the objective Case feature can potentially be eliminated.7  

The first intuition I take over from the literature is the hypothesis found in Saito 
(1992) concerning the fact that objective Case in Japanese can be checked either in v 
or in T. In Saito’s (1992) approach, this property of objective Case follows from the 
interaction of verb movement and Case checking. Specifically, if Case is checked 
before the verb has moved, then only v can check the objective Case. If, on the other 
hand, Case is checked after the movement of the verb from v into T, then the T-head 
can take over the function of the verb and assign Case to the object. Saito (1992) 
makes use of this hypothesis to account for the scrambling facts in Japanese. I 
follow Saito’s assumption that the Japanese T-head can delete the Case feature of an 
object DP. 

The second intuition originates in Tada (1990), and it is taken over in the 
derivational model of Epstein et al. (1998). It consists in assuming that the binding 
conditions A, B and C apply at different stages in the derivation. The way this is 
formulated in a derivational model such as the one assumed in the present work is 
the following. Condition A is argued to apply ‘anywhere’, meaning that if it is 
satisfied at any stage in the derivation it will lead to grammaticality. Condition C, on 
the other hand, is argued to only hold at LF (see Saito 2003 for discussion).  

The third intuition originates in Kitahara (1999, 2000, 2002), and is a result of 
his applying Epstein et al.’s (1998) derivational model to the theory of Case feature 
deletion. Kitahara argues that lexical items are interpreted derivationally, at the point 
where their uninterpretable features are deleted. More specifically, since Case is the 
only uninterpretable feature on DPs, Kitahara argues that DPs will be interpreted for 
binding, etc., at the point in the derivation where their Case features are deleted. The 
combination of this intuition with the other two intuitions discussed above leads to 
an explanation for the mixed A/A’-properties of Japanese scrambling.8  

                                                           
7 Note that the analysis formulated here appears to be similar to an earlier version of the 
analysis in Kitahara (2002), as cited in Saito (2003). 
8 Kitahara (2002) also combines the intuition concerning the interpretation of lexical items 
with the derivational model of Epstein et al. (1998) in order to account for the Japanese 
scrambling patterns. He argues that the Case feature of the object is deleted either in situ (by 
long-distance Agree) or in vP (in a position above the subject). There is no real optionality of 
Case feature deletion in this view, because in those cases where the object scrambles, it is 
always deleted in vP. In the cases where the object does not scramble, on the other hand, the 
Case feature is always deleted in situ by Agree.  

Kitahara’s (2002) approach differs radically from the one presented here on certain points. 
He proposes that the motivation for scrambling in Japanese is the EPP feature on T, while the 
present work argues for an information structure motivation. Moreover, Kitahara (2002) relies 
on a distinction between Agree-driven movement and Match-driven movement, which the 
present approach does not recognize.  
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How does this work? The mixed properties of scrambled objects in Japanese can 
be reduced to the fact that the object sometimes behaves as if it were interpreted 
under the subject, in some lower position, and sometimes as if it were interpreted 
above the subject, in its final landing-site. This follows if we assume that both these 
positions are potential Case feature deleting positions, and that potential Case 
feature deleting positions are also potential interpretation positions. In order to 
illustrate the analysis, let us look at the derivation of an OSV sentence in Japanese.  
 
(27) a.  [VP O V] 
 b.  v [VP O V] 
 c.  [vP O v [VP tO V]] 
 d.  [vP S [vP O v [VP tO V]]] 
 e.  T [vP S [vP O v [VP tO V]]] 
 f.  [TP S T [vP tS [vP O v [VP tO V]]]] 
 g.  [TP O [TP S T [vP tS [vP tO v [VP tO V]]]]9  
 
In (27a), the object is merged with the verb to form a VP. In (27b), v is merged with 
the VP. At this point, one of two things can happen: either the subject is merged into 
the derivation or the object moves to the v domain. The movement of the object is 
motivated by its need to have its Case features deleted, something which is 
impossible in situ. I argue here that Move takes precedence over Merge and the 
object moves (27c) before the subject is merged (27d).10 (27d) is the first occasion in 
which the Case feature of the object can be deleted. However, at this point, neither 
binding nor scope interpretation can be resolved, because the subject, which must in 
both cases interact with the object, has not yet appeared in a position where its Case 
feature can be deleted. This situation changes in (27f), where, after merger of T, the 
subject has moved to the T-domain to have its Case feature removed (or to check the 
EPP feature on T).  

At this stage, both the object and the subject are in positions where they can be 
interpreted, according to Kitahara (1999, 2000, 2002). If some interpretive condition 
is computed at this stage, the Case feature of the object will be deleted where it is, 
i.e. in Spec,vP. This will result in an interpretation whereby the subject scopes over 
and binds into the object. The last leg of the derivation consists of the movement of 
the object into the T-domain (27g).11 This movement is motivated by information 
structure reasons, but as a result, the object ends up in a position where it can also 
have its Case features deleted. If the interpretative condition is computed at this 
stage, the Case feature will be deleted in the landing position. This will result in an 
                                                           
9 Note that the derivation is built in a way that may suggest that Japanese is not head-final. 
This is done more for the sake of convenience than for any other reason, and the reader should 
not see it as a statement of any kind. Moreover, I argue elsewhere (section 4.6.2) that the role 
of directionality in syntax is murky at this stage of the theory.  
10 See also Shima (2000) for evidence for Move over Merge. 
11 A question that might arise at this point is why the movement of the object would not ‘tuck 
in’ (Richards 1997), resulting in the object appearing under the subject in the T-domain. See 
footnote 23 for further discussion. 



CHAPTER 3 

 

116

 

interpretation in which the object scopes over and binds into the subject. In the next 
section, I show how this proposal accounts for the core data.12, 13 
 
4.4 Accounting for the Core Data 
 
The first set of data in section 4.2 concerns the total reconstruction property of long-
distance scrambling.  
 
(28) a. John-ga  Bill-ni  Mary-ga  sono mati-ni  sundeiru  to  itta 
  John-NOM  Bill-DAT  Mary-NOM  that town-in  reside  that said  
 b. [Sono mati-ni]i John-ga  Bill-ni  Mary-ga ti  sundeiru  to  itta 
  that town-in  John-NOM  Bill-DAT  Mary-NOM  reside  that  said 
 ‘John said to Bill that Mary lives in that town’   
  (Saito 1994) 
 
In section 4.2, it was mentioned that this type of scrambling reconstructs totally, as 
witnessed by the fact that wh-phrases can scramble out of their scope domain.  
 
(29) a. John-ga  Mary-ga  dono hon-o  yonda  ka  siritagatteiru  
  John-NOM  Mary-NOM  which book-ACC  read  Q  want-to-know  
 ‘John wants to know Mary read which book’ 
 b. ?[Dono hon-o]i  John-ga  Mary-ga ti  yonda  ka  siritagatteiru  
  which book-ACC  John-NOM  Mary-NOM  read  Q  want-to-know  
 ‘Which book, John wants to know Mary read’ 
 (Saito 1994) 
 
This property of long-distance scrambling follows directly from the fact that the 
objective Case feature must always be deleted somewhere in the embedded clause, 
prior to moving further. This is due to the fact that only the lower clause verb and T-
head can license the Case feature, since it is in this clause that the object is selected 

                                                           
12 An important reminder at this stage concerns the status of the A/A’-distinction in the model 
in general, and in the case of scrambling in particular. Within the framework adopted here, no 
such distinction exists. The properties traditionally associated with A-movement result when a 
DP is in a position in which some uninterpretable feature is being checked. That this feature 
often happens to be Case is immaterial, and, moreover, it might very well be that only some 
of the properties of A-movement are associated with this feature checking procedure. In the 
same vein, an A’-movement in this context is simply defined by the relevant DP not being in 
a position where any D-features are eliminated. Again, this might not cover the full scale of 
properties associated with A’-movement (see also discussion section 4.5). However, I will, 
from time to time, continue to refer to A- and A’-properties of the scrambled element 
throughout this chapter, mainly for convenience purposes. The reader should be aware that 
this is no more than a notational device.  
13 The analysis proposed here makes use of Case deletion as the mechanism underlying the 
mixed properties of scrambling in Japanese. In doing so, I ignore the well-known peculiarities 
of the Japanese Case system. See the discussion of the Case Parameter in chapter 1.  
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for. The scrambled object will therefore always be interpreted in the embedded 
clause, which will result in seeming reconstruction effects. 

The scope facts of Japanese also follow naturally. In the SOV, order no 
ambiguity arises because no movement has taken place.14 In the OSV order, on the 
other hand, since there are now two potential positions in the object chain where the 
object can have its Case feature deleted, it will be either interpreted in its original 
position, allowing the subject to take wide scope over the object, or, alternatively, in 
the landing-position, in which case it is the object that will scope over the subject. 
The optionality in this case arises from the fact that there is no particular stage in the 
derivation at which scope must be computed. Therefore, it can be computed at the 
stage before the object undergoes scrambling, in which case the DP will be 
interpreted in the lower position, and that will also be the position where the Case 
feature of the object is deleted. Alternatively, scope can be computed at the stage of 
the derivation after the object has moved, in which case it is the higher copy of the 
object that will be interpreted, and also have its Case feature deleted. The superficial 
result is the ambiguity shown in (23).  

The same is true of the correlation between the WCO effects and the scope 
ambiguity. Recall that Ueyama (1998, 2002) shows a correlation between the 
presence/absence of WCO effects and the scope ambiguity in Japanese scrambling. 
More specifically, she argues that WCO only arises in those cases where scrambling 
reconstructs for scope purposes. Does this property follow from the analysis given 
here? Not at first sight. The analysis provided in the present work might be able to 
account for the variation in WCO effects as such, but not particularly for their 
interaction with scope. Under the present analysis, WCO effects arise when the 
object Case is licensed in the lower position, and the movement is therefore 
essentially similar to a traditional A’-movement. They do not arise when the object 
Case is licensed in the higher position, because that position then behaves like an A-
position. Since it is an old observation that A’-movement creates WCO effects 
(30b), while A-movement does not (30a), this variation follows.  
 
                                                           
14 Note that in English, it has traditionally been assumed that scope is always ambiguous in 
the base order SVO sentence (see May 1977). There are two possible ways of dealing with 
this asymmetry between the two languages. Firstly, one can argue that English has covert QR 
which raises the object quantifier above the subject in covert syntax. In that case, Japanese 
arguably lacks such a QR operation, which would in turn mean that all QR in Japanese is 
overt (as in Hungarian; see also chapter 4 for further discussion).  

Another possibility is that there is overt movement of the object in English, and that this 
movement crosses the lower copy of the subject. The authors who have argued for this are 
Johnson (1991) and Takano (1998), among others. In this case, the situation is exactly the 
same in English and Japanese, except that the movement of the object is optional in Japanese 
while it is compulsory in English. However, from the perspective of the analysis adopted 
here, this option is slightly more problematic, because the compulsory movement of the 
object is presumably motivated by some checking process, but this checking process is 
precisely what will ensure that the object is interpreted in its landing-site in English, thereby 
predicting no ambiguity at all. I leave the issue of scope ambiguity in English for future 
research.  
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(30) a. ??Who1 does it seem to his1 mother [t1 is handsome]? 
b. Who1 t1 seems to his1 mother [t1 to be handsome]?   

   (Hornstein and Kiguchi 2001) 
 
While the A’-movement in (30a) suffers from a WCO effect, this is not the case for 
the A-movement in (30b).  

Note, however, that, from a derivational perspective (Epstein et al. 1998, 
Kitahara 2002), the A/A’ distinction reduces to the position in the chain in which the 
DP becomes interpreted. The binding facts follow from this, but it is not necessarily 
the case that all the properties that have been traditionally (and mostly for theory-
internal reasons) associated with either A- or A’-positions/movement chains are 
maintained. There is no longer a distinction to be made between different kinds of 
landing-sites, each with their own properties. And the question then arises of 
whether the properties of A- or A’-chains concerning WCO effects can be 
reformulated in terms of a derivational chain. It is important to note that the 
correlation in Ueyama (1998, 2002) is not so much between an A-position as the 
landing-site and the lack of WCO on the one hand and an A’-position and the 
presence of WCO effects on the other. Rather, it is a correlation between the 
position where the wide scope occurs and the WCO effects. Therefore, in order to 
see how WCO effects are handled in a derivational model, the first question should 
be how scope is handled in such a model. 

Within a derivational model of grammar, scope can in principle be computed at 
any position of the chain. The literature has so far reached no real consensus on 
where and under what conditions the scope of the links of a derivational chain is 
established (see Epstein et al. 1998 for discussion). Since scope is therefore in 
principle free, how can it be linked to the WCO effects? Ruys (2000) argues that the 
various theories of WCO that rely on binding for an explanation are essentially 
misguided. He shows that it is possible to have WCO effects without coreference 
between the operator and the pronoun. For instance, ‘donkey’ sentences lead to 
WCO effects, without any coreference issue which might be argued to derive from a 
binding violation. The example in (31) is taken from Ruys (2000). 
 
(31) a. Every farmer who owns a donkey beats it 
 b. *Its former owner envies every farmer who owns a donkey 
 
In (31), there is no binding involved because in neither case does the DP donkey c-
command the pronoun it could possibly bind. And yet a WCO contrast can be 
observed. Ruys (2000) therefore concludes that WCO effects are essentially scope 
effects. More specifically, he argues that WCO has to do with the fact that the 
operator cannot scope over the pronoun. He proposes that in order to scope over the 
pronoun, the operator would have to obey two properties, given in (32) below. 
 
(32) a) The operator c-commands the pronoun.  
 b) The operator is in an A-position. 
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If one or both of these conditions are not realized, the WCO effect arises. If this 
approach is taken seriously, it has the following consequence: the fact that scope and 
WCO are correlated in Japanese scrambling follows naturally. When the object DP 
is interpreted for scope in its base-position, it cannot simultaneously scope over the 
pronoun in the subject position, which is what causes the WCO effect. When, on the 
other hand, the object DP is interpreted for scope in its landing-site, it occupies an 
A-position from which it can and does scope over the subject, thereby nullifying the 
WCO effects.  

Ueyama’s (1998, 2002) correlation did not mention how the two properties, 
scope and WCO, interact with binding. This three-way interaction now also follows 
from (32b) since the position from which the operator can scope over the pronoun, 
and therefore also the position in which no WCO effects occur, must also be the 
position from which binding can take place, otherwise it would not qualify as an A-
position in Ruys’ (2000) approach.  

Having shown how the derivational model of Japanese scrambling accounts for 
the correlation between scope and WCO effects, I proceed to tackle the remaining 
data set, which is the binding paradigm. As mentioned in section 3, clause-internal 
scrambling leads to mixed results in terms of binding where Condition A is 
concerned. This fact also follows naturally from the analysis presented here. The 
object anaphor is interpreted for binding in the position where accusative Case is 
deleted. In a scrambling configuration, the object can either have its Case feature 
deleted in its base-position, by V/v, or in the position it moves to, by T. Therefore, 
the mixed binding properties of clause-internal scrambling follow. Note that what 
follows from the analysis is the fact that the object in OSV can sometimes behave as 
if it were in an A-position, and sometimes as if it were in an A’-position; what does 
not follow, however, is the fact that in one and the same case, the object can 
simultaneously create new relations and fail to destroy old ones. See (15) and (16), 
repeated here as (33) and (34). 
 
(33) a. Karera-ga  otagai-no  sensei-o  hihansita  
  they-NOM  each-other-GEN  teacher-ACC  criticized  
 ‘They criticized each other’s teachers’ 
 b. *Otagai-no  sensei-ga  karera-o  hihansita   
  each-other-GEN  teacher-NOM  they-ACC  criticized   
 ‘Each other’s teachers criticized them’ 
 c. ?Karera-o  otagai-no  sensei-ga  hihansita   
  they-ACC  each-other-GEN teacher-NOM  criticized   
 ‘Them, each other’s teachers criticized’ 
  (Kitahara 2002) 
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(34) a. Taroo-ga zibunzisin-o  semeta   
  Taroo-NOM  self-ACC  blamed   
 b. Zibunzisin-o  Taroo-ga  semeta   
  self-ACC  Taroo-NOM  blamed   
 ‘Taroo blamed himself’  
  (Kitahara 2002) 
 
Why would it be that the object behaves in one way in (33), and in another way in 
(34). The explanation is simple: the anaphor is licensed in both (33) and (34). Note 
that, both in (33) and in (34), what is at work is Condition A. It has been argued 
elsewhere in this work, following the derivational tradition of Epstein et al. (1998), 
that Condition A is an ‘anywhere’ condition, i.e. if it is satisfied at any stage of the 
derivation, then it is satisfied. As a result, if there are two stages in a derivation at 
which a given DP can be interpreted, Condition A has no preferences for the stage at 
which it is computed. Therefore, both sentences (33c) and (34b) have two possible 
derivations, one where Condition A is computed early in the derivation, and one 
where it is computed late. For each of the relevant sentences, only one of these 
derivations actually leads to convergence. Therefore the derivation in which the 
anaphor can be bound and Condition A satisfied will always be chosen over the one 
where this is not the case.  

Another peculiarity of binding patterns with clause-internal scrambling is the 
fact that while Condition A effects can be alleviated by scrambling, this is not true 
of Condition C, i.e. where Condition C effects are concerned, scrambling always 
behaves like a proto-typical A’-movement. See (17) above, repeated here as (35). 
 
(35) a. *[karei-ga [Masaoi-no  hahoya]-o  aisiteiru]  
   he-NOM  Masao-GEN mother-ACC love   
 b. ?*[Masaoi-no  hahaoya]-o  [karei-ga t  aisiteiru]]  
   Masao-GEN  mother-ACC  he-NOM  love   
   ‘Hei loves Masaoi’s mother’ 

 (Kitahara 2002) 
 

In the present approach, there is potentially a way of explaining this pattern, if one 
assumes that Condition C is an ‘everywhere’ condition, i.e. the R-expression must 
not be c-commanded at any stage of the derivation. Then scrambling could not 
resolve the Condition C violation, independently of the position in which the Case 
feature of the object were deleted, simply because Condition C would be computed 
at each stage, and the stage before scrambling would therefore always lead to a 
violation. This is what is assumed in Kitahara (2002).15  

Long-distance scrambling, which always reconstructs for both Condition A and 
Condition C (Saito 1992, 2003, among others), can be accounted for as follows, in 
the present approach: since the object originates in the embedded clause, its Case 
feature must also be deleted in the embedded clause, either in the vP or in the TP 
                                                           
15 Contra Saito (2003). 
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domain. However, it is not possible for the object to have its Case deleted in the 
matrix clause since the object is not selected for in that clause. As a result, the object 
will always seem to have reconstructed to some position in the embedded clause. 
Therefore, long-distance scrambling will always have A’-properties.16 Having 
shown that the analysis given in section 4.3 above can account for the main 
properties of the scrambling movement in Japanese, the next section deals with 
some further theoretical consequences of the model, combining the motivation and 
the mechanism of Japanese scrambling.   

  
4.5 PF-movement and PD-movement 
 
In the analysis outlined above, there is a certain amount of optionality in the 
properties of the scrambling movement, and this optionality is due to the possibility 
that Japanese provides, that of licensing objective Case in the T-domain as well as in 
the V/v domain. This optionality can be used to account for the mixed A/A’-
properties of some types of scrambling in Japanese, and this is what the previous 
section aimed to show. However, this is not the only theoretically possible way of 
explaining the mixed properties of Japanese scrambling. The other option, given the 
kind of derivational model assumed here, is to argue that the mixed A/A’-nature of 
some types of Japanese scrambling arises as the result of the point in the derivation 
at which the scrambling movement takes place. In order to understand how this 
works, a reminder concerning the motivation for scrambling in Japanese is required. 
In section 2, I argued that the motivation for the scrambling phenomenon in 
Japanese is information structure. Moreover, I argued in chapter 2 that information 
structure is best viewed as a PF-phenomenon. What does it mean, then, to have a 
syntactic movement (Japanese scrambling) occurring for PF-reasons? From this 
point onwards, I will refer to this type of movement as PD-movement 
(phonologically driven movement), which should not be confused with the more 
familiar PF-movement, known from the literature (Ueyama 1998, Embick and 
Noyer 2001, Sauerland and Elbourne 2002, among others). The definitions of the 
two movement types are given below. 
 
(36) PF-movement 

Movement that occurs after the Spell-Out point, on the PF-branch of the 
derivation 

 
(37) PD-movement (Phonologically Driven) 

Syntactic movement that is driven by PF-considerations 
 
Note that the definition in (37) does not specify the point of the derivation at which 
the PD-movement takes place. This is opposed to the definition in (36), which 
specifies the point in the derivation but does not specify any particular motivation. I 

                                                           
16 See section 6.2 for an account of VP-internal scrambling in Japanese. 
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propose that Japanese scrambling is the result of PD-movement, a position which 
follows directly from the assumptions made in the present thesis.  

Assuming that Japanese scrambling is a case of PD-movement provides an 
additional source of possible explanation for the mixed A/A’-properties of this 
movement: the PD-movement could sometimes occur before the Spell-Out point, 
and sometimes afterwards, which would result in different properties for this 
movement. This position has been independently argued for in Sauerland and 
Elbourne (2002). 

These authors follow Saito (1989) in arguing that the total reconstruction 
property of Japanese scrambling is not of the same type as the ‘partial 
reconstruction’ that is found in traditional A’-movement, such as Wh-movement, in 
English. Sauerland and Elbourne (2002) point to a clear difference between ‘real’ 
A’-movement and movement that provokes total reconstruction. In particular, they 
show that total reconstruction leads to the entire moved phrase occupying a position 
at LF that is lower than its pronounced position. This is in contrast with the partial 
reconstruction found with Wh-movement in English, since there the scope is fixed in 
the surface position.17 In order to exemplify this difference, Sauerland and Elbourne 
(2002) use the contrast between the total reconstruction of existential quantifiers in 
English and Wh-movement in English, exemplified in (38). 
 
(38) a. [An Austrian] is likely to t win the gold medal. 
 b. [Which relative] did Mary ask whether to invite t? 
   (Sauerland and Elbourne 2002) 

 
While in (38a), the subject can take scope below the adverb likely, there is no 
interpretation of (38b) in English whereby the paraphrase would be Did Mary ask 
which relative to invite? This is not true of all languages. In some languages, (38b) 
can have precisely this interpretation. The authors moreover argue that the option of 
viewing total reconstruction as a case of partial reconstruction where the whole 
higher copy is deleted (proposed by Hornstein 1995) is not feasible, mainly because 
A’-movement creates more than just a copy – it also creates an operator-variable 
chain (Heim and Kratzer 1998, Nissenbaum 1998). Therefore deletion of the entire 
higher copy would yield a semantic violation because there will be no operator to 
license the variable. Since scrambling in Japanese is subject to total reconstruction, 
as was shown in section 4.2 of this chapter, Sauerland and Elbourne (2002) conclude 
that it is the result of PF-movement, a movement that occurs after stem movement in 
their system.18 Stem movement in their definition is movement that occurs before 
the Spell-Out point, in the syntactic component proper. 

                                                           
17 There are other authors who have argued for this property of total reconstruction (May 
1977, Fox 1999) and there are also authors who have argued that total reconstruction is not 
available for wh-movement (Saito 1992). 
18 A similar point can be made concerning the difference between proper A-movement and 
scrambling with A-properties (see Saito 2003 and section 5.3 in this chapter). The difference 
is that A-movement proper is motivated by CI-features, and the chain will therefore undergo 
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There is no doubt that the movement that causes scrambling in Japanese (by 
hypothesis PD-movement) can occur in the core syntactic component. I have shown 
above, following a long literature tradition, that scrambling can change scope 
relations among quantifiers, that it can affect binding relations, and that it can result 
in WCO effects. All of these are quintessentially LF notions. It is therefore 
empirically not feasible to maintain that scrambling in Japanese is the result of a PF-
movement that occurs only after the splitting of the derivation at the Spell-Out point.  

Not only is the position that scrambling in Japanese only occurs post-Spell-Out 
impossible to maintain from an empirical point of view, abandoning it also leads to a 
more symmetric model. The T-model adopted within the Minimalist Program is 
asymmetric in a very basic respect.  
 
(39) T-model  
 

[numeration] 
 S 
 y 

PF    n 
 t 

 a 
 x 
      
      
      LF 
  
In such a model, the asymmetry is in the influence that the two interfaces have on 
one another. While movement for LF reasons can have effects on PF (overt syntactic 
movement), whatever happens for PF reasons has no influence on LF. This position 
can be maintained as long as PF contains nothing but phonology. However, once it 
is assumed that information structure is mediated by an intonational component that 
is sensitive to syntactic structure (Cinque 1993, Reinhart and Neeleman 1998) and a 
linearization procedure that can take the shape of syntactic movement (Embick and 
Noyer 2001, Sauerland and Elbourne 2002), this type of asymmetry becomes 
infinitely more difficult to defend. What seems more likely under the circumstances 
is a model whereby the asymmetry is remedied, and both interfaces have an equal 
capacity to influence one another. Therefore, PD-movement can also have an 
influence on LF, as long as it occurs before the Spell-Out point, in a parallel way to 
the fact that LF operations only have an influence on PF if they occur before the 
Spell-Out point.  

                                                                                                                                        
minimalization, whereby lower copies are completely deleted, which is not the case with 
scrambling that has A-properties.  
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(40)   [numeration] 
     LF  S 
       y 
 PF-derivation   LF  n 
       t 
     LF  a 
       x 
 PF (CP phase)   LF   
         
 
 
We end up with a model reminiscent of the classical Y-model, where there is a first 
part of syntax (the stem syntax in Sauerland and Elbourne’s 2002 terminology, or 
syntax proper), that is relevant to both interfaces, and then a part of syntax that is 
relevant to each separately (PF and LF). The notion of relevance in this case is in no 
way vague. When it is claimed that what happens in syntax proper is ‘relevant’ to 
both interfaces, two things are implied. On the one hand, operations occurring in the 
syntax proper can be motivated by either LF or PF considerations, based on the fact 
that syntax proper is simultaneously part of the LF and of the PF derivation. On the 
other hand, ‘relevance’ also implies that operations that occur in syntax proper will 
have repercussions on a given interface, even if they were not motivated by this 
interface. This type of Y-model is symmetric and it allows moreover the 
incorporation, not only of the notion, but also of the effects of PD-movement.19  

This view leads to an additional question. In the model above, in some sense, PF 
and LF are fighting for the ground in the syntax proper. Both interfaces have 
operations that they want performed at the cost of the other. The question is how this 
interaction works. How do conflicts arise, and what are the methods for solving 
them? I would like to make use here of the notion of markedness, in the sense of 
Reinhart (1995) and Neeleman and Reinhart (1998). It is argued there that when 
given a choice between using its own repair mechanism (intonation) and using 
syntactic movement, PF chooses to use syntactic movement. This is due to the fact 
that syntactic movement is always less costly for PF. Why wouldn’t a shift in 
intonation be the less costly operation, as far as PF is concerned? The answer lies in 
the parallelism with the cost of syntactic movement to LF. Syntactic movement is 
costly for LF, which is why it obeys Last Resort. If syntactic movement, a proto-
typical LF phenomenon, is costly for LF, then it is plausible that shifts in intonation, 
a proto-typical PF phenomenon, would be costly for PF. The intuition behind this 
idea is something along the lines of: ‘If you can let other people do your dirty job for 
                                                           
19 Note that in the present discussion, I abstract away from issues such as phases (Uriagereka 
1999, Chomsky 2001a and others), as well as from the assumptions made in the present work 
concerning the pervasive role of LF throughout the derivation (Epstein et al. 1998). This is 
not due to any inherent incompatibility with these notions, but is done for the sake of 
simplicity. The model argued for here is still entirely compatible both with a pervasive LF and 
with some notion of phase. Sauerland and Elbourne (2002) argue independently that their 
view of PF-movement is compatible with some views on phases. 



SCRAMBLING IN JAPANESE 

 

125

 

you, why bother doing it yourself?’. Presumably, then, when conflicts arise in the 
syntax proper, both interfaces will want to solve the conflict at the cost of the other 
one.20 I propose that what happens in these cases is determined by two factors. On 
the one hand, it is not possible for an interface to interfere with relations that have 
already been previously established and that are essential to the other interface. 
Recall from chapter 2 that Early Spell-Out was only possible (for PF reasons) to the 
extent that it did not interfere with structures that were necessitated by LF. 
Similarly, it is well known that PF-phenomena such as wanna contraction are 
restricted by existing syntactic structure (see Boeckx 2000 for an overview of the 
arguments). On the other hand, both interfaces dispose of a repair mechanism 
(intonation for PF and covert raising for LF) that can, as a Last Resort option, be 
used to ensure convergence. If PF requires emphasis on a given element, and this 
emphasis is not provided naturally by the linear position in which the given element 
appears, PF can always apply intonation to emphasize this element. However, this is 
only used as a Last Resort. Therefore, coming back to the issue of PD-movement, if 
some PD-movement cannot take place in syntax proper, because the presence of 
syntactic structure, or the lack thereof, block it, then it will be remedied at a later 
stage by a shift in intonation. If however, the movement can take place in syntax, it 
will. Moreover, to the extent that PF makes use of syntactic structure, it has to 
respect it.21 

I have argued that the position that PD-movement is equivalent to PF-movement, 
i.e. that it only occurs after the Spell-Out point, is both empirically and theoretically 
inadequate. Therefore I conclude that it is possible for PD-movement to take place 
in core syntax. The question that remains in relation to PD-movement is the 
following. Is it desirable to assume that PD-movement can also occur after the 
Spell-Out point, along the PF-branch of the derivation? Sauerland and Elbourne 
(2002) seem to say that the answer is yes.22 Below, I argue that this is an erroneous 
conclusion.  
 
Multiple Scrambling in Japanese 
 
In a double object construction in Japanese, both objects can scramble over the 
subject, as can be seen in (41) below. 
 

                                                           
20 In Chomsky’s recent interview with Rizzi and Belletti (Chomsky 2002), he hints at 
something very similar, with contradictory wishes for the different interfaces and the tensions 
that arise as a result.  
21 This is in essence also the proposal concerning scrambling in Reinhart (1995, 1997), 
Neeleman and Reinhart (1998) and Neeleman and Weerman (1999). Those proposals differ in 
some major respects from the one advocated in the present work, for instance the fact that 
their analysis is a base-generation analysis while the one argued for here relies on syntactic 
movement as the mechanism responsible for scrambling. Nevertheless, the intuitions of these 
authors concerning the motivation for scrambling are equivalent to the ones assumed here. 
22 Other authors who have assumed that scrambling should be analyzed as an operation taking 
place in the PF-component are Ross (1967) and Chomsky (1995a). 
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(41) a. John-ga  dareka-ni  daremo-o  syookaisita 
  John-NOM  someone-DAT everyone-ACC  introduced 
  ‘John introduced everyone to someone’ 
 b. Dareka-ni  daremo-o  John-ga  syookaisita 
  someone-DAT  everyone-ACC  John-NOM  introduced 
   (Hoji 1985) 

 
Ueyama (1998, 2002) discusses these cases of multiple scrambling in her base-
generation analysis. She argues that in cases of multiple scrambling as in (41), the 
scope options of the two objects are limited. Only one of the objects can scope over 
the subject (i.e. be base-generated in her analysis), and it is usually the one that 
appears first in the linear order. The data she provides are given below. 
 
(42) [Yaohan-sae]-o  [kanarinokazu-no ginkoo]-ni  [hutatu izyoo-no  
  Yaohan.even-ACC  quite many-GEN bank-DAT  two or more-GEN 
  seizi-dantai]-ga  suisnesita  
  political party-NOM  recommended 

 
‘Two or more political parties recommended even Yaohan to quite many of 
the banks’ 

 
 *EVENx (x = Yaohan) [QUITE MANYy (y = bank) [TWO-OR-MOREz (z = 
 political party) [z recommended x to y]]] 

 
TWO-OR-MOREz (z=political party) [QUITE MANYy (y=bank) [EVENx 
(x = Yaohan) [z recommended x to y]]] 

 
 EVEN x (x =Yaohan) [TWO-OR-MORE z (z=political party) [QUITE 
 MANYy (y = bank) [z recommended x to y]]] 

 
 ??/*?QUITE MANYy (y=bank) [TWO-OR-MOREz (z = political party) 
 [EVEN x (x=Yaohan) [z recommended x to y]]]23 
 (Ueyama 1998) 

 
What (42) shows is that it is impossible for both the objects to take scope over the 
subject, and that if one of them does, it is the one that appears first. Note that this 
fact is independent of whether the accusative or the dative object appears linearly as 
the first one, a fact which is very important to the present discussion.  
 

                                                           
23 Examples from Ueyama (2002: 51-55). 
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(43) [Yaohan-ni-sae]  [kanarinokazu-no ginkoo]-o  [hutatu izyoo-no  
 Yaohan-DAT-even  quite many-GEN bank-ACC  two or more-GEN  
 seizi-dantai]-ga  suisensita 
 political party-NOM recommended 
 

‘Two or more political parties recommended quite many of the banks to even 
Yaohan’ 

 
TWO-OR-MOREz (z= political party) [EVENx (x=Yaohan) [QUITE 
MANYy (y=bank) [z recommended y to x]]] 
 
EVENx (x=Yaohan) [TWO-OR-MOREz (z=political party) [QUITE 
MANYy (y=bank) [z recommended y to x]]] 
 
??/?* QUITE MANYy (y=bank) [TWO-OR-MOREz (z=political party) 
[EVENx (x=Yaohan) [z recommended y to x]]] 
 
*EVENx (x=Yaohan) [QUITE MANYy (y=bank) [TWO-OR-MOREz 
(z=political party) [z recommended y to x]]] 

(Ueyama 1998) 
 

While the order of the two scrambled objects in (42) is accusative-dative, the order 
is inverted in (43), resulting in dative-accusative. However, as the judgments show, 
the generalization remains that only one of the objects scopes over the subject, and 
that there is a strong preference for the object which appears first in the linear order 
to do so. Ueyama’s (1998, 2002) explanation for this paradigm is as follows: the 
cases of scrambling that behave like A’-movement and reconstruct for scope are 
accounted for by PF-movement, so that the generalization on the basis of her data is 
that only one of the objects, the most embedded one, can undergo PF-movement. 
She therefore stipulates that PF-movement cannot cross over a base-generated 
object.  

Sauerland and Elbourne (2002), as mentioned above, also argue for scrambling 
in Japanese as PF-movement. They, however, take the first position proposed in the 
previous section, that PF-movement can either occur in the syntax proper or in the 
PF-component proper. They moreover assume that the reconstruction properties of 
Japanese scrambling only occur if this movement takes place in the PF-component. 
If, on the other hand, the movement occurs in core syntax, it does not reconstruct 
(i.e. it displays A-properties). In their discussion of multiple scrambling, these 
authors only refer to the relative scope possibilities of the two scrambled objects in 
relation to one another, i.e. they are not concerned with the scope interaction 
between the scrambled objects and the subject. Their argument is based on the idea 
that movement in the PF-component must always follow movement in the syntax 
proper. I repeat here the gist of the argument, which is based on an observation in 
Yatsushiro (1996). In the cases where the two objects appear below the subject, it 
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has been observed (Hoji 1985) that the scope is rigid in the dative-accusative order, 
but ambiguous in the accusative-dative order. 
 
(44) a. John-ga  dareka-ni  daremo-o  syookaisita 
  John-NOM  someone-DAT everyone-ACC introduced 
  ‘John introduced everyone to someone’ 
  unambiguous: someone > everyone, *everyone > someone 
 b. John-ga  daremo-o  dareka-ni  syookaisita 
  John-NOM  everyone-ACC someone-DAT  introduced 
  ambiguous: someone > everyone, everyone > someone 
   (Hoji 1985) 

 
This kind of data is also the reason that it has been claimed that the base order in 
Japanese is dative-accusative. Yatsushiro (1996) observed that the scope options of 
the objects in the multiple scrambling construction depend on the order in which 
they appear above the subject. If the base order is mirrored above the subject, then 
the scope rigidity is retained (45a). If, on the other hand, the objects are inverted, the 
scope becomes ambiguous again (45b). 
 
(45) a. Dareka-ni  daremo-o  John-ga  syookaisita 
  someone-DAT  everyone-ACC  John-NOM  introduced 
  unambiguous: someone > everyone, *everyone > someone 
 b. Daremo-o  dareka-ni  John-ga  syookaisita 
  everyone-ACC  someone-DAT John-NOM  introduced 
  ambiguous: someone > everyone, everyone > someone 
   (Yatsushiro 1996) 

 
The explanation that Sauerland and Elbourne (2002) provide for this paradigm is 
related to the order in which the two movements take place. They argue that 
scrambling in Japanese is subject to Shortest Attract, which may seem at first sight 
to rule out the derivation with multiple object scrambling in (45a), simply because 
the lower DP would have to be attracted first. However, if the movement of the 
dative object occurs first, then Shortest Attract is not violated since, by the time the 
accusative object must move, it is the only object still available inside VP. As a 
result, Sauerland and Elbourne (2002) conclude that the first movement (that of the 
dative object in (45a)) must be a case of movement in syntax proper, while the 
second movement (that of the accusative object in (45a)) takes place in the PF-
component. Since scope is determined by whether a given quantifier c-commands 
another quantifier at some stage of the derivation, in order to obtain reverse scope in 
(45a), the movements would have to be inverted. However, this is not possible, since 
it would imply, if combined with Shortest Attract, that movement in the PF-
component can take place before movement in syntax proper.  

As for (45b), with ambiguous scope, the authors assume that the two objects are 
first scrambled above the subject in their base order and, subsequently, the lower 
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one of the two objects scrambles over the higher one. There are therefore three 
instances of scrambling involved in this derivation, two of which are the result of 
movement in syntax proper (the objects moving over the subject), and one (the 
accusative object moving over the dative object) which can be either a movement in 
syntax proper or a movement in the PF-component, resulting in different scope 
readings. It is important to note at this point that Sauerland and Elbourne (2002) 
argue, together with Richards (1997), that movement to one and the same head 
(multiple specifiers) is always nested. Therefore, the first movement that takes place 
will lead to that constituent appearing higher than the constituent that is moved 
second.24 

In fact, the Sauerland and Elbourne (2002) analysis is incapable of accounting 
for Ueyama’s (1998, 2002) data, while the alternative view proposed in the previous 
section, whereby all PD-movement is argued to take place in syntax proper, can 
account for both the object/object and the object/subject scope patterns. Sauerland 
and Elbourne (2002) make certain predictions concerning the scope of the scrambled 
objects in relation to the subject that are not borne out. Take again their derivation of 
(45a) above, this time in schematized form. 
 
(46) DAT ACC Subject DAT ACC 

  
 Movement in syntax proper  

  Movement in the PF-component 

 
In Sauerland and Elbourne’s (2002) view, it should be possible for both the dative 
and the accusative object to have undergone movement in syntax proper. The reason 
for this is that this is precisely what the two objects are claimed to do in (45b), 
shown below as (47). Before the accusative moves to the front of the sentence, the 
two objects both undergo movement in syntax proper.  
  

                                                           
24 Richards (1997) argues that movement to multiple specifiers of the same head always 
results in tucking in. However, the movements he considers are all movements motivated by 
checking of the same feature, while in the present case, the motivation for the movement of 
the object (IS) is not the same as for the movement of the subject (EPP). 

 Note that this might seem to cause a problem for the subject movement. Clearly, subject 
movement in Japanese also targets the TP domain, and the subject is moreover the highest 
element in the VP, so it should move first, which should always result in the subject appearing 
higher than any scrambled elements. However, this might not be as much of a problem as it 
seems at first sight. The subject in Japanese moves for LF-reasons, and this movement is 
compulsory, feature-driven movement. I therefore propose that Richards’ (1997) analysis 
should take into account the motivation for movement as well as the landing-domain. The 
subject moves first, and it is only at a later stage in the derivation that scrambling takes place, 
at which stage that earlier movement no longer counts as the first step in the series of 
movements.  
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(47) ACC DAT ACC Subject DAT ACC  

 
   

Movement in syntax proper 
Movement in the PF-component Movement in syntax proper 
 
Moreover, nothing should prevent movement in syntax proper of both objects in 
(47) since the only restriction on movement in syntax proper, in Sauerland and 
Elbourne (2002), is that it should occur before movement in the PF-component. 
However, if the two objects have undergone movement in syntax proper, they 
should both scope over the subject. This is due to the fact that movement in syntax 
proper does not reconstruct in their approach. However, as argued in Ueyama (1998, 
2002), it is never the case that both objects take scope over the subject in multiple 
scrambling sentences.  

Having shown that the option adopted by Sauerland and Elbourne (2002) of 
deriving the reconstruction effects of scrambling in Japanese from the stage of the 
derivation at which the PF-movement takes place (in the syntax proper or in the PF-
component) makes wrong predictions, I go on to argue that the data follow naturally 
from the assumption that all PD-movement occurs in the syntax proper. I assume the 
nested path theory of movement of Richards (1997), as do Sauerland and Elbourne 
(2002). This means that the first object moved is always the one that appears higher, 
and it is also the one that was closest to T prior to the movement (i.e. inside the 
VP).25  

Consider once more the derivation of (45a) 
 

(48) DAT ACC Subject DAT ACC 

  
   

   

 
The dative object appears first in the linear order, which means that it must have 
moved first and that it was also the one that was in the higher position inside the VP. 
As argued earlier, what makes it possible for scrambled objects to behave (to some 
extent) as if they were in an A-position is the fact that the T-head in Japanese can 
license objective Case. I assume, however, that there is only one such feature on the 

                                                           
25 Note that at first sight, assuming this kind of Shortest Attract may seem to go against the 
whole idea of scrambling as PD-movement for information structure reasons. Since the 
movement is not attracted by any features, why should it be constrained by Shortest Attract? 
However, note that the Shortest Attract principle only becomes activated if both objects have 
to move, so that Shortest Attract is not so much a reflection of the fact that a given movement 
is attracted as of the fact that if there are two movements, they always interact in a given way 
(note that this again makes more sense under the assumption that all PD-movement happens 
in syntax). 
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T-head, so that if two objects move, only the one that moves first will have the 
option of deleting its Case feature in the T-domain.26 Therefore, either both objects 
will check their features inside VP, or the object moving first will check its feature 
in T, and the other object will do so in VP. In (48), the dative object moves first, and 
since it does so, it is also the only object that will behave as if it were in an A-
position, by failing to reconstruct. Therefore, the scope of the dative object can 
either be calculated in the landing-site or in the base-position. The scope of the 
accusative object, on the other hand, can only be assigned in the base-position. 
Therefore, in this particular type of sentence, the subject will always scope over the 
accusative object (as shown in Ueyama 1998, 2002 and (43) above), and the dative 
object will always scope over the accusative object (as shown in Sauerland and 
Elbourne 2002). The only variation concerns the relative scope of the dative object 
and the subject, which can go either way. Again, this is what Ueyama (1998, 2002) 
shows to be the case (see (43) above).  

What about the derivation of (45b), repeated here with some modifications. 
 
(49) ACC DAT Subject ACC DAT ACC 
 
 
 
The fact that the accusative object appears higher means it was moved first and, 
therefore, that it was closer to T when both objects were still inside the VP. This 
means in turn that some VP-internal scrambling must have occurred prior to the 
further scrambling of objects over the subject. As a result, independently of what 
happens at a later stage in the derivation, the ambiguous scope of the accusative and 
the dative objects in relation to each other has already been computed, by virtue of 
the VP-internal scrambling. What remains is the scope in relation to the subject. 
Since the accusative object moves first, it is the only one that can potentially have its 
Case feature deleted in T, and thereby scope over the subject. So the predictions are 
that the dative object in (45b) will always scope under the subject, while the 
accusative will either scope over or under the same said subject. This is in fact 
precisely what happens in (42).  

In this section, I have argued that the assumption that Japanese scrambling is a 
syntactic movement driven by information structure reasons, combined with the 
earlier assumption that information structure is a PF-phenomenon, leads to the 
conclusion that Japanese scrambling is the result of PD-movement. I have also 
argued that there are both empirical and theoretical reasons for assuming that this 

                                                           
26 Ueyama (1998, 2002) argues that it is ‘usually’ the first object that scopes over the subject. 
If this is indeed the case, it would imply that although only one of the objects can take its 
objective Case from the T-head, if the object that moves first does not make use of this 
opportunity, it will remain available for the second object. Note that this in no way 
undermines the analysis presented here, since the essence of Ueyama’s observation, which 
cannot be captured in Sauerland and Elbourne’s (2002) analysis, is the fact that at all times, 
only one of the objects scopes over the subject. 
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PD-movement can occur in core syntax. Within such a model, there are various 
ways of viewing what happens in Japanese. Recall that what sometimes made 
Japanese clause-internal scrambling similar to A-movement in the first place was the 
fact that the T-head in Japanese can license objective Case as well as subjective 
Case. The question therefore arises as to what causes the seemingly mixed 
properties of scrambling in Japanese. Two options come to mind: the first option is 
that the deletion of the objective Case feature is not free and Case is deleted 
wherever LF thinks the object is. What can be freely determined, however, is the 
stage in the derivation where the PD-movement takes place (i.e. before or after the 
Spell-Out split). This is the option adopted in Sauerland and Elbourne (2002).  

Another option is to assume that the PD-movement always happens in syntax 
proper; in which case what is potentially free is the position where the objective 
Case feature is deleted. The deletion can happen either in the base-position or in the 
landing-site position. I have argued, on basis of multiple scrambling constructions in 
Japanese, that this is the best way to view the mixed properties of scrambling in 
Japanese. The T-head can freely delete a feature on the object in the T-domain. An 
additional argument for this position is found in section 4.4 of the present thesis. As 
argued there, the correlation between the WCO effects of scrambling and the scope 
possibilities follow under the assumption that the object can have its Case feature 
deleted either in its base-position or in the landing-site. In order to maintain this 
explanation for the correlation between scope interpretation and WCO effects, it is 
necessary to keep assuming that the deletion of the Case feature of the object is free 
in scrambled sentences, unless an interpretative condition forces it to be otherwise. 

If the mixed properties of scrambling in Japanese are due to the freedom of Case 
feature deletion for the object, it follows that PD-movement cannot freely take place 
either in the core syntax or in the PF-component proper. Rather, this kind of 
movement always occurs in the core syntax.27 This allows us to maintain that 
syntactic movement is a property of the derivation to LF, while at the same time 
allowing that PF can sometimes make use of it for its own purposes. The properties 
of PD-movement do not result from the stage of the derivation at which it applies, 
but from its essentially different motivation. The remainder of this section deals 
briefly with some additional issues raised by the model presented here.  
 
4.6 Additional Issues 
 
4.6.1 Markedness Again 
 
The first issue is related to the concept of markedness as defined above. I have 
argued that while LF prefers to have no movement, leading to economy conditions 
applying to LF-driven movement, PF, by virtue of finding rearrangements of linear 
order more economical than shifts in intonation, will always prefer movement. As a 
result, it is the lack of movement that requires an explanation in PF terms (and that 
explanation is the presence of rigid syntactic structure). Note also that the idea that 
                                                           
27 In this sense, PD-movement is similar to the P-movement of Zubizarreta (1998). 



SCRAMBLING IN JAPANESE 

 

133

 

PF would find linear re-ordering more economical makes intuitive sense since 
marked intonation patterns always lead to ‘more work’ for PF. The question is, since 
scrambling is available as an option in Japanese, would the availability of this option 
always block the alternative derivation, with base SOV order and a stress shifting 
rule ensuring that the object is not interpreted as being in focus? This is to some 
extent an empirical issue. Ishihara (2000) and Ishii (2001) both argue that while it is 
possible in Japanese to have stress-shifting operations, scrambling always takes 
place if possible. In the present model, this would follow if the more economical 
linear re-ordering blocks the stress-shifting operation.28 However, this would also 
mean that if there is more than one focus, all the foci but the first can remain in situ 
and be dealt with by intonation.29  
 
4.6.2 Directionality in Syntax 
 
The kind of model proposed above seems to imply that the core syntactic component 
must to some extent be directional as well as hierarchical. Otherwise, PF would not 
know (unless there is a look-ahead mechanism) that raising an element in the syntax 
will result in it being more to the left, or more to the right, notions that are essential 
to the information structure component.30, 31 The reason why this might not be a 
desirable move is the fact that directionality has been to a large extent removed from 
core syntactic computation with Chomsky’s (1995a) minimalist assumption that 
syntax is to be described in terms of set theory, together with his placing of 
linearization procedures, such as Kayne’s (1994) LCA, exclusively at PF. Therefore, 
a model where syntax is again considered to be sensitive to directionality would 
have to be motivated.  

Alternatively, it might be possible to avoid making this move, while still 
maintaining the intuitions developed in the present chapter. One could say, for 
instance, that information structure, partially dealt with by intonation, is also 
sensitive to syntactic structure, as argued in Cinque (1993). In his approach, it is the 
level of embedding (a hierarchical structural notion) that determines whether a given 
element is assigned some information structure feature such as focus. In that case, 
since embedding is the relevant notion as far as stress patterns are concerned, 
elements could undergo PD-movement in order to be less embedded, and this in turn 
would mean that syntax would not require a look-ahead mechanism to determine 
whether an element will end up on the left-edge by virtue of raising. It would 
become irrelevant whether raising results in a leftward or rightward displacement. 
The only thing that would matter is that by virtue of moving, a given element would 

                                                           
28 A similar point is made for Dutch scrambling in Neeleman and Reinhart (1998); see 
discussion in chapter 4. 
29 This is apparently what happens in Hungarian (Anikó Lipták, p.c.). 
30 Note that Neeleman and Reinhart (1998), who assume a direction-blind syntax, have a 
considerable look-ahead problem (see section 3.5 in chapter 4). 
31 In Kayne’s (1994) LCA approach, this problem would not arise, since a asymmetrically c-
commanding b always results in a preceding b.  
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no longer be the most deeply embedded element in the sentence. In fact, the issue 
would become to a large extent non-existent. In this, as in the other issues discussed 
in this section, I leave the answer for future research.  
 
4.6.3 Late Adjunction 
 
I have argued that PD-movement is limited by what happens in the syntax. The 
question is, however, does PF allow counter-cyclic operations? And if so, are they 
only allowed in the purely PF part of the derivation, or can they also occur in the 
core syntactic component (for PF reasons).  

In order to try and answer this question, let us look at the Late Adjunction 
hypothesis (Lebeaux 1988, Stepanov 2001 and others) and how it deals with the 
adjunction not only of relative clauses, but also of adverbs. What has been said on 
this matter is that adjuncts are adjoined late, after cyclic movement has taken place. 
Of course, the relevant notion is not so much cyclic movement as overt cyclic 
movement. Presumably, it is possible for elements to undergo further covert cyclic 
movement after the adjunction has taken place.32 However, saying that adjuncts are 
adjoined late raises the question of what exactly is meant by ‘late’. At which point in 
the derivation does this adjunction take place? It cannot be at PF because adjuncts 
could then no longer interact syntactically with other elements in the clause (and 
they do). It cannot be at LF, because the adjuncts would be phonetically invisible. It 
cannot be ‘at Spell-Out’, because there is no such level of representation. It cannot 
be ‘after cyclic movement’, because covert cyclic movement can still follow the 
adjunction operation. Therefore, the answer has to be: in the syntax proper. In that 
case, how can the relevant properties of adjuncts be derived? How can they be 
merged counter-cyclically? The answer is: because the position in which they are 
merged is determined by PF-considerations of information structure, despite the fact 
that the merger itself takes place in the syntax proper. Note that what differentiates 
adjuncts from arguments is that they are not selected for by any specific LF-element. 
As a result, LF considerations cannot stop PF from inserting them wherever needed. 
This is opposed to cases where LF can block some PF effects that could destroy 
selection requirements, such as the adjacency condition on verb and object in, for 
instance, English (see Neeleman and Reinhart 1998 and chapter 4 of this thesis). On 
the other hand, it is the case that adjuncts are interpreted by LF within a certain 
domain, and the freedom that PF is given to insert them at random is therefore also 
reduced by the fact that this ‘random’ position must be within the LF domain where 
the adjunct is interpreted.  

Suppose then that the adverbs/adjuncts are inserted at some point in the core 
syntactic component. The position in which they appear will be regulated by PF 
considerations of information structure. However, it might be that in terms of 
interpretation, the adverb should appear higher than the position in which it was 
inserted in syntax. Then LF will raise the adverb to adjoin it to the domain over 
                                                           
32 This is in any case true in a model where covert movement essentially means ‘pronouncing 
a lower copy’ (see Bobaljik 2002, among others). 
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which it scopes. This explains why adverbs can sometimes appear on the surface to 
have been lowered. However, if the adverb is inserted in a position higher than the 
position where it is interpreted, a problem arises. LF does not have a lowering 
operation: it is a strictly cyclic interface. Therefore, it will not be possible for LF to 
lower the adverb into the position where it should scope. This is why it is not 
possible to have adverbs appearing higher than their domain. The only exceptions 
are the cases where adverbs are topicalized.33 34  
 
4.6.4 Case at PF (and at LF) 
 
I argued in chapter 1 that Case is a PF consideration (see also Neeleman and 
Reinhart 1998). Why would this be so? Neeleman and Reinhart (1998) (see also 
chapter 4) argue that the reason is due to the fact that Case is related to 
directionality, more specifically to the OV/VO distinction, and that directionality is 
a PF phenomenon. Embick and Noyer (2001) also argue that Case is a PF 
phenomenon, because Case morphemes are morphemes that do not exist in the 
numeration.35 In chapter 1, I also mention that there is an additional reason to 
assume that Case is a PF-relevant notion. The Visibility Condition of Rouveret and 
Vergnaud (1980) and Chomsky (1981) states that Case is necessary in order to make 
an overt DP visible. This type of notion of visibility, and the fact that it only affects 
overt DPs, i.e. elements that have a phonological matrix, provides an additional 
argument for the PF-nature of Case.  

However, the idea that Case is exclusively a PF-notion is problematic in various 
ways. First of all, the analysis as presented above implies that the deletion of Case 
features on the object in Japanese is directly related to the position in which 
interpretive conditions such as binding and scope are computed. This implies that 
the deletion of the Case feature correlates with LF-notions, which makes it difficult 
to maintain that Case should be solely a PF-phenomenon. Neeleman and Weerman 
(1999) also argue that Case is both a PF- and an LF-phenomenon. Moreover, I 
argued in chapters 1 and 2 of the present thesis that Case licensing in many 
languages, if not all languages, depends on the presence of a certain amount of 
syntactic structure.  

Finally, assuming that Case is solely of importance at PF leads to the following 
question. I have argued that information structure is resolved at PF, and that it 
moreover dictates certain conditions. I have also argued, however, that if syntax in 
some way interferes with this PF-consideration, PF will resolve the issue in a 
different way, i.e. with a stress-shifting operation. The question is, why is it not 
                                                           
33 In the case of adverb topicalization, it is unclear to me whether the movement is driven by 
regular LF considerations of feature checking, or whether information structure (and therefore 
PF) is responsible for the movement. See also the note on topicalization below.  
34 Hoffman (1996) proposes a mechanism of adjunction that is essentially equivalent to this. 
See chapter 2 for discussion. 
35 Note, however, that in their model, Case only qualifies as a PF-phenomenon in some 
languages. Of course, in order to maintain the analysis of Early Spell-Out for Russian, I do 
not accept their position. 
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possible for PF to resolve the failed Case patterns in a similar fashion, making use of 
intonation? Case is after all a PF matter. This is an additional indication of the fact 
that Case is both a PF and an LF matter. On the one hand, its licensing is directional, 
on the other hand, it depends on a certain amount of structure, and the intonation 
cannot replace the lack of this structure. In that sense, Case assignment is a hybrid 
notion. It is a matter of syntax proper, and that is the reason it was considered to be a 
Surface Structure filter in older (GB) versions of the model. There is, nevertheless, a 
clear difference between placing Case as a filter at a representational level such as 
Surface Structure, and assuming that Case is derivational, that its licensing occurs in 
the core syntax, and that it is motivated by both LF and PF considerations.  
 
4.6.5 Topicalization as PD-movement 
 
A possible consequence of the model presented here is that all movement that occurs 
for information structure reasons is PD-movement in the sense of the present work. 
Topicalization, of the type encountered in a multitude of languages, is movement for 
topic reasons. It is moreover overt movement, which happens in the core syntactic 
component. One might therefore argue that topicalization is PD-movement. Note 
that topicalization is only visible if it affects elements within the VP, but it is 
vacuous in the case of the subject. The reason might be that the subject does not 
require PD-movement to be interpreted as a topic. It is the default topic. However, in 
order to avoid syntax knowing about directionality, one would again have to argue 
that what determines topichood is related to syntactic embedding, or at least to some 
sort of syntactic configuration. Topicalization could then be viewed as the English 
equivalent of scrambling. In the next section, I discuss the cross-linguistic 
differences between languages like Japanese, with extensive PD-movement, and 
languages like English, which only has limited possibilities for PD-movement to 
occur.36  
 
4.6.6 Cross-linguistic Variation 
 
In section 3, I discussed certain properties of Japanese that argue against Japanese 
being an Early Spell-Out language. This means that within the model developed in 
chapters 1 and 2, Japanese behaves in a way similar to English, and only allows 
Spell-Out at the CP level. This is shown in the model of Japanese grammar below. 
 

                                                           
36 Note that apart from topicalization, Heavy NP-shift in English might also be viewed as a 
case of PD-movement. 



SCRAMBLING IN JAPANESE 

 

137

 

(50)   [numeration] 
     LF 
       
     LF 
  
 PF (CP)   LF 
 
     LF 
 
 
Therefore, the question of cross-linguistic variation reduces to the question of the 
difference between Japanese on the one hand, and languages like English on the 
other. This question in turn reduces to two different questions, namely a) what are 
the mechanics available to Japanese that are not available to English?, and b) what is 
the motivation in Japanese that is not a motivation in English? The answer to the b) 
question is simply: nothing. As argued in section 2 above, the motivation for 
scrambling in Japanese is related to PF considerations of information structure. 
These same considerations hold for English. The difference is simply that something 
in the structure of Japanese T allows syntactic movement for PF reasons to take 
place, as opposed to English, where no such possibility exists, and the marked 
option of intonation is required in order to achieve the same discourse effect. 
Therefore, the question reduces to a), namely the precise structural difference 
between the two languages.  

In the analysis presented above, one of the striking properties of Japanese which 
differentiates it from a language like English is the fact that the T-head in Japanese 
can delete the objective Case feature. This has the consequence that an object 
appearing in the T-domain in Japanese can behave to all intents and purposes as if it 
were in what used to be traditionally called an A-position. Saito (1992), when 
arguing for this property of the Japanese T-head, linked it to verb movement.37 
However, if verb movement were the diagnostic of this peculiarity of T-heads, the 
system would over-generate cross-linguistically. The prediction would be that all 
languages that have verb movement have scrambling of the kind found in Japanese. 
This is clearly not the case. A language such as French, which has been argued to 
have overt verb movement (Pollock 1989, among others), does not allow the kind of 
scrambling that Japanese allows.38  
 

                                                           
37 Other authors have also linked verb movement to scrambling in Japanese; see among others 
Miyagawa (1997, 2000). 
38 Note that I state here that verb movement cannot be that which distinguishes between 
languages that allow Japanese style scrambling and languages that do not. This does not, 
however, imply that Japanese has no verb movement. Rather, having verb movement is not a 
sufficient condition for the kind of scrambling encountered in Japanese. 
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(51)  a. Jean mange une pomme 
 Jean eats an apple 
 b. *Une pomme Jean mange 
 an apple Jean eats 
 ‘Jean is eating an apple’  
 

Another possibility that Japanese offers is to link the special properties of the T-
head to the option of having multiple subjects (Kuroda 1988, among others). In 
particular, the Japanese TP has been argued to have more than one specifier, which 
would explain why it can have multiple subjects.  
 
(52)  zoo-ga hana-ga nagai 
 ‘Elephants have long trunks’ 
  (Kuroda 1988) 
 
This particular property seems intuitively to corroborate the findings from 
scrambling: since these multiple specifier positions are available in the Japanese T-
domain, scrambling can make use of them. This option is not available in English, 
because English does not have multiple subjects. However, linking the properties of 
the Japanese T-head with the multiple specifier option results in cross-linguistic 
under-generation. For instance, German scrambling behaves in a way remarkably 
similar to the Japanese patterns we have examined so far. In Saito (1992), the two 
languages are compared on the properties of their scrambling mechanisms, and the 
conclusion is that they behave in exactly the same way on all relevant points. Saito 
(1992) uses evidence gathered in Webelhuth (1989) to show that in German OSV 
sentences, the object behaves as if it were sometimes in an A- and sometimes in an 
A’-position. The tests used in Webelhuth (1989) are identical to the ones that have 
been discussed in the present chapter for Japanese. WCO and anaphor binding facts 
show that the scrambled object can be an A-binder in German OSV. Moreover, facts 
from parasitic gap licensing show that the object can also be in an A’-position (see 
Webelhuth 1989 for an extensive argumentation). Since German shares the 
peculiarities of scrambling that I have discussed for Japanese, it would be desirable 
to have the same treatment for the two languages. However, German does not allow 
multiple nominative constructions, and it is therefore not feasible to argue that 
German has multiple specifiers for T, in the same way as Japanese does. Therefore, 
by maintaining that it is the multiple specifiers property of T in Japanese that 
underlies the scrambling pattern, we lose the generalization that German and 
Japanese are of the same type.  

It seems that neither of the two properties that have so far been linked to the 
peculiar Case licensing capacity of the Japanese T-head leads to the correct 
generalization cross-linguistically. On the other hand, simply stating that the 
Japanese T-head can delete the Case feature of the object and that this property 
explains the availability of scrambling is circular. This property of the T-head is 
only mentioned in relation to the scrambling pattern in the first place. What is 
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required, therefore, is a property that would correlate with scrambling, and include 
German while excluding French. One possibility is the familiar observation that OV 
languages allow scrambling, while VO languages do not.  

Reinhart and Neeleman (1998), as well as Neeleman and Weerman (1999), make 
extensive use of this correlation to set up their system of Case licensing, and to link 
it to the scrambling patterns of the languages of the world. They assume that there 
are two parameters related to Case licensing. One is the direction in which it takes 
place (right or left), the other is the domain in which it occurs (syntactic or 
prosodic). In fact, they argue, these parameters are co-dependent, such that Case 
licensing to the right will always lead to licensing in the prosodic domain, while 
licensing to the left will lead to Case being licensed in the syntactic domain. The 
syntactic domain licensing allows for a broader scale of options since there is no 
need for adjacency; rather it is sufficient that the head that licenses Case and the DP 
are in the same XP. Since Case is licensed at PF, the preference always goes to the 
prosodic domain, rather than the syntactic one. However, PF has at its disposal both 
the syntactic and the prosodic structure, and it can therefore still make use of the 
syntactic domain if the prosodic one is unavailable in some languages. 

VO languages, according to this model, have Case licensing to the right, which 
means that Case is licensed in the prosodic domain, but the addition of any 
constituent between the verb and the object will destroy the prosodic configuration, 
and the two will no longer appear in one prosodic domain, with the result that the 
object Case feature will not be deleted. OV languages, on the other hand, have a 
Case licensing procedure to the left. As a result, the object and the verb, even if they 
are adjacent, are never in the same prosodic domain. This means that these 
languages always have to rely on the syntactic domain. Therefore, as long as the DP 
and the head that licenses the Case feature are in the same domain, Case feature 
deletion can take place. 

The analysis in Neeleman and Weerman (1999) and Reinhart and Neeleman 
(1998) is a base-generation analysis. They assume that all scrambling orders are 
directly base-generated (see chapter 4 for more extensive discussion of their 
approach). However, their generalizations can be maintained in the present 
framework where scrambling is assumed to be the result of movement, because 
nothing in the analysis hinges on the fact that scrambling is the result of base-
generation. What’s more, the idea that the T-head in Japanese can delete the Case 
feature of the object can now be viewed as an extension of the fact that Japanese, 
like other OV languages, licenses Case in the syntactic domain. This domain should 
normally be the VP, but due to the verb movement that occurs in Japanese, the 
domain is extended to TP. It is now possible to explain both why German has 
Japanese style scrambling and why French does not. In French, which is a VO 
language, the question of verb movement does not arise, because Case can be 
licensed in the prosodic domain, which is always the most local domain possible. In 
German, on the other hand, verb movement allows for the extension of the syntactic 
domain to TP, and the OV nature of the language ensures that it is the syntactic 
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domain that is relevant for the Case feature deletion.39 Having discussed the cross-
linguistic variation with Japanese-style scrambling, in the next section I discuss 
three recent approaches to Japanese scrambling, and show that they all to some 
extent fail to account for the core data of section 4.2.  
 
5. Previous Analyses 
 
5.1 Ueyama (1998, 2002) 
 
5.1.1 Summary  
 
Ueyama (1998, 2002) argues that the mixed scope properties of the OSV order in 
Japanese (see example (11) above) are due to the fact that it can result from two 
different configurations. In the case where the object takes scope over the subject, 
she argues that the object has been base-generated above the subject, in an IP-
adjoined position. In the case where the subject takes scope over the object, the 
object has been moved, by PF-movement, to that same IP-adjoined position. In this 
second case, the scope effects are due to the fact that the movement reconstructs. 
She also observes that the base-generation option is more restricted than the moved 
option. There are three environments where this is visible: a) long-distance 
scrambling is never the result of base-generation, b) in cases of multiple-scrambling, 
only one of the objects can be base-generated in scrambled position and c) certain 
predicates disallow base-generation altogether.  

Ueyama (1998, 2002) provides an analysis that accounts both for the two 
configurations that lead to an OSV order and for the restrictions on base-generation. 
She assumes that in the base-generation case, the object is generated outside of the 
θ-domain of the predicate. In order to make the link between the position of the 
base-generated object and the θ-position with which it is associated, Ueyama argues 
that there is an empty operator that starts out in the θ-marked position and then 
moves on to adjoin to the position in which the object is base-generated. In order to 
account for the restrictions on this option, Ueyama argues that this empty operator 
movement is clause-bound. This explains why long-distance OSV is always the 
result of movement. Moreover, she assumes that there is only one slot for the base-
generated object outside of the θ-domain, which explains why in cases of multiple 
scrambling (see section 4.5 above), only one object can be base-generated outside of 
the θ-domain of the predicate.40 Finally, she argues that the properties of the base-
                                                           
39 Bailyn (2002a) observes that the generalization that OV languages allow scrambling while 
VO languages do not breaks down once languages such as Russian (VO, extensive 
scrambling) are considered. However, in the present approach, Russian cannot be a counter-
example to the correlation, because the mechanism responsible for the Russian type of 
scrambling, i.e. Early Spell-Out, is independent of the VO/OV distinction.  
40 As for the third restriction on the distribution of base-generation, Ueyama (1998, 2002) 
claims that it is related to the interpretation of the object. She claims that with certain 
predicates, the clause becomes interpreted as an ‘eventuality’, in which case an object base-
generated outside of the θ-domain would not be interpretable.  
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generation construction, such as the absence of WCO effects and the wide scope 
reading of the object in relation to the subject, follow automatically under the 
assumption that the object is base-generated higher than the subject.  

The derivation of the moved object is different. Here, Ueyama assumes that the 
object starts out in its θ-position, and then moves out, as a result of PF-movement. 
She argues that there is no ‘syntactic’ motivation for this movement, which is her 
main argument for claiming that the movement is a PF-movement. In order to 
account for the fact that in multiple scrambling configurations, the first object is 
usually the base-generated one (see (42) above), Ueyama argues that the PF-
movement cannot cross an object base-generated outside of the θ-domain. As for the 
properties of the moved object, such as the preservation of WCO effects and the 
narrow scope reading of the object in relation to the subject, Ueyama argues that 
they follow directly from the PF-movement and the fact that this movement 
reconstructs.  

 
5.1.2 Discussion 
 
Ueyama’s (1998, 2002) analysis is similar to the analysis here in assuming that the 
movement that causes clause-internal scrambling in Japanese is somehow related to 
PF. Nevertheless, her analysis is problematic and empirically it fails to cover the 
core data of section 4.2 of this chapter. The first, and by far the most important, 
problem of the analysis has to do with the fact that it predicts that SOV sentences 
should also be ambiguous in terms of scope, just as the OSV sentences. This 
prediction is not realized. In order to understand this, let us review Ueyama’s 
reasoning. Her argumentation rests upon the fact that SOV in Japanese is 
unambiguous in terms of scope, while OSV has ambiguous scope. She argues that of 
the two OSV options for scope, one is due to the base-generation of the object 
higher than the subject, while the other is due to A’-movement, which then 
reconstructs. The three options are schematized below: 
 
(53) a. Surface order SOV 
   Results from SOV  

��S > O (the subject scopes over the object) 
b. Surface order OSV 

Results from SOV, then movement, and then reconstruction at LF 
��S > O (the subject scopes over the object) 

c. Surface order OSV 
Results from OSV  
��O > S (the object scopes over the subject) 

 
However, there is a fourth option predicted by this paradigm, namely (54). 
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(54) Surface order SOV 
  Results from OSV, then movement and then reconstruction at LF 

��O > S (the object scopes over the subject) 
 
In the kind of base-generation analysis presented in Ueyama (1998, 2002), the PF-
movement that is sometimes the cause of the object scrambling is also available to 
the subject. This movement is driven by focus considerations. It is therefore 
perfectly possible for the subject to adjoin higher, over the base-generation site of 
the object, in order to obtain its focus reading. The prediction is that SOV should be 
just as scope-ambiguous as OSV is. However, this is not the case. This is a problem 
for any base-generation analysis, not just the one presented in Ueyama (1998, 2002), 
and it is therefore a convincing argument for the syntactic movement analysis of 
scrambling in Japanese presented here. The problem described above does not exist 
for the analysis adopted here, since SOV is not the result of any movement, apart 
from the movement of the subject to its position in the T-domain. Note that since the 
movement is driven by PF-considerations of information structure, it cannot apply 
vacuously to the subject in SOV, nor can it force the subject to cross over the moved 
object (OSV, then subject movement, resulting in SOV). If the information structure 
of the sentence is such that the subject is required to be linearly more to the left than 
the object, then the first leg of the movement, the one that raises the object over the 
subject, would not have taken place.  

Ueyama’s (1998, 2002) analysis has an additional problem; it is incapable of 
accounting for the binding facts, in particular the mixed properties of the object in 
the OSV cases. She discards all binding evidence, arguing that the anaphors in 
Japanese are not real anaphors in any way, and should therefore not be taken into 
consideration. She bases herself on Hoji (1998), who claims that Japanese anaphors 
are peculiar. However, peculiar or not, they do display patterns that require an 
explanation, as Saito (2003) among others has proved. Moreover, an analysis that 
only explains the scope facts but not the binding facts is by definition inferior to one 
that explains both.  

Note that Ueyama’s analysis does raise the issue of whether base-generation in 
non-canonical order (i.e. having the subject base-generated as a sister to the verb, 
and the object merged later and higher up) should or should not be possible within 
the model, and if it is not, what rules it out. It should be clear that nothing in the 
model adopted here argues against the possibility of base-generation as such. The 
reason this is so is that the subject in this analysis always raises to Spec,TP, and that 
this movement takes place for Case or EPP reasons. As a result, it is impossible to 
trace back the original base-generated position of the subject, and it might very well 
be that the subject is generated lower than the object. Moreover, it is possible to 
argue that Japanese in particular has the option of base-generating constituents in 
non-canonical order, because Japanese displays some properties of ergative 
languages. As has been observed in the literature (Harada 1971, 1976, Watanabe 
1996) in Japanese, there is a dependence relation between accusative and nominative 
Case. In particular, it is never possible to have accusative Case without nominative 
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Case. This can be shown in the Nominative-Genitive conversion (the so-called ga-
no Conversion); see (55) below. 
 
(55) Tyuugokugo-ga/-no  wakar-u  nihonzin 
 Chinese-NOM/-GEN  understands  Japanese-PERSON 
 ‘a Japanese person who understands Chinese’ 
  (Hiraiwa 2001) 
 
In Japanese, the leftmost NP of a relative clause or a noun complement clause can be 
marked by either the nominative ga or the genitive no. However, if the relative 
clause also contains an object marked by the accusative o, then the nominative is 
compulsory.  
 
(56) Kinoo  John-ga/-*no  hon-o  katta  mise 
 yesterday  John-NOM/-*GEN  book-ACC bought  store 
 ‘the store where John bought the book yesterday’  
 (Hiraiwa 2001) 

 
As can be seen in (56), the accusative Case only appears in conjunction with the 
nominative Case. If the subject is realized in the genitive Case, the accusative Case 
is no longer available. This type of dependence between certain cases is typical of 
ergativity. It could therefore be used to argue that Japanese has non-canonical base-
generation. It should however be clear that base-generation of this kind, if adopted, 
has some serious consequences for the way that the derivation is viewed. 

More specifically, it raises the question of the principles according to which the 
elements are merged together into a larger structure. In earlier stages of the theory, 
i.e. the GB model, the level of Deep Structure, which was the first level of 
representation, was governed by θ-role assignment and s-selection. The arguments 
of a verb were connected to the verb at this level, in the configurational order in 
which they were assigned their θ-roles. With the advent of the Minimalist Program 
(Chomsky 1995a), and the disappearance of the Deep Structure as a level of 
representation, matters have become more complex. The question is when and in 
what way s-selection and θ-role assignment apply. There have been proposals in the 
literature that θ-role theory is an LF notion, and that θ-roles should therefore be 
viewed as CI-features (Bošković and Takahashi 1998, Hornstein 1999, Lasnik 1999, 
etc). This kind of approach, however, leaves open the question of what it is that 
directs the merger of constituents. If θ-roles are only checked at LF, does this mean 
that elements can be merged originally in any random way, as long as later 
operations ensure that they end up in a position where their θ-roles can be checked? 
Or are there still principles that govern the merger? Note that by moving the θ-role 
theory to LF, nothing has as yet been said about s-selection. It might therefore be the 
case that it is s-selection that determines in which order elements are merged. In this 
case, the question becomes whether s-selection is compatible with a non-canonical 
base-generation. I leave the answer to this question for future research, with the 
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caveat that it seems more economical to have s-selection, however it is formulated, 
than not to, especially considering the fact that since base-generation is only 
available (if at all) in some languages, some extra parameter would have to be 
introduced that explains why these particular languages allow it.41  
 
5.2 Miyagawa (2003) 
 
5.2.1 Summary 
 
Miyagawa (2003) argues that there are two mechanisms that lead to the OSV order, 
one of them the A-movement of the object to satisfy the EPP, the other an A’-
movement of the object for focus reasons. In the former case, the object appears in 
the Spec,TP position, while in the latter, it is adjoined to TP. Miyagawa (2003) 
argues that languages are parametrized in terms of the type of element which can 
satisfy the EPP in T. While in languages like English it is always the subject that 
satisfies the EPP, in languages such as Japanese, due to the verb raising to T, it is 
equally possible for the object to satisfy the EPP. This analysis predicts first of all 
that the subject will appear in a lower position in the OSV order where it is the 
object that satisfies the EPP (i.e. the A-movement case), because since the object has 
already risen for EPP purposes, there is no need for the subject to raise as well. A 
second prediction is that if no verb movement takes place, as in some emphatic 
constructions, then the object can only be interpreted as being in an A’-position, 
because the subject will then once again be the only element which can license the 
EPP. This analysis accounts for the mixed properties (A/A’) of the object in OSV 
orders in Japanese, both in terms of binding and in terms of scope. However, it also 
faces some serious problems. 
 
5.2.2 Discussion 
 
There are various problems with Miyagawa’s analysis, the first one being that he 
predicts, just as Ueyama (1998, 2002) does, that SOV should also have an 
interpretation where the object scopes over the subject. Consider the following 
derivation: the object moves to the Spec,TP position in order to check the EPP 
feature. This means that the subject is free to remain in its base position within the 
vP domain. However, it might very well be that the subject still raises, for the same 
focus reasons that sometimes make the object raise in OSV orders, and this 
movement of the subject would then be A’-movement. Note that the movement of 
the object to the Spec,TP position is an instance of A-movement. The result is that 
the object will be in Spec,TP for purposes of binding and scope, while the subject, 
which has undergone A’-movement, will reconstruct to its base-position, which, 
being in the vP domain, is lower than Spec,TP. As a result, the surface order will be 
                                                           
41 Another possible consequence of assuming base-generation outside of VP (which is not the 
same thing as non-canonical base-generation) is that it might be possible for subjects to be 
merged directly into the T-domain.  
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SOV, but the object should still scope over the subject, and bind into it. Neither of 
these predictions is borne out, as has been extensively shown above. 

In addition, the analysis faces other problems related to the arguments that are 
being used. Miyagawa (2003) uses the interaction between negation scope and 
adverbs to argue for a given position of the object or the subject, and for the role 
EPP plays in the scrambling paradigm. He uses high adverbs, which he argues are 
adjoined to the TP, to ensure that all the arguments in the sentence are outside of the 
vP domain. His argument can be summarized as follows. On basis of the data in 
(57): 
 
(57) a. Zen’in-ga  saiwaini  sono  tesuto-o  uke-nakat-ta 
 all-NOM  fortunately  that  test-ACC  take-NEG-PAST 
 ‘Fortunately, all didn’t take that test’ 
  SQ high adverb O Vneg (Q>Neg) 
 b. Sono  tesuto-oi  zen’in-ga  saiwaini ti  uke-nakat-ta  
  that  test-ACC  all-NOM  fortunately  take-NEG-PAST  
  ‘That test, fortunately all didn’t take’ 
  O SQ high adverb Vneg (Q>Neg) 
   (Miyagawa 2003) 

 
Miyagawa (2003) argues that the subject must be in Spec,TP in the SOV order 
(57a), which would explain why negation cannot scope over it. Negation is attached 
to T in Miyagawa’s (2003) analysis. Moreover, the subject is also in Spec,TP in 
(57b), again because the negation cannot scope over it. Note that the fact that the 
subject precedes a high adverb ensures that it cannot be in its base-position. 
However, it is also interesting to examine the patterns that arise when the object, 
rather than the subject, contains a quantifier. The result is shown below. 
 
(58) a. Gakusei-ga  saiwaini  tesuto  zenbu-o  uke-nakat-ta 
  student-NOM  fortunately  test  all-ACC  take-NEG-PAST 
  ‘The student fortunately did not take all the tests’ 
  S high adverb OQ Vneg (Q>Neg, Neg>Q) 
 b. Tesuto  zenbu-oi  gakusei-ga  saiwaini ti  uke-nakat-ta 
  test  all-ACC  student-NOM  fortunately  take-NEG-PAST  
  ‘All the tests, the student fortunately did not take’ 

  OQ S high adverb V (Q>Neg, Neg>Q) 
   (Hiromu Sakai, p.c.) 

 
The fact that the negation can scope over the quantified object in (58b) follows from 
Miyagawa’s approach. The object is analyzed as not being in the Spec,TP, but rather 
in an adjoined position, having undergone A’-movement, which then reconstructs. 
However, the position of the adverb in (57) and (58) is not the only one that is 
available, and once the adverb is placed differently, the results seem to contradict 
Miyagawa’s (2003) conclusions. The problematic example is given in (59) below.  
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(59)  Gakusei-ga  tesuto zenbu-oi  saiwaini ti  uke-nakat-ta42 
  student-NOM  test  all-ACC  fortunately  take-NEG-PAST  
  ‘All the tests, the student fortunately did not take’ 
  S OQ high adverb Vneg (Q>Neg) 
  (Miyagawa 2003) 
 
The fact that the negation cannot scope over the quantifier object in (59) indicates, 
according to Miyagawa (2003), that this object is in Spec,TP, where it satisfies the 
EPP. Therefore, the subject must be in an adjoined A’-position higher than Spec,TP, 
and this movement of the subject across the object is the kind of movement that 
reconstructs. As a result, this derivation should lead to a surface SOV order where 
the object scopes over the subject. As has been extensively demonstrated, this does 
not occur.  

A second problem with the argument concerning the link between negation 
scope and adverbs of different types is again related to the fact that adverbs in 
Japanese can appear in various positions other than the ones assumed in Miyagawa 
(2003). These positions result in different scope effects for the negation, which 
Miyagawa’s (2003) approach cannot readily account for. A sample is provided in 
(60) below (Hiromu Sakai, p.c). 
 
(60) a. Gakusei-ga  saiwaini  [subete-no tesuto]-o  uke-nakat-ta 
  student-NOM fortunately  all the tests-ACC  did not take 
 b. Saiwaini  gakusei-ga  [subete-no tesuto]-o  uke-nakat-ta 
  fortunately  student-NOM  all the tests-ACC  did not take 
 c. [Subete-no tesuto]-o  gakusei-ga  saiwaini  uke-nakat-ta 
  all the tests-ACC  student-NOM  fortunately  did not take 
 d. [Subete-no tesuto]-o  saiwaini  gakusei-ga  uke-nakat-ta 
  all the tests-ACC  fortunately  student-NOM  did not take 
 e. Saiwaini  [subete-no tesuto]-o  gakusei-ga  uke-nakat-ta 
  fortunately  all the tests-ACC  student-NOM  did not take 
  (Q > Neg, Neg > Q in all cases)  
  ‘Fortunately, the student did not take all the tests’ 
    

An additional problem with Miyagawa’s (2003) argumentation has to do with the 
paradigm of negation scope with low adverbs. If a low adverb (one that is adjoined 
to vP, according to Miyagawa 2003) is inserted into the paradigm in (60), the result 
is that all four orders in (61) provide an ambiguous reading for negation scope. This 
is shown below. 
 

                                                           
42 The co-indexing in (59) seems to indicate that it is the object tesuto zenbu-o ‘all the tests’ 
that has moved across the adverb saiwaini ‘fortunately’. However, it might just as well be the 
case that the adverb itself has either been moved, or has been inserted in a different position 
(see section 4.6.3). I do not wish to choose between these options at this point. Besides, either 
of these options leads to the same problem for Miyagawa (2003). 
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(61) a. Zen’in-ga  sono tesuto-o  isoide  uke-nakat-ta   (Q>Neg, Neg>Q) 
  all-NOM  that test-ACC  quickly  did not take 

b. Sono tesuto-o  zen’in-ga  isoide  uke-nakat-ta   (Q>Neg, Neg>Q) 
  that test-ACC  all-NOM  quickly  did not take 
  ‘Everyone did not take that test quickly’ 
 c. Tesuto zenbu-o  gakusei-ga  isoide  uke-nakat-ta   (Q>Neg, Neg>Q) 
  test all-ACC  student-NOM  quickly  did not take 
 d. Gakusei-ga  tesuto zenbu-o  isoide  uke-nakat-ta   (Q>Neg, Neg>Q) 
  student-NOM  test all-ACC  quickly  did not take  
  ‘The student did not take all the tests quickly’ 
 (Hiromu Sakai, p.c.) 

 
Following Miyagawa’s (2003) reasoning, it would appear that when both the subject 
and the object are out of the vP domain to which the low adverb is attached, they can 
still both be under the scope of negation. The only explanation for this, following his 
analysis, is that both the object and the subject have undergone A’-movement that 
would allow them to reconstruct into the lower vP domain. This would, however, 
imply that nothing satisfies the EPP in these sentences.  

A final possible problem for Miyagawa’s (2003) approach lies in using the 
negation scope facts in the first place. He argues that, independently from adverbs, 
the paradigm of negation scope is as follows: in SOV, the negation scopes over the 
object and the object scopes over the negation, but the negation cannot scope over 
the subject. This confirms, in his view, the fact that, in SOV, the subject is in 
Spec,TP while the object is lower, somewhere in the v/VP domain. On the other 
hand, in the OSV order, it is not only possible for the object to scope over negation, 
but also for the negation to scope over the object. From this fact, Miyagawa derives 
the idea that the object has moved as a result of either A- or A’-movement. The 
problem with this argument is that Miyagawa (2003) only uses subordinate clauses 
to argue for these facts, while my informants agree that it is generally impossible for 
the negation to scope over the subject (no matter what position it is in) in matrix 
clauses. If Miyagawa (2003) is to maintain negation scope facts as an argument, he 
would have to account for the restriction of the paradigm to the subordinate clause 
domain.  

The fact that in matrix clauses, the negation can never scope over the subject 
offers additional support to the analysis advocated in this thesis. One of the main 
differences in predictions between Miyagawa’s (2003) analysis and the analysis 
advocated here is the fact that in the present analysis, the subject is always in the 
Spec,TP position, irrespective of what happens to the object. Therefore, it would 
follow that negation, if it is indeed in T, can never scope over the subject.43 
Although it provides support for the analysis argued for here, I am reluctant to make 
use of the scope of negation data, because it seems to me, on the basis of the 
                                                           
43 Additional evidence for the subject being in Spec,TP in Japanese is provided by Ono 
(2001). He argues for this position on the basis of the Case-marker drop facts and some 
patterns found with floating quantifiers. 
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complicated scope paradigms in (60) and (61), that the problem of negation scope is 
too thorny to be handled appropriately in the present work. Nevertheless, it remains 
the case that Miyagawa’s (2003) argument does not hold. I conclude that the 
arguments Miyagawa (2003) uses to argue for his EPP analysis are insufficient, and 
that they even sometimes point more in the direction of the analysis adopted here 
than his own. Moreover, his analysis suffers from the fact that it predicts a scope 
ambiguity in SOV sentences. 
 
5.3 Saito (2003) 
 
5.3.1 Summary 
 
Saito (2003) discusses extensively an earlier version of the analysis of Kitahara 
(2002) that is very similar to the one adopted here, but he decides against it because 
of one fundamental shortcoming: the fact that it is Case-dependent and therefore 
cannot be applied to PPs. He therefore goes on to propose an alternative analysis, 
which does not rely on Case licensing in any way, but does to a large extent 
maintain the derivational assumptions central to both Kitahara’s proposal and to the 
present analysis.  

Saito (2003) argues that scrambling is a uniform phenomenon, caused by 
movement of the object, in which there is only one landing-site, and he remains 
elusive about the nature of the site (essentially because it makes no difference what 
it is called), although it is clear that this landing-site is in the TP domain. Unlike the 
present approach, he argues that there is only one position in Japanese where the 
objective Case can be checked, and that position is in the domain of the verb (or v). 
As a result, both long-distance scrambling and clause-internal scrambling 
reconstruct.44 As for the different binding properties of the object in clause-internal 
scrambling and in long-distance scrambling, Saito argues that they are all due to the 
derivational steps of the chain, and the position in which particular features are 
deleted. In this system, a DP has two or three features attached to it. It has a D-
feature, which is the feature related to Case, it has a P-feature, which is its 
phonological matrix and, if it is an anaphor, it also carries an A-feature.  

Saito (2003) relies heavily on what it means for movement to be Copy and 
Delete (Chomsky 1995a) and he argues that the above-mentioned features are 
deleted at different points in the derivation, depending on the position in which a 
given feature is selected for. For instance, the D-feature of a DP is deleted in the 
position where it is selected, which is always in the base-position for the object. 
Therefore, if the object undergoes syntactic movement, the further steps of the chain 
will no longer contain the D-feature. This is shown below. 
 
(62) a. [TP  O [TP  S [VP  O V]]] 
  {P, D} {P, D} {P, D} 
                                                           
44 The only type of scrambling that has potentially two checking positions for the object is 
VP-internal scrambling (see section 6.2 for further discussion). 
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 b. [TP  O [TP  S [VP  O V]]] 
  {P}  {P, D}  {D} 
 
The D feature of the object is checked and deleted in its base-position, and the 
landing-site therefore only contains the P feature. 

Since the D-feature is responsible for the interpretation of the DP in terms of 
scope and binding, the result will be that the movement of the object will always 
reconstruct for interpretation purposes. The P-feature is always only deleted in the 
highest copy of any step of the chain, and it will therefore always reach the highest 
position in the chain, which is where the DP will be pronounced. As for the A-
feature, it can be carried along with the P-feature, essentially because it is not 
selected for in any particular position. Since the A-feature is carried along for free, 
the result is that Condition A of the Binding Theory will apply at any stage in the 
derivation. Saito (2003) moreover assumes that binding can take place after a new 
copy has been created, and re-merged, but before the features in either of the two 
relevant copies have been deleted. In combination with a derivational theory of 
binding, whereby Condition A applies everywhere and Condition C applies only at 
LF, Saito is capable of deriving the binding properties both of clause-internal and of 
long-distance scrambling in Japanese. 

In this system, scrambling is never feature-motivated. As a matter of fact, no 
motivation is provided for it from any perspective,. What Saito (2003) does explain 
are the differences between scrambling behaving as A-movement and real A-
movement. He argues that the properties of the two movement types are not the 
same, since A-movement is motivated by feature checking, and it moreover leaves 
no trace,45 while scrambling is not motivated by anything, and it does leave a trace, 
even though this trace (or rather copy) is not always activated for binding 
purposes.46  
 
5.3.2 Discussion 
  
One of the problems of Saito’s (2003) approach is the prediction he makes 
concerning the binding effects in OSV when the object that undergoes scrambling 
contains the antecedent, rather than the anaphor. This type of sentence is 
schematized in (63) below, together with the features that are attached to the 
different copies of the DP. 
                                                           
45 The reason that NP-movement leaves no trace is because there is a principle that minimizes 
the chain. This principle is an LF principle, which means it would not apply in cases of PF-
movement.  
46 Note that the idea of A-movement-like scrambling not really being A-movement is in line 
with what I have argued for in this thesis. Recall from section 4.5 that I argued that 
scrambling is PD-movement. To the extent that it does not come about in the same way as A’-
movement, which is motivated by LF features, I argued (together with Sauerland and 
Elbourne 2002) that A’-scrambling has properties different from ‘proper’ syntactic A’-
movement. Now Saito (2003) makes the same kind of argument for A-scrambling. This 
provides further support for the view adopted in the present work.  
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(63) [TP O(ant) [TP S(anaph) [VP O(ant) V]]] 
 {P, D}  {P, A}   {P, D} 
 
This is the derivation, as Saito (2003) views it, before the deletion of the features 
takes place. It is also the stage of the derivation where the anaphor is bound. In the 
next stage of the derivation, after binding has occurred, the features will be deleted 
as in (64).47 
 
(64) [TP O(ant) [TP  S(anaph) [VP  O(ant) V]]] 
  {P}   {P, A}   {D} 
 
However, Saito (2003) also argues that there is an intermediate landing-site for the 
object, in the vP layer. Therefore, the derivation will look more like (65). 
 
(65) [TP O(ant) [TP  S(anaph) [vP  O(ant) [VP  O(ant) V]]]] 
  {P}   {P, A}   {P}  {D} 
 
As a result, by the time the TP copy is made, the D feature has already been deleted 
(at the vP copy) and there is no longer a D feature in the object that can bind the 
anaphor in subject position, even under the assumption that binding has to occur 
before the deletion of features of the relevant step in the derivational chain takes 
place. Therefore, the system makes the incorrect prediction that the object in OSV 
can never bind the subject anaphor. 

Another major problem for Saito is that his system cannot account for the 
distribution of WCO effects. Independently of the assumptions concerning the 
phenomenon WCO in various languages, Saito’s (2003) system predicts that all such 
sentences should be ungrammatical. In order to see why this is the case, let us look 
at the derivation of a potential WCO sentence. 
 
(66) OQ S(with an embedded pronoun) OQ V 
 {P,D,Q}  {D,Q}  {P,D,Q}  
 
In order to make this into a potential WCO violation, the quantifier inside the object 
must be co-indexed with the pronoun embedded in the subject. At the stage of the 
derivation before the D-feature of the higher copy is deleted, the object binds the 
pronoun in subject position (it c-commands it and the two are co-referential). 
Depending on where the derivational Condition B applies, this should always lead to 
ungrammaticality. As Saito (2003) himself argues, a derivational approach to 
binding allows for only two possibilities of where a condition can apply: either it 
applies everywhere (as he argues is the case for Condition A) or it applies at LF (as 
argued for Condition C). His argument for letting Condition C be an LF condition is 
that Condition C is not really a syntactic condition. Condition B, on the other hand, 
                                                           
47 As mentioned earlier, the A-feature is not deleted because it is not selected for, which is 
also what allows it to move along with the DP if movement takes place. 
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is clearly syntactic, so it makes sense to assume that it is active everywhere. If 
Condition B is active everywhere, the pronoun in the subject position will be bound 
before the D-feature of the higher object copy is deleted, and the derivation in (66) 
should always lead to a Condition B violation, and always be ungrammatical. As has 
been shown repeatedly, depending on whether the object in (66) has wide or narrow 
scope, the sentence in (66) is either perfectly grammatical, or it has the level of 
ungrammaticality associated with WCO effects. In neither case does it behave like a 
Condition B violation.  

In this section I have argued that three of the most recent analyses of Japanese 
scrambling, all of them couched in the Minimalist framework, suffer from various 
problems that the analysis adopted here does not suffer from. In the next section, I 
discuss the only argument against the present approach, based on Saito’s (2003) 
observation, and I deal with the remaining issue of VP-internal scrambling in 
Japanese.  
 
6. Remaining Issues: PPs and VP-internal Scrambling 
 
6.1 PPs and Scrambling 
 
As mentioned above, Saito’s (2003) objection to approaches such as the one 
advocated here is that, since they are Case-based, the prediction is that the 
mechanism invoked should not apply to PPs. Recall that the reason that the object in 
a Japanese OSV sentence can sometimes behave as if it were in an A-position is due 
in this analysis to the fact that the object is in a position where its Case feature can 
be deleted (or, in Saito’s terms, where its D-feature can be deleted). PPs, on the 
other hand, do not traditionally require Case, so that this option should not be 
available to them. Note that what Saito (2003) objects to is not the fact that PPs 
undergo scrambling. He could not possibly object to that since he does not provide 
explicit motivation for scrambling. However, if PPs do scramble, then they should 
always behave as if they were in an A’-position. That is what Saito (2003) claims 
follows from the type of analysis advocated here. The prediction is not borne out, as 
witnessed the facts in (67) below.  
 
(67) a. *[otagai-no hahaoya]-ga  [Taroo-to Hanako]-kara  hon-o  karita  
  each-other-GEN mother-NOM  T and H-from  book-ACC  borrowed  
  ‘Each other’s mothers borrowed books from Taroo and Hanako’ 
 b. ?[Taroo-to Hanako]-kara  [otagai-no hahaoya]-ga  hon-o   
  T and H-from  each-other-GEN mother-NOM  book-ACC  
  karita  
  borrowed   
  ‘From Taroo and Hanako, each other’s mother borrowed books’  
    (Saito 2003) 
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As can be seen in (67b), once the PP scrambles, it can bind the anaphor in subject 
position. This should not be possible, since the PP has no Case feature that could be 
deleted in this position, thereby allowing it to bind some element from this position. 

However, under the standard analysis of PPs that claims that PPs require no 
Case, and have generally no uninterpretable features to check, it is also the case that 
the DP embedded inside a PP cannot bind anything anyway, since it does not c-
command anything outside of the PP. Therefore, the fact that (67b) is grammatical is 
puzzling independently of the scrambling facts. How can it be that the DP binds an 
anaphor it does not c-command? Saito (2003) mentions in a footnote that post-
positions are generally invisible in Japanese as far as binding is concerned. He refers 
the reader to Hoji (1985) and Murasagi (1991) for discussions of this phenomenon. 
This implies that the postpositions in Japanese may perhaps not be equated with 
regular adpositions. If Japanese post-positions are special in being invisible to 
binding, it might also be the case that they are special in requiring licensing, and in 
carrying uninterpretable features, in which case their behaviour in scrambling 
contexts would be expected. The reasoning here is that if they are not present 
enough to stop the DP from binding the subject, they are presumably also not 
present enough to license the Case of that DP. It seems to me that until a clearer 
picture of the structure of Japanese PPs is attained, the counter-argument of Saito 
(2003) does not stand. In the final sub-section of this chapter, I tackle a remaining 
issue, the properties of VP-internal scrambling in Japanese.  
 
6.2 VP-internal Scrambling 
 
As opposed to long-distance and clause-internal scrambling, VP-internal scrambling 
in Japanese always displays the properties of A-movement: it fails to reconstruct for 
scope and it can always bind anaphors from its landing-site. This binding property is 
illustrated once more in (68) and (69) below, where it is shown that VP-internal 
scrambling both creates new and destroys old binding relations.  
 
(68) a. *Hanako-ga  otagai-no  ryoosin-ni  Taroo-to Ziroo-o  
  Hanako-NOM  each-other-GEN  parents-to Taroo-and-Ziroo-ACC  
  syookaisita   
  introduced   
 b. Hanako-ga  Taroo-to Ziroo-o   otagai-no  ryoosin-ni  
  Hanako-NOM  Taroo-and-Ziroo-ACC  each-other-GEN  parents-to 
  syookaisita    
  introduced   
 ‘Hanako introduced Taroo and Ziroo to each other’s parents’ 
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(69) a. Maikeru-ga  Keeto-to Zyoo-ni  otagai-o  syookaisita   
  Maikeru-NOM  Keeto-and-Zyoo-to each-other-ACC  introduced   
 b. *Maikeru-ga  otagai-o  Keeto-to Zyoo-ni  syookaisita   
  Maikeru-NOM  each-other-ACC Keeto-and-Zyoo-to  introduced   
 ‘Michael introduced each other to Kate and Joe’  
  (Saito 2003) 

 
Concerning VP-internal scrambling, Saito (2003) assumes that since the landing-site 
of the scrambling is within the domain of the verb, the scrambled object can 
maintain its D-feature even at the landing-site. This in turn allows the object to 
behave as if it had originated at its landing-site. However, Saito (2003) assumes that 
in this case, it is only the landing-site that allows the objective Case to be licensed. 
Otherwise, the prediction would be that VP-internal scrambling will display mixed 
A/A’-properties, like clause-internal scrambling. Since Saito (2003) does not discuss 
any motivation for scrambling, this lack of optionality is not a problem for him. 
However, in the analysis adopted here, since scrambling is motivated by information 
structure considerations, there should always be optionality of Case licensing for the 
object.  

Note that this kind of scrambling once more raises the issue of base-generation. 
Neeleman and Weerman (1999), together with Neeleman and Reinhart (1998), have 
argued for base-generation as the explanation for scrambling in many languages, 
including Japanese. They base themselves mostly on VP-internal scrambling in their 
argumentation. However, although it is particularly difficult in the case of VP-
internal scrambling to distinguish empirically between a base-generation and a 
movement analysis, I would like to maintain, together with Saito (2003), that 
scrambling is a uniform phenomenon, i.e. it is always movement, irrespective of the 
domain in which it occurs.  

Additional evidence for this position is provided in Yatsushiro (2003). He argues 
specifically against a base-generation analysis of Japanese VP-internal scrambling, 
and his main argument is based on the Chain Condition. Yatsushiro (2003) points 
out that the following configuration, under the Chain Condition of Rizzi (1986), 
only leads to ill-formed chains. 
 
(70) XPi proi ti 

 

 
The Chain Condition is a condition on chain formation, which states that each link 
in a chain must be locally bound by the next link up. As a result, (70) can consist of 
the following chains: a) (XP), (pro) and (t); b) (XP, pro) and (t); c) (XP), (pro, t); d) 
(XP, pro, t). All of these chains violate the θ-criterion. Note that if XP was base-
generated in the position in which it appears in (70), this problem would not arise. In 
this way, the configuration in (70) can be used as a diagnostic of movement vs. 
base-generation.  
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Yatsushiro (2003) then goes on to show that the reflexive karezisin ‘himself’ 
displays Chain Condition effects in Japanese VP-internal scrambling, thereby 
providing an argument for a movement analysis of this type of scrambling. The 
relevant data are given below. 
 
(71) *Uli-ga  Jonathan-oi  karezisin-nii  wariateta 
 Uli-NOM  Jonathan-ACC  himself-DAT  assigned 
 ‘Uli assigned Jonathan to himself’  
  (Yatsushiro 2003) 
  
Yatsushiro (2003) assumes, together with Saito (2003) and others, that the IO-DO 
order is the base order. Therefore, the question is whether the DO-IO order can also 
be base-generated, or whether it is the result of movement. The fact that (71) is 
ungrammatical shows that the Chain Condition is at work. If the sentence were base-
generated, there would be no reason for its ungrammaticality: the anaphor is bound, 
and there are no Condition C violations. If, on the other hand, (71) is the result of the 
movement of the DO across the IO, then it exemplifies the configuration in (70) 
above. On basis of this data, Yatsushiro (2003) concludes that VP-internal 
scrambling in Japanese is the result of syntactic movement. 

Assuming that VP-internal scrambling in Japanese is the result of movement, 
however, raises more urgently the question of why this movement consistently has 
A-properties. If scrambling in Japanese is uniformly the result of movement, and if 
this movement is uniformly motivated by PF-considerations of information 
structure, why then would this movement have different properties depending on 
how far the moved element travels? More specifically, what is it that makes VP-
internal scrambling different from clause-internal scrambling (scrambling of the 
object across the subject), resulting in different properties for the two kinds of 
scrambling? I have argued in this chapter that clause-internal scrambling in Japanese 
displays mixed properties, because in the chain formed by the scrambling 
movement, there are two positions where the Case feature may potentially be 
deleted. In one case, this deletion occurs in the domain of the V/v, in the other it 
occurs in the T-domain. The fact that VP-internal scrambling behaves like A-
movement in terms of reconstruction of scope and binding shows that the landing-
site of this movement is a position in which the Case feature can be deleted. The 
mystery lies in the fact that the base-position of the DO, which clearly can be used 
for Case feature deletion purposes in the non-scrambled IO-DO order, can no longer 
be used for this purpose once the DO has scrambled across the IO. The solution I 
would like to tentatively suggest at this point has to do with the fact that while in 
clause-internal scrambling, there are two different heads that might potentially 
license the Case feature of the scrambled DP, in the case of VP-internal scrambling, 
there is only one such head. As a result, the chain formed by clause-internal 
scrambling is different from the one formed by VP-internal scrambling. One way of 
formalizing this notion might be to say that the Case feature is deleted by head X in 
the highest position of the chain that is within the domain of X. This would lead to 
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two possible licensing sites for clause-internal scrambling, one in the V-domain and 
one in the T-domain, but it would result in only one licensing site for VP-internal 
scrambling, the higher position.  

While maintaining that all scrambling, including the VP-internal kind, is the 
result of PD-movement in Japanese, I also argue that this movement is made 
possible by various options in the grammar. While the clause-internal scrambling 
leading to OSV is made possible by the peculiar properties of the Japanese T-head, 
VP-internal scrambling is made possible by the fact that both objects remain within 
the domain in which they are licensed by the verb. In the section on Dutch, in 
chapter 4, I argue, together with Neeleman and Reinhart (1998), that the reason not 
all languages allow this kind of VP-internal scrambling is due to the way Case is 
licensed in different languages.  
 
7. Conclusion 
 
In this chapter, I have argued that Japanese scrambling is a uniform phenomenon, 
caused by PD-movement of the object to the TP domain. I have proposed an 
analysis which relies on the Case properties of the Japanese T-head to account for 
the mixed A- or A’-properties of clause-internal scrambling. In this analysis, the 
chain formed by clause-internal scrambling contains two links where Case can be 
deleted. Depending on the stage of the derivation where the process of deletion takes 
place, whether it takes place in the V/v domain or in the T-domain, the movement 
will have either A- or A’-properties. I have shown how this analysis accounts for the 
core data of Japanese scrambling, and I have moreover argued that it is in line with 
the general hypothesis defended in this thesis, namely that scrambling is a set of 
operations motivated by information structure, a phenomenon mediated at PF.  

I have moreover shown that PD-movement should not be viewed as a movement 
that can take place in the PF-component, but solely as a movement motivated by PF-
considerations. All syntactic movement, including PD-movement, I have argued, 
takes place in the core syntactic component. In this, I differ from the position taken 
in Sauerland and Elbourne (2002). I have shown that their arguments for syntactic 
movement in the PF-component lead to wrong predictions. Finally, I have discussed 
the properties of VP-internal scrambling in Japanese, and suggested the beginning of 
an answer to the question of why this type of scrambling behaves differently from 
the clause-internal kind, i.e. why it systematically displays the properties of A-
movement. I have also argued that there are other languages that have the same kind 
of scrambling as Japanese does, such as German.  



4  Left-Overs 
 
 
 
 
 
In the present work, I have developed a model of grammar that accounts for 
scrambling in various languages. This model is built along the lines of recent 
Minimalist assumptions, and from an essentially derivational point of view. I 
showed moreover how this model can be applied to account for the scrambling 
patterns found in languages such as Russian and Japanese (and English). In this final 
chapter, I discuss some remaining issues, such as the place that various languages 
occupy within the present framework (section 1), the possible PF-Spell-Out points 
(section 2) and the scrambling pattern of Dutch (section 3). I also review some facts 
of Russian in the light of the conclusions reached in chapter 3 (section 4). Section 5 
concludes the chapter.  
 
1. The Language Pie and How to Cut it 
 
As a reminder of what has been argued for so far, the language pie concerning 
scrambling is cut as shown in the table below.  
 

Early Spell-Out [+Case] Non Early Spell-Out [ −−−−Case] 
T-head object No T-head object Russian 
Japanese English/Hungarian/ 

Dutch 

Table 1 
 
In all languages, scrambling is motivated by PF-considerations, more specifically by 
information structure, a module of the PF-interface. The extent to which information 
structure can manipulate the linear order of constituents in a given language depends 
on the syntactic properties of this language. The more syntactic structure is 
necessary at the PF-interface, the less freedom of linear ordering. In languages that 
allow Early Spell-Out, such as Russian, the freedom is great because unmerged 
structures can reach PF without causing the derivation to crash.  

In languages that do not allow Early Spell-Out due to certain properties of their 
Case system, the extent to which syntactic structure can be manipulated is dependent 
on other parameter settings in the language, such as the feature make-up of the 
functional categories in that particular language. In Japanese, for instance, 
scrambling is allowed by virtue of the fact that the T-head in this language can 
license both subject Case and object Case. This option is not available in English. In 
languages without Early Spell-Out, information structure makes use of PD-
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movement to instantiate its principles. The remainder of this chapter deals with 
remaining issues, both theoretical and empirical. 

 
2. PF Spell-Out Points and Covert Movement  
 
One of the assumptions in chapter 1 is that the grammar allows one PF Spell-Out 
point per derivation, that this Spell-Out point is freely determined for each 
derivation within a given language, and that there are only two possible Spell-Out 
points, namely DP and CP. The model is repeated below.  
 
(1) Cross-linguist Model (final) 
 

[numeration] 
 PF (DP level)   LF 
       
     LF 
 or 
     LF 
 
 PF (CP level)   LF 
 
 
The implication of such a model is that when the DP nodes are introduced, or 
alternatively when the single CP node is introduced, the derivation can proceed to 
PF. In chapter 1, I argued that there should be no possible Spell-Out points in 
between these two, meaning that it is not possible for a derivation to Spell-Out at the 
VP or the IP level. However, this still leaves open the question of whether it might 
perhaps be possible to Spell-Out earlier than the DP level, or later than the CP level. 
In the present section I argue that neither of these options is represented in the 
languages of the world, and I discuss two cases of languages that might have been 
argued to represent these options. In both cases, it is argued that the DP and CP 
Spell-Out points should be maintained as the only possibilities.  
 
2.1 Spell-Out before DP: the Case of Warlpiri 
 
Assuming for a moment that it is possible for a language to Spell-Out before the 
DPs are formed, the question is what such a language should look like on the 
surface. Presumably, the freedom of order of constituents in such a language is even 
greater than it is in Russian. Specifically, we expect such a language to display as 
great a freedom of permutation with the constituents that are part of the DP as 
Russian does with its VP constituents.  

It has repeatedly been argued in the literature that, in terms of permutation 
possibilities, Warlpiri is one of the freest languages attested (Hale 1983, Simpson 
1991, Legate 2002). This has led certain researchers to postulate that Warlpiri is a 
non-configurational language (Hale 1983, among others). One of the reasons that 
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has led authors in this unusual direction is the fact that Warlpiri allows 
discontinuous constituents. A couple of examples of such constructions are given 
below. 
 
(2) a. Kurdu-jarra-rlu  ka-pala  maliki  wajili-pi-nyi  wita-rjarra-rlu 
  child-DU-ERG  PRES-3ds dog chase-NPST  small-DU-ERG 
  ‘Two small children are chasing the dog’ 
 b. Maliki-rli ka  kurdu  wita  kartirdi-rli  yarlki-rni  panta-ngku 
  dog-ERG PRES  child small  tooth-ERG  bite-NPST  blunt-ERG 
  ‘The dog is biting the little child with its blunt teeth’ 
 (Simpson 1991: (218)/(221a)) 
 
However, note that in all the cases in (2), the part of the nominal constituent that 
appears to be disconnected is an adjunct. In this sense, the data in (2) are strongly 
reminiscent of the cases of discontinuous constituents found in Russian (see chapter 
1), and does not, therefore, provide an argument for placing the Spell-Out point of 
Warlpiri in any other position than the one where Russian allows Early Spell-Out, 
i.e. at the DP level.  

Although it is difficult to find clear cases of nominal complements in Warlpiri, 
Jane Simpson (p.c.) and Mary Laughren (p.c.) suggest that kinship terms provide an 
example of a complement nominal that cannot be separated from its nominal. An 
example of such a kinship term is provided below. 
 
(3) ngaju-ku-pirdangka 
 me-DAT-my sibling 
 ‘sibling to me’      
  Jane Simpson (p.c.) 
  
This would seem to indicate that Warlpiri is like Russian in not allowing 
complements of nominals to be separated from them. This would mean Warlpiri also 
requires DPs to be built prior to PF Spell-Out.  

Besides this empirical argument, there is an additional theoretical argument for 
not postulating any Spell-Out points prior to the DP level, and this argument has to 
do with how the set of possible Spell-Out points was defined in the first place. In 
chapter 1, I argued that the model presented here adopts some basic premises of the 
derivational model of grammar presented in Epstein et al. (1998). In that work, the 
authors propose that LF looks in on the derivation at each point where a syntactic 
operation takes place, i.e. with each instance of Merge or Move. I have moreover 
suggested that the possible PF Spell-Out points are a strict subset of these LF Look-
In points. Therefore, it follows that PF Spell-Out can only take place after the first 
merger has occurred. Presumably, however, what Epstein et al. (1998) have in mind 
when they argue that all operations trigger LF Look-In is that with the appearance of 
each new functional projection, the LF module is activated, and computes one 
further step of the interpretation. Under this view then, the DP level is the earliest 
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point at which LF would Look-In on the derivation, and it is therefore also the first 
point at which PF Spell-Out can occur.1  

I have now argued on both empirical and theoretical grounds that there is no PF 
Spell-Out point before the level of DP. The next question is whether such a position 
can also be maintained for languages that could potentially be argued to Spell-Out 
after CP. The next section deals with Hungarian as a possible candidate for such a 
language.  
 
2.2 PF Spell-Out after CP: the Case of Hungarian 
 
English, as has been argued throughout this thesis, is a language that does not allow 
Early Spell-Out. Since there are only two possible PF Spell-Out points in the 
derivational model that is adopted here, this means that English will always Spell-
Out to PF once it reaches the CP node in the process of structure-building. However, 
wouldn’t it be possible to imagine that there are languages that Spell-Out even later? 
This is all the more important a question if we consider the fact that English has 
often been argued to have covert equivalents of certain syntactic movements that 
occur overtly in other languages. For instance, in English, only one wh-phrase raises 
in multiple wh-constructions.  
 
(4) a. Who did what? 
 b. *Who what did? 
 
However, in other languages, such as Bulgarian, all the wh-phrases raise to the front 
of the clause in these cases.  
 
(5) a. Koj kogo e vidjal? 
 who whom is seen 
 b. *Kogo koj e vidjal? 

whom who is seen 
  ‘Who saw whom?’ 
 (Bošković 1998) 

 
It has therefore been argued (Huang 1982, Aoun et al. 1981) that English has covert 
wh-movement. Another instance of covert movement in English, based on similar 
argument, is Quantifier Raising. In languages such as Hungarian, quantifiers can 
raise to a pre-verbal position. 
 
(6) Olvastam  a  könyvet 
 read-I  the book-ACC 
 ‘I read the book’ 
                                                 
1 I am not implying that there are no functional projections between the NP and the DP layer 
(Abney 1987, Szabolcsi 1987 among others), but I am arguing that the DP layer, by virtue of 
being the highest functional layer of nominal constituents, is the one that leads to Spell-Out. 
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(7) Mindent  olvastam 
 everything-ACC  read-I 
 ‘I read everything’ 
    (Anikó Lipták, p.c) 
 
Regardless of whether this movement takes place in order to clarify the scope 
options, or for focus reasons, the fact of the matter is that it is overt. Under the 
assumption that at least some, if not all, of these movement possibilities are realized 
covertly in English, it would be possible to imagine that Hungarian is Spelled-Out 
later than English, i.e. after the QR has applied.  

Assuming that Hungarian Spells-Out later in the derivation than English, 
however, leads to a wrong set of predictions. In order to see why this is the case, I 
want to use the comparison between the possibilities of Spell-Out in Russian versus 
the ones available in English. As argued throughout this thesis, languages like 
Russian, which allow Early Spell-Out, often have an option of when to Spell-Out. 
They can either undergo Early Spell-Out, or they can Spell-Out in exactly the same 
way that English does, with the result that there will be a full structure present in the 
derivation by the time it reaches PF. English, on the other hand, cannot have Early 
Spell-Out because the lack of licensing of Case will lead to a derivation crash if 
Spell-Out takes place earlier. This implies that Early Spell-Out entails the possibility 
of English-style ‘Late’ Spell-Out. The reverse is blatantly untrue. This implication is 
shown below. 
 
(8)   

  [numeration] 
Russian (DP)   LF 

       
     LF 
   
     LF 
 
English/Russian (CP)   LF 
 
 
Now let us assume that there is indeed a third possible PF Spell-Out point, one that 
follows the CP point, and this is in fact the Spell-Out point that Hungarian makes 
use of. This is represented in (9). 
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(9)  
 [numeration] 

Russian (DP)   LF 
       
     LF 
   
English/Russian (CP)   LF 
 
Hungarian/ English/Russian  LF 
 
 
According to the model, English could then Spell-Out at two points, either at the CP 
point, or at the new, Hungarian Spell-Out point. However, this would predict that 
whatever movement occurs overtly in Hungarian could also always occur overtly in 
English. In fact, the more general prediction is that all covert operations in English 
which occur overtly in Hungarian should also sometimes occur overtly in English. 
The specific prediction is that English should have optional overt QR of the 
Hungarian type. This prediction is not realized, as shown in (10) below. 
 
(10) a. I read everything 
 b. *I everything read 
 c. *Everything I read 
 
Moreover, it is also expected that Hungarian would not allow the kinds of structures 
that are found in English, i.e. that the Hungarian QR is compulsory. This prediction 
is also not realized, as shown in (11). 
 
(11) a. Olvastam  mindent 
  read-I  everything.ACC 
 b. Mindent  olvastam 
  everything.ACC  read-I  
  ‘I read everything’ 
 (Anikó Lipták, p.c.) 
 
Thus, we in fact make two wrong predictions. While we expect Hungarian to be 
more restricted in its set of options than English, in fact the exact opposite pattern 
can be observed.  

The exact same reasoning can be made for covert wh-movement in English 
versus languages such as Bulgarian, where all the wh-phrases raise overtly. On the 
basis of these facts, I conclude that there is no third PF Spell-Out point for languages 
such as Hungarian and Bulgarian. Nevertheless, this still leaves the issue of covert 
movement in languages such as English unexplained. How can it be that Hungarian, 
Bulgarian and English Spell-Out to PF at the same point in the derivation, and yet 
there are movements that can be seen to take place in these languages that do not 
happen in English (at least not overtly)? Although a full discussion of this issue is 
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beyond the scope of the present chapter, I attempt to formulate the beginning of an 
answer in the next section.  
 
2.3 Covert Movement 
 
The question of how the present model can account for covert movement is a very 
interesting one. I suggest that the model allows for a very restrictive theory of covert 
movement in languages in general. However, prior to developing the ideas that lead 
to this conclusion, I first discuss the strength of the hypothesis that covert movement 
exists at all. 

Covert movement was originally proposed to account precisely for the kind of 
facts that were presented in the previous section. The observation that there are 
languages in which wh-phrases always move, as well as languages in which 
quantifiers undergo overt QR, together with the observation that in languages with 
no overt QR some islands are nevertheless respected, has led some authors to 
suggest early on that such movements must also occur covertly in languages where 
they are not visible (see, for instance, Huang 1982).  

However, it then appears that the covert version of these movements, as they can 
be observed in English, present difficulties. Covert movement in some languages 
has been shown not to obey certain locality constraints on syntactic movement. This 
has led some authors to conclude that covert movement does not obey subjacency 
(again Huang 1982, Lasnik and Saito 1984 and works that follow) Others, on the 
other hand, have reached the conclusion that only a subset of the proposed covert 
movements actually takes place.  

Pesetsky (1987, 2000) argued that in the case of wh-in situ in English, non D-
linked wh-phrases undergo covert phrasal movement, while D-linked wh-phrases do 
not (they only undergo feature-movement). Reinhart (1994, 1997) argued that in the 
matter of QR, existential quantifiers remain in situ in English while universal 
quantifiers undergo covert QR. This move allowed the relevant authors to maintain 
the restrictions on syntactic movement. However, they now have to deal with the 
mechanism that allowed the interpretation of the relevant elements in situ.  

Pesetsky (1987) argues that D-linked wh-phrases are indefinites and that 
indefinites can be unselectively bound in situ, following a proposal by Kamp (1981) 
and Heim (1982). Reinhart (1994) argues that the mechanism of unselective binding 
does not account for the facts, and shows that the original Heim proposal does not 
do away with QR; rather, it adds the unselective binding mechanism to the QR 
procedure. Instead, Reinhart argues that existentials (including wh-in situ phrases) 
can be interpreted through the intermediary of choice functions.  

Moreover, Reinhart (1994, 1997) argues that covert QR does not always occur; 
rather, it is limited to those derivations where certain scope options are not available 
in any other way. In all other cases, the more economical derivation, namely the one 
without QR, will block the alternative one. I follow Reinhart in assuming that covert 
movement in English (in particular QR and wh-movement) is limited to cases where 
a certain type of interpretation cannot be achieved in any other way.  
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The question now is how this could fit into the present model, and how the 
difference between English and Hungarian (or English and Bulgarian) can be made 
to follow. I propose to view covert movement in a way that makes the term ‘covert’ 
a misnomer. Instead of ‘covert’ movement, English QR and secondary wh-
movement should be viewed as non-extending movement. Non-extending 
movement is never the result of feature checking, which implies that it has the 
following properties. Firstly, this type of movement may appear to be in some sense 
optional. This is due to the fact that it only occurs for very specific reasons, such as 
a certain scope reading, and only if no other derivation could result in the same 
effect. Secondly, the movement does not target a functional projection that appears 
for the purpose of this movement. Only feature checking movements can result in 
such functional projections being added in the course of the derivation. This is 
where the term ‘non-extending’ comes in, because non-extending movement always 
violates the Extension Principle, and can therefore only take place after all regular 
movement has taken place, i.e. counter-cyclically. This consequence is in fact what 
leads, under the present assumptions, to non-extending movement being always 
covert. These properties of non-extending movement are summarized in (12) below.  
 
(12) Properties of Non-Extending Movement (preliminary version):  
 - No feature checking  
 - Apparent optionality 

- Uneconomical derivation, therefore restricted to certain interpretational 
effects that cannot be otherwise achieved (scope) 
- Violates the Extension Principle, therefore follows all feature checking 
movement 

 
 In order to see why non-extending movement would always have to be covert, we 
need to return once more to the general model of grammar. We know now that there 
are only two possible PF Spell-Out points, the DP level and the CP level. In those 
derivations that are Spelled-Out at the DP level, non-extending movement would by 
definition be covert, since there would be no main syntactic tree available along 
which movement could take place at the point when the derivation reaches PF.  

What about the other possibility, the English Spell-Out point, at CP? In these 
cases, the structure is sent off to PF as soon as the CP node is added. The CP node is 
introduced as a result of an extension of the structure, which is by definition the 
result of the requirement of some feature to be checked. This projection has to 
precede any case of non-extending movement, because non-extending movement 
violates the Extension Principle. Therefore, since the derivation is sent off to PF as 
soon as the CP node is introduced, the non-extending movement will always be 
covert.  

Is the other side of this implicational coin also valid, i.e. is all covert movement 
non-extending? Under the present assumptions, the answer is yes. A covert 
movement that would not be non-extending would be a movement that occurs for 
feature checking reasons. Such a movement, however, would go hand in hand with 
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the appearance in the structure of an additional functional projection where this 
feature can be checked. This addition would always occur before that of the final CP 
node, since the final CP node is the last step in the construction of the tree. 
Therefore, it would always precede the CP Spell-Out point, and be overt as a result. 
In fact, these two sides of the implication explain precisely the difference in QR 
between Hungarian and English (or the differences in wh-movement between 
Bulgarian and English). However, before proceeding to show how this works, I 
summarize the properties of non-extending movement, this time including the fact 
that it is always covert. 
 
(13)  Properties of Non-Extending Movement (final version):  
 - No feature checking  
 - Apparent optionality 

- Uneconomical derivation, therefore restricted to certain interpretational 
effects that cannot be otherwise achieved (scope) 
- Violates the Extension Principle, therefore follows all feature checking 
movement 
- All non-extending movement is covert, and all covert movement is non-
extending 

 
Hungarian QR, a case of overt movement, is motivated by the feature checking of 
the quantifier in the specifier position of an appropriate functional projection, e.g. 
QP. This projection is introduced at some point in the derivation, and the quantifier 
raises to the Spec,QP soon afterwards. By the time the CP node is introduced into 
the derivation, the movement has already long taken place, and it is therefore visible 
at PF. 

In English, on the other hand, there is no appropriate QP in which a quantifier 
could check a feature, nor is there a need for the quantifier to do so, since whatever 
mechanism is available for the cases where no movement (of any kind) occurs, be it 
unselective binding or choice functions, dispenses with the need to undergo 
movement for feature checking purposes. Therefore, in principle, QR does not occur 
in English (this is also Reinhart’s 1997 point of view). Reinhart derives this from the 
fact that in most cases, non-overt quantifier scope is marginal, difficult to obtain and 
requiring a strong discourse motivation. However, in some cases (most notably with 
existentials), a certain scope effect can only be achieved if the quantifier were to 
raise at some point in the derivation. Since this movement is not motivated by 
feature checking, it can only be a case of non-extending movement. As such, it can 
only occur after the CP node has been introduced, and therefore after PF Spell-Out. 
As a result, the few cases of QR that do occur in English are always covert.2, 3 

                                                 
2 The question of which functional projection precisely the quantifier would raise to is beyond 
the scope of this work, and in some sense an orthogonal issue. Presumably, any functional 
projection would be available as a host to this kind of movement, depending on how high the 
quantifier would have to climb in order to achieve the desired scope effect. Note in this 
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In conclusion, I have argued in this section that there are very good reasons to 
believe that the two PF Spell-Out points introduced in chapter 1, namely the DP and 
CP Spell-Out points, are in fact the only possible PF Spell-Out points. I have shown 
that the assumption that there are languages that Spell-Out either before or after 
these two points makes the wrong empirical and theoretical predictions. I have 
shown that the two candidates for such languages, Warlpiri and Hungarian 
(Bulgarian) can in fact be accounted for by assuming that while the former is like 
Russian in allowing Early Spell-Out, the latter follows English in Spelling-Out only 
at the CP level. Finally, I have argued that this leads to an interesting and highly 
restrictive view of covert movement, which I have renamed non-extending 
movement. 

I would like to add a note concerning one interesting consequence of the 
introduction of non-extending movement. It has been argued in the literature (and in 
the present thesis) that adjuncts can be merged into a syntactic structure by a 
different mechanism than other elements. Specifically, the Late Adjunction 
Hypothesis (Lebeaux 1988, Stepanov 2001 and others) assumes that since adjuncts 
do not trigger any mechanism of feature checking, they can be merged late and 
counter-cyclically. In some sense, my proposal concerning non-extending movement 
offers the Move counterpart to the Late Adjunction Merge option. Recall that non-
extending movement is a case of Move with the properties in (13), which includes 
such properties as seeming optionality, lack of feature checking, restriction by 
interpretational effects, and violation of the Extension Condition. These are all 
properties that the Late Adjunction Hypothesis attributes to some cases of Merge. 
Since the notion of Merge and Move being essentially the same operation is an 
influential idea in the literature, and this idea moreover plays an important role in 
the present work, this parallelism is worthy of mention.  
 
3. Scrambling in Dutch 
 
Dutch is one of the languages which has been argued to have scrambling. 
Scrambling in Dutch is rather limited, compared to the other languages that this 
thesis deals with. For one thing, it is not possible to scramble arguments across other 
arguments (14) in Dutch, and scrambling is essentially reduced to the fact that it is 
possible for an object DP to appear on both sides of an adverb (15). 
 

                                                                                                                   
respect that Hungarian, for instance, has been argued to have a DistributiveP projection 
(Szabolcsi 1997). 
3 This view of covert movement should be extended to all other cases where covert movement 
has been argued to occur, such as: the raising of subject from the Spec,VP position to some 
higher position in the IP domain, the raising of associates to adjoin to their expletives 
(Chomsky 1995) and others. I would be inclined to argue that in fact, none of these 
movements exist. However, such a discussion will have to be left for further research. 
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(14) a. Iedereen  weet  dat  Jan  het  boek  heeft  gelezen 
  everyone  know  that  Jan  the  book  has  read 
 b. *Iedereen  weet  dat  het  boek Jan  heeft  gelezen 
  everyone  knows that  the  book Jan  has  read 
  ‘Everyone knows that Jan has read the book’  
 
(15) a. Iedereen  weet  dat  Jan  op  zondag  het  boek  heeft  gelezen 
  everyone  knows that Jan  on  Sunday  the  book  has  read 
 b. Iedereen  weet  dat  Jan  het boek  op  zondag  heeft  gelezen 
  everyone  knows that  Jan  the book  on  Sunday  has  read 
  ‘Everyone knows that Jan has read the book on Sunday’ 
 
There have been various analyses for this type of scrambling in the literature: some 
authors have argued that this scrambling represents A’-movement (Bennis and 
Hoekstra 1984, Bennis and Hoekstra 1985, Vikner 1994), others have argued for A-
movement (Vanden Wyngaerd 1989) and some have argued for a base-generation 
analysis of the facts (Neeleman 1994, Neeleman and Reinhart 1998, Neeleman and 
Weerman 1999). In this section I argue that the analysis presented in Neeleman and 
Reinhart (1998), based in part on the insights of Neeleman and Weerman (1999) is 
best suited, not only to account for the facts of Dutch, but also in terms of how it fits 
in with the framework developed in the present thesis. In section 3.1, I discuss the 
arguments that have been used for a movement analysis of Dutch scrambling, and I 
show why these arguments are inconclusive. I then go on to discuss briefly the 
analysis in Neeleman and Reinhart (1998). Finally, I show the consequences of their 
analysis for the model of grammar and I show how they are compatible with the 
model of grammar in the present thesis. At the same time, I discuss certain aspects 
of the analysis that require some further research. First, however, a note is required 
on what exactly counts as scrambling in Dutch. 
 
3.1 What is Scrambling in Dutch? 
 
In the literature on Dutch scrambling, some confusion seems to arise as to what 
qualifies as a case of scrambling. The examples used in order to argue for different 
properties of scrambling are not uniform in any sense. One type of example that is 
used involves the scrambling of object DPs across adverbs (16). 
 
(16) a. … dat  Jan  op  zondag  het  boek  leest 
  … that  Jan on  Sunday  the  book  reads 
 b. …  dat  Jan  het  boek  op  zondag  leest 
  …  that  Jan  the  book  on  Sunday  reads 
  ‘… that Jan reads the book on Sunday’  
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Another type of example that is used involves the alternation between the direct and 
the indirect object (17).4 
 
(17) a. … dat  Jan  Marie  een  boek  gaf 
 … that  Jan  Marie  a  boek  gave 
 b. … dat  Jan  een  boek aan  Marie  gaf 
  … that  Jan  a  book to  Marie  gave 
  ‘… that Jan gave a book to Marie’ 

 
Finally, the third type of example involves scrambling across adverbs, but this time 
involving a PP argument rather than a DP (18). 
 
(18) a. … dat  Jan  aan  zijn  kinderen  langzaam  voorleest 
  … that  Jan  to  his  children  slowly  reads out loud 
 b. …  dat  Jan  langzaam  aan  zijn  kinderen  voorleest 
  …  that  Jan  slowly  to  his  children  reads out loud 
  ‘… that Jan reads slowly out loud to his children’ 

 
However, as I shall argue presently, of these three types of example, only the first 
one requires an explanation in terms of scrambling as such. The reason for this is 
that Dutch scrambling has traditionally been defined by comparison with languages 
like English. On the surface, both languages are more or less the same in terms of 
the freedom they allow their constituents, i.e. very little. However, where Dutch 
differs from English is in allowing scrambling, while English does not. An analysis 
of Dutch scrambling must therefore be focused on explaining the difference between 
the two. Note that of the three phenomena exemplified in (16)-(18), only the first 
one is not available in English, as shown below. 
 
(19) a. John gave Mary a book 
 b. John gave a book to Mary 
 
As shown in (19), this type of alternation (generally known as dative alternation) is 
by no means specific to Dutch, and it also occurs in languages that have no 
scrambling, such as English. The same point can be made for the PP/adverb 
alternation. Note the contrast in (20), as opposed to the lack of contrast in (21). 
 
(20) a. *John read slowly the book 
 b. John read the book slowly 
 c. John slowly read the book 

                                                 
4 Note that these alternations are the same in English and Dutch, and the explanation in both 
cases is that if there are two DPs, their thematic order must be respected, while if one of the 
arguments is realized as a PP, it can be realized in various places. This alternation, known as 
the dative alternation, cannot be viewed as a case of scrambling, because it occurs in many 
languages where no scrambling takes place.  
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(21) a. John read slowly to his children 
 b. John slowly read to his children 
 c. John read to his children slowly 
 
Therefore, in explaining scrambling in Dutch, the main purpose is to explain why 
Dutch and English differ specifically in the case of adverb/object alternations. The 
proper generalization, as various authors have observed, is that English does not 
allow anything (not even an adverb) to occur between the verb and the object DP, 
while Dutch does allow this. 
   
3.2 Arguments for Movement 
 
The arguments for movement that have been given in the literature are of two types, 
some of them arguing for A’-movement and others for A-movement as the driving 
force behind scrambling. Vikner (1994) argues that scrambling in Dutch must be the 
result of A’-movement. His first argument is from Bennis and Hoekstra (1984, 
1985) and has to do with the licensing of parasitic gaps. Parasitic gaps are notorious 
for being licensed only by A’-movement, and scrambling in Dutch licenses parasitic 
gaps as shown in (22). 
 
(22) a. …*dat  Jan  zonder  in  te  kijken  het  boek  heeft  afgekraakt 
  … that  Jan  without  in  to  look  the  book  has  disparaged 
 b. … dat  Jan  het  boek  zonder  in  te  kijken  heeft  afgekraakt 
  … that  Jan  the  book  without  in  to  look  has  disparaged  
  ‘… that Jan has disparaged the book without looking into it’  
 (Bennis and Hoekstra 1985) 
 
In (22a), the non-scrambled version, the gap in [zonder e in te kijken] ‘without 
looking into’ is not licensed by anything, and the sentence is therefore 
ungrammatical. In (22b), on the other hand, the DP het boek ‘the book’ has 
scrambled across the gap in [zonder e in te kijken] and this movement of the object 
DP is apparently sufficient to license the parasitic gap since the sentence becomes 
grammatical. Note however, that this argument is disproved by Neeleman (1994). 
He shows that in Dutch, the scrambled site can be an A-position, as can be seen 
from the fact that passive constructions can also license the parasitic gap. 
 
(23) … dat de  boeken  door  Jan  zonder  in te kijken  afgekraakt  worden 
 … that  the  books  by  Jan  without  in to look  disparaged  were 
 ‘… that the books were disparaged by Jan without looking into them’ 
 (Neeleman 1994) 
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Another argument given by Vikner (1994) is that A-movement must be licensed by 
Case, and the expectation is therefore that PPs will undergo the movement only if it 
is A’-movement. This is shown below. 
 
(24) … dat  Jan  op  mijn  argument  op  zondag  reageerde 
 … that  Jan  on  my  argument  on  Sunday  reacted 
 ‘… that Jan reacted to my argument on Sunday’ 
 (Neeleman 1994) 

 
However, as noted in the previous sub-section, this argument is invalid within the 
present approach, where scrambling is defined as a phenomenon which 
differentiates languages like Dutch from languages like English. The two languages 
do not differ as far as the behaviour of PPs are concerned. Therefore, under the 
present definition of scrambling, this argument can be used to argue for the opposite 
position from the one that Vikner (1994) takes, namely for the fact that whatever the 
explanation is for scrambling in Dutch, it is certainly related to Case (or to whatever 
other property DPs have and PPs lack).  

In this way, one of the arguments for A’-movement given in Vikner (1994) ends 
up being an argument for A-movement instead, while the other argument is 
dismissed. Additional arguments for A-movement are provided by Neeleman (1994) 
and Neeleman and Reinhart (1998). The fact that scrambling is clause-bound argues 
for its A-status. 
 
(25) *Iedereen  het  boek  weet  dat  Jan  heeft  gelezen 
 everyone  the  book  knows that  Jan  has  read 
 ‘Everyone knows that Jan has read the book’ 
 (Neeleman 1994) 

 
Another argument used is the fact that the scrambling does not disturb the thematic 
hierarchy, as was shown in (14) above. Clearly, this is not the case with classical A’-
movements, which can easily raise an object over the subject, as the simplest case of 
Wh-movement can testify. 
 
(26) Whoi did you see ti? 
 
There are two additional arguments given in these works, but unfortunately, even 
though they argue for scrambling as an A-phenomenon, they are invalid because 
both involve a movement across arguments that I have argued above does not 
qualify as scrambling in Dutch (i.e the dative alternation; see (17)). These arguments 
are the lack of Weak Crossover effects in Dutch and the A-binding possibilities of 
scrambled elements. The binding argument can actually be rescued if instead of 
using dative/accusative alternations, an adjunct is used, as shown in (27) below 
(example from Neeleman and Reinhart 1998, their (18)). 
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(27)  a. … dat  ik  iedereen  namens  zijn  kinderen  feliciteerde 
  … that  I  everyone  in-the-name-of  his  children  congratulated 
 b. *…  dat  ik  namens  zijn  kinderen  iedereen  feliciteerde 
  …   that  I  in-the-name-of  his  children  everyone  congratulated 
  ‘… that I congratulated everyone in the name of his children’ 
 
The data in (27) show that scrambling feeds binding, a property of A-positions. Note 
that this example is potentially difficult since it involves a quantifier and a bound 
variable, rather than an anaphor.  

I have so far shown that all the evidence points in the direction of scrambling in 
Dutch being A-movement. Note however that the authors who provide these 
arguments support the view that scrambling in Dutch is base-generation, a position 
that is to a large extent indistinguishable from the A-movement analysis. In both 
cases, the scrambled element is in an A-position, and will therefore behave as the 
head of an A-chain. The difference between the two approaches, if it is at all 
possible to distinguish them empirically, would have to lie in some phenomenon that 
depends on the movement as a chain-creating mechanism, independently of the 
properties of the landing-site. Such arguments are hard to come by. Neeleman 
argues that assuming A-movement would imply having an AgrOP projection to host 
the movement for Case reasons. He argues that there has been little evidence in 
recent research for such a projection (and this is confirmed by the fact that five years 
later, AgrOP projections have all but disappeared). This is to some extent a theory-
internal argument.  

It is of course possible to argue for base-generation in place of A-movement 
from a purely theoretical point of view. One of the well-known properties of 
scrambling is is its apparent optionality. This is an argument that Neeleman and 
Reinhart (1998) use to argue for the base-generation analysis, the starting point 
being that within a minimalist framework all movement has to be motivated, and 
movement can therefore not be optional. Base-generation, on the other hand, simply 
implies a different order of Merger, without extra operations, so from an economy 
point of view, it is better able to deal with optionality than a movement analysis. 
Although this argument is valid, I have shown in chapter 3 that Japanese scrambling 
is characterized by various movements that are optional, as long as they are not 
syntax-driven, which makes this argument difficult to use here. 

However, I do believe that there is an additional theoretical argument for a base-
generation approach to Dutch scrambling. Essentially, as I have argued above, 
scrambling in Dutch boils down to alternations between the object and the adverb 
that have as a result the separation of the object from the verb. In earlier stages of 
the theory, adverbs were assumed to be very fixed in where they appeared, so it 
made sense to ‘blame’ the scrambling on the object being displaced. However, it has 
since been observed that adverbs are much more free in where they can attach than 
has been assumed in the past (see among others Hoffman 1996 for a discussion of 
adverb facts in French and in English). The generalization seems to be that adverbs 
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can appear anywhere within the domain over which they take scope. This is 
illustrated in English for a low, VP-adverb. 
 
(28) a. John will quickly read this newspaper to his mother 
 b. John will read this newspaper quickly to his mother 
 c. John will read this newspaper to his mother quickly 
 d. *John quickly will read this newspaper to his mother 
 e. *John will read quickly this newspaper to his mother 
 
As can be seen in (28), the generalization is that the VP-adverb can appear anywhere 
within VP, as long as it does not interfere with the seeming adjacency requirement 
on the object and the verb.5 In view of this fact, it would seem more elegant from a 
theoretical perspective to view scrambling as the random base-generation of the 
adverb, and the question is again why this random base-generation can separate the 
object from the verb in Dutch but not in English. This question is precisely the one 
that Neeleman and Reinhart (1998) attempt to answer.  
 
3.3 Neeleman and Reinhart (1998): Dutch Scrambling as Base-generation 
 
As I argued above, the fact that English and Dutch only differ in what happens to 
object DPs argues for the fact that the explanation for scrambling is a Case-related 
explanation. What distinguishes DPs from other constituents is that they require 
Case. This is also the starting point for Neeleman and Reinhart (1998), who propose 
the following analysis. They assume that Case is a PF phenomenon. As a matter of 
fact, they draw on Neeleman and Weerman (1999) to argue that Case is the PF 
realization of θ-roles, which are considered to be LF elements. At PF, Case must be 
assigned or checked. The authors also assume that there are two parameters related 
to Case-checking. One is the direction in which it takes place (right or left), the other 
is the domain in which it occurs (syntactic or prosodic). In fact, they argue, these 
parameters are co-dependent, so that Case-assignment to the right will always lead 
to assignment in the prosodic domain, while assignment to the left will lead to Case 
being assigned in the syntactic domain. This is due to the fact that PF always prefers 
to make use of the prosodic domain. Therefore, if possible, a language will have its 
Case assigned/licensed in the prosodic domain. However, because of the way the 
prosodic phrases are constructed, in an OV language, the object and the verb are 
never in the same prosodic domain. Therefore, in OV languages, it will always be 
the syntactic domain that is relevant for Case assignment/licensing (see also 
discussion in chapter 3). 

                                                 
5 At this point, the reader might object that, in Dutch, only definite DPs can scramble, while 
indefinites must remain to the right of the adverb. This seems to be a limitation in the 
otherwise free placement of the adverb. However, the placement of the adverb is related to 
information structure considerations, and the difference between definite and indefinite 
readings might also be an information structure distinction. See chapter 2 and chapter 3 for a 
more extensive discussion on the role of information structure in the placement of adjuncts.  



CHAPTER 4 

 

172

 

Since Case is assigned at PF, the preference always goes, where possible, to the 
prosodic domain, rather than the syntactic one. However, PF has at its disposal both 
the syntactic and the prosodic structure, and it can therefore still make use of the 
syntactic domain if the prosodic one is unavailable in some language. 

English, being a VO language according to this model, has Case-assignment to 
the right, which means that Case is checked in the prosodic domain, but the addition 
of any constituent between the verb and the object will destroy the prosodic 
configuration, and the two will no longer appear in one prosodic domain, with the 
result that the object Case is not checked/assigned. Dutch, on the other hand, being 
an OV language, has a Case-assignment procedure to the left. As a result, the object 
and the verb, even if they are adjacent, are never in the same prosodic domain. This 
means that Dutch always has to rely on the syntactic domain, and the syntactic 
domain is the VP. Therefore, any DP argument appearing inside VP will be assigned 
Case by the verb, irrespective of whether some adverb intervenes or not. 

These are the mechanics by which Neeleman and Reinhart derive the difference 
between scrambling OV languages like Dutch and non-scrambling VO languages 
like English. Then, having dealt with the mechanics, the authors further develop 
their analysis to encompass the motivation for one base-generation over the other, 
and to deal with the issue of optionality of scrambling. They argue that information 
structure in languages is mediated by stress assigning rules and by linear order. In 
that sense, information structure is also a PF phenomenon, just like Case. The 
normal stress-assigning rule dictates that stress goes to the most embedded 
constituent in all languages (Selkirk 1984, Cinque 1993). The focus set is then 
formed on basis of the notion that any constituent that contains the primary stress 
can be a focus. If some constituent that requires focus happens to not occur in the 
focus set, two options are available. Either the constituents will be base-generated in 
a different order, which will result in a different focus set, or, alternatively, some 
stress-shifting rule must apply. Neeleman and Reinhart (1998) argue that the first 
option is more economical since this is PF at work, and PF prefers syntactic 
operations to take care of its problems rather than to have to use its own means.  

Therefore, in Dutch, if the object does not appear in the focus set, the adverb will 
be base-generated first, which will ensure the correct focus structure. In English, on 
the other hand, where this type of base-generation is not available, stress-shifting 
rules will have to apply. In this view, then, scrambling is not optional: it occurs for 
information structure reasons. Moreover, the definiteness effects observed with 
scrambling can be explained in terms of information structure. The definiteness 
effects (De Hoop 1992) reduce to the fact that indefinites cannot scramble in Dutch, 
as shown below.  
 
(29) *… dat  de  politie  taalkundigen  gisteren  opgepakt  heeft 
 … that  the  police  linguists  yesterday  arrested  has 
 ‘… that the police arrested linguists yesterday’ 

(Neeleman and Reinhart 1998) 
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These effects follow naturally from Neeleman and Reinhart’s (1998) analysis. As 
argued in the next section, many of the premises of this analysis are highly 
compatible with the model of grammar argued for in the present thesis.  
 
3.4 Compatibility with the Present Framework 
 
In terms of the model of grammar in this thesis, Dutch would take the following 
typological position: it is clearly not an Early Spell-Out language, and therefore 
always has a full-fledged syntactic structure at PF. Moreover, it differs from 
Japanese in not allowing argument over argument alternations, and this is due to the 
fact that Dutch does not have the kind of T-head that Japanese has (see chapter 3) 
which would allow it to have the object appearing in front of the subject. What is 
lacking in the present model is the factor that would differentiate Dutch from 
English, and the analysis of Neeleman and Reinhart (1998) provides this distinction 
in a way that is highly compatible with the assumptions of the present thesis.  

First of all, they assume that Case is a PF matter. This is entirely in line with the 
present model. Moreover, they argue that scrambling is essentially driven by 
information structure, which is a PF phenomenon. Again, this is exactly what I have 
been assuming so far. An additional aspect that is echoed in their analysis is the fact 
that PF information structure considerations have to take into account the syntactic 
structure that already exists at this point. Again, this is something that I have been 
assuming.  

The one difference between their analysis and the present one is that they assume 
scrambling to be the result of base-generation, whereas I have argued extensively for 
it being the result of PD-movement (see chapter 3 on Japanese). However, this 
difference does not put into question the similarities observed above. This analysis 
then, besides accounting for the data of Dutch scrambling, is in almost every way 
compatible with the assumptions concerning grammar that have been made in the 
present work. There is, however, one aspect of their analysis which is at first sight 
problematic, and which concerns adverbs. I deal with it in the next sub-section. 
 
3.5 Adverbs and Directionality 
 
Neeleman and Reinhart (1998) assume that Case is dealt with at PF. This is a rather 
unusual assumption in traditional terms, and the question therefore immediately 
arises of why they chose to build their analysis in this way. I believe that the answer 
to the question lies in a larger issue, which concerns the role of directionality in a 
derivation. In Government and Binding models of grammar, there was a head 
parameter in syntax, which dictated in which direction elements were projected from 
a head. There were OV languages such as Dutch, German or Japanese and VO 
languages such as English, French, Italian, etc. The important aspect of this kind of 
proposals was that the directionality was built into the syntactic component itself, 
i.e. syntax could deal with the properties of head-initial vs. head-final languages, and 
directionality was parametrized within the syntactic component.  
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With the advent of Kayne’s antisymmetry (Kayne 1994), this position changed. 
Although it was still the case that syntax contained an in-built directionality, there 
was no longer any parametrization, and all language obeyed the LCA, which 
dictated that higher in the tree is always more to the left in a linear sequence.6 This 
move opened the door to a further reduction of directionality in syntax, and 
Chomsky (1995a) argued that although the LCA applies in all languages, it only 
applies at PF. At this point, there was no more directionality in the syntactic 
component. Syntax only understood hierarchical relations, and all left-right issues 
were left to PF to deal with. The argument was that it is PF that cares about left and 
right, since PF has as its output a linear string, while for syntactic purposes (i.e. LF 
purposes) such as scope or binding, only hierarchy is of any importance.  

Neeleman and Reinhart (1998) start out with the generalization that scrambling 
is related to Case and that there is moreover a correlation between the OV/VO 
distinction among languages and whether a language allows scrambling. From this, 
it is but a small step to assume that Case is related to directionality. However, 
directionality is no longer an issue in syntax. Syntax is supposed to be blind to all 
but hierarchical relations. Therefore, if Case assignment is about direction, it must 
be a PF issue. Note that Neeleman and Reinhart (1998), by taking seriously the 
VO/OV distinction, and by giving it a place in a correlation, automatically go one 
step further than Chomsky (1995a) and rehabilitate the head-parameter, but this time 
as a PF condition, rather than a strictly syntactic one.  

This particular position on directionality leads, however, to a large problem in 
their analysis, namely the problem of look-ahead.  

 The authors assume, as we have just seen, that syntax receives no information 
concerning linear order. Moreover, they also assume that the information structure 
effects are essentially PF effects since they are sensitive to linear order. Neeleman 
and Reinhart (1998) assume that base-generation is free for objects and adverbs (in 
languages like Dutch), but base-generation happens in syntax, not at PF. So here a 
problem emerges. Under all of these assumptions, at the point where base-
generation takes place, i.e. in the early stages of the derivation, and clearly in the 
syntactic component, syntax would have to anticipate what will happen at PF in 
order to generate the correct order. Syntax would therefore, have to know a) that if it 
merges something first, it will appear more to the right, and b) that the sentence 
requires a focus reading on a given element in order to base-generate it in the right 
place. This is a problem to the extent that look-ahead is considered to be 
incompatible with the minimalist framework. 

The question is how to avoid the look-ahead problem. One solution might be to 
shift the position on how adverbs are introduced into the structure. Lebeaux (1988) 
has argued that adjuncts must be adjoined late in the derivation (the Late Adjunction 
Hypothesis). The Late Adjunction Hypothesis entails two properties of adjuncts that 
arguments do not share. They can be inserted late, and they can be inserted counter-
cyclically (see discussion in chapter 2 and chapter 3).  

                                                 
6 Leaving aside for the moment the question of how sisters are linearly ordered. 
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Note that under standard assumptions, syntactic derivations are not prone to 
undergo counter-cyclic operations. PF, on the other hand, couldn’t care less. This 
analysis of adjunction might be the solution to the problem raised in the Neeleman 
and Reinhart (1998) account. We might assume that, in fact, the base-generation 
property is not different in English and in Dutch; rather, at the stage where adverbs 
are introduced in both languages, the options available to English are more restricted 
because of other factors (such as Case-checking/assignment). Since Case-
checking/assignment happens at PF, the question is when Late Adjunction actually 
takes place. One answer could be, on the way to PF. If there is such a thing as PF 
movement (Embick and Noyer 2000) there could also be PF Merge. This would 
solve the problem of look-ahead, but it would also somewhat modify the proposal in 
Neeleman and Reinhart (1998). In this view, the object is always generated next to 
the verb, and then at PF, when the adjuncts are inserted, they have to take the 
existing structure into account. Note that by that time, the structure is sensitive to 
linearization, and the information structure considerations can apply to determine 
where the adjunct is placed.  

Additional evidence for this position can be derived from the fact that the main 
stress rule, clearly a PF rule, is nevertheless sensitive to adverb status. 

  
(30) a. … dat  ik  op  een  bankje  wacht (main stress indicated in boldface) 
  … that  I  on  a  bench  wait 
  ‘… that I wait, on a bench’  
 b. …  dat  ik  op  een  bankje  wacht 
  …  that  I  on  a  bench  wait 
  ‘… that I wait for a bench’ 
         (Neeleman and Reinhart 1998) 
 
As Neeleman and Reinhart (1998) point out, in the first case, the PP is interpreted as 
an adjunct, in the second as an argument. This shows that somehow, the stress rule 
has to know about adjuncts/arguments distinctions. 

Although this proposal resolves the look-ahead problem without losing the 
generalizations in Neeleman and Reinhart’s (1998) analysis, it does raise another 
problem. Specifically, how can one now ensure that the adjunct is not attached in the 
wrong place, i.e outside its scope domain, and make sure that it is attached in the 
syntax too, in order to be interpreted? We know that the adjunct must be attached in 
the syntax, because it is involved in binding relations (see (27) above). This would 
mean that a model is required in which part of the PF information comes back to the 
derivation. How would this be implemented? This can be achieved by making the 
derivation up to the Spell-Out point sensitive to PF considerations, as well as to LF 
considerations (after all, this is a chunk of the derivation that is shared by both). This 
is exactly what is suggested in chapter 3; I refer the reader back to the discussion in 
that chapter. Under this assumption, the Neeleman and Reinhart (1998) analysis can 
be maintained, with base-generation of objects and adverbs in certain orders. 
However, and this is essential, it implies that directionality is back in syntax, 
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together with the head-parameter. Under this view, syntax before Spell-Out is 
direction-sensitive, and syntax after Spell-Out is not. This is the view adopted in the 
present work. 

The consequences of this position are, as shown in chapter 3, that PF-driven 
movements have some effect on what happens in syntax, which in turn allows the 
reconciliation of the present approach (with IS at PF) with the general idea that there 
is syntactic topicalization in some languages (in English/Dutch) and focus 
movement in others (such as Hungarian). Moreover, it allows Japanese PD-
movement for information structure reasons to occur in such a way that it is 
sensitive to syntactic conditions. In the last section of this chapter, I discuss some 
consequences of the PD-movement approach for scrambling in Russian. 
 
4. PD-movement in Russian 
 
In chapter 2, I showed that Russian allows Early Spell-Out. I have also shown, 
however, that Early Spell-Out does not always occur in this language. As a matter of 
fact, there are some clear cases where the derivation must have structure before 
Spell-Out to PF occurs. In chapter 3, I have argued that if a language or a 
construction does not allow Early Spell-Out, scrambling will have to result from 
PD-movement, to the extent that this option is available in the language in question. 
The question that this section aims to answer is to what extent PD-movement is 
available in Russian non Early Spell-Out derivations. 
 
4.1 SOV as PD-movement in Russian 
 
One of the environments in which Russian does not allow Early Spell-Out are 
embedded clauses. As shown in chapter 2, embedded clauses can only display three 
linear orders of constituents, SVO, O,SV and SOV.  
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(31) a. Ja  dumaju  čto  Ivan  kupil  mašinu 
  I.NOM  think  that  Ivan.NOM  bought  car.ACC 
 b. Ja  dumaju  čto  Ivan  mašinu  kupil 
  I  think  that  Ivan  car  bought 
 c. Ja  dumaju  čto  mašinu,  Ivan kupil 
  I  think  that  car  Ivan  bought 
 d. *Ja dumaju  čto  mašinu  Ivan  kupil 
  I  think  that  car  Ivan bought 
 e. *Ja dumaju  čto  mašinu  kupil Ivan 
  I  think  that  car  bought  Ivan 
 f. *Ja dumaju  čto  kupil  Ivan  mašinu 
  I  think  that  bought  Ivan  car 
 g. *Ja  dumaju  čto  kupil  mašinu  Ivan 
  I  think  that  bought  car  Ivan  
  ‘I think that Ivan bought the/a car’ 
 
In chapter 2, I argued that SVO is the base order in Russian, while O,SV results 
from Topicalization in this language. The remaining order to be discussed is SOV. 
In languages that have SVO as their base order and yet sometimes display SOV 
orders, it has often been argued that SOV results from Object Shift or scrambling. 
This has been argued for Scandinavian languages, for instance (see Vikner 1994). In 
the present section, I suggest that SOV in Russian in non Early Spell-Out derivations 
results from the same process as Object Shift and scrambling in Scandinavian and 
Germanic languages.  

As argued in Svenonius (2000), Object Shift and scrambling in these languages 
have the following properties that differentiate them from regular syntactic 
movements: a) they are interpretation-driven (in the information structure sense), b) 
they are optional.7 These are properties that I have argued to be typical of PD-
movement driven by information structure properties. Moreover, they are certainly 
the properties of the Russian SOV order. I therefore tentatively conclude that 
Russian SOV, like its Scandinavian counterpart, exemplifies another case of PD-
movement for information structure reasons, and in that sense similar to the PD-
movement that occurs in Japanese (see chapter 3). The difference between Japanese 
and the other languages is that the Japanese T-head allows this PD-movement to 
cross over arguments, while this option is not available in Scandinavian or in 
Russian. Note that in this way, I show that while Russian is much freer than 
Japanese in some derivations (the Early Spell-Out derivations), it is also much more 
restricted than Japanese in other cases (the non Early Spell-Out derivations). In the 
next sub-section, I discuss the consequences of the model presented here for the 
Russian subject raising. 
 
                                                 
7 Svenonius (2000) also argues that there is a third property, which is that the movement does 
not cross over a c-commanding head (the verb). I do not discuss this property any further 
here.  
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4.2 Subject Raising in Russian 
 
In chapter 2, I argued that, in cases of non Early Spell-Out, the subject in Russian 
SVO raises from its position inside the v/VP domain to a position in the TP domain. 
The reasons for assuming subject raising in Russian are twofold. On the one hand, 
there is evidence that the subject in these cases is in the higher TP domain; on the 
other hand, there is evidence that it has moved there (rather than being generated 
directly into the TP position). The evidence for subjects in a higher position in 
Russian (see also King 1993, Bailyn 1995 and others) comes from a) 
adverbs/negation positioning, b) definite readings of subjects and c) idioms. 

In Russian non Early Spell-Out SVO, the subject appears higher than VP-adjoined 
adverbs such as často ‘often’. 
 
(32) a. Ja  dumaju  čto  Ivan  často  čitajet  knigi 
  I  think  that  Ivan  often  reads  books 
 b. *Ja dumaju  čto často Ivan  čitajet  knigi 
  I  think  that  often  Ivan  reads  books 
  ‘I think that Ivan often reads books’ 
 
Moreover, Russian does not have any articles, so that, in principle, DPs are free to 
be interpreted as either definites or indefinites. However, in non Early Spell-Out 
SVO, the reading for the subject is always definite, which is again, under Diesing 
(1992)’s idea that indefinites are licensed inside the VP domain, an indication that 
the subject must have raised out of that domain.  
 
(33) Ja  dumaju  čto  devuška  segodnja  prijdet 
 I  think  that  the/*a girl today  come.FUT 
 ‘I think that the girl will come today’ 
 
An additional argument for the position of the subject in TP is the fact that there are 
no idioms in Russian that involve the subject.  

The above arguments, in and of themselves, are insufficient to conclude that the 
subject has raised. They are at most sufficient to say that subjects in Russian non 
Early Spell-Out SVO are in TP. It might still be the case that the subjects have been 
merged directly into this position. There are arguments, however, that show that not 
only is the subject in the TP domain, but also that it has moved there. The first 
argument for movement of the subject in Russian is derived from the fact that 
Russian subjects, in these particular cases, are islands for extraction. This fact, 
discussed at length in chapter 2, in combination with the assumption that moved 
elements are islands to further extraction (see Stepanov 2001, Takahashi 1994), 
argues for a movement analysis of Russian subjects. A second argument for the 
movement of the subject in non Early Spell-Out SVO in Russian is the behaviour of 
floating quantifiers. Bobaljik (2003) argues that although the discussion as to the 
type of movement that licenses floating quantifiers remains open, it is safe to 
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conclude that the floating of a quantifier is always an indication that the constituent 
it is related to has undergone movement. As shown in (34) below, Russian SVO 
allows the subject quantifier to float. 
 
(34) a. Ja  dumaju  čto  vse  deti  zavtra  k nam  prijedut 
  I  think  that  all  children  tomorrow  to-us  come.FUT 
 b. Ja  dumaju  čto  deti  zavstra  vse  k nam  prijedut 
  I  think  that  children  tomorrow  all  to-us  come.FUT 
  ‘I think that all the children will come to visit us tomorrow’ 
 
The conclusion I draw from these facts is that the subject in Russian non Early 
Spell-Out derivations raises from its original position inside the v/VP to a higher 
position in the TP domain. This conclusion, which seems rather uncontroversial, 
may nevertheless pose a serious problem for the Early Spell-Out approach. 

I have argued that what allows Early Spell-Out to occur is the fact that all the 
features that are relevant to PF are licensed by the time the derivation reaches it. 
Russian is a language that allows Early Spell-Out, as argued extensively in chapter 
2. However, in the derivations where the Spell-Out occurs later, at the CP level to be 
precise, the subject always raises to its higher position. This might seem like a 
substantial problem for the approach. Whatever feature forces the movement of the 
subject (whether it is the EPP feature, or some other subject feature) in non Early 
Spell-Out derivations should also, at first sight, cause the derivation to crash in the 
Early Spell-Out cases. And yet it does not.  

This problem is only an apparent problem, once the model is extended with the 
notion of PD-movement, and the interaction between PF and LF in core syntax. In 
the model presented here, in principle, all operations that are driven by PF must 
occur before the derivation reaches the interface proper. If these operations involve 
syntactic movement, as in the case of Japanese scrambling, they must also occur 
before the Spell-Out to PF point, simply because the syntactic structure is no longer 
easy to manipulate beyond this point. The generalization concerning LF-driven 
operations is similar. The idea is that the operations that satisfy LF-considerations 
must occur at some point before the end of the derivation. Moreover, they must do 
so as soon as the relevant elements are introduced into the derivation. But, and this 
is essential to understand why the above problem is not a problem in any sense, it is 
irrelevant to LF whether the operations take place before or after the Spell-Out to 
PF.  

The feature that drives the subject movement out of the v/VP domain into the 
TP domain is a CI feature (see also discussion in chapter 1). This feature becomes 
activated at the point when the subject is merged into the syntactic tree. At this 
point, LF will demand that the subject undergo the movement that will license this 
uninterpretable feature. In Early Spell-Out derivations, the subject has not been 
introduced into the syntactic tree by the time the derivation is sent off, it has not yet 
been activated as far as LF is concerned and LF can therefore not make this 
derivation crash. As for PF, it is completely insensitive to the fate of features that are 
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the concern of LF, so that it could not care less whether this feature is satisfied or 
not at any particular point. 

In the derivations where Spell-Out takes place later, at the CP level, the subject 
has been introduced into the syntactic tree, and LF demands that its uninterpretable 
features be checked as early as possible upon introduction into the larger structure. 
Therefore, long before the CP level is even constructed, the subject will have moved 
to its final position in the TP domain. In this way, the apparent problem of subject 
raising in Russian disappears.8 
 
4.3 Passives in Russian 
 
As opposed to the feature that motivates subject raising, Case has been extensively 
argued throughout this work to be (at least partially) a SM-feature. Therefore, the 
non-satisfaction of Case requirements can stop the Early Spell-Out derivation. The 
question is whether there are other constructions that function in a similar way, 
preventing the Early Spell-Out derivation from being licensed. I would like to 
propose that passive morphology might be a candidate. Passives in Russian are 
almost entirely fixed in their order. The data below illustrate this fact. 
 
(35) a. Kniga  byla  kuplena  Ivanom  
  book.ACC  was  bought  Ivan.INST   
 b. *Kniga  kuplena  byla  Ivanom 
  book  bought  was  Ivan  
 c. ??Kniga byla  Ivanom  kuplena 
  book  was  Ivan  bought  
 d. *Kniga  kuplena  Ivanom  byla 
  book  bought  Ivan  was  
 e. *Kniga  Ivanom  kuplena  byla 
  book  Ivan bought  was  
 f. ?Kniga  Ivanom  byla  kuplena  
  book  Ivan  was  bought 
 g. *Byla  Ivanom  kniga kuplena 
  was  Ivan  book  bought  
 h. *Byla  Ivanom  kuplena  kniga 
  was  Ivan  bought  book 
  ‘The book was bought by Ivan’ 
 
As can be seen in (35) above, the order of constituents is extremely limited in 
Russian passives, with only one order, the base order in (35a), being fully 
acceptable. Moreover, passivization destroys idiomatic readings, as illustrated in 
(36) below. 
 
                                                 
8 This also provides an alternative explanation for the paradigm of wh-movement in Russian; 
see section 7 in chapter 2. 
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(36) *Bakluši  byli  bity  Ivanom 
 sticks.ACC were  beaten  Ivan.INST 
 ‘Sticks were beaten by Ivan’   (no idiomatic reading) 
 
The data above indicate that passives in Russian do not allow Early Spell-Out. This 
implies that the passive morphology must be licensed by syntactic structure, and that 
the PF interface is sensitive to this licensing. How can this be accounted for? Baker 
et al. (1989) present a view of passive morphology which can potentially provide an 
answer to this question. They argue that the passive morphology is cross-
linguistically an argument, and must therefore be licensed by the verb, which will 
assign it Case and a θ-role. Assuming that this is true, it might give a clue as to what 
happens in Russian. Recall that Case in Russian does not prevent Early Spell-Out 
from occurring, because the KP projection on top of each Russian DP can be 
licensed inherently, without the external intervention of the verb. Presumably, the 
passive morphology is not a regular DP, even if it is an argument. It is therefore 
possible to postulate that although the passive morphology requires Case, it does not 
have a KP that can license this Case. Therefore, higher structure, involving the verb 
or some other functional head, is required to license the Case of the passive 
morpheme. As a result, Early Spell-Out will not be licensed with passive 
morphology. Passivization is therefore an example of a situation in which the Early 
Spell-Out derivation is blocked, even in languages that in principle allow it, such as 
Russian. 
 
5. Conclusion 
 
In the present chapter, I have dealt with some remaining issues of the proposal, 
showing firstly that the model adopted here has consequences for the view of covert 
movement in various languages. I have moreover discussed the scrambling 
occurring in Dutch, and I have shown that this scrambling as analyzed in Neeleman 
and Reinhart (1998) is compatible with the model. I have also shown that an Early 
Spell-Out language such as Russian can also display PD-movement of the type 
found in Japanese scrambling. I have also shown that the raising of the subject in 
Russian does not, despite appearances, pose a serious problem for the approach 
advocated in the present work. Finally, I have argued that passive can block Early 
Spell-Out derivations in Russian.  
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Samenvatting 
 
 
 
 
 
In dit proefschrift wordt beargumenteerd dat scrambling een proces is 
waarbij syntactische constituenten lineair opnieuw gerangschikt worden. 
Hoe constituenten worden opnieuw gerangschikt is afhankelijk van 
overwegingen aangaande Information Structure, een component wat alléén 
actief is op PF. De wijze waarop scrambling wordt geïmplementeerd in een 
taal hangt af van de mate waarin de syntactische principes aanwezig in die 
taal interveniëren en kunnen voorkomen dat de lineaire herschikking plaats 
vindt. 

Dit proefschrift verdedigt de stelling dat het theoretisch niet noodzakelijk 
is dat alle syntactische constituenten worden gevormd voor Spell Out. In 
bepaalde talen kunnen constituenten PF bereiken zonder te zijn gemerged, 
het mergen vindt dan plaats in een later stadium van de derivatie naar LF. 
Dit mechanisme, bekend als Early Spell-Out, ligt aan de basis van de 
uitgebreide scramblingpatronen die worden aangetroffen in bepaalde talen. 
In deze talen is het casussysteem zodanig dat het Casushoofd kan worden 
gelicenseerd vanuit de DP, waardoor het mergen van verschillende DPs aan 
een VP niet noodzakelijk is om aan de voorwaarden van PF te voldoen. Dit 
resulteert in de situatie waarin de DPs PF bereiken zonder te zijn gemerged 
aan een hogere structuur. Dit leidt tot een grote vrijheid in de lineaire 
schikking van deze DPs. Dit proefschrift laat zien dat de patronen die 
worden aangetroffen in het Russisch en andere talen die scrambling in ruime 
mate toelaten, op deze wijze kunnen worden verklaard. 

Een ander deel van dit proefschrift behandelt scramblingpatronen zoals 
die worden aangetroffen in talen als het Japans, waar scrambling weliswaar 
wordt toegestaan, maar niet in dezelfde mate als in het Russisch. Voor deze 
talen wordt beargumenteerd dat scrambling het resultaat is van syntactische 
verplaatsing in de syntactische component zelf, i.e. voor Spell Out. Deze 
verplaatsing wordt mogelijk gemaakt door bepaalde eigenschappen van het 
T-hoofd in het Japans, maar is gemotiveerd door dezelfde PF-overwegingen 
aangaande Information Structure die ook de lineaire herschikking van de 
Russische scramblingpatronen bepalen. In dit licht wordt beargumenteerd 
dat scrambling in het Japans het resultaat is van PD-verplaatsing, 
verplaatsing die plaats vindt in de syntaxis, maar die wordt gedreven door 
PF.  

Tenslotte wordt in dit proefschrift kort aandacht besteed aan de beperkte 
scrambling patronen die worden aangetroffen in talen als het Nederlands. 
Ook voor deze patronen luidt de conclusie dat ze het resultaat zijn van PD-
verplaatsing. De mogelijkheden tot verplaatsing zijn beperkter in het 
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Nederlands dan in het Japans, aangezien de essentiële eigenschappen van het 
T-hoofd in een taal als het Japans ontbreken in talen als het Nederlands. 
Desalniettemin is het zo dat in beide talen de verplaatsing wordt gemotiveerd 
door PF-overwegingen aangaande Information Structure. 

Geen van de mechanismen geïntroduceerd in dit proefschrift zijn 
specifiek voor een bepaalde taal of groep van talen. Het is dan ook zo dat in 
talen als het Russisch, waar scrambling in beginsel het gevolg lijkt te zijn 
van Early Spell-Out, PD-verplaatsing niet is uitgesloten. Dit proefschrift laat 
zien dat, voor zover de syntactische structuur van de taal in kwestie het 
toestaat, beide bovengenoemde mechanismen kunnen voorkomen in een 
bepaalde taal. 
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Véronique van Gelderen

Scrambling Unscrambled

This thesis investigates the scrambling patterns found in various languages,
in particular Russian and Japanese. It is argued that scrambling in all
languages results from demands placed by the PF interface, in order to
satisfy conditions of Information Structure.

Two principal mechanisms are claimed to make this PF interference
possible. On the one hand, Early Spell-Out allows constituents to reach PF
unmerged, which in turn leaves PF free to re-order them linearly. On the
other hand, depending on certain properties of the syntax of a language, it is
possible in some cases to have syntactic movement take place for PF
reasons, resulting in PD-movement. The thesis shows that while only PD-
movement is available in Japanese, Russian allows both Early Spell-Out and
PD-movement.

This thesis is of interest to syntacticians interested in minimalism,
derivational approaches to syntax, and the patterns of scrambling in various
languages.
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