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1 Introduction 
 
 
 
 
My dissertation is dedicated to the study of information structure (IS). 
This notion proves to be difficult to define, so let me first present my topic 
by inviting the reader to consider two Russian sentences in (1.1a-b): 
 
(1.1) a. Programmist kupil kofevarku. 
  programmer.NOM bought [coffee machine].ACC 
 
(1.1) b. Kofevarku kupil programmist. 
  [coffee machine].ACC bought programmer.NOM 
 
As it is evident from the glosses, the meaning of two sentences is the 
same. Nevertheless, it is impossible to use them in the same contexts, as 
(1.2)-(1.4) show: 
 
(1.2) a. Na  novyj ofis bystro obustraivalsja. 
  ‘Our new office was settled in very fast.’ 
 
(1.2) b. Programmist kupil kofevarku. = (1.1a) 
 
(1.2) c. # Kofevarku kupil programmist. = (1.1b) 
 
(1.3) a. Na i sisadmin i programmist re ili obustroit’ novyj ofis. 
  ‘Our sysadmin and programmer decided to settle in the new 

office.’ 
 
(1.3) b. Programmist kupil kofevarku. = (1.1a) 
 
(1.3) c. # Kofevarku kupil programmist. = (1.1b) 
 
(1.4) a. Vskore v novom ofise pojavilis’ ajnik, kofevarka i toster. 
  ‘Before long, there were a kettle, a coffee machine and a 

toaster in the new office.’ 
 
(1.4) b. # Programmist kupil kofevarku. = (1.1a) 
 
(1.4) c. Kofevarku kupil programmist. = (1.1b) 
 
The difference between (1.1a) and (1.1b) is in the way they present, or 
structure, the information contained in them. Simplifying a bit, the ‘O V 
S’ sentence in (1.1b) presents the object as given in the context and the 
subject as new information. These properties of the sentence are 
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revealed when we put it in different contexts and find out that it is 
felicitous in some of them, but not in the others. Thus, (1.1b) can be 
uttered after (1.4a), but not after (1.2a) or (1.3a). The ‘S V O’ sentence 
in (1.1a) can be used in a wider range of contexts, including the ones 
where its subject is given and its object is new, as after (1.3a), and ‘all-
new’ contexts, like the one (1.2a) creates. However, it is infelicitous after 
(1.4a), when its object is given and its subject is new. 

We can see that information structure is a linguistic 
phenomenon. In (1.1a) and (1.1b), it is expressed by means of word 
order (and, potentially, by other means, e.g. by the main stress of the 
sentence). It contributes to a broader meaning of these sentences, 
making them felicitous in some contexts and not in others. However, the 
contexts are not necessarily linguistic: for information to count as ‘given’ 
it does not need to be mentioned in the preceding text. It can be made 
available in other ways, e.g. visually, as (1.5)-(1.6) illustrate.  
 
(1.5) a. Situation: Imagine we decided in our small company that 

everybody should contribute something for the new office. You 
know that I am looking for a person who could bring an oil 
heater. I make a move towards the IT room because I think 
that the programmer have not contributed anything yet. Upon 
seeing that, you tell me: 

 
(1.3) b. Programmist kupil kofevarku. = (1.1a) 
 
(1.3) c. # Kofevarku kupil programmist. = (1.1b) 
 
(1.6) a. Situation: Imagine I come to our new office and see that a 

printer, which I expected, and a new coffee machine arrived. 
Having noticed that I am looking at them, you tell me: 

 
(1.6) b. # Programmist kupil kofevarku. = (1.1a) 
 
(1.6) c. Kofevarku kupil programmist. = (1.1b) 
 
If you, the speaker, inferred correctly that I, the addressee, am thinking 
about the programmer in the situation (1.5a) and about the coffee 
machine in the situation (1.6a), the programmer counts as given in the 
former case and the coffee machine in the latter, although they were not 
mentioned in the conversation before. The only important thing is 
whether the speaker and the addressee consider the same information 
given, whether their mental representations of the current situation 
coincide. Such representations are built in the discourse – a cognitive 
system, which is responsible for storing, retrieving, conveying and 
accommodating information in the process of thinking and 
communication. It is a part of our general conceptual system, which 
processes information independently from its source (visual, linguistic, 
inferential etc.). 
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Thus, what information is ‘given’, ‘new’, ‘accessible’, ‘salient’ is 
defined in the discourse mental model rather than language-internally. 
The extralinguistic context in (1.5)-(1.6) has the same consequences for 
the felicity of (1.1a) and (1.1b), as the linguistic context in (1.2)-(1.4). 
But the difference between (1.1a) and (1.1b) is in the grammar. 
Therefore, there is an information structure represented in the discourse 
mental model and an information structure encoded in the grammar, 
which indirectly reflects it, as the tense system of the language indirectly 
reflects our mental representation of time, and the interface between the 
two. Henceforth, I will call the former ‘discourse IS system’ and the latter 
‘grammatical IS system’. We know that our conceptual system is very 
rich. In particular, if we turn to the discourse IS system, very fine 
gradations of accessibility are possible there. Only a fraction of this 
information can be expressed by the grammar. Such ‘channeling’ of the 
information at the interface between the conceptual system and the 
grammar is most clearly discussed in Reinhart’s (2002) influential work 
on the Theta theory. So the question is what information from the 
discourse IS system passes through the narrow channel at the interface 
and gets encoded in the grammatical IS system and by what means, and 
what information is lost?1 That is, what are the linking rules between the 
notions represented in the discourse IS system and the notions encoded 
in the grammatical IS system? This question is very challenging: as I will 
show below, there is little agreement both about the means of encoding 
in the grammatical IS system and about the meanings encoded. 

In my dissertation, I will address this question by looking at the 
word order variation in Russian traditionally termed Russian 
scrambling, as in the sentences (1.1a) and (1.1b).2 As these examples 
clearly demonstrate, Russian scrambling is IS-related, so I will try to 
determine what IS meanings are expressed by it and what exactly the 
formal means are. Russian scrambling is a very complex phenomenon – 
I will give its introductory description in section 1.3 and will gradually 
build its syntactic model throughout this work.3 Considering it in its total 
will help to shed some light on several grey spots in the current IS theory. 
 
                                                        
1 Importantly, the lexicon always reflects much more information than the 
grammar, but unsystematically. Some examples will be analyzed below. In this 
work, I am interested in the systematic obligatory grammatical encoding. 
2 The term ‘scrambling’ has (at least) two meanings: it is a synonym of ‘object 
shift’ (in some Germanic languages and elsewhere) and a cover term for all IS-
related reorderings. Throughout this dissertation, I use it in the second meaning. 
3 In this thesis, I rely on the generative minimalist syntactic framework. Coming 
from the Russian linguistic tradition, I do not take it for granted. I chose it for its 
highly developed and explicit formal apparatus, which I will need to describe 
myriad minute word order variations that must be assembled into a coherent big 
picture. But in the Introduction I will appeal to a broader concept of grammar. 
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1.1 What does the grammatical IS system encode and 
how? 

 
A crucial difference between the IS system in the discourse and in the 
grammar is that the former can operate with continuous notions, while 
the latter cannot. Many IS models (describing both the discourse and the 
grammar) are based on the triplet of topical, backgrounded and new 
(focused) information. If we look at the notion of topic from the 
discourse perspective, different referents can be more or less topical, 
while for the grammar, a discrete ‘yes-no’ notion of topic is needed to 
create a form-meaning pair.4 However, this and other linguistic IS 
notions turn out to be notoriously elusive: both their meaning and their 
form so far escape a proper formalization. In this section, I will outline 
this global problem and will make a step towards a solution. I will first 
sketch the model of discourse IS system with its continuous notions. Then 
I will list different logically possible strategies of converting these notions 
into discrete linguistic ones (what information can be retained and what 
is lost) and will demonstrate what strategies are actually used in the 
grammar and by what formal means they can be implemented. 
 
1.1.1 IS notions in the grammar elude definition 
 
To explain what I have in mind when calling linguistic IS notions elusive, 
I will stick to the example of topic and will present a discussion of its 
definition from Lambrecht (1994), a seminal book on IS. Following 
Strawson (1964), Kuno (1972), Gundel (1974), Chomsky (1976), Dik 
(1978), Reinhart (1982) and many other linguists, Lambrecht bases his 
definition of topic on the concept of ‘aboutness’: “The topic of a sentence 
is the thing which the proposition expressed by the sentence is about” (p. 
118). To clarify the concept of aboutness, Lambrecht appeals to the 
following passage from Strawson (1964): “Statements, or the pieces of 
discourse to which they belong, have subjects, not only in the relatively 
precise sense of logic and grammar, but in a vaguer sense with which I 
shall associate the words ‘topic’ and ‘about’ […]. We […] intend in 
general to give or add information about what is a matter of standing 
current interest or concern. There is great variety of possible types of 
answer to the question what the topic of a statement is, what a 
statement is ‘about’ […] and not every such answer excludes every other 
in a given case” (p. 97). 

Lambrecht (1994) notes that Strawson’s remark “stresses the 
                                                        
4 Strictly speaking, it is probably a question of granularity rather than of a 
genuine continuity vs. discreteness. However, on the level of detail that is 
relevant for our discussion, the ‘grains’ of the discourse IS are invisible. 
Therefore, with this proviso, I will call its notions continuous. 
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inherently vague character of the notions of aboutness and relevance. 
This inherent vagueness has consequences for the grammatical coding of 
topics in sentences. If the topic is seen as the matter of current interest 
which a statement is about and with respect to which a proposition is to 
be interpreted as relevant, it is clear that one cannot always point to a 
particular element in a proposition, let alone to a particular constituent 
of a sentence, and determine that this element and nothing else is the 
topic of the sentence. As there are degrees of relevance, there are degrees 
to which elements of propositions qualify as topics. It is this fact, I 
believe, which accounts for the absence of unambiguous formal marking 
of the topic relation in many languages. And, as a corollary, it accounts 
for the fact that in those languages which do have formal topic marking 
this marking reflects only imperfectly the relative degrees of topicality of 
given referents” (p. 119). 

Grammar as a system does not tolerate non-discrete notions: as 
an element cannot be 42% Singular, it cannot be a topic ‘to a certain 
degree’, if the notion of topic is taken to be a linguistic one. This rigidity 
is due to the obligatory form-meaning pairing. For a certain meaning, 
there is a certain form, and, if we have the meaning ‘to a certain 
degree’, we will be in a big trouble on the form side. Hence, the topics 
Lambrecht (1994) discusses make part of the discourse system, and not 
of the grammar. As expected, there is no perfect match between the 
discourse notion and the grammatical encoding – this encoding should 
be paired with the linguistic meaning. Similarly, tense affixes do not 
express physical or psychological temporal notions, they are paired with 
the meanings in the grammatical tense system, which only indirectly 
reflects these notions. The question of grammatical encoding is in 
principle secondary in the discourse theory because its notions exist 
independently from their manifestations in the language. For the 
linguistic notions, it is crucial because either we have consistent and 
systematic form-meaning pairing, or we have a bad grammar model. 

Therefore, to get rid of the ‘ambiguous’ and ‘imperfect’ formal 
marking, a linguistic notion of topic should be introduced, with a discrete 
meaning and a systematic encoding. However, both this and other 
linguistic IS notions so far elude a proper definition. In the case of topic, 
Lambrecht’s (1994) and similar formulations are used to specify its 
meaning, although they can be applied only to the non-discrete 
discourse topicality. On the form side, linguists are often drawn to two 
extremes. Some authors silently adopt a discourse theoretic perspective 
and, to give an example, do not hesitate to introduce a linguistic notion 
of topic that can be expressed by very different formal means: by 
syntactic fronting and pronominalization. The others traditionally rely 
on the formal criteria, but, having specified e.g. a syntactic process of 
topicalization, ascribe it the ‘topic’ meaning borrowed from the 
discourse theory, which is far too broad for it. Thus, objects, but not 
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subjects are usually assumed to undergo topicalization. So topicalized 
objects receive the ‘topic’ meaning, while the fact that subjects can be 
topical too becomes backgrounded and remains unexplained. 
 
1.1.2 Activation network model of the discourse IS system 
 
If the definitions of IS notions in the grammar are so hard to obtain, let 
us try to start by outlining the discourse IS system and its properties. 
Then we can explore what relevant distinctions are (and are not) 
reflected in the grammatical IS system. Different information processing 
systems of our brain are traditionally modeled as activation networks. In 
this subsection, I will sketch an oversimplified activation network model 
of the discourse IS system to be able to introduce and describe its core 
features. 

An activation network is a set of units and connections between 
them, where units exhibit two properties: they have a certain amount of 
activation that varies in time and they store information.5 Consider the 
activation first. Units can be activated either ‘from outside’ (by the 
systems external to the network) or through their connections to other 
activated units. Thus, once a unit X was activated it ‘spreads’ activation 
to all units it is connected to, and they do the same in turn. The amount 
of activation each unit gets from X is a fraction of what X received itself 
and depends on the strength of the connection between the two. Thus, 
the ‘further’ units are from the initial source of activation (in terms of 
the number of intermediate connections and their strength), the less 
activation they receive. After a unit was activated the amount of 
activation on it will gradually decrease until it reaches the ‘resting’ level 
defined for this unit. In many such models including ours it makes sense 
to assume that there is always a certain minimal amount of activation 
on every unit, which varies from one to another. 

Now let us turn to the second property of the units: to their 
ability to store information. Types and granularity of information an 
individual unit can store depend on the particular model. Let me 
illustrate the basic principle by explaining how two types of concepts, 
generic and individual, can be encoded: say, cat and Penelope, my 
parents’ cat. The concept cat will be encoded by a bundle of features 
(represented by individual strongly connected units) that are necessary 
to tell cats apart from other things in the world. Penelope has all these 
features (so we know that she is a cat) plus some individual ones (not 
necessarily visual: out of two identical grey Persian cats, only one can be 
ours). Thus, to encode Penelope we need to connect the units 

                                                        
5 Activation networks roughly model the cognitive architecture, where the ‘basic’ 
units are interconnected neurons, but for obvious simplicity reasons resort to 
abstract units. 
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representing cats’ features with the units representing her individual 
features, and the resulting set of strongly interconnected units will be 
her. Thus, if we can encode a new concept by establishing or 
strengthening connections between existing units, we should take this 
option. If not, some units are assumed to be blank and can be used to 
represent previously unevidenced properties. 

Since I only need a very basic model of the discourse IS, I can go 
one level of abstraction higher. The units of my network will represent 
individual discourse entities such as events, participants, locations etc.6 
Let me give an example. Imagine that two neighbors, Maxim and Fedor, 
start a conversation, and all of a sudden there is a strange noise coming 
from the yard. Maxim is the first to understand what is going on, so he 
screams to Fedor indignantly: “Your dog is chasing my cat!”. Fedor 
processes the sentence and adds new information to his current 
discourse picture: establishes the event of chasing, links it to certain 
temporal and locative coordinates and connects his dog and Maxim’s 
cat to it as its principal participants, the Agent and the Patient. This is a 
piece of discourse network with interconnected information units. Before 
the sentence was processed Fedor did not know that the dog was 
currently chasing the cat, so a new event unit was created. But the units 
for the dog and the cat already existed in Fedor’s head. Here and 
further, I will focus on the activation of already existing units.7 
According to the general principles above, the dog unit and the cat unit 
are activated to a certain extent even when Fedor is not thinking about 
them (their activation is at the resting level). When he processes 
Maxim’s sentence, the amount of activation on these units becomes very 
high and then gradually decreases. At some point we can say that the 
dog and the cat are not in the focus of Fedor’s attention anymore, i.e. he 
is again not thinking about them. 

In this model, a unit is activated ‘from inside’ by intention and 
‘from outside’ when it is mentioned in the conversation or present in the 
visual context. Connections between units are primarily semantic, and a 
unit can be also activated through them: for example, by virtue of 
belonging to the same ‘frame’, or ‘system of concepts’ as the activated 
unit. Thus, if we mention a car, the concepts of driver, road, steering 
                                                        
6 The cat examples above explained how, on a lower level of abstraction, such 
individual units can be created so that they embrace the properties of the 
relevant generic concepts and still can be distinguished from them. 
7 Importantly, there is a term ‘activation’ in the discourse theory, which does not 
coincide with the activation I am talking about. According to Chafe (1976, 
1987), a particular concept (or information unit) can be either active, or semi-
active (accessible), or inactive at a given moment of time. Obviously, in an 
activation network the activation increases or decreases continuously rather then 
‘in steps’. Although there can be meaningful thresholds in these gradual 
changes, so far I am interested to look at the ‘raw’ picture here. 
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wheel etc. receive some activation too. This model describes how current 
discourse representations are built and decay with time (so that the dog, 
the cat and the event of chasing float away from the focus of Fedor’s 
attention). It ignores the long-term memory. In the models that take 
memory into account it is done approximately in the following way. The 
more often a unit is activated and the more activation it receives, the 
higher its ‘resting level’ of activation becomes. The more often a 
connection is used and the greater amounts of activation it transfers, the 
stronger it becomes. It allows to derive frequency effects and other 
properties of natural information processing. Now let us see how this 
model can be used to describe discourse IS notions. 
 
1.1.3 Discourse IS notions in the activation network model 
 
The model outlined above allows us to define discourse properties of 
information units through the amount of activation on them. Certain 
aspects of this correlation are far from obvious. A major complication is 
that the speaker takes into account not only what is known to him or her 
(i.e. what information units exist and are active in his head), but also, 
crucially, what is assumed to be known to the addressee. So far, I will 
have to abstract away from this problem and will briefly come back to it 
below. 

Let us see what variables we have in the model and to what 
discourse IS notions they can correspond. The variables are evident: the 
amount of activation on the unit and time. Throughout this study, I 
focus on discourse representations roughly corresponding to a sentence 
because grammatical IS notions for which I aim to establish the linking 
rules are encoded on the sentence level. Therefore, it makes sense to 
discuss activation patterns in the discourse network before and after a 
sentence is produced/perceived. This gives us three values for every 
information unit involved: two amounts of activation and the difference 
between them. Any two out of these three values are independent, while 
the third can be derived from them. I believe that for every sentence, the 
amount of activation before it was produced/perceived and the 
activation difference can be used to define many familiar discourse IS 
notions, while the amount of activation after it was produced/perceived 
is important for the next sentence (if there is any). 

It is hardly controversial that the amount of activation on units 
before the sentence is produced/processed can be translated into the 
accessibility scale. The more active a unit is, the more accessible it is. The 
term ‘giveness’ also describes the same discourse property.8 It is widely 

                                                        
8 Choosing between these two terms, I prefer ‘accessibility’. It sounds strange to 
say that out of two new entities one is more given, but it is fine to say that one is 
more accessible – say, by virtue of being preactivated by the activation of 
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accepted that topicality correlates with accessibility (numerous 
arguments and illustrations can be found e.g. in Lambrecht (1994)). 
Lambrecht claims that accessibility is a necessary, although not a 
sufficient condition for topicality (a highly accessible discourse entity can 
also be part of focus). Reinhart (1982, 2004b) and several other authors 
argue that topics are not necessarily highly accessible, and even ‘brand 
new’ discourse entities can be topics. This question depends on the 
adopted definition of topic, and I will come back to it in subsection 3.4.5. 
What is important for me here and appears to be largely undisputed is 
the correlation. Across sentences, topics may differ in accessibility and 
entities accessible to a certain extent – in topicality, but topics are always 
the most accessible elements in the sentence. Relying on this 
observation, I believe that the accessibility scale can also be used to 
measure topicality.9  

It is less straightforward what the activation difference (how 
much the sentence changes the activation on each unit) corresponds to. I 
will assume that it can be translated into the salience scale. The term 
‘salience’ is less widespread and more ambiguous than the notions 
mentioned above, so let me explain the intuition behind it in this system. 
Many IS models rely on the tripartite division of information into topical, 
backgrounded and new (or focused). Topical elements are the highest 
on the accessibility scale, while backgrounded ones are less accessible 
(which makes them appear ‘less central’). New elements are the least 
accessible, but it would be truly counterintuitive to call them the most 
backgrounded. Evidently, our intuitions about these three IS notions 
cannot be conveyed by means of one scale (accessibility) – another scale 
is needed. As I showed, it is readily available in my activation model 
because for each utterance, two independent groups of values can be 
introduced. I call it ‘the salience scale’. 

To appreciate that the two scales are indeed separate, suppose 
that we have two elements that are approximately equally low on the 
accessibility scale (e.g. two elements that are ‘brand new’ in the 
discourse context). One of them can acquire more activation than the 
other as a result of the sentence being produced/processed. Examples 
will follow in the next subsection, so far let me appeal to the reader’s 
general intuition that not all new information is perceived as equally 
salient. However, in most cases there is a negative correlation between 
accessibility and salience: the least accessible (‘new’) units acquire more 
activation than the ones that were already active above the resting level 

                                                                                                                                  
semantically related concepts. 
9 Consequently, being accessible to a certain extent does not make a discourse 
entity ‘the topic’ (whatever definition is opted for), but puts it higher on the 
topicality scale than other less accessible entities. Some refinements will be made 
in subsections 3.4.4-3.4.5. 
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(‘given’, ‘accessible’).10 Both the most accessible and the most salient 
elements are perceived as more prominent in some respect, which gives 
us the instinctive contrast between topical and new vs. backgrounded 
information. 

Finally, let me touch upon two points. First, I mentioned above 
that the amount of activation on the units after the sentence was 
produced/processed is relevant for the next sentence. Basically, the 
accessibility scale for the next sentence can be derived from it. However, 
let me stress that it does not mean that the most active element after the 
current sentence was produced/processed will become the topic of the 
next sentence. If the discourse representation of next sentence uses any 
information units used for the current sentence, the most active of these 
units will be the most accessible and topical in it. Second, I will briefly 
come back to the problem of taking into account addressee’s discourse 
representations. The cognitive system responsible for modeling others’ 
knowledge, feelings and intentions is called theory of mind. Evidently, its 
subsystem influences our communicative intentions so that we could 
adjust to addressee’s knowledge. However, as it seems to me, its 
influence is primarily visible above the sentence level. Suppose we want 
to convey some information about a certain discourse entity. It is in the 
center of our attention now, being the most accessible and topical. If the 
theory of mind tells us that the addressee is not familiar with it, normally 
we introduce it in a separate sentence (or clause) and then present it as 
the most topical in one or several subsequent sentences. This 
phenomenon (although in a different context) is discussed by Lambrecht 
(1994, p. 176ff). So it is not directly evident how much influence the 
theory of mind exerts at the sentence level and hence how much the 
model needs to be adjusted to it.11 

As it seems to me, the outlined model, although simplistic, allows 
us to represent familiar discourse concepts in the desired continuous 
form and our basic intuitions about them. However, I started sketching it 
not so much for its own sake, as to move to clearer definitions of 
linguistic IS notions. I believe that the precise definitions will eventually 
come from this type of models when they are perfected. The first step is 
to construct a model that is well suited to capture changing activation 
                                                        
10 So far, I will assume that A cannot be both more accessible and more salient 
than B (i.e. either the correlation is inverse or they are equal on one or both 
scales). So I will often refer to the two scales ‘in pair’: ‘more accessible and/or less 
salient’. It is definitely true in the absolute majority of cases. In subsection 3.4.8, I 
will return to the question whether any exceptions are possible. 
11 A theory of mind component is included in several existing models, e.g. in 
Levelt’s (1993) production model. I sketched a new simplified model instead of 
referring to them because certain properties (for instance, gradual rather than 
categorical representation of accessibility and salience) are crucial for me here. 
Offering a comparison of such models would take me too far afield. 
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patterns in the discourse IS network.12 The second step is to understand 
how exactly these patterns correspond to discourse IS notions. Then we 
will be able to define these notions through the basic properties of our 
cognitive architecture. If, by the third step, we will specify the linking 
rules between these notions and linguistic IS notions, the latter will also 
receive precise definitions. With a small exception of the sample model 
above, this dissertation focuses only on the third step.13 Thus, the Big 
Question is the following. Suppose we have a certain activation pattern 
in the discourse network and can translate it into a list of values on the 
accessibility and salience scales (e.g. unit A is X% accessible, unit B is Y% 
accessible, unit C is Z% accessible etc.). This given, what information will 
be encoded in the IS system in the grammar and what will be lost?  
 
1.1.4 From discourse to syntax: what is encoded and how? 
 
As we know independently, grammar has no gradual means, so there 
are two possible strategies to encode in the grammar the information 
from the list above. First, it can be converted into labels in the following 
way. E.g. if an element is less than X% accessible it is labeled ‘new’, 
otherwise it is labeled ‘given’. These labels are discrete. The question 
whether they are meaningful depends on whether there is a 
corresponding meaningful threshold in the discourse IS system. To give 
an example, imagine that after the activation decreases below a certain 
level, the element is technically not in the focus of our attention 
anymore. So before that it is still ‘accessible’ and ‘given’ in the discourse 
context, and after that it is ‘inactive’ and ‘new’ (in the sense that it has 
to be reintroduced if we want to come back to it). The second strategy is 
to encode the relative pattern: ‘A is more accessible than B,’ ‘A is more 
accessible than C,’ ‘B is more accessible than C’ etc. This information is 
by definition both discrete and meaningful because the real distinctions 
in the discourse IS system are reflected. A version of this strategy is to 
find the most accessible element and to put a label on it (say, ‘topic’). 

Undoubtedly, both strategies and sometimes a combination of 

                                                        
12 Evidently, various factors influence how activation patterns change in time. To 
give an example, information units differ greatly in how accessible they 
normally are. It is often noted that I, the speaker, and you, the addressee, can 
always be used as topics. In the context of my current writing, I can always refer 
to the dissertation or the work etc. In the models embracing memory, it can be 
captured by adjusting resting levels of activation. The activation on most other 
units degrades, faster or slower, so that they have to be reintroduced as ‘new’ 
after a certain point. 
13 Even for this model, I used some ‘reverse engineering’ from the third step. I 
included only the information that I will refer to in the linking rules, i.e. the 
information that is necessary and sufficient for my description of the grammatical 
IS system in Russian. 
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them are used at the lexical access stage. The use of different DPs 
depending on the place of the element in the accessibility scale has been 
extensively studied (most notably by Ariel (1990)). Whether we use a 
full DP or a pronoun, a definite or an indefinite article, a stressed or an 
unstressed pronoun, this or that etc. depends on how accessible the 
element currently is both per se and with respect to the other elements.14 
However, lexical access is not part of the grammar. At this stage, all the 
information present in the discourse, with all its grades and shades, is 
still available and many of its aspects can be (unsystematically) 
expressed in the lexemes. Thus, if we consider quantitative concepts, 
most languages have grammatical encoding only for one vs. many, but 
infinitely more gradations can be expressed by lexical items. 
Grammatical encoding happens at the stage when the information from 
the discourse has already passed the narrow channel at the interface, 
and it is systematic. 

When we come to the realm of grammar, the choice between two 
strategies outlined above might seem completely obvious. The first one 
(‘categorical’) looks familiar. As for the second one (‘relational’), it 
might even be unclear by what linguistic means it can be implemented 
(apart from labeling the most accessible element etc.). To clarify this 
question let me present the inventory of linguistic devices proposed to 
encode different IS notions: features and configurations.15 A feature is 
the primary encoding device in the traditional generative grammar, and 
in many theories, different IS features such as Foc (or F), Top, Ground 
etc. are introduced. To give an example, an F feature can be put on a 
word or a constituent, which will trigger a certain pronunciation effect 
(the main stress of the sentence), a certain interpretation (‘focus’) and, 
in some theories, movement to a particular syntactic position. 

However, some researchers argue that IS notions are not 
encoded by means of traditional features: rather, certain configurations 
are created in the grammar, which receive particular interpretations at 
the discourse interface. As we shall see below, different models make 
different assumptions as to where these configurations are created: apart 
from the narrow syntax, some authors appeal to prosody.16 In the most 

                                                        
14 E.g. the use of demonstrative pronoun can code the second most accessible 
referent in some languages, as in Dutch (1.i). 
 
(1.i) Jani becritiseerde Billj. Hiji/j/k  / Deze *ii/j/*k was boos. 
 Jan criticized Bill he (Jan, Bill or smb. else)  this (Bill) was angry 
 
15 So far, I will largely ignore the languages that have IS morphemes, but will 
come back to them in subsection 3.4.1. 
16 The relation between syntax and prosody in the grammar will be discussed in 
section 1.2 and further. Now it will suffice to say that prosodic configurations are 
conceivable because prosody is hierarchically organized. 
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influential configurational IS model developed in Reinhart (1995, 2006) 
and Neeleman and Reinhart (1998), a configuration for the ‘focus’ 
interpretation is a constituent containing the main stress of the sentence. 
E.g. if the object is stressed in an ‘S V O’ sentence in English, either the 
object DP, or the VP, or the IP can be interpreted as focused. Thus, there 
is no ‘F’ marker on any constituent in this system – hierarchical relations 
between constituents are the means of encoding.17 

Crucially, so far both approaches were used to encode largely the 
same IS notions: ‘topic’, ‘focus’, ‘given’ and the like. One or the other 
was opted for primarily depending on whether the author believes that 
topics move to a particular syntactic position etc. If only such ‘label-like’, 
or categorical, IS notions are introduced in the grammar, feature-based 
and configurational approaches are indeed equal in their encoding 
possibilities and the choice between them can be made by looking at 
other factors. In this dissertation, I will argue, however, that relative 
accessibility and relative salience are necessary to describe certain 
Russian scrambling cases. In such cases A surfaces to the left of B 
(‘scrambles over B’) if A is more accessible than B or less salient than B 
with both A and B being new and part of focus. I will discuss many 
different examples throughout this work, especially after the necessary 
background on Russian syntax is established. Here I will limit myself to 
two sample sentences. 

In Russian double object constructions, the neutral word order is 
‘IO DO’, i.e. the indirect object precedes the direct one (Shvedova, ed. 
(1980); in the generative literature, this fact was discussed by Junghanns 
and Zybatow (1995), among others). The inverse order, ‘DO IO’, is 
possible when the direct object is more accessible or less salient than the 
indirect object. At first sight, the picture is very similar to the well-known 
object shift phenomenon in Germanic languages, i.e. to ‘Germanic 
scrambling’. A configurational approach to it developed by Neeleman 
and Reinhart (1998) suggests that when the object scrambles, it is 
interpreted as D(iscourse)-linked to an accessible discourse entity.18 

                                                        
17 How exactly form-meaning pairing can be done by means of configurations 
will be discussed in section 1.2 and especially in chapter 2. So far I will rely on 
the general idea of a label on the constituent vs. a constellation of constituents as 
a means of encoding. Incidentally, when the ‘feature vs. configuration’ choice is 
stated in such a broad form, the dilemma is clearly not internal to generativism. 
18 To be precise, Neeleman and Reinhart (1998) assume that different 
configurations (scrambled and non-scrambled) are base-generated (the details 
are given in subsection 3.1.3). My analysis of Russian ‘DO IO’ examples relies on 
syntactic movement. Many authors agree that some languages (e.g. German or 
Slavic) do not have a genuine double object construction and that object 
reordering most probably results from IS-related scrambling there. A more 
detailed discussion will follow in subsection 5.1.1.  
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However, in Russian examples (1.7b) and (1.8b)19 both indirect and 
direct object are new and part of focus. In (1.7b), the interpretation of 
the DO scrambling is that it is less salient than the IO (because IO carries 
an additional emphasis). In (1.8b), the DO appears to be more 
‘predictable’, i.e. it is more accessible out of two new entities 
(apparently, the concept of writing ‘preactivates’ the concept ‘letter’ 
through semantic connections). 
 
(1.7) a. Mnogie mizantropy o en’ ljubjat ivotnyx. 
  ‘Many misanthropes really love animals.’ 
 
(1.7) b. Segodnja moj na al’nik otdal svoj buterbrod 
  Today [my boss].NOM gave away [his sandwich].ACC  
(1.7) b. golodnoj sobake! 
  [hungry dog].DAT  
(1.7) b. ‘Today my boss gave away his sandwich to a hungry dog!’ 
 
(1.8) a. A: to ty delae ’? 
   ‘What are you doing?’ 
 
(1.8) b. B: Pi u pis’mo mame. 
   write.1PERS.SG letter.ACC mom.DAT 
   ‘I am writing a letter to my mom.’ 
 
First of all, these examples give us a new general perspective on what 
notions can be encoded in syntax: not only categorical, such as singular 
or interrogative, but also relational, such as ‘A is less salient than B’ or ‘A 
is more accessible than B.’ So this case is important not only for the study 
of IS, but also for our understanding of grammar as a whole. Second, 
they imply that feature-based approaches to IS will have to drop out of 
the race – this is something that they cannot encode by definition 
(obviously, there cannot be a feature ‘more accessible than’).20 
Configurational IS models are perfectly suited to encode relational 
notions, although they were not used for it yet. A preliminary example of 
a ‘configuration-interpretation’ pair would be ‘when A crosses B in the 

                                                        
19 As required in the Russian linguistic tradition, I try to use naturally occurring 
examples throughout this work (in subsection 5.1.1, several analogous cases 
taken from the corpus or from the internet are discussed in more detail). 
However, a simpler artificial example is used once in a while, like here. 
20 The only label-like alternative is indices. First, it was shown that they do not 
exist in other areas of grammar, such as Binding theory. Second, we will have to 
use myriads of them if we want them to correspond to the relevant ‘grains’ of 
discourse accessibility and salience. Otherwise, we will have to introduce indices 
that do not correspond directly to any IS meanings (like ‘1’, ‘2’, ‘3’…), so that 
only the whole list for a given sentence will provide relational IS information 
(e.g. entity with the index ‘1’ is less salient than the one with the index ‘2’ etc.). 
Real form-meaning pairing notions are definitely preferable. 
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syntactic hierarchy (i.e. moves over it), A is interpreted as more 
accessible and/or less salient than B.’ 

In my dissertation, I will try to realize this potential and to build 
a configurational IS model capable of encoding and interpreting 
relational IS notions. As I demonstrated above, such notions play a role 
for some Russian scrambling cases. Anticipating somewhat, I believe that 
the whole IS system in the Russian language relies on relational notions. 
They are necessary to account for many different cases and can be easily 
extended to all other constructions, so I will take this option to have 
systematic encoding. I will largely limit myself to describing the IS system 
in Russian because this is the field where I accumulated enough 
empirical evidence to support my theoretical claims. However, I believe 
that it cannot be the case that Russian uses the relational strategy to 
derive its linguistic IS notions, while all other languages use the 
categorical one. So I will occasionally provide examples from other 
languages, which can also be elegantly accounted for by means 
relational IS notions.  
 
 
1.2 Implementing a configurational IS model 
 
In this section, I touch upon some general questions concerning the 
implementation of configurational IS models. In the previous section, I 
opted for a configurational approach to IS instead of the feature-based 
one because only the former provides the means to encode relational IS 
notions. However, this argument is novel in the long debate between the 
adepts of configurational and feature-based theories. Feature-based IS 
models were developed in numerous recent papers (Bródy, 1990, 1995; 
Laka, 1990; Ortiz de Urbina, 1999; Ouhalla, 1994; Rizzi, 1997; Tsimpli, 
1995; Tuller, 1992; Vilkuna, 1995, among others). A comprehensive 
overview of the arguments in favor of configurational approaches can be 
found in Reinhart (1995, 2006), Neeleman and Reinhart (1998), 
Neeleman and Szendr i (2004) and Szendr i (2001, 2004, 2005). Out of 
them, I find the argument relying on nested foci advanced by Neeleman 
and Szendr i (2004) the most convincing. I will go over it in subsection 
3.4.3 where the paper is presented. 

Another important objection is that IS features violate Chomsky’s 
(1995) Inclusiveness: “a ‘perfect language’ should meet the condition of 
inclusiveness: any structure formed by the computation [...] is 
constituted of elements already present in the lexical items selected for N 
[numeration]; no new objects are added in the course of the 
computation apart from rearrangements of lexical properties” (p. 228). 
Let us take focus as an example. Usually, constituents rather than single 
words are focused. Introducing an F feature on a constituent violates 
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Inclusiveness. Putting it on a lexical item and allowing it to percolate is 
also problematic, since this item does not have any lexical property 
corresponding to F (it is not focused per se, it is part of the focus). This 
will be demonstrated in more detail in subsection 3.4.1 where so-called 
‘focus morphemes’ are discussed. Many authors consider them to be 
realizations of F features. However, as Szendr i (2005) shows, the 
marked word is not the focus of the sentence. 

After the configurational approach to IS is opted for, I need to 
specify the nature of configurations that I am going to use in my model. I 
was preliminarily referring to syntactic configurations in the previous 
section. However, major configurational IS theories systematically 
appeal to prosody. This is the main question that I will address in this 
section: are IS configurations syntactic, prosodic or ‘mixed’?21 
Throughout this work, I will argue for syntactic configurations and for 
deriving prosodic phenomena from them – both in Russian and in other 
languages. Below, I will sketch the line of my argumentation.22 

In this dissertation I mainly rely on different aspects of two 
following models: Reinhart and Neeleman’s (Reinhart, 1995, 2006; 
Neeleman and Reinhart, 1998) and Szendr i’s  (2001).23 Reinhart and 
Neeleman primarily discuss prosodic phenomena and use a combination 
of syntax and prosody for their configurations. Dutch object shift is the 
only word order variation they analyze, and they argue that it results 
from base-generation rather than from syntactic movement. Szendr i 
(2001) uses syntactic movement in her theory, but the architecture of the 
grammar she assumes is different from the one traditionally taken in 
generative models. It has two independent structural representations, 
syntactic and prosodic, which are connected by mapping rules (most 
other models discussed in this study including Reinhart and Neeleman’s 
and mine are based on one initial structure). Szendr i’s theory relies on 
prosodic configurations, and syntactic movement only contributes to 
building them because the two representations are interconnected. 

Russian scrambling definitely involves massive syntactic 
movement. However, these movements are associated with certain 
prosodic effects. Moreover, many IS-related prosodic phenomena seem 
to arise independently. Nevertheless, my IS model will be based 
exclusively on syntactic configurations, and I will aim to deduce prosody 
from syntax. Let me preliminarily explain why. In brief, direct prosodic 
encoding is in principle impossible in the traditional generative 

                                                        
21 Syntax and prosody are the only options because hierarchical structure is 
necessary to create configurations. 
22 Although the discussion becomes more specific to the generative framework in 
this section, the general question whether prosody is derivative from syntax (i.e. 
reflects the underlying syntactic structure) can be posed in any grammar model. 
23 They will be discussed in detail in sections 3.1 and 3.2. 
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architecture – Szendr i can use it, while Reinhart and Neeleman or I 
cannot. This is the case because prosody belongs to the interface between 
the grammar and the SM (sensori-motoric) apparatus. At this interface, 
syntactic structures receive a phonological interpretation that makes 
them ‘pronounceable’. Since this process is essentially a translation from 
one form into another, no encoding is possible at this stage. Reinhart 
and Neeleman can include prosody in their model only through 
interface strategies. E.g. in their theory, focus is not encoded in the 
grammar. But, according to an interface strategy, sentences with certain 
independently generated prosodic properties can be used only in the 
contexts where particular foci are intended.24 In subsection 3.2.1, I will 
discuss this option in detail and will show that it generates several deep 
problems. Since this is the only way to include prosody in the theory, if it 
proves to be problematic the search for an IS model relying on syntactic 
configurations and deriving prosodic effects from them should start. 

Reducing IS-related prosodic phenomena to syntax is by no 
means new. This is done in any theory based on IS features (e.g. an F 
feature is ‘pronounced’ as the main stress of the sentence etc.). I have 
just rejected these features – based on the arguments provided by 
Reinhart, Neeleman and Szendr i and on my own finding of relational IS 
notions. However, no features means no syntactic movement, nothing to 
derive prosody from and no encoding possibilities whatsoever.25 So, back 
to the features? Yes, but to very different ones. Chomsky (2005) 
introduces edge features (EFs) in the grammar, which are essentially a 
perfect means to create syntactic configurations. In chapter 2, I will 
sketch an IS model based on EFs. After discussing syntactic properties of 
EF-driven movement, I will show how IS-related prosodic effects can be 
derived from it in chapter 3. Since I shifted from IS features to syntactic 
configurations, which appeal to the basic structural relations, my 
explanation will be very different from the ones proposed before. 
 
 
1.3 Russian scrambling: An introduction 
 
Many authors assume that separate processes of topicalization, object 
scrambling etc. should not be introduced in Russian (e.g. Sekerina, 1997, 

                                                        
24 This position is blurred in Reinhart (2006). In the earlier papers (Reinhart, 
1995; Neeleman and Reinhart, 1998) the term ‘coding’ is never used. Reinhart 
(2006) mentions ‘PF coding’. However, despite this change, the model essentially 
works in the same way, and the same questions are problematic for it. 
25 Non-feature-driven movement is difficult to envision in the current grammar 
model because all instances of movement involve a probe-goal relation (as a 
result, movement obeys locality etc.), and these relations are established by 
means of features. 
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p. 2), so all IS-related movements are traditionally unified under the 
notion of scrambling. To introduce the object of my study to those who 
are not familiar with it, I will present some examples of Russian 
scrambling in this section. I almost will not discuss the syntax of these 
reorderings and their IS effects now – it will be done later in the work. 

However, let me start by referring to the previous generative 
studies dedicated to Russian scrambling: Babyonyshev (1996), Bailyn 
(1995, 2003a, 2003b, 2004), Erteschik-Shir and Strahov (2004), 
Junghanns and Zybatow (1995), King (1995), Kondrashova (1996), 
Pereltsvaig (2004), Sekerina (1997, 2003), van Gelderen (2003), among 
others. Most of these studies rely on very different theoretical 
assumptions from what I adopt in this thesis, so a detailed comparison 
appears unfeasible. Instead, I will make references to their particular 
findings and claims throughout my work. 

Russian is well known as a ‘free word order’ language. A 
textbook example is the sentences containing a subject, verb and direct 
object, where all six word orders are possible, as (1.9a-f) show. 
 
(1.9) a. Mal’ ik s”el sup. S V O 
  boy.NOM ate soup.ACC  
  ‘A/the boy ate a/the soup.’ 
 
(1.9) b. Mal’ ik sup s”el. S O V 
 
(1.9) c. Sup mal’ ik s”el. O S V 
 
(1.9) d. Sup s”el mal’ ik. O V S 
 
(1.9) e. S”el mal’ ik sup. V S O 
 
(1.9) f. S”el sup mal’ ik. V O S 
 
It should be noted that some word orders can result from different 
reorderings. E.g. in (1.9e), the verb can be a (contrastive) topic. If a 
speaker A asserts that the boy ate his porridge, B can answer by (1.9e) 
and add that the porridge was actually furtively thrown out of the 
window. Alternatively, (1.9e) can be a verb-initial construction with the 
interpretational effect similar to the V-to-C construction in German and 
Dutch. Such sentences are used in the beginning of fairy tales and 
anecdotes and have a narrative epic or folksy flavor. Two different 
structures hiding behind (1.9e) are disambiguated prosodically. In 
(1.10a-f), a sentence with two objects is taken to show some additional 
(partly analogous) reorderings. 
 
(1.10) a. Mal’ ik podaril devo ke cvety. S V IO DO 
  boy.NOM gave girl.DAT flowers.ACC  
  ‘A/the boy gave (the) flowers to a/the girl.’ 
 
(1.10) b. Mal’ ik podaril cvety devo ke. S V DO IO 
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(1.10) c. Mal’ ik cvety podaril devo ke. S DO V IO 
 
(1.10) d. Mal’ ik devo ke podaril cvety. S IO V DO 
 
(1.10) e. Cvety devo ke podaril mal’ ik. DO IO V S 
 
(1.10) f. Devo ke cvety podaril mal’ ik. IO DO V S 
 
In (1.11a-c), different positions of adverbs are illustrated. I included 
these ‘ordinary’ structures here because in my work, there is no right-
adjunction, the adverb hierarchy is taken seriously and consequently the 
sentences in (1.11b) and (1.11c) are derived by scrambling. 
 
(1.11) a. Babu ka asto pe et pirogi. S Adv V O 
  granny.NOM often bakes pies.ACC  
  ‘The granny often bakes pies.’ 
 
(1.11) b. asto babu ka pe et pirogi. Adv S V O 
 
(1.11) c. Babu ka pe et pirogi asto. S V O Adv 
 
Let me point to another construction that is ambiguous on the surface, 
but can have different underlying structures and different prosodic 
properties. (1.11b) can be an instance of focus fronting or a sentence 
starting with a scene-setting adverb (i.e. ‘Often it is the case that the 
granny bakes pies’). More complex constructions with several adverbs in 
different orders will be discussed in subsection 5.1.2. Let me conclude 
this small presentation by so-called ‘split scrambling’ cases in (1.12a-b). 
Many other most intricate reorderings will be examined further in the 
work. Long-distance scrambling is possible, but rather infrequent, so I 
will limit myself to clause-level phenomena in this dissertation. 
 
(1.12) a. Kvartiru oni kupili krasivuju. 
  apartment.ACC they bought beautiful.ACC 
  ‘As for the apartment, they bought a beautiful one.’ 
 
(1.12) b. Krasivuju oni kupili kvartiru. 
 
Finally, let me note that I primarily analyze written Russian in this thesis, 
although wherever there is a significant difference between the written 
and colloquial variety, a comparison is provided. 
 
 
1.4 The structure of the dissertation 
 
In sections 1.1 and 1.2, I presented two things that I consider the most 
important in my dissertation and relevant beyond the domain of Russian 
syntax. First, I introduce relational IS notions and develop a model 
capable of encoding and interpreting them. Second, the model I build 
relies on syntactic configurations and prosodic IS phenomena are 
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deduced from them. Let me note that these two choices (between 
categorical vs. relational IS notions and between syntactic vs. prosodic 
configurations) are separate, so the arguments can be evaluated 
independently. The third thing that I would single out as noteworthy in 
my thesis is the novel model of the EPP in the Tense domain that I 
propose for Russian. It makes an interesting addition to the EPP typology 
(showing that Russian is not anomalous in this respect) and removes 
one of the most significant arguments for dissociating the EPP and 
agreement. 

Below, I briefly summarize the subsequent chapters. Chapter 2 
lays the syntactic cornerstone of the work. First, I outline the key 
syntactic assumptions I adopt. In brief, these are a general Phase 
theoretic framework and some innovations introduced in Chomsky 
(2005) (section 2.1), Nilsen’s (2003) perspective on adverbs and certain 
aspects of the remnant movement approach (section 2.2). Second, I 
concentrate on several important modifications that I suggest for 
Chomsky’s (2005) framework to build my configurational IS model 
(sections 2.1 and 2.3). As a result, by the end of this chapter the core 
principles of my model are stated and illustrated on several sample 
derivations. 

Chapter 3 is dedicated to IS theory and to prosody: I incorporate 
the insights from earlier research in my model and try to show that it 
can provide additional advantages. Section 3.1 establishes the 
background in these areas, which is necessary for the subsequent 
discussion, and introduces the models that I primarily rely on in this 
study: Reinhart (1995), Neeleman and Reinhart (1998), Szendr i (2001) 
and, to a certain extent, Büring (2003). My goal to derive prosodic 
effects from syntactic configurations provokes two questions: why and 
how? Section 3.2 answers the first question: why, given the theoretical 
framework of generative grammar, prosody cannot be included in the IS 
model. Section 3.3 focuses on the second question: how, given the wealth 
of prosodic phenomena in the IS field, can prosody be excluded from the 
IS model, namely, be derived from syntax? In section 3.4, I elaborate my 
IS model and demonstrate its advantages (it resolves several long-
standing puzzles in the field and has a wider empirical coverage). 

Chapter 4 makes a digression to analyze EPP-driven movement. 
This analysis is necessary to account for IS-related reorderings because 
they are ‘superimposed’ on the EPP-driven ones. Section 4.1 gives a 
crosslinguistic perspective on the EPP. In section 4.2, I present two 
existing approaches that can be applied to the Russian EPP. First, prima 
facie Russian may belong to the Greek group in Alexiadou and 
Anagnostopoulou’s EPP typology (1998). Second, several authors 
(primarily Babyonyshev, 1996; Bailyn, 2003a, b, 2004; Lavine, 1998; 
Lavine and Freidin, 2002) claim that the EPP can be satisfied by any 
argument in Russian and not only by a Nominative subject. I show that 
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both approaches are not supported by the corpus data I collected. A new 
model is developed in section 4.3, according to which Russian is 
typologically similar to English in Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s 
language sample (1998).26 Section 4.4 examines Russian raised non-
Nominative XPs because the authors from the second approach claimed 
that these XPs have subject properties in certain constructions. I argue 
that no such cases can be found. The Russian EPP model in the second 
approach provided an important argument for dissociating the EPP and 
agreement. As a result of my work, this argument is removed. 

Chapter 5 gives a wider perspective on scrambling, both in 
Russian and elsewhere. Section 5.1 analyzes several groups of 
constructions in Russian that need to be discussed in more detail. Section 
5.2 introduces experimental data (primarily from language processing 
and language acquisition) that are relevant for the study of IS-related 
phenomena, and presents the results of my self-paced-reading study of 
Russian scrambling. Finally, a very concise chapter 6 contains 
concluding remarks.  

 

                                                        
26 I present my conclusions in terms of Pesetsky and Torrego’s (2004b) 
perspective on the EPP in the Tense domain. 





 

 
2 Syntax. Outlining the model 
 
 
 
 
This chapter is central for the dissertation because here I outline the core 
of my IS model and all its principal features. It also lays a general 
syntactic foundation of the study. In section 2.1, I sketch the key features 
of the Phase theory (Chomsky 2001, 2004, 2005),27 focusing on the 
innovations from Chomsky (2005), and present four major 
modifications that I use in my model. In section 2.2, I develop them one 
by one. 

In section 2.3, I introduce other basic syntactic assumptions that 
I take. First, Chomsky (2001, 2004, 2005) does not consider any cases 
where postulating movement of big chunks of structure or massive 
movement is required. I will need it in my thesis, so I would like to 
establish some theoretical background for such derivations. In subsection 
2.3.1, I discuss the key principles of the remnant movement approach, to 
which I adhere. Second, Chomsky’s approach to adverbs does not 
generate syntactic positions and labels inside adverb sequences, which 
appear to be necessary for independent reasons and which I will use in 
my model. In subsections 2.3.2-2.3.4 I present several perspectives on 
these questions, opt for the one developed in Nilsen (2003) and show 
how it can be incorporated in my model. 
 
 
2.1 Phase theoretic framework and my modifications 
 
In this section, I introduce my IS model against the background of Phase 
theory. I presuppose a general familiarity with Chomsky (2001, 2004) 
and concentrate on the innovations from Chomsky (2005). In the first 
subsection, I briefly summarize the most important ones. In the second 
subsection, I indicate which of them I adopt in my work and list four 
major modifications that I propose myself, which form the core of my 
model. They will be elaborated in the section 2.2. 
 

                                                        
27 My model does not specifically depend on the Phase theory because I do not 
analyze any cases of successive cyclic movement, but is fully compatible with it 
and takes it as a syntactic basis. 
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2.1.1 Innovations to Phase theory in Chomsky (2005) 
 
In Chomsky (2005), all levels of grammar except for interface levels are 
discarded, so there is only one computational cycle. The syntactic 
structure is built until a phase is completed; after that it is transferred to 
the C-I and SM interfaces, where it is interpreted. Once the information 
has been transferred, it cannot be accessed anymore, which is captured 
by the PIC (phase impenetrability condition). The concept of a 
numeration became unnecessary in this model because the theory does 
not rely on the relevant type of economy anymore. 

The phases are v*P and CP (Chomsky admits that DP can be a 
phase too, but leaves this question open). According to Chomsky, “C is 
shorthand for the region that Rizzi (1997) calls the ‘left periphery,’ 
possibly involving feature spread from fewer functional heads (maybe 
only one); and v* is the functional head associated with full argument 
structure, transitive and experiencer constructions, and is one of several 
choices for v, which may furthermore be the element determining that 
the selected root is verbal, along lines discussed by Marantz (1997)” (p. 
9). Other choices for v are unaccusative and passive, the ones that 
cannot assign Accusative case. 

Chomsky postulates that every lexical item (except for 
interjections) has an edge feature (EF) that allows it to enter the 
computation, i.e. to be merged with some syntactic object. Two types of 
Merge are possible in the framework: external Merge (EM, when Y 
merged to X is not part of X) and internal Merge (IM), or Move under 
the ‘copy theory of movement,’ (when Y is part of X). “To a large extent, 
EM yields generalized argument structure (theta roles, the ‘cartographic’ 
hierarchies, and similar properties); and IM yields discourse-related 
properties such as old information and specificity, along with scopal 
effects” (p. 7). Chomsky notes that “IM [...] is as free as EM; it can only 
be blocked by stipulation” (p. 7). 

Chomsky proposes that, along with Transfer, all other operations 
apply at the phase level and can be initiated only by phase heads. Edge 
features of phase heads attract syntactic objects to their specifiers, and 
the resulting movement is of A' type. The heads selected by the phase 
heads, i.e. T or V, inherit Agree features ( -features) from them. These 
features mediate agreement, which can result in A-movement.28 Thus, 
uninterpretable features are valued at the point when the phase is 
completed, i.e. when they are transferred to the interfaces. This is a very 
welcome outcome: some of them have phonetic realizations, so they 
cannot be deleted before Transfer. Evidently, in such a system raising to 

                                                        
28 It implies that object agreement takes place in the [Spec; VP] and that if we 
have T without C we cannot have agreement and A-movement. The relation 
between agreement and movement will be discussed in subsections 2.2.2-2.2.3. 
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the [Spec; CP] or [Spec; v*P] can be multiple. Chomsky asserts that the 
number of specifiers is indeed unlimited and that the specifier-
complement distinction is about the order of merger.29 In multiple 
specifier configurations, specifier-to-specifier movement is impossible 
because the goal is not in the search domain of the probe. 

EFs of phase heads, which trigger all A'-movement, are 
‘indiscriminate’ – they can attract any goal in their search domain, i.e. 
any element in the clause (if the operation is not ruled out for 
independent reasons, such as proper binding etc.). This is possible 
because there is no feature matching with EFs. The final interpretation of 
the moved element depends on the position where it eventually ends up. 
Thus, the computational system generates syntactic structures freely. 
Their interpretation and, potentially, their ‘deviance’ is determined at 
the interfaces. As Chomsky remarks, “the only empirical requirement is 
that SM and C-I assign the interpretations that the expression actually 
has, including many varieties of ‘deviance’” (p. 10). 

Since this assumption is crucial for my work, let me cite the 
example Chomsky provides to illustrate it: “Take, say, Topicalization of 
DP. EF of a phase head PH can seek any DP in the phase and raise it to 
SPEC-PH. There are no intervention effects, unless we assume that 
phrases that are to be topicalized have some special mark. That seems 
superfluous even if feasible, particularly if we adopt Rizzi’s approach to 
the left periphery: what is raised is identified as a topic by the final 
position it reaches, and any extra specification is redundant. The same 
should be true for other forms of A'-movement. We need not postulate 
an uninterpretable feature that induces movement, and can thus 
overcome a long-standing problem about crash at the lower phase-levels 
in successive-cyclic movement” (p. 17). 

As for agreement-related movement, once an element has A-
moved to the position where its features are valued, as in the case of 
subject raising to the [Spec; TP], it becomes invisible to EFs. 
Consequently, A'-movement has to originate from a lower position. 
Thus, a subject wh-phrase should be moved to the [Spec; CP] from the 
[Spec; v*P] and not from the [Spec; TP]. However, it has to move to the 
[Spec; TP] as well. Chomsky postulates that C and T attract it in parallel. 

                                                        
29 Moreover, Chomsky claims that specifier-head relations should be excluded 
from the system because the minimal search domain for a probe is its c-
command domain. As Chomsky admits, “that requires considerable rethinking of 
much important work, particularly on agreement” (p. 12). Island effects are 
argued to arise because the minimal search is not uniquely defined in XP-YP 
structures (where neither XP nor YP is a head or a probe) and the ‘wrong choice’ 
can be made. That is, the minimal search domain appears to be smaller than the 
c-command domain, it is a path down the sister node, in which at each node one 
subnode is selected. 
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Two movement operations can even interweave, e.g. when C extracts a 
wh-PP out of the subject that is simultaneously raised to the [Spec; TP]. In 
other words, “all options are open: the edge- and Agree-features of the 
probe can apply in either order, or simultaneously, with only certain 
choices converging” (p. 17). 

The treatment of adjuncts is the same as in Chomsky (2004). 
They enter into the derivation by asymmetric pair-Merge, which is 
simplified to symmetric set-Merge at the point of Transfer, to make 
linearization possible. This yields late-insertion effects. 
 
2.1.2 Four major modifications and several minor points 
 
In my thesis, I largely adopt the Phase theoretic framework as it is 
outlined in Chomsky (2001, 2004) and some innovations from Chomsky 
(2005). In particular, my IS model crucially relies on the concepts of 
edge features (EFs) and free internal Merge (IM). Any goal can be 
attracted by EFs, so any constituent in the clause can move if it is not 
prohibited for independent reasons. The final interpretation of the 
moved element depends on the position where it eventually ends up. 
Essentially, EFs are an ideal means for creating configurations. However, 
I propose several important modifications, which I briefly summarize 
below. Then I indicate what features of Chomsky’s (2005) theory I do 
not adopt in this work. 

The first modification concerns the notion of the ‘right position’ 
for a certain IS interpretation. For Chomsky (2005), it is a particular 
fixed position in the syntactic hierarchy: in his example of topicalization, 
he refers to Rizzi’s (1997) view on the left periphery. For me, it is a 
particular position with respect to other elements: e.g. A can be 
interpreted as more topical (i.e. ultimately, more accessible) than B if A 
is merged above B. Thus, my approach is configurational, while 
Chomsky’s is not, although it does not involve IS features anymore. 

The second modification focuses on the relation between Merge 
and Agree. Chomsky (2005) wants to dissociate agreement and IM 
(movement). He claims that EF-driven movement to the specifiers of 
phase heads (C and v*) does not involve feature-matching and 
agreement. Wh-movement is discussed as an example. Agreement is 
reserved for the features inherited by T and V. At first, Chomsky states 
that it can trigger A-movement, but then tries to separate the two. 
Examining EPP-driven movement to T, he notes that it could be caused 
by an EF that T inherits from C and be independent from agreement. He 
refers to the model of the Russian EPP by Lavine and Freidin (2002) 
where the EPP-driven movement indeed involves no agreement. I would 
like to return to an earlier version of the theory where agreement was a 
prerequisite for movement (although I remain agnostic about the nature 
of the connection). In subsection 2.2.2, I will show that the account of 
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wh-movement without agreement appears to run into severe problems. 
In chapter 4, I will demonstrate that Lavine and Freidin’s (2002) model 
is incorrect and that some other arguments for dissociating the EPP and 
agreement also do not hold. However, I will argue that IS-related 
movement is exempt from this requirement (i.e. it is not ‘agreement-
driven’) and will offer a principled explanation why. 

The third modification examines what heads can be targeted by 
movement. Chomsky (2005) argues that only phase heads (C and v*) 
and the heads selected by them (T and V) can trigger IM. Since the 
probing features that T and V inherit from the phase heads are -
features, we expect all IS-related movement to target the specifiers of C 
and v*. However, Russian scrambling definitely involves reorderings of 
internal arguments (DPs and PPs) inside VP and reorderings with respect 
to lower adverbs merged between v and T. The former weakens the 
distinction between C and v* vs. T and V emphasized by Chomsky 
(which is undermined after the second modification anyway), but does 
not widen the list of heads with probing features. As for the latter, 
Chomsky’s theory does not generate any positions inside adverb 
sequences because adverbs are treated as adjuncts. However, both 
positions and labels inside such sequences are necessary. Thus, lower 
adverbs can be wh-moved and moved for IS reasons with subsequent 
reconstruction (arguments against late insertion). Constituents 
containing all/some/none of them can undergo remnant topicalization 
(an argument for labels). There is non-IS-related movement (clustering) 
in this domain in some languages (an argument for positions). For these 
reasons, I will review several alternative approaches to adverbs in 
subsection 2.3.2 and will largely adopt Nilsen’s (2003) perspective on 
them. I cannot point to any deep principle defining the emerging new 
inventory of probes, so I will mostly limit myself to listing the ones that 
are empirically necessary for my theory. 

In my fourth modification, I address the following question.  
Chomsky (2005) states that EF-driven IM is free if it is not prohibited for 
independent reasons. I reject this idea for non-IS-related IM by coming 
back to ‘agreement-driven’ movement, but keep it for IS-related IM. For 
agreement-driven movement, it is quite clear what ‘prohibited’ means 
(the relevant feature that could ‘launch’ it is absent and it simply cannot 
take place). Otherwise, we have a ‘move ‘ system where restrictions 
should be stated as filters rather than as enabling conditions. To be 
precise, some universal restrictions still apply (e.g. it is impossible to 
extract from the previous phase because everything except for the edge 
is already invisible), but the rest must be redefined. Of course, some IS-
related movements can be ruled out on the basis of their interpretational 
effects (infelicitous, tautological, maybe, nonsensical). But other 
machinery will be necessary to explain e.g. why Russian abounds with 
IS-related movement, while English does not. Chomsky (2005) does not 
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concentrate on this problem. I will try to convert it into an advantage by 
suggesting a new perspective on violations under ‘free IM’. 

Since each of these four modifications requires a serious 
discussion, let me adopt the following strategy. In subsection 2.2.1, I will 
outline the core of my IS model, which essentially relies on the first 
modification. I will start by deriving an example with object reordering 
from the Introduction, so I will appeal to IS-related movement inside VP. 
Otherwise, I will abstract away from widening the inventory of probes, 
from the relation between Agree and IM and from restrictions on 
movement. Basically, I would like the reader to appreciate first that my 
IS model works fine without any major modifications in the theory. Then 
I will try to show that it can do more if some independently required 
modifications are introduced. In subsection 2.2.2, I will present the 
arguments against dissociating agreement and IM (my second 
modification) and the consequences for non-IS-related movement. 
Subsection 2.2.3 explains why this modification (agreement as a 
prerequisite for IM) does not apply to IS-related movement. Then it 
briefly touches upon the third modification (inventory of probes), which 
will be presented in subsection 2.3.4 after the syntax of adverbs is 
discussed. Subsection 2.2.4 examines how and where restrictions on free 
IM can be stated and what my IS model can gain from this new 
perspective. Subsection 2.2.5 argues that the indeterminacy of the 
grammar introduced by ‘free IM’ in the IS field stems from certain 
features of the current competence model and not from the core 
properties of the grammar itself. I show how it can be resolved in a 
production model. 

Now a general remark concerning the notion of EF is due – since 
EFs are at the heart of Chomsky’s (2005) theory and of my model, it 
appears to be important. To remind the reader, Chomsky postulates that 
an EF is present on every lexical item that enters the computation (it 
allows to merge this LI with some syntactic object). However, he asserts 
that only EFs on the phase heads (C and v*) can trigger IM (as I noted 
above, the status of movement to T and V is controversial – either it is 
made possible directly by -features or by EFs inherited from the phase 
heads). In other words, the first ‘general’ EFs and EFs on the phase heads 
appear to be two separate concepts, although Chomsky does not discuss 
it anywhere. I will keep to this distinction in my study and will further 
use the term for the features enabling IM. 

Finally, let me mention some other features of Chomsky’s (2005) 
theory that I cannot readily adopt. I will not appeal to parallel 
movement. My intuition is that it violates binary Merge, which is one of 
the central principles of the framework. If an element is attracted to T 
and to C in parallel, it is also merged in both positions simultaneously. 
Presumably, C is also merged at the same point of the derivation 
because if it had been already merged the movement to the [Spec; TP] 
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would have become impossible without violating the NTC (no-tampering 
condition). Maybe, the parallel movement hypothesis can be developed 
to solve these problems, but before any technical solutions are suggested 
I will refrain from adopting it. 

If I do not assume parallel movement, I also will not be able to 
maintain that the subject in the [Spec; TP] is immobilized. In fact, I do 
not see a conceptual reason why it should be the case: if there are any 
further probe-goal relations in which the subject may enter to achieve 
certain interpretational effects, it should be free to do so. Another thing 
that Chomsky (2005) wants to discard are specifier-head relations. One 
exception has to be introduced immediately: second EM to v* yields a 
theta-role assignment. I will refrain from following this claim because it 
leaves too many agreement facts unexplained. However, this particular 
assumption will never become important in my work. 
 
 
2.2 My IS model outlined 
 
The contents of this section where already introduced in subsection 2.1.2: 
it develops the modifications to the Phase theory that I listed there, 
which form the core of my IS model. 
 
2.2.1 EF-based configurational IS model 
 
In this subsection, I will start outlining my IS model: I will show how 
syntactic configurations can be created by means of EFs. Chomsky 
(2005) briefly demonstrates how EFs can applied in the IS domain by 
discussing topicalization. He notes that ‘some special mark’ on the 
topicalized DP, i.e. a topic feature, is “superfluous even if feasible […]: 
what is raised is identified as a topic by the final position it reaches” (p. 
7). I will follow these guidelines in my model, but the notion of the ‘right 
position’ for a particular IS interpretation is crucially different for me. 
For Chomsky, it is a particular position in the syntactic hierarchy (i.e. a 
particular specifier in the C domain), while for me, it is a particular 
position with respect to other elements. Chomsky’s proposal does not 
involve IS features anymore, but does not introduce configurations 
either. Therefore, it retains many problems of IS feature-based theories. 
Crucially for my work, it offers no means of encoding for the relational IS 
notions that I introduce. 

I will use EFs to build a configurational IS model. I will start by 
deriving an object reordering example in (2.1) (repeated from (1.7) in 
the Introduction). To remind the reader, the neutral word order is ‘S V 
IO DO’ in Russian, while ‘S V DO IO’, as in (2.1b), results from IS-related 
movement. (2.1a) provides the context. Subsection 5.1.1 examines such 
structures in more detail. In particular, it shows why in Russian, unlike in 
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some other languages, object reordering is treated not as a special 
construction (Dative alternation), but as a case of scrambling.  
 
(2.1) a. Mnogie mizantropy o en’ ljubjat ivotnyx. 
  ‘Many misanthropes really love animals.’ 
 
(2.1) b. Segodnja moj na al’nik otdal svoj buterbrod 
  Today [my boss].NOM gave [his sandwich].ACC  
(2.1) b. golodnoj sobake! 
  [hungry dog].DAT  
(2.1) b. ‘Today my boss gave away his sandwich to a hungry dog!’ 
 
In the previous accounts of similar scrambling cases (e.g. de Hoop, 1992; 
Neeleman and Reinhart, 1998, a.m.o.), movement of the object to a 
particular syntactic position or base-generation of the scrambled word 
order was associated with a categorical IS interpretation. For example, a 
scrambled object was argued to be interpreted as D-linked to an 
accessible discourse entity. My IS model can go two steps further. First, I 
can associate such movements to a relational IS interpretation: if A 
moves over B, A is interpreted as more accessible or less salient than B. 
The sentence in (2.1b) demonstrates that it is a necessary move: both 
indirect and direct object are new, so there is no categorical notion that 
could capture the difference between them. The interpretational effect 
can be defined only relationally: the IO is more salient than the DO.30 
My approach also gains us an additional advantage. In the previous 
movement accounts, it was necessary to define the syntactic position 
associated with a particular interpretation, which was always immensely 
difficult. Now the direct object can simply move to the first accessible 
position above the indirect one. 

Such positions and triggers for movement are readily available 
in Chomsky’s (2005) theory. The objects in (2.1b) reorder inside the 
VP.31 According to Chomsky, V has an EF, which can attract any element 
(if it is not prohibited for independent reasons),32 and, like any other 

                                                        
30 The reader might suggest that some arbitrary label could be introduced (e.g. 
‘Salient’ on the indirect object). The direct object is not backgrounded either, but 
it would save us from relational IS notions. However, I will discuss sentences with 
two such movements below where two labels (‘Salient1’ and ‘Salient2’?) would be 
necessary. It amounts to bringing indices back in the grammar. 
31 I am certain that the reordering is VP-internal because it happens below the 
verb and the verb does not raise further than v in Russian (detailed arguments 
based on adverb placement tests are given in subsection 4.2.3). I assume that the 
DO is initially merged as the complement of V and the IO as its specifier. 
32 I explained in the previous subsection that Chomsky (2005) is undecided 
whether T and V inherit EFs from the phase heads. However, Russian has VP-
internal IS-related movement, so V definitely needs an EF. Otherwise widening 
the inventory of probes for IM will be discussed in subsection 2.3.4.  
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head, can have multiple specifiers. Thus, without introducing any 
additional heads or features, I can say that the direct object moves to the 
second [Spec; VP] (i.e. V attracts its complement to its specifier). 
Chomsky states that the final interpretation of the moved element 
depends on the position where it eventually ends up (although he never 
identifies an exact position for any interpretation in his examples). I can 
specify both the position of the moved DO (above the IO) and its 
interpretation (less salient than the IO). Note that if a fixed syntactic 
position had to be associated with a categorical interpretation (as in 
Chomsky (2005) or in the previous approaches to scrambling) simply 
using a [Spec; VP] would not be possible. The indirect object is also in the 
[Spec; VP], but the whole point is that the two objects are interpreted 
differently. Thus, we would have to postulate a new head with an EF, 
which is clearly undesirable. 

Introducing relational IS notions and gaining an advantage of 
syntactic simplicity was the first step forward from the previous accounts. 
We could stop here and formulate a rule at the interface pairing 
movement in syntax and its interpretation. To make the second step, let 
us see what happens if the relation between two objects is the opposite: if 
the IO is less salient or more accessible than the DO. The answer is 
‘nothing’: no movements, no prosodic effects. The neutral word order is 
‘S V IO DO’, so the IO is already above the DO. Thus, if our rule appeals 
to movement, the situation will be the following. When the DO is more 
accessible or less salient than the IO, this information is encoded. When 
the relation is the opposite, no information is encoded. First, it is truly 
strange: there is no principal difference in the discourse. Second, it 
simply appears to be wrong. When the word order is ‘S V IO DO’, we 
know that the IO is either less salient or more accessible than the DO or 
equal to it on these scales. Of course, we could supplement our rule by 
additional interface strategies that would infer this information when 
nothing is encoded in the grammar… However, I believe that it is more 
advantageous to state the rule as in (2.2): 
 
(2.2) If X is (re)merged above Y, the discourse entity corresponding to X 

is at least as accessible and at most as salient as the one 
corresponding to Y. If there are no independent reasons to 
remerge X above Y, the discourse entity corresponding to X is more 
accessible and less salient than the one corresponding to Y.33 

 
Now the rule appeals to configurations (X is merged above Y) rather 
than to particular movements. Importantly, only the final configuration 
counts (X could be initially merged below Y). When the necessary 
configuration is derived by EM or as a result of obligatory movement, 

                                                        
33 In other words, the impact of IS-related movement is that X and Y cannot be 
interpreted as equally accessible and equally salient anymore. 
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‘nothing happens’ (no IS-related reorderings need to take place). 
As the reader will see in section 3.4, this rule (after some 

additions and modifications of the model) will largely suffice to derive 
the whole IS system in the Russian grammar. Evidently, it gives us 
relational analogues of such IS notions as ‘given’, ‘new’, ‘accessible’ and 
‘salient’. I mentioned in the Introduction that I associate topicality with 
accessibility. I noted that being highly accessible does not make an entity 
topical (and, according Reinhart (1982, 2004b) and other authors, not 
being accessible to a certain extent does not prevent an entity from 
being topical). However, the correlation (topical entities are the most 
accessible) is definitely present. I am going to argue that only the 
relative topicality (i.e., ultimately, the relative accessibility) is encoded 
in the grammar, while a categorical notion of topic belongs to the 
discourse theory and to semantics. The idea that ‘topic’ is not a 
grammatical notion was expressed by several authors (e.g. Reinhart, 
1995). However, many languages exhibit syntactic topicalization, which 
has to receive a grammar-internal explanation. It compelled numerous 
authors to keep topics in syntax. My purpose is to offer such explanation 
based on another notion (namely, on relative accessibility), which is more 
coherent per se and finally sets topics free from grammar, as desired. The 
same is true for focus: I believe that it is also not a grammatical notion. 
Again, this idea is by no means novel. Several theories (e.g. Reinhart, 
1995) argue that focus is either encoded ‘ambiguously’ or not encoded 
in the grammar at all. As with topics, I want to bring this idea to the 
logical end by showing that all ‘visible effects’ traditionally associated 
with focus (such as word order changes or stress shifts) result from direct 
encoding of other notions: relational accessibility and salience. 

Finally, let me answer the question that was central for the 
Introduction. In this model, what IS-related information from the 
discourse representations is encoded in the grammar and what is lost? 
For the sake of simplicity let me focus on accessibility (the same is true 
for salience). First, since the ‘relational’ strategy of encoding accessibility 
is chosen, all absolute values are lost. I.e. in the grammar, only the 
information whether A is more accessible than B or not is retained, while 
the information how accessible A and B are is lost. Second, consider the 
example with the IO and DO in (2.1b). An additional IM step is 
necessary only when the DO is more accessible than the IO. The 
configuration derived by EM (plus, potentially, by some non-IS-related 
movements) is compatible both with the interpretation when the IO is 
more accessible than the DO and with the one when they are equally 
accessible. Consequently, the difference between the two is also lost. 
 
2.2.2 IM and Agree: redefining the relation 
 
Chomsky (2005) states that Merge is the minimal and the only 
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conceptually necessary operation to create syntactic objects, or, in other 
words, hierarchically organized dependencies between lexical items. 
However, the system has another basic operation – Agree, which also 
introduces new hierarchically organized dependencies in the derivation. 
In Chomsky (2000), Agree was a variety of internal Merge, namely, 
feature movement. In the present framework, it is postulated as an 
independent operation. Both Agree and IM are probe-goal relations. But 
Chomsky (2005) states that the probing features that enable IM 
(namely, EFs) do not participate in feature-matching, while Agree 
features obviously do. 

This design seems to have one major problem. Since Agree and 
Merge are postulated as two independent basic operations we do not 
expect Agree to trigger IM under any conditions. This does not appear to 
be true because of the existence of agreement-related movement. If this 
movement could be shown to happen for independent reasons, it would 
be possible to argue that agreement is always long-distance, as expected. 
Chomsky (2005) recognizes this problem, but does not fully clarify his 
view on it. He limits agreement to -features, which are inherited by T 
and V from the phase heads. Initially he states that these features can 
trigger A-movement, but later tries to dissociate this movement from 
agreement. As for A'-movement, which is triggered by EFs on the phase 
heads, Chomsky argues that it should be accounted for without 
appealing to agreement. Let me examine these proposals using two 
examples analyzed by Chomsky: A-movement to the [Spec; TP] and A'-
movement of wh-phrases. 

Discussing Agree features that T inherits from C, Chomsky states 
that there are two options under Agree: “If C-T agrees with the goal DP, 
the latter can remain in-situ under long-distance Agree […], or it can 
raise as far as SPEC-T” (p. 10-11). However, the latter (problematic) 
option seems to result independently from the EPP requirement in T, 
which has yet to be explained. Chomsky notes that the existence of the 
EPP is ‘mysterious’ and ‘annoying’ and that it is tempting to reformulate 
it in terms of feature inheritance: “Suppose that EF can be inherited from 
the phase head along with the Agree-feature” (p. 22). Now to dissociate 
Agree and IM, it must be shown that the EPP requirement in T is 
independent from agreement and hence does not involve feature-
matching: e.g. that it can be satisfied by any XP. Chomsky does not 
elaborate on this point, but makes a reference to one theory that indeed 
relies on such definition of the EPP – to Lavine and Freidin’s (2002) 
Russian EPP model. In chapter 4, I will extensively analyze the EPP in 
Russian to conclude that this theory is incorrect. According to the new 
model that I propose, the EPP requirement in Russian is the same as in 
English and cannot be stated without referring to agreement. While 
establishing the typological background for my story, I will go over 
several other arguments for the dissociation of the EPP and agreement. 
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to indicate that they might also be misleading. If this is indeed true, 
agreement-related EPP-driven movement remains problematic for 
Chomsky’s (2005) theory. 

Now let me turn to A'-movement of wh-phrases. Chomsky argues 
that no agreement (and hence, in his model, no feature-matching) is 
necessary to explain this and similar phenomena – only EFs on the phase 
heads. In particular, he mentions a possible new account for wh-
movement: “suppose that the moved phrase is labeled by an 
interpretable interrogative wh-feature.  Then it will have to reach the 
right position in the left periphery for interpretation, or be associated 
with such a position by some other operation” (p. 17). Chomsky does not 
specify what the ‘left periphery’ looks like, hinting that it may contain 
fewer functional heads than in Rizzi’s (1997) original approach, “maybe 
only one” (p. 9). Consequently, many questions are left open. First, if a 
wh-phrase already has an interpretable wh-feature, why is it necessary to 
move it to obtain the desired interpretation? Second, what is ‘the right 
position’ to obtain it? If there is no feature-matching in wh-features and 
wh-movement is purely EF-driven, it will be difficult to connect a wh-
phrase to a particular head in the C-domain (or to a particular feature of 
C itself). Thus, an additional interface rule will have to be introduced. 
Third, what can ‘some other operation’ be, if we only have Merge and 
Agree at our disposal? Without long-distance agreement, it is impossible 
to ascribe a wh-in-situ the desired interpretation. If wh-phrases move in 
order to obtain a particular interpretation, the ones in situ clearly should 
not receive it, which is not borne out. Fourth, crosslinguistic variation 
becomes problematic: as is well known, in some languages all or some 
wh-phrases remain in situ and nevertheless are appropriately 
interpreted. 

As I will show below, these problems do not arise in an 
agreement-based theory. Limiting agreement to -features inherited by T 
and V from the phase heads is very elegant, but apparently not feasible. 
Arguably, nothing principal in the system necessitated this restriction, so 
agreement in wh- and similar features can be easily reintroduced. 
Therefore, the phase heads have both Agree features and EFs. The 
situation is the same with T and V. Limiting IM to EFs on the phase heads 
was impossible from the very start – it is evident that movement can 
target T and V. As the EPP example above shows, dissociating this 
movement from agreement is also impossible. These arguments force me 
to return to an earlier version of the theory where agreement was a 
prerequisite for movement (i.e. agreement without movement is 
possible, while the reverse is not). Having established this connection 
between Agree and IM, I remain ignorant about its deep nature. Below, I 
will demonstrate the advantages of an agreement-based account for wh-
movement. Then I will summarize the consequences that my conclusion 
has for non-IS-related IM. In the next subsection, I will discuss whether it 
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applies to IS-related movement used in my configurational model. 
Among agreement-based models of wh-movement, I find the 

account proposed by Pesetsky and Torrego (2004b) the most 
compelling,34 so I will take it as an example. Pesetsky and Torrego reject 
the Valuation/Interpretability Biconditional from Chomsky (2001), 
which allows them to have a valued, but uninterpretable wh-feature on 
the wh-phrase and an unvalued, but interpretable wh-feature in the C 
domain. This is a very intuitive configuration because a wh-feature can 
indeed be interpreted only as high as C, but it makes sense to assume 
that its value comes from the wh-element. Wh-features are valued and 
interpreted as a result of agreement. Wh-movement does not have any 
interpretational effect.35 Agreement is a prerequisite for movement, but 
is possible without it, so wh-in-situ is unproblematic. Movement is 
triggered by wh-features with the EPP property (I will not discuss here 
how it can be translated in Chomsky’s EFs). Whether a particular feature 
has the EPP property in a given language is defined in the lexicon. 
Consequently, the crosslinguistic variation in the presence of wh-
movement stems from the lexicon, as it should. In Chomsky’s (2005) 
account for wh-movement, this variation can be captured only by 
postulating different interface rules associating positions and 
interpretations, which is undesirable. 

Now let me sum up the consequences of this modification for 
non-IS-related operations. For Chomsky (2005), agreement has no 
interpretational effects because he assumes agreement only in -
features. IM to the phase heads, on the contrary, gives rise to such 
effects: e.g. wh-movement takes place in order to obtain a particular 
interpretation. The situation with IM to T and V remains unclear. After 
my modification, which brings back an earlier version of the theory, 
agreement produces interpretational effects while IM (both to C and v, 
and to T and V) does not. I believe that this version has a number of 
advantages, both the ones outlined above and the following. Chomsky’s 
(2005) innovation did not allow us to get rid of wh- and similar features 
(the topic feature was illustratively eradicated, while the analysis of wh-
movement still involved the relevant feature). If it could do so (after 
resolving the problem of wh-in-situ, specifying the ‘right positions’ for 
different interpretations etc.) it would definitely be more economical 

                                                        
34 I will present Pesetsky and Torrego’s (2004b) theory in more detail in 
subsection 4.1.2 because I adopt it to analyze the EPP in T. Like their view on wh-
movement, their EPP model relies on agreement with interpretational effects. So 
my discussion of wh-movement is applicable to the EPP requirement as well. 
35 If a particular wh-phrase can both stay in situ and move in some language and 
each option is associated with a special interpretation (say, of IS type), the 
situation is different. I will not analyze such cases here, but suppose that the 
principles governing IS-related IM might be applicable to them. 
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than the one I opt for. Otherwise, why burden IM with an 
interpretational effect if we also postulate a wh-feature, which already 
allows us to tie the phrase to the necessary head in the C domain (or to 
the necessary feature on C itself)? An interface rule relating movements 
to interpretations is introduced in my IS model, but, crucially, it does not 
need any additional IS features. I believe that for each operation, either 
special features or an interface rule can be introduced. Appealing to both 
is superfluous. 
 
2.2.3 IS-related IM: how and where? 
 
I posit that IS-related movement is exempt from the generalization 
reached in the previous subsection: this type of movement does not need 
agreement as a prerequisite. This position is consistent with the view on 
interpretational effects stated above. They can be derived either by using 
‘special-purpose’ features (as a result of agreement) or by introducing 
interface rules interpreting particular movements or configurations 
resulting from them. I argued above that if we need agreeing features 
we should not additionally appeal to the rules. IS-related reorderings 
show that the reverse is also true: when the rules are indispensable, 
agreeing features are superfluous, if not downright impossible. ‘Special-
purpose’ features like Top or Foc cannot be used to encode relational IS 
notions, it can be done only by introducing an interface rule. As a result, 
we have the following system. Some movements take place because the 
heads with agreeing features come with the relevant instructions from 
the lexicon (although I remain agnostic how exactly these instructions 
are stated). At the same time existing EFs can also be used for 
movements that are not agreement-related. Agreement-related IM does 
not produce any interpretational effects. Non-agreement-related IM is 
interpreted according to the interface rules. 

Now let me address two crucial questions. First, are there any 
other types of movement, apart from IS-related reorderings, that are not 
agreement-driven? I assume that ‘free IM’ can also be used for scope-
taking, which will be discussed in more detail in subsection 3.4.8, and all 
other movements are launched through Agree features. These two 
operations involve relational notions (in case of scope taking, this is 
undisputable). As it seems to me, not only relational notions cannot be 
encoded by label-like means (i.e. by Agree features), but the reverse also 
holds: wherever we have categorical notions, their interpretational 
effects are better captured by means of these features. A categorical 
notion is essentially a label: such properties as being Singular or 
interrogative can be stated on the element itself, without relating it to 
other elements. Moreover, relating it to other elements will not gain us 
anything. Therefore, unless some other relational notions are introduced 
(for which I do not see any likely candidates), IS notions and scope are 
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the only ones that require non-agreement-driven movement interpreted 
at the interface instead of agreeing features as the means of encoding. 

The second question can be posed as follows. Different stages of 
the generative framework were not consistent in viewing the grammar 
as deterministic or not. In the ‘second-to-last’ minimalist version, 
movement was unconceivable without an attractor. Thus, the grammar 
was deterministic. Chomsky (2005) reintroduces indeterminacy by 
allowing for free IM (‘move , but then interpret it accordingly’). In my 
second modification I reestablish determinism by coming back to 
agreement-driven movement, but still allow for some indeterminacy in 
the case of IS-related IM. Is it consistent? Absolutely. It is easy to 
appreciate that there is a fundamental difference between IS-related IM 
and other types of movement. Intuitively, the former ‘depends on the 
context’, while the latter do not. The grammaticality of the EPP-driven 
movement can be judged in isolation, while the felicity of scrambling 
can be evaluated only in a particular context. Before, this intuitive 
distinction either was not reflected in the theory (the whole grammar 
was either deterministic or not) or was captured by introducing different 
‘optional’ devices (optionally strong features, optional non-feature-
driven movement etc.). Now consider the new perspective I introduce. 
Current competence models rely on the following axiom: the selection of 
words and features from the lexicon (either in the form of numeration or 
as successive steps) and nothing else is taken as given. Accordingly, the 
grammar model is deterministic with respect to operations defined by 
selected LIs and driven by agreeing features, and nondeterministic with 
respect to other operations, as expected. 

However, if we put the competence model aside for a moment, 
we all know as speaking humans that in production there is no real 
optionality in IS-related operations. They convey the meanings that we 
intend to convey, that are present in the discourse representations in our 
conceptual system. In our way from intention to articulation, there is no 
principled optionality difference in putting the feature Singular on the 
noun cat and topicalizing the relevant DP. If we chose to talk about a 
single cat and the former conveys its singularity, while the latter – its 
topicality (i.e. the highest accessibility), this is what we will probably opt 
for.36 Thus, the indeterminacy of the grammar with respect to IS-related 
operations should be resolved at some level, which is just not included in 
the current competence model. In subsection 2.2.5, I will sketch a 

                                                        
36 ‘Probably’ stands for a huge indeterminacy problem on the way from a vague 
intention to the grammatical encoding, which is applicable to every linguistic 
choice we make and lies outside the field of linguistics. Why do we choose to talk 
about a cat rather than talking about other things or keeping silence? Human 
mind can be compared to the universe here: even if the ultimate deterministic 
explanation of an event is theoretically possible, it can never be achieved. 
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production model that is deterministic with respect to IS operations and 
will show how competence models can potentially be extended. 

Now let me return to the current competence model and briefly 
touch upon my third modification: widening the inventory of heads that 
can be targeted by movement. This modification will be discussed in 
subsection 2.3.4 after different implementations of adverb hierarchy are 
presented and Nilsen’s (2003) perspective is opted for. It has a purely 
empirical motivation, and I have nothing particularly deep to say about 
it. I know from the data that IS-related movement in Russian can target 
not only C and v, as predicted in the original Chomsky’s (2005) model, 
but also V, T and positions between v and T where adverbs and 
functional heads are merged. Chomsky aimed to limit IM to the phase 
heads and the heads selected by them, emphasizing the distinction 
between these two groups. In his model, movement to C and v produces 
interpretational effects, while movement to T and V has unclear status, 
but apparently does not produce any. If this design has to be 
abandoned, another principled explanation should be found to assert 
that some heads have EFs, while the other do not. I cannot readily point 
to any such explanation. Therefore I will simply list the heads that are 
targeted by IS-related movement in Russian and will indicate what other 
heads can additionally widen the inventory of probes. 

This list will essentially serve two purposes. First, the building 
blocks of Russian ‘free word order’ will be introduced. Second, I would 
like to eliminate any suspicions that my IS model may lead to a 
combinatorial explosion. The reader might think: first ‘free IM’ is opted 
for, then the inventory of probes is widened… how many possible 
reorderings will we have as a result? As I noted above, the indeterminacy 
of the grammar with respect to IS-related IM is resolved in a production 
model. But even in the competence model the actual possibilities are 
rather limited. In Russian, only the positions in the C domain can be 
targeted by all kinds of XPs – a well-known puzzle existing in other 
European languages. As subsection 2.3.4 will show, all other heads are 
very restricted in what their EFs can attract via IS-related IM. 
 
2.2.4 Restricting ‘free IM’: how, where and with what effects?  
 
In the previous subsection, I discussed several crucial distinctions 
between agreement-driven IM, which I adopted for non-IS-related 
reorderings, and Chomsky’s free IM, which I reserved for IS-related 
operations. Another fundamental difference between these two types of 
movement is how they can be restricted. Restrictions on agreement-
driven movement are easier to implement. It has enabling conditions (it 
happens if and only if the relevant head has the necessary feature 
specifications), so the task is to formulate them in such a way that all 
and only grammatical sentences can be derived. Restrictions on free IM 
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should be stated in the form of licensing conditions. In the ‘move ‘ days 
they were implemented as modules that filtered out ungrammatical 
sentences at different grammar levels. Now the old filters and levels are 
gone, so the task of restricting free IM becomes very challenging. Where 
are the licensing conditions stated and in what form? Chomsky (2005) 
declares that IM can take place unless it is ruled out for independent 
reasons and gives proper Binding as an example, but does not elaborate 
on this problem any further. In my model, this problem remains only in 
the domain of IS-related movement. The idea of my fourth modification 
presented in this subsection is to turn it into a theoretical advantage. 

The grammar needs two types of restrictions: universal and 
language-specific. I will mostly concentrate on the latter because they 
are more difficult to introduce. I stressed in the previous subsection that 
coming back to agreement-driven IM significantly facilitates accounting 
for crosslinguistic variation, say, in wh-movement. The heads with the 
relevant agreeing features are selected from the lexicon, so we can 
confine the variation to the lexicon, as desired. Turning to the free IM, 
let me assume that the configurational IS model I built for Russian can 
be extended at least to other European languages. Taking this as given, 
how can we account for the apparent variation in IS-related movement? 

If we want to connect the presence of EFs to some fundamental 
property of heads, we do not expect any crosslinguistic variation in this 
respect. Thus, all languages should be equal in their free IM possibilities. 
Several basic restrictions can be derived from the core principles of the 
system, like the PIC (phase impenetrability condition) or the NTC (no-
tampering condition), but they are universal. Some IS-related 
movements can be ruled out on the basis of their interpretational effects 
(e.g. infelicitous or reproducing the existing configuration). Let us see 
how much crosslinguistic variation can enter the system here. Obviously, 
postulating different interface rules in different languages is the last 
resort option. However, different neutral word orders are a natural 
source of diversity: EM and agreement-driven IM do not derive the same 
structures across languages. Thus, in Russian ‘S V IO DO’ is the neutral 
word order, while for the ‘DO IO’ configuration scrambling is needed. In 
Italian, the situation is the opposite. 

Unfortunately, only a limited number of cases can be accounted 
for by these factors. To give an example, I will show in chapter 4 that in 
English and Russian the EPP requirement in T is the same and differs 
from the one in Greek. This explains why ‘S V O’ sentences (the neutral 
word order) are used in the all-new context in English and Russian, 
while Greek has a preference for ‘V S O’ orders (Alexiadou and 
Anagnostopoulou, 1998). But, keeping to Russian and English, how to 
account for the fact that Russian uses ‘O V S’ constructions when the 
subject is new (the most salient and the least accessible) and the object is 
given (the most accessible), while in English they are ungrammatical? 
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Not to engage in abstract reasoning, let me take this particular case, 
exemplified by (2.3b) and (2.4b), and try to analyze it. Capital letters 
mark the position of the main stress (I will need it below). 
 
(2.3) a. A: Gde e konfety? 
   ‘Where are the candies?’ 
 
(2.3) b. B: Konfety s”eli DETI. 
   candies.ACC ate children.NOM 
 
(2.4) a. A: Where are the candies? 

 b. B: The CHILDREN ate the candies.37 
 
As I said, I believe that Russian and English have the same EPP 
requirement, so they ‘start out’ equal: with the subject raised to the 
[Spec; TP] and the verb in v. Russian allows for subsequent IS-related 
movement, which is illustrated in Figure 2.1. 
 

              CP 
        3 

2                   CP 
                3 

               C            TP 
                        3 

                 1                  TP 
                               3 

                              S            TP 
                                       3 

                                      T            vP 
                                              3 

                                            O            vP 
                                           2         3 

                                                    tS             vP 
                             1                             6 

                                                             v+V … tO  
Figure 2.1: Derivation of an ‘O V S’ sentence 

 
A detailed discussion of IM operations analogous to the ones in this 
figure will follow in later subsections (mainly 2.3.3 and 2.3.4), after 
some additional syntactic assumptions are introduced. In brief, I argue 
that first T attracts its complement to its specifier (as V does in the case of 
internal argument reordering discussed in subsection 2.2.1). It is step 1 
in Figure 2.1. As a result, the whole piece of structure below the subject 

                                                        
37 These sentences share the problem often encountered in IS studies: it is more 
appropriate to use pronouns in the answers, but we need to look at full DPs first. 
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moves over it. This movement is interpreted according to the interface 
rule in (2.2): being the most embedded overt element, the subject is 
more salient and less accessible than any other element in the sentence. 
Then the object is attracted from the moved constituent to a specifier in 
the C domain (step 2). I do not assume freezing in this thesis and will 
extensively justify this choice. Consequently, the object is interpreted as 
more accessible than all other elements in the sentence. 

Now let us turn to English. An analogous ‘O V S’ construction 
cannot be derived in it. We know that object topicalization is possible in 
English, so apparently the problem arises at the first IM step and bleeds 
the second. Before trying to formulate this problem as a restriction, let us 
ask a crucial question. As a result of this problem, is it impossible to 
encode in this English sentence that the subject is the most salient and 
the least accessible? The answer is clearly negative: the desired 
interpretational effect is obtained when the main stress is shifted to the 
subject. As is well known, the main stress normally goes to the rightmost 
(or the most embedded) constituent in English.38 In this case, the subject 
receives the stress as if it were the rightmost. Overwhelmingly, the 
subject in (2.4b) is both interpreted and stressed as if the same IS-related 
movement as in Russian did take place, although the movement itself is 
blatantly absent. It cannot be a coincidence, so I make the following 
hypothesis. 

Consider the sentences in (2.3b) and (2.4b). Based on the 
universality assumption, we expect Russian and English to have the 
same heads with EFs (and hence the same possibilities for free IM) and, 
preferably, the same interface rule interpreting IS configurations. Based 
on the fact that (2.3b) and (2.4b) have identical meanings, our default 
expectation is that they have the same LFs. In the current model LF as a 
separate level is discarded, so we basically expect them to have identical 
syntactic structures. All three expectations can be met: I argue that the 
same IS-related movements take place in both languages and produce 
the same syntactic structure and the same interpretational effect. The 
difference between (2.3b) and (2.4b) is created at the phonological 
interface. 

The Russian sentence is spelled out standardly. In particular, the 
highest copies of all constituents are pronounced. In English, this option 
is ruled out due to a problem that I will discuss below. However, as we 
see, (2.4b) is perfectly grammatical – because it is saved by spelling out 
the lower copy of vP. My claim that the spelled-out copy is not the 
highest relies on two pieces of evidence: on the interpretation of (2.4b) 
and on its stress pattern. The stress rule works normally, i.e. takes the 
highest copies into account and assigns the main stress to the most 
embedded element: the subject. Now let us examine the nature of the 
                                                        
38 In chapter 3, I will discuss this question in more detail.  
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problem that prevents pronouncing the highest copies in English. In 
English, as in Russian, the main finite verb is standardly spelled out in v. 
However, the two languages have different conditions on spelling out T. 
In Russian, T is always silent. In English, T is obligatorily spelled out in a 
number of contexts: when it is separated from v by negation, when it is 
attracted to the C domain etc. This phenomenon, which has several 
conflicting explanations, is known in the literature as ‘do support’. One 
of the contexts when T is obligatorily spelled out in English is when the 
vP crosses it. Thus, in English it is possible to move vP over T, as in 
Russian (2.3b), but then T will necessarily become overt, as in (2.5a). 
However, this construction does not produce the necessary IS effect 
anymore. Overt T (and not the subject) is the most embedded element in 
it and hence becomes the most salient.39 To keep T silent, the lower copy 
of vP is pronounced in (2.4b).40 To ascertain that it is indeed impossible 
to pronounce the higher copy of vP without spelling out T the reader is 
invited to consider (2.5b). The sentence cannot be interpreted as ‘O V S’ 
even despite the fact that its ‘S V O’ interpretation is improbable.41 
 
(2.5) a. Eat the candies the children DID. 

 b. The candies ate the CHILDREN. 
 
To conclude, I believe that I managed to shed some light on the nature 
of restrictions that apply to free IM, although more work needs to be 
done to offer a complete picture. As a result, a very important theoretical 
advantage is gained: a way to unify syntactic and prosodic IS 
phenomena. In subsection 3.3.6, I will develop this idea into a full-
fledged explanation that will allow me to derive prosodic effects from 
the syntactic structure – a step that I consider necessary for independent 
reasons. Now, after this fourth modification, or, rather, extension of the 
theory is introduced, the core of my IS model is outlined. 
 
2.2.5 Determinacy of the grammar and a production model 
 
A grammar model can be envisioned as an ‘inverted black box’. As 
opposed to an ordinary black box, we do not know what exactly it takes 

                                                        
39 Crosslinguistically, this produces the ‘verum focus’ interpretation (that the 
event indeed took place). It will be touched upon in subsection 3.4.1. 
40 Note that the structure is already at the interface, so nothing can be changed in 
it. Thus, pronouncing lower copies becomes the only option. 
41 This is the key difference between English and Russian. Nominative and 
Accusative forms of Russian inanimate nouns usually coincide. In this case there 
is a very strong tendency to interpret ‘DPNOM/ACC V DPNOM/ACC’ sequences as ‘S V 
O’. But this tendency can be overridden by probability considerations, contextual 
expectations etc. Therefore, Russian data are explained by parsing preferences 
(discussed in Sekerina, 1997). In English the second interpretation does not exist. 
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as input and what happens to its output, but have well developed views 
on the processes inside. Grammar makes a very good black box because 
it is modular, so it can be felicitously studied as a separate system.42 
Since a linguist cannot and should not attempt accounting for the whole 
path from intention to articulation and for the reverse process in 
perception, an arbitrary starting point is chosen for the current 
competence model: the selection of lexical items and their feature 
specifications are taken as given. However, as it seems to me, it is 
appropriate for a linguist to address some questions that fall outside of 
the current competence model. Consider the global steps of production 
and perception and the place of the competence model in this chain. 

In production, we start from (1) the concepts in the discourse 
representation. A major complication in describing production is that we 
probably do not start with a fully articulated conceptual structure: we 
might elaborate it step by step while we are encoding it.43 The ordering 
of these steps may be defined at the interface (first the predicate-
argument structure undergoes encoding, then the temporal frame etc.).  
In any case, for every aspect of the thought, (2) only some meanings can 
be encoded in the grammar. For such meanings, (3) a corresponding 
means of encoding is chosen at the interface (e.g. a feature, the order of 
Merge etc.). The grammar works with this input according to its intrinsic 
rules. As a result of this process, all meanings that can be encoded are 
‘fed’ into the grammar and the grammatical counterpart of the whole 
thought (i.e. LF) is derived. This structure is visible at the C-I interface 
and is also sent to the SM interface. The systems working through the 
second interface derive (4) a phonological invariant corresponding to it, 
which can then be converted into (5) the speech or written text. In 
perception, we aim to reconstruct the others’ thoughts, so all the steps 
are reverse-engineered. We go from (5) the speech or written text to (4) 
the phonological invariant, then to (3) the grammatical means standing 
behind it, then to (2) the meanings encoded by these means and finally 
to (1) accommodating the new information in a broader discourse 
representation.  

As it seems to me, everything from (2) to (4) is the domain of the 
linguist. If the competence is idealized production and perception ‘minus 
directionality’, the grammar model should link (2), (3) and (4) without 
imposing a particular direction and explain how we can go from (2) to 

                                                        
42 By calling the grammar modular I imply the channeling of the information at 
the interfaces and its obligatory encoding according to internal non-transparent 
rules (grammatical form-meaning pairs) inside. These properties are assumed in 
many models, not only in generativism.  
43 Potentially, this is what language adds to thinking: since some information is 
required for obligatory encoding, the grammar forces the conceptual system to 
clarify and structure a vague holistic thought. 
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(4) in production and from (4) to (2) in perception. In the current 
competence model, we can go from (3) to (2) (from the structure to its 
possible interpretations), but almost never from (2) to (3) (if these are 
the meanings, this is how they will be encoded). The reason is that the 
model takes (3) as its starting point and demonstrates how we can go to 
(2) and (4). To be more precise, it takes as given LIs and their features. 
Consequently, if some meanings are encoded by different means, the 
grammar model is nondeterministic with respect to their encoding. This 
is exactly what we see in the IS domain. 

The small exposition above has two purposes. First, I want to 
show that the indeterminacy of the grammar with respect to IS-related 
movement is the property of our current competence model rather than 
of the grammar as such. Second, I would like to draw the reader’s 
attention to the fact that in the current model, we go in the ‘perception 
direction’ on the meaning side. Where can it be important? Arguably, 
many rules in the grammar are the same in production and perception 
save for the direction. However, wherever they are not identical, this 
property of the model becomes important because perception is the 
secondary direction that traces back the steps of production. To 
appreciate it, consider the interface rule from my IS model in (2.6) 
(repeated from (2.2)). It goes from grammatical encoding to IS 
meanings (i.e. from (3) to (2)).  
 
(2.6) If X is (re)merged above Y, the discourse entity corresponding to X 

is at least as accessible and at most as salient as the one 
corresponding to Y. If there are no independent reasons to 
remerge X above Y, the discourse entity corresponding to X is more 
accessible and less salient as the one corresponding to Y. 

 
Now let me formulate the rule going in the opposite direction in (2.7). 
 
(2.7) Prelude: Encode the differences in accessibility and salience. 

Suppose the discourse entity A corresponds in the grammar to X 
and B to Y. 
Rule: If A is more accessible or less salient than B, X should be last 
merged above Y. 

 
It is evident that the rule in (2.6) reverse-engineers the one in (2.7). It is 
considerably more complex because (2.7) generates an ambiguity in 
perception by not encoding equal accessibility and salience. As a result, 
if the necessary configuration is derived without IS-related movement, 
‘less accessible’ and ‘more salient’ happen to coincide with ‘equally 
accessible and salient’. Thus, going in the perception direction we might 
miss some of the elegance of the grammar. 

I believe that the competence model would benefit from taking 
into account the things mentioned above, although I am far from trying 
to modify it myself. However, let me note that my IS model can be 
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developed to go from (2) to (4) and from (4) to (2) and even to make 
broader connections to (5). It has IS scales in the discourse for (5) and 
relative IS notions for (4). (3) is the order of merger and EFs. ‘Surface’ 
effects in (2) include reorderings and stress shifts. 

Since the more elegant interface rule in (2.7) is useless in the 
current competence model, let me show how it can be applied in a 
hypothetical production model. Imagine a model that does not start 
from a fully articulated meaning, but shapes both the meaning and the 
form step by step. Then the C-I system should be allowed to interface 
with the grammar while the structure is built. Suppose the C-I system 
inputs in the grammar the meanings that can pass through the narrow 
interface channel and ‘tracks’ through the interface what is going on 
inside. Now let us take an example where a discourse entity A is more 
accessible and less salient than a discourse entity B. In the general 
process of encoding it is established that A corresponds to an element X 
in the grammar and B to Y. The interface rule states that the relative 
accessibility and salience of A and B correspond in the grammar to X 
being merged above Y. The C-I system tracks through the interface when 
X and Y are merged. As soon as both elements have entered the structure 
it checks whether X is above Y. If X is below Y the instruction is sent to the 
grammar to remerge X as soon as possible. It can be implemented by 
copying X into the buffer (a concept familiar from perception models), 
from where it will be taken as soon as there is an available position. Of 
course, this sketch needs much further elaboration to become a model. I 
used it here only to illustrate the possibility of deterministic IS encoding. 
 
 
2.3 Remnant movement, adverbial syntax and heads 

with EFs 
 
In two previous sections, I presented the fundamental assumptions my IS 
model relies on against the background of the Phase theory. In this 
section, I supplement them with other major ideas I adopt from different 
studies and complete the overview of my IS model. Subsection 2.3.1 is 
dedicated to the remnant movement approach. It is advanced in many 
recent works where postulating massive movement is required. I 
extensively use remnant movement in my derivations and adhere to the 
core principles of the approach (such as the ban on rightward and covert 
movement etc.). Subsection 2.3.2 discusses the syntax of adverbs and 
different implementations of adverb hierarchy. I opt for the one 
developed in Nilsen (2003). After labels and positions inside adverb 
sequences are introduced, I first illustrate them in a sample derivation in 
subsection 2.3.3. Then I address the question what heads can be targeted 
by IM in subsection 2.3.4.  
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2.3.1 Remnant movement 
 
Since the late 90s, a new generation of models describing the clause 
structure in different languages has appeared. The most remarkable 
feature shared by all of them is a massive use of pied-piping (IM of large 
chunks of structure) and remnant movement (IM of a constituent 
containing a trace). The concept of remnant movement was first 
suggested by Thiersch (1985) and by den Besten and Webelhuth (1987) 
to describe incomplete VP topicalizations in Germanic languages. Then 
several authors, Kayne (1998, 1999) in particular, introduced it to many 
other syntactic domains. The resulting models contain many more IM 
operations than the older ones, but no right-branching structures, no 
covert, no rightward and, in some cases, no head movement (Mahajan, 
2003; Müller, 2004; to a large extent Koopman and Szabolcsi, 2000; 
Nilsen, 2003). One of the main driving principles in these models is the 
idea that scope should always be expressed hierarchically and reflects 
either the order of merger or the result of overt movement. I extensively 
use remnant movement in my work. Below, I consider the core principles 
outlined above one by one indicating my own position. 

Abandoning right-branching structures and rightward 
movement is a very welcome result for many syntacticians, especially 
since Kayne (1994). Let me refer to Nilsen (2003, p. 19-34) for a recent 
overview of arguments. The views on covert movement are much more 
diverse. Many authors do not find it unattractive if it can be 
demonstrated to follow the same laws as overt movement does (see e.g. 
Reinhart (1997) on the division of labor between choice functions and 
QR). As for head movement, it is a complicated issue that is far from 
being resolved. Its latest apology can be found in Matushansky (2006). 
Nilsen (2003) advocates a certain way of using head movement in his 
syntactic model (p. 106-108). Koopman and Szabolcsi (2000) do not 
dispense with head movement altogether either (p. 5).  

With the amount of reorderings that remnant movement models 
introduce, the concept of ‘traditional’ feature-driven movement with 
simple numerable features (such as intuitively understandable T, wh 
etc.) clearly has to be abandoned. It can be done in several ways. For 
instance, Koopman and Szabolcsi (2000) postulate extensive sequences 
of functional projections and thus retain the idea of feature-driven 
movement. Müller (2004) introduces a number of phase-related 
Optimality theoretic constraints and the possibility of non-feature-driven 
movement to satisfy them. Nilsen (2003) suggests that non-feature-
driven movement can be caused by the necessity to fulfill certain 
interface requirements. 

I adhere to the fundamental principles of the remnant 
movement approach in this thesis. In particular, I find arguments 
against right-branching structures and rightward movement very 
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convincing. I do not have a definite position on covert movement, but do 
not need it in my syntactic model anyway. Since the head movement 
problem is undecided so far, I did not persistently eliminate such IM 
from my work. However, I only appeal to V-to-v movement. Arguably, 
this is one of the easiest instances of head movement to get rid of if it is 
eventually deemed undesirable. Departing from the hegemony of 
‘traditional’ feature-driven IM does not frighten me – I have already 
done so in the Introduction. But I did not resort to non-feature-driven 
movement or to profusion of functional heads. As I showed above, I use 
edge features and the concept of free IM from Chomsky (2005). 

Finally, like some other adepts of the remnant movement 
approach (e.g. Nilsen, 2003), I do not assume freezing and use 
extraction from the left branch in my derivations. Instead of trying to 
summarize arguments for and against freezing here, let me adopt the 
following strategy. All violations that I introduce in this study are of the 
same type. I will encounter the first one already in subsection 2.3.3, 
when discussing a sample derivation. I will dedicate several paragraphs 
to show what additional steps are needed to avoid the violation and why 
the resulting system is much less favorable. 
 
2.3.2 Syntax of adverbs 
 
In subsection 2.1.2, I noted that Chomsky’s (2001, 2004, 2005) theory 
does not generate positions and labels inside adverb sequences because 
he treats all adverbs as adjuncts. I listed several arguments showing that 
such positions and labels are necessary for independent reasons and 
stated that I will need them in my work because Russian has IS-related 
movement in this domain. In this subsection, I will present several 
studies of adverb syntax and will opt for the perspective developed in 
Nilsen (2003). 

All recent works dedicated to adverbs focus on the concept of 
adverb hierarchy: various classes of adverbs enter the derivation in a 
certain rigidly defined order, which appears to be the same across 
languages. This idea received the most convincing empirical proof in the 
work by Cinque (1999), who examined numerous adverb sequences in a 
number of typologically diverse languages. Although the existence of the 
hierarchy is now widely accepted as an empirical fact, authors differ 
greatly in the ways they propose to implement it in syntax. One of the 
main challenges is that in many languages, verb forms (auxiliaries and 
participles) can occupy different positions with respect to some adverbs 
as long as the hierarchy of adverbs and the ordering of verb forms 
remain unchanged. This observation is known as the Bobaljik paradox 
for verbs (Bobaljik, 1999; Svenonius, 2002). Mainland Scandinavian 
languages, Icelandic and Dutch also exhibit Bobaljik paradoxes for 
arguments: arguments can occupy different positions in the adverb 
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sequence if neither arguments nor adverbs reorder. Consider Norwegian 
examples from Nilsen (2003, p. 12, n. 9a-k) in (2.8a-k): 
 
(2.8) a. Derfor ga  Jens Kari kylingen tydeligvis ikke 
  therefore gave J. to K. the chicken evidently not  
(2.8) a. lenger kald. 
  any longer cold 
 
(2.8) b. Derfor ga Jens Kari tydeligvis kylingen ikke lenger kald. 

 c. Derfor ga Jens tydeligvis Kari kyllingen ikke lenger kald. 

 d. Derfor ga Jens tydeligvis Kari ikke kyllingen lenger kald. 

 e. Derfor ga Jens tydeligvis Kari ikke lenger kyllingen kald. 

 f. Derfor ga Jens tydeligvis ikke lenger Kari kyllingen kald. 

 g. Derfor ga tydeligvis Jens ikke lenger Kari kyllingen kald. 

 h. Derfor ga tydeligvis ikke Jens lenger Kari kyllingen kald. 

 i. Derfor ga tydeligvis ikke lenger Jens Kari kyllingen kald. 

 j. * Derfor ga Jens ikke tydeligvis Kari lenger kyllingen kald. 

 k. * Derfor ga Jens tydeligvis ikke kyllingen lenger Kari kald. 
 
Cinque (1999), who also studied the distribution of functional material 
in the sentence (the ordering of particles, auxiliaries and suffixes), 
arrived at the following solution. He introduced a universal hierarchy of 
functional projections, presented in (2.9), where adverbs occupy 
dedicated specifier positions. Bobaljik paradoxes for verbs are accounted 
for by postulating verb movement to different functional heads driven by 
optionally strong features. Among rigidly ordered functional projections, 
agreement and negation projections are interspersed. Bobaljik 
paradoxes for arguments are explained by allowing them to scramble to 
the specifiers of agreement projections. 
 
(2.9) [moodspeech act frankly [moodevaluative fortunately [moodevidential 

allegedly [modepistemic probably [Tpast once [Tfuture then [modirrealis 
perhaps [modnecessity necessarily [modpossibility possibly [asphabitual 
usually [asprepetetive again [aspfreq(I) often [modvolitional intentionally 
[aspcelerative(I) quickly [Tanterior already [aspterminaitive no longer 
[aspcontinuative still [aspperfect(?) always [aspretrospective 
just/recently/lately [aspproximative soon/immediately [aspdurative 
briefly/long/for an hour… [aspgeneric/progressive (?) 
(characteristically/inherently/ typically) [aspprospective 
almost/imminently [aspsg.completive(I) completely [asppl.completive tutto 
[voice well [aspcelerative(II) fast/early [asprepetetive(II) again [aspfreq(II) 
often [aspsg.completive(II) completely ]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]]] 
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The cases when adverbs apparently are not rigidly ordered are 
problematic for this approach. First, some adverbs can appear in the 
sentence in either order depending on their relative scope, as in (2.10a-
b), taken from Cinque (2004, p. 692, n. 10a-b). Cinque accounts for 
these cases by postulating two distinct positions for such adverbs in his 
universal tree. The adverbs frequently and often can be seen in (2.9) 
above as specifiers of two different frequentative aspectual projections. 
Second, Nilsen (2003) claims that he found a counterexample to 
transitivity – a triplet of adverbs that in principle cannot be linearly 
ordered. As examples (2.11a-d) and (2.12) demonstrate, in Norwegian 
muligens ‘possibly’ must precede ikke ‘not’, ikke must precede alltid 
‘always’, but muligens can follow alltid (Nilsen, 2003, p. 10-11, n. 4a-b, 
5a-b and 7a). This pattern cannot be readily explained in Cinque’s 
framework. 
 
(2.10) a. She frequently was suddenly (being) rejected by publishers. 

 b. She suddenly was (being) frequently rejected by publishers. 
 
(2.11) a. Ståle  har muligens  ikke  spist hvetekakene sine. 
  S.  has possibly  not  eaten the wheaties his 
  ‘Stanley possibly hasn’t eaten his wheaties.’ 
 
(2.11) b. * Ståle  har ikke muligens  spist hvetekakene sine. 
     S.  has not  possibly eaten the wheaties his 
 
(2.11) c. Ståle  hadde ikke alltid  spist hvetekakene sine. 
  S.  had not  always eaten the wheaties his 
  ‘Stanley hadn’t always eaten his wheaties.’ 
 
(2.11) d. * Ståle  hadde alltid  ikke spist hvetekakene sine. 
     S.  had always not  eaten the wheaties his 
 
(2.12) (Dette er et morsomt, gratis spill) hvor spillerne alltid 
  where the players always  
(2.12) muligens er et klikk fra å vinne $1000! 
 possibly are one click from to win $1000!  
(2.12) ‘(This is a fun, free game) where the players are always possibly 

a click away from winning $1000!’ 
 
An alternative to Cinque’s (1999) universal tree is the semantic scope 
approach to adverb ordering (Ernst, 2001; Nilsen, 2003; Svenonius, 
2002, among others). Its detailed criticism can be found in Cinque 
(2004). Bobaljik (1999) argued that the paradoxes from his paper can 
be explained if the proposal is adopted that syntactic trees are 3-
dimensional and adverbs are Z-axis elements in them (it was put 
forward earlier by several authors, e.g. by Åfarli (1996)). Analyses 
developed in Ernst (2001) and Svenonius (2002) also rely on two 
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orthogonal sequences. The aim of Nilsen’s dissertation (2003) is to 
undermine the concept of clause structure as an arbitrary selectional 
sequence of functional syntactic heads. He tries to explain several 
phenomena traditionally accounted for in terms of selectional sequences 
by the semantic properties of the elements involved. Thus, adverb 
ordering is deduced from their scope properties. In brief,  ‘high’ adverbs 
are argued to be positive polarity items. This assumption allows to derive 
their distributional properties including counterexamples to transitivity 
above. Nilsen views adverbs, auxiliaries and modals as heads, which are 
merged freely as long as their scope requirements are satisfied. The order 
of merger can vary depending on their respective scope, as in (2.10a-b). 

This is the approach to adverb ordering that I opt for in my own 
work. Since most questions in the field are undecided and my 
dissertation is not dedicated to adverbs, let me list my reasons very 
briefly and otherwise refer the reader to the argumentation in Nilsen 
(2003). First of all, introducing adverbs as the ‘third dimension’ of the 
syntactic tree is in a sense equal to treating them as ‘ordered adjuncts’. 
Since I specifically want adverbs to be part of the ‘main’ syntactic 
structure to describe how they are involved in IS-related reorderings, I 
will gain little from adopting one of such approaches. Therefore, I can 
choose either Cinque’s (1999) or Nilsen’s (2003) perspective. The main 
reason to opt for the latter is that it is much more in the spirit of my own 
syntactic analysis. In my work IS-related parts of the universal hierarchy 
(IS projections) are undermined. Cinque’s system excludes multiple 
specifiers and uses ‘special-purpose’ agreement projections for 
scrambling, while Nilsen’s theory has no such restrictions. 

Adopting Nilsen’s (2003) approach gives me desired labels and 
positions in adverb sequences, but some serious dilemmas in this domain 
still have to be resolved. Therefore, before I proceed to list of heads with 
EFs, let me analyze a sample derivation in the next subsection. It 
contains IS-related movement around an adverb. This case is largely 
uncontroversial. In subsection 2.3.4, I will compare it to other 
constructions and will show what is problematic about some other 
adverbs. While I am discussing this sample derivation, I will also 
summarize the basic syntactic assumptions that I adopted throughout 
this chapter and will illustrate how my IS model works. 
 
2.3.3 A sample derivation 
 
The sentence I am going to derive is given in (2.13). The neutral word 
order is ‘S Adv V O’ in Russian. The order in (2.13) results from IS-related 
movement: a piece of structure below the adverb is moved around it. 
According to the interface rule, the adverb is interpreted as more salient 
than the other information in the sentence (it can be less accessible than 
the object, if the latter is ‘given’, but not necessarily: both can be ‘new’). 
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This construction is relatively simple: it can be analyzed without going 
into the details of Russian syntax and is familiar from many other 
languages, including English. Nevertheless, it will allow me to make 
some points that I need to make. The derivation of (2.13) is shown in 
Figure 2.2. 
 
(2.13) Vanja itaet knigi medlenno. ‘S V O Adv’ 
 V.NOM reads books.ACC slowly  
 ‘Vanya reads books slowly.’ 
 

       TP 
3 

              TP 
        3 

       T         AdvP 
               3 

                         AdvP 
                     3 
                   Adv          vP 
                              3 

        2                  S              vP 
                                      3 

                    1             v+V         VP 
                                              3 

                                             tV            O 
 

Figure 2.2: Derivation of an ‘S V O Adv’ sentence 
 
In this work, I assume a very simple standard structure inside the vP 
because my data never call for any complications. As I noted in 
subsection 2.3.1, V-to-v is the only instance of head movement that I 
introduce in my derivations.44 Russian verb normally does not move any 
further (detailed arguments from adverb placement tests will be 
provided in subsection 4.2.3). Above vP adverbs and functional heads 
are merged according to their scope, as in Nilsen (2003). There is no 
fixed universal hierarchy in the model, so the vP phase is closed off as 
soon as v stops projecting. In Figure 2.2 and further, only those heads are 
shown that are either phonetically realized or relevant for agreement-
driven or IS-related movement.45 In this case, these are adverb medlenno 
(projecting AdvP, as in Nilsen (2003)) and T, which attracts the subject 
to its specifier to satisfy the EPP.  

Now let me concentrate on the IS-related movement, which is 
                                                        
44 I stay uncommitted on its exact analysis (what Agree features ‘launch’ it etc.). 
45 This way I can remain uncommitted on many controversial questions. To give 
an example, one or several aspectual projections are usually postulated in 
Russian, but I do not show them in the tree. 
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shown as step 1 in Figure 2.2. The Adv head attracts its complement to 
its specifier and as a result the IS configuration is created where 
everything is merged above it and it is interpreted as the most salient. Is 
it possible to derive this construction without such movement? I pointed 
to several arguments in subsection 2.1.2 showing that at least some 
adverbs should not be treated as adjuncts. I will illustrate these 
arguments below. If labels (of whatever type) are introduced in adverb 
sequences, some IS-related IM is necessary to derive (2.13). Without 
rightward movement, step 1 is the only option. An EF on the Adv head 
has to be postulated for independent reasons: some languages have 
obligatory clustering in this domain (examples and a small discussion 
will follow). So my derivation does not rely on any heads or features that 
are not required independently. The interpretational effect in (2.13) is 
the same as in the ‘DO IO’ case analyzed in subsection 2.2.1. I suggest 
that both reorderings are also analogous syntactically and can be 
explained by the same interface rule. Turning to step 2, when T is 
merged it attracts the subject to its specifier. I adhere to the PIC, but do 
not assume freezing in this work (so the subject, being at the edge of the 
vP phase, is still visible for computation). The reasons for this theoretical 
choice are reviewed at the end of this subsection. 

The arguments for introducing labels and against late insertion 
do not readily apply to higher adverbs (I will come back to their status in 
the next subsection). However, they definitely hold for the lower ones, 
like medlenno ‘slowly’. First, medlenno can be wh-moved, as in (2.14a). 
Second, it can be moved to the left periphery for IS reasons and 
reconstruct to its initial position (an instance of so-called ‘focus fronting’, 
to be analyzed in subsection 3.4.8). In (2.14b), the adverb scopes below 
negation (the sentence is slightly artificial because focus fronting 
introduces extra emphasis, but is perfectly grammatical). These facts can 
be taken as evidence against late insertion. Third, the constituent 
containing medlenno can undergo remnant topicalization, as in (2.14c). 
Since the remnant vP can also be topicalized without the adverb, as in 
(2.14d), two different labels are needed to distinguish between them. 
 
(2.14) a. Naskol’ko medlenno Vanja itaet knigi? 
  how slowly V.NOM reads books.ACC 
 
(2.14) b. Medlenno Vanja knigi ne itaet! 
  slowly V.NOM books.ACC not reads  
(2.14) b. ‘Slowly, Vanya does not read books [this way].’ 

Not somewhat absurd ‘Vanya is slow in not reading books.’ 
 
(2.14) c. Medlenno itat’ knigi Vanja mo et. 
  slowly to read books.ACC V.NOM can 
 
(2.14) d. itat’ knigi Vanja mo et medlenno. 
  to read books.ACC V.NOM can slowly 
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(2.15a-b) illustrate clustering. The sentences are taken from Nilsen 
(2003) who analyzes such phenomena (derivation 3.27 on p. 117 
(unnumbered example) and p. 114, n. 191a, derivation 3.26 on p. 116). 
In English (2.15a) adverbs and verb forms (auxiliaries and participles) 
surface in the order of merger, while in Norwegian (2.15b) clustering 
takes place. 
 
(2.15) a. … that it could not any longer have always been completely 

fixed. 
 
(2.15) b. … at det ikke lenger alltid helt kunne ha 
      that it not any longer always completely could have  
(2.15) b. blitt ordnet. 
  been fixed 
 
Finally, let me address the following question. The arguments above 
definitely prove that more labels and positions should be introduced 
between v and T. But are there any alternatives to postulating EFs on 
Adv heads? As the discussion from the previous subsection shows, 
adverbs can also be treated as specifiers of functional projections. 
Cinque (1999) argues that such projections are rigidly ordered, but one 
could also envision a system where they are merged according to their 
scope. Arguably, this option deviates less from Chomsky’s (2005) 
original view on the list of heads with EFs: one could suppose that the 
relevant functional heads are ‘verbal’ in nature and inherit their EFs 
from the C and T tandem. My data on IS-related movement in Russian 
are in principle compatible with it. However, to argue for or against its 
different implementations other data should be considered (e.g. 
clustering phenomena). This is beyond the scope of my work, so I opt for 
an advanced theory that is the closest to my model, Nilsen (2003), with 
a remark that other options could in principle be developed. 

In the last three paragraphs of this subsection, I will focus on the 
violation of freezing incurred by step 2 in Figure 2.2. All such violations 
that I introduce in this study are of the same type. Constituents at the 
edge of vP (the subject or internal arguments, when they move there) 
are moved for IS reasons inside a bigger constituent and then have to be 
extracted from the left branch. A bigger constituent is either the vP itself, 
as in Figure 2.2, or an AdvP.46 Therefore, everything I say below is true 
for all freezing violations in this study, and if an acceptable solution can 
found it will eliminate them all at once. However, now it appears 
implausible. The derivations without violations are theoretically 

                                                        
46 To imagine the latter option consider an ‘S Adv1 V O Adv2’ sentence where 
both adverbs are merged below T and Adv1 is merged below Adv2 (and scopes 
below it, but is less salient). This and other examples with multiple adverbs will 
be derived in subsection 5.1.2. 
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possible, but cumbersome and require some extra assumptions and 
additional movements. Importantly, unlike the movements suggested 
above, these extra operations do not have an IS effect. This immediately 
provokes a question how to justify them. Consider two possible scenarios 
how the freezing violation could be avoided in deriving (2.13). 

Let me start by specifying what result we would like to achieve. 
Essentially, we want the subject to remain untouched until T is merged 
because otherwise T has to attract it from the left branch. First, we could 
imagine that no reorderings take place until T is merged and the subject 
moves to its specifier. After that, the vP would have to move over the 
subject (so that the adverb became be sentence-final) and then the 
subject over the vP again. Already this looks puzzling, but imagine 
deriving a sentence with multiple adverbs, e.g. ‘O Adv2 V Adv1 S’ where 
Adv1 and Adv2 are merged below T. This word order, which is rare, but 
possible, and its IS properties will be discussed in subsection 5.1.2. It 
would require postulating numerous repeating movements with no IS or 
other effects. 

The second scenario is the following. Instead of attracting the vP 
the adverb in (2.13) could attract everything below it except the subject. 
After that T would be merged and the subject would raise. 
Unfortunately, ‘everything except the subject’ is not a maximal 
projection. To make it a maximal projection one would have to depart 
from the standard theory where when the vP phase is closed off the verb 
is in v and the subject in the [Spec; vP]. In the absence of any good 
alternatives this is undesirable. Even if it were possible (imagine that the 
Russian verb is in some v1 while the subject is in the specifier of v2) it 
would not suffice. As far as IS rules are concerned, the adverb is more 
salient than everything including the subject. So we would need an 
independent rule prohibiting to move v2P (not altogether, but until the 
constituents in its specifiers move out). On the top of that, deriving some 
word orders (e.g. ‘S Adv1 V O Adv2’ mentioned in footnote 46) would 
require sequences of senseless repeating movements, as in the first 
scenario. I do not assert that these scenarios are downright impossible, 
but they definitely appear less probable than the one I opted for where 
freezing is violated. 

Finally, the violation of freezing can be avoided in a very 
different way, namely, if something analogous to parallel movement 
assumed by Chomsky (2005) is adopted. A new perspective on Merge is 
forming in the Phase theory, according to which the ordering of IM steps 
inside one phase is not strictly fixed. Thus, one can argue that in (2.13) 
the subject raises to the [Spec; TP] and the remnant vP to the [Spec; 
AdvP] in parallel. As I stated in subsection 2.1.2, I will not adopt this 
perspective in my work. Prima facie the movements described above 
violate either the NTC (if the second happens after the first) or the 
binary Merge (if they happen simultaneously). Until one of these 
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fundamental constraints is reformulated and such parallel operations 
are properly restricted, they pose too many unresolved technical 
questions that I would like to avoid. 
 
2.3.4 List of heads with EFs 
 
Now I can finally list the heads that can be targeted by movement. I will 
concentrate on IS-related IM, but, as it will be evident below, these are 
the same heads that can attract constituents for non-IS-related reasons. 
This is a natural outcome in the adopted approach because both types of 
movement are eventually made possible by EFs on these heads 
(although the exact mechanism of ‘agreement-driven’ movement is left 
unspecified). I will indicate the cases where I am certain that the head 
has an EF and will enumerate other possible additions to the list. I will 
show what preliminary generalizations can be drawn from this picture. 
However, as I stated in subsection 2.2.3, so far I cannot point to the deep 
principle underlying it. 

In Russian, the following heads can definitely be targeted by IS-
related movement: V, v, some Adv heads, T and the head(s) in the C 
domain.47 All these heads can also attract constituents for non-IS-related 
reasons. As for IS-related IM, Russian exhibits the following interesting 
pattern. With a very few potential exceptions indicated below, all heads 
except for v and C can only attract their complement (i.e. ‘the nearest’ 
goal) to their specifier.48 v and especially C have more freedom, but the 
range of the options is mostly familiar from other European languages. 
So, as I noted in subsection 2.2.3, the possibilities of IS-related IM are 
very limited even in the nondeterministic competence model, and it 
definitely cannot lead to a combinatorial explosion. Now let me go over 
every head one by one. 

I will start from V. When the verb has two internal arguments, I 
assume that the direct object is merged as the complement of V and the 
other argument (an IO or a PP) as its specifier. More detailed analysis of 
IOs and argument PPs will follow in subsection 5.1.1. The verb is in v in 

                                                        
47 Whether Adv heads are absolutely indispensable in this list was discussed in 
the previous subsection. Auxiliaries and modals, or Aux heads, according to 
Nilsen (2003), are very sparse in Russian (it prefers synthetic verb forms and 
mostly uses predicative adjectives as modals). Since these heads might lead to 
additional syntactic complications (discussed e.g. in Cinque 2006), I will not 
analyze them here. 
48 It is true in the syntactic framework that I adopted, which relies on a bare 
minimum of functional projections. Since my data never call for more, any 
additions would be superfluous here. If they prove to be necessary for 
independent reasons, this generalization might be destroyed. However, a 
broader observation that the possibilities of IS-related IM are highly restricted 
would still hold. 
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Russian, so the neutral word order is ‘S V IO/PP DO’. V can attract its 
complement to its second specifier, which will result in IS-related internal 
argument reordering. An example of the ‘DO IO’ reordering was 
analyzed under (2.1b) in subsection 2.2.1. 

The second head with an EF is v. As in English, internal 
arguments can undergo IS-related movement to the [Spec; vP] (e.g. 
when they are more accessible than the subject or when the verb is the 
most salient). Thus, apart from the fact that in the Phase theoretic 
framework this IM step is necessary to move further to the C domain, it 
has an independent IS-related explanation. Sentence (2.3b) from 
subsection 2.2.4 with object topicalization can serve as an example. Out 
of two internal arguments, the EF of v can attract either or both in 
Russian. However, the lower argument is never attracted across the 
higher one, so no interference problems arise (e.g. in cases where the DO 
moves to the [Spec; vP] while the IO remains in situ, the DO crosses the 
IO for IS reasons first). Let me note here that I do not analyze 
Instrumental DPs and so-called ‘PP adjuncts’ in this thesis.49 

The third place in the list belongs to adverbs, or to Adv heads. 
This position is the most problematic because not all adverbs appear to 
be born equal. Let me start with a clear case – the sentence in (2.13) 
with the adverb medlenno ‘slowly’ analyzed in the previous subsection. In 
this sentence, the Adv head attracts its complement to its specifier and as 
a result becomes sentence-final and is interpreted as the most salient. 
However, with some adverbs such IM is impossible. This group, so-called 
‘higher adverbs’, was observed to be largely the same across many 
languages (Cinque, 1999). Interestingly, they also cannot be wh-
moved.50 To remind the reader, this was one of the arguments against 
late insertion and for introducing labels inside adverb sequences. 
Another argument (moving inside a remnant topic) is not applicable to 
these adverbs because they are already in the left periphery. As for focus 
fronting, these adverbs in general cannot bear the main stress. In 
subsection 2.2.4, I tried to show that sometimes IS-related movement can 
take place, but independent constraints require spelling out lower 
copies, which results in stress shift. If stress shift is impossible, there are 
                                                        
49 I cannot commit myself to any syntactic analysis of PP adjuncts (temporal, 
locative, causal etc.) because several existing ones are very controversial (e.g. 
Nilsen (2003) discusses them). However, in subsection 3.4.7 I will briefly discuss 
where, with respect to other constituents, they can ‘surface’ and with what IS 
effects. Instrumental DPs can also be temporal, locative or manner modifiers 
(e.g. utrom ‘in the morning’). Apart from that, they are used as the analogues of 
English with and by phrases. 
50 To be precise, in his hierarchy Cinque (1999) draws the ‘higher – lower 
adverb’ border between possibly and usually. However, in Russian (and in English 
too) obychno ‘usually’ belongs to the adverbs that cannot be sentence-final and 
cannot be wh-moved. So I will assume that the border is after usually. 
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definitely no movement possibilities. The mystery of these adverbs is 
addressed in many works. Note that there is nothing semantically odd in 
focusing or wh-moving them. Corresponding adjectives (such as possible) 
can be wh-moved (e.g. how possible) and be presented as the most salient 
(they can be spelled out sentence-final, and the stress can be shifted to 
them). Cinque (1999) and Nilsen (2003) do not treat these adverbs 
specially and search for an independent explanation of their properties. 
I cannot commit myself to a particular hypothesis, so I will not analyze 
them in my thesis. As it seems to me, it cannot be readily excluded that 
they are adjuncts (so there is no label and no head with an EF, and 
hence no IS-related or wh-movement). 

In subsection 5.1.2, I will discuss several constructions with two 
lower adverbs. Either or both of them can attract their complements to 
their specifiers for IS reasons. Now let me point to the only case where an 
Adv head appears to attract the specifier of its complement. The word 
order ‘S V O Adv2 Adv1’ is marginally possible in Russian (say, with Adv1 

medlenno ‘slowly’ and Adv2 vsegda ‘always’, as in (2.16)). In this 
construction, vP moves to the specifier of lower Adv1 (its complement) 
and then to the specifier of higher Adv2 (the specifier of its complement, 
Adv1P). The adverbs are interpreted as more salient than the rest of the 
sentence (i.e. ‘It is always slowly that this boy eats his porridge’). More 
details (and a figure with the derivation) are given in subsection 5.1.2. 
 
(2.16) tot mal’ ik est ka u vsegda medlenno. 
 [this boy].NOM eats porridge.ACC always slowly 
 
Coming back to the list of heads with EFs, the fourth place belongs to T. 
Since I assume that Russian has the same EPP requirement as English, 
the first [Spec; TP] is always occupied by a Nominative subject or an 
expletive. Russian expletives are silent, but there are many independent 
reasons pointing to their existence. When T attracts its complement to its 
second specifier, the subject becomes the last element in the sentence 
and is interpreted as the most salient and the least accessible, as in 
(2.3b) discussed in subsection 2.2.4. 

C or the heads in the C domain are the last in the list. Since my 
own data can be accounted for using only one head C, I will refrain from 
postulating more in this work. Importantly, if more heads have to be 
introduced for other reasons they should all have an EF. C exhibits 
exceptional freedom in what it can attract for IS reasons, and such 
movements can be multiple (with the raised constituents ordering with 
respect to their topicality). First, DP and PP arguments can be attracted. 
A case of object topicalization was discussed under (2.3b) in subsection 
2.2.4. Second, remnant topics (vPs or AdvPs) can raise. Two examples 
were provided in (2.14c-d) in the previous subsection. All these 
constituents can be preceded or followed by high adverbs (I remain 
uncommitted on their status, so I refrain from discussing whether they 
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change the label of the structure). C hosts not only topical (the most 
accessible) constituents, but also fronted foci (to be discussed in 
subsection 3.4.8). An example with a focus-fronted adverb was given in 
(2.14b) in the previous subsection. To sum up, C can attract any 
constituent that is visible in the current phase. However, this only 
instance of ‘truly free word order’ in my list is well-known in many other 
languages (only Russian multiple topics may be somewhat special). So 
let me conclude this list by noting that the possibilities of IS-related IM 
are truly modest. No previously unevidenced heads, features or 
movements were needed to describe them. The complexity of Russian 
word order results from the combination of very simple steps. 

Now let me go over the possible additions to the list. Chomsky 
does not discuss the syntax of DPs, noting that D might be a phase. In 
this case, D and potentially some lower heads inside DP have EFs too. I 
also refrain from analyzing DP-internal reorderings in this thesis. But let 
me note that they can definitely be IS-related. Russian allows for so-
called ‘split scrambling’ when parts of DPs that differ in accessibility and 
salience move separately. Consider (2.17b) where the noun is 
topicalized while the adjective modifying it remains at the end of the 
sentence thus being presented as the most salient information. (2.17a) 
provides the context (so that the reader could see that the topicalized 
noun was mentioned before). 
 
(2.17) a. S takim ntuziazmom ljudi ispokon vekov i vkalyvajut ne na 

mifi eskoe ‘blago ob estva’, a na svoju sobstvennuju vygodu, 
konkretnuju dolju v doby e […]. 

  ‘With such an enthusiasm people have worked hard for ages 
not for the mythical ‘common good’, but for their own profit, 
for a concrete share of the booty […].’ 

 
(2.17) b. Doby a im dostalas’ XORO AJA... 
  booty.NOM to them passed good.NOM 
  ‘They got a good booty.’   
Finally, I will summarize the results. Apparently, all projecting heads 
have an EF. This idea might lead to another one: all heads have EFs, but, 
for independent reasons, some of them project while the others do not, 
so we can ‘see’ EFs only on the first. An alternative, more restrictive list 
can be produced if adverbs are treated as specifiers of some functional 
projections (then one could argue that all heads with EFs above the DP 
level are ‘verbal’ in nature). However, trying to develop and evaluate 
this option is beyond the scope of my work. Therefore, I limit myself to 
the descriptive generalizations above and leave the final list of heads 
with EFs and its principled explanation for further research. 
 



 

 
3 IS theory and prosody. 
 Developing the model 
 
 
 
This chapter is dedicated to IS theory and to prosody: I will incorporate 
the insights from earlier research in my model and will try to show that 
it can provide some additional advantages. IS theory is a vast field, so a 
full coverage cannot reasonably be attempted. Instead of discussing 
many studies superfluously, I chose to concentrate on the works I 
primarily rely on in my thesis: Reinhart (1995, 2006), Neeleman and 
Reinhart (1998), Szendr i (2001) and, to a certain extent, Büring 
(2003). Section 3.1 is dedicated to them and also establishes the general 
background. My own model relying on syntactic configurations and 
relational IS notions was outlined in the previous chapter. In section 3.4, 
I will extend its empirical coverage to the facts accounted for in previous 
theories and to some other phenomena. 

I stated in the Introduction that I am going to derive prosodic 
effects from syntactic configurations. This statement provokes two 
questions: why and how? Section 3.2 answers the first question: why, 
given the theoretical framework of generative grammar, prosody cannot 
be included in the IS model. I preliminarily addressed it in subsection 
1.2.2 by sketching the line of argumentation that brings me to this 
conclusion. Section 3.3 focuses on the second question: how, given the 
wealth of prosodic phenomena in the IS field, prosody can be excluded 
from the IS model, namely, derived from syntax. 
 
 
3.1 IS theory and prosody: An introduction  
 
This section establishes the background in IS theory and prosody that I 
will base myself on in the subsequent discussion. Subsection 3.1.1 
contains a very concise overview of the IS field. In subsection 3.1.2, I 
briefly introduce the concept of prosodic structure and the dilemmas 
concerning its place in the grammar and the possibility of prosodic 
encoding. I will concentrate on them in section 3.2, so when presenting 
different theories in this section I largely abstract away from them. 

Then I turn to a detailed discussion of the works that I primarily 
rely on in this thesis. First of all, these are the most influential 
configurational IS theory by Reinhart and Neeleman (Reinhart, 1995, 
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2006; Neeleman and Reinhart, 1998) and a crosslinguistic IS typology by 
Szendr i (2001) who modified and extended Reinhart and Neeleman’s 
approach (presented in subsections 3.1.3 and 3.1.4). They examine 
grammatical correlates of focus and D-linkedness (the definitions are 
discussed below). 

The last subsection is dedicated to Büring’s (2003) paper where 
he examines the relation between focus and prosodic prominence. 
Büring bases himself on Selkirk’s (1984, 1995) focus theory, so I include 
its brief description. There are many fundamental differences between 
this theory and the approaches by Reinhart, Neeleman and Szendr i 
mentioned above. The crucial ones will be touched upon in subsections 
3.1.5 and 3.3.1-3.3.2, but in general a detailed comparison of these (and 
many other existing) focus theories goes far beyond the scope of my 
work. So far it will suffice to say that I mainly rely on Reinhart, 
Neeleman and Szendr i’s models and appeal to Büring’s modification of 
Selkirk’s theory to complement them with several important ideas. 

Now let me briefly consider the definitions of focus and D-
linkedness adopted in the works above. The definition of ‘D-linked’ is 
largely agreed upon (‘linked to an accessible discourse entity’), although 
it is less evident what counts as ‘accessible’.51 How focus is defined differs 
greatly from theory to theory. Szendr i (2001) offers the following 
informal definition:  “focus is understood […] to be that part of an 
utterance that carries the new or highlighted information” (p. 11). 
Reinhart (1995) and Neeleman and Reinhart (1998) do not specify any 
definition. Reinhart (2006) notes that she adopts the semantic account 
by Rooth (1985, 1992), although without going into any details (e.g. 
how ‘all-focused’ sentences are interpreted). In this account, focus 
essentially introduces a set of alternatives (informally, ‘Mary likes Sue’ 
with the focus on Mary introduces the set of propositions of the form ‘x 
likes Sue’).52 Büring (2003) does not directly discuss definitional 
questions, but analyzes two widely accepted ‘diagnostics for focus’: 
giveness and the question-answer test (according to the former, a 
focused constituent cannot be given information; according to the latter, 
it replaces the wh-element in an appropriate answer to a wh-question). 
However, Büring’s (1997) dissertation is dedicated to the semantics of 
topic and focus, and there he adopts and develops Rooth’s views. 

Importantly, none of the authors above assumes a distinction 
between different types of foci (‘contrastive’ vs. ‘presentational’, 
‘identificational’ vs. ‘information focus’ etc.), suggested in a number of 

                                                        
51 Unlike in my model, a categorical distinction in accessibility is needed in all 
above-mentioned theories. They all largely rely on Ariel (1990). Some less clear 
cases are discussed in Reinhart (1995, p. 74-75) and in subsection 3.1.3 below. 
52 The precise formulation is given in subsection 3.4.3 where definitions of focus 
are discussed. 
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works (É. Kiss, 1998; Rochemont, 1986; Selkirk, 1995; Vallduví and 
Vilkuna, 1998; Zubizarreta and Vergnaud, 2005, a.m.o.). An overview of 
the arguments against such distinctions can be found in Szendr i (2001, 
2003b) and Brunetti (2004).53 

 
3.1.1 A brief overview of the IS field 
 
The prototypes of IS notions date back at least to the XIX century. For 
instance, von der Gabelentz used a distinction between ‘psychological 
subject’ (an analogue of topic) and ‘psychological object’ (roughly 
corresponding to focus). An extensive research in the field was pioneered 
by the Prague School linguists, starting from Mathesius (1932). Among 
more recent works in this tradition, Dezs  (1974), Haji ová and Sgall 
(1988), Haji ová, Partee and Sgall (1998) can be mentioned. Many 
Russian word order studies that will be referred to in later sections follow 
this tradition (e.g. Kovtunova, 1976; Lapteva, 1976; Sirotinina, 
1965/2003; Zemskaya, Kitaygorodskaya and Shiryaev, 1981; Zolotova 
1982). 

IS notions were examined in numerous discourse theoretic 
studies, such as Erteschik-Shir (1997), Gundel (1974), Lambrecht 
(1994), Prince (1979, 1981), Reinhart (1981), Vallduví (1992, 1995), 
Vallduví and Engdahl (1996). An impressive body of work is based on 
the Relevance Theory (Sperber and Wilson 1986/1995, 2004; Kempson, 
Meyer-Viol and Gabbay 2001; Breheny 1998, a.m.o.). 

In the generative literature, the following list is far from 
                                                        
53 Essentially, they show that both the grammatical correlates and the meanings 
of different foci coincide. Let me discuss focus in Hungarian as an example. In 
É. Kiss’s (1998) model, identificational focus, unlike information focus, is 
exhaustive and presupposes selection from a contextually given set of 
alternatives. She argues that identificational focus is encoded by movement in 
Hungarian, while information focus is assigned in situ. Szendr i (2001) 
demonstrates that focus movement in Hungarian does not entail exhaustivity or 
selection from a predefined set of alternatives. She also shows that stress is left-
peripheral in this language, so it always falls on the raised verb or particle (in 
the neutral word order, they are the first constituents except for extrametrical 
topics) or on the constituent that moved to the preverbal position. In case of 
wide (IP or VP) foci, the first option is taken (otherwise, narrow focus is assigned 
to the stressed element). Postverbal constituents that remain in situ can only be 
part of such wide foci. Thus, there is one type of focus in Hungarian in terms of 
both interpretation and formal correlates (namely, the focused constituent 
contains the main stress of the sentence assigned according to the rules above). 
The same is true e.g. for so-called contrastive focus in English. In terms of 
meaning, focus is always associated with contrast, only in some cases the 
possible alternatives are more prominent in the context. As for the formal 
means, some authors assume a ‘special type of stress’ marking contrastive foci, 
but this is convincingly disputed by Ladd (1996, p. 199-202). 
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complete: Abraham and de Meij, eds., (1986), Antinucci and Cinque 
(1977), Brody (1990, 1995), É. Kiss (1998), Frascarelli (2000), Horváth 
(1986), Jackendoff (1972), Ouhalla (1994), Rizzi (1997), Rochemont 
(1986), Rochemont and Culicover (1989), Tuller (1992), Vallduví and 
Vilkuna (1998), Williams (1997), Zubizarreta (1998) and a collection of 
papers in É. Kiss, ed., (1995) and Rebuschi and Tuller, eds., (1999). The 
number of Optimality theoretic works is growing. Apart from Szendr i’s 
and Büring’s work that will be presented below (Büring, 2003; Szendr i, 
2001, 2003a), Costa (1998, 2004), Samek-Lodovici (2005) and 
Truckenbrodt (1995, 1999) can be mentioned, a.m.o. Prominent studies 
outside of the GB/minimalist framework include Butt and King (1996), 
Engdahl (1999), King (1993, 1997), Steedman (2000), a.m.o. 

Apart from that, IS notions are prolifically studied in semantics 
(Büring, 1997; Diesing, 1992; Krifka, 1991; Rooth, 1985, 1992; Szabolcsi, 
1981; Schwarzschild, 1999, a.m.o.). Many authors investigated their 
prosodic correlates (Cinque, 1993; Gussenhoven, 1984; Hayes and 
Lahiri, 1991; Ladd, 1980, 1996; Pierrehumbert and Hirschberg, 1990; 
Rochemont, 1986; Selkirk, 1984, 1986, 1995, a.m.o). Bosch and van der 
Sandt, eds., (1999) offer a performance perspective. This is only a 
portion of works that constitute the IS theoretic field, so many studies are 
left unmentioned. 
 
3.1.2 Prosodic structure and the architecture of the grammar 
 
In the metrical phonology (originally developed in Liberman (1979) and 
Liberman and Prince (1977)), the prosodic structure is presented as a 
binary branching tree. Such a tree is shown in Figure 3.1 depicting the 
prosodic structure of a sample sentence (3.1). In every pair of nodes in 
this tree, one is strong and the other is weak. Importantly, these labels 
do not imply any absolute degree of prosodic prominence and do not 
receive any phonetic interpretation per se – only the structure as a whole 
does. Thus, the main stress of the sentence (which will be important for 
the IS models discussed in the next section) goes to the strong node that 
is only dominated by strong nodes. 

In many theories since Chomsky and Halle (1968), the neutral 
stress pattern, as in (3.1), is defined by the NSR (nuclear stress rule). Its 
different formulations and some problems connected to them will be 
touched upon below (in subsection 3.3.2 in particular). Roughly, the 
default stress goes to the rightmost or to the most embedded constituent 
(in (3.1) they coincide, so this case is uncontroversial). In Figure 3.1, I 
ignore the level of syllables because it never becomes relevant in my 
work (to be precise, the main stress of the sentence is on the first syllable 
of the word football). 
 
(3.1) Many people love FOOTBALL. 
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                        S 
           wo 
          W                        S 
   3          3 
   W            S         W            S 
many   people   love   football 

 
Figure 3.1: Prosodic tree for the sample sentence (3.1) 

 
A different way to represent prosodic structure will be illustrated in 
subsection 3.1.4, where Szendr i’s (2001) study is introduced. It is a 
widely assumed model with several layers: phonological words, which 
are grouped into phonological phrases and then into an intonational 
phrase (it was developed primarily by Selkirk, 1984; Nespor and Vogel, 
1986). Every phonological word has a stress. In each phonological 
phrase, one of these stresses is identified as the phrasal stress. Then one 
of phrasal stresses becomes the sentential stress. In the binary branching 
representation demonstrated above, the analogues of phrasal stresses 
are the longest sequences of strong nodes dominated by the shortest 
sequences of weak nodes (and then by a strong node). An example is 
given in (3.2). This sentence is taken from Neeleman and Reinhart 
(1998, p. 335, n. 60a), and I will come back to it in the next subsection to 
analyze its IS properties. In Neeleman and Reinhart’s terminology, (3.2) 
has a marked stress pattern: the main stress falls on Max. However, the 
most embedded (or the rightmost) element receives a secondary stress, 
here and further indicated by small capitals. 
 
(3.2) Only MAX can afford buying CARS. 
 

                         S 
         qp 
                                         W 
                              wo 
       S                    W                        S 
  2            2                2 
 W        S         W        S             W         S 
only   Max   can   afford   buying   cars 

 
Figure 3.2: Prosodic tree for the sample sentence (3.2) 

 
The obvious difference between binary branching and layered 
representations is that the latter have a fixed depth. It captures the basic 
intuition that prosody is ‘flatter’ than syntax. However, they run into a 
number of problems, discussed e.g. by Ladd (1996, p. 235-251). In brief, 
all these models argue for mapping certain types of syntactic 
constituents onto prosodic phrases. However, the perceptibility and 
robustness of resulting secondary stresses and prosodic boundaries can 
differ greatly depending on such factors as the length of constituents, 
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speech rate and also the syntactic nature of the underlying boundary 
(major syntactic boundaries are more noticeable). Often, there is a 
disagreement on the number and placement of secondary stresses in a 
particular sentence. In my discussion of the prosodic structure, I will try 
to avoid these dilemmas. In the IS models I primarily rely on in this 
thesis, only the sentential stress, which provokes little controversy, plays 
a role, and the discussion will be largely confined to it. 

Now I will turn to the status of prosody in the grammar. Most 
grammar models consist of the same three indispensable components: 
the computational system (CS) and two interfaces, SM (with the sensori-
motoric apparatus) and C-I (with the conceptual intentional system). 
However, CS can be envisioned in different ways depending on the 
theory. In the canonical generative model, CS is the minimalist syntax, 
which includes a bare minimum of absolutely necessary operations. 
Prosody belongs to the SM interface where syntactic structures receive a 
phonological interpretation. Hence there is no prosodic encoding in this 
model. The interface is like a CD player that is designed to convert the 
information on the disk into music according to a fixed algorithm. Thus, 
prosodic structures can be part of a very complex conversion process, but 
essentially, they are derivative, ‘read off’ from the syntactic structure. 

The correctness of this view is disputed because some 
grammatical notions appear to be encoded by prosodic means. These 
notions are IS-related: focus is associated with the main stress of the 
sentence, topic with a special intonation contour etc. Two types of 
explanations are possible. First, whatever seems to be encoded by 
prosody can be in fact encoded in syntax in such a way that certain 
prosodic effects arise when the structure is read at the SM interface. 
Second, prosody might belong not to the SM interface, but to the CS. 
Reinhart (1995) defines the third option by introducing interface 
strategies, which were preliminarily discussed in the Introduction. In this 
case, the classical model where prosody is part of the interface is kept, 
but conceptual systems can use independently generated prosodic 
properties. The first solution is definitely more favorable because it does 
not complicate the immaculate minimalism of the CS. Feature-based IS 
theories provide a way to implement it. Every feature contains 
instructions for pronunciation. F(oc), Top, Ground and other IS features 
can have prosodic instructions, e.g. to put the main stress on the 
constituent carrying the F feature. 

However, I rejected feature-based IS theories in favor of 
configurational IS models. So far, the latter offered no obvious strategies 
for reducing prosody to syntax. Two major configurational models that I 
rely on in my work incorporate prosodic notions. Reinhart and 
Neeleman (Reinhart, 1995; Neeleman and Reinhart, 1998) do it by 
means of interface strategies. Reinhart (2006) revises some of the 
previous assumptions, which allows her to embrace more empirical 
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phenomena, but leaves several crucial questions open, so the resulting 
framework is less strict. Szendr i (2001) directly appeals to prosodic 
encoding. Prosody is included in the CS in her model on a par with 
syntax as one of the two independent representations. In the rest of this 
section, I will present these theories. A detailed discussion of prosodic 
encoding and interface strategies will follow in section 3.2. 
 
3.1.3 Reinhart and Neeleman’s IS theory 
 
For Reinhart and Neeleman’s approach to focus (Reinhart, 1995, 2006; 
Neeleman and Reinhart, 1998), the notion of focus set is central (the set 
of constituents that can be used as the actual focus of the sentence). 
Reinhart (2006) defines it as follows: “The focus set of a derivation D 
includes all and only the constituents that contain the main stress of D” 
(p. 139, n. 18). The actual focus of the sentence is chosen from this set at 
the discourse interface. Consider an ‘S V O’ English sentence with a 
default stress pattern (i.e. with the main stress on the object). Its focus 
set is {IP, VP, DPDO}, as examples (3.3a-b)-(3.5a-b) illustrate (Neeleman 
and Reinhart, 1998, p. 333, n. 53a-c). Focused constituents are 
underlined. As is evident from the examples, Reinhart and Neeleman use 
the question-answer test as the diagnostic for focus. 
 
(3.3) a. A: What is this noise? 
 
(3.3) b. B: My neighbor is building a DESK. 
 
(3.4) a. A: What is your neighbor doing? 
 
(3.4) b. B: My neighbor is building a DESK. 
 
(3.5) a. A: What is your neighbor building? 
 
(3.5) b. B: My neighbor is building a DESK. 
 
The sentences in (3.3b)-(3.5b) have a neutral stress pattern (defined by 
the NSR). However, the sentential stress can be relocated, and as a result 
a constituent that initially was not in the focus set can be focused. The 
stressed subject in (3.6b) can serve as an example (Neeleman and 
Reinhart, 1998, p. 334, n. 56b). 
 
(3.6) a. A: Who is building a desk? 
 
(3.6) b. B: My NEIGHBOR is building a desk. 
 
According to Reinhart and Neeleman, what is perceived as stress shift in 
(3.6b) are in fact two different prosodic operations: stress strengthening 
and destressing. The former adds stress to an element that otherwise 
does not bear main stress. As a result, it is now in the focus set of the 
sentence. The latter removes stress from an element that bears strong 
stress. At the interface, this operation is associated with D-linking: “A DP 
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is destressed if and only if it is D-linked to an accessible discourse entity” 
(Neeleman and Reinhart, 1998, p. 338, n. 64).54 In (3.7a-b) (p. 335, n. 
58), (3.7a) exhibits destressing, but not stress-strengthening. Pronouns 
are usually used anaphorically, so their unmarked pronunciation is 
destressed (therefore (3.7b) is inappropriate in the zero context). Since 
the rightmost element is destressed, the second rightmost one receives 
the main stress by the NSR.55 (3.8), on the contrary, contains stress 
strengthening (which results in the focused interpretation of the 
subject), but no destressing (p. 335, n. 60a). The original main stress 
(defined by the NSR) becomes secondary. 
 
(3.7) a. Max SAW her / it. 
 
(3.7) b. # Max saw HER / IT. 
 
(3.8) Only MAX can afford buying CARS. 
 
The operation of stress strengthening is subject to interface economy. 
Initially, Reinhart (1995) assumed that all optional operations (i.e. the 
ones not necessary for convergence) violate economy. Reinhart (2006) 
narrowed down the set (excluding overt syntactic movement). 
Theoretical implications behind it will be discussed in subsection 3.2.1. 
Crucially, stress strengthening is consistently treated as an uneconomical 
operation. Such operations cannot be used unless it is the only way to 
satisfy a certain interface condition. Thus, stress strengthening can be 
applied only if it gives rise to a new interpretation at the interface, i.e. 
derives foci not already in the focus set. Uneconomical operations trigger 
reference set computation (to put it simple, the derivations with and 
without the extra step are compared to make sure that it was 
inevitable).56 Consider the sentence in (3.8). According to the rule 
                                                        
54 This discourse entity may be an antecedent in the sense of strict identity or the 
common noun set, as in (3.ia-b) below (Reinhart, 1995, p. 74, n. 54a, due to 
Ladd, 1980). Mentioning Slaughterhouse Five introduces the concept of book in 
the discourse context, so in the next sentence books are D-linked. 
 
(3.i) a. A: Has John read `Slaughterhouse five'? 

  b. B: No, John doesn't READ books. 
 
55 Neeleman and Reinhart (1998) assumed that destressing applies before the 
NSR. Reinhart (2006) treats destressing as a local operation, while the NSR 
applies ‘globally’ (to the whole structure), so no precedence relation needs to be 
postulated. 
56 Reinhart stresses that here the theory should be verified psycholinguistically. 
Computing reference set increases working memory load, so processing 
difficulties in adults and later maturation of the relevant constructions in 
children are expected (experimental data are discussed in section 5.2; in brief, 
Reinhart’s predictions for language acquisition are confirmed). She uses it as an 
argument against the frameworks (primarily Optimality theoretic) where 
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above, its focus set is {IP, DPSU}. However, the IP focus is excluded 
because it was available without stress strengthening. As a result, (3.8) is 
appropriate in the context of (3.9a), but not of (3.9b) (these contexts are 
taken from Szendr i (2001, p. 20, n. 16a-b)). 
 
(3.9) a. Who can afford buying cars? 
 
(3.9) b. # What’s the situation? 
 
The stress pattern in (3.8) is ‘marked’. Reinhart (1995, 2006) discusses 
the notion of markedness in detail, emphasizing that it cannot be based 
on introspective intuitions ((3.8) is perfectly natural in the context of 
(3.9a)). Several authors (e.g. Zubizarreta 1998) introduce the notion of 
‘marked stress’, which is intrinsically different from the one assigned by 
the NSR, and associate it with a special type of focus (so-called 
‘contrastive focus’ that does not project). Reinhart (1995, 2006) argues 
that stresses and foci are the same. Markedness (and its effects, such as 
lack of focus projection) should be defined through the presence of an 
uneconomical operation. The operation of destressing is also optional 
(not necessary for convergence), but it is not assumed to trigger 
reference set computation. Reinhart (2006) explains it by the ‘global vs. 
local’ distinction (to put it simple, stress strengthening requires undoing 
the whole prosodic tree, while destressing is a local operation). Therefore 
destressing does not affect focus projection, as expected. (3.7a) can be 
used in the context of (3.9b) and have the IP focus. 

Neeleman and Reinhart (1998) use their IS theory to analyze 
Dutch object shift, a variety of scrambling found in several Germanic 
languages. In Dutch, objects can be freely separated from the verb by 
adverbial material, as in (3.10a-b) (p. 310, n. 1a-b). 
 
(3.10) a. … dat Jan langzaam het BOEK las. 

   that Jan slowly the book read 
 
(3.10) b. … dat Jan het boek langzaam LAS.  
According to Neeleman and Reinhart, the scrambled object in (3.10b) is 
interpreted as D-linked. Usually only definite DPs can scramble. 
Scrambled indefinites are either generic or specific. The rule stated in the 
previous subsection associated D-linkedness with destressing, and 
indeed, the object bears the main stress in (3.10a), but not in (3.10b). 
Before discussing the stress pattern in the scrambled (3.10b), let me 
analyze it in the unscrambled (3.10a). It is well known that both in VO 
and in OV languages the neutral main stress goes to the object. Initially, 
this pattern was accounted for by a parameter, but Cinque (1993) 
suggested a more elegant explanation: the main stress goes to the most 
embedded constituent in both types of languages. The depth of 
                                                                                                                                  
reference set computation is ubiquitous: they do not make similar predictions. 
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embedding in the case of sisters is determined by the direction of selection 
(i.e. by the right-branching or left-branching structure of the language). 
Cinque’s NSR will be discussed in detail in subsection 3.3.2. Neeleman 
and Reinhart’s model allows for right-branching structures, so they use it 
to explain the stress pattern in (3.10a) and in (3.10b). In (3.10a), the 
object is the most embedded constituent (the structure is right-
branching), so it receives the main stress. In (3.10b), the adverb is an 
adjunct, so the verb is the most embedded node, which receives the main 
stress, while the object is unstressed. Thus, scrambling is associated with 
destressing, which results in D-linkedness. 

Neeleman and Reinhart believe that in this case different word 
orders are base-generated and the choice between them is “made […] at 
the PF interface” (p. 309) (although they do not specify how exactly57). 
They argue that base-generation is possible because adverbs are 
adjuncts, which do not alter the label and do not change the theta-grid 
of the verb. Consequently, since “order does not play a role in the 
computational system” and “is imposed by PF procedures” (p. 321-322), 
the object can be merged to the verb both before and after the adverb. 
Given that Neeleman and Reinhart include prosody in their model 
through interface strategies, base-generation is a more advantageous 
option for them than syntactic movement. These questions will be 
discussed in more detail in subsection 3.2.1-3.2.2. 
 
3.1.4 Szendr i’s (2001) crosslinguistic IS typology 
 
Szendr i (2001) develops Reinhart and Neeleman’s theory (Reinhart, 
1995; Neeleman and Reinhart, 1998) to propose a crosslinguistic focus 
typology. The architecture of the grammar in her model differs from 
theirs. Szendr i illustrates it by Figure 3.3 below (p. 26, fig. 1). 
 

               syntax    ———> | 
       |  | 
  |         syntax-prosody mapping |   C-I 
SM |             segmental  |  | 
  |   <——   phonology   <———    prosody   ———> | 

 
Figure 3.3: The architecture of the grammar in Szendr i (2001) 

 
Szendr i assumes that the grammar has (at least) two independently built 
levels of representation. The prosodic level is connected to the syntactic 
one by mapping principles (as in Nespor and Vogel, 1986; Jackendoff, 

                                                        
57 Neeleman and Reinhart note: “Under our approach, the attachment site of the 
adverbial is free – neither order is more costly than the other from a syntactic point 
of view. If choosing the one can avoid a costly PF operation, this is the rational 
move to take in an economical system” (p. 350). 
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1997, a.m.o.). At the prosodic level, the phonological feature-sets of the 
lexical items are grouped into prosodic words, then into phonological 
phrases, and finally into an intonational phrase (IntP). Szendr i states 
that “the phonological and phonetic module(s)” operate on the prosodic 
representation “deriving a linear string of sounds that is submitted to the 
interface between the grammar and the sensori-motoric apparatus” (p. 
27). The model is representational: “Both syntax and prosody are taken 
to be single representations, rather than series of representations 
connected by a derivation” (p. 26). 

Szendr i believes that IS notions are in general encoded 
prosodically and introduces the Pragmatics-prosody correspondence 
hypothesis: “Thus it seems that many pragmatic notions that relate to 
the information status of a given element (such as focus, topic, discourse-
linked), share the property of being marked by prosodic phonological 
means. Let me formulate this generalisation as a hypothetical universal. 
The prosody of an element partially (or fully) determines the 
information status of the element in discourse” (p. 124). However, there 
can be different strategies to achieve this pragmatics-prosody 
correspondence. Consider Figure 3.4 (Szendr i, 2001, p. 29, n. 19) 
illustrating the mapping between prosodic and syntactic 
representations. 
 

                                         IntPS 

 
           W                                          W                              S 
 
     W        S                W          W      S    W             S 

 
 aaaa   bbbb   cc   dddd   eee   ffff  gg   HHHHH 

 
     A          BP   C        D        E    FP   G          HP 
 
           AP                  C             EP             GP 

 
                                          CP 
 
                                                 CP 
 
                                          CP 

 
Figure 3.4: Syntax-prosody mapping in Szendr i’s (2001) model. 

 
The sequences aaaa, bbbb etc. stand for lexical items. The one that bears 
the main stress is in capitals. In the prosodic part of the diagram,  
stands for phonological word,  for phonological phrase, and IntP for 
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intonational phrase. Szendr i adopts Neeleman and Reinhart’s (1998) 
definition of focus set and their generalization about D-linkedness. Let 
me start with focus encoding. If a constituent that initially was not in the 
focus set needs to be focused, three strategies are available. The first 
strategy is prosodic: the main stress can be relocated on this constituent, 
as in Neeleman and Reinhart’s model above. The second one is syntactic: 
syntactic movement can be used to put this constituent in the position 
where the main stress will be assigned to it by the NSR. The third strategy 
is neither prosodic nor syntactic, it is termed ‘misaligned mapping’. In 
the unmarked case, the right edge of the IntP is aligned with the right 
edge of the clause (that is, with the right edge of the final ). However, it 
can be aligned with the right edge of a non-final . In this case, in Figure 
3.4 the second  would be the last one included in the IntP, while the 
final  would remain free, i.e. not integrated in the IntP. The free  
becomes extrametrical and consequently receives no stress, so the main 
stress would go to the word ffff (the final word in the last  included in 
IntP). The same three strategies are available for independent anaphoric 
destressing: prosodic destressing, syntactic movement out of the position 
where the main stress is assigned by the NSR and misaligned mapping. 

The essence of the typology is that different strategies are used in 
different languages. Szendr i relies on Optimality Theory and regards all 
operations involved as optional and subject to economy.58 She 
introduces a system of constraints PROSODY, SYNTAX and MAP.59 Each 
optional operation violates one of these constraints (prosodic stress shift 
and destressing violate PROSODY etc.). Constraints are ranked 
differently in different languages, which derives the crosslinguistic 
diversity in encoding focus and D-linkedness. In English, it is more 
economical to violate PROSODY than MAP or SYNTAX. So English uses 
prosodic stress strengthening and destressing to encode focus and D-
linkedness. In Italian, MAP is violated most easily, SYNTAX comes next 
and PROSODY is the last. This constraint ranking is used to account for 
the complex system of focus encoding in Italian (it has sentence-final, 
sentence-medial and sentence-initial foci) and for its encoding of D-
linkedness (the details can be found in Szendr i (2001)). In brief, Italian 
resorts to misaligned mapping or to syntactic movement, but never uses 
stress shift and destressing. 

Two other important constraints (that are part of PROSODY in 
Szendr i’s system) are RAS and LAS. LAS (left-align stress) requires to 
mark the leftmost phonological word in a phonological phrase by 

                                                        
58 As I noted in subsection 3.1.3, Reinhart (1995, 2006) argues against such 
approaches to economy, stressing that economy violations should increase the 
processing load (by virtue of triggering reference set computation). 
59 To be precise, these are groups of constraints, but for the sake of brevity I 
cannot go into details here. The reader is referred to Szendr i (2001). 
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phrasal stress and the leftmost phonological phrase in the intonational 
phrase by main stress. On the contrary, RAS requires the stress to be 
right-aligned. LAS is more easily violated than RAS in English and 
Italian, so the stress is right-peripheral there. In Hungarian the situation 
is the opposite, so the stress is left-peripheral (i.e. sentences start with 
extrametrical topics or directly with the focus, which can be followed by 
backgrounded material). 
 
3.1.5 Büring (2003): unifying focus and prominence 
 
This subsection is dedicated to Büring’s (2003) paper where he examines 
the relation between focus and prosodic prominence. Büring bases 
himself on Selkirk’s (1984, 1995) focus theory, so I will start by briefly 
presenting its latest version. This theory relies on F features.60 Selkirk 
introduces a further difference between F-marked constituents and the 
FOC(us) of the sentence. FOC is an F-marked constituent that is not 
dominated by any other F-marked constituents. F-marked constituents 
other than FOC are interpreted as new in the discourse context. The 
interpretation of FOC is defined through the question-answer test: “A wh-
question expression focuses a constituent, and an appropriate answer to 
a wh-question must focus the same constituent” (Selkirk, 1995, p. 553). 
FOC can contain both given and new information. Constituents without 
F-marking are interpreted as given. As I noted in the introduction to this 
section, giveness and the question-answer test are two main diagnostics 
for focus, which form the basis of many definitions. The distinction 
between FOC and F-marking allows Selkirk to account for the cases when 
they give conflicting results, as in (3.11b) (Selkirk, 1984, p. 216, n. 5.15 
and unnumbered example). According to the question-answer test, 
(3.11b) has the VP focus. At the same time a part of the focused VP is 
anaphorically given (for him). For Selkirk, VP is the FOC of the sentence, 
so it can contain both new and given information. Other F-marked 
constituents are new. 
 
(3.11) a. A: Did John give a book to Bill? 

 b. B: No, this time he grew a pot of NARCISSUS for him. 
 
Selkirk (1995) has the following rules specifying what F-marking 
patterns are permitted in a given construction. According to the Basic 
Focus Rule, an accented word is F-marked. An F-marked word can project 
focus under the following conditions. First, an F-marked head of a phrase 
licenses F-marking of the phrase. Second, an F-marked internal 
argument licenses F-marking of its head. To give an example, if the DP a 

                                                        
60 These features (which are not of the GB/minimalist type and do not trigger 
movement) are widely assumed in semantics. 
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pot of narcissus is F-marked in (3.11b), the second rule licenses F-marking 
of the verb. According to the first rule, if the verb is F-marked the whole 
VP can be F-marked.61 Evidently, (3.11b) could as well have a narrow 
focus on the object DP (or even on the DP narcissus). Projection rules 
define permissible F-marking patterns and not how far the focus will 
actually project. To put it simple, these rules explain why a given stress 
pattern is compatible with some interpretations, but not the others (in 
terms of giveness/newness and the question-answer test). 

Note that in Selkirk’s theory, not only the main stress, but also 
secondary stresses are important. Thus, if both the object and the for 
phrase were new (and hence F-marked) in (3.11b), the object would 
bear a secondary stress and the for phrase – the main stress. Stressing 
only one of them would be impossible because F-marking cannot project 
from one to the other in either way. If the object were given while the 
verb and the for phrase were new the verb would bear a secondary stress 
(F-marking cannot project to it from an adjunct). 

The purpose of Büring’s (2003) paper is to eliminate focus 
projection rules from the theory.62 The first step is to show that vertical 
focus projection is unrestricted. Namely, not only the head of an XP or 
an argument of this head, but any subconstituent can project focus on 
XP. So, according to Büring, in (3.11b) not only the verb and the object, 
but also the adjunct PP could license F-marking of the VP. Note that in 
Büring’s view, F-marking ‘jumps’ from the object or the adjunct to VP 
directly and not through the verb. Büring provides numerous sentences 
where various categories project focus. In case of PP adjuncts, he prefers 
German examples, like (3.12a-b) (p. 8-9, n. 21). In English, adjunct PPs 
are usually sentence-final and, when they bear the main stress, it is more 
difficult to appreciate that other constituents (such as the verb or an 
object) do not bear a secondary stress and indeed cannot project focus. 
 
(3.12) a. A: Zur Tatzeit hat Lolek mit seiner Frau einen 

Einkaufsbummel gemacht. Aber was ist Boleks Alibi?  
(3.12) a. ‘At the time of the crime, Lolek was out shopping with his 

wife. But what is Bolek’s alibi?’ 
 
(3.12) b. B: BOLEK hat mit seiner TOCHTER einen Einkaufsbummel 
   Bolek has with his daughter a shopping stroll  
(3.12) b. B: gemacht. 
   made  
(3.12) b. ‘Bolek was out shopping with his daughter.’ 
 

                                                        
61 I do not discuss how F-marking projects from the accented word narcissus 
inside the object DP because the notion of argument is more controversial here. 
62 Büring notes that this idea was already advocated before, in particular in 
Schwarzschild (1999). However, Büring’s implementation is different. 
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Thus, if X is accented and hence F-marked, any YP dominating it can be 
F-marked. The second step in Büring’s argumentation is to show that 
projection rules are unnecessary for what he terms horizontal focus 
projection. Let us come back to the sentence in (3.11b). The object DP 
and the verb are new and hence F-marked in it, but only the object 
contains an accent. With projection rules, F-marking ‘jumped’ from the 
object to the verb and then to VP. Now we can go directly from the object 
(or even from an adjunct) to VP. But it still has to be explained why the 
verb is F-marked, but unaccented. Büring proposes the following 
explanation. The distribution of accents in (3.11b) and other analogous 
cases results not from some focus-related rules, but from the way 
prosodic prominence is standardly assigned. 

As far as focus is concerned, all F-marked constituents should 
contain an accent, and the verb in (3.11b) is no exception. 
Reformulating it in terms of prominence, as it was originally done by 
Truckenbrodt (1995), focus needs to be maximally prominent. However, 
“if a larger constituent is to be made prominent, this is generally not 
done by assigning maximal prominence to each and every word (or 
syllable) within that constituent, but rather by assigning a default 
pattern of relative prominence across that constituent. And the default 
pattern for English (and other Germanic languages including Dutch and 
German) happens to be such that predicates don’t receive a pitch accent 
if their argument(s) do” (Büring, 2003, p. 14). This particular 
phenomenon is often termed ‘integration’.63 The same principle should 
be applicable to many other cases, e.g. when functional elements such as 
determiners or auxiliaries remain unaccented although they are new. 
However, unlike with unrestricted vertical focus projection, here Büring 
does not aim to go over all possible cases. He limits himself to developing 
a sample prominence-based system that would account for integration. 

First of all, let us see why this system is better than horizontal 
focus projection rules. Prima facie they make identical predictions: when 
both the verb and the object are new and F-marked, the object will be 
stressed while the verb will not be. The difference is that the prominence-
based system also accounts for the cases without F-marking. That is, 
when both the verb and the object are given and a secondary stress must 

                                                        
63 To show that the predicate is really unstressed when its argument is stressed, 
Büring provides several examples where arguments precede their predicates, 
such as (3.iib) and (3.iiib) (p. 14, n. 32e and 32f). 
 
(3.ii) a. A: Why are you in such a hurry? 

 b. B: I’ve got a PLANE to catch. 
 
(3.iii) a. A: Why are you late? 

 b. B: I met a GIRL I knew.  
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fall somewhere, the same distribution of accents is predicted. In Selkirk’s 
(1995) theory, the Basic Focus Rule (an accented word is F-marked) does 
not allow for accents in the absence of focus. However, Büring 
demonstrates that such accents exist, as in (3.13b) (p. 15, n. 33), 
because our speech cannot be monotonous. Büring concludes that 
“default prosody will occur wherever it isn’t ‘overridden’ by focusing. In 
practical terms this means that default prosody will automatically show 
up prefocally, but never post-focally. This is because the rightmost accent 
domain is by definition the head of the intonational phrase” (p. 21). 
 
(3.13) a. A: Where did the lawyer send the request? 

 b. B: The LAWYER sent the REQUEST to their OFFICE. 
 
To derive the default prominence pattern resulting in integration, Büring 
suggests an Optimality theoretic system of constraints:64 Adj=AD >> 
*Stress Pred >> XP=AD (p. 18, n. 39). ‘XP=AD’ means that XPs form 
accent domains. ‘*Stress Pred’ requires verbs, predicates or heads not to 
bear prominence. ‘Adj=AD’ states that adjuncts form accent domains. 
Consider how these constraints would work in an ‘S V O’ sentence. “By 
XP=AD, the subject, the object, and the VP want to be accent domains. 
By *Stress Pred, the verb alone does not. Grouping it together with the 
object violates XP=AD once (the object doesn’t form its own accent 
domain), but satisfies *Stress Pred, which is the higher ranked 
constraint” (p. 18). ‘Adj=AD’ is ranked higher than ‘*Stress Pred’, so an 
adjunct, unlike the object, would form its own accent domain, while the 
verb would receive a secondary stress in the violation of ‘*Stress Pred’. 
Thus, integration and lack thereof in case of adjuncts are derived.65 

The ‘Focus Prominence’ constraint requiring focus to be 
maximally prominent has the highest ranking. This is why focusing a 
single word ‘overrides’ the default prosody. However, when several 
words, for instance, a verb and its argument, are focused, the default 
prominence pattern is preserved. According to Focus Prominence, an F-
marked word should become the head of its accent domain and its 
accent domain should become the head of the intonational phrase. 
There is only one main stress per sentence, so whenever two or more 
words are F-marked, this constraint will be violated two or more times. 
Given this, other violations should be minimized, which gives us the 
default prosody. 

Büring concludes his paper by supposing that in this system, not 
only projection rules, but also F-marking itself may become unnecessary. 
                                                        
64 Büring notes that this system is oversimplistic and presents it as an illustration, 
not as a final solution. It is partly based on Truckenbrodt’s (1995, 1999) ideas. 
65 Büring admits that the argument-adjunct distinction does not always explain 
why some predicates integrate and the others do not. What is important for him 
is that the pattern is the same independently of focusing. 
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In the present version, interpretation rules appeal to F features: words 
carrying them are interpreted as new (except for the biggest F-marked 
constituent interpreted in terms of the question-answer test). Büring 
suggests that prosodic prominence may be interpreted directly. The first 
rule would be that if a constituent is not given, it must be prominent 
(before this induced F-marking). The second rule would state that if a 
constituent corresponds to the wh-phrase in the question under 
discussion, it must be prominent (before it was also F-marked and 
became the FOC of the sentence). 

Essentially, this is a shift from feature-based to prosodic 
encoding. This brings Büring’s model closer to Reinhart, Neeleman and 
Szendr i’s theories discussed above. I noted in the beginning of this 
section that a detailed comparison of these approaches is beyond the 
scope of my work. Nevertheless, let me make a couple of remarks. The 
following important differences can be indicated between the original 
Selkirk’s (1984, 1995) approach and Reinhart, Neeleman and Szendr i’s 
models. First, the former uses F features, while the latter are 
configurational (the notion of ‘constituent containing the main stress’ is 
central for them). Second, the latter take only the main stress into 
account, while the former relies on accents, which manifest themselves 
as phrasal stresses (the main stress is simply the rightmost one). 

Büring proposes to remove the first distinction. Does it make his 
model configurational? At first sight, one might think that it does not. 
Label-like F features corresponded to label-like accents in the original 
Selkirk’s theory, so even if the features are removed, the theory still 
operates with ‘prosodic labels’. However, in the new Büring’s system 
focused elements must be maximally prominent, i.e. they must bear the 
main stress. Evidently, the focused constituent, even when it is bigger 
than one word, can contain only one main stress. The position of this 
stress (and potentially of other phrasal stresses inside it) is determined 
according to the default prosody rules. Thus, as it seems to me, in 
essence the new Büring’s model coincides with Reinhart, Neeleman and 
Szendr i’s theories in what concerns IS-related prosody (since Büring 
does not explore these issues in his paper, any further comparison is 
impossible). Crucially, they represent two main existing approaches to 
IS-related prosody. If these approaches are brought together the field 
can be reunited (this is extremely important both in general and for any 
further modifications because they can address the field as a whole). 
However, these authors adhere to very different accounts of default 
prosody. It will be discussed in section 3.3, so a comparison between 
these accounts will follow in subsections 3.3.1-3.3.2. 
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3.2 Place of prosody in the grammar and in IS models 
 
In this section, I give an extensive explanation why in my model prosody 
has to be derived from syntax. In a sense, this section addresses the 
question whether it is obligatory, while section 3.3 asks how it is possible. 
In brief, prosodic encoding is impossible in the canonical generative 
model. The only option to introduce prosody in the theory is by means of 
interface strategies, as Reinhart and Neeleman do (Reinhart, 1995, 
2006; Neeleman and Reinhart, 1998). However, this approach generates 
several fundamental problems.66 They are discussed in subsection 3.2.1 
and 3.2.2. In subsection 3.2.2 I also briefly analyze a different view on 
the grammar architecture where direct prosodic encoding is possible: 
Szendr i’s (2001) IS model based on two independent structural 
representations, prosodic and syntactic, and present the arguments why 
I do not adopt it in my work. 
 
3.2.1 Interface strategies in Reinhart and Neeleman’s model 
 
Reinhart (1995) outlines three theoretically possible ways to relate a 
structure S to a set U of possible uses (which corresponds to its broad 
‘meaning’) (p. 2). They are listed in (3.14a-c). 
 
(3.14) a. The properties necessary for U are directly encoded in S, 

through the computational system, as syntactic features, as 
specific structural configurations, or as specific conditions on 
derivations. 

 b. There is no direct relation between the syntactic properties of S 
and U. Rather, the set U is determined solely by the systems of 
use. 

 c. There are some interface strategies associating S and U, using 
independent properties of the CS, and of the systems of use. 

 
The first option is rather obvious. The second is often exemplified by the 
sentences like ‘Could you pass me the salt?’, which are used as requests 
rather than questions although nothing in the structure encodes it. 
Reinhart (1995) dedicates her work to the third option. In particular, it is 
implemented in Reinhart and Neeleman’s configurational IS model. 

Let me illustrate how it works by sketching their view on focus. 
Evidently, all sentences have a main stress. At the SM interface the NSR 
(nuclear stress rule) ascribes it to the syntactic structure.  Although the 
position of the stress is predictable (default prosody is considered so far), it 
                                                        
66 The earlier version of the theory (Reinhart, 1995; Neeleman and Reinhart, 
1998) differs in a number of ways from the one adopted in Reinhart (2006), but 
these problems persist. The differences will be discussed in subsection 3.2.2. 
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is independent from syntax in the following sense. There are no 
instructions in syntax to generate the stress (it is generated as a part of the 
phonological interpretation that makes the sentence ‘pronounceable’). The 
systems of use capitalize on this independently defined property of 
sentences in the following way. An interface strategy is stated according to 
which a given sentence can be felicitously used in any context where the 
intended focus of this sentence corresponds to a constituent containing the 
main stress. Thus, focus is not encoded in the grammar (there is no 
prosodic encoding in the model). Rather, the interface strategy allows to 
use certain structures in some contexts (where foci A, B or C are intended), 
but not in the others (where foci D, E or F are intended). If (and only if) the 
intended focus of the sentence does not correspond to any constituents 
containing the main stress, it is possible to shift the stress. 

In the classical generative grammar architecture, where all 
phonological processes belong to the interface, prosodic means cannot 
be used for encoding. As I stressed in subsection 3.1.1, where the 
architecture of the CS was briefly discussed, encoding at the interface is 
impossible by definition. Thus, Reinhart’s interface strategy is the only 
way to introduce prosodic notions in the model: an independently 
defined main stress of the sentence is associated with a certain set of its 
possible uses. However, two questions appear problematic. First, how does 
the C-I interface (to which the systems of use belong) determine where the 
main stress is? Second, how precisely can the stress be shifted? 

Let us start with the first question. Since the stress is defined as a 
part of the phonological interpretation preparing the sentence for 
pronunciation, Reinhart and Neeleman assume that the output of both 
interfaces (i.e. a <PF, LF> pair) is visible to the C-I system. Reinhart (2006) 
states that “the focus selection applies either to a configurational PF-
structure, or to a pair <PF, LF>, of sound and configurational structure” (p. 
139). In the note to this sentence, she explains: “To get more precise 
about this description, we need to know more about the product of spell-
out (i.e., about the nature of PF, in the pair <LF, PF>). There are two 
possible views of what PF is. The first is that it is just a sound string, the 
product of all spell-out procedures. In this case both a PF- and an LF-
representation are necessary to identify the focus. The other possibility is 
that like LF, PF is the full syntactic tree, derived up to the stage of spell-out, 
also representing further steps in the derivation required by spell-out 
operations like stress, erasure of features, and other phonological 
processes. It is a different question whether this PF-tree is just the syntactic 
tree, as argued by Cinque, or a tree consisting of phonological phrases.  If 
PF is a derivational tree (under either of these views), it is in principle 
possible that the focus rule applies solely at PF – that is, that it associates a 
set of possible foci with each PF” (p. 305-306). A similar passage was 
already present in Reinhart (1995, p. 73-74). 

Since one or the other scenario was not opted for, let us consider 
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both. Under the first one, PF is a sound string. In this case, multiple 
problems arise. First, what enables the C-I interface to read it? If the 
conceptual systems could work with the sound strings directly, grammar as 
a form-meaning pairing device would not be necessary. Second, how does 
the C-I interface map this sound string and the hierarchical LF? Evidently, 
since they are not isomorphic, they can be mapped only in the grammar 
where their derivational relation is known. Third, it is a fundamental fact 
that segmental phonology is irrelevant for the C-I interface. Consequently, 
it is extremely disadvantageous to make it visible there. The only 
phonological notions that might be relevant are prosodic. Prosody is 
hierarchical in nature. Thus, as it seems to me, we are forced to shift to the 
second scenario where the C-I interface can access a tree-like PF structure. 

Unfortunately, Reinhart develops neither scenario in detail, 
leaving many questions open. For instance, a structural PF appears to be 
an intermediate step between the syntactic tree at the spell-out point and 
the sequence of instructions for the SM systems at the phonological 
interface. The architecture of the grammar must be significantly altered if 
we want the C-I systems to access it. The resulting architecture will be 
essentially similar to Szendr i’s (2001), presented in subsections 3.1.4. 
Szendr i assumes that two trees, syntactic and prosodic, are visible at the 
C-I interface, while the SM interface works with the a linear string of 
sounds, derived from the prosodic representation by the phonological 
and phonetic module(s). The only major difference will be that the 
syntactic and prosodic representations are built independently in 
Szendr i’s model. Analyzing a system with two independent structures 
(with a reference to Jackendoff, 1997), Reinhart (2006) terms it ‘the least 
user-friendly’ because “each sentence requires processing two independent 
derivations and computing their links” (p. 138). She opts for the system 
where “the phonological tree […] is constructed by applying certain well-
defined and restricted operations on the syntactic tree” (p. 138). However, 
this system also does not appear particularly user-friendly if we assume 
that the C-I interface has access to both trees. One is essentially derivative 
from the other, and still the C-I interface has to process both (in the models 
discussed in section 3.1, only IS-related operations like stress strengthening 
are considered ‘unpredictable’ from syntax). 

Now let me pass to the second question: how can the stress be 
shifted? The ‘interface strategy’ option outlined by Reinhart (1995) relies 
on the following idea. The grammar generates structures with certain 
properties, and these independently generated properties can be further 
used by the C-I systems. However, what happens if the C-I systems are 
‘dissatisfied’ with the stress assigned by the NSR? Evidently, they cannot 
slip into the grammar and make any changes directly. All communication 
happens through the interfaces. Reinhart and Neeleman simply do not 
explain how the C-I systems interface with the stress shift operation. For 
instance, how do they indicate where the stress must be shifted? 
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In a competence model, one could assume that the system allows 
for this extra operation, but the resulting structure is ruled out as 
ungrammatical unless the extra step is justified at the interface. I.e. the CS 
can output a <PF, LF> pair both with and without the stress shift (without 
any intermediate ‘communication’ with the C-I interface determining 
whether it fits the context). Whenever a <PF, LF> pair contains a stress 
shift, reference set computation is triggered and the set of its possible 
uses is restricted accordingly. However, apparently this is not what 
Reinhart and Neeleman had in mind. Consider the following passage 
from Reinhart (2004a) describing stress shift and reference set 
computation in production and comprehension. 

“In production, the language user knows which focus he intends 
for the utterance. […] in the derivation he executes, the NSR (main stress 
rule) would still need to apply.  First because this is an obligatory rule of 
the phonological component, and next, because it is only with stress 
assigned that he can know whether the focus he intends is in the focus set. If it 
is not, stress shift must apply.  This itself is a costly operation, because it 
requires undoing steps in the derivation” (p. 134, emphasis mine). His 
addressee “is faced with a phonological input, which, by the innate 
definition of the focus set, allows several focus construals […]. 
Semantically ambiguous derivations always pose greater load on the 
hearer than on the producer […]. But in this specific case, where the 
input derivation contains stress shift, the hearer needs, in addition, to 
apply reference set computation, namely construct an alternative 
derivation, additional to the input derivation. Based on this, he would 
decide whether the derivation is still ambiguous […]. In actual language 
use, then, reference set computation of stress shift is involved only in 
comprehension” (p. 134). 

Evidently, Reinhart assumes that first the derivation with the 
default prosody is constructed and only then, if it does not suit the needs 
at the interface, the stress can be shifted ‘undoing steps in the 
derivation.’ So the question how the C-I systems input in the grammar 
their ‘request’ for this revision (so that it becomes known in the CS that 
some derivational steps must be undone and which in particular) cannot 
be circumvented. However, it is left open. 

 
3.2.2 Modifications of Reinhart and Neeleman’s theory and 

parallel representations in Szendr i’s (2001) model 
 

I noted above that the earlier version of the theory (Reinhart, 1995; 
Neeleman and Reinhart, 1998) differs in a number of ways from 
Reinhart (2006). First, following Chomsky’s (1993) principle that if an 
operation is not necessary for convergence it is ruled out, Reinhart 
(1995) assumed that all optional operations violate economy. Hence, 
they can be justified only after reference set computation. This is why the 
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base-generation account of Dutch scrambling was crucial for Neeleman 
and Reinhart (1998). If an extra movement step were introduced, it 
would trigger reference set computation. And in this case the new 
interpretation at the interface that justifies economy violation would 
have to be associated directly with this movement and not with its 
prosodic effects.67 

Reinhart (2006) claims that optional syntactic movement can 
occur freely, if it is overt. In the new model, only ‘illicit’ operations that 
are potentially damaging for the usability at the interface trigger 
reference set computation. For instance, covert movement is one of them 
because “each phonetic string may allow many possible interpretations, 
depending on which covert operations took place […]. But for overt 
movement, there is no such danger since all operations are overtly 
visible” (p. 39). Introducing ‘free’ syntactic movement potentially allows 
the model to embrace many IS-related reorderings that cannot be 
sensibly base-generated. Russian scrambling can be taken as an example 
– the earlier version of the model was simply inapplicable to it. However, 
Reinhart (2006) does not explore this option: she does not specify how it 
can be implemented and how it fits into the model (i.e. how syntactic 
and prosodic IS-related operations are connected).  She limits herself to 
the following remark: “One option […] is that they (‘free’ overt 
movements) are directly encoded in the computational system, say, as 
optional features whose selection is governed by the interface 
requirement on the numeration, as suggested in Chomsky (1995). Or 
they may be governed by different context-adjustment strategies that 
apply at the interface and that do not involve reference-set 
computation” (p. 45-46). From my point of view, the connection 
between syntactic and prosodic phenomena is a central question for the 
IS field. A theory that leaves it open cannot be applied to a language like 
Russian where both are involved. 

The second difference between the earlier version and Reinhart 
(2006) is that in the former, the term ‘coding’ is never used, while the 
latter mentions ‘PF coding’. This change does not trigger any substantial 
modifications in the model. As before, the set of possible foci is 
associated with a <PF, LF> pair at the interface, and all problems with 
this procedure enumerated in the previous subsection persist. This is 
what is crucial for the present discussion. Apart from that, after coding is 
introduced, prosody cannot be part of the interface anymore. Taking 

                                                        
67 Let me explain this point in more detail. Under the base-generation approach, 
certain elements can be freely merged in either order. Accidentally, the resulting 
structures have different stress patterns, and the C-I systems exploit this 
independently defined property to associate them with different sets of possible 
uses. If one structure differs from the other by an additional costly syntactic 
operation, this line of reasoning collapses. 
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into account that Reinhart (2006) explicitly does not opt for any 
particular view on prosody, it is not evident for me why she commits 
herself to this new perspective. 

Let me draw the conclusions. As subsection 3.2.1 demonstrates, the 
interface strategy option has several serious problems. This subsection 
shows that they were not eliminated in the latest version of the theory. At 
the same time, this is the only way to include prosody in the IS model if the 
classical generative grammar architecture is assumed. If it fails, we are 
forced to resort to syntactic encoding. Before I do so in section 3.3, I will 
briefly explain why I do not opt for a model with a different grammar 
architecture – with two independent structural representations. 

Szendr i’s (2001) theory can serve as an example of such model. 
The architecture of the grammar she assumes was discussed in 
subsection 3.1.4. The main objection against this approach is an 
uneconomical design. Instead of explaining deep structural similarities 
between syntactic and prosodic structures by their common origin (i.e. 
by the fact that one is derived from the other), we build them 
independently and make them similar by a set of special rules. As 
Reinhart (2006) stressed, for each sentence, the user has to process two 
derivations and to compute the links. Arguably, if only possible, the 
more economical option with one initial structure should be preferred. 
 
 
3.3 Deriving prosody from syntax 
 
As I said in the introduction to this chapter, in section 3.2 I aimed to 
show why deriving prosody from syntax is unavoidable from the 
theoretical perspective, while this section will examine whether and how 
it is possible. I chose this line of argumentation because I would like to 
emphasize that even if some of the solutions I propose below have to be 
revised, sooner or later the final answer will be found – if the current 
perspective on the grammar is on the right track. 

Let me introduce this section with a general remark. Many 
authors feel that there is something counterintuitive in deriving prosody 
from syntax by means of ‘stress-triggering’ and similar features. I totally 
share this feeling. I believe that the prosodic structure, being a result of 
the interface operations, essentially reflects two things: the properties of 
our sensori-motoric apparatus (i.e. the fact that we are unable to 
produce and comprehend monotonous speech68) and the syntactic 
structure of the sentence (embedding, constituency and the like).69 This 

                                                        
68 E.g. structures with no left branches are conceivable in syntax, but not in 
prosody (i.e. a sequence like ‘W W W W W S’ is impossible). 
69 To avoid any misunderstanding, let me stress from the very start: I believe that 
both components are crucial, not only syntactic structure. It is clearly not the case 



Natalia Slioussar. Grammar and Information Structure 

 

82 

is what I will rely on in my explanation. Since I shifted from IS features to 
syntactic configurations, which appeal to the basic structural relations, I 
have the necessary means to do so. I have to admit from the very start 
that in this thesis, I will not be able to exploit the full potential of this shift: 
the field is too vast to go over all relevant groups of cases. I will aim to 
reanalyze a number of crucial ‘classical’ examples, especially the ones 
discussed in the works I primarily rely on. Elaboration and extension of 
the outlined approach is left for further research. Presenting the internal 
structure of this section requires a minor background discussion, so it is 
done in the first subsection. 
 
3.3.1 Dividing the task 
 
In this section, I will abstract away from the theoretical argumentation in 
section 3.2 and will approach the problem from a different side: from the 
side of the data. From this perspective, prima facie there are both syntactic 
and prosodic IS-related phenomena. So we can have a mixed model, 
deduce prosody from syntax or syntax from prosody. Obviously, two last 
options are diametrically different, but they share a crucial assumption 
that separates them from the first. They emphasize the strong connection 
between syntax and prosody in the IS field and, instead of building a 
heterogeneous model, try to find the underlying explanation. Szendr i’s 
(2001) theory discussed in subsection 3.1.4 illustrates this unifying 
approach.70 She takes prosody as her starting point and tries to show 
that even in the languages with IS-related movement, this movement is 
used to create particular prosodic configurations. 

Relying on her and other previous observations highlighting the 
connection between two groups of phenomena, I will go in the opposite 
direction trying to deduce prosody from syntax. This involves two 
essential steps. First, I need to show that not all syntactic IS-related 
phenomena have prosodic counterparts. Second, I need to demonstrate 
that apparently independent prosodic effects have underlying syntactic 
causes. The first step amounts to proving that IS-related movement (e.g. 
in Russian) is not prosodically motivated. This can be taken for granted 
in the theoretical framework I rely on because, as I showed in section 
                                                                                                                                  
that a certain syntactic constituent receives a particular prosodic interpretation 
independently from the length of actual words or that no variation can be induced 
by the speech rate. The question is whether we need any other information, except 
for the lexical items, the syntactic structure and the interpretational rules at the 
phonological interface. Namely, do we need any IS-related information, which is 
not encoded in syntax, to derive the prosodic structure of the sentence? This 
question is crucial because, as I showed in the previous section, it is very difficult to 
sneak such information in the system. 
70 Other examples exist, e.g. Zubizarreta’s (1998) system, where p(rosodically 
motivated) movement is allowed. 
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3.2, it does not allow for prosodically motivated movement. However, in 
the present section I will abstract away from any arguments from this 
side and will go through both steps. Before I can do so, some general 
questions concerning syntax-prosody mapping need to be discussed to 
establish the necessary background. 

All studies presented in section 3.1 distinguish between default 
(neutral) and non-default (marked) prosody (although different 
principles are used to derive this distinction). The general assumption is 
that sentences are used with the default prosodic pattern unless, in 
Büring’s (2003) words, it is ‘overridden’ by IS-related considerations, 
which results in a non-default (or marked) pattern. Thus, default 
prosodic patterns are compatible with broad foci (when ‘everything is 
focused’ inside a bigger constituent) and, as Büring (2003) stresses in his 
paper, also appear in the absence of focus (when ‘nothing is focused’). 
In all these studies, the neutral prosody can be predicted from the 
syntactic structure of the sentence (although they disagree about the 
rules governing that). Taking this into account, prima facie I should 
simply adopt one of the theories describing default prosody and focus on 
deriving IS-related effects that can override it. All models presented 
above introduce additional, syntax-independent rules and constraints to 
derive these effects.71 Importantly, IS-related phenomena are the main 
(and, for many authors, the only) area of prosody that is assumed to be 
non-predictable from syntax, so their status has a broader significance. If 
these phenomena can be given a valid syntactic explanation, one of the 
strongest arguments for syntax-independent prosody will be gone. 

However, simply adopting an existing theory of default prosody 
was not possible, because two major frameworks describing it rely on 
syntactic assumptions that are principally incompatible with mine. I will 
briefly present both frameworks below. Then I will sketch a modified 
account for default prosody that can be used in my model. First, it has a 
wider empirical coverage. Second, it regroups prosodic phenomena in a 
crucial way, demonstrating that inside the set of sentences with default 
prosody, there is a fundamental difference between the ones with and 
without IS-related movement. The former are discussed in subsection 
3.3.4 and the latter in subsection 3.3.5. Then I suggest an explanation 
for non-default prosodic phenomena, such as IS-related stress shift, in 
subsections 3.3.6 and 3.3.7. They develop the ideas that I introduced in 
subsection 2.2.4, where restrictions on free IM were analyzed. 

The first perspective on default prosody is represented, a.m.o., by 
the following above-mentioned authors: Büring (2003), Selkirk (1984, 
1995) and Truckenbrodt (1995, 1999). Several fundamental ideas were 

                                                        
71 As I noted in subsection 3.1.5, essentially they can be reduced to the principle 
that the focused constituent contains the main stress. So, if this is not the case 
when the default prosodic pattern is calculated, the stress is shifted to it. 
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introduced by Gussenhoven (1984). Büring’s model can be taken as an 
example. The system of constraints he uses to derive default prosodic 
patterns relies on such notions as argument, adjunct and predicate. In 
the current syntactic framework, they are unavailable at the 
phonological interface. For example, even if adjunction by means of 
pair-Merge is used in the model, it is simplified to set-Merge at the point 
of Transfer (as in Chomsky (2005) discussed in subsection 2.1.1). 

The second perspective dates back to Chomsky and Halle (1968) 
and was revived by Cinque (1993). Reinhart and Neeleman (Reinhart, 
1995, 2006; Neeleman and Reinhart, 1998) and, to a certain extent, 
Szendr i (2001) adhere to it. Among other works, Wagner (2005) and 
Zubizarreta (1998) can be added. These authors derive default prosody 
‘directly’ from the syntactic structure by means of such rules as the NSR 
(nuclear stress rule). This perspective is definitely closer to the 
traditional generative view on the phonological interface. However, it 
systematically appeals to right-branching structures. As I stated in 
subsection 2.3.1 the relevant structures will contain left-branching 
configurations. Importantly, some modifications to this approach are 
called upon independently from the ‘Kaynean’ debate. NSR-based 
models cannot derive certain types of phenomena, such as several cases 
discussed by Büring (2003). In subsection 3.3.2, I will present the 
patterns that they can account for and the problematic cases. In 
subsection 3.3.3, I will put them in a wider language-internal and 
crosslinguistic perspective. In subsection 3.3.4, I will try to reformulate 
the stress rule for an exclusively left-branching system and will show that 
as a result the model embraces the problematic patterns. 

Finally, let me note that most NSR-based approaches do not take 
secondary stresses into account. Wagner (2005) is an exception, but his 
system is not quite NSR-based. He uses the main insight from Cinque 
(1993), but his own model is different (it will be briefly discussed in 
footnote 84). I noted in the subsection 3.1.1 that I will refrain from 
discussing secondary stresses in this thesis wherever possible. The 
reasons are both empirical and theoretical. First, in many cases their 
presence or absence (and their uniform status) are controversial. 
Second, while I can formulate a version of the NSR that is compatible 
with my fundamental syntactic assumptions, I cannot indicate a similar 
account of more fine-grained prosody. For the purposes of this work, this 
will not be crucial. It focuses on IS-related phenomena. In Reinhart, 
Neeleman and Szendr i’s models I primarily rely on, only the main stress 
is important (if my interpretation of Büring’s modifications in subsection 
3.1.5 is on the right track, this might also become true for other 
approaches). I discuss default prosody primarily to create the necessary 
background for this analysis, and examining the main stress will largely 
suffice for these purposes. However, in general a fine-grained prosodic 
model based on the current syntactic theory is absolutely essential (in 



Chapter 3. IS theory and prosody. Developing the model 85

this respect Wagner’s (2005) recent work is particularly interesting, 
although I disagree with his approach in several crucial ways). 
 
3.3.2 NSR in the non-antisymmetric models and its problems 
 
Chomsky and Halle (1968) formulated the NSR as a recursive rule that 
applies after word stresses and compound stresses are assigned. 
Apparent cases of crosslinguistic variation were accounted for by 
parameterization. Cinque (1993) eliminated the parameter deriving the 
fact that the main stress falls on the object both in VO and in OV 
languages. He proposed that the NSR starts applying not from the 
rightmost, but from the most embedded element.72 In case of sisters the 
depth of embedding is determined by the direction of selection (i.e. by 
right- or left-branching). Therefore, the object is the most embedded both 
in the left-branching English (3.15a) and in the right-branching Dutch 
(3.15b).73 Neeleman and Reinhart (1998) used Cinque’s NSR to explain 
why in Dutch the main stress goes to the argument PP in (3.16a), but not 
to the adjunct PP in (3.16b) (p. 332, n. 50a-b). To give a different 
example, it can be applied to the cases like Dutch (3.17a) and German 
(3.17b) from Wagner (2005, p. 588, n. 2 and p. 589, n. 5). Here the 
Dutch example is assumed to be left-branching and the German one to 
be right-branching, so the main stress goes to the most embedded 
predicate in both of them. 
 
(3.15) a. ... that John read the BOOK. 
 
(3.15) b. … dat Jan het BOEK las. 

   that Jan the book read 
 
(3.16) a. … dat ik op een BANKJE wacht. 
   that I on a bench wait 
  ‘… that I am waiting for a bench.’ 
 
(3.16) b. ... dat ik op een bankje WACHT. 
  ‘… that I am waiting on a bench.’ 
 
(3.17) a. … dat hij wilde helpen VERVEN. 
   that he wanted to help to paint 
 
(3.17) b. … daß er MALEN helfen wollte. 
   that he to paint to help wanted 
 
Now let us briefly come back to Büring (2003). Büring presents his 
                                                        
72 Cinque’s formulation of the NSR also differs in some respects from the one in 
Chomsky and Halle (1968), but I have to omit the details for the sake of brevity. 
73 In consistently antisymmetric models the most embedded element becomes the 
rightmost after linearization, so the distinction used by Cinque (1993) ceases to 
exist (in practice many authors make exceptions for certain types of adjuncts). 
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system of constraints as a simplified illustration rather than as a final 
solution. For instance, it cannot be readily applied to multiple predicate 
constructions like (3.17a-b). But it can account for the stress patterns in 
(3.15a-b) and (3.16a-b). The first constraint is ‘XP=AD’ (roughly, every 
XP wants to bear ‘its own’ main or secondary stress). The second 
constraint declares that the predicate alone does not want to be stressed. 
Hence, arguments integrate with the verb, as in (3.15a-b) and (3.16a). 
Adjuncts do not integrate, as in (3.16b), because the highest third 
constraint is ‘Adj=AD’ (every adjunct wants to bear ‘its own’ stress). Now 
consider Büring’s examples in (3.18b)-(3.21b) (p. 14, n. 32b and 32d-f, 
the last two repeated from (3.iia-b) and (3.iiia-b)).  
 
(3.18) a. A: What’s that noise in the background? 

 b. B: A DOG is barking. 
 
(3.19) a. A: What did they do? 

 b. B: They knocked the DOOR shut. 
 
(3.20) a. A: Why are you in such a hurry? 

 b. B: I’ve got a PLANE to catch. 
 
(3.21) a. A: Why are you late? 

 b. B: I met a GIRL I knew. 
 
Büring appeals to integration to account for these sentences, while NSR-
based approaches cannot offer a viable explanation for them.74 The 
stressed constituents are clearly not the most embedded. Büring notes 
that his account also calls for elaboration because it does not explain 
why some predicates integrate with their arguments, and the others do 
not. Namely, it has been reported that unaccusatives tend to integrate, 
while unergatives do not (Selkirk, 1995, among others). In the examples 
above, all stressed arguments are internal, expect for (3.18b). However, 
since the goal of the paper was to show that integration is independent 
from focusing, Büring leaves these questions for further research. 
 
3.3.3 Language-internal and crosslinguistic perspective 
 
Examples from the previous subsection, including the problematic cases 
from Büring (2003), will be analyzed in the following one. Here, I will 
put them in a wider language-internal and crosslinguistic perspective. 
Not all seemingly analogous sentences in English and especially in other 
languages exhibit the same pattern as Büring’s examples above. Not to 
confuse the reader, I would like to show from the very start what factors 

                                                        
74 Wagner’s system (2005) is an exception, but it is not quite NSR-based. 
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can play a role here and need to be taken into account. 
In most English sentences, Nominative DPs raise to the [Spec; 

TP]. There is an option to leave an internal Nominative argument in situ 
and to merge the expletive there instead, but it is used relatively 
infrequently and unsystematically (i.e. it is not readily available for most 
unaccusatives; with many verbs, it is simply ungrammatical). Thus, both 
(3.22b) and (3.23b) have the ‘S V’ word order. As it was noted above, 
unaccusatives tend to integrate, while unergatives do not, so in (3.22b) 
the main stress is on the subject, while in (3.23b) it is on the verb. 
 
(3.22) a. A: What happened? 

 b. B: A DOG disappeared. 
 
(3.23) a. A: What happened here? 

 b. B: Children DANCED. 
 
However, it is crucial that we are comparing sentences with default 
prosody. The works presented in section 3.1 define them as compatible 
with broad foci. In my IS model, these are the sentences where all 
elements are equally low in accessibility and salience (so they are 
felicitous in the all-new context). In ‘S V’ constructions where the subject 
is topical (i.e. is higher in accessibility than the rest of the sentence), the 
main stress always goes to the verb. An example with a stressed 
unaccusative is given in (3.24b). Importantly, since this subsection only 
introduces some descriptive generalizations, so far I refrain from 
explaining how (technically) such IS considerations can influence the 
stress pattern. 
 
(3.24) a. A: What happened to the stray dog that used to come here? 

 b. B: The dog DISAPPEARED. 
 
Now let me turn from English to Russian. I mentioned in the preceding 
chapter that I propose a new EPP model for Russian in chapter 4, 
according to which it is typologically similar to English in this respect. 
Thus, in Russian, as in English, the verb does not move further than v, 
external Nominative arguments obligatorily raise, while the raising of 
internal Nominative arguments alternates with expletive insertion. In 
both languages, the choice of expletive construction has IS effects. 
Russian expletives are silent, but there are several independent 
arguments confirming their existence. Behind these similarities, there is 
a difference: expletives are much more widespread in Russian. Namely, 
Russian internal Nominative arguments raise only when they are topical 
(higher in accessibility than the rest of the sentence), while in the other 
cases (including the ‘all-new’ context) expletives are inserted. Russian 
translations of (3.22)-(3.24) are given in (3.25)-(3.27).  
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(3.25) a. A: to slu ilos’? 
   ‘What happened?’ 
 
(3.25) b. B: Propala SOBAKA. 
   disappeared dog.NOM 
 
(3.26) a. A: to tut proizo lo? 
   ‘What happened here?’ 
 
(3.26) b. B: Deti TANCEVALI. 
   childern.NOM danced 
 
(3.27) a. A: to slu ilos’ s bezdomnoj sobakoj, kotoraja tut xodila? 
   ‘What happened to the stray dog that used to walk here?’ 
 
(3.27) b. B: ta sobaka PROPALA.75 
   [this dog].NOM disappeared 
 
As the reader can see, the main stress goes to the same constituents as in 
English in all three examples. The overall generalization so far is as 
follows: internal arguments (including Nominative DPs) bear the main 
stress unless they are topical, while external arguments do not receive it. 
The sentences where external arguments bear the main stress will be 
discussed later. In brief, I believe that IS reasons are always involved: the 
subjects are the least accessible and/or the most salient elements in these 
constructions. Note that even in the contexts where all constituents are 
equally low in accessibility (‘new’), the subject can be presented as more 
salient. An example is given in (3.28). In this Russian sentence 
obligatory subject raising to the [Spec; TP] is followed by IS-related 
movement around it (as in (2.3b) from subsection 2.2.4). As a result, the 
subject becomes sentence-final, receives the main stress and is 
interpreted as the most salient. In English, stress shift is used in 
analogous cases (the underlying connection between these IS operations 
was touched upon in subsection 2.2.4 and will be examined in 
subsection 3.3.6). I think that Büring’s example with a barking dog in 
(3.18b) can also be explained in a similar way. However, since in this 
case the explanation is less obvious, I postpone it until subsection 3.3.7.  
 
(3.28) (Redkij slu aj v gubernii):  eloveka ukusila be enaja LISA. 
  man.ACC bit [rabid fox].NOM 
 ‘(A rare case in the province): a man was bitten by a rabid fox.’ 
 
Now let us look at English (3.22b) and Russian (3.25b). Although the 
same constituents bear the main stress in them, the sentences are 
different both syntactically and prosodically. The relevant syntactic 

                                                        
75 Both in (3.24b) and here, it would be more appropriate to use pronouns. 
Russian lacks articles, so if the full DP is used, it is better to say ‘this dog’, as in 
(3.27b). However, ‘Sobaka PROPALA’ without ta ‘this’ is also possible. 
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distinction was discussed above: the [Spec; TP] is occupied by a silent 
expletive in Russian and by the Nominative DP in English. From the 
prosodic perspective, English (3.22b) is much more interesting than 
Russian (3.25b). It is uncontroversial that the internal Nominative 
argument occupies the most embedded position and is the rightmost in 
the Russian sentence. No special assumptions are needed to explain why 
it receives the main stress. Many other languages (e.g. Italian, Spanish, 
Greek) also use ‘V S’ word order in such cases. The English example, 
where the Nominative DP is neither the most embedded nor the 
rightmost, requires a special explanation – this is why the next 
subsection focuses on such and similar cases. 

Importantly, the pattern analogous to English (3.22b) is possible 
in colloquial Russian, as (3.29b) shows.76 Written and colloquial Russian 
differ in a very interesting way: several corpus studies demonstrate that 
colloquial Russian is shifting towards an OV language. More data are 
presented in subsection 5.1.3, here I will limit myself to a short remark. 
In a major work by Sirotinina (1965/2003), the records of colloquial 
speech had about 40% of OV orders with full DPs.77 In many such 
constructions, the objects were ‘new’ (the least accessible and the most 
salient information). As in other OV languages, they received the main 
stress in these sentences. An example taken from Zemskaya and 
Kapanadze’s records (1978, p. 43) is given in (3.30) (the speaker 
enumerates the main businesses in the small Finnish resorts that were 
frequented by Russians before the Revolution). Sirotinina (1965/2003) 
and other corpus studies do not give separate statistics for internal 
Nominative arguments (they only distinguish subjects and objects). But 
the intuition is that these arguments also tend to raise much more often 
than in the written Russian. 
 
(3.29) a. A: to u vas slu ilos’? 
   ‘What happened to you?’ 
 
(3.29) b. B: SOBAKA propala. 
   dog.NOM disappeared 
 
(3.30) Potom…  DA I sdavali. 
 then [summer houses].ACC rented 
 
It is also important to note that while the main stress goes to the internal 
Nominative argument in (3.22b), it falls on the verb in a roughly 
analogous (3.31b). Ladd (1996) accounts for this difference in the 

                                                        
76 Let me remind the reader that I primarily analyze written Russian in this 
thesis, although wherever there is a significant difference between the written 
and colloquial variety, as in this case, a comparison is provided. 
77 In the written language, objects preceded the verb in about 10% cases and 
almost exclusively when they were topicalized. 
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following way. For the cases like (3.22b), he relies on an integration 
explanation similar to Büring’s (2003). However, he stresses that for 
such pattern to be possible, the argument and the verb must be short 
enough to form one prosodic phrase. In (3.31b), it is not possible 
anymore. As soon as two prosodic phrases have to be formed with two 
separate phrasal stresses, the second phrasal stress becomes the main. 
This example emphasizes that apart from the syntactic structure, 
prosody crucially depends on the rhythmical organization of our speech, 
so the length of constituents can always play a role. 
 
(3.31) a. A: What happened? 

 b. B: A dog has just mysteriously DISAPPEARED. 
 
Finally, let us look at Italian. In Romance languages the main stress falls 
on the rightmost element in the absolute majority of cases.78 If we 
compare English sentences like (3.22b) to their Italian counterparts, 
typically the situation is the same as with Russian (3.25b). The main 
stress falls on the same constituent, but the neutral word order is 
different. However, this is not always the case, as (3.32a-b) show. In 
these sentences, the neutral word order is the same, but the main stress 
in Italian is still right-peripheral. I will not go deep in the underlying 
syntactic differences between (3.32a) and (3.32b) because they do not 
seem important here. There are numerous indications that Italian and 
similar languages have a general prosodic constraint that is often 
termed ‘inflexibility of stress’. It requires the main stress to go to the last 
pronounced element in the intonational phrase and phrasal stresses to 
fall on the last elements in the prosodic phrases. The sentences in (3.32a-
b) do not have a Russian analogue (a periphrastic construction must be 
used), so I cannot include Russian in this comparison. However, in 
subsection 3.3.7 I will be able to compare Italian, English and Russian 
with respect to IS-related stress shift. Both English and Russian allow for 
it, although in Russian it is less frequent (the most salient constituent, to 
which the main stress is moved in English, usually ends up as the most 
embedded). In Italian, IS-related stress shift is very restricted. I will come 
back to ‘prosodically inflexible’ languages in the next subsection to 
discuss them in more detail. 
 
(3.32) a. Ho un libro da LEGGERE. 

 b. I have a BOOK to read. 
 
3.3.4 Prosody without IS-related IM 
 
The goal of this subsection is to reformulate the NSR for the 
                                                        
78 Some languages (Italian, Spanish) allow for slightly more freedom than the 
others (Catalan, French). Italian is extensively discussed in Szendr i (2001). 
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antisymmetric syntax. To do so, I need to come back to the examples 
from subsection 3.3.2. In (3.33a-b) I repeat two sentences that the non-
antisymmetric NSR could account for ((3.15b) and (3.17b)). In (3.34a-c) 
I repeat Büring’s (2003) examples that were problematic for it ((3.19b)-
(3.21b)). As I noted in the previous subsection, Büring’s sentence in 
(3.18b) is postponed until subsection 3.3.7. 
 
(3.33) a. … dat Jan het BOEK las. 

   that Jan the book read 
 
(3.33) b. … daß er MALEN helfen wollte. 
   that he to paint to help wanted 
 
(3.34) a. They knocked the DOOR shut. 

 b. I’ve got a PLANE to catch. 

 c. I met a GIRL I knew. 
 
What is the common property of all stressed constituents in the examples 
above? They were externally merged as the most embedded. Right-
branching theories keep more stressed constituents in their initial most 
embedded position than antisymmetric models, e.g. the ones in (3.33a-
b). But the objects in (3.34a-c) definitely move and still ‘inherit’ the 
stress. What holds us back from saying that the constituent that was 
externally merged as the most embedded receives the main stress and 
‘inherits’ it after it is remerged? First, obviously, the scrambling cases: a 
constituent that scrambles away from the most embedded position loses 
the main stress, and it passes to the constituent that becomes the most 
embedded. Second, if we take e.g. an ‘S V O PP’ English sentence, as in 
(3.35), the default main stress goes to the ‘adjunct’ PP. However, the 
object, and not the PP was merged first. Third, in ‘prosodically inflexible’ 
languages the main stress is always right-peripheral. The fourth 
objection is IS-related stress shift, although it does not belong to the 
neutral prosody that is being discussed. 
 
(3.35) This boy grew a pot of narcissus for his MOTHER. 
 
I believe that these objections can be incorporated, and the resulting 
antisymmetric model will account for all previously explained examples 
and also for several additional cases, such as (3.34a-c). My explanation 
relies on the following basic idea. I argued in chapter 2 that IS-related 
IM is fundamentally different from non-IS-related movement. The latter 
is launched (through the mechanisms yet to be specified) by Agree 
features selected from the lexicon. The former is ‘free IM’, as it was 
defined by Chomsky (2005). The C-I interface clearly treats the two types 
of IM differently. IS-related movement produces interpretational effects 
(determined by the interface rule stated in subsection 2.2.1), while 
agreement-driven IM does not (the relevant effects arise as a result of 
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agreement, which can take place without movement). Now I am going 
to demonstrate how the phonological interface differentiates the two. 
Different rules apply to the copies created by these movements. Higher 
copies produced by agreement-driven IM ‘inherit’ the stress of the lowest 
copies, while the ones produced by IS-related IM do not. 

Thus, the first objection is preliminarily incorporated, and I will 
analyze IS-related IM in detail in subsection 3.3.5. My account for non-
default prosodic phenomena (IS-related stress shift) will follow 
subsections 3.3.6 and 3.3.7 (developing the ideas from subsections 2.2.4 
and 3.3.5). In the present subsection, I will focus on the sentences with 
agreement-driven movement. Namely, I will show that the example 
(3.35) from the second objection and analogous cases become 
compatible with the idea of ‘stress inheritance’ when it is properly 
defined and implemented. As for prosodically inflexible languages in the 
third objection, one can appeal to the following explanation, which is 
widely applied to analogous cases in syntax (when some languages 
distinguish between certain phenomena and the others do not). Instead 
of postulating different rules for different languages, which is always 
highly undesirable, one can say that both groups make the relevant 
distinction, but it becomes invisible in one of them because of an 
independent requirement.79 Thus, we can suggest that prosodically 
inflexible languages also treat agreement-driven and IS-related 
movement differently at the phonological interface. But then the 
requirement for the right-peripheral stress is superimposed on resulting 
                                                        
79 Let me give a small example with French and Dutch reflexives from Reuland 
(2006). French exhibits the contrast in (3.iva-b) (p. 65, n. 3.20a-b), which is 
explained by semantic-pragmatic distinctions between the predicates. However, 
the same reflexives are used with both predicates in Dutch, as (3.va-b) show (p. 
65, n. 3.21a-b). One cannot reasonably claim that Dutch speakers have different 
pragmatics. So Reuland (2006) supposes that the speakers of both languages 
make the relevant distinction, but some syntactic process ‘obscures’ it in Dutch. 
Such a process can indeed be identified. In the stranding languages like Dutch 
there is some relation between P and the selecting predicate head that allows 
reanalysis (taking place at the logical syntax level). As a result, Dutch (but not 
French) has a formally reflexive predicate at this level. Such a predicate must be 
licensed, which explains the presence of SELF in all cases. 
 
(3.iv) a. Jean est fier de lui/lui-même. 
  J. is proud of him/himself 
 
(3.iv) b. Jean est jaloux de *lui/lui-même. 
  J. is jealous of him/himself 
 
(3.v) a. Jan is trots op zichzelf/*zich. 
  J. is proud of himself/SE 
 
(3.v) b. Jan is jaloers op zichzelf/*zich. 
  J. is jealous of himself/SE  
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prosodic structures and conceals the difference. Importantly, we will 
need this explanation again for an independent phenomenon in 
subsection 3.3.7, so this is not the only case where it is called upon. 

Now I can come back to (3.35). The default stress falls on the 
adjunct PP in this ‘S V O PP’ sentence, which contains no IS-related 
operations. However, the object, and not the adjunct PP was externally 
merged as the most embedded. The object subsequently moved.80 Since it 
is obligatory agreement-driven movement, according to my hypothesis 
its higher copy should inherit the stress of the lowest one. To explain why 
the object nevertheless does not bear the main stress in (3.35), I have to 
be more precise about what exactly it inherits. I noted in subsection 3.1.1 
that I would avoid considering anything beyond the main stress (such as 
phrasal stresses) wherever possible because many issues in the field are 
extremely controversial. However, in this case it is impossible. So I will 
first assume the ‘layered’ prosodic model (as in Büring (2003) and 
Szendr i (2001)) and will develop an explanation inside this framework. 
Then I will show that this explanation can work in other prosodic 
frameworks as well. 

In the layered prosodic model, there are three levels: prosodic 
words (each bearing a word stress), prosodic phrases (each having a 
phrasal stress) and the intonational phrase. The intonational phrase is 
characterized by the sentential (or main) stress. It is standardly assumed 
that the last phrasal stress of the sentence becomes the main (potential 
exceptions to this rule are irrelevant here). Let us look at (3.35) taking 
phrasal stresses into account. The sentence is repeated in (3.36a). In 
(3.36b), I repeat (3.34b), where the moved object keeps the main stress. 
(3.36c) is added for the sake of comparison.  
 
(3.36) a. This BOY grew a pot of NARCISSUS for his MOTHER. 

 b. I’ve got a PLANE to catch. 

 c. This BOY must catch his PLANE. 
 
In (3.36c), apart from the raised subject, the constituents follow in the 
order of merger. We can see that the object and subject DP have phrasal 
stresses, while the verb and the modal do not.81 The phrasal stress on the 
object is the rightmost and hence becomes the main. Now suppose the 
object inherits its phrasal stress (something that characterizes it as a 
constituent) after agreement-driven movement. In (3.36b), the object 
crosses the verb and several (mostly silent) functional heads, which do 

                                                        
80 I will not consider here where and why the object moves in such cases because 
it is irrelevant for the following discussion. 
81 I cannot adopt any current theory explaining this pattern, so I leave it as an 
empirical observation. The evident difference in the XP status of the stressed and 
unstressed elements definitely plays a role, but is not the ultimate explanation. 
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not have phrasal stresses of their own. Thus, its phrasal stress is still the 
last in the sentence and becomes the main. In (3.36a), the object crosses 
the adjunct PP. Adjunct PPs always have phrasal stresses of their own. 
Therefore, although the object still keeps its phrasal stress, this stress is 
not the rightmost and hence not the main anymore. Now the adjunct PP 
has the last phrasal stress. Thus, after agreement-driven movement the 
element inherits its phrasal stress. As long as it does not cross any other 
constituents with phrasal stresses its stress remains the main.82 

As the reader can ascertain, this explanation allows to account 
for all examples in subsection 3.3.2 including the cases from Büring 
(2003) that were problematic for non-antisymmetric NSR-based 
approaches. One of these cases was analyzed above under (3.36b). 
Finally, let me note that my explanation does not crucially depend on 
the prosodic model with three strictly defined layers. Different 
modifications (such as e.g. the possibility of compounding, suggested by 
Ladd (1996)) can be introduced, if necessary. The fact that the object 
remerged above the verb keeps the main stress, while the one remerged 
above an adjunct receives only a secondary stress can still be derived 
(secondary stresses on object DPs and adjunct PPs will ‘rank higher’ in 
any layered model than the stress on the verb).83 

To conclude, the system that I sketched above requires further 
elaboration. However, my goal in this subsection was to not to propose a 
final account for stress patterns in the sentences without IS-related 
movement. Rather, I wanted to illustrate that such an account can be 
based on antisymmetric syntax and that this even extends its empirical 
coverage (e.g. to the cases like (3.34a-c)). Furthermore, I wanted to 
                                                        
82 One exception, imposed by rhythmical requirements, was discussed in 
subsection 3.3.3 under (3.31). The explanation proposed there is compatible 
with the present hypothesis. 
83 An example of a prosodic system incompatible with my hypothesis is Wagner 
(2005). In brief, he asserts that when a selector precedes its selectee, both are 
stressed, while otherwise (in a right-branching structure) only the selectee is. 
Thus, he claims that in (3.17a), all three predicates (‘wilde helpen VERVEN’) 
have secondary stresses, although the second one can lose it due to rhythmical 
destressing. Integration in ‘VO’ structures is also explained as a rhythmical 
phenomenon. This account seems to have multiple problems (e.g. typically 
stressed unergative verbs etc.), but one point is hard to dispute. All three 
predicates in (3.17a) and the verbs in ‘VO’ structures can be pronounced with at 
least some stress (whatever its phonological status is). The predicates in (3.17b) 
(‘MALEN helfen wollte’) and the verbs in ‘OV’ constructions appear to be fully 
destressed. In brief, I believe that simple rhythmical destressing is not enough to 
explain what stresses introduced by Wagner tend to disappear and what tend to 
stay. Thus, some ranking has to be adopted. As soon as we have it my 
explanation can work again. When a ‘higher ranked’ stress crosses ‘lower 
ranked’ ones, it remains the main. In this case ‘lower ranked’ stresses are 
severely reduced because the pitch range narrows down after the main stress. 
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introduce the concept of ‘stress inheritance’ for agreement-driven 
movement and to indicate how it can be implemented. 
 
3.3.5 Prosody with IS-related IM 
 
In this subsection, I will incorporate IS-related IM in the picture. I 
demonstrated above that higher copies created by agreement-driven 
movement inherit the stress of the lowest copies. After IS-related IM the 
stress pattern is always calculated for the highest copies – they never 
inherit the stress. This observation per se is not new. Neeleman and 
Reinhart’s (1998) scrambling model is based on the fact that scrambling 
has the same effect as prosodic destressing: a scrambled constituent loses 
the main stress. Szendr i (2001) develops this idea in her IS typology. 
Since she has syntactic movement in her model, IS-related IM is regarded 
as movement out of the position where the main stress is assigned (or to 
this position, in some cases). However, I give a very different perspective 
on this familiar phenomenon. In Neeleman and Reinhart’s (1998) and 
Szendr i’s (2001) theories, the concept of ‘stress inheritance’ (that a 
constituent can move and retain the stress) does not exist. In my model 
whether the stress pattern changes or not distinguishes two types of IM. 
Let me go over two sample cases in (3.37a-b) (Neeleman and Reinhart, 
1998, p. 310, n. 1a-b, repeated from (3.10a-b)). I marked phrasal 
stresses to show their prosodic structure in more detail. 
 
(3.37) a. … dat JAN langzaam het BOEK las. 

   that Jan slowly the book read 
 
(3.37) b. … dat JAN het BOEK langzaam LAS.  
At least in these examples, the adverb appears to have no phrasal stress. 
The cases analogous to (3.37a) were already discussed above. In the 
antisymmetric syntax, ‘OV’ orders are derived by agreement-driven 
movement. Consequently, in my model the object inherits its phrasal 
stress. This stress remains the main because the object does not cross any 
other constituents with phrasal stresses – only the unstressed verb. In 
(3.37b), the object moves further over the unstressed adverb. 
Nevertheless, unlike in (3.37a), it does not retain the main stress – the 
main stress goes to the previously unstressed verb. Evidently, in (3.37b) 
the stress pattern is calculated for the higher copy of the object created 
by movement. This copy is above the verb, so the pattern is the same as 
with unergatives: the verb receives the main stress (as the most 
embedded element), and the argument a phrasal stress.84 Why is there 
                                                        
84 To go into further details, a particular explanation how phrasal stresses are 
assigned must be opted for, from which I chose to refrain in this work. Therefore, 
let me only note that external and higher copies of internal arguments are XPs in 
the left branch, which tend to have secondary stresses. 
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such a difference between (3.37a) and (3.37b)? According to my 
account, because (3.37a) contains only agreement-driven movement, 
while (3.37b) involves IS-related IM. 

Thus, I believe that in (3.37b) the object is interpreted as less 
salient and more accessible than the adverb and the verb (in most cases, 
as D-linked, but not necessarily) because it is remerged above them. This 
IM step is associated with certain prosodic effects (the object loses the 
main stress). However, ultimately the IS notions are encoded by 
syntactic means – this is what the C-I interface interprets. Neeleman and 
Reinhart’s (1998) explanation is very different. They appeal to right-
branching structures and argue that both ‘Adv O V’ and ‘O Adv V’ orders 
are base-generated. In the former the object is the most embedded and 
receives the main stress. In the latter, the verb is the most embedded and 
hence stressed. The interface strategy uses these independently assigned 
stresses to associate the scrambled construction with the contexts where 
the object is D-linked (because it is unstressed). 

Now I will make the first step that was suggested in the 
beginning of this section to eliminate prosody from the IS model. It is 
evident that (3.37b) encodes (or is associated with) a particular IS 
interpretation. It is also evident that there are both syntactic and 
prosodic differences between (3.37a) and (3.37b). I disagree with 
Neeleman and Reinhart whether (3.37b) involves syntactic movement, 
but it is not particularly important here: uncontroversial examples of IS-
related movement with analogous prosodic effects are abundant. The 
first step is to show that IS-related IM is possible without these prosodic 
effects. Thus, I need to present scrambling cases where constituents do 
not change their status with respect to the main stress, but change their 
place in the syntactic hierarchy. Such cases can be found in Russian, 
although they are relatively infrequent.85  

First consider the Russian example in (3.38a) with the ‘O V Adv 
S’ word order. The neutral ‘S Adv V O’ order is demonstrated in (3.38b). 
Phrasal stresses are marked in both sentences to give a better idea of 
their prosodic structure. The derivation of (3.38a) is demonstrated in 
Figures 3.5 and 3.6. 
 
(3.38) a. ZA ETY sdala XORO O vsja GRUPPA, 
  tests.ACC passed well [whole group].NOM  
(3.38) a. (a na ekzamenax mnogie provalilis’).  
(3.38) a. ‘The whole group passed the tests well (but many people 

failed the exams).’ 
 
                                                        
85 If the construction is complex enough, at least one of the arguments is usually 
pronominal, and I discuss only full DPs so far (pronouns will be touched upon in 
subsections 3.4.1-3.4.2). However, the relevant structures occur naturally. E.g. 
(3.38a) below comes from an e-mail correspondence. 



Chapter 3. IS theory and prosody. Developing the model 97

(3.38) b. Vsja GRUPPA xoro o sdala ZA ETY. 
 

               TP 
        3 

2                    TP 
                3 

               T         AdvP 
                       3 

               1               AdvP 
                              3 

                          Adv           vP 
                                       3 

                                     DO         vP 
                                              3 

                                            S              vP 
                                           2          3 

                                                   v+V         VP 
                              1                              6 

                                                            …tV…tDO… 
 

Figure 3.5: Derivation of an ‘O V Adv S’ sentence, first steps 
 

        CP 
 3 
4            CP 
         3 
        C            TP 
                3 

        3                    TP 
                       3 

                      S             TP 
                      qu 

                    T                   AdvP 
                                   ep 

                                 vP                      AdvP 
                          3           3 

              4         DO        vP       Adv          tvP 
                                  3 

                                tS             vP  
                                         3 

                  3                 v+V          VP 
                                                 6 

                                               …tV…tDO… 
 

Figure 3.6: Derivation of an ‘O V Adv S’ sentence, last steps 
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Figure 3.5 shows the reordering with respect to the adverb (step 1) and 
obligatory subject raising to the [Spec; TP] (step 2), which result in the ‘S 
V O Adv’ sequence. Such derivation was already examined in subsection 
2.3.3 (example (2.13)). Figure 3.6 illustrates two further movements, 
when everything below the subject is inverted around it and the object 
undergoes topicalization. An analogous case (but without previous IS-
related IM to the [Spec; AdvP]) was analyzed in subsection 2.2.4 under 
(2.3b). Thus, a detailed discussion of each IM step can be found in these 
subsections. Now let me turn to the prosodic effects of these movements. 
The object loses the main stress, while the subject acquires it. The 
reordering with respect to the adverb does not change its status in terms 
of the main stress: not only does the adverb fail to acquire the main 
stress, it also does not become part of a smaller constituent containing it. 
However, its place in the syntactic hierarchy and consequently on the 
salience and accessibility scales changes. It is merged above the subject, 
but below all other constituents and interpreted as the most salient after 
the subject. 

Although it is not important for Reinhart, Neeleman and 
Szendr i’s models, the adverb in (3.38a) receives a phrasal stress, while 
in the neutral word order in (3.38b) it does not have any.86 Below I 
demonstrate a scrambling case with no prosodic effects even on the 
phrasal stress level. (3.39a-b) contain internal argument reordering 
(analogous to the one that was first mentioned in the Introduction and 
then analyzed in subsection 2.2.1 under (2.1)). Both sentences have an 
Instrumental DP at the end, which receives the main stress. So the direct 
and indirect objects bear phrasal stresses both in the neutral word order 
in (3.39a), and in the scrambled one in (3.39b). I will not go into further 
syntactic details: object reordering was extensively discussed above, and 
the status of such Instrumental DPs is left open in this work (I noted in 
subsection 2.3.4 that I will refrain from analyzing them). On the 
prosodic side, here is an example of scrambling with no prosodic effects. 
 
(3.39) a. (Vse pozdravljali Nata u).  
(3.39) a. PA A otdal NATA E PODAROK e e UTROM, 
  P.NOM gave N.DAT present.ACC already in the morning  
(3.39) a. (tak to teper’ stojal v storonke).  
(3.39) a. ‘(Everybody congratulated Natasha). Pasha gave Natasha his 

present already in the morning, (so now he was standing 

                                                        
86 Let me emphasize that prosodic effects of IS-related IM are not ‘irrelevant’ or 
‘unimportant’. For instance, the secondary stress on the adverb in (3.38a) 
indicates that it is at the right edge of a big constituent in the left branch. This is 
important both for the general parsing and for its IS interpretation (it is the most 
embedded element inside this big constituent). I only want to show that these 
prosodic effects are derivative from the syntactic structure. 
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aside).’ 
 
(3.39) b. (Vse pozdravljali Nata u i Olju).  
(3.39) b. PA A otdal PODAROK NATA E e e UTROM, 
  P.NOM gave present.ACC N.DAT already in the morning  
(3.39) b. (tak to teper’ emu ostavalos’ pozdravit’ Olju).  
(3.39) b. ‘(Everybody congratulated Natasha and Olya). Pasha gave 

his present to Natasha already in the morning, (so now he 
only had to congratulate Olya).’ 

 
3.3.6 Non-default prosody 
 
This subsection is dedicated to non-default (or marked) prosodic 
patterns resulting from IS-related stress shifts. As I noted in subsection 
3.3.1, all studies I introduced in section 3.1 assume that default prosody 
can be derived from the syntactic structure (or can be predicted from it, 
if the two representations are separate), while non-default prosody 
results from the application of separate syntax-independent rules. In the 
previous subsection, I made the first step to demonstrate that IS-related 
prosodic effects are derived from the underlying syntactic configurations. 
I provided several examples where IS-related IM produces no such 
effects. This subsection is dedicated to the second step: to show that even 
in the cases where prima facie there is no syntactic movement, IS-related 
prosodic phenomena result from underlying syntactic configurations. 

The explanation I am going to propose extends the ideas from 
subsection 2.2.4 where restrictions on free IM were discussed. To remind 
the reader, there I focused on the following question: if we take it as the 
zero hypothesis that the list of heads with EFs is the same across 
languages, why do we see such a great variation in the availability of IS-
related movement? Of course, since IS-related IM applies after 
agreement-driven movement, different languages ‘start out’ differently 
(e.g. Russian does with the ‘IO DO’ word order and Italian with the ‘DO 
IO’ one). However, then I took Russian and English, which (as I will 
show in chapter 4) have the same EPP requirement. Thus, in a sentence 
containing a subject, an object and a verb the neutral word order is the 
same in both languages: ‘S V O’ (with the verb in v and the subject in the 
[Spec; TP]). Starting out from this word order, Russian can derive an ‘O 
V S’ sequence, as in (3.40a) (repeated from (2.3b)). The object is topical 
(the most accessible) and the subject is the least accessible and the most 
salient in this sentence. The sequence of movements (T attracts its 
complement to its specifier and then the object raises to the C domain 
out of the moved constituent) is discussed in subsection 2.2.4. English 
cannot produce the same word order: apparently, it has problems with 
the first IM step, after which the subject becomes the most embedded 
overt element. However, it has no problems deriving the same 
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interpretation for the subject. If the main stress is shifted to the subject, 
English ‘S V O’, as in (3.40b) (repeated from (2.4b)), is roughly 
analogous to Russian ‘O V S’.  
 
(3.40) a. Konfety s”eli DETI. 
  candies.ACC ate children.NOM 
 
(3.40) b. The CHILDREN ate the candies. 
 
As we know, normally the main stress goes to the most embedded 
constituent in English (the modifications I suggested above are irrelevant 
here). So the subject in (3.40b) is both interpreted and stressed as if it 
were the most embedded. In subsection 2.2.4, I drew the following 
conclusion. In English, the same movement as in Russian takes place 
(because EFs are the same) and gets interpreted. However, unlike in 
Russian, the lower copy of vP is spelled out at the phonological interface. 
The problem that prevents pronouncing the highest copy is roughly the 
following (the reader is referred to subsection 2.2.4 for the details). In 
English, T is obligatorily spelled out when the vP crosses it. Thus, it is 
possible to move vP over T, as in Russian (3.40a), but then T will 
necessarily become overt. However, the resulting construction does not 
produce the necessary IS effect anymore. To keep T silent, the lower copy 
of vP is pronounced in (3.40b). But the stress pattern is calculated for the 
highest copies created by IS-related IM (as I showed in the previous 
subsection) and does not get recalculated. If these copies are taken into 
account, the subject is the most embedded. When the highest copy of the 
subject and the lower copy of vP are spelled out, the subject bears the 
main stress, as expected. Lower copies pronounced after it do not get 
integrated into the IntP (otherwise the main stress would go to the last 
phrasal stress in the sequence, i.e. to the one on the object). To conclude, 
the second step in my argumentation is completed: a syntactic 
explanation for a seemingly independent IS-related prosodic 
phenomenon is proposed. 

Let me note that my model does not appeal to reference set 
computation. It is based on overt syntactic movement, no ‘illicit’ 
operations (using Reinhart’s (2006) terms) are involved, so there is 
nothing to trigger it. Since Reinhart and Neeleman’s theory (Reinhart, 
1995, 2006; Neeleman and Reinhart, 1998) relies on interface economy, 
while mine does not, there is little room for evaluation here: it is 
essential for one theory and extraneous for the other. Experimental data 
Reinhart and Neeleman use to support their model are also compatible 
with my account. They will be presented in subsection 5.2.1. 

Another position that is crucial for Reinhart and Neeleman’s and 
Szendr i’s (2001) theories is the distinction between stress strengthening 
and destressing. Whether these two operations should be treated 
separately or unified is hotly debated. Reinhart (1995) initially argued 
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that “ideally, rather than assuming two distinct operations, we should be 
able to show that the availability of both results is entailed by the same 
focus-computation system” (p. 75). However, her point of view changed in 
later work. Unification approaches were developed by Williams (1997) 
and Schwarzschild (1999), among others. Their systems are based on 
anaphoricity (i.e. essentially, everything is reduced to destressing). I 
would say that my model is somewhere in the middle. On one hand, 
there is only one basic operation in it (IS-related IM), which is 
advantageous. On the other hand, it relies on two IS scales (accessibility 
and salience), so it does not need to reduce all operations to either 
‘focusing’ or ‘D-linking’, which appears to be problematic (if not 
downright impossible). 
 
3.3.7 Further details and conclusion 
 
In this subsection, I will explore some consequences of the approach 
outlined above. This hypothesis generates the following prediction. In 
languages like English or Russian, both IS-related movement and stress 
shift should be possible, while in the languages like Italian, IS-related 
stress shift should be very restricted. The reason is the requirement for 
the right-peripheral stress in Italian discussed above, which is 
superimposed on all other prosodic phenomena. This prediction is borne 
out. English does not always resort to stress shift: overt IS-related 
movement around adverbs and movement to the C domain are largely 
unproblematic. Thus, wherever the highest copies of IS-related IM can be 
spelled out, it happens, there is no intrinsic ‘preference’ for stress shift in 
this language. Similarly, Russian does not always use overt movement. 
To give an example, preposition stranding is impossible in Russian, so in 
the rare cases when a preposition is the most salient element, stress shift 
happens. Italian primarily relies on overt IM and allows for stress shift in 
a limited number of cases,87 but there is a crucial difference between it 
and Russian or English. Russian and English exhibit stress shift wherever 
overt IS-related IM is ruled out. In Italian, there are a number of 
constructions where overt movement is impossible (e.g. prepositions 
cannot be stranded, as in Russian), and still we do not see any stress shift 
– because the rightmost element has to be stressed. An Italian example 
from Ladd (1996, p. 176, n. 5.32) and its English counterpart (p. 176, n. 
5.34) are given in (3.41a-b). 
 
(3.41) a. Le inchieste servono a mettere a POSTO cose 
  the investigations serve to put to place things  

                                                        
87 In this respect, it is different e.g. from Catalan, which is even more restricted. 
Prosodic structures where stress shift is possible are discussed in Szendr i (2001). 
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(3.41) a. andate fuori POSTO. 
  gone out of place 
 
(3.41) b. The investigations are helping to put BACK in order things 

that have got OUT of order. 
 
Otherwise, in most cases where English resorts to stress shift (i.e. 
pronounces lower copies), Russian and Italian use ‘overt’ IS-related IM. 
Many examples were provided in chapter 2 and in this section, so I will 
limit myself to (3.42b) with a split DP (repeated from (2.17a-b)). The 
noun moves to the C domain and is interpreted as the most accessible, 
while the adjective ends up as the most embedded element, receives the 
main stress and is interpreted as the least accessible and the most 
salient. 
 
(3.42) a. S takim ntuziazmom ljudi ispokon vekov i vkalyvajut ne na 

mifi eskoe ‘blago ob estva’, a na svoju sobstvennuju vygodu, 
konkretnuju dolju v doby e […]. 

  ‘With such an enthusiasm people have worked hard for ages 
not for the mythical ‘common good’, but for their own profit, 
for a concrete share of the booty […].’ 

 
(3.42) b. Doby a im dostalas’ XORO AJA... 
  booty.NOM to them passed good.NOM 
  ‘They got a good booty.’   
A problem that any speaker of Russian could have already spotted is that 
Russian can resort to stress shift (pronouncing lower copies) even when 
‘overt’ movement is possible. I believe that this is the influence of the 
colloquial variety (written and colloquial Russian are not sharply 
divided). As I noted in subsection 3.3.3, colloquial Russian is shifting 
towards an OV language. Simultaneously, its scrambling possibilities are 
getting reduced. To give an example, the narrow focus on subject (when 
the subject is the most salient and the least accessible) is usually 
achieved by stress shift rather than by overt IM in colloquial Russian.88 

Focus-fronting constructions (where the stress shifts not ‘to’, but 
‘with’ the focus) will be touched upon in subsection 3.4.8. Finally, I will 
come back to Büring’s example in (3.43b) (repeated from (3.18)). How 
does the subject receive the main stress in this sentence? It cannot be 
explained by ‘stress inheritance’. Although the subject undergoes 
agreement-driven movement to the [Spec; TP], it is an external 
argument (i.e. it is initially merged above the verb and thus the verb 
initially has its own phrasal stress). As I noted in subsection 3.3.3, I 
believe that IS reasons are involved in this and similar cases. I base 

                                                        
88 It is difficult to provide representative statistics. Sirotinina’s (1965/2003) 
counts for colloquial and written Russian are given in subsection 4.2.4. 
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myself on the fact that analogous Russian sentences involve overt 
movement, which can only be IS-related. A Russian analogue of (3.43b) 
is given in (3.44b) (with the preceding and following context). 
 
(3.43) a. A: What’s that noise in the background? 

 b. B: A DOG is barking. 
 
(3.44) a. Panel’nyj dom. Sosedi slu ajut arii i Nade du Babkinu. Na 

lestni noj plo adke skripit dver’. 
  ‘A panel house. The neighbors are listening to arias and to 

Nadezhda Babkina. A door is creaking on the landing.’ 
 
(3.44) b. Laet SOBAKA. 
  barks dog.NOM 
 
(3.44) c. Kakoj durak   der it zdes’ sobak? 
  what an idiot keeps here dogs.ACC 
 
As I repeatedly noted above, external Nominative arguments 
obligatorily raise in Russian. Therefore, in (3.44b) the subject raises to 
the [Spec; TP] and then further movement takes place. This movement 
can only be IS-related although its interpretational effect might be more 
difficult to formulate than in many other cases.89 Importantly, it is 
roughly the same as in the English (3.43b) with stress shift. I conclude 
that the same movement takes place in English, and then pronouncing 
lower copies, as in (3.40b), produces the stress shift on the surface. Let 
me try to pinpoint the interpretation associated with this movement on 
Russian examples. The meaning of a corresponding ‘S V’ sentence (also 
uttered in the all-new context) would be ‘there is a dog somewhere, and 
it is barking.’ The ‘V S’ sentence has a different connotation: ‘there is a 
dog-barking sound.’90 Note that in the sentence following (3.44b), the 
speaker refers to the dogs in Plural: he does not commit himself to their 
quantity (i.e. does not focus on it). In this subsection, where a 
connection between IS-related movement and stress shift is established, 
the following conclusion is important: in the case where we see a 
‘strange’ stress pattern in English, we see a ‘strange’ movement pattern 
in Russian with the same interpretational effect. 

Let me conclude this subsection with a general remark. I would 
like to emphasize that my hypothesis, although it might need much 
further elaboration, captures one crucially important idea. It is 
undisputable that the main stress of the sentence is associated with 

                                                        
89 Many other cases show that IS-related movement is definitely possible in the 
all-new context. E.g. in the ‘O V S’ Russian sentence in (3.28) ‘man.ACC bit [rabid 
fox].NOM’, all constituents are new information, but the subject is the most 
salient. 
90 This distinction is often referred to as ‘categorical vs. thetic’. 
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certain IS notions, either directly or through some syntactic mechanisms. 
Many authors who argue for the direct connection emphasize the 
‘highlighting’ property of the stress. In other words, they present it as a 
rare case when the language is iconic. However, the main stress and 
phrasal stresses are by far not only about ‘highlighting’: most 
researchers recognize that they reflect the syntactic structure of the 
sentence, embedding and constituency (either derivationally or through 
mapping). In this role, they suddenly lose their iconicity. In English, the 
verb integrates with its internal argument in ‘V O’ and ‘S V’ sentences. 
We can, of course, say that the argument is ‘highlighted’ as more 
important. But why does the verb carry the main stress in most ‘S V’ 
sentences with unergatives? Why does not it integrate with the adjuncts? 
The reasons are apparently purely structural. The idea that I consider 
crucial is to extend this perspective to IS-related prosodic phenomena. IS-
related notions are encoded in the syntactic hierarchy by the order of 
Merge, they are expressed in embedding and constituency. This is what 
the prosodic structure reflects. And this is why there is such a strong tie 
between IS-related notions and prosodic phenomena, and not because of 
some iconic relation between stress and salience. 
 
 
3.4 Advantages of relational IS notions 
 
My IS model based on accessibility and salience scales was already 
presented in chapter 2 (primarily in subsection 2.2.1). It allows to 
encode relational IS notions by means of syntactic configurations, which 
result from EM and agreement-driven movement or are derived by 
means of IS-related ‘free IM’. These configurations are interpreted at the 
interface according to the rule formulated in (2.2) (subsection 2.2.1). In 
section 3.3, I incorporated prosodic phenomena in the model, 
demonstrating how they can be derived from syntactic configurations. In 
this section, I analyze how the data discussed in the previous IS-related 
research can be accounted for in my IS model and what additional 
advantages it provides. 

In subsections 3.4.3-3.4.5 I go over two major categorical IS 
notions: topic and focus. As I stated in subsection 2.2.1, one of the 
purposes of this study is to liberate them from the grammar and the 
grammar from them, to the mutual benefit. Many authors claimed that 
topics and foci are not encoded in the grammar (e.g. Lambrecht, 1994; 
Reinhart, 1995, a.m.o.). However, IS-related reorderings and prosodic 
effects require a grammar-internal explanation. This compelled 
numerous researchers to keep topics and foci in the grammar. According 
to my hypothesis, these phenomena result from syntactic encoding of 
relative accessibility and salience. First, the resulting IS model offers a 
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more coherent account for the data (several long-standing puzzles can 
be resolved). Second, if topics and foci are not called upon to explain IS-
related phenomena like scrambling anymore (something they were not 
particularly good at anyway), they can receive less controversial 
definitions in the discourse theory and semantics, where they belong. 
This thesis is concerned with grammar-internal processes, so I will 
concentrate on the first step and will not attempt the second (however 
interesting and relevant it is to explore, the field of the study must be 
narrowed down). Subsections 3.4.6 and 3.4.7 examine ‘topic-related’ 
phenomena in Russian in more detail. The processes traditionally 
associated with focus receive more attention throughout my work, so 
these subsections should compensate for this inequity.  

Other categorical IS-related notions (such as ‘given’, ‘new’ and 
‘D-linked’) have natural relational analogues in my model. I repeatedly 
showed above that introducing such relational notions is unavoidable 
because simple giveness or newness is not enough to derive many 
scrambling cases. Since focus is associated with newness (as opposed to 
giveness and D-linkedness) in many models, I will not analyze these 
notions separately. Subsection 3.4.8 discusses some further questions and 
indicates directions for later research. 

However, before I move to foci and topics, in subsection 3.4.1 I 
will address the question that all configurational IS theories frequently 
provoke. How far can they be extended crosslinguistically if we take into 
account that some languages have topic and focus morphemes? As it 
seems to me, these facts do not pose any fatal problems for such models. 
I think that IS morphemes are usually no more exotic than familiar 
pronouns or focus particles and do not undermine the existence of IS 
hierarchy. Pronouns are largely ignored elsewhere in this work in favor 
of full DPs because they require a separate study. I will use this occasion 
to look at them in more detail in subsection 3.4.2, where IS-related 
movement of Russian pronouns is briefly discussed. 
 
3.4.1 Universality of configurational IS models 
 
A question that all configurational approaches to IS frequently provoke 
concerns their universality: how far can they be extended? In particular, 
some languages are known to have topic and focus morphemes – does it 
mean that they are excluded from consideration from the very start? 
They are often mentioned as an argument in favor of feature-based 
models. These models can readily account for them by arguing that such 
morphemes are IS features, which are silent in some languages, but not 
in the others. However, I do not think that IS morphemes pose any 
problems for configurational IS theories. They can be accounted for in 
the same way as pronouns or focus particles in the familiar Indo-
European languages. Let me first consider pronouns and several focus 
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particles, which need to be discussed even if I limit my IS model to 
Russian, and then go over two examples of focus morphemes. 

The central claim of my IS model is that relative accessibility and 
salience are encoded by means of syntactic configurations (namely, by 
the order of (re)merger). This claim is not undermined by the fact that 
discourse entities with certain accessibility properties can be encoded by 
pronouns at the lexical selection stage. As I mentioned in the 
Introduction, both absolute and relative accessibility can influence the 
choice of pronouns because both are still available at this stage. To 
illustrate it, I provided the Dutch examples in (3.45a-c) (repeated from 
(1.i)). The most probable referent of the personal pronoun in (3.45b) is 
Jan (the most accessible or equal in accessibility to Bill). But hij can also 
refer to other highly accessible discourse entities (to Bill or to a third 
person). The demonstrative pronoun in (3.45c) unambiguously refers to 
the second most accessible discourse entity, i.e. to Bill. Russian has an 
analogous pronoun, as (3.46a-c) illustrate, but it appears to be less 
frequently used. 
 
(3.45) a. Jani becritiseerde Billj. 
  ‘Jan criticized Bill.’ 
 
(3.45) b. Hiji/j/k  was boos. 
  he (Jan, Bill or smb. else) was angry 

 
(3.45) c. Deze *ii/j/*k was boos. 
  this (= Bill) was angry 
 
(3.46) a. Vanjai raskritikoval Borjuj. 
  ‘Vanya criticized Borya.’ 
 
(3.46) b. Oni/j/k  byl zol. 
  he (=Vanya, Borya or smb. else) was angry 
 
(3.46) c. Tot *ii/j/*k byl zol. 
  that (= Borya) was angry 
 
After highly accessible discourse entities are encoded by pronouns at the 
lexical selection stage, any further differences in accessibility and 
salience can be encoded by means of syntactic configurations in the 
grammar. Many authors view the fact that pronouns, being 
‘prototypical topics’, do not topicalize as a major theoretical paradox. 
Namely, non-subject pronouns do not move to the left periphery, as 
other non-subject topics do. I do not find it paradoxical because their 
place in the accessibility hierarchy is ‘secured’: the interface rule 
interprets syntactic configurations in terms of relative accessibility and 
salience and then the entity encoded by a pronoun is put on top. I do not 
think that it introduces more non-homogeneity in the system than, for 
instance, the fact that time can be expressed by means of tense system 
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and by temporal adverbs. Importantly, pronouns do not interfere with 
the grammatically encoded accessibility hierarchy: they are always 
added on top. I mentioned above that some pronouns encode the second 
most accessible discourse entity. Let me emphasize: it does not mean that 
they occupy the second place in the accessibility hierarchy of the 
sentence. In (3.45c) and (3.46c), they occupy the first place, as other 
pronouns do, and signal that out of the entities currently present in the 
context, they refer to the second most accessible. Moreover, if there are 
several pronouns in the sentence, they are all added on top of the 
accessibility hierarchy. Which one refers to a more accessible discourse 
entity is decided according to their lexical meanings and to rules of 
coreference, but not to the order of merger. (3.47b) illustrates this point. 
 
(3.47) a. A: Po emu Vanjai ves’ v sinjakax? 
  ‘Why is Vanya black and blue?’ 
 
(3.47) b. B: Oni  vsjo utro rugal Borjuj, 
   he (= Vanya)91 the whole morning criticized Borya.ACC  
(3.47) b. B: i nakonec totj pobil egoi. 
   and finally that.NOM (= Borya)  beat him (= Vanya) 
 
Of course, pronouns pose many more interesting questions, and some of 
them are directly relevant for the study of IS-related IM: they are not 
exempt from it. I will touch upon several such questions in subsection 
3.4.2. I will not be able to answer most of them because they require a 
separate investigation. However, a general picture of pronoun 
scrambling will be presented. Otherwise, I limit myself to full DPs in this 
thesis. 

The same line of reasoning can be applied to focus particles and 
similar elements, which can be chosen at the lexical selection stage. 
Since it is a whole separate field of study, I will not discuss their 
semantics here or how their associates are determined. What is 
important for me here is that these particles emphasize the set of 
alternatives to which the asserted one is contrasted.92 Being overtly 
contrasted, the associate of a focus particle is perceived as more salient 
than the other material in the sentence. E.g. in (3.48a), it is the locative 
PP. Not all cases are as simple as this one. For instance, in (3.48b), the 
most salient information is that the event eventually did take place. This 
interpretation (so-called ‘verum focus’) is achieved in many languages 
by making T the most salient (e.g. in English, it is spelled out and the 
main stress shifts to it) and ‘emphasized’ by adding a focus particle. T 

                                                        
91 Here and below, on ‘he’ in principle can also refer to a third person, but this 
interpretation is unlikely in the given context, so I do not indicate it. 
92 According to Rooth (1985, 1992) a.m.o., all foci evoke the set of alternatives. 
Intuitively, focus particles ‘highlight’ it (e.g. by introducing a scalar implicature). 
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cannot be spelled out in Russian, unlike in the analogous English 
sentences (I extensively discussed it in subsection 2.2.4). So the particle 
‘attaches’ to the stressed verb or precedes it.93 
 
(3.48) a. ta substancija ivet imenno v AE. 
  [this substance].NOM lives FPRT in tea 
  ‘It is tea that this substance lives in.’94 
 
(3.48) b. Postradav ego VTA ILI-taki v pome enie. 
  victim.ACC carried FPRT indoors 
  ‘They did carry the victim indoors.’ 
 
Schwarzschild (1997) analyzes the examples in (3.49a-b) (p. 13, n. 28a-
b, due to Partee, 1991). I will not go into his argumentation here (he 
uses them to argue that the focus particle only does not necessarily 
associate with focus, so the problem is outside the scope of this work). In 
the light of the discussion above, (3.49b) shows that although the 
associate of the focus particle is perceived as highly salient, it is not 
necessarily the most salient information in the sentence. In other words, 
the connection is very strong, but indirect, and eventually everything 
depends on the context. 
 
(3.49) a. A: Eve only gave Xerox copies to the GRADUATE STUDENTS. 

 b. B: No, PETER only gave Xerox copies to the graduate 
students. 

 
In most cases, so-called topic and focus morphemes are quite similar to 
these familiar examples. A discussion of ‘focus morphemes’ in Somali 
can be found in Szendr i (2005, p. 311-314). She builds on the papers by 
Hyman and Watters (1984), Svolaccia, Mereu and Puglieli (1995) and 
Lecarme (1999). Two latter works advocate an IS-feature-based analysis. 
They argue that the relevant morphemes (the suffix -baa/-buu and the 
prefix waa-) are focus features, which are overt in Somali and trigger 
overt movement to a dedicated position. However, Szendr i remarks: 
“Somali, just like Italian or Hungarian, allows for wide focal sentences 
[…]. It seems that both O and VP focus are possible [in Somali] if the O is 
focus-marked and fronted […]. It is inappropriate to focus-mark the V 
even in VP-focus […]. The point of these examples with respect to the 
functional head status of -baa [the morpheme under discussion] is that 
the moved element that sits in the specifier of the head bearing focus 
morphology is not necessarily the focus of the utterance, albeit it is 
always part of the focus. This seriously undermines the idea that the 

                                                        
93 Such particles most probably occupy a particular syntactic position, so it 
means that the verb is either spelled out in v, as usually, or is attracted higher. 
94 For a curious reader, the text is about kombucha, or fermented tea, which has 
been popular in Russia since the early XX century. 
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trigger for the movement operation would be focus and that the head in 
question would be Focus head. If it were then the moved constituent 
sitting in its specifier would have to receive a focal interpretation 
obligatorily” (p. 313-314). 

Without going into further details, let me stress the following 
point. In all Somali examples discussed by Szendr i one element receives 
a ‘focus morpheme’. Sometimes this element (a subject, an object or a 
verb) corresponds to the most salient and the least accessible 
information (‘narrow focus’). However, in case of the wide VP focus 
(when the object and the verb are equal in accessibility and salience) 
one element inside the VP (namely, the object) receives this morpheme 
by default. Therefore, one thing is evident: these Somali morphemes do 
not mark focus, or newness, or the most salient and the least accessible 
information. A configurational IS model is needed to explain why when 
the morpheme is attached to the object, both the object and the whole 
VP can be interpreted as the least accessible and the most salient 
(focused). Having made this conclusion, I leave all other interesting 
questions for further research (e.g. a potential similarity between Somali 
and OV languages like Turkish, the reasons why these morphemes are 
obligatory in Somali and the details of their distribution etc.). 

A very different picture can be found in Philippine languages. 
Tagalog is claimed to have a focus morpheme in every sentence. But 
what it marks does not coincide with the IS notions we are used to. In 
brief, Tagalog uses different verb affixes depending on what argument is 
in focus (the most salient): agent, theme, benefactor95 etc. This 
argument always bears Absolutive case. In other words, from the 
European perspective, these affixes belong to the Theta system rather 
than to IS. Such verb pairs as buy and sell can be compared to them in 
European languages. Several illustrative Tagalog examples are given in 
Wikipedia (‘Tagalog grammar’, n.d.), so I cite four of them in (3.50a-d). 
The argument in the Absolutive case (the most salient one) is 
underlined. 
 
(3.50) a. Binilí ng lalaki ang saging sa tindahan para sa unggóy. 
  bought man96 banana at store for monkey 
 
(3.50) b. Bumilí ng saging ang lalaki sa tindahan para sa unggóy. 
  bought banana man at store for monkey 
 
(3.50) c. Binilhán ng lalaki ng saging ang tindahan. 
  bought man banana at store 
 

                                                        
95 Finer distinctions can also be taken into account, such as whether the theme is 
undergoing a permanent or a reversible change. 
96 There are no number or definiteness markers in Tagalog. 
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(3.50) d. Ibinilí ng lalaki ng saging ang unggóy. 
  bought man banana for monkey 
 
Let me conclude this small crosslinguistic outlook on IS notions with 
languages that lack stress. Of course, ‘overt’ IS-related movement can be 
used in them (e.g. Japanese is famous for its scrambling). But do they 
have analogues of (underlyingly structural) prosodic phenomena 
characteristic for European languages? A number of studies point to the 
positive answer. Some of them are summarized in Ladd (1996). To give 
an example, in Chinese the point in the utterance where the pitch range 
narrows corresponds to the location of the main stress in European 
languages. The notion of dephrasing analogous to destressing exists in 
Japanese and Korean. More accessible and less salient constituents can 
be adjoined to another prosodic phrase instead of forming a separate 
one (e.g. the object and the verb can form separate phrases or the object 
can be adjoined to the verb). 
 
3.4.2 Pronouns and IS-related IM 
 
In the previous subsection, I mentioned an extensively discussed fact 
that pronouns do not topicalize.97 However, they are not exempt from IS-
related IM. In this subsection, I will go over several characteristic cases to 
outline IS-related movement of pronouns in Russian. The general rules 
are the following. Non-subject pronouns, which are by definition more 
accessible than a non-pronominal subject, do not move over it, unlike 
full DPs (i.e. do not topicalize). However, they move out of the most 
embedded position. This is illustrated by (3.51b). (3.51a) provides the 
context for it, (3.51c) shows that the word order with a topicalized 
pronoun is marginal and (3.51d) demonstrates that the direct object is 
the most embedded in the neutral word order. 
 
(3.51) a. Vanja stra no napilsja. 
  ‘Vanya got terribly drunk.’ 
 
(3.51) b. ena ne pustila ego DOMOJ. 
  wife.NOM NEG let him in the house 
  ‘(His) wife did not let him in the house.’ 
 
(3.51) c. ?? Ego ena ne pustila DOMOJ. 
   him wife.NOM NEG let in the house 
 
(3.51) d. Dogadlivaja staru ka ne pustila domoj GRABITELEJ. 
  [shrewd old lady].NOM NEG let in the house robbers.ACC 

                                                        
97 This is true for personal pronouns (with the exceptions discussed below). If we 
look at other pronouns in Russian (e.g. demonstratives like to ‘this’) they often 
topicalize. A serious corpus study is needed to present a definitive picture. 
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  ‘The shrewd old lady did not let the robbers in the house.’ 
 
Now let me note that (3.51b) can be understood in two different ways in 
the context of (3.51a). First, Vanya got drunk and then his wife expelled 
him. Second, Vanya got drunk because his wife expelled him. If the 
second interpretation is intended, the word ena ‘wife’ can also end up in 
the most embedded position as the most salient piece of information 
(‘He was not let in the house by his own wife’). In this case, the pronoun 
will topicalize, as (3.52a) shows. This is caused by a general rule that in 
Russian sentences with several arguments, the most accessible one 
obligatorily topicalizes (unless we have a special verb-initial 
construction). (3.52b) provides a colloquial alternative of (3.52a).98 
 
(3.52) a. Ego ne pustila domoj ENA. 
  him NEG let in the house wife.NOM 
 
(3.52) b. Ego ENA domoj ne pustila. 
  him wife.NOM in the house NEG let 
 
To summarize, the picture is as follows so far: pronouns move out of the 
most embedded position, but do not topicalize (unless the general 
tendency to have a topicalized argument in the sentences with several 
arguments applies). This is a descriptive generalization. To account for 
it, we might suppose that pronouns must be marked as non-salient in the 
grammar, but do not need to be marked as highly accessible. 

There is also an option of having a destressed pronoun in the 
most embedded position (i.e. spelling out its lower copy, as in English). 
This option is readily available for some constructions, more marginal in 
other cases and sometimes absolutely ungrammatical. Two similar 
examples with destressing and overt scrambling are provided in (3.53a-
b). (3.53c) illustrates a sentence where destressing is impossible (the 
same construction with overt IM is given in (3.51b)). A destressed 
pronoun cannot be spelled out after another DP or PP argument. More 
research needs to be done to specify when destressing is allowed. Prima 
facie, the difference between (3.53a) and (3.53c) is that in (3.53a) the 
pronoun and the verb form a syntactic constituent (vP) and belong to 
one prosodic phrase, while this is not the case in (3.53c).  
 
(3.53) a. (Tebe ne popadalis’ moi klju i?) A, vot oni, ja VI U ix! 
    here they I see them  
(3.53) b. ‘(Haven’t you come across my keys?) Ah, here they are, I see 

them.’ 
 

                                                        
98 The choice between these two interpretations also has consequences for the 
acceptability of (3.51c). Keeping the topicalization in (3.52a) in mind, note that 
under the first interpretation, (3.51c) is absolutely infelicitous after (3.51a), 
while under the second one it becomes much better with a stress on ena ‘wife’. 
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(3.53) b. (Gde e klju i?) Ja e tol’ko to ix VIDELA! 
   I PRT just them saw 
  ‘(Where are the keys?) I have just seen them!’ 
 
(3.53) c. * ena ne pustila DOMOJ ego. 
   wife.NOM NEG let in the house him 
 
Finally, as is well known, pronouns can be stressed. In (3.54a-b), they do 
not move out of the most embedded position and receive the main stress. 
Sometimes, as with any other element, it simply means that they are the 
most salient piece of information in the sentence, which is typically the 
case when their referent is overtly contrasted with other possible 
alternatives. Whether the stressed ego corefers with Vanya or refers to 
another discourse entity (animate or inanimate) in (3.54a), the 
sentence implies that Vanya would rather expect Masha to choose 
somebody else (or something else). However, sometimes the stress on a 
pronoun changes the possibilities of coreference. In (3.54b), the stressed 
pronoun refers to Borya (or to a third person), while the unstressed one 
would corefer with Vanya. Such cases are discussed by Reinhart (2006), 
who summarizes previous studies, a.m.o. Choosing a particular analysis 
is outside the scope of this work: I would only like to emphasize that 
these cases cannot be readily explained by the general IS principles. 
 
(3.54) a. Vanjai vsegda udivljalsja, to Ma a vybrala EGOi/j. 
  V.NOM always wondered that M.NOM chose him/it 
 
(3.54) b. Sperva Borjai udaril Vanju, potom Petja udaril EGOi/j. 
  First B.NOM hit V.ACC then P.NOM hit him 
 
3.4.3 Foci: problems 
 
As I stated in the introduction to this section, I will argue that focus is not 
encoded in the grammar. This idea is by no means new – to give an 
example, it is advocated in Reinhart and Neeleman’s theory discussed in 
subsections 3.1.3 and 3.2.1-3.2.2 (Reinhart, 1995; Neeleman and 
Reinhart, 1998).99 I would like to bring it to its logical end by showing 
that all grammatical phenomena traditionally associated with focus 
(such as word order changes or stress shifts) result from direct encoding 
of other notions, namely, relative accessibility and salience. The new 
account allows to remove several long-standing problems in the field. 
Let me start by outlining these problems. 

To begin with, I will present different possible definitions of 
focus. One approach views focus as non-presupposed information. For 
instance, Lambrecht (1994) writes: “the focus of a sentence, or, more 
precisely, the focus of the proposition expressed by a sentence in a given 
                                                        
99 As I noted in these subsections, the position of Reinhart (2006) is less clear. 
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utterance context, is seen as the element of information whereby the 
presupposition and the assertion differ from each other” (p. 207). 
Another group of definitions is based on the concept of newness. I will 
give Szendr i’s (2001) informal definition as an example:  “focus is 
understood […] to be that part of an utterance that carries the new or 
highlighted information” (p. 11). Finally, many authors adopt the 
alternative semantics perspective on focus developed by Rooth (1985, 
1992), which I briefly introduce below. 

Rooth (1992) summarizes his approach to focus as follows: 
“Informally, the focus semantic value for a phrase of category S is the set 
of propositions obtainable from the ordinary semantic value by making 
a substitution in the position corresponding to the focused phrase. For 
instance, the focus semantic value for the sentence [S[Mary]F likes Sue] is 
the set of propositions of the form ‘x likes Sue’” (p. 76). In the set 
abstraction notation this can be stated as “[[[S[Mary]F likes Sue]]] f = 
{like(x, s)|x  E}, where E is the domain of individuals” (p. 76, n. 2a). 
This definition is widely accepted and has evident advantages (it relies 
on a precise formalism; it captures the intuition that focus can be defined 
only in terms of relation between an expression and a sentence, but not 
as a property of an expression per se). Rooth complements it by the rules 
describing the phonological interpretation of the F feature,100 which are 
responsible for putting the main stress on the focused constituent. He 
emphasizes that no rules of syntax (apart from the ones defining the 
phonological interpretation and focus semantic values) refer to the focus 
feature. Thus, Rooth’s F feature cannot (and is not intended to) be used 
to account for IS-related movement. 

In the practical use of Rooth’s definition, the following problem 
arises (let me stress that this is not a weakness of the theory itself). The 
only interpretational effect of focus that the theory postulates is 
contrastivity.101 It does not make a good criterion to determine the 
actual focus of the sentence: to put it simple, it is difficult to judge what 
information is ‘contrastive’ and what is not. This problem is relevant for 
the sentences where the focused constituent is bigger than one word – 
otherwise it can be unambiguously determined by the main stress. In 
these cases, the authors resort to the traditional criteria mentioned 
above, excluding given (or D-linked) or presupposed information, which 
is assumed not to be contrastive. All approaches use the question-answer 
test, but its applicability to natural examples is sometimes limited. 

Thus, although there is a fundamental theoretical difference 
between Rooth’s alternative semantics and the models based on newness 

                                                        
100 Rooth’s framework uses this feature, but his alternative semantics is also 
adopted by the authors who do not assume it, e.g. by Reinhart (2006). 
101 Rooth notes that alternative semantics should be put together with semantics 
of presupposition and anaphora, but leaves it for further research. 
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or presupposition, in practice the same criteria are used. This is what is 
important for the present subsection. First, I would like to show that 
these focus tests give conflicting results. Second, if we want to use the 
notion of focus to account for IS-related movement and stress shifts, 
these criteria are insufficient. Importantly, this does not falsify any 
semantic theories of focus, such as Rooth’s alternative semantics. This 
indicates that IS-related movement and stress shifts should receive a 
different explanation. The impact of this step on semantics is indirect. 
Before, when the practical criteria to identify foci were chosen, it was 
done taking IS-related stress shift and movement into account. The 
results were sometimes paradoxical. For instance, consider example 
(3.55) from Rooth (1992, p. 80, n. 11). This sentence “is to be thought of 
as the beginning of a joke” (p. 80). According to all focus tests, the whole 
sentence is in focus, but Rooth argues that only American and Canadian 
are because it explains the stress pattern in the sentence. If the stress 
shift receives an independent explanation, this example and the criteria 
used to identify focus in general can potentially be reconsidered. The 
consequences are very interesting to explore, but the scope of the work 
has to be limited and does not include this field. 
 
(3.55) An [American]F farmer was talking to a [Canadian]F farmer. 
 
Now let me turn to the conflicting results of different focus tests. First 
consider presupposition and giveness. Temporal clauses are an obvious 
example where they do not coincide: these clauses are accommodated as 
presupposed, but can contain new information. Moreover, at least in 
Russian they can also contain scrambling and stress shift, so if one 
appeals to focus to explain these operations, Lambrecht’s definition 
cannot be adopted. Dividing information into new and given (or D-
linked) allows to embrace more IS-related syntactic and prosodic 
phenomena, but only up to a point. As I repeatedly demonstrated above, 
new constituents can reorder in Russian if they differ in salience. Now 
compare giveness and the question-answer test. Some examples where 
they contradict each other were discussed in subsection 3.1.5. Selkirk 
(1984, 1995) whose theory was briefly presented there introduced the 
distinction between F-marking and the FOC(us) of the sentence to 
account for such cases. 

Apart from that, the constituents modified by only, even etc. and 
wh-phrases are considered to be ‘intrinsically focused’. So wherever they 
appear, most authors point to them as to the focus of the sentence. It 
would be logical if a definition like Lambrecht’s were adopted. But these 
constituents are not necessarily the only new information. Consider 
Neeleman and Reinhart’s (1998) example in (3.56d) (p. 335, n. 60a; 
repeated from (3.8)). Szendr i (2001) argues that it can be used in the 
context of (3.56a), but not (3.56b) (p. 20, n. 16a-b; repeated from (3.9a-
b)), so the focus is on the subject, while all other information is D-linked. 
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I believe that it is also felicitous in the context of (3.56c), when all 
information in it is new.102  
 
(3.56) a. A: Who can afford buying cars? 

 b. A: # What’s the situation? 

 c. A: Why are you crying? 

 d. B: Only MAX can afford buying cars. 
 
Neeleman and Szendr i (2004) introduce so called ‘Superman 
sentences’, or nested focus constructions. Their crucial example is given 
in (3.57a-b) (p. 149, n. 1). They invite the reader to imagine that a 
father comes home from work and finds the mother in obvious distress. 
Then the following conversation takes place. 
 
(3.57) a. Father: What happened? 

 b. Mother: When I came home, rather than doing his 
homework, [IP Johnny was [VP reading [DP 
SUPERMAN] to some kid]]. 

 
Neeleman and Szendr i argue that (3.57b) contains a contrastive focus 
inside a contrastive focus inside an all-focus sentence. The VP reading 
Superman to some kid is contrasted with doing his homework, while the DP 
Superman implies the contrast with decent books. At the same time, 
(3.57b) has the IP focus because it is a felicitous answer to the question 
in (3.57a). Neeleman and Szendr i assume that in this case, contrary to 
usual, several foci are selected from the focus set.103 Nested foci are 
problematic for any definition of focus. The information can be either 
new or D-linked, either presupposed or not, so it can either be part of 
focus or not.104 
                                                        
102 For Lambrecht’s (1994) definition, it is unproblematic because even if can 
afford buying cars is new information, it is a part of the accommodated 
presupposition and hence not part of focus. 
103 Stress strengthening can be combined with the wide focus without violating 
economy because Superman is itself contrasted and this reading is not available 
under the default stress on the indirect object. Neeleman and Szendr i use this 
construction as an argument against focus features. Evidently, it is deeply 
problematic for the theories like Rizzi (1997) where such features are checked 
and trigger (overt or covert) movement to a dedicated position. Even if three 
such positions are introduced, three focused constituents must be distinguished 
somehow. Unless focus features are indexed (Foc1, Foc2, Foc3), which is obviously 
highly undesirable, it is impossible. Neeleman and Szendr i note that focus 
features that are interpreted in situ (as e.g. in Selkirk’s (1984, 1995) theory) are 
equal to stress-based approaches in accounting for (3.57). However, they have 
other drawbacks (their properties differs from those of other features; they 
violate Inclusiveness, discussed in subsection 1.1.2). 
104 Rooth’s (1992) definition also does not allow to nest foci. In fact, Büring 
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Note that discontinuous foci are not excluded on these grounds. 
An example from Krifka (1991) is given in (3.58) (p. 35, n. 38c). They 
pose a different problem: we cannot indicate a particular syntactic 
constituent that is in focus. If focus is a purely semantic notion, we do 
not necessarily need to do so. If focus is directly encoded in the grammar 
or associated with certain constituents by means of an interface strategy, 
it greatly complicates the picture. It is particularly destructive if focus is 
called upon to explain IS-related movement, because we essentially 
argue that this movement creates the right constituency for focus. 
 
(3.58) John only turned it OFF. 
 
3.4.4 Foci: solutions 
 
Most of these problems can be readily resolved if we assume that IS-
related movement and stress shift result from direct encoding of 
relational accessibility and salience in the grammar, while focus is a 
purely discourse theoretic and semantic notion. How exactly focus can 
benefit from this dissociation should be decided in the discourse theory 
and semantics, while I will show below how IS-related grammatical 
phenomena can benefit from being dissociated from focus. The main 
advantage of relational IS notions is that a ‘yes/no’ label that was 
supposed to be put on a particular single constituent is gone. There can 
be several degrees of accessibility and salience within one sentence. 
Consequently, a constituent singled out as more salient and less 
accessible by the question-answer test can contain an even more salient 
and less accessible part in it (‘new’ information as opposed to D-linked). 

Nested foci that were problematic for any focus definition are 
naturally redefined as ‘concentric circles’ of increasing accessibility and 
decreasing salience. All new or non-presupposed information can be 
regarded as contrastive, but overtly contrasted information is clearly 
perceived as more salient. Thus, in Neeleman and Szendr i’s (2004) 
example in (3.57b) the object DP is the most salient information (the 
mother is primarily appalled by the fact that Johnny spends his time on 
intellectually unchallenging comic strips). The rest of the VP is less 
salient than this DP and the subject is even less salient (because of not 
being overtly contrastive) and more accessible. The same line of 
reasoning can be applied to the ‘farmer sentence’ in (3.55) and to 
another example from Rooth (1992) in (3.59) (p. 109, n. 70).105 In both 
                                                                                                                                  
(1997) applies nesting to it (deriving sets of sets of prepositions) to account for 
contrastive topics. 
105 For Rooth, grow and eat are in focus in (3.59). This example is widely 
discussed because the associate of the focus particle only is not the focused 
constituent. I already mentioned one such sentence under (3.49b) in subsection 
3.4.1, showing that the problems it poses are outside the scope of my work. 
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cases, the whole sentences are new, but two elements are overtly 
contrasted inside them. The stress is shifted to the relevant words, as 
expected. 
 
(3.59) People who GROW rice only EAT rice. 
 
Otherwise, the associates of focus particles and wh-phrases are highly 
salient and can be singled out inside an all-new sentence (the cases like 
(3.59) and (3.49b) are exceptional). Thus, the sentence in (3.56d) 
presupposes that some people other than Max cannot afford buying 
cars, and therefore Max becomes contrastive and the most salient. Apart 
from these examples, I demonstrated throughout this work that several 
new constituents can reorder if they differ in salience. This was my first 
argument to introduce relational IS notions: otherwise one would have 
to resort to meaningless labels such as ‘Salient1’, ‘Salient2’ or the like.  

Accounting for discontinuous foci is less straightforward, but in 
the majority of cases largely unproblematic. On one hand, the necessity 
to pinpoint a syntactic constituent with particular IS properties 
disappears if the explanation does not rely on the notion of focus 
anymore. On the other hand, the accessibility and salience hierarchies 
are also disrupted in these cases: in all of them a more accessible 
constituent is either the most embedded or is in the middle of less 
accessible and more salient ones. Constructions with discontinuous foci 
can be divided into two groups. The first one can be represented by the 
recurring English example in (3.60b) (repeated from (2.4b) and 
(3.40b)). This and similar cases were analyzed in detail in subsections 
2.2.4 and 3.3.6, where I argued that they involve spelling out lower 
copies (based on their stress pattern and interpretation). If my 
hypothesis is on the right track, these constructions receive a natural 
explanation: if unpronounced higher copies are taken into account, the 
most salient and least accessible subject is the most embedded, while the 
more accessible object is moved across it. 
 
(3.60) a. A: Where are the candies? 

 b. B: The CHILDREN ate the candies. 
 
The second group involves pronouns, as in (3.58b) or in Russian (3.51b) 
from subsection 3.4.2. This Russian example is important because it is 
clear that nothing precludes the pronoun from moving ‘overtly’ (i.e. no 
constraint could force spelling out lower copies because full DPs 
topicalize unproblematically in such constructions). Thus, these cases 
should be separated from the first group. Based on descriptive 
generalizations about Russian pronouns, I suggested in the previous 
subsection that they are marked as non-salient in the grammar (i.e. 
move out of the most embedded position), but do not have to be marked 
as highly accessible because it is already encoded in their meaning. This 
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is why in Russian sentences, non-subject pronouns usually appear ‘in the 
middle’ of the salience and accessibility hierarchy. 

Finally, the explanation based on relational IS notions rather 
than on focus has the following advantage. Consider an ‘S V O’ English 
sentence with the stress on the object. In Reinhart, Neeleman and 
Szendr i’s models (Reinhart, 1995, 2006; Neeleman and Reinhart, 1998; 
Szendr i, 2001) this and many other constructions are ambiguous with 
respect to their focus (in this one, the object, the VP or the whole 
sentence can be focused). This ambiguity is captured by associating a 
focus set rather than a focus with every structure. The actual focus of the 
sentence is chosen from this set at the interface. As far as focus is not 
encoded in the grammar, this is unproblematic. However, if we turn to 
the grammatical notions, ambiguity is undesirable. In the present 
explanation, it is gone. The order of Merge in this ‘S V O’ sentence 
(reflected in its word order and stress pattern) unambiguously encodes 
that the object is at least as salient as the verb and the verb is at least as 
salient as the subject and that the object is at most as accessible as the 
subject.106 
 
3.4.5 Topics: problems and solutions 
 
As with foci, many authors argued convincingly that topics are not 
encoded in the grammar. However, they were nevertheless called upon 
to account for such processes as topicalization. In this subsection, I will 
apply the same line of argumentation to topics as I did to foci in the 
previous one. I will show that the relevant syntactic phenomena result 
from the grammatical encoding of relative accessibility. As a result, a 
more coherent account of the linguistic data will be offered, and topics 
will be left to the discourse theory and semantics, as desired. As in the 
previous subsection, I will start by indicating the dilemmas traditionally 
associated with the notion of topic in the grammar. It is no less notorious 
than focus in this respect, but in different ways. In brief, the recurrent 
problem with focus is the impossibility to pinpoint a single ‘continuous’ 
constituent to which this label could be attached. ‘Discontinuous topics’ 
are not mentioned in the literature, and the definition (‘topic is what the 
sentence is about’) does not preclude topics from being multiple, should 

                                                        
106 In the majority of cases, the verb is the least accessible element in the 
sentence (being ‘absolutely new’ information, since most events are usually 
mentioned for the first time), and this status is not consistently marked. E.g. 
internal arguments can reorder below the verb if one of them is more accessible 
than the other. Although usually the verb is evidently lower in accessibility than 
the more accessible argument, this argument can either remain postverbal or 
move over the verb. In some cases (e.g. when the verb is the most salient 
information or when it is anaphorically given) its status is obligatorily marked. 
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the necessity arise. The main problem for the grammar is that this 
definition does not introduce almost any formal restrictions. As a result, 
there are several conflicting views on the criteria of topicality and under 
any of them topics exhibit extreme formal diversity, which is absolutely 
incompatible with the idea of grammatical encoding. 

Let me illustrate two different perspectives on topics on the 
example in (3.61), which was examined by Reinhart (1982) and then 
reanalyzed by Lambrecht (1994). It comes from a recorded conversation 
(transcription quoted by Ochs, 1979, p. 63). The speaker is a Jewish 
grandfather who complains that his grandson is difficult to please and tells 
how he rejected very good oatmeal. 
 
(3.61) And it’s uh got ta good taste, it’s good. And the cereal – grandma 

e don’t like cereal but she finished to the last (dish) and I enjoy – 
I like it too. It’s tasty! And I uh (1.2) He didn’t want the cereal, 
doesn’t eat. I said, “Todd, it wouldn’t kill ya, taste it!”…  

 
The number in parentheses indicates the pause length. Reinhart (1982) 
argues that in all sentences before the pause, the topic is the cereal and 
after the pause the topic is the grandson. “While before it was the 
properties of the cereal that the speaker was concerned with (e.g. how 
everybody likes it), here he is concerned with the properties of the 
grandson (his rejection of the outstanding cereal” (p. 19). Lambrecht 
(1994) disagrees with this claim: “As far as I can see, there is no 
grammatical evidence supporting Reinhart’s claim. […] It seems clear that 
the cereal is more salient in the first part of the text and that the grandson 
is more salient in the second part.107 And this difference in salience is 
reflected in the fact that the more salient topic tends to be coded more 
often (though not exclusively) as a subject. But it is not clear on what 
grounds topic status of e.g. the pronoun it in it wouldn’t kill ya can be 
excluded. By the same token, there does not seem to be any principled 
reason besides pragmatic salience to exclude the NPs grandma and I from 
topic status in the sentences grandma e don’t like cereal but she finished and 
I like it too” (p. 150). 

Lambrecht appeals to grammatical evidence in the quote above, 
but in fact there are no strict formal criteria to identify either ‘his’ or 
‘Reinhart’s’ topics. Reinhart (1995) does not deny it: “One of the factors 
that make topics a harder subject for research than, say, foci, is that in 
most languages they are not marked either intonationally or syntactically” 
(p. 120). Lambrecht associates topicality with formal properties as 
diverse as subjecthood, syntactic topicalization and prominalization, 
among other things. A further example of formal diversity among 
pronominal topics is given in (3.62a-b) (Lambrecht, 1994, p. 137, n. 
4.10a-b). According to Lambrecht, mi is the topic in Italian (3.62a) 
                                                        
107 The term ‘salience’ has a different meaning here than the one I use. 
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(Russian uses analogous constructions), while in English (3.62b) the 
topic is my. 
 
(3.62) a. Mi fa male il COLLO. 
  to me hurts the neck 
 
(3.62) b. My NECK hurts. 
 
One thing is immediately clear from the debate above: topic is not a 
grammatical notion. In the discourse theory, Reinhart’s and Lambrecht’s 
perspectives are not necessarily mutually exclusive since main and 
subordinate topics can be postulated. The mite my thesis can contribute 
to this discussion is liberating all types of topics from the necessity to 
account for any grammatical phenomena, to their mutual benefit. To do 
so, let us see what syntactic operations and prosodic effects are 
traditionally associated with topics in the languages like Russian. These 
are topicalization and so-called ‘topic accent’ (rising pitch contour). 

Topicalization (and other IS-related IM) is explained by relative 
accessibility and salience in my model. More accessible and less salient 
constituents move over less accessible and more salient ones.108 The 
often-observed correlation between formally diverse topicalization and 
prominalization is explained by the fact that pronouns encode highly 
accessible discourse entities at the lexical selection stage. Their 
interaction with accessibility and salience hierarchy was discussed in 
subsections 3.4.1-3.4.2. As for the correlation with the subjecthood, 
external arguments do not need to undergo IS-related IM to be 
interpreted as the most accessible (they are on top of the accessibility 
hierarchy after EM and agreement-driven IM) and in this sense can be 
called ‘default topics’. The same is true for internal Nominative 
arguments in certain constructions, such as Passives. At the lexical 
selection stage, this might influence the choice of predicates, among 
other factors (especially in such pairs as Active vs. Passive or buy vs. sell). 
However, this area is outside the scope of my work. 

Now let us turn to topic accents. In Russian they appear to be 
ascribed to the phrases occupying a certain place in the syntactic 
hierarchy rather than to the phrases with a particular interpretation. I 
will go over different constructions in the next subsection. Roughly, these 
are the constituents merged in or moved to the C domain (except for 
agreement-driven IM and fronted foci) and subjects in the [Spec; TP] (if 
there is no IS-related IM to the second [Spec; TP] after which the subject 
becomes the most embedded overt element). As a result, the phrases 
                                                        
108 Russian word order was extensively studied by linguists working in the Prague 
school tradition (Sirotinina, 1965/2003; Kovtunova, 1976; Shvedova, ed., 1980, 
among others), so in making this generalization I rely on their conclusions and 
also on my own corpus study of sentence-initial PPs presented in subsection 
3.4.7. In subsection 3.4.6, I will indicate a number of less straightforward cases.  
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bearing a topic accent very often can be called ‘topical’ in a very broad 
sense: highly accessible DP and PP arguments and bigger constituents 
(such as remnant vPs and AdvPs), ‘scene-setting PPs’, high adverbs... 
However, this is not always the case. As I noted above, external 
Nominative arguments obligatorily raise to the [Spec; TP] in Russian. So 
they can be not only very low in accessibility (‘brand new’), but also 
non-specific. Unless other more accessible elements move over such 
subjects for IS reasons, they receive a topic accent, as in (3.63). 
Arguably, non-specific elements cannot be called topical even under a 
very permissive definition. 
 
(3.63) Kakoj-nibud’109 o en’ ser’eznyj turist-inostranec objazatel’no 
 [some very serious foreign tourist].NOM necessarily  
(3.63) podaet v mestnyj sud alobu... 
 gives to local court complaint.ACC  
(3.63) ‘A very serious foreign tourist always lodges a complaint to the 

local court’ (the text discusses what usually happens during the 
Carnival in Germany). 

 
3.4.6 Topicalization and ‘topic accents’ in Russian 
 
In this subsection, some details concerning topicalization and topic 
accents in Russian are examined. Let me start with a remark on 
topicalization. If an external Nominative argument is the most 
accessible, usually it does not need to undergo any IS-related IM after 
obligatorily raising to the [Spec; TP]. However, it can move to the C 
domain to be remerged above high adverbs (for scope reasons) or above 
a topicalized constituent (if it is more accessible). If, on the contrary, the 
external Nominative argument is the least accessible and the most 
salient, it becomes the most embedded overt element (after the 
complement of T is attracted to the second [Spec; TP]). In this case, if 
there is another argument in the sentence (which is then clearly more 
accessible or less salient than the subject), it undergoes topicalization, 
i.e. the resulting word order is ‘O V S’ rather than ‘V O S’.110 The ‘V O S’ 
word order can be used e.g. in the answer to a subject question, where 
the whole ‘VO’ group is anaphorically given. 

Now I will turn to the topic accent and enumerate the 
constituents that can bear it in Russian. First of all, the phrases that 
underwent IS-related movement to the C domain receive it. If necessary, 
it can be repeated.111 Importantly, this does not apply to agreement-
                                                        
109 Russian has specific and non-specific indefinite pronouns (e.g. kakoj-to vs. 
kakoj-nibud'). 
110 As in (2.3b) in subsection 2.2.4, repeated in (3.40a) in subsection 3.3.6, in 
(3.28) in subsection 3.3.3 and in many other examples. 
111 It depends on prosodic phrasing: two constituents in the C domain can be 
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driven IM (to wh-phrases and the like) and to focus-fronting 
constructions (discussed in subsection 3.4.8). Other constituents present 
in the C domain, such as high adverbs (merged there) and so-called 
‘scene-setting PPs’ (to be discussed in subsection 3.4.7), also bear a topic 
accent. Apart from them, the subject in the [Spec; TP] can receive it. It 
happens unless the subject becomes sentence-final after IS-related IM 
around it (in this case, it bears the main stress). As I said above, this 
movement is often followed by the topicalization of another argument, 
deriving ‘O V S’ and similar word orders. Then the topicalized argument 
in the C domain bears a topic accent (like all other constituents moved 
there for IS reasons), while the remnant in the second [Spec; TP] does 
not. However, in less frequent ‘V O S’ sentences the ‘V O’ constituent can 
receive a topic accent.112 Another case when the subject in the [Spec; TP] 
does not necessarily bear a topic accent is when a higher constituent in 
the C domain receives it.113 As I stressed in the previous subsection, topic 
accents usually correlate with a broadly conceived ‘topicality’, but it is 
not always true. Based on the facts above, I conclude that they are 
ascribed to constituents in particular syntactic positions. 

Finally, let me go over some less straightforward examples of 
topicalization. I will start with two English sentences originally discussed 
by Halliday (1970, p. 38) and then cited in many works. They come from 
an anecdote where a peasant does not dare to enter a subway station 
upon seeing a sign ‘Dogs must be carried’ because he does not carry one 
with him. The intended reading in (3.65a) and his interpretation in 
(3.65b) are disambiguated prosodically. The first interesting question 
that these two sentences pose is the following. The internal Nominative 
argument in (3.65a-b) raises to the [Spec; TP] for EPP reasons. Since it is 
agreement-driven movement, it ‘inherits’ the stress in (3.65a) – I 
discussed such cases in subsection 3.3.4. In (3.65b), it loses the stress. 
How? In subsection 4.3.2, I will argue that in Russian, internal 
Nominative arguments can move to the [Spec; vP] for IS reasons (to cross 
the verb). If they do, they further get attracted to the [Spec; TP], if they 
do not a covert expletive is merged. In English, we can postulate the 
same movement, but T should be able to attract from both positions 
(from the [Spec; vP] and from the in situ position). But in the former 

                                                                                                                                  
grouped in one phrase, and then, naturally, there is only one topic accent in it.  
112 Here I am hesitant to offer final generalizations because there are no corpus 
data or similar studies of spoken language that would bear on the question. 
113 Apparently, it depends on prosodic phrasing: sometimes the subject receives 
its own topic accent, sometimes it can be pronounced together e.g. with an 
adverb in the C domain and sometimes together with lower constituents. To 
decide whether it really lacks a topic accent in the latter cases and what their 
properties are (in terms of syntactic structure, constituent length and IS) a 
serious study of spoken language is needed. 
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case, the stress will already be lost. 
 
(3.65) a. Dogs must be CARRIED. 

 b. DOGS must be carried. 
 
In Russian, this question does not arise because internal Nominative 
arguments remain in situ in the cases like (3.65b) and raise only in the 
cases like (3.65a). Russian analogues are given in (3.66a-b).114 (3.66a) is 
a real sentence from safety regulations, while (3.66b) can be understood 
as a ban to walk around without a child, along the lines of (3.65b). The 
second interesting observation is more evident in the Russian examples 
than in the English ones. In (3.66a), the Accusative DP topicalizes 
despite being mentioned for the first time (if we assume that (3.65a) 
also involves IS-related IM, the same is true for the English sentence). 
This and similar examples can receive a scope-related explanation. It is 
important whether the Accusative DP is above or below the modal. 
 
(3.66) a. Maloletnix detej sleduet der at’ ZA ruku.115 
  [small children].ACC ought.IMPERS to hold by hand 
 
(3.66) b. Sleduet der at’ za ruku maloletnix DETEJ. 
  ought.IMPERS to hold by hand [small children].ACC 
 
Another interesting case is so-called contrastive topics. An example 
developing the theme of people and dogs entering a subway station is 
given in (3.67b). (3.67a) provides the context, while (3.67c) illustrates 
the neutral word order (I will need this sentence below). Contrastive 
topics were extensively studied by Büring (1997), while I will limit myself 
to a short remark. They appear to have the following common property: 
they are accessible to a certain extent, but definitely not the highest in 
accessibility if we judge by the preceding context. For instance, in 
(3.67a) the generic concept ‘animals’ is mentioned, and after that the 
DP ’dogs’ becomes a contrastive topic in (3.67b). A corpus example with 
similar properties will be given in (3.69b) in the next subsection. As it 
seems to me, these cases are similar to the constructions that ‘force’ the 
addressee to accommodate a presupposition. The attention of the 
speaker shifts to a particular entity (it becomes the most accessible), e.g. 
he or she singles out dogs among other animals from (3.67a). So the 
speaker topicalizes the DP ‘dogs’ in (3.67b), and the addressee is ‘forced’ 
to accommodate this shift (‘and now we are talking about dogs’). 
Alternatively, the speaker could use the analogues of the ‘as for’ 

                                                        
114 Russian uses impersonal sentences and imperatives in such cases (Passives are 
in general rather restricted and absolutely impossible here). 
115 P and the noun form one phonological word; in a number of cases the stress is 
on P in such phonological words in Russian. 
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construction to introduce the new topic first.116 
 
(3.67) a. Ljudi i zveri zaxodjat v metro. 
  ‘People and animals enter the subway (station).’ 
 
(3.67) b. Sobak ljudi nesut na rukax. 
  dogs.ACC people.NOM carry in hands 
 
(3.67) c. Ljudi nesut na rukax sobak. 
  people.NOM carry in hands dogs.ACC 
 
Finally, let me note that there is a truth-conditional difference between 
(3.67b) and (3.67c) (this fact is independent from the discussion of 
contrastive topics above). (3.67c) is true in the situation when some dogs 
are carried and the others walk, while (3.67b) is not: it implies that all 
dogs are carried. Apparently, this difference has to do with the different 
order of the assessment. Strawson (1964) demonstrated that the 
assessment starts with the topic of the sentence. Many authors used this 
idea to derive different examples, and it is thoroughly discussed by 
Reinhart (1995). In (3.67b) we start by identifying the set of dogs 
relevant for the situation, while in (3.67a) we identify the relevant set of 
people first. 
 
3.4.7 Corpus study of Russian sentence-initial PPs 
 
This corpus study was conducted together with Julia Khlystikova (a 
student of St. Petersburg State University) and Olga Mitrenina 
(Department of Computational Linguistics of St. Petersburg State 
University). Sentence-initial PPs can be divided into topicalized 
argument PPs and so-called ‘adjunct PPs’.  I noted in subsection 2.3.4 
that I do not commit myself to any syntactic analysis of PP adjuncts 
(temporal, locative, causal etc.) in this thesis, but would make several 
remarks on their placement in this subsection. In Russian, they can 
either be sentence-final or appear somewhere in the C domain. In the 
latter case, they are usually sentence-initial, but topicalized arguments 
can move over them (depending on their relative accessibility). They can 
precede or follow high adverbs. I chose sentence-initial PPs for our 
corpus study for the following reason. PP arguments undergo ‘ordinary’ 
topicalization, so they can be used to test the generalization about the 
highest accessibility of fronted constituents. PP adjuncts in the C domain 
are known as ‘scene-setting’ expressions, and I wanted to look at them in 
more detail. I can say from the very start that the generalization was 
confirmed. The main goal of this subsection is to introduce the data, so 

                                                        
116 Büring’s (1997) analysis of contrastive topics is different (and he primarily 
focuses on their formal semantics), but prima facie his examples are compatible 
with my hypothesis. 



Chapter 3. IS theory and prosody. Developing the model 125

that the reader could see how the considerations from the previous 
subsections are grounded in fact. 

The corpus that we worked with was created at the Department 
of Computational Linguistics of St. Petersburg State University. It is 
called Bokrjonok (a nonsense word famous in Russian linguistics) and 
contains over 21 million words. It consists mainly of the periodical press 
(about 60%), but also of some fiction (about 20%), scientific 
monographs (about 10%) and other genres. All texts were written 
between 1985 and 2004. We created a corpus sample of 1000 randomly 
selected sentences starting with a preposition and then analyzed first 
500 cases, excluding the unsuitable ones. Apart from the sentences that 
were selected by mistake (that did not actually start with a PP), we chose 
not to include in the final counts 103 ‘parenthetical constructions’. 
However, they might still be interesting and are analyzed below. Table 
3.1 shows the distribution of different PPs in the 500 sample.  
 

PP arguments  50 
PP adjuncts locative 179 
 temporal 172 
 manner 21 
 causal 16 
u ‘at’  33 
dlja ‘for’  20 
Other PPs117  9 
Total  500 

 
Table 3.1: Sentence-initial PPs. 

 
Argument PPs, manner and causal adjuncts and the group termed ‘other 
PPs’ can be called ‘conventional topics’. In the absolute majority of cases, 
they are more accessible than the rest of the sentence, as in (3.68b) 
((3.68a) provides the context). They can also be contrastive topics, as in 
(3.69b). Like in the cases discussed in the previous subsection, it is clear 
that the topic per se is not D-linked in (3.69b), but the relevant concepts 
(of having or not having road traffic accidents) are very prominent in 
the discourse. Apart from that, we encountered four focus-fronting 
constructions, exemplified by (3.70) (the text starts with this sentence, so 
there is no context). 
 
(3.68) a. Terroristy vydvinuli trebovanie predostavit’ im vertolet MI-8 

dlja sledovanija v Iran. 
  ‘The terrorists demanded a helicopter MI-8 to depart to Iran.’ 
 

                                                        
117 I included the following prepositions here: bez ‘without’, vmesto ‘instead of’, 
krome ‘except for’, pomimo ‘apart from’ and s in the sense ‘with’. 
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(3.68) b. Na predostavlennom vertolete s kipa em (2 eloveka) oni 
  on provided helicopter with crew (2 persons) they  
(3.68) b. vmeste s zalo nikami vyleteli s voennogo a rodroma 
  together with hostages flew from military airfield  
(3.68) b. g.118 Rostova-na-Donu v Krasnodar. 

  of Rostov-on-Don to Krasnodar  
(3.68) b. ‘On the provided helicopter with the crew (2 persons) they 

flew with the hostages from the military airfield of Rostov-on-
Don to Krasnodar.’ 

 
(3.69) a. Ne sover iv ij ni odnoj avarii mo et v sleduju em godu 

rasschityvat’ na skidku. 
  ‘The one who had no accidents can expect a discount the next 

year.’ 
 
(3.69) b. S tex,  kto pobyval v DTP, 
  from those who was in a road traffic accident  
(3.69) b. kompanija mo et vzjat’ podoro e. 

  company.NOM can take more expensively   
(3.69) b. ‘From those who have been through a road traffic accident 

the (insurance) company can take more.’  
 
(3.70) O zdorov’e v na em gosudarstve segodnja govorjat mnogo, 
 about health in our state today talk.3PL a lot  
(3.70) osobenno s vysokix tribun.. 
 especially from the high platforms  
(3.70) ‘People talk a lot about health in our country, especially from the 

high platforms (i.e. especially the high-ranked ones).’ 
 
The sentences starting with u ‘at’ form a separate group. First of all, 
these PPs make part of the Russian possessive construction (‘at’ PP + ‘to 
be’ + DPNOM). The Nominative argument (the possessed) is internal, so it 
remains in situ unless it is higher in accessibility than the ‘at’ PP. 
Conversely, the PP is sentence-initial unless it is the least accessible and 
the most salient (typically, they are more accessible than the other 
argument). ‘At’ PPs are also used in a number of other constructions. 
Presenting Lambrecht’s examples in (3.62a-b) in subsection 3.4.5, I 
mentioned that analogous Russian sentences pattern with the Italian 
case. They involve ‘at’ PPs, as in (3.71).  
 
(3.71) U menja samogo uxud aetsja zrenie. 
 at me self becomes worse eyesight.NOM 
 ‘I become shortsighted myself.’ 
 
Locative and temporal PPs and dlja ‘for’ phrases can be regarded as 

                                                        
118 Widely used abbreviation for gorod ‘town’. 
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scene-setting expressions. Chafe (1976) defines such expressions as the 
elements that set “a spatial, temporal or individual framework within 
which the main predication holds” (p. 31). These PPs can be highly 
accessible, but very often contain previously unmentioned 
information.119 PPs setting temporal and spatial coordinates for the 
event are more straightforward, so (3.72b) provides an example of the 
‘individual framework’. In this case, a ‘zealous ardent studying’ is not a 
natural choice universally, only for a particular generation. 
 
(3.72) a. Nel’zja skazat’, to tim on sil’no otli alsja ot drugix 

studentov. 
  ‘One cannot say that he was really different from other 

students in that.’ 
 
(3.72) b. Dlja pokolenija,  (pere iv ego vojnu, stremiv egosja 
  for generation   
(3.72) b. naverstat’ upu ennoe, priblizit’ normal’nuju mirnuju izn’),  
(3.72) b. istovaja, azartnaja u eba byla estestvennym vyborom. 
  [zealous ardent studying].NOM was [natural choice].INSTR  
(3.72) b. ‘For the generation (that survived the war, that strived to 

make up for the lost time, to advance a normal peaceful life) 
a zealous ardent studying was a natural choice.’ 

 
I will conclude this survey of PPs by so-called ‘parenthetical expressions’ 
that we analyzed, but did not include in the final counts. In Russian 
linguistics, this term traditionally unifies a very diverse group of 
constituents that are separated by commas from the rest of the clause. 
Out of 103 such PPs, 70 were v celom ‘on the whole’, krome togo ‘besides’ 
(literally ‘beside that’), me du pro im ‘among other things’ and the like. 
We also found three k astju ‘fortunately’ (literally ‘to happiness’) and 
one k so aleniju ‘unfortunately’ (literally ‘to regret’) – their analogues 
are high adverbs in English. A more interesting group is 29 PPs that 
express ‘the source of the opinion’ – they can be unified with the 
sentences like (3.72b), where the PP is setting the ‘individual 
framework’. An example in (3.73) comes from the text discussing illegal 
gold mining. In this sentence, the given estimates are not necessarily 
universally true – only in the opinion of the Gold Mining Association. 
 

                                                        
119 It is not problematic for my IS model because these PPs apparently do not 
move to the left periphery, but are externally merged very high. As a result, their 
‘default’ placement is in the beginning of the sentence (before or after 
topicalized arguments and high adverbs). When they are sentence-final, they 
are interpreted as the most salient (whether this happens as a result of IS-related 
movement around them depends on their syntactic analysis, from which I chose 
to refrain here). 
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(3.73) Po ocenkam Sojuza zolotopromy lennikov, 
 by the estimates of the Gold Mining Association  
(3.73) na nelegal’nuju doby u prixoditsja 
 on illegal mining accounts  
(3.73) primerno 10-15%  ob ego ob”ema. 
 [about 10-15%].NOM of the total amount  
(3.73) ‘By the estimates of the Gold Mining Association, the illegal 

mining accounts for about 10-15% of the total amount.’ 
 
As I noted in the beginning of this subsection, it primarily served to 
present the data. The corpus study showed that PP arguments that 
undergo  ‘ordinary’ topicalization are indeed the most accessible 
according to the preceding discourse context. Contrastive topics are 
exceptional in this respect: they are never low on the accessibility scale, 
but often are not the highest. In subsection 3.4.6, I discussed why this is 
the case. Apart from these topicalized constituents and four focus-fronted 
ones, all sentence-initial PPs belonged to the ‘scene-setting group’. I did 
not commit myself to any syntactic analysis of such ‘PP adjuncts’ in my 
thesis, so it remains unclear how they end up in this position. 
Nevertheless, they all share a particular interpretation: in Chafe’s 
(1976) words, they set “a spatial, temporal or individual framework 
within which the main predication holds” (p. 31). 
 
3.4.8 Further questions 
 
In this section, I aimed to demonstrate the potential of an IS model 
based on relational notions. As it seems to me, it offers important 
advantages in solving several long-standing problems in the field. 
However, being limited in time, I could apply it only to the set of classical 
examples widely discussed in the field and to a number of new cases 
from Russian, which I found particularly illustrative. In addition to that, 
I worked with Russian corpus data that were discussed in the previous 
studies or that I collected myself. Some results of this work are presented 
throughout the thesis, the others remain implicit in the conclusions I 
arrived at. Nonetheless, to test the full potential of relational IS notions, 
other languages must be considered in more detail120 and a number of 
further issues must be examined. This subsection indicates some of these 
                                                        
120 For instance, although I discussed various VO and OV examples in this 
chapter, OV languages like Turkish were not touched upon. In Turkish, the 
default position of the main stress is on the immediately preverbal element, like 
e.g. in German. However, unlike in German, some arguments can remain 
postverbal in this language. From the IS point of view, they form the ‘tail’, i.e. 
are interpreted as backgrounded (relatively high in accessibility, low in 
salience). Although this system can be accounted for by means of my IS model, 
developing such an explanation had to be left for further research. 
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questions left for further research and makes several concluding 
remarks. 

The first problem I need to address is the following. When I 
introduced the accessibility and salience scales in subsection 1.1.2, I 
noted that for the time being, I would assume that a discourse enitiy A 
cannot be both more accessible and more salient than a discourse enitiy 
B. That is, either the correlation between the two scales is inverse or A 
and B are equal on one or both of them. However, I promised to return 
to this question. I preliminarily conclude that exceptions are possible, 
and in these cases the more important (probably the bigger) difference 
is represented. Consider the example in (3.74b), developing the theme 
of feeding dogs. 
 
(3.74) a. Nikogda by ne podumal, to moj na al’nik ljubit sobak! 
  ‘I would never think that my boss likes dogs!’ 
 
(3.74) b. No  segodnja on otdal svoj buterbrod 
  but today he gave [his sandwich].ACC  
(3.74) b. kakoj-to dvornjage! 
  [some mongrel].DAT  
(3.74) b. ‘But today he gave away his sandwich to a some mongrel!’ 
 
The direct object scrambled over the indirect one in (3.74b), although it 
is less accessible (the concept of mongrel is preactivated by mentioning 
dogs). However, the indirect object is more salient: with this word order, 
the sentence implies that the speaker considers the mongrel the least 
likely object of the boss’s attention and, if anything, would rather expect 
him to pet a pedigree dog. This interpretational nuance would be absent 
if the sentence had the neutral word order. Then it would simply mean 
that although it was not expected that the boss likes dogs, he fed one 
with his sandwich. 

Another question that I postponed until this subsection are focus-
fronting constructions. Szendr i (2006) argued for the following 
perspective on focus-fronting. The focus stays the same as it was before 
the fronting, but the rest of the sentence is interpreted as ‘absolutely 
backgrounded’. I.e. the operation affects not the focused element, but 
the rest of the sentence: the backgrounded information forms a separate 
constituent and, in a sense, becomes specifically marked as such. Based 
on my Russian data, I fully agree that focus-fronting does not change the 
IS status of the moved constituent: it remains the least accessible and the 
most salient. However, the IS properties of the rest of the sentence also 
apparently do not change, it does not become ‘absolutely 
backgrounded’. Consider the example in (3.75). The fronted constituent 
is the least accessible and the most salient, but the rest of the sentence 
also contains accessibility and salience gradations (‘given’ and ‘new’ 
information). Thus, this fronting did not produce any IS effects at all. It 
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definitely has interpretational effects, but they are not IS-related (they 
are distinctive, but difficult to formulate; I would call them ‘rhetorical’ or 
‘emphatic’). Based on these facts, I preliminarily conclude that focus-
fronting is not an instance of IS-related IM. It is a special construction 
and presumably involves movement to a dedicated position in the C 
domain. In my model, this unambiguously points to IM launched by 
some agreeing features. Further research is needed to arrive to a 
definitive conclusion (e.g. I cannot specify what features can drive this 
movement).121 
 
(3.75) NIKOGDA ne zabudet Marija 
 never NEG will forget M.NOM  
(3.75) ob ee kolxoznoe sobranie, gde 
 [common meeting of the collective farm].ACC where  
(3.75) ‘Maria will never ever forget a common meeting of the collective 

farm where […].’ 
 
Finally, as I briefly mentioned in subsection 2.2.3, apart from encoding 
IS notions, ‘free IM’ can also be used for scope taking. This is fully 
consistent with the view on two types of movement outlined there: scope 
is also strictly configurational and can be conceived of only as a relation 
between two elements (rather than as a label-like property of an isolated 
element). Two examples were already provided in subsection 3.4.6 
under (3.66a-b). Two other sentences are given in (3.76b-c). In (3.76b), 
the subject is in the [Spec; TP]. In (3.76c), it moved to a higher position 
in the C domain, crossing the adverb. The interpretational difference 
between these two sentences is that in (3.76b), the speaker does not 
necessarily blame Vanya (somebody else or something else could 
produce the noise). In (3.76c), Vanya is seen as the only potential 
disturber, but the speaker is not sure what exactly he did. 
 
(3.76) a. A: to to za um? 
   ‘What is this noise?’ 
 
(3.76) b. B: Naverno, Vanja uronil pylesos. 
   probably V.NOM dropped [vaccum cleaner].ACC 
   ‘Probably, Vanya has dropped the vaccum cleaner.’ 
 
(3.76) c. B: Vanja, naverno, uronil pylesos. 
   V.NOM probably dropped [vaccum cleaner].ACC 
   ‘Vanya has probably dropped the vaccum cleaner.’ 
 

                                                        
121 This perspective is supported by the fact that most focus-fronting 
constructions in Russian (including (3.74)) exhibit verb-raising (normally, the 
verb does not move further than v). 



 

 
4 EPP-driven movement. A step aside 
 
 
 
 
This chapter focuses on the EPP-driven movement. At first sight, this 
topic does not belong to the thesis dedicated to IS-related phenomena. 
However, it proved to be indispensable for two reasons. First, it is 
necessary for the study of Russian scrambling, which is ‘superimposed’ 
on non-IS-related movement present in the sentence. Second, it is crucial 
for a broader theoretical perspective. In subsection 2.2.2, I introduced a 
fundamental difference between two types of IM: agreement-driven and 
IS-related. Therefore it is important to demonstrate that EPP-driven 
movement is indeed indissociable from agreement (although I stay 
uncommitted about the exact nature of the connection). One of the 
strongest arguments for the dissociation comes from Russian where a 
number of recent theories postulate an agreement-independent EPP 
requirement. As I already noted above, I believe that these theories are 
incorrect and argue for a new model of the Russian EPP, according to 
which it is typologically similar to the English one. To have an unbiased 
analysis, I abstract away from any arguments provided above and start 
from the raw facts in the crosslinguistic perspective, to which I apply 
several existing solutions before proposing a new account. 

In the first section, I establish a typological and theoretical 
background. I present the crosslinguistic parametric framework by 
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) and the model by Pesetsky and 
Torrego (2001, 2004a, b), on which my view of the EPP relies. In the last 
subsection, I show how the facts from the former can be incorporated in 
the latter and how this eliminates several other arguments for the 
dissociation of the EPP and agreement. 

In section 4.2, the search for the place Russian occupies in the 
EPP typology starts. Prima facie Russian allows for low postverbal subjects 
with transitive verbs and has no overt expletives, so it is one of the 
languages that are problematic with respect to the EPP requirement. 
Two potential solutions for the Russian EPP problem are readily 
available in the literature. First, Russian may belong to the Greek group 
in Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s typology. In this group, all 
argument movement including subject raising is IS-related. Second, 
several authors (Babyonyshev, 1996; Bailyn, 2003a, b, 2004; Lavine, 
1998; Lavine and Freidin, 2002) claim that the EPP can be satisfied by 
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any argument in Russian and not only by a Nominative subject. Then 
many instances of XP movement should be analyzed as EPP-driven 
(rather than IS-related). Thus, the set of IS-related IM cases changes 
dramatically depending on the chosen EPP theory. Moreover, if the 
second theory is correct Russian EPP-driven movement is separate from 
agreement. However, I will show that both approaches are incompatible 
with the linguistic data, in particular, with the absence of V-to-T 
movement and with the distribution of postverbal subjects in Russian 
(with transitive verbs they can be proved not to be in situ). 

In section 4.3, I suggest an alternative solution that allows to 
account for these data: Russian patterns with English in Alexiadou and 
Anagnostopoulou’s typology. As in English, external Nominative 
arguments obligatorily raise to the [Spec; TP] in Russian.122 Internal 
Nominative arguments can remain in situ. As in English, the verb 
normally does not move further than v. The only major difference 
concerns expletives, which are covert in Russian. I provide several EPP-
related and independent arguments demonstrating that covert 
expletives are indeed present in Russian, even though they might not 
exist in some other languages, like Greek, as several authors argue. 

Section 4.4 focuses on the question whether any raised non-
Nominative XPs exhibit ‘subject properties’ in Russian (including more 
general A-properties and the ability to bind anaphors). Bailyn arrives to 
the positive answer in his papers and uses it to divide Russian scrambling 
into EPP-driven Generalized Inversion and IS-related Dislocation. I 
demonstrate that when a wider range of data is taken into account, a 
very different and much more complex pattern emerges. 
 
 
4.1 Theoretical background 
 
In this section, I introduce Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s (1998) EPP 
typology and the model by Pesetsky and Torrego (2001, 2004a, b). 
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s theory is invaluable as a typological 
foundation to build upon. Pesetsky and Torrego’s model suits my 
syntactic assumptions best. First, the EPP requirement is positioned in T 
rather than in AgrS. Second, it is associated with agreement that has 
interpretational effects. I discussed in subsection 2.2.2 that Chomsky 
(2005) aims to divorce the EPP and agreement, while I adhere to the 
opposite view. It is crucial for my thesis that the EPP-driven movement 
becomes analogous to other types of agreement-related IM. 

The generalizations that I draw from the combination of these 
                                                        
122 As a result of subsequent IS-related movement around these subjects they can 
become postverbal in Russian and the main stress can be shifted to them in 
English (such cases were analyzed in subsection 2.2.4 under (2.3b) and (2.4b)). 
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two studies are presented in the last subsection. In particular, I go over 
several frequently mentioned exceptions to the observation that the EPP 
can be satisfied only as a result of verb or subject raising or expletive 
insertion. In a syntactic analysis that is not based on Agr projections, 
most of these exceptions belong to the C domain and hence do not bear 
on the EPP in T.123 Thus, crosslinguistically the EPP in T appears to be 
very restrictive. In two following sections, I will show that, despite claims 
to contrary, Russian does not ruin this generalization. I do not commit 
myself to the universality of the EPP requirement, although I am 
unaware of any clear counterexamples to it. I will only assume that if a 
given language has this requirement it should hold for all sentences. 
Since later my argumentation will evolve around the subjects following 
the finite verb form in Russian (further, I will call them ‘postverbal’), in 
this section I aim to establish a crosslinguistic background in this area. 
 
4.1.1 EPP typology by Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) 
 
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) discuss the following languages 
in their paper: Germanic, Celtic, Arabic, Romance and Greek. I will first 
outline their parametric typology and then will provide the relevant 
examples for every group. Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou adopt a 
framework where the EPP is associated with a categorical D feature in 
AgrS and argue that this EPP-feature can be checked not only by 
move/merge XP, but also by move/merge X0. In the first case, the EPP is 
satisfied by moving the subject or merging an expletive. In the second 
case, it is satisfied via V-raising. The verbal agreement morphology is 
asserted to have the requisite nominal feature (as it was first suggested 
in Taraldsen, 1978).124 The [Spec; AgrSP] is not projected because no 
strong feature forces movement or merging into this position. The 
move/merge X0 option, when available, is argued to be more economical 
than the move/merge XP one.125 The move/merge XP option is 
represented by Germanic languages, while the move/merge X0 one is 
taken in all other languages discussed. A further division within these 
two groups is explained by the parametric availability of the [Spec; TP] 
for subjects. 

The [Spec; TP] parameter was proposed by Bobaljik and Jonas for 
Germanic languages (Jonas and Bobaljik, 1993; Bobaljik and Jonas, 
1996). According to their theory, the [Spec; TP] is projected and the 
subject moves there iff the case-related N feature on T is strong. Thus, a 

                                                        
123 Obligatory raising to the C domain is largely outside the scope of this work. 
124 An alternative analysis proposed by Rizzi (1982) and adopted by many 
authors involves an expletive pro. I will return to this debate in subsection 4.1.3. 
125 A head-adjunction structure is created that does not extend the phrase 
marker. 
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subject position is created that is lower than the [Spec; AgrSP], but higher 
than its in situ position (the [Spec; VP] in Bobaljik and Jonas’s model). 
Importantly, both Bobaljik and Jonas, and Alexiadou and 
Anagnostopoulou assume that the [Spec; AgrSP] is the highest subject 
position in all Germanic languages and that expletives are merged there 
and not in the [Spec; CP] (like Travis, 1984; Zwart, 1997, a.m.o.; and 
unlike den Besten, 1981; Holmberg, 1986; Vikner, 1995, a.m.o.). 

Developing their [Spec; TP] parameter Bobaljik and Jonas 
demonstrate that for Germanic languages, either (a) or (b) is true. (a) 
The [Spec; TP] is projected for subjects, transitive verbs are possible in 
inverted orders (in transitive expletive constructions) and objects shift. 
(b) No [Spec; TP] is projected, there is an intransitivity constraint on 
inverted orders and no object shift. Taking only the cases that Bobaljik 
and Jonas consider uncontroversial, (b) holds for English and Mainland 
Scandinavian languages, while Icelandic, German, Dutch, Yiddish and 
Frisian have the properties listed in (a). Mainland Scandinavian 
languages allow for pronominal object shift, so English is the only strictly 
non-OS and non-V2 Germanic language. Not going into further details, I 
will focus on the claims that are more important for my work. Bobaljik 
and Jonas argue that subjects of transitive verbs cannot remain in situ. In 
the (b) group, they move out directly to the [Spec; AgrSP], while in the 
(a) group, they target the [Spec; TP] first. Then they can either move 
further to the [Spec; AgrSP], or an expletive can be merged in that 
position (this is how TECs, transitive expletive constructions, are 
derived). The subjects of intransitives can remain VP-internal in all 
Germanic languages (then an expletive is merged in the [Spec; AgrSP]). 

Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) argue that the 
move/merge X0 group in their typology can be divided by the [Spec; TP] 
parameter in the same way as the move/merge XP group (Germanic 
languages). Thus, in Celtic languages and Arabic the [Spec; TP] is 
projected, while in Romance and Greek it is not. In all these languages 
the verb raises to AgrS to satisfy the EPP. Consequently, postverbal 
subjects in Celtic and Arabic are VP-external, while in Romance and 
Greek they are VP-internal. Tables 4.1 and 4.2 present the typology 
based on these two parameters and the clustering of related properties. 
 

 EPP (XP) [Spec; TP] for subj. 
1st Germanic group (e.g. English) + - 
2nd Germanic group (e.g. Icelandic) + + 
Romance and Greek - - 
Celtic and Arabic - + 

 
Table 4.1: Two parameters from 

Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s (1998) typology  
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 Overt 
expletives 

VP-ext. sub-
jects in VSO 

DR-
effects 

EPP-rela-
ted SVO 

Pro-
drop126 

Object 
shift 

English + - + + - - 
Icelandic + + + + - + 
Greek - - - - + - 
Irish - + - - + + 

 
Table 4.2: Clustering of related typological properties from 

Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s (1998) framework 
 
In Table 4.2 and below, when examples are discussed, one language is 
chosen as a ‘representative’ of the group. According to Table 4.2, most 
Germanic languages (Icelandic, German, Dutch etc.), Celtic and Arabic 
have VP-external postverbal subjects, while English, Mainland 
Scandinavian, Romance and Greek have VP-internal postverbal subjects. 
As I will show in subsection 4.1.3 relying on Nilsen’s (2003) data, this 
generalization is incorrect with respect to Mainland Scandinavian 
languages and can have some other minor problems, but otherwise it is 
widely accepted. Let me illustrate it with examples for every language 
group because it will be important for my Russian data. I will start with 
the Greek group. In Greek sentences with postverbal subjects, 
constituents appear in the following order: auxiliary/finite verb, 
aspectual adverbs, participle, light manner adverbs, subject. (4.1a-b) 
can serve as an example (Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou, 1998, p. 
497, n. 9a and ia). 
 
(4.1) a. An ehi idhi diavasij [VP kala [VP o Petros tj to mathima]]. 
  if has already read       well       P. the lesson 
  ‘If Peter has already read the lesson well.’ 
 
(4.1) b. An diavazej sinithos [VP kala [VP o Petros tj to mathima]]. 
  if read usually       well       P. the lesson 
  ‘If Peter usually read the lesson well.’ 
 
In (4.1a) the participle precedes the light manner adverb, which marks 
the left edge of the VP, so it is argued to raise to Asp. The auxiliary moves 
to AgrS to satisfy the EPP and hence surfaces above higher aspectual 
adverbs. In (4.1b), the finite verb moves to AgrS. The subject is below the 
light manner adverb in both sentences, therefore it remains in situ (in 
the [Spec; VP]). Other constituents that do not move out of the VP, like 
the object in (4.1a-b), can follow such subjects, as expected. 

Example (4.2) (Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou, 1998, p. 497, 
n. 10) demonstrates that in Icelandic participles follow the low adverbs 
marking the left edge of the VP. Consequently, participles remain inside 
the VP in this language. Postverbal subjects of transitive verbs precede 

                                                        
126 The possibility to drop referential subjects (a referential pro is not eliminated). 
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low adverbs and participles. Hence they are VP-external. VP-internal 
subjects are possible with intransitives and marginally possible in some 
other cases (e.g. in ‘Expl V O S’ orders) in Icelandic. According to 
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou, in (4.2) the subject is in the [Spec; TP]. 
The expletive pa  is in the [Spec; AgrSP] and satisfies the EPP.  
 
(4.2) Pa  hefur sennilega einhver [VP aleg [VP loki  

 there has probably someone       completely       finished  
(4.2) verkefninu]]. 
 the assignment  
(4.2) ‘Someone has probably completely finished the assignment.’ 
 
In Irish, adverbs always follow the finite verb and the subject, as in (4.3) 
(Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou, 1998, p. 497, n. 12). Consequently, 
the verb is in AgrS and the subject is VP-external. Celtic languages and 
Arabic are argued to have X0 (verb) movement to satisfy the EPP and XP 
(subject) movement to the [Spec; TP] for Case reasons.  
 
(4.3) Deireann (*i gcónaí) siad (i gcónaí) o paidir roimh am luí. 
 say always they always a prayer before time lie 
 ‘They always say a prayer before bed time.’ 
 
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou do not provide any English examples. 
However, it is well known from other studies that in English, the verb 
does not move out of the VP (or out of the vP, in more recent terms). The 
subjects of transitive verbs always raise: they precede the verb and low 
adverbs. Only the subjects of intransitives (of unaccusatives, to be 
precise) can be postverbal. In this case they remain in situ inside the vP 
(following all adverbs and all verb forms) and an expletive is inserted, 
as in (4.4). Other VP-internal constituents can follow such subjects. 
 
(4.4) In the spectrum, there always appeared two bright lines in the 

place of the two dark lines D. 
 
These are the four groups in Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s typology 
and their postverbal subjects. Now I will go over some further questions 
connected to this study. In what languages is the more economical 
move/merge X0 option available, i.e. when does the verbal agreement 
morphology include the necessary D feature? Alexiadou and 
Anagnostopoulou note that this is usually the case when the language 
has rich morphology. However, there is no absolute correlation, i.e. the 
D feature is simply stipulated. According to Alexiadou and 
Anagnostopoulou (who attribute this idea to Anders Holmberg), 
agreement in person might be crucial. Why does the verb obligatorily 
move up in some languages in the move/merge XP group? Alexiadou 
and Anagnostopoulou leave this question partly open: they do not 
discuss V2 Germanic languages noting that V2 might be a separate 



Chapter 4. EPP-driven movement. A step aside 137

phenomenon (however, the case of French is analyzed). Finally, 
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou acknowledge the crosslinguistic 
evidence that the EPP is satisfied not only by subjects, but leave these 
problems for further research. E.g. in Icelandic, expletives alternate with 
fronting of adverbs, particles, participles or infinitives (so-called ‘stylistic 
fronting’). Holmberg (2000) argues that in these cases, the EPP is 
satisfied by the stylistically fronted material. A particularly clear case of 
unconventional EPP satisfaction is locative inversion. 
 
4.1.2 T feature theory by Pesetsky and Torrego (2001, 2004a, b) 
 
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s (1998) study is invaluable to provide 
a crosslinguistic perspective on the EPP, but their syntactic assumptions 
are somewhat different from mine. The EPP model I rely on in this thesis 
is Pesetsky and Torrego’s (2001, 2004a, b). They postulate the EPP 
requirement in T (instead of using Agr projections) and associate it with 
agreement that has interpretational effects.127 The key claim of the 
theory is that the verb, the Nominative DP and T and C heads contain a 
T(ense) feature. Apart from the EPP in T, an uninterpretable T feature on 
C has the EPP property. The structural case on the subject DP is also an 
uninterpretable T feature. Pesetsky and Torrego used these assumptions 
to explain the subject vs. non-subject wh-question asymmetry, ‘that-
omission’ asymmetry and several other problems. 

I will briefly present the last version of the model here (Pesetsky 
and Torrego, 2004b) where the Valuation/Interpretability Biconditional 
from Chomsky (2001) is rejected. According to this version, T head 
(dubbed Tns) in the finite clause has an interpretable, but unvalued T 
feature iT[ ] with the EPP property. This feature probes and finds as its 
goal an uninterpretable unvalued uT[ ] feature on the subject DP. After 
Agree takes place, these two features become instances of the same 
shared feature, which is still unvalued. Therefore iT[ ] on Tns probes 
again and enters into Agree relation with an uninterpretable, but valued 
uT val on the finite verb. This results in the valuation of T feature on Tns 
and the subject DP. 

After that, since the iT[ ] on Tns has the EPP property, the subject 
DP raises. Pesetsky and Torrego (2004b) admit that there is a caveat in 
their approach: “One open question for our approach is why it is 
crucially the subject argument (e.g. a DP or CP in Spec,vP) that satisfies 
EPP on iT[ ] in languages like English, and why the finite verb does not at 
least have the option of raising instead. It may the be that verb 

                                                        
127 The latter point is crucial for my work because it unifies the EPP-driven IM 
with other agreement-related operations, such as wh-movement. In this case, the 
interpretational effect is also produced by agreement, while IM does not have 
any such effects and is parameterized across languages. 
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movement to Tns is blocked for independent reasons, though this 
approach might lead one to expect that an auxiliary verb (which can 
and often must raise to Tns) could satisfy this requirement. Alternatively, 
perhaps Tns needs a phrasal specifier, for some reason stronger than 
EPP. It is also worth noting the hypothesis that in some languages v-to-T 
movement arguably may satisfy the requirement of Tns (Alexiadou and 
Anagnostopoulou, 1998). We leave these matters open” (p. 23). 
 
4.1.3 Minimal generalization and revised EPP typology 
 
As it is evident from the quotation above, Pesetsky and Torrego (2004b) 
consider Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s (1998) theory to be 
compatible with theirs, but do not go into further details. In this 
subsection, I will briefly discuss how the crosslinguistic picture from 
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou can be reconsidered within this model 
to create a typological background for my analysis of the Russian EPP. 
Before considering any technicalities I can state the minimal 
generalization that emerges straightforwardly from the combination of 
two studies: 
 
(4.5) Crosslinguistically, the subject or the verb must raise to T for EPP 

reasons (or an expletive is merged). 
 
The subject raising option (complemented by the possibility to merge an 
expletive) is less controversial. The verb raising option can have several 
implementations. It is traditionally associated with the strong agreement 
morphology on the verb, but the role attributed to this morphology 
depends on the theory. First, Rizzi (1982) introduced a silent expletive 
proexpl for such cases. Then the strong agreement morphology is 
necessary to license this proexpl. Many researchers adopted this approach; 
the latest arguments are summarized in Holmberg (2005). Second, 
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) and some other authors 
(Manzini and Savoia, 2002; Platzack, 2004 etc.) assume that the EPP is 
checked by the verbal agreement morphology itself in these cases. I will 
limit myself to the minimal generalization above: in some languages, the 
EPP requirement can be satisfied as a result of verb raising, and will 
leave the question about the exact mechanism open. In subsections 
4.3.2-4.3.3 I argue that Russian has covert expletives, but emphasize that 
the arguments for them are language-internal. Thus, this fact does not 
tell us anything about other typologically different languages, such as 
Greek or Italian, for which other arguments must be found. 

The main difference between Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s 
(1998) and Pesetsky and Torrego’s (2004b) approaches is that the 
former uses two projections in the IP domain (T and AgrS) and it is the 
higher one, AgrS, that is associated with the EPP. According to Pesetsky 
and Torrego, the EPP feature is in T. First let me recapitulate Alexiadou 
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and Anagnostopoulou’s typology. 
 
 Lowest subject position 

(with transitive verbs) 
Lowest finite verb 
position (root clause) 

EPP 

English in [Spec; AgrSP]; 
no [Spec; TP] projected 

inside VP XP 

2nd Germanic group 
(Icelandic etc.) 

in [Spec; TP] in AgrS XP 

Romance and Greek in situ in AgrS X0 

Celtic and Arabic in [Spec; TP] in AgrS X0 
 

Table 4.3: Subject and verb raising and the EPP 
in Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s (1998) typology 

 
For several empirical and theoretical reasons, I exclude Mainland 
Scandinavian languages from the first Germanic group, leaving only 
English there, and will consider them separately later. In Pesetsky and 
Torrego’s model all projections that are above TP belong to a broadly 
conceived C domain. Consequently, some phenomena that were 
assumed to take place in AgrSP should be transferred to the C domain 
and the others should be reconsidered as taking place in TP. The option 
of not projecting the [Spec; TP] is not available anymore, so English 
subjects raise to this position. In Romance and Greek, the verb raises to 
T. In Arabic, Celtic and Germanic languages (excluding English) it 
moves to a higher position in the C domain (crossing subjects in the 
[Spec; TP]). Traditionally, it is assumed to move through T (a different 
perspective is proposed e.g. in Nilsen (2003)). 
 
 Lowest subject 

position (with 
transitive verbs) 

Lowest finite verb 
position (root 
clause) 

EPP 

English in [Spec; TP] inside vP subject 
2nd Germanic group 
(Icelandic etc.) 

in [Spec; TP] in the C domain 
(through T) 

subject? 

Romance and Greek in situ in T verb 
Celtic and Arabic in [Spec; TP] in the C domain 

(through T) 
verb? 

 
Table 4.4: Subject and verb raising and the EPP 

adapted to Pesetsky and Torrego’s (2004b) framework 
 
The [Spec; TP] is the lowest position that can be targeted by subjects (at 
least, in case of the obligatory raising). So all languages where the 
subjects are obligatorily vP-external have subject movement to the [Spec; 
TP]. In all these languages (except for English), there are reasons to 
believe that the verb also passes through T before it moves to a higher 
position in the C domain. Thus, it is relatively clear how the EPP is 
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satisfied in English and in the Greek group, but less so in the Germanic 
and in the Celtic and Arabic group. In these two groups, both the subject 
and the verb obligatorily raise as far as T (and then the verb moves on to 
the C domain). As Table 4.2 shows, Germanic languages otherwise 
pattern with English in Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s typology, 
while Celtic and Arabic share some properties with the Greek group. 
However, while an EPP-independent explanation for verb raising in 
Germanic is readily available (V2 requirement in the C domain), it is 
more difficult to find such an explanation for subject raising in Celtic 
and Arabic. Thus, more has to be done to clarify the EPP typology. Now 
let me consider some consequences of its revision. 

Although there are strong reasons to keep to Alexiadou and 
Anagnostopoulou’s view that the EPP is satisfied by the subject in the 
second Germanic group, the movement that satisfies it has to be 
reconsidered. In Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s model, it was not the 
subject raising to the [Spec; TP], but its subsequent raising to a higher 
position (which can be alternated with stylistic fronting phenomena). 
Now this higher position is in the C domain and cannot be associated 
with the EPP in T anymore. Presumably, some head in the C domain also 
has an EPP feature that causes this movement. Thus, Icelandic stylistic 
inversion and other cases of unconventional EPP satisfaction mentioned 
above seem to be caused by the EPP requirement in C, not in T. The 
former appears to be ‘indiscriminate’, while the latter is very restrictive 
(it can be satisfied only as a result of verb raising or subject raising).128 
Expletives can be merged in both positions. Expletives in the [Spec; TP] 
can be found primarily in English (in other Germanic languages they are 
infrequent; several examples are given in subsection 4.3.3, e.g. (4.27a)). 
Expletives in the C domain are widespread in other Germanic languages 
(sometimes, as in the Dutch ‘Expl Adv V S O’ sentences, one can assume 
that the expletive moved from the [Spec; TP] to the C domain). 

The restrictiveness of the EPP in T is challenged by a group of 
theories describing the EPP in Russian. As I mentioned above, several 
authors (Babyonyshev, 1996; Bailyn, 2003a, 2003b, 2004; Lavine, 1998; 
Lavine and Freidin, 2002, among others) argue that in Russian,129 the 
EPP can be satisfied by a wide range of XPs, according to Bailyn, by any 
XP. In section 4.2, I show that the empirical predictions these theories 
generate are not borne out. In section 4.3, a new account is proposed, 
according to which Russian is similar to English with respect to the EPP in 
T. Thus, Russian is shown not to be typologically anomalous, and the EPP 

                                                        
128 Pesetsky and Torrego (2001) postulate an uninterpretable T feature with the 
EPP property in the C domain in English. However, the EPP in C they introduce is 
restrictive: it can be satisfied by moving either the Nominative subject or T. In the 
locative inversion cases they suggest that the locative phrase bears a uT (p. 38). 
129 Lavine and Freidin (2002) also analyze Ukrainian. 
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in T is proved to be restrictive (so the T feature model can be kept). 
However, several major problems remain unresolved. Let me 

conclude this section by indicating one of them. In Table 4.4, I skipped 
Mainland Scandinavian languages. The conclusions about their subject 
positions from Bobaljik and Jonas (1996) that Alexiadou and 
Anagnostopoulou (1998) relied on appear to be empirically incorrect. 
The observations below come from Nilsen’s (2003) work, although he 
analyzes them differently.130 Danish patterns with the second Germanic 
group with respect to subject positions: subjects of both transitive and 
intransitive verbs obligatorily raise and end up either right below the 
verb or in the sentence-initial position. The situation with Swedish and 
Norwegian subjects is much more complex. Contra Bobaljik and Jonas 
(1996), there is no intransitivity constraint on ‘XP V S…’ orders, and 
subjects of transitive verbs can surface surprisingly low. Consider a 
Norwegian sentence in (4.6) (Nilsen, 2003, p. 12, 9i; repeated from 
(2.8i) in subsection 2.3.2) where the subject is below ikke lenger ‘not any 
longer’, an adverb that is definitely merged below T. 
 
(4.6) Derfor ga  tydeligvis ikke lenger Jens Kari 
 therefore gave evidently not any longer Jens Kari  
(4.6) kylingen kald. 
 the chicken cold 
 
Clearly, these constructions present a major problem for the EPP 
typology outlined above. Mainland Scandinavian languages certainly do 
not pattern with the Greek group and other languages where the EPP is 
satisfied as a result of verb raising. But still in some cases subjects of 
transitive verbs apparently do not raise to the [Spec; TP]. 
 
 
4.2 Two existing solutions and corpus data 
 
Subsections 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 are dedicated to two existing solutions of the 
EPP problem that can be applied to Russian. First, if we take Alexiadou 
and Anagnostopoulou’s (1998) typology, Russian prima facie appears to 
pattern with the Greek group. Second, Babyonyshev (1996), Bailyn 
(2003a, 2003b, 2004), Lavine and Freidin (Lavine, 1998; Lavine and 
Freidin, 2002) developed an alternative theory of the Russian EPP. Here I 

                                                        
130 Nilsen (2003) develops an account of V2 where the first constituent and the 
verb move up as a whole. There is no V-to-T movement in his model (he argues 
that obligatory V-to-T is generally non-existent) and, at least in the sentences 
with initial subjects, no subject raising to the [Spec; TP]. Sentence-initial subjects 
start out lower than T and end up in the broadly conceived C domain, inside the 
moved constituent. Evaluating this and other analogous models is beyond the 
scope of my work. I can only note that they are far from being uncontroversial. 
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concentrate on its most detailed version presented in Bailyn (2003a, b, 
2004). I enumerate the crucial empirical predictions that these two 
approaches generate to see whether they are borne out. 

Subsections 4.2.3 and 4.2.4 present the data that bear on the 
question. I rely on two data sources (apart from the native speaker 
judgments). First, Russian word order was extensively studied by Russian 
linguists working in the Prague school tradition (Sirotinina, 1965/2003; 
Kovtunova, 1976; Shvedova, ed., 1980, among others). I primarily refer 
to the work by Sirotinina (1965/2003) who conducted major corpus 
studies of written and colloquial Russian. Second, I mainly draw the data 
from my own corpus research. The projects mentioned in this section 
were done in collaboration with two students of St. Petersburg State 
University, Tatiana Maljavko and Ekaterina Ershova, and with Olga 
Mitrenina from the Department of Computational Linguistics. Pavel 
Slioussar helped to eliminate mistakes. We worked with the Bokrjonok 
corpus created at the Department of Computational Linguistics of St. 
Petersburg State University, mentioned in subsection 3.4.7. 
 
4.2.1 Russian and the Greek group in the EPP typology 
 
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s (1998) typology was discussed in 
detail in subsection 4.1.1 and its predictions were reanalyzed in terms of 
movement to T in subsection 4.1.3. At first sight Russian appears to 
pattern with the Greek group in this typology – the only group where low 
subjects are possible with transitive verbs while no overt expletive is 
present. Let me recapitulate the key properties of the EPP satisfaction in 
this group to see whether Russian fits in it. 

In the Greek group the EPP is satisfied as a result of V-to-T raising 
(either by the verbal agreement morphology itself or by a pro licensed by 
it). The subjects move up only to become topics and otherwise can 
remain in situ. In this case other vP-internal material can follow them, as 
expected. It is illustrated by the Greek example (4.7), repeated from 
(4.1b) (Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou,  1998, p. 497, n. ia). 
 
(4.7) An diavazej sinithos [VP kala [VP o Petros tj to mathima]]. 
 if read usually       well       P. the lesson 
 ‘If Peter usually read the lesson well.’   
Therefore, if Russian belongs to the Greek group, we expect to find V-to-T 
raising in Russian and in situ postverbal subjects similar to the Greek 
ones. These predictions are not borne out. The corpus data I rely on were 
first mentioned in Slioussar (2007) and are presented in detail in 
subsections 4.2.3-4.2.4. According to adverb placement tests, Russian 
verb does not move further than v (compare Greek (4.7) with Russian 
(4.8a-b)). There are a number of exceptions (e.g. li questions, sentences 
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analogous to Germanic V-to-C constructions131 etc.), but these cases are 
not relevant here. Moreover, Russian postverbal subjects of transitive 
verbs differ in important ways from in situ Greek subjects. In particular, 
no vP-internal material follows them: in the absolute majority of cases 
they are immediately postverbal and sentence-final, as in (4.9). 
 
(4.8) a. Zlodei xoro o znali povadki ivotnyx. 
  malefactors.NOM well knew [animals’ habits].ACC 
  ‘The malefactors knew animals’ habits well.’ 
 
(4.8) b. to v’ju eesja rastenie xoro o znali drevnie rimljane. 
  [this creeping plant].ACC well knew [ancient Romans].NOM 
  ‘This creeping plant was well known to ancient Romans.’ 
 
(4.9) Soglasno operativnym dannym, 
 according to the operational data  
(4.9) k ustraneniju arxangel’ca prjamoe otno enie 
 to killing.DAT [man from Arkhangelsk].GEN [direct relation].ACC  
(4.9) imela kurganskaja prestupnaja gruppirovka. 
 had [Kurgansk criminal group].NOM  
(4.9) ‘According to the operational data, the criminal group from 

Kurgansk had a direct relation to the killing of the man from 
Arkhangelsk (lit. to the elimination).’ 

 
Hence, Russian does not fit into the Greek group in Alexiadou and 
Anagnostopoulou’s typology. At first sight it appears not to fit into this 
typology at all being the only language where neither the verb nor the 
subject obligatorily raise. Moreover, the example in (4.8b) and similar 
constructions seem to involve a syntactic paradox: how does the subject 
surface below the verb if the verb does not move further than v? My 
solution to these problems will be outlined in section 4.3. 
 
4.2.2 Bailyn’s model of the Russian EPP 
 
Bailyn dedicated several papers to the analysis of scrambling and the 
EPP in Russian (2003a, b, 2004). In these papers he argues that Russian 
scrambling does not exist as a uniform phenomenon and postulates two 
distinct reordering processes instead: Generalized Inversion (GI) and 
Dislocation. GI is an EPP-driven A-movement, while Dislocation is a 
discourse-driven A'-movement. Bailyn argues that the EPP is satisfied by 
XP raising in Russian. However, “Russian differs from English and other 
languages in its ability to check the EPP by any argument and not just a 
Nominative subject or a Locative PP predicated of the Nominative 
                                                        
131 The former are Russian yes/no questions (putting some exceptions aside, they 
are verb-initial, and the fronted finite verb is followed by the question particle li). 
The latter were mentioned above and will be touched upon in subsection 4.3.4. 
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subject” (Bailyn, 2003a, p. 163). Thus, his definition of the Russian EPP 
does not make reference to agreement: “IP must have a filled specifier” 
(Bailyn, 2004, p. 30). GI is postulated in the sentences where the EPP is 
satisfied by a non-Nominative XP. 

In GI constructions, a non-Nominative XP goes to the [Spec, IP] 
and satisfies the EPP (GI per se), and the verb raises to I over the subject.  
In the neutral ‘S V O’ sentences the verb is in v. V-to-I movement is 
explained by T(ense) feature checking requirements. Bailyn claims that 
there is an uninterpretable T feature in IP, which can be checked either 
by the verb moving to I (in GI constructions) or by the Nominative 
subject raising to the [Spec; IP]. The syntactic nature of Dislocation 
receives much less attention in Bailyn’s papers. Two types of Dislocation 
are introduced: leftward A'-movement, which Bailyn discusses in some 
detail, and rightward subject extraposition, which is mentioned only in 
the ‘Notes’ section (Bailyn, 2003a, p. 176, note 8). Even for the leftward 
Dislocation, Bailyn does not enumerate positions that can be targeted. 
He concentrates on the sentences where these positions are in the IP 
domain because they can be contrasted with GI constructions. 

Bailyn also has no definite standpoint on what exactly drives 
Dislocation. Following Zubizarreta (1998) he suggests that Dislocation 
might be an instance of non-feature-driven p(rosodically motivated) 
movement. In Zubizarreta’s theory, there is a separate level of grammar 
called Assertion Structure where IS relations are represented overtly. This 
level has its own well-formedness conditions, and p-movement is used to 
avoid the mismatch between Assertion Structure and PF. As it was not 
the purpose of his papers, Bailyn does not specify IS effects of different 
Dislocation operations. Let me illustrate Bailyn’s framework by 
comparing two sample cases, an ‘O V S’ and an ‘O S V’ sentence:132 
 
(4.10) a. Ka u s”el Petja. 
  porridge.ACC ate P.NOM  
(4.10) a. ‘The porridge was eaten by Peter.’ 
 
(4.10) b. Ka u Petja  s”el. 
  porridge.ACC P.NOM ate  
(4.10) b. ‘As for the porridge, Peter ate it.’ 
 
According to Bailyn’s theory, the objects in (4.10a) and (4.10b) are in 
different positions. In (4.10a), the object is in the [Spec; IP], an A 
position. Bailyn does not specify what position the object occupies in 
(4.10b), but it is a higher A' position targeted by topicalization. The 

                                                        
132 This is one of the points where Bailyn’s EPP model differs from the ones 
developed by Babyonyshev (1996), Lavine (1998) and Lavine and Freidin 
(2002). These authors do not assume that ‘O V S’ sentences exhibit GI limiting 
themselves to the sentences with internal arguments. 
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verbs are not in the same position either: in (4.10a), the verb has moved 
to I over the subject, while in (4.10b), it is in v. Finally, the subjects are 
also in different positions, in situ in (4.10a) and in the [Spec; IP] in 
(4.10b). Consequently, to validate the theory empirically, first, A vs. A' 
distinctions between the objects should be confirmed. Second, evidence 
for verb movement in (4.10a) and for its absence in (4.10b) should be 
found. Third, demonstrating that Russian postverbal subjects (like the 
one in (4.10a)) are indeed in situ would be another argument. 

In his papers, Bailyn concentrates on the first argument, 
providing numerous examples with different binding and coreference 
patterns. As for the second argument, he claims that the matter cannot 
be resolved empirically in Russian. Adverb placement tests for verb 
movement “are mostly indecisive, and speaker intuition provides a 
confusing picture of slight preferences, but little pure ungrammaticality” 
(Bailyn, 2004, p. 6). The third point is not considered at all (probably, 
the existence of two subject positions seems obvious to Bailyn). A vs. A' 
distinctions between GI and Dislocation cases are discussed in section 4.4 
where I essentially show that they do not exist (I first analyzed them in 
Slioussar, 2005). As I noted above, in subsections 4.2.3-4.2.4 I will 
demonstrate that the verb does not move further than v in Russian. It is 
true both for GI and for Dislocation sentences, i.e. both for (4.10a) and 
for (4.10b). I will also argue that postverbal subjects of transitive verbs 
are not in situ in Russian.133 
 
4.2.3 Verb movement 
 
Although Bailyn claims that adverb placement tests for verb movement 
are indecisive in Russian, both corpus data and native speaker 
judgments that I collected appear to give a clear picture. Let me turn to 
Sirotinina’s (1965/2003) corpus study first. Sirotinina discusses the 
placement of different modifiers (of time, place, cause etc.) with respect 
to the verb. According to her data, adverbial modifiers of manner are 
preverbal in Russian (p. 64-65). I illustrate it by examples (4.11a-b) 
(repeated from (4.8a-b)). Unlike many other observations, Sirotinina 
presents this fact as a grammatical norm rather than a statistical 
generalization. The main exceptions involve IS-related movement. First, 
adverbs can be sentence-final, as in (4.11c), when they are the most 

                                                        
133 The prediction that other vP-internal constituents will regularly follow such 
subjects, as they do in other languages, is not supported by the corpus data. 
Bailyn does not discuss any grammatical Russian sentences where postverbal 
subjects are not sentence-final. The only relevant example (Bailyn, 2003a, p. 
162, n. 18b) is ungrammatical – it is discussed in subsection 4.4.4 under (4.51b). 
Let me note that GI is not the only means to derive postverbal subjects in Bailyn’s 
model – some sentences are analyzed as involving right-dislocation. 
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salient. Such cases were examined in subsection 2.3.3 (under (2.13)) 
and elsewhere in this work. Second, manner adverbs can move to the left 
periphery as a result of ‘focus fronting’, discussed in subsection 3.4.8. 
Such examples are relatively infrequent, one is given in (4.11d). Manner 
adverbs are considered to be the lowest (Cinque, 1999 and elsewhere): if 
the finite verb surfaces below them, it is in v. 
 
(4.11) a. Zlodei xoro o znali povadki ivotnyx. 
  malefactors.NOM well knew [animals’ habits].ACC 
  ‘The malefactors knew animals’ habits well.’ 
 
(4.11) b. to v’ju eesja rastenie xoro o znali drevnie rimljane. 
  [this creeping plant].ACC well knew [ancient Romans].NOM 
  ‘This creeping plant was well known to ancient Romans.’ 
 
(4.11) c. Neftegazovye oligarxi ivut o en’ xoro o. 
  [oil and gas oligarchs].NOM live very well 
  ‘Oil and gas oligarchs live very well.’ 
 
(4.11) d. Xoro o vremja proletelo – i veselo, i nezametno! 
  well time.NOM flew away and merrily and imperceptibly 
  ‘How nicely the time has passed – imperceptibly and with 

fun!’ 
 
Like in English, Russian auxiliaries and modals (which are scarce) 
surface higher than certain classes of adverbs (including manner 
adverbs), while the main verb follows them. Let me note that certain 
Russian constructions definitely involve verb raising (e.g. above-
mentioned li questions and analogues of Germanic V-to-C sentences), so 
my conclusions do not extend to these special cases. 

Sirotinina was interested in the generalizations that hold for all 
modifiers of manner and did not do detailed statistical counts with 
individual adverbs, so some infrequent exceptions could in principle get 
lost. Therefore I decided to analyze corpus samples with three adverbs: 
xoro o ‘well’, medlenno ‘slowly’ and polnost’ju ‘completely’. These adverbs 
are very low in Cinque’s (1999) adverb hierarchy even among manner 
adverbs. For the sake of simplicity we (me and the students I worked 
with) included only the cases where these adverbs modify the main 
predicate of the sentence and this predicate is expressed by a one-word 
finite verb form. Consequently, the sentences where the adverbs modify 
(predicative) adjectives, participles, infinitives etc. were excluded. We 
also did not include the cases with IS-related IM, like (4.11c) or (4.11d) 
(such cases are never taken into account in the tests for verb movement). 
Only the sentences where the adverbs are below the verb and above 
some vP-internal material (like in the Greek (4.7)) can be used as 
evidence for verb raising. So we aimed to find such constructions and 
counted the cases where the adverbs precede the verb (like (4.11a-b)) 
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for the sake of comparison. The results are presented in the Table 4.5. 
 

 Adv V V Adv Total 
xoro o ‘well’ 1368 99,8% 3 0,2% 1371 
medlenno ‘slowly’ 564 99,5% 3 0,5% 567 
polnost’ju ‘completely’ 796 97,1% 24 2,9% 820 

 
Table 4.5: Positions of different adverbs with respect to the verb 

 
As it is evident from Table 4.5, in the overwhelming majority of 
sentences the verb is below the adverbs. However, several exceptional 
cases were found.134 In most sentences (19 out of 30), postverbal adverbs 
are followed by an object, as in (4.12a). There are also several cases with 
argument PPs, temporal and locative PPs etc. In this corpus study, we 
found only two examples where a postverbal adverb was followed by the 
subject. One of them is given in (4.12b). In the other 267 sentences with 
postverbal subjects the adverb was above the verb and the subject 
immediately followed it, as in (4.11b). 
 
(4.12) a. (Esli vy polnost’ju doverjaete rebenku)  
(4.12) a. i Znaete xoro o ego druzej, 
  and know.2PERS.PL well [his friends].ACC  
(4.12) a. sverstnikov I star ix, (ne li nim budet proverit’…) 
  [of the same age and older].ACC   
(4.12) a. ‘(If you completely trust your child) and know his friends, 

both of the same age and older, well enough (it will not hurt 
to check…).’ 

 
(4.12) b. … no Ego fakti eski perepisali polnost’ju 
   but it.ACC practically rewrote completely  
(4.12) b. brat’ja Strugackie, sdelav perevod. 

  [brothers Strugatsky].NOM having made translation.ACC  
(4.12) b. ‘… but it (a book) was practically completely rewritten by the 

Strugatsky brothers when they translated it.’ 
 
Thus, the conclusion that the verb is in v in Russian is confirmed. It is 
valid for the sentences with both preverbal and postverbal subjects. Let 
me recapitulate what it means for Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s 
(1998) typology and for Bailyn’s (2003a, b, 2004) Russian EPP model. 

                                                        
134 To see how such exceptional cases can be derived, the reader is referred to 
(3.38a) in subsection 3.3.5 (an ‘O V Adv S’ sentence). ‘… V Adv O’ structures are 
more difficult to analyze. The fact that there are more ‘exceptions’ with polnost’ju 
‘completely’ than with xoro o ‘well’ and medlenno ‘slowly’ might be connected to 
this adverb being the lowest in Cinque’s (1999) hierarchy. However, to propose 
an analysis one must be certain how low it is (with respect to other functional 
projections), which is controversial (see e.g. Nilsen, 2003). 
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First, it means that Russian does not belong to the Greek group in this 
typology (the EPP is satisfied as a result of V-to-T there) and appears not 
to fit in it altogether: apparently, neither the verb nor the subject 
obligatorily raise in the sentences like (4.11b), which are quite frequent. 
Moreover, such cases are prima facie paradoxical because the verb, 
despite being in v, is to the left of the subject. The fact that only two 
sentences with postverbal subjects out of 269 might exhibit verb raising 
indirectly undermines Bailyn’s EPP theory. Bailyn argues that in GI 
constructions, the subject stays in situ while the EPP is satisfied by a 
raising non-Nominative XP and the verb moves to I to check its T feature 
(independently from the EPP). This movement pattern should give us ‘O 
V Adv S’ and similar word orders at least with the lowest adverbs. As I 
demonstrated above, such word orders are very infrequent in Russian. It 
might be noted that verb raising is not crucial for Bailyn’s model because 
it is independent from the EPP. However, if the subject remained in situ 
and the verb were in v in GI constructions, we would have ‘O Adv S V’ 
and similar word orders, which are practically non-existent in Russian. 
To derive the most frequent word orders of the ‘O Adv V S’ type in 
Bailyn’s framework, some additional operations should be introduced. 
 
4.2.4 Postverbal subjects 
 
First of all, let me note that postverbal subjects are not very frequent in 
Russian. Sirotinina (1965/2003) provides percentages of ‘direct’ and 
‘inverted’ word orders calculated for different parts of several belles-
lettres and scientific texts (p. 99-100). We can see that Tolstoy’s “War 
and Peace” has 70-84% of ‘direct’ orders, a monograph “Problems of 
infections and immunity” by Zdorovsky has 78-84% etc. Sirotinina’s 
materials indicate that almost all postverbal subjects are ‘new 
information’ (exceptions are mostly special constructions with verb 
raising such as li questions etc.). Therefore, in those parts of texts where 
a lot of new objects, sights and people are described, ‘inverted’ word 
orders might prevail (like in the beginning of “The steppe” by Chekhov). 
In the colloquial Russian, ‘inverted’ word orders are less frequent: about 
7% of sentences in Sirotinina’s records (p. 103). 

We conducted a corpus study to examine constructions with 
postverbal subjects more closely. As I mentioned above, I wanted to see 
whether any constituents follow postverbal subjects and how often (this 
can be taken as evidence for the in situ position of these subjects). 
Unfortunately, we encountered the following problem while creating 
corpus samples. The grammatical tagging in the Bokrjonok corpus was 
done automatically and the manual disambiguation is still in 
progress.135 Nominative forms of Russian inanimate nouns coincide with 
                                                        
135 At present, there are no unambiguously tagged big Russian corpora. 
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Accusative forms in all declensions in Plural and in two out of three 
declensions in Singular. Since postverbal Accusatives are dramatically 
more frequent than postverbal Nominatives, we decided to limit the 
samples to unambiguous cases. Analyzing only animate nouns could 
bias the results in an unpredictable way, so we chose to restrict ourselves 
to Singular forms of the 1st declension instead. This declension is highly 
frequent and contains the majority of Feminine gender nouns with no 
bias towards animate or inanimate ones. So the resulting sample is 
representative. 

We analyzed 500 randomly selected constructions with 
postverbal subjects. The results are presented in Table 4.6. Crucially, we 
could find any examples, except for special verb raising cases, where a 
postverbal subject of transitive verb is followed by an object or by any 
other vP-internal constituent. Therefore, such constructions are 
extremely rare in Russian.136 Now let us consider the overall distribution 
of postverbal subjects in Table 4.6. 
 

 N of cases Percentage 
XP V S 382 76,4% 
V S 78 15,6% 
XP V XP S 16 3,2% 
V XP S 4 0,8% 
XP V S XP 9 1,8% 
V S XP 11 2,2% 
(XP) V XP S XP 0 0% 
Total 500 100% 

 
Table 4.6: Different constructions with postverbal subjects 

 
The results show that when the subject is postverbal in Russian, it 
directly follows the verb and is sentence-final in the absolute majority of 
sentences (92% cases: 382 ‘XP V S’ constructions and 78 ‘V S’ 
constructions). First let us concentrate on 20 ‘(XP) V S XP’ sentences, 
which can potentially be used as evidence for the in situ position of 
postverbal subjects. 8 examples are constructions with obligatory verb-
raising (the obvious cases such as li questions were filtered out 
beforehand, but some other constructions stayed: e.g. several quotes 
from fairy tales and anecdotes, which often start with a verb-rasing 
sentence of the Germanic V-to-C type). 12 other sentences have internal 
Nominative arguments as postverbal subjects, like (4.13).137 Out of 78 ‘V 
                                                        
136 As a native speaker, I know that they are possible under specific IS conditions 
(e.g. when the verb is anaphorically given). 
137 I refrain from using terms like ‘unaccusative’ describing Russian data because 
the relevant aspect of Russian syntax is highly complex and hotly debated. E.g. 
Russian, unlike English, has verbs with a single Accusative argument. I only 



Natalia Slioussar. Grammar and Information Structure 

 

150 

S’ cases, 8 are special constructions with obligatory verb raising, while in 
the other 70 the Nominative argument is internal. Thus, we found the 
data indicating that internal Nominative arguments can stay in situ, but 
no such evidence for externally generated subjects (with both transitive 
and intransitive verbs). This situation is similar to English, where only 
internal Nominative arguments can remain in their base-generated 
position, as in (4.14) (repeated from (4.4)). 
 
(4.13) Inogda razvivaetsja polnaja gluxota 
 sometimes develops [complete deafness].NOM  
(4.13) v te enie neskol’kix dnej ili da e asov. 

 in several days or even hours  
(4.13) ‘Sometimes there develops a complete deafness in several days or 

even hours.’ 
 
(4.14) In the spectrum, there always appeared two bright lines in the 

place of the two dark lines D. 
 
These materials indicate that Russian postverbal subjects of transitive 
verbs exhibit a distribution pattern that is different from the Greek group 
in Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s (1998) typology and cannot be 
predicted by Bailyn’s (2003a, b, 2004) theory. Let me analyze this 
phenomenon in more detail. Simplifying the picture a little bit, in Greek 
all subjects are preverbal when they are ‘topical’ (higher in accessibility 
than the rest of the sentence) and otherwise follow the verb (Alexiadou 
and Anagnostopoulou, 1998; Costa, 2000, among others). In Russian, 
postverbal subjects of transitive verbs are necessarily the least accessible 
or the most salient material in the sentence. Otherwise (even when they 
are ‘brand new’ and nonspecific) they precede the verb, as in (4.15) 
(also cited in (3.63) in subsection 3.4.5). The same is true for external 
Nominative arguments of intransitive verbs. For instance, there are no ‘V 
S’ sentences with such verbs in our corpus sample.138 
 
(4.15) Kakoj-nibud’ o en’ ser’eznyj turist-inostranec objazatel’no 
 [some very serious foreign tourist].NOM necessarily  
(4.15) podaet v mestnyj sud alobu... 
 gives to the local court complaint.ACC  
(4.15) ‘A very serious foreign tourist always lodges a complaint to the 

local court’… (the text discusses what usually happens during the 
Carnival in Germany) 

 
Internal Nominative arguments exhibit a different pattern. They are 

                                                                                                                                  
indicate whether an argument is internal or external, which is rarely 
controversial. 
138 They are possible, although infrequent. I analyzed one such example, ‘barks 
dog’, under (3.44b) in subsection 3.3.6. 
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preverbal only when they are ‘topical’ (higher in accessibility than the 
rest of the sentence), and otherwise follow the verb.139 This is why they 
are quite frequent as postverbal subjects: in our corpus sample, all ‘V S’ 
sentences (except for special verb raising constructions) and many 
examples in the ‘XP V S’ group contain internal Nominative arguments. 
In 12 sentences, some constituent follows such postverbal Nominative 
DPs. These constructions resemble the Greek (4.7) with an in situ subject 
of the transitive verb and the English (4.14) with an in situ subject of the 
unaccusative. I conclude that only internal Nominative arguments can 
remain in situ in Russian. The position of other postverbal subjects will be 
reanalyzed in the next section. 
 
 
4.3 A new solution: EPP à l’anglaise 
 
In the previous section, we were left with a bunch of unresolved 
questions: Russian appeared not to fit into Alexiadou and 
Anagnostopoulou’s (1998) EPP typology, the predictions of Bailyn’s 
(2003a, b, 2004) Russian EPP model were not borne out, and external 
Nominative arguments as postverbal subjects demonstrated a 
perplexing distribution pattern. In this section, I propose a new model of 
the Russian EPP that allows to resolve these problems. I suggest that 
Russian patterns with English in Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s 
typology rather than with the Greek group. In the first subsection, I 
demonstrate the crucial similarities between Russian and English EPP 
and show how the new model can account for the data from the 
previous section. In subsections 4.3.2-4.3.3, I discuss the only important 
EPP-related dissimilarity between Russian and English: English has overt 
expletives, while Russian does not. I conclude that Russian also has 
expletives, but they are covert, and provide a number of EPP-internal 
and independent arguments for this claim. Subsection 4.3.4 examines 
constructions with no external and two internal arguments. Several 
authors remarked that in some of them, one of the arguments must 
move out of the vP. Lavine and Freidin (2002) use this phenomenon to 
support their EPP model. I demonstrate that it cannot be caused by the 
EPP, although its explanation remains unclear. 
 
4.3.1 Obligatory raising of external Nominative arguments 
 
In this subsection, I argue that Russian patterns with English with respect 

                                                        
139 Note that ‘all-new’ ‘S V’ sentences with the stress on the Nominative DP are 
possible in colloquial Russian. I analyzed this phenomenon in subsection 3.3.3 
and gave an example in (3.29b). I will discuss colloquial Russian in more detail 
in subsection 5.1.3. 
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to the EPP. In fact, I have already noted several similarities between 
these two apparently different languages. English is the only language in 
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s (1998) study where the verb does not 
move further than v (see Table 4.4 in subsection 4.1.3). In subsection 
4.2.3, I demonstrated that Russian verb also normally remains in v. Two 
groups of languages in Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s typology 
allow for vP-internal postverbal subjects: the Greek group (with all types 
of verbs) and English (only with unaccusatives). In subsection 4.2.4, I 
showed that out of Russian postverbal subjects, only internal Nominative 
arguments resemble in situ subjects in other languages. External 
Nominative arguments exhibit a different distribution pattern. 

In English, external Nominative arguments obligatorily raise to 
satisfy the EPP. What about Russian? As I noted in the previous 
subsection, they are always preverbal in Russian except for those cases 
when they are the least accessible and the most salient (‘in narrow 
focus’). This calls for an IS-related explanation: we know independently 
that other constituents (e.g. indirect objects or adverbs) are moved over 
and appear in the most embedded position when they are the least 
accessible and the most salient. Therefore I propose that Russian 
external Nominative arguments always raise, like in English, but can be 
subsequently crossed by the lower chunk of syntactic structure. The first 
movement is agreement-driven, while the second is IS-related. Both IM 
steps in Russian and the essence of English stress shift (pronouncing 
lower copies of movement analogous to Russian IS-related IM) were 
already discussed in preceding chapters with examples and trees (e.g. 
(2.3b) and (2.4b) and Figure 2.1 in subsection 2.2.4). I was relying in 
advance on the Russian EPP model developed in this section. Here, let 
me present the derivation of an ‘O Adv V S’ sentence in Figure 4.1. An 
example of such sentence is given in (4.16)(analogous to (4.11b)). 
 
(4.16) Zakladku togo zdanija gorja o privetstvovala 
 laying.ACC [this building].GEN hotly welcomed  
(4.16) samaja irokaja ob estvennost’. 
 [the widest public].NOM  
(4.16) ‘The laying of this building was warmly welcomed by the public 

at large.’ 
 
As Figure 4.1 shows, in ‘O Adv V S’ sentences the subject raises to the 
[Spec; TP] and satisfies the EPP (I argue that this movement is obligatory 
for external Nominative arguments in Russian, like in English). After 
that T attracts its complement to its specifier (step 1 in Figure 4.1). As a 
result, the whole piece of structure below the subject moves over it and 
the subject is interpreted as more salient and less accessible than any 
other element in the sentence. Then the object is attracted from the 
moved constituent to a specifier in the C domain (step 2) and hence is 
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interpreted as ‘topical’ (the most accessible). 
 

        CP 
 3 

               CP 
 2      3 

        C            TP 
                 3 

         1                   TP 
                         3 

                        S            TP 
                                3 

                              T          AdvP 
                                      3 
                                    Adv          vP 
                                                3 

                               2             O           vP 
                                                        3 

                                                      tS            vP 
                              1                               3 

                                                           v+V          VP 
                                                                       6 

                                                                     …tV…tO… 
 

 
Figure 4.1: Derivation of an ‘O Adv V S’ sentence 

 
This proposal allows to account for the data presented in the previous 
section, to find a proper place for Russian in Alexiadou and 
Anagnostopoulou’s EPP typology, and to resolve the syntactic paradox 
that I mentioned in subsections 4.2.1 and 4.2.3 (how the verb surfaces to 
the left of the subject if it does not move further than v).140 There is only 
one important question that is unresolved so far. As we have seen, 
internal Nominative arguments can remain in situ in English and in 
Russian. In English, the EPP is satisfied by an expletive in these cases. In 
the next two subsections, I will examine what happens in Russian. 
 
4.3.2 Covert expletives and the Russian EPP 
 
As we have seen above, the only important difference between Russian 
and English EPP is the lack of overt expletives in Russian. In this and the 
                                                        
140 In accordance with the data I assert that the verb does not move further than 
v by itself (except for verb-raising constructions) and hence always follows the 
adverbs. However, it can cross the subject for IS-related reasons inside a big 
constituent together with the preceding adverbs. 
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following subsection, I argue that Russian also has expletives, but they 
are covert. Since many linguists abhor covert expletives, I will present 
my argumentation in three steps. First, I will show that postulating 
covert expletives in some Russian sentences is inevitable. Second, I will 
address the question in what other cases they should be postulated. 
Third, I will provide some EPP-independent evidence for the existence of 
covert expletives in Russian and crosslinguistically. 

So far, I mentioned only the sentences where internal 
Nominative arguments remain in situ as candidates for an expletive. An 
example is given in (4.17a). In English, the expletive there is used in such 
cases, as in (4.17b). However, the sentences with the verbs that do not 
take any Nominative arguments are also problematic. This group 
includes the verbs that have only non-Nominative arguments, as in 
(4.18a-b), and the ones that have no overt arguments, as in (4.19a). 
Examples in (4.18a-b) are provided with their respective contexts, 
because I will need them later. English does not have any verbs that 
assign Accusative to their only argument (this is one of the reasons why 
unaccusativity is less transparent in Russian than in English). Otherwise, 
the expletive it is used in analogous English cases, as in (4.19b). 
 
(4.17) a. Pojavilis’ pervye cvety. 
  appeared [first flowers].NOM 

  ‘There appeared first flowers.’ 
 
(4.17) b. And there appeared a great wonder in heaven. 
 
(4.18) a. (I vdrug… Bac!!! Takoj oglu itel’nyj zvuk!)  
(4.18) a. U i zalo ilo, estnoe slovo! 
  ears.ACC clogged.IMPERS word of honor  
(4.18) a. ‘(And all of a sudden… Bang!!! Such a deafening sound!) My 

ears got clogged, honestly!’  
 
(4.18) b. (Baraxtalas’, bojalas’ vdoxnut’ i vydoxnut’).  
(4.18) b. Zalo ilo u i. 
  clogged.IMPERS ears.ACC  
(4.18) b. ‘(I floundered, I was afraid to breathe in and out). My ears 

got clogged.’ 
 
(4.19) a. Temneet. 
  [gets darker].IMPERS 
  ‘It is getting darker.’ 
 
(4.19) b. It rains. 
 
Now let us see in what Russian sentences it is inevitable to postulate a 
covert expletive. The data presented in section 4.2 prove that Russian 
has no verb raising and consequently the EPP is satisfied by an XP. So 
far, I supposed that this XP is a Nominative argument. According to 
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Bailyn’s (2003a, b, 2004) theory, it can be any raised argument. The 
predictions of my hypothesis were borne out for external Nominative 
arguments: they obligatorily raise. However, internal Nominative 
arguments can remain in situ. For my hypothesis, all such cases are 
problematic unless a covert expletive is introduced. In Bailyn’s model, 
the sentences where some constituent precedes the verb, as in (4.20) 
(Bailyn, 2003a, p. 158, n. 4), are fine without an expletive because the 
EPP is satisfied by this constituent. But ‘V S’ sentences like (4.17a) (which 
are relatively frequent) are still problematic. Unfortunately, Bailyn 
discusses only the sentences like (4.20) in his papers, but no cases 
analogous to (4.17a). 
 
(4.20) V klasse  pojavilsja noven’kij. 
 in class appeared new.NOM 
 ‘A new boy entered the class.’ 
 
If we assume that the EPP requirement holds in all Russian sentences, the 
only way to account for (4.17a) without postulating a covert expletive is 
to argue for an ad hoc solution: subject raising followed by verb 
movement. However, then we would have to explain what drives the 
second IM. In (4.19a), a covert expletive seems to be the only option. 
Lavine and Freidin (2002) assume that the verbs like temnet’ ‘to get 
darker’ do not project an AgrSP, hence there is no EPP requirement in 
such sentences. Since I believe (following Pesetsky and Torrego (2001, 
2004a, b) and Chomsky (2005), a.m.o.) that the EPP requirement is 
associated with T, this option, which I consider unattractive anyway, is 
ruled out in my work. It also cannot be used to account for (4.17a) and 
for (4.18b), discussed below. 

As for (4.18a-b), Bailyn discusses the sentence in (4.18a), 
although without any context (2003a, p. 159, n. 6). Following the work 
by Babyonyshev (1996), he concentrates on the group of verbs called 
‘adversity impersonals’ and claims that object raising is obligatory for 
them, as in (4.18a). However, this claim is not true, as (4.18b) shows.141 
I believe that (4.18a) reflects the VO-to-OV shift taking place in 
colloquial Russian, which I preliminarily discussed in subsection 3.3.3. If 
EPP-driven movement were involved, ‘V O’ orders would be 
ungrammatical. To illustrate that ‘V O’ cases are not marginal, I 
searched for (4.18a) and (4.18b) in the National corpus of Russian 
language (www.ruscorpora.ru).142 I found 55 sentences where the verb 

                                                        
141 Let me note that not all verbs taking one Accusative argument are adversity 
impersonals, and the discussion below is relevant for all of them. 
142 The National corpus of Russian language is bigger than the Bokrjonok corpus I 
mainly worked with (more than 120 million vs. 21 million words). However, 
paradoxically, at the present moment this corpus allows to look at examples in 
the sample only ten by ten. Examples can be saved only by copying and pasting 
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zalo ilo ‘clogged.IMPERS’ takes the object u i ‘ears.ACC’ (to be precise, 
there were 59 sentences, but 4 contexts were literally repeated). I also 
searched for the verb zakladyvalo (the Imperfective counterpart of 
zalo ilo) and found 11 examples. The results are presented in Table 4.7. 
As it shows, ‘V O’ orders definitely were not marginal and even 
prevailed. Obviously, these data can only be used as an illustration, no 
final decision can be taken on the basis of such a small corpus sample. 
 

 Description N of cases 
preverbal object (out of them pure ‘O V’143) 22 (6) zalo ilo 

+ u i postverbal object (out of them pure ‘V O’) 33 (6) 
preverbal object (out of them pure ‘O V’) 4 (2) zakladyvalo 

+ u i postverbal object (out of them pure ‘V O’) 7 (3) 
 
Table 4.7: Word order statistics for a sample ‘adversity impersonal’ case 

 
For my EPP model both (4.18a) and (4.18b) are problematic without an 
expletive, while for Bailyn’s theory only (4.18b) is. Again, unfortunately 
Bailyn does not discuss any cases analogous to (4.18b). Possible 
solutions for (4.18b) are the same as for (4.17a), and introducing a 
covert expletive appears to be the only acceptable one. Thus, postulating 
covert expletives in some Russian sentences is inevitable. Now I will 
address the question in what other cases they must be postulated. 

From the constructions discussed above, covert expletives are 
inevitable in (4.17a), (4.18b) and (4.19a), where there is undoubtedly 
no overt XP in the [Spec; TP]. What cases are left? The ones where some 
non-Nominative XP is in the left periphery while a Nominative argument 
is either absent, as in (4.18a), or remains in situ, as in (4.20). Can such 
non-Nominative XPs satisfy the EPP in these and other similar 
constructions? I argue that they cannot, basing myself on the following 
considerations. In the sentences with external Nominative arguments, 
they are always attracted by the EPP, although some other options could 
be exercised (e.g. an object moved to the [Spec; vP] could be attracted). 
It would be strange if the EPP, being selective in some cases, suddenly 
stopped being so in the others. Bailyn (2003a, b, 2004) claims that 
certain raised non-Nominative XPs (namely, those in GI constructions) 
exhibit A-properties in Russian, like Nominative subjects. In section 4.4, I 
will prove that this is not the case. Apart from these arguments, I also 
rely on the typological uniformity: my theory reunites Russian with other 
languages in Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s (1998) typology. Thus, I 
conclude that the EPP is always satisfied by a Nominative DP or an 

                                                                                                                                  
(also ten by ten) in a very inconvenient form (with references to the sources 
interspersed with the text etc.). Thus, this corpus can be reasonably used only to 
work with very small samples, as the ones above. 
143 The sentences where the object and the verb are the only constituents. 
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expletive in Russian. A covert expletive is present in all Russian examples 
from this subsection ((4.17a), (4.18a-b), (4.19a) and (4.20)). This is a 
natural outcome if the EPP theory by Pesetsky and Torrego (2001, 
2004a,b) is adopted where the EPP is associated with agreement in T 
features. 

I will conclude this subsection with two remarks. First, let me 
note that agreement is always with the Nominative DP in Russian. It is 
independent from raising and is never disrupted by any other raised XP. 
If there is no Nominative DP, like in (4.18a-b) or (4.19a), Russian has 
default agreement pattern (3rd person Singular Neuter).144 Second, as I 
mentioned above, Russian internal arguments raise when they are 
‘topical’ (higher in accessibility than the rest of the sentence). Movement 
of non-Nominative DPs does not affect the EPP, while raising of internal 
Nominative arguments does: if they remain in situ, the [Spec; TP] 
contains an expletive, as in (4.17a). Thus, the presence or absence of an 
expletive has interpretational effects similar to IS-related movement. As 
such, this observation is not surprising: it is well known that that the use 
of expletives gives rise to IS effects in Germanic languages. However, the 
exact mechanism of this phenomenon would be interesting to explain. 
E.g. why does only internal Nominative argument raising alternate with 
expletive insertion in English and Russian? Why are expletives more 
widespread in Russian and their IS effects somewhat different? I make 
the following preliminary hypothesis (further research is required to 
make definitive claims). Since Russian internal Nominative arguments 
pattern with non-Nominative ones with respect to raising (they move 
out of the vP only when they are ‘topical’), I assume that they also first 
move to the [Spec; vP] for IS reasons (to cross the verb). If they do, they 
further get attracted to the [Spec; TP]; if they do not a covert expletive is 
merged. In English, the same IS-related movement can be postulated, 
but T should be able to attract from both positions (from the [Spec; vP] 
and from the in situ position). 
 
4.3.3 Covert expletives in different languages 
 
In this subsection, I will present some EPP-independent evidence for the 
existence of covert expletives in Russian and crosslinguistically. The 
arguments in favor of covert expletives in Russian are put forward by 
Perlmutter and Moore (2002). Although the authors make reference to 
the EPP requirement on two occasions, their analysis relies on and seeks 
to explain other data. The article focuses on impersonal sentences (on 
the ones like (4.18a-b) and (4.19a) and on some other types). It 
examines the following phenomenon: Russian impersonal clauses 

                                                        
144 In the sentences where a referential subject is dropped agreement is with the 
dropped subject (an example will be given in subsection 4.3.3 under (4.31c)). 
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cannot be infinitival (although all other types of verbal and non-verbal 
predicates are used in infinitival sentences). Compare (4.21a-b) to 
(4.22a-b) (Perlmutter and Moore, 2002, p. 621, n. 5a-b and 9a-b). The 
authors propose the following explanation: “impersonal clauses have a 
silent expletive subject whose Nominative case clashes with a language-
particular requirement that the subject of infinitival clauses be Dative” 
(p. 620). Importantly, it is not the case that infinitival clauses must 
always have overt subjects, as (4.23) (p. 634, n. ii) shows. 
 
(4.21) a. … toby my uexali na vokzal. 
       in order we.NOM [go out].SUBJUNCT to railway station 
   ‘in order that we go out to the railway station’ 
 
(4.21) b. … toby nam uexat’ na vokzal. 
       in order we.DAT [go out].INF to railway station 
   ‘in order for us to go out to the railway station’ 
 
(4.22) a. toby morozilo na Gavajax, 
  in order freeze.SUBJUNCT in Hawaii  
(4.22) a. (nado, toby zemlja perevernulas’).  
(4.22) a. ‘In order that it freeze in Hawaii, (the world would have to 

turn upside down).’ 
 
(4.22) b. * toby morozit’ na Gavajax, 
     in order freeze.INF in Hawaii  
(4.22) b. (nado, toby zemlja perevernulas’).  
(4.22) b. ‘In order for it to freeze in Hawaii, (the world would have to 

turn upside down).’ 
 
(4.23) to delat’? 
 what do.INF 
  ‘What is one to do?’ 
 
To establish crosslinguistic parallels with Russian expletives, Perlmutter 
and Moore (2002) point to silent expletives in other languages. To give 
an example, French has an overt Nominative expletive and a covert 
Accusative one. In the weather verb construction in (4.24a-b) (p. 640, n. 
79a-b), the expletive is Nominative and obligatorily appears as il. But 
when the expletive is Accusative, as in (4.25a-b) (p. 640, n. 80a-b), 
where a weather verb is embedded beneath a verb of perception, it is 
obligatorily covert. We can ascertain that the silent expletive is 
Accusative in (4.25a-b) by looking at (4.26) (p. 641, n. 81) where the 
complement subject is the Accusative clitic les ‘them’.  
 
(4.24) a. Il pleut. 
  it.EXPL.NOM rains 
  ‘It is raining.’  
(4.24) b. * Pleut. 
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(4.25) a. * Je l’ entends pleuvoir. 
     I it.EXPL.ACC hear to rain 
  ‘I hear it raining.’ 
 
(4.25) b. J’ entends pleuvoir. 
 
(4.26) Je les entends chanter. 
 I them.ACC hear to sing 
 ‘I hear them sing(ing).’ 
 
Another example Perlmutter and Moore give is a variety of Dutch where 
the expletive er is optionally covert, as in (4.27a-b) (p. 645, n. 102a-b). 
Reuland (1983) discusses a number of constructions where expletives are 
obligatorily covert in German (as opposed to Dutch). (4.28b-c) (with 
(4.28a) provided for the sake of comparison) and (4.29a-b) can serve as 
examples (p. 30, n. 60a-c and p. 5, n. 8b). 
 
(4.27) a. Gisteren kwam er door de achterdeur iemand 
  yesterday came there.EXPL through the back door someone  
(4.27) a. binnen. 
  inside  
(4.27) a. ‘Yesterday someone came in through the back door.’ 
 
(4.27) b. Gisteren kwam door de achterdeur iemand binnen. 
 
(4.28) a. Es wurde gestern Abend viel getanzt. 
  there.EXPL was yesterday evening much danced 
  ‘I hear it raining.’ 
 
(4.28) b. * Gestern Abend wurde es viel getanzt. 
 
(4.28) c. Gestern Abend wurde viel getanzt. 
 
(4.29) a. ?* Er sagte, daß es angenommen wurde, daß 
       he said that it.EXPL was assumed that  
(4.29) a. jeder sofort weggehen würde. 
  everyone immediately would leave  
(4.29) a. ‘He said that it was assumed that everyone would leave 

immediately.’ 
 
(4.29) b. Er sagte, daß angenommen wurde, daß jeder sofort  
(4.29) b. weggehen würde. 
 
As Perlmutter and Moore emphasize, introducing covert expletives in 
Russian does not mean that they should be postulated in analogous 
constructions in all other languages. They note that silent expletives 
might be absent in Irish and Greek, because these languages exhibit 
certain systematic contrasts with Russian. E.g. there are no Case-related 
restrictions on the distribution of impersonals (they can be used in ECM 
constructions in Irish and in Genitivus Absolutus constructions in Greek). 
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In Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s (1998) typology, the EPP 
requirement in Irish and Greek is satisfied as a result of verb raising, so 
in some models silent expletives are unnecessary for the EPP in these 
languages. In German, Dutch, French and, as I have argued, in Russian 
expletives are required to satisfy the EPP (if it is not done by the subject). 
Thus, whether silent expletives exist in Russian can be decided only by 
looking at different properties of Russian (such as its place in the EPP 
typology or the distribution of impersonals). Their presence or absence 
in other languages, like Greek or Irish, cannot be taken as an argument. 

The last question that I will address is why expletives are always 
silent in Russian, while in German and Dutch covert expletives are 
possible only in a number of constructions and in English expletives are 
always overt. Perlmutter and Moore hypothesize that it is connected to 
the fact that Russian is higher on the pro-drop scale than Dutch and 
German (or English, which they do not discuss). Let me present this idea 
in more detail. As is well known, languages differ in their pro-drop 
properties. English, German and Dutch are non-pro-drop languages: e.g. 
referential subject pronouns can be omitted only marginally in very 
specific contexts (more rarely in English than in German and Dutch). 
Italian and Greek are pro-drop, and referential subject pronouns are 
always covert in them. Russian is in the middle between these two 
groups. Referential subject pronouns tend to be dropped in certain 
constructions, like in (4.30a-b), and can be optionally dropped if they 
are topical, as in (4.31a-c).145  
 
(4.30) a. ??? On pozvonit, kogda on pridet domoj. 
        he will call when he will come home 
  ‘He will call when he comes home.’ 
 
(4.30) b. On pozvonit, kogda pridet domoj. 
 
(4.31) a. A: Gde Petja? 
   ‘Where is Petja?’ 
 
(4.31) b. B: On u el. 
   he left 
   ‘He has left.’ 
 
(4.31) c. B: U el. 
 
Finally, I would like to mention that overt expletives are marginally 
possible in Russian. Franks (1995) demonstrates that in Ukranian, the 
Neuter Singular pronoun vono may function as an expletive in 
impersonal sentences. Skorniakova (2006) shows that Russian ono can 
fulfill the same function, as in (4.32), taken from the story “The boots” 

                                                        
145 (4.31c) is marginally possible in colloquial Dutch, while (4.30b) is out. 
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by Dmitrij Ru  (p. 10, n. 6).146 The use of ono as an expletive is always 
optional and is restricted to colloquial, even vernacular speech. Many 
informants judge it as marginal. 
 
(4.32) Ex… kak morozit ono tam... 
 oh how freezes it.EXPL there 
 Oh, how freezing it is there… 
 
4.3.4 Obligatory movement of internal arguments 
 
This subsection examines constructions with no external and two 
internal arguments. Several authors remarked that in some of them, one 
argument must move out of the vP. Lavine and Freidin (2002) use this 
phenomenon to support their EPP model. I argue that it cannot be 
caused by the EPP, although its explanation remains unclear. 

Let me start with examples (4.33a-b) (taken from Williams, 
2006, p. 17, n. 34a-b). The predicate nravit’sja ‘to appeal’ takes two 
internal arguments, a Dative and a Nominative. The Dative argument is 
merged higher than the Nominative one. The higher argument raises ‘by 
default’, i.e. without any IS effects: ‘DPDAT V DPNOM’ word order in 
(4.33a) is felicitous in the all-new context. Raising the lower argument is 
also possible, as (4.33b) shows, but produces familiar IS effects: the 
Nominative DP moves over the Dative DP and hence is interpreted as 
more accessible and less salient. Verb-initial orders (‘V DPDAT DPNOM’ or 
‘V DPNOM DPDAT’, as in (4.33c-d)) are existent, although extremely 
infrequent. They involve verb raising, either analogous to Germanic V-
to-C147 or IS-related (when the verb is the most accessible, i.e. 
anaphorically given, or focus-fronted). 
 
(4.33) a. Sa e  ne nravitsja Boris. 
  Sasha.DAT NEG  appeals Boris.NOM   
(4.33) a. ‘Sasha does not like Boris.’ Answer to: Do you foresee any 

problems with our group trip? 
 
(4.33) b. Boris ne nravitsja Sa e.  

                                                        
146 The reader should not be confused by the fact that the expletive ono is below 
the verb – this particular construction involves verb raising. 
147 Let me make a small remark about such cases here. When I call Russian 
sentences analogous to Germanic V-to-C constructions I mean that the 
interpretational effects are very similar: both have a ‘folksy’, ‘story-initial’ air. 
This observation is shared by many authors (e.g. Lavine and Freidin 2002, p. 
272). As for the syntax of such Russian sentences, lower adverbs can surface 
before the verb, but the main stress is then obligatorily shifted to them (i.e. they 
are interpreted as focus-fronted). The fact that unstressed adverbs cannot 
precede the verb points to its high position. However, further research is needed 
to decide whether Germanic and Russian sentences have analogous structure. 
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(4.33) b. ‘Sasha does not like Boris.’ Not answer to: Do you foresee any 
problems with our group trip? Answer to: Who likes Boris? 

 
(4.33) c. Nravitsja Sa e Boris. 
 
(4.33) d. Nravitsja Boris Sa e. 
 
Lavine and Freidin (2002) discuss other similar cases, like (4.34a-b) (p. 
282, n. 44a-b). They explain this phenomenon by the EPP: one of two 
arguments obligatorily raises to satisfy it. This explanation is 
undermined by two facts. First, as examples from the previous subsection 
show, there is no such tendency in the sentences with one internal 
argument (either Nominative or non-Nominative). Clearly, if raising 
were caused by the EPP, one argument would always move up. Second, 
prima facie the presence of other XPs in the left periphery does not 
change the pattern. Consider (4.35a-b). In Lavine and Freidin’s model, 
Locative PPs can satisfy the EPP, so raising of internal arguments 
becomes unnecessary. Nevertheless, one of them still moves up. Based on 
these facts, I suppose that the cause of raising is vP-internal. However, so 
far I cannot point to a good explanation and leave this phenomenon for 
further research. 
 
(4.34) a. Soldata ranilo pulej.  
  soldier.ACC wounded.IMPERS bullet.INSTR 
  ‘A soldier was wounded by a bullet.’ 
 
(4.34) b. Pulej ranilo soldata. 
 
(4.35) a. Na peredovoj soldata ranilo pulej.  
  on the front line soldier.ACC wounded.IMPERS bullet.INSTR 
 
(4.35) b. Na peredovoj pulej ranilo soldata. 
 
 
4.4 Subject properties of raised non-Nominative XPs 
 
In this section, I discuss the most important empirical facts that Bailyn 
(2003a, b, 2004) adduces to prove that the EPP can be satisfied by any 
raised XP in Russian and that Russian scrambling must be divided into 
Generalized Inversion (GI) and Dislocation. The argumentation evolves 
around so-called ‘subject properties’: according to Bailyn, raised non-
Nominative XPs exhibit them in GI constructions, but not in Dislocation 
cases.148 Subject properties include more general A-properties and the 
ability to bind anaphors. Out of the former, lack of reconstruction and 
weak crossover effects will be discussed. 

                                                        
148 Although I do not assume GI vs. Dislocation distinction, I will use the terms in 
this section to label compared constructions. 
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Subject properties of a non-Nominative XP can be used to argue 
that it occupies the [Spec; TP] and hence satisfies the EPP.149 As for A-
properties, the [Spec; TP] is an A-position, while higher specifiers in the C 
domain are A'-positions. The reasoning behind anaphor binding relies 
on the fact that it is mediated by T. In some languages, non-Nominative 
XPs raised in the [Spec; TP] acquire the ability to bind subject-oriented 
anaphors (e.g. Icelandic Dative and Genitive ‘quirky subjects’). 

If some raised non-Nominative XPs were proved to have subject 
properties, it would undermine both my EPP model (it relies on 
agreement in T features, which only Nominative DPs have150) and my 
approach to Russian scrambling (I treat it as a uniform phenomenon 
involving one type of movement). In this section I argue there are no 
such non-Nominative XPs in Russian. The general line of argumentation 
is the same in all three Bailyn’s articles, so I chose to concentrate 
primarily on the examples from Bailyn (2003a). I added to them more 
constructions that bear on the question and are relevant for the 
comparison (e.g. Bailyn often contrasts a GI case and a neutral word 
order, stressing the difference between the two, while in fact the 
Dislocation counterpart has the same properties as the GI one). The 
judgments on several sentences from Bailyn’s paper are apparently 
subject to massive individual variation: there is a radical disagreement 
between his and my informants. I do not have a hypothesis why these 
inconsistencies arose. To check my intuitions about the controversial 
cases, I first asked many native speakers informally151 and then 
conducted a questionnaire with 20 participants. 

I will use the results of this small study to demonstrate two 
things: the absence of the contrast between GI and Dislocation cases and 
a sheer complexity of this area in Russian. The judgments on some 
sentences vary from ‘perfectly grammatical’ to ‘absolutely 
unacceptable’. Apparently, many factors play a role and their 
importance differs from speaker to speaker. A full-fledged separate study 

                                                        
149 A question might arise whether it is possible for an XP to move to the [Spec; 
TP] without satisfying the EPP. This option is not excluded, but appears 
improbable. To put it informally, if a non-Nominative XP is claimed to be in the 
[Spec; TP], it is more logical to assume that it was attracted there by the EPP 
feature, than to search for an alternative explanation of its raising and to 
postulate a silent expletive that satisfies the EPP. However, I will show below that 
there are no such non-Nominative XPs in Russian, so it is a hypothetical problem. 
150 Some exceptional cases can be introduced (e.g. Pesetsky and Torrego propose 
that Locative phrases have a uT in locative inversion constructions), but it is 
definitely a last resort option. 
151 All judgments in this thesis are double-checked by at least three native 
speakers of Russian (I was afraid to become theory-driven in my own 
evaluations). The sentences presented in this section were additionally discussed 
with two groups of students during lecture courses and elsewhere. 



Natalia Slioussar. Grammar and Information Structure 

 

164 

is needed to clarify the picture, which is beyond the scope of this work. 
Therefore, below I will only show that GI vs. Dislocation distinction is 
non-existent and will indicate several major factors and tendencies, 
leaving further generalizations for later research. Subsections 4.4.1 and 
4.4.2 discuss anaphor binding. Subsections 4.4.3 and 4.4.4 are dedicated 
to pronominals, which are used in the tests for A vs. A' movement. 
 
4.4.1 Anaphor binding: general questions 
 
I will start with anaphor binding. In Bailyn’s (2003a, b, 2004) papers, 
sentences with the possessive anaphor svoj ‘self’s’ are discussed. The 
canonical assumptions about such anaphors are that they require a c-
commanding antecedent152 and are subject-oriented. Let me note that 
both properties can be used to reason about positions and ‘subjecthood’ 
of different XPs. I already commented on the latter, while the former can 
be important for A vs. A' distinctions (the c-command requirement is 
checked for the highest A-positions of the anaphor and the antecedent). 

The main problem with any tests involving svoj ‘self’s’ is that it 
does not always function as an anaphor in Russian. This fact is long 
known (e.g. Rappaport, 1986), but often is not taken into account. The 
relation between anaphoric and non-anaphoric svoj (their status in the 
lexicon, their distribution etc.) is far from clear and calls for further 
research. This problem is relevant for many examples in this section. 
Trying to filter out potential occurrences of the non-anaphoric svoj I will 
primarily rely on the observation that it brings in additional shades of 
meaning: ‘own’, ‘private’, ‘closely related’. To give an example, the 
expression svoi ljudi ‘self’s people’ denotes the people one has some 
special relations with, often one’s fellow criminals. To demonstrate that 
it is undoubtedly unbound let me cite the title of Nikolay Ostrovsky’s 
piece in (4.36). 
 
(4.36) “Svoi ljudi – so temsja” 
 [self’s people].NOM [get even].FUT.1PL  
(4.36) Literally: ‘[As] svoi ljudi, [we] will get even’ (i.e. no formal records 

are needed etc., we rely on our private obligations to each other).  
 
Before considering sentences where non-Nominative XPs supposedly 
bind svoj ‘self’s’, let me analyze several examples with Nominative 
subjects in this subsection. Bailyn does not discuss any such cases in his 
papers, but uses verbs ljubit’ ‘to love’ and nravit’sja ‘to appeal’ in other 
constructions. So I provide examples with these two verbs in (4.37)-
(4.38) below. Ljubit’ ‘to love’ has an external Nominative argument and 
an internal Accusative one. Nravit’sja ‘to appeal’ takes two internal 
                                                        
152 In Russian, this requirement is not strictly local, but it will not be relevant 
here. 
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arguments, a Dative and a Nominative. I discussed this predicate in 
subsection 4.3.4. There are strong reasons to think that the Dative 
argument is merged higher. For some reasons one internal argument 
must leave the vP in such constructions. The higher Dative argument 
moves out ‘by default’ (without any IS effects), while raising of the lower 
Nominative produces them. Let me remind the reader that according to 
my EPP model, external Nominative arguments obligatorily raise for EPP 
reasons, while internal ones can remain in situ, and then a silent 
expletive is merged in the [Spec; TP]. The Dative argument of nravit’sja 
cannot satisfy the EPP (the EPP is associated with agreement in T 
features, and only Nominative DPs have them). Consequently, when it 
raises, it moves to the C domain, and not to the [Spec; TP].  

Bailyn’s (2003a, b, 2004) views are very different. He believes 
that the EPP is satisfied by a non-Nominative XP raised to the [Spec; IP] 
in GI constructions. In these cases Nominative arguments (both internal 
and external) remain in situ. Apart from that, Bailyn probably does not 
assume that the Dative argument of nravit’sja ‘to appeal’ is merged 
higher than the Nominative one because he considers ‘DPNOM V DPDAT’ to 
be the neutral word order in such sentences (2003a, p. 161). In (4.37)-
(4.38), positions of different DPs according to Bailyn’s theory 
(abbreviated ‘B.’) and to my model (abbreviated ‘S.’) are indicated after 
each example. Abbreviation ‘B.&S.’ is used when the two approaches 
roughly coincide: e.g. Bailyn uses the [Spec; IP] where I have the [Spec; 
TP], but it is not important for the discussion. If an XP is above the [Spec; 
IP/TP], the term ‘higher A'-position’ is used. In my model, it is in the C 
domain, while Bailyn does not specify its nature. Since I am not always 
certain how Bailyn would treat base-generated positions, I labeled them 
in situ (marking whether Nominative arguments are internal or 
external). The grammaticality of these sentences is discussed below. 
 
(4.37) a. Otli nikii ljubjat svoixi u itelej. 
  A-students.NOM like [self’s teachers].ACC 
  ‘A-students like their teachers.’  
(4.37) a. B.&S.: DPNOM – [Spec; IP/TP], DPACC – in situ 
 
(4.37) b. Svoixi u itelej ljubjat otli nikii. 
  [self’s teachers].ACC like A-students.NOM  
(4.37) b. B.: DPNOM – in situ (external arg.), DPACC – [Spec; IP] 

S.: DPNOM – [Spec; TP], DPACC – higher A'-position 
 
(4.37) c. Svoixi u itelej otli nikii ljubjat. 
  [self’s teachers].ACC A-students.NOM like  
(4.37) c. B.&S.: DPNOM – [Spec; IP/TP], DPACC – higher A'-position 
 
(4.38) a. Otli nikii nravjatsja svoimi u iteljam. 

  A-students.NOM appeal [self’s teachers].DAT 
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  ‘A-students appeal to their teachers.’  
(4.38) a. B.&S.: DPNOM – [Spec; IP/TP], DPDAT – in situ 
 
(4.38) b. Svoimi u iteljam nravjatsja otli nikii. 
  [self’s teachers].DAT appeal A-students.NOM  
(4.38) b. B.: DPNOM – in situ (internal arg.), DPDAT – [Spec; IP] 

S.: DPNOM – in situ (internal arg.), DPDAT – higher A'-position 
 
(4.38) c. Svoimi u iteljam otli nikii nravjatsja. 
  [self’s teachers].DAT A-students.NOM appeal  
(4.38) c. B.&S.: DPNOM – [Spec; IP/TP], DPDAT – higher A'-position 
 
In Bailyn’s model, (4.37b) and (4.38b) involve GI, while (4.37c) and 
(4.38c) exhibit Dislocation. Consequently, Bailyn’s approach predicts 
reconstruction only in (4.37c) and (4.38c), while I predict it in (4.37b-c) 
and (4.38b-c). Thus, according to Bailyn binding should be impossible in 
(4.37b) and (4.38b) (due to the lack of reconstruction). I expect it to be 
impossible only in (4.38b) (although there is reconstruction, the 
Nominative DP is initially merged below the Dative and does not c-
command it). What are the judgments? In my Russian idiolect, all 
sentences except for (4.38b) are grammatical; (4.38b) is out. 
Unfortunately, I did not include these examples in my small 
questionnaire from the very start, so I have only 11 answers for them  
(instead of 20). The raw results are presented in Appendix A. 
Summarizing them, I can say that the judgments vary significantly, and 
a bigger full-fledged study is clearly needed to pinpoint the relevant 
factors and their relative importance for different speakers. However, 
despite the overall variation, there is a clear tendency to judge (4.38b) 
as the worst. No such tendency for (4.37b) can be detected. Thus, the 
data pattern appears to be compatible with my model rather than with 
Bailyn’s. 
 
4.4.2 Anaphor binding: non-Nominative XPs 
 
Having discussed Nominative DPs, we can turn to non-Nominative XPs 
in the left periphery. Bailyn (2003a, b, 2004) argues that in GI 
constructions they can bind svoj ‘self’s’, like Nominative subjects, which 
is otherwise impossible. In Bailyn (2003a), examples (4.39a-b) are 
provided to illustrate this point (p. 160-161, n. 12a-b). In (4.39a), the 
Nominative argument raises, while (4.39b) exhibits GI according to 
Bailyn’s model. Thus, Bailyn does not include an analogous example 
with Dislocation in this comparison. I add it in (4.39c). With these 
examples, there was very little disagreement in informally collected 
judgments, so I did not include them in the questionnaire. 
 
(4.39)  a. ??? Svoji dom byl u Petrovyxi. 
       [self’s house].NOM was at Petrovs 
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  ‘The Petrovs had their own house.’153 
 
(4.39)  b. U Petrovyxi byl svoji dom. 
  at Petrovs was [self’s house].NOM 
 
(4.39)  c. U Petrovyxi svoji dom byl. 

  at Petrovs [self’s house].NOM was 
 
Bailyn assumes that in (4.39b), the PP occupies the [Spec; IP] (as a result 
of GI) and therefore can bind the anaphor svoj (unlike the PP in 
(4.39a)). However, in the added Dislocation construction in (4.39c) the 
raised PP is indubitably higher than the [Spec; IP], and nevertheless the 
sentence is grammatical. This invalidates Bailyn’s explanation. Before 
suggesting an alternative account let me discuss some more examples. 
(4.39c) may sound slightly unnatural (although it is perfectly 
grammatical) because byl ‘was’ is presented as the most salient and the 
least accessible information (‘narrow focus’). In (4.40a-c), I provide 
three other analogous sentences. 
 
(4.40) a. ? Svoji dom ostalsja u Petrovyxi. 
    [self’s house].NOM remained at Petrovs 
  ‘Their own house was left to the Petrovs.’ 
 
(4.40) b. U Petrovyxi ostalsja svoji dom. 
  at Petrovs remained [self’s house].NOM 
 
(4.40) c. U Petrovyxi svoji dom ostalsja. 

  at Petrovs [self’s house].NOM remained 
 
Interestingly, (4.40a) is better than (4.39a). Let me also add the 
sentences with pronominal ix ‘their’ in (4.41a-c). Generally speaking, 
possessive pronominals will be discussed in subsections 4.4.3-4.4.4. 
However, I would like to compare the interpretations of (4.39)-(4.40) 
and (4.41) below. Informally collected evaluations of (4.41a) vary from 
‘?’ to ‘*’ (for me it is impossible), while (4.39b-c) are grammatical. 
 
(4.41) a. (*) Ixi dom ostalsja u Petrovyxi. 
       [their house].NOM remained at Petrovs 
  ‘Their house was left to the Petrovs’ 

(coreferent reading, which is out in English). 
 
(4.41) b. U Petrovyxi ostalsja ixi dom. 
  at Petrovs remained [their house].NOM 
 
(4.4x1) c. U Petrovyxi ixi dom ostalsja. 

  at Petrovs [their house].NOM remained  
                                                        
153 Russian possessive construction was briefly mentioned in subsection 3.4.7. 
Here and further, all translations of Bailyn’s original examples are taken from 
his work. However, the remark ‘intended meaning’ he used for the sentences 
judged ungrammatical is omitted because of the disagreement in the judgments. 
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Importantly, GI and Dislocation cases always exhibit the same 
properties in (4.39b-c)-(4.41b-c). How can the pattern in (4.39)-(4.41) 
be accounted for? I suppose that in (4.39)-(4.40), svoj ‘self’s’ is not 
anaphoric (the resulting interpretational nuances are shown below).154 
So (4.41a-c) are the only sentences to which the Binding theory applies 
((4.41b-c) exhibit coreference; potential reasons why (4.41a) is bad or 
degraded will be given in subsection 4.4.3). In (4.39)-(4.40) svoj 
probably means ‘private’. Let me clarify the resulting difference between 
(4.39)-(4.40) and (4.41) by putting them in the following context. 
Suppose in 1917 after the Russian Revolution most private houses were 
to be confiscated (which is partly true). Some families managed to 
escape from this nationalization campaign. (4.41b-c) will mean in this 
context that the Petrovs kept the house they used to live in, i.e. their 
house. (4.40b-c) will mean that the Petrovs managed to stay in a private 
house, but not necessarily in the one where they used to live before. Why 
was (4.40a) and especially (4.39a) judged as being worse than the other 
sentences? Apparently, it is more difficult to get the required non-
anaphoric ‘private’ meaning in these sentences out of the blue (I am not 
sure why exactly). When this meaning is prompted by the context, 
(4.39a)-(4.40a) are judged as grammatical. 

(4.42a-b) are another pair of examples provided in Bailyn 
(2003a) to illustrate that raised non-Nominative XPs can bind anaphors 
(p. 161, n. 13a-b). Again, I add a Dislocation example in (4.42c) to this 
comparison. Bailyn marks (4.42a) as ‘???’ and (4.42b) as grammatical. 
The judgments of my 20 informants are given in Appendix A. Some of 
them coincide with Bailyn’s, the others are closer to my Russian idiolect 
(for me, (4.42b) and (4.42c) are ‘??’). Importantly, there is no difference 
between GI and Dislocation. The majority of speakers judged (4.42a) as 
the worst and (4.42b) and (4.42c) as equal. Several participants 
evaluated (4.42b) as slightly better than (4.42c), and several others 
gave the opposite answer. Further research is needed to clarify what 
factors (except the potential non-anaphoricity of svoj ‘self’s’) could 
influence this response pattern. 
 
(4.42) a. Svojai rabota nravitsja Ma ei. 
  [self’s work].NOM appeals M.DAT 
  ‘Masha likes her work.’   
(4.42) b. Ma ei nravitsja svojai rabota. 
  M.DAT appeals [self’s work].NOM 
 
(4.42) c. Ma ei svojai rabota nravitsja. 
  M.DAT [self’s work].NOM appeals 
 
                                                        
154 Apart from these arguments, it is by no means uncontroversial that binding is 
in general possible from this type of PPs. 
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The last examples from Bailyn (2003a) concerning anaphor binding are 
given in (4.43a-c) (p. 168, n. 30a-c). Bailyn notes that (4.43b) “allows at 
least marginal anaphor binding” (p. 168) and gives it ‘??’, while (4.43a) 
and (4.43c) are marked with a ‘*’. For me, all three sentences are 
ungrammatical.155 The judgments of my informants varied, but never 
exhibited the pattern reported by Bailyn (for most people, all three 
sentences are equal or (4.43c) is the worst). 
 
(4.43) a. Svoii direktora rekomendujut tu firmui. 
  [self’s directors].NOM recommend [this firm].ACC 
  ‘This firm is recommended by its directors.’   
(4.43) b. tu firmui rekomendujut svoii direktora. 
  [this firm].ACC recommend [self’s directors].NOM 
 
(4.43) c. tu firmui svoii direktora rekomendujut. 
  [this firm].ACC [self’s directors].NOM recommend 
 
The main conclusion that follows from the data and the discussion above 
is that further research in this area is essential. As an example of further 
complications, consider the sentences (4.44a-b) (let me add that a 
possessive pronominal can be used in both constructions). They were 
brought to my attention by Peter Zubkov (Utrecht institute of Linguistics 
OTS and St. Petersburg State University, p.c.). Apparently, the only 
difference between (4.44a) and (4.44b) is that Vanya is a [+m] argument 
in the former, but not in the latter. Importantly, a potential account of 
(4.44a) cannot appeal to the position of the non-Nominative XP Vanej (it 
is definitely not in the [Spec; TP]; the pattern does not change when it is 
scrambled around the sentence). 
 
(4.44) a. Eta pesnja byla speta Vaneji v svoemi dome. 
  [this song].NOM was sung V.INSTR in self’s house 
  ‘This song was sung by Vanya in his (Vanya’s) house.’ 
 
(4.44) b. * Eta pesnja byla speta Vanei v svoemi dome. 
     [this song].NOM was sung V.DAT in self’s house 
  ‘This song was sung to Vanya in his (Vanya’s) house.’ 
 
Despite all these problems, the following generalizations can be 
established. First, the response pattern for examples (4.37)-(4.38) where 
Nominative subjects are antecedents supports my model rather than 
Bailyn’s. Second, the sentences discussed in this subsection do not 
support the distinction between GI and Dislocation cases. 
 

                                                        
155 Coming back to the example with svoi ljudi ‘self’s people’, svoi directora can 
theoretically mean ‘the directors one has some special relations with’, e.g. 
(remote) relatives, those who accepted bribes etc. If this meaning is prompted 
(unlike svoi ljudi, it is not a set expression), all three sentences become better. 
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4.4.3 Pronominals: general questions 
 
In this subsection, I turn to the group of arguments concerning A vs. A' 
nature of different movements. Examples analyzed below contain 
personal or possessive pronominals, such as homophonous ego ‘him’ and 
ego ‘his’. First, Bailyn (2003a, b, 2004) uses them to demonstrate that GI 
changes the possibilities of coreference (as compared to the neutral word 
order). He concludes that GI does not exhibit reconstruction (and hence 
is A-movement), while Dislocation reconstructs (and hence has A'-
properties). Second, Bailyn shows that GI does not cause Weak Crossover 
effects, which is also a property of A-movement. As in two previous 
subsections, I am going to provide additional examples and to bring 
more factors to light. As a result, a different pattern will emerge where 
there is no contrast between GI and Dislocation cases. 

First of all, let me introduce two major factors that influence the 
distribution of pronominals. As it will be evident below, the judgments of 
my informants varied greatly, so additional factors or their different 
relative importance might play a role, but these two rules are definitely 
operant. Reinhart (1983) showed that coreference is not encoded in the 
grammar, but is established in the discourse. First, if an anaphor can be 
used to encode a certain interpretation, using a pronominal for the same 
interpretation is ruled out (Reuland, 2001). Second, discourse-related 
considerations affect coreference patterns. The picture appears to be 
rather complex, but the following factor can be singled out: coreference 
is impossible or degraded when the antecedent is the most salient and 
the least accessible information (‘in the narrow focus’). Since coreference 
is established at the interface, this is a very logical outcome: the referent 
of a pronoun must be highly accessible, so it cannot corefer with the least 
accessible element in the sentence. 

The relevant data pattern is known since Chomsky (1976). His 
examples (cited by Szendr i, 2005, p. 314, n. 89a-b, 90) are given in 
(4.45a-b). Backward coreference is ruled out if the full DP is focused, 
while allowed, if not. Chomsky’s explanation relied on the assumption 
that the focused constituent moves at LF, which results in a Weak 
Crossover effect in (4.45a) (analogous to the one in (4.45c)). Szendr i 
(2005) reevaluates these examples and introduces the discourse-based 
explanation for them. Importantly, such sentences can be rendered 
grammatical in certain discourse contexts, which indicates that the 
discourse-based explanation is on the right track. Szendr i cites the 
examples in (4.46a-c) from Rochemont (1986) (p. 316, n. 95). In 
(4.46c), the referent of John is the most salient information, but is highly 
accessible, so coreference is possible. This factor probably accounts for 
the fact that (4.41a) from the previous subsection is ungrammatical or 
degraded.  
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(4.45) a. * The man that shei met liked MARYi. 

 b. The man that shei met LIKED Maryi. 

 c. * Whoi does the man that shei met like ti? 
 
(4.46) a. A: Sally and the woman John loves are leaving the country 

today. 

 b. B: I thought that the woman he loves has BETRAYED Sally. 

 c. A: No, the woman hei loves betrayed JOHNi.  
Bailyn (2003a, b, 2004) does not discuss these or other factors relevant 
for the distribution of pronominals. He limits himself to showing whether 
the possibilities of coreference in GI and Dislocation constructions are 
the same or different than in the neutral word order cases. These data 
are then used to argue for the presence or absence of reconstruction. 
First, this approach is methodologically problematic. Coreference with 
possessive pronominals does not depend on the c-command relations per 
se. The dependence is indirect: pronominals are not used where 
anaphors are possible, and for the latter, c-command does play a role. 
Thus, examples with pronominals without the relevant counterparts 
with anaphors do not constitute an argument: it is impossible to say 
what factors influenced them (syntactic, such as the availability of 
reconstruction, or discourse-related, and which in particular). Second, 
despite a great inter-speaker variance, the judgments of my informants 
never coincided with the ones provided by Bailyn. Apart from pointing 
to two major factors above, I cannot offer a viable explanation for the 
response pattern. Therefore in the next subsection I largely limit myself 
to listing the sentences and their evaluations, stressing that GI and 
Dislocation cases elicited similar judgments. 
 
4.4.4 Pronominals: A vs. A' tests 
 
Bailyn’s (2003a) examples with possessive pronominals are given in 
(4.47)-(4.50). Let me start with (4.47)-(4.48) (p. 161, n. 14a-b and 15a-
b). According to Bailyn, (4.47a) and (4.48a) are a ‘*’, while (4.47b) and 
(4.48b) are a ‘?’. I find all four sentences degraded. The majority of my 
informants shared my judgments for (4.47a-b) and many of them – for 
(4.48a-b). As before, answers vary, but most speakers either considered 
examples in both pairs equal, or judged (4.47a) as better than (4.47b) 
and (4.48a) as worse than (4.48b).  
 
(4.47) a. Star ij brati pojavilsja v egoi dome. 
  [older brother].NOM appeared in his hourse 
  ‘The older brother appeared in his house.’ 
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(4.47) b. V egoi dome pojavilsja star ij brati. 
  in his hourse appeared [older brother].NOM 
 
(4.48) a. Tol’ko Ma ai est’ u neei. 
  only M.NOM is at her 
  ‘Masha is all she has.’ 
 
(4.48) b. U neei est’ tol’ko Ma ai. 
  at her is only M.NOM 
 
(4.47)-(4.48) are in general very difficult to analyze because the 
syntactic status and positions of PPs in them are far from clear (I briefly 
touched upon such PPs in subsection 3.4.7). So I even did not add 
Dislocation cases to the comparison. (4.49)-(4.50) are less mysterious: 
syntactic structure of such sentences in Bailyn’s and my model was 
discussed in detail in subsection 4.4.1. Bailyn’s (4.49a-b) (2003a, p. 162, 
16a-b) are supplemented by my (4.49c) illustrating their Dislocation 
counterpart. As with (4.47)-(4.48) above, Bailyn gives (4.49a) a ‘*’ and 
(4.49b) a ‘?’. I would rate them and the Dislocation case as ‘???’, ‘*’, ‘???’ 
or even three ‘*’ (this can be explained by two factors mentioned in the 
previous subsection). The judgments of my informants varied greatly, up 
to the point when no general tendencies can be discerned. Importantly, 
despite this variation there is no indication of the difference between 
Dislocation and GI. 
 
(4.49) a. Detii nravjatsja ixi roditeljam 
  children.NOM appeal [their parents].DAT 
  ‘Children please their parents.’ 
 
(4.49) b. Ixi roditeljam nravjatsja detii. 
  [their parents].DAT appeal children.NOM 
 
(4.49) c. Ixi roditeljam detii nravjatsja. 
  [their parents].DAT children.NOM appeal 
 
In case of (4.50a-c) Bailyn (2003a) tested all three examples (p. 168, n. 
31a-c) and provides the following ratings: ‘*’, ‘grammatical’, ‘??’. None 
of my informants had this or similar response pattern. Their judgments 
were more uniform than for (4.49): most participants rejected or gave 
‘???’ to all three sentences (as I do). Nevertheless, there were also 
different answers: for instance, (4.50a) received three ‘?’ and even one 
‘grammatical’ ((4.50b-c) were never found better than ‘??’). As above, 
no tendency to differentiate GI and Dislocation can be seen. 
 
(4.50) a. Ivani ljubit egoi druzej. 
  I.NOM loves [his friends].ACC 
  ‘Ivan loves his friends.’ 
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(4.50) b. Egoi druzej ljubit Ivani. 
  [his friends].ACC loves I.NOM 
 
(4.50) c. Egoi druzej Ivani ljubit. 
  [his friends].ACC I.NOM loves 
 
Let us turn to personal pronominals. Consider Bailyn’s (2003a) 
examples in (4.51a-c) (p. 162, n. 18a-c). He argues that we deal with a 
Principle C violation here. GI sentence in (4.51b) triggers it (and receives 
a ‘*’), while the neutral word order and the Dislocation case in (4.51c) 
are grammatical. My informants demonstrated unusual unanimity 
when evaluating these examples. Everybody accepted (4.51a) and 
rejected (4.51b-c) (there were only four ‘???’ and otherwise ‘*’s). A single 
exception is a ‘?’ one speaker gave to (4.51b). I can provide only guess-
work why exactly (4.51b-c) are ruled out, so I will refrain from any 
comments about these and two following examples. Obviously, the 
response pattern does not support the GI vs. Dislocation distinction. 
 
(4.51) a. Znakomye Ivanai predstavili egoi predsedatelju 
  [friends of I.].NOM introduced him chairman.DAT 
  ‘Ivan’s friends introduced him to the Chairman.’ 
 
(4.51) b. Egoi predstavili znakomye Ivanai predsedatelju 
  him introduced [friends of I.].NOM chairman.DAT 
 
(4.51) c. Egoi  znakomye Ivanai predstavili predsedatelju 
  him [friends of I.].NOM introduced chairman.DAT 
 
Other Bailyn’s (2003a) examples illustrating Principle C violations are 
given in (4.52a-b) and (4.53a-b) (p. 163, n. 20a-b and 21a-b). I added 
Dislocation sentences in (4.52c) and (4.53c) to these comparisons. 
Bailyn claims that (4.52a)-(4.53a) are grammatical, while (4.52b)-
(4.53b) deserve a ‘*’. Although my informants are less unanimous about 
these examples, most of them agree with these ratings. However, the 
Dislocation cases also receive a ‘*’, like GI ones. 
 
(4.52) a. Znakomye Ivanai byli u negoi doma. 
  [friends of I.].NOM were at him at home 
  ‘Friends of Ivan were at his house.’ 
 
(4.52) b. U negoi domai byli znakomye Ivanai. 
  at him at home were [friends of I.].NOM 
 
(4.52) c. U negoi domai znakomye Ivanai byli. 
  at him at home [friends of I.].NOM were 
 
(4.53) a. Znakomye Ivanai nravjatsja emui. 
  [friends of I.].NOM appeal to him 
  ‘Friends of Ivan please him.’ 
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(4.53) b. Emui nravjatsja znakomye Ivanai. 
  to him appeal [friends of I.].NOM 
 
(4.53) c. Emui znakomye Ivanai nravjatsja. 
  to him [friends of I.].NOM appeal 
 
Weak crossover (WCO) effects are discussed only in Bailyn (2004),156 so 
the sentences (4.54a-b) are taken from this paper (p. 28, n. 51a-b). I 
added (4.54c) to them. 
 
(4.54) a. ?? Eei sobaka   nravitsja ka doj devo kei. 
      [her dog].NOM  appeals  [every girl].DAT 
  ‘Every girl likes her dog.’ 
 
(4.54) b. Ka doj devo kei   nravitsja   eei sobaka. 
  [every girl].DAT likes [her dog].NOM 
 
(4.54) c. Ka doj devo kei   eei sobaka  nravitsja. 
  [every girl].DAT  [her dog].NOM   appeals 
 
According to Bailyn, (4.54b) shows that GI does not cause WCO effects, 
which is an attribute of A-movement. However, no WCO effects could 
arise in this sentence in any case because the Dative argument never 
crosses the Nominative one being merged higher (I discussed these 
constructions in subsections 4.3.4 and 4.4.1). The general picture with 
WCO effects is far from clear in Russian (e.g. it is one of the languages 
where local wh-movement does not induce WCO violations). Therefore, 
let me stress that both (4.54b) and (4.54c) are grammatical and refrain 
form further speculations. In this section, I limit myself to showing that 
there is no contrast between GI and Dislocation cases, which is crucial 
both for my perspective on scrambling and for my EPP model, and leave 
most other emerging questions for further research. 
 
Appendix A. Binding and coreference questionnaire. 
 
In this appendix, the raw results of a small questionnaire on binding and 
coreference are presented, which are relevant for section 4.4. 20 adult 
native speakers of Russian from St. Petersburg and Moscow who never 
studied linguistics took part in it. Below, they are coded by numbers 1-
20. All participants received a printed form with the sentences and 
minimal instructions. The instructions asked them to judge the sentences 
by using five symbols: ‘ok’ (normal), ‘?’ (slightly odd), ‘??’ (rather odd, 
but possible), ‘???’ (almost impossible, but not absolutely 
ungrammatical) and ‘*’ (impossible).157 If their judgments for two or 

                                                        
156 Another A vs. A' diagnostic mentioned only in (Bailyn, 2004) is the Idiom 
Chunk Interpretation test, but I will leave it out because of its obscure results. 
157 All participants found this explanation clear and used all five gradations in 
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three examples within one set coincided, the participants were 
encouraged to mark which one (if any) appears slightly better or worse 
(symbols ‘>’ or ‘<’ indicate such preferences below). The use of indices 
was explained orally and demonstrated on two sample sentences. Below, 
the sentences are given in the order, in which they are mentioned in 
section 4.4, and under the same numbers. First the examples are 
repeated and then the judgments are given. Three sets of sentences were 
added to the questionnaire later, so only 11 speakers judged them. 
 
(4.37) a. Otli nikii ljubjat svoixi u itelej. 
  A-students.NOM like [self’s teachers].ACC 
  ‘A-students like their teachers.’ 
 
(4.37) b. Svoixi u itelej ljubjat otli nikii. 
  [self’s teachers].ACC like A-students.NOM 
 
(4.37) c. Svoixi u itelej otli nikii ljubjat. 
  [self’s teachers].ACC A-students.NOM like 
 
Participants 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20  Bailyn(2003a) 
(4.37a) ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok  not tested 
(4.37b) ok ? ?? ok ok ok ? ?? ok ? ??(>)  not tested 
(4.37c) ok ? ??? ? ok ok ?? ?? ok ?? ??  not tested 
 
(4.38) a. Otli nikii nravjatsja svoimi u iteljam. 

  A-students.NOM appeal [self’s teachers].DAT 
  ‘A-students appeal to their teachers.’ 
 
(4.38) b. Svoimi u iteljam nravjatsja otli nikii. 
  [self’s teachers].DAT appeal A-students.NOM 
 
(4.38) c. Svoimi u iteljam otli nikii nravjatsja. 
  [self’s teachers].DAT A-students.NOM appeal 
 
Participants 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20  Bailyn(2003a) 
(4.38a) ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok  not tested 
(4.38b) ok ok ??? ? ok ? * * ok ?? ???(>)  not tested 
(4.38c) * ?? * ??? ? ?? * * * * ???  not tested 
 
(4.42) a. Svojai rabota nravitsja Ma ei. 
  [self’s work].NOM appeals M.DAT 
  ‘Masha likes her work.’ 
 
(4.42) b. Ma ei nravitsja svojai rabota. 
  M.DAT appeals [self’s work].NOM 
 

                                                                                                                                  
their answers. 
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(4.42) c. Ma ei svojai rabota nravitsja. 
  M.DAT [self’s work].NOM appeals 
 
Participants 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
(4.42a) ? ok ? ? ??? ? ?? ?? ? *(<) ?? ?? ??? * ??? ?? 
(4.42b) ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ? ??  * ? ? ?? ??? ? ok 
(4.42c) ok ok ok ok ? ok ok ?? ok * ? ok ? ?? ?? ? 
 
Participants 17 18 19 20  Bailyn (2003a) 
(4.42a) ??? * ??? ??  ??? 
(4.42b) ? ok ?? ??  ok 
(4.42c) ?? ok ?? ?  not tested 
 
(4.43) a. Svoii direktora rekomendujut tu firmui. 
  [self’s directors].NOM recommend [this firm].ACC 
  ‘This firm is recommended by its directors.’   
(4.43) b. tu firmui rekomendujut svoii direktora. 
  [this firm].ACC recommend [self’s directors].NOM 
 
(4.43) c. tu firmui svoii direktora rekomendujut. 
  [this firm].ACC [self’s directors].NOM recommend 
 
Participants 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20  Bailyn(2003a) 
(4.43a) * * * ??? * ?? * * * ok *  * 
(4.43b) * * ?? ??? ?? ?? ?? * * ok *  ?? 
(4.43c) * ??? ?? * ??? ?? ??? * * ?? *(>)  * 
 
(4.47) a. Star ij brati pojavilsja v egoi dome. 
  [older brother].NOM appeared in his hourse 
  ‘The older brother appeared in his house.’ 
 
(4.47) b. V egoi dome pojavilsja star ij brati. 
  in his hourse appeared [older brother].NOM 
 
Participants 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
(4.47a) ok ??? ??? ok * ??? ??? ? ?? *(>) * * ??? ??? ?? ??? 
(4.47b) ? * * ? * * * * ??? * * * * * ??? * 
 
Participants 17 18 19 20  Bailyn (2003a) 
(4.47a) * * ??? *(>)  * 
(4.47b) * * * *  ? 
 
(4.48) a. Tol’ko Ma ai est’ u neei. 
  only M.NOM is at her 
  ‘Masha is all she has.’ 
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(4.48) b. U neei est’ tol’ko Ma ai. 
  at her is only M.NOM 
 
Participants 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
(4.48a) ?? ?? * ?? ?? ? * ??? ok ??? * * ??? * ??? * 
(4.48b) ?? ?? * ok ok ok * ?? ok ???(>) * ??? ??? * ?? ?? 
 
Participants 17 18 19 20  Bailyn (2003a) 
(4.48a) * ??? *(>) *  * 
(4.48b) ?? ok  * ???  ? 
 
(4.49) a. Detii nravjatsja ixi roditeljam 
  children.NOM appeal [their parents].DAT 
  ‘Children please their parents.’ 
 
(4.49) b. Ixi roditeljam nravjatsja detii. 
  [their parents].DAT appeal children.NOM 
 
(4.49) c. Ixi roditeljam detii nravjatsja. 
  [their parents].DAT children.NOM appeal 
 
Participants 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
(4.49a) ? ?? ok ? ? ? ? ok ok *(>) ? ok ok ? ? 
(4.49b) * ??? ??? ok ok ok * ??? ???  * * ??? ?? * ??? 
(4.49c) * ??? ??? ok ? ok * ???(>) ???  * ?? ? ? * ?? 
 
Participants 16 17 18 19 20  Bailyn (2003a) 
(4.49a) * ?? ?? ?? *(>)  * 
(4.49b) ??? * * * *  ? 
(4.49c) * * * * *  not tested 
 
(4.50) a. Ivani ljubit egoi druzej. 
  I.NOM loves [his friends].ACC 
  ‘Ivan loves his friends.’ 
 
(4.50) b. Egoi druzej ljubit Ivani. 
  [his friends].ACC loves I.NOM 
 
(4.50) c. Egoi druzej Ivani ljubit. 
  [his friends].ACC I.NOM loves 
 
Participants 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
(4.50a) ??(>) ??? ? ok * ?? ??? ? ? * ?? ??? ??? 
(4.50b) ?? * ?? ?? * *(>) * *(>) ???  *(<) * * * 
(4.50c) ?? ??? ?? ?? * * * * ???  * ??(>) * * 
 
Participants 14 15 16 17 18 19 20  Bailyn (2003a) 
(4.50a) * ??? * * *(>) ??? *(>)  * 
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Participants 14 15 16 17 18 19 20  Bailyn (2003a) 
(4.50b) * * * * * * *  ok 
(4.50c) * * ??? * * * *  ?? 
 
(4.51) a. Znakomye Ivanai predstavili egoi predsedatelju 
  [friends of I.].NOM introduced him chairman.DAT 
  ‘Ivan’s friends introduced him to the Chairman.’ 
 
(4.51) b. Egoi predstavili znakomye Ivanai predsedatelju 
  him introduced [friends of I.].NOM chairman.DAT 
 
(4.51) c. Egoi  znakomye Ivanai predstavili predsedatelju 
  him [friends of I.].NOM introduced chairman.DAT 
 
Participants 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
(4.51a) ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok 
(4.51b) * * * ??? * * * *(>) * * * * * ? * 
(4.51c) * ??? * * * ??? * * *  * * * * * * 
 
Participants 16 17 18 19 20  Bailyn (2003a) 
(4.51a) ok ok ok ok ok  ok 
(4.51b) * * * * *  * 
(4.51c) * * ??? * *  ok 
 
(4.52) a. Znakomye Ivanai byli u negoi doma. 
  [friends of I.].NOM were at him at home 
  ‘Friends of Ivan were at his house.’ 
 
(4.52) b. U negoi domai byli znakomye Ivanai. 
  at him at home were [friends of I.].NOM 
 
(4.52) c. U negoi domai znakomye Ivanai byli. 
  at him at home [friends of I.].NOM were 
 
Participants 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
(4.52a) ??(>) ? ok ? ok ??? ??? ? ??  *(>) ? ok ? ok 
(4.52b) ?? ?? * ok * *(>) * *(>) *  * * * * * 
(4.52c) ?? ?? * ?? * * * * *  * * * * * 
 
Participants 15 16 17 18 19 20  Bailyn (2003a) 
(4.52a) ? ? * ? ok ???  ok 
(4.52b) ??? * * * * *  * 
(4.52c) ?? * * * * *  not tested 
 
(4.53) a. Znakomye Ivanai nravjatsja emui. 
  [friends of I.].NOM appeal to him 
  ‘Friends of Ivan please him.’ 
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(4.53) b. Emui nravjatsja znakomye Ivanai. 
  to him appeal [friends of I.].NOM 
 
(4.53) c. Emui znakomye Ivanai nravjatsja. 
  to him [friends of I.].NOM appeal 
 
Participants 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
(4.53a) ?(>) ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok 
(4.53b) ? ??? * ok * *(>) * ?? *  * * * ??? * ?? 
(4.53c) ? ??? ??? ? * * * ??? *  * * * * * ? 
 
Participants 16 17 18 19 20  Bailyn (2003a) 
(4.53a) ok ? ok ok ok  ok 
(4.53b) * * * * *  * 
(4.53c) * * * * *  not tested 
 
 





 

 
5 Scrambling. A bigger picture 
 
 
 
 
This chapter aims to give a wider perspective on scrambling, both in 
Russian and crosslinguistically. Section 5.1 analyzes several groups of 
constructions in Russian, to which I promised to return earlier 
(scrambled sentences with several adverbs or with indirect objects and 
PP arguments). It also provides more data on VO-to-OV shift in 
colloquial Russian. Section 5.2 discusses experimental data that are 
relevant for the study of IS-related phenomena, and presents the results 
of my self-paced-reading study of Russian scrambling.  
 
 
5.1 More on Russian scrambling 
 
In this section, I go over several topics in Russian word order that require 
a more detailed analysis. In subsection 5.1.1, indirect object and PP 
argument reordering is discussed. Subsection 5.1.2 presents different 
reorderings with respect to adverbs. In subsection 5.1.3 I provide more 
data on VO-to-OV shift in the colloquial Russian. Subsection 5.1.4 
contains brief concluding remarks. 
 
5.1.1 Indirect objects and argument PPs 
 
One of the first Russian examples provided in this work involved a 
reordering of the direct and indirect object. I noted that there are strong 
reasons to believe that the derived ‘DO IO’ order results from ‘ordinary’ 
scrambling (as opposed e.g. to English, where ‘IO DO’ constructions 
involve so-called Dative alternation). However, I did not go into detailed 
argumentation and also did not provide corpus examples (primarily for 
the sake of brevity). This is what I will do in this subsection. 

Many authors agree that some languages (e.g. German or 
Slavic) do not have a genuine Dative alternation construction and that 
object reordering most probably involves scrambling in them (analogous 
to the reordering with PP arguments). Emonds and Whitney (2005) 
summarize this intuition as follows: “Reorderings and advancements of 
direct and oblique objects that are morphologically invariant – that is, 
that retain their m-cases or their overt Ps – are more likely due to 
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scrambling than to a dative alternation” (p. 78-79). Russian Dative 
objects are morphologically invariant: they never have overt Ps and are 
always overtly case-marked. ‘IO DO’/‘DO IO’ reorderings exhibit no 
properties of Dative alternation and thus are hardly ambiguous 
examples of scrambling.158 The neutral word order is ‘IO DO’ (Shvedova, 
ed., 1980). In the ‘DO IO’ sentences the direct object is interpreted as 
more accessible or less salient than the indirect one. 

I noted in subsection 2.2.1 and elsewhere that I introduce a bare 
minimum of functional projections in this work (I do not need to 
postulate additional heads for my syntactic analysis and stay 
uncommitted on the question whether they may be necessary for 
independent reasons). Thus, ‘DO IO’ and ‘IO DO’ orders are derived as 
in Figure 5.1. Similar derivations (and analogous IS reasons to suggest 
them, apart from the relational IS notions) can be found in Junghanns 
and Zybatow (1995). 
 

          vP 
   3 

v+V           VP 
           3 

         IO           VP 
                  3 

                 tV           DO 

         vP 
  3 

v+V          VP 
          3 

        DO          VP 
                  3 

                IO           VP 
                          3 

                         tV            tDO 
 

Figure 5.1: ‘IO DO’ and ‘DO IO’ sequences in Russian 
 
Below, I provide several corpus examples of such structures. In (5.1a), 
both the indirect and the direct object are mentioned for the first time 
(equally low in accessibility) and are equally salient, so the word order is 
‘IO DO’. In (5.1b), the direct object is anaphorically given (and hence 
more accessible), so the ‘DO IO’ structure is used. In (5.1c), both the 
direct and the indirect object are new, but the indirect object is more 
salient, which also gives us the ‘DO IO’ word order. 
 
(5.1) a. (Nakanune ukauskas priparkoval svoj “ evrole-Blejzer”   
(5.1) a. na stojanke u restorana “Medved’”) i ostavil oxranniku 
   and left guard.DAT  
(5.1) a. klju i za iganija, ( toby tot progreval motor). 
  [ignition key].ACC   
(5.1) a. ‘(The day before Zhukauskas (basketball player) parked his 

Chevrolet Blazer on the lot near the restaurant  ‘The Bear’) and 

                                                        
158 The analysis of Dative alternation (present in the languages where ‘DO IO’ 
orders have an overt P, while ‘IO DO’ orders lack it) is much more controversial. 
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left the ignition key to the security guard so that the latter 
could warm up the engine.’ 

 
(5.1) b. (I Umka okazalsja zdes’ slu ajno).  Voob e-to, 
   generally speaking  
(5.1) b. Sergej ojgu podaril medve onka cirku. 
  [S. Sh.].NOM gave [bear cub].ACC circus.DAT  
(5.1) b. ‘(And Umka (bear cub) ended up here by accident). Generally 

speaking, Sergey Shoygu (Russian Minister of Emergency 
Situations) presented the bear cub to the circus.’   

 
(5.1) c. (Mne o en’ tja elo), to svoim povedeniem ja nano u 
   that [self’s behavior].INSTR I inflict  
(5.1) c. glubokuju ranu svoim blizkim. 
  [deep wound].ACC [self’s relatives ].DAT  
(5.1) c. ‘(It is very painful for me) that I inflict a deep wound on my 

relatives with my behavior.’ 
 
The distribution of argument PPs is analogous to the distribution of 
indirect objects in Russian: the neutral word order is ‘PP DO’, as in 
(5.2a), while ‘DO PP’ sequences result from scrambling, as in (5.2b).  
 
(5.2) a. On vynul iz iletnogo karmana sotennyj bilet. 
  he took out from waistcoat pocket [one hundred note].ACC  
(5.2) a. ‘He took out a one hundred ruble note from his waistcoat 

pocket.’ 
 
(5.2) b. (I on, samonadejanno re iv, to nepremenno obygraet   
(5.2) b. svoego partnera […]), irokim estom priglasil 
   with a wide sweep of the arm invited  
(5.2) b. gostja v kabinet. 
  guest.ACC to study  
(5.2) b. ‘(Having presumptuously decided that he would definitely 

defeat his partner […]), with a wide sweep of the arm he 
invited the guest to his study.’ 

 
Emonds and Whitney (2005) formulate the following generalization 
unifying indirect objects and PPs in the languages like Russian: “Double 
object constructions in which one object is marked with productive, overt 
oblique case always involve at least one structural PP” (p. 79, n. 8). They 
build on the work by Haegeman (1985), Müller (1992) and den Dikken 
(1995), among others. For instance, den Dikken (1995) argues that 
German “features no genuine Dative Shift. What appears to be Dative 
Shift is actually A'-scrambling of a zero-headed dative PP” (p. 205). The 
same conclusion is extended to Slavic languages. Since this is beyond the 
scope of my thesis, I refrain from evaluating this hypothesis here. 
However, I wanted to point to it as a potential explanation of the 
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distributional parallels between IOs and PPs. 
 
5.1.2 Adverbs 
 
Deriving different constructions with adverbs is a challenge for any 
scrambling model. Sentences involving adverbs were analyzed 
throughout this thesis, and I will present a number of more complex 
structures in this subsection. Before I proceed to them, let me remind 
that I adopted Nilsen’s (2003) perspective on adverbs in subsection 
2.3.2. The following constructions were already examined in the 
preceding sections: ‘S V O Adv’ (under (2.13) in subsection 2.3.3, Figure 
2.2), ‘O V Adv S’ (under (3.38a) in subsection 3.3.5, Figures 3.5 and 3.6) 
and ‘O Adv V S’ (under (4.16) in subsection 4.3.1, Figure 4.1). 

In this subsection, I focus on the sentences with several adverbs. I 
will discuss only the adverbs that are merged below T. First, as I 
mentioned in subsection 2.3.4, the status of higher adverbs is more 
controversial, and I do not commit myself to a particular solution in this 
work. Second, reorderings with respect to higher adverbs (taking place 
in the broadly conceived C domain) are relatively easy to derive in my 
model. As I noted in subsection 3.4.6, topicalized constituents can 
surface lower and higher than them. If we assume that these adverbs are 
analogous to lower ones (and their special properties result from 
independent factors) we can say that topicalized constituents target the 
specifiers of relevant AdvPs. If we suppose that higher adverbs are 
adjuncts (or e.g. specifiers of C), we can argue that they can be merged 
above or below topicalized constituents depending on their scope 
properties. Both options are rather straightforward (importantly, apart 
from these reorderings, which can be base-generated by merging 
adverbs higher or lower, there are no movements inside the C domain). 
Constructions with lower adverbs are more intricate because subject 
raising and topicalization take place after these adverbs are merged. So 
let us turn to these cases. 

As I stated in subsection 2.3.4, lower adverbs can attract their 
complements to their specifiers for IS reasons in Russian. (5.3a) presents 
the neutral word order in a sample sentence with two such adverbs 
(Adv1 medlenno ‘slowly’ and Adv2 vsegda ‘always’). (5.3b-d) demonstrate 
different structures that result from either or both adverbs attracting 
their complements to their specifiers and the IS effects of these 
reorderings. (5.3e) (repeated from (2.16) in subsection 2.3.4) illustrates 
the only type of exceptions I know of: in this construction, the first 
adverb attracts its complement, as elsewhere, but the second one – the 
specifier of its complement. As a result, two adverbs surface at the end of 
the sentence in the order of merger. All derivations are subsequently 
illustrated in Figures 5.2-5.5 at the end of the subsection.  
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(5.3) a. tot mal’ ik vsegda medlenno est ka u. 
  [this boy].NOM always slowly eats porridge.ACC 
  ‘S Adv2 Adv1V O’: the neutral word order. 
 
(5.3) b. tot mal’ ik vsegda est ka u medlenno. 
  [this boy].NOM always eats porridge.ACC slowly  
(5.3) b. ‘S Adv2 V O Adv1’: lower Adv1 attracts its complement, vP, to its 

specifier and is interpreted as the least accessible and the most 
salient. The derivation is demonstrated in Figure 5.2. 

 
(5.3) c. tot mal’ ik medlenno est ka u vsegda. 
  [this boy].NOM slowly eats porridge.ACC always  
(5.3) c. ‘S Adv1 V O Adv2’: higher Adv2 attracts its complement, Adv1P, 

to its specifier and is interpreted as the least accessible and the 
most salient. The derivation is shown in Figure 5.3. 

 
(5.3) d. tot mal’ ik est ka u medlenno vsegda. 
  [this boy].NOM eats porridge.ACC slowly always  
(5.3) d. ‘S V O Adv1 Adv2’: both adverbs subsequently attract their 

complements to their specifiers. Adv2 is interpreted as the most 
salient and Adv1 as the second most salient (i.e. ‘It is always 
the case that this boy eats his porridge slowly’). The derivation 
is in Figure 5.4. 

 
(5.3) e. tot mal’ ik est ka u vsegda medlenno. 
  [this boy].NOM eats porridge.ACC always slowly  
(5.3) e. ‘S V O Adv2 Adv1’: vP moves to the specifier of lower Adv1 (its 

complement) and then to the specifier of higher Adv2 (the 
specifier of its complement, Adv1P). The adverbs are 
interpreted as more salient than the rest of the sentence (i.e. ‘It 
is always slowly that this boy eats his porridge’). The derivation 
is in Figure 5.5. 

 
Let me note that constructions like (5.3e) are not exceptional 
crosslinguistically. Languages that exhibit Bobaljik paradoxes (discussed 
in subsection 2.3.2) apparently allow arguments, verb forms and vPs to 
scramble freely among lower adverbs. Consider Norwegian sentences in 
(5.4a-b) (Nilsen, 2003, p. 12, n. 9d-e; repeated from (2.8d-e)). While the 
indirect object Kari might be considerably high in them, the direct object 
kylingen is below negation and above the lower adverb lenger ‘any 
longer’ in (5.4a) ((5.4b) is given for the sake of comparison). Italian 
(5.5) is an example from Cinque (1999, p. 45, n. 1a). The participle 
rimesso, which is above di solito ‘usually’ in (5.5), can also surface above 
mica ‘not’, più ‘any longer’, sempre ‘always’, completamente ‘completely’ 
and tutto ‘everything’ (p. 45, n. 1b-f). Norwegian (5.6) (Nilsen, 2003, p. 
29, n. 31d) illustrates vP scrambling. Forstått problemet ‘understood the 
problems’ moved below ikke ‘not’ in (5.6), but could also stop below 
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lenger ‘any longer’, alltid ‘always’ or helt ‘completely’ (p. 29, n. 31a-c).  
 
(5.4) a. Derfor ga  Jens tydeligvis Kari ikke kylingen 
  therefore gave J. evidently to K. not the chicken  
(5.4) a. lenger kald. 
  any longer cold 
 
(5.4) b. Derfor ga Jens tydeligvis Kari ikke lenger kyllingen kald. 
 
(5.5) Da allora, non hanno rimesso di solito mica più 
 since then not the-have put usually not any longer  
(5.5) sempre completamente tutto bene in ordine. 
 always completely everything well in order 
 
(5.6) Jens hadde ikke forstått problemet lenger alltid 
 J. had not understood the problem any longer always  
(5.6) helt. 
 completely 
 
Similar options do not exist in Russian (apart from vP movement in 
(5.3e)). The main verb does not normally leave the vP, so the analogues 
of (5.5) are impossible. As for argument scrambling, as in (5.4a-b), the 
lowest position that can be targeted is the [Spec; TP] where the 
Nominative DPs raise. Non-Nominative arguments can move only 
higher (in the C domain). More work is needed to suggest an 
explanation for this crosslinguistic difference, so I have to leave it for 
further research. 
 

            TP 
     3 

2                 TP 
             3 

            T         Adv2P 
                     3 

                 Adv2      Adv1P 
                              3 

                        1               Adv1P 
                                      3 

                                 Adv1           vP 
                                                3 

                                              S             vP 
                                              2        3 

                                                     v+V         VP 
                                                                 6 

                                   1                          …tV…O… 
 

Figure 5.2: Derivation of a ‘S Adv2 V O Adv1’ sentence 
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           TP 
    3 

2                TP 
            3 

           T          Adv2P 
                    3 

               1             Adv2P 
                           3 

                       Adv2       Adv1P 
                                     3 

                                  Adv1        vP 
                                             3 

                                   2      S             vP 
                          1                        6 

                                              …v+V…tV…O… 
 

Figure 5.3: Derivation of a ‘S Adv1 V O Adv2’ sentence 
 

      TP 
3 
              TP 
       3 

3    T         Adv2P 
              3 

             2         Adv2P 
                     3 

                Adv2        Adv1P 
                              3 
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                                      3 

                                 Adv1           vP 
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                   2                         S             vP 
                                              3        3 
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                                    1                          6 

                                                               …tV…O… 
 

Figure 5.4: Derivation of a ‘S V O Adv1 Adv2’ sentence 
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           TP 
    3 

3                TP 
            3 

           T          Adv2P 
                    3 

              2              Adv2P 
                           3 

                       Adv2       Adv1P 
                                   3 

                     2                     Adv1P 
                                 1       3 

                                     Adv1          vP 
                                                  3 

                                        3      S             vP 
                                                          6 

                                     1            …v+V…tV…O… 
 

Figure 5.5: Derivation of a ‘S V O Adv2 Adv1’ sentence 
 
5.1.3 OV orders in colloquial Russian 
 
The fact that colloquial Russian is probably undergoing VO-to-OV shift 
was already discussed in subsection 3.3.3. Here, I would like to add more 
details to the picture. Let me start with the data. There are several major 
corpus studies of colloquial Russian (e.g. Sirotinina, 1965/2003; Lapteva, 
1976; Zemskaya, Kitaygorodskaya and Shiryaev, 1981). I primarily rely 
on the data from Sirotinina (1965/2003). The main problem one 
encounters when using the results of existing Russian corpus studies is 
that they were not based on generative grammar or any other formal 
framework and hence did not ask many questions we find interesting 
now. To give an example, when preverbal and postverbal subjects were 
analyzed the researchers looked only at verbs and subjects (their relative 
ordering and IS properties), but not at other constituents in the sentence 
(adverbs, objects etc.). The same is true for the analysis of ‘VO’ vs. ‘OV’ 
orders. Nevertheless, the crucial tendencies can be established. 

For the written Russian, Sirotinina (1965/2003) reports 7-9% of 
preverbal objects in the scientific texts and 10-12% in the belles-lettres 
texts (p. 40-41). If characters’ speech is not taken into account, almost 
all preverbal objects are sentence-initial (i.e. are in the C domain) and 
topical (the most accessible). In colloquial speech, ‘OV’ orders are much 
more frequent and very often are not topicalizations. The excerpts from 
Sirotinina’s counts (on p. 48-49) are presented in Table 5.1 (position of 
the object depending on its ‘giveness’ or ‘newness’) and Table 5.2 
(positions of full DPs and pronouns). Unfortunately, the data presented 
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in Table 5.1 are collapsed for full DPs and pronouns. Table 5.2 also 
indicates whether the object and/or the verb had a secondary or the 
main stress. It is difficult to estimate the true percentage of ‘OV’ orders in 
Sirotinina’s recordings because it is not evident from her data how many 
preverbal objects were topicalized. 
 

 Given object New object 
‘VO’  166 39.1% 206 59.7% 
‘OV’ 259 60.9% 139 40.3% 

 
Table 5.1: ‘VO’ vs. ‘OV’ frequency for given and new objects 

from Sirotinina (1965/2003) 
 

Stress (main 
or secondary) 

‘V O’ 
(full DPs) 

‘O V’ 
(full DPs) 

‘V O’ 
(pronouns) 

‘O V’ 
(pronouns) 

DP/pronoun 198 33.3% 116 19.5% 7 1.9% 23 6.4% 
verb 77 13.0% 72 12.1% 41 11.4% 172 47.8% 
both 5 0.8% 6 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 
none 74 12.5% 46 7.7% 24 6.7% 93 25.8% 
Total 354 59.6% 240 40.3% 72 20% 288 80% 

 
Table 5.2: ‘VO’ vs. ‘OV’ frequency for full DPs and pronouns 

from Sirotinina (1965/2003) 
 
As it is evident from Tables 5.1 and 5.2, objects can precede and follow 
the verb both when they are given (highly accessible, D-linked) and 
when they are new (low in accessibility, high in salience). Sirotinina and 
other linguists who worked on Russian word order belong to the Prague 
school tradition, so they were specifically interested in the discourse-
related factors that could influence the choice between the two orders.159 
However, the interpretational difference between ‘VO’ and ‘OV’ 
sentences proved to be very elusive. To capture it, Sirotinina introduced 
the notion of ‘communicative importance’: “the speaker attaches more 
importance to these (preverbal) objects than to postpositive ones” (p. 
52). Intuitively, the objects in ‘OV’ orders indeed appear more 
foregrounded, but I cannot point to a good formalization of this 
intuition. Colloquial Russian might be developing the ‘tail’ 
(backgrounded material following the focused part of the sentence), 
which is characteristic for many OV languages (I touched upon it in 

                                                        
159 An interpretational difference between two word orders is expected not only 
in the functionalist, but also in the generative tradition. As Lightfoot (1979) 
noted, there is a very strong tendency in diachronic systems either to eliminate 
or to specialize semantically the redundant forms. This way two forms, the old 
one and the new one, can coexist for a long period of time (how and when the 
syntactic reanalysis happens, so that e.g. the neutral word order changes, is a 
separate question). 
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subsection 3.4.8). However, at present the situation is unclear because 
by far not all postverbal material is backgrounded. Consider four corpus 
examples below (Sirotinina, 1965/2003, p. 49-50). A new object follows 
the verb in (5.7a) and precedes it in (5.8). An anaphorically given object 
surfaces before the verb in (5.7b) and after it in (5.9).  
 
(5.7) a. A: A u nas segodnja na ali vyvozit’  URNY. 
   and at us today started to remove [litter bins].ACC 
  ‘At our place, litter bins started to be removed today.’ 
 
(5.7) b. B: Interesno, kuda oni ti urny DENUT? 
   interesting where they [these litter bins].ACC will put 
  ‘I am wondering where they are going to put these bins?’ 
 
(5.8) Ves’ den’ odno MORO ENNOE ela. 
 for the whole day [only ice-cream].ACC ate 
 ‘I ate only ice-cream for the whole day.’ 
 
(5.9) Po-moemu, u menja to e est’. Ili ja VIDELA tu knigu. 
 in my opinion at me also is or I saw [this book].ACC  
(5.9) ‘As it seems to me, I also have [it] (the speakers are looking 

through the list of books to order). Or I saw this book.’ 
 
The following facts show that there is no clear-cut border between 
written and colloquial language, rather, we deal with a continuum. 
Sirotinina’s data from 1962-1963 are divided into four ‘dialogues’ (each 
several hours long). Dialogue 1 happened to be the most informal, 
everyday topics were discussed, while dialogue 4 had the opposite 
characteristics. This played a role for ‘VO’ vs. ‘OV’ frequency, as Tables 
5.3 and 5.4 show. For one speaker, both written language (scientific 
texts) and spoken language were analyzed. The latter included lectures 
given at the university and informal dialogues. Scientific texts had 10% 
of ‘OV’ orders, lectures had 29% and informal dialogues had 63%. 
 

 Dialogue 1 (most informal) Dialogue 4 (most formal) 
‘VO’  38 33.6% 67 63.2% 
‘OV’ 75 66.4% 39 36.8% 

 
Table 5.3: ‘VO’ vs. ‘OV’ frequency with pronouns and full DPs 

depending on the formality of speech from Sirotinina (1965/2003) 
 

 Dialogue 1 (most informal) Dialogue 4 (most formal) 
‘VO’  32 45.7% 63 73.3% 
‘OV’ 38 54.3% 23 26.7% 

 
Table 5.4: ‘VO’ vs. ‘OV’ frequency with full DPs 

depending on the formality of speech from Sirotinina (1965/2003) 
 
Finally, I would like to discuss the following phenomenon. Since King 
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(1995), many authors claimed that Russian has a contrastive focus 
construction. King did not use the term ‘contrastive’ herself, she called 
the relevant sentences ‘emotive’. King argued that in such emotive 
sentences “the focused item is most commonly found directly before the 
verb” (p. 90), as in (5.10) (p. 91, n. 39). Dyakonova (2006) 
demonstrated that such ‘preverbal foci’ do not necessarily presuppose an 
overt contrast, can project and are not exhaustive. I believe that these 
constructions are simply colloquial Russian sentences. As I noted above, 
the objects in ‘OV’ orders are intuitively perceived as more 
foregrounded. So when ‘OV’ cases are presented out of context among 
the examples from written Russian they indeed tend to be judged as 
‘contrastive’ or ‘emotive’. 
 
(5.10) Po emu Boris asto na RABOTU opazdyval? 
 why B.NOM often to work was late 
 ‘Why was Boris often late for work?’ 
 
5.1.4 Conclusion 
 
I demonstrated in the previous subsection that Russian does not have a 
special contrastive focus construction. Rather, the least accessible and 
most salient elements can be the most embedded (as expected in ‘VO’ 
orders) or immediately preverbal (as expected in ‘OV’ orders). So-called 
‘focus in situ’ (of the English type) is also possible in Russian. I argued in 
section 3.3 that it results from IS-related movement, which is not spelled 
out. Apart from that, Russian, as many other languages, has special 
focus-fronting construction when the least accessible and most salient 
element is fronted to the left periphery. It was touched upon in 
subsection 3.4.8. The first three options result from IS-related ‘free IM’ 
and their interpretational effects are established by the interface rule 
(formulated under (2.2) in subsection 2.2.1). ‘Free IM’ in the C domain 
(topicalization) was discussed at length in subsections 3.4.5-3.4.7. As it 
seems to me, this gives us a relatively full picture of scrambling, or IS-
related movement, in Russian. 

Let me conclude this discussion with two minor remarks. First, as 
in many other languages, the word order in Russian poetry is less 
restricted than in the ‘ordinary’ written or colloquial Russian analyzed 
above and is largely governed by metrical considerations. As a result 
sentences with a clear rhythmical structure (perceived as ‘verses’) are 
usually evaluated as grammatical even when the relevant constructions 
are judged as marginally acceptable otherwise. Second, Russian has 
more ‘echo questions’ than, say, English and often exhibits what can be 
called ‘echo answers’ (repeating the structure and hence the word order 
of the question). The word orders produced as a result are sometimes 
rare (if not impossible) with the same IS otherwise. These complications 
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do not undermine any claims made above, I just wanted to point to 
them as to additional source of word order variation. 
 
 
5.2 Experimental data 
 
In this section, I review some experimental data that are relevant for the 
study of IS-related phenomena, and present the results of my own 
experiment. I examined the processing of Russian neutral and scrambled 
word orders depending on the preceding context. So after a general 
discussion in subsection 5.2.1 previous studies of scrambling are 
analyzed in more detail in subsection 5.2.2. Subsections 5.2.3-5.2.5 are 
dedicated to my experiment. The cover term ‘experimental data’ can be 
applied to many diverse sources of evidence. In this section, I will 
primarily appeal to sentence processing studies with adult speakers and 
children. My study was a self-paced reading task with adult native 
speakers of Russian. 
 
5.2.1 Brief overview of the experimental data 
 
The majority of studies presented in this section (including mine) ask the 
same type of questions: how difficult it is to process certain constructions 
with respect to the others. Experimentally, higher difficulty is manifested 
by longer reading times (caused by increased processing load). It can 
also cause later maturation of the relevant construction in the course of 
language acquisition. Theoretically, higher difficulty indicates that the 
examined constructions involve an additional operation or an operation 
of a different nature than the ones they are compared with. This 
conclusion appears very unspecific (it allows for many alternative 
interpretations). However, in some cases it is principally compatible with 
some theories and not with the others. Otherwise (if theories do not 
make conflicting predictions) the data can simply be used to shed more 
light on how language is produced, perceived, acquired and, sometimes, 
impaired. 

In this thesis, I argue that prosodic IS-related phenomena are 
underlyingly syntactic. In brief, lower copies of IS-related movement are 
pronounced, while certain prosodic properties (such as the main stress of 
the sentence) are calculated for higher copies. Let us look at these 
phenomena from the psycholinguistic perspective. In production, 
everything happens automatically because of the constraints at the 
phonological interface. In perception, the addressee has to reconstruct 
the unpronounced IM steps. This procedure is ‘exceptional’: higher copies 
must be reconstructed, while processing other movements (including 
overt IS-related IM) involves reconstructing lower copies. Therefore, the 
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following predictions can be made concerning the relative difficulty of 
these operations: if any significant difference is found (either in 
language acquisition or in adult language processing), comprehending 
stress shift will be more difficult than producing it and than 
comprehending overt movement. 

These expectations are confirmed by the language acquisition 
data: children start comprehending sentences with stress shift correctly 
later than producing them and later than comprehending sentences 
with overt scrambling. Several authors showed that children successfully 
produce stress shift from the earliest stages of language development 
(e.g. Baltaxe, 1984; Nederstigt, 2001). However, even 5-year-olds have 
difficulties comprehending its IS effects (Solan, 1980; McDaniel and 
Maxfield, 1992; Crain, Ni and Conway, 1994; Halbert, Crain, 
Shankweiler and Woodams, 1995; Gualamini, Maciukaite and Crain, 
2003; Szendr i, 2003b). It is independently known that young children 
(including infants) in general have a very sensitive prosodic perception 
(Morgan, 1986; Hirsch-Pasek et al., 1987, a.m.o), so these results cannot 
be explained by the fact that children simply ‘do not hear’ where the 
main stress falls. Costa and Szendr i (2006) examined European 
Portuguese where, like in Russian, both overt IS-related movement and 
stress shift are used. Their subjects (21 children with the average age 4 
years 11 months) demonstrated adult-like comprehension of overt 
scrambling, but not of stress shift. As for adults, there are no relevant 
data so far (the experiments where perception vs. production or 
perception of stress shift vs. overt scrambling could be felicitously 
compared are very difficult to design). 

This pattern is predicted not only by my model, but also by other 
configurational approaches to IS, including Reinhart (1995, 2006), 
Neeleman and Reinhart (1998) and Szendr i (2001). Costa’s (2004) 
theory also makes the same predictions (I did not discuss it in chapter 3, 
having restricted myself to the studies I primarily rely on). These authors 
follow Reinhart’s (1995) idea that the operation of stress shift is subject 
to economy and triggers reference set computation at the interface (it 
was presented in subsections 3.1.3 and 3.2.1-3.2.2). On the contrary, 
syntactic movement is not costly.160 According to Reinhart (2004a), “in 
actual language use, reference set computation of stress shift is involved 
only in comprehension” (p. 134), hence the difference between 
comprehension and production. Crucially, this pattern is not expected in 
the IS feature-based theories (see Szendr i, 2003b; Costa and Szendr i, 

                                                        
160 However, in these approaches either the status of IS-related movement is not 
fully clear (as in Reinhart, 1995, 2006; Neeleman and Reinhart, 1998), or it is 
not immediately evident why there should be an economy difference between 
syntactic and phonological operations, as in Szendr i’s (2001) model with two 
representations. 
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2006 for more details). 
Now let me focus on the sentences with overt IS-related 

movement. Many studies compared scrambled and neutral word orders 
to demonstrate that the perception of scrambling induces additional 
processing load (reflected by longer reading times). On one hand, 
almost in any theory (except for the ones appealing to base-generation) 
scrambled sentences contain additional syntactic operations. Thus, some 
difference is expected. On the other hand, I tried to show in the previous 
chapters that many constructions, which are highly frequent and 
introspectively easy to process, contain multiple scrambling steps. Thus, 
the intuition is that the increase in processing load caused by every 
scrambling step should be considerably small. Let me formulate this 
intuition in more detail. Presumably, all syntactic operations take some 
time to be processed. However, usually this time is so small that it cannot 
be detected experimentally as a significant difference. There are a 
number of well-known exceptions, such as center embedding. In this 
case, the increased reading time can be detected. Repeating this 
operation leads to a further increase in the processing load, which can 
be both measured experimentally and appreciated introspectively (often 
the sentence becomes almost incomprehensible). Scrambling appears to 
be different – unlike multiple center embeddings, its multiple instances 
are mundane and easily processable. 

Prima facie the studies showing that scrambling significantly 
increases processing load contradict this intuition. However, a question 
arises: is the significant increase in reading times indeed caused by the 
syntactic complexity of scrambling or by some other factors? Most 
previous experiments compared scrambled and neutral word orders in 
isolation, i.e. no context was provided. Throughout this work I 
demonstrated that while the neutral word order is felicitous in the all-
new context, scrambled constructions are usually not.161 Scrambling 
produces IS effects (some constituents are interpreted as more accessible 
or less salient than the others). There can be a mismatch between these 
interpretations and the current discourse representation, resulting in 
infelicity. I supposed that the reported increase in the processing load 
                                                        
161 In the all-new context, all constituents are equally low in accessibility. I 
repeatedly showed in this study that they can differ in salience. However, in all 
such examples, although the referents were not introduced before, this difference 
can be related to the preceding context or to our shared world knowledge. Thus, 
in (1.7) in subsection 1.1.4, later repeated under (2.1) (‘Today my boss gave 
away his sandwich to a hungry dog’) the pity for the hungry dog is contrasted to 
the previously mentioned misanthropy. In (3.30) in subsection 3.3.3 (‘A man 
was bitten by a rabid fox’) the fox is highlighted because we know independently 
that to be bitten by it is much more rare than, say, by a rabid dog. If such special 
preconditions for highlighting are absent, we expect all constituents to be 
presented as equally salient in the all-new context. 
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could be primarily due to discourse accommodation problems (caused 
by this mismatch) and not to the syntactic complexity of scrambling. The 
experiment that I conducted confirmed this hypothesis. In the next 
subsection, I will review previous studies comparing scrambled and 
neutral word orders in more detail paying special attention to several 
context-sensitive ones, and then will present my experiment in 
subsections 5.2.3-5.2.5. 
 
5.2.2 Scrambled vs. neutral word orders: previous studies 
 
The syntactic theory initially ignored IS-related differences between 
neutral and scrambled word orders because they were considered to fall 
outside of the core linguistic semantics (until recently, it was not 
recognized that scrambling can produce truth-conditional differences). 
Saito (1985) defined scrambling as ‘semantically vacuous movement’ in 
his influential work, assuming that its effects are stylistic. Consequently, 
the increased syntactic complexity of scrambled constructions was 
considered to be the only difference between them and the 
corresponding neutral word orders. As a result, the primary aim of most 
parsing studies was to find an additional processing load associated with 
scrambling (to put it simple, this gives us a pure ‘cost’ of additional 
syntactic movement(s)). Numerous researchers working on different 
languages succeeded in doing so (Frazier and Flores d’Arcais, 1989; 
Hyönä and Hujanen, 1997; Stojanovi , 1999; Bader and Meng, 1999; 
Miyamoto and Takahashi, 2002; Vasishth, 2002 etc.). 

In most existing experiments (including the ones mentioned 
above) sentences were presented in isolation. Therefore, as I argued in 
the previous subsection, an increased processing time for scrambled 
constructions could have been caused not only by their syntactic 
complexity, but also by the discourse accommodation problems (due to 
their infelicity in the zero context). I found only three parsing studies 
where neutral and scrambled word orders were embedded in discourse 
contexts: Bornkessel, Schlesewsky and Friederici (2003), Sekerina (2003) 
and Kaiser and Trueswell (2004). 

Bornkessel, Schlesewsky and Friederici (2003) compared German 
‘S O V’ vs. ‘O S V’ orders in embedded clauses. The experiment was a self-
paced reading task with ERP recordings. Target sentences were preceded 
by various questions, which were used as contexts. Some examples are 
provided in (5.11)-(5.13) (p. 873, from Table 1). (5.11b) is an ‘S V O’ 
sentence presented after the context question in (5.11a), which makes 
the sentence-initial subject anaphorically given. (5.12b) is an ‘O V S’ 
sentence. After the context in (5.12a) the sentence-initial object is new 
(i.e. it is a focus-fronting construction). The opposite pairs were also used 
(‘O S V’ with a given object etc.). (5.13b) is an example of the all-new 
context. 
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(5.11) a. Klaus fragt sich 
  K. asks himself  
(5.11) a. wen der Gärtner am Sonntag besucht hat. 
  who.ACC [the gardener].NOM on Sunday visited has 
 
(5.11) b. Dann erfuhr er 
  then he heard  
(5.11) b. dass der Gärtner den Lehrer besucht hat. 
  that [the gardener].NOM [the teacher].ACC visited has 
 
(5.12) a. Klaus fragt sich 
  K. asks himself  
(5.12) a. wen der Lehrer am Sonntag besucht hat. 
  who.ACC [the teacher].NOM on Sunday visited has 
 
(5.12) b. Dann erfuhr er 
  then he heard  
(5.12) b. dass den Gärtner der Lehrer besucht hat. 
  that [the gardener].ACC [the teacher].NOM visited has 
 
(5.13) Klaus fragt sich, was am Sonntag passiert ist. 
 ‘K. asks himself what happened on Sunday.’ 
 
Previously, a local processing difficulty (manifested as a fronto-central 
negativity from 300 to 450 ms) was observed for object-initial sentences 
(as compared to subject-initial ones) in the zero context. The authors 
found that it is also obtained in the contexts where the object is 
anaphorically given. By contrast, the processing pattern for a new 
(questioned) initial object did not differ from that for a new subject: both 
elicited a parietal positivity (280-480 ms). Bornkessel and her colleagues 
associate it with focus integration. Behaviorally, a brief facilitatory effect 
for ‘O S V’ sentences was attested when the objects were given. 

In Sekerina’s (2003) self-paced reading experiment, neutral and 
scrambled Russian sentences were presented in isolation and in one-
sentence contexts. She used ‘PP S V IO DO PP’ and ‘PP DO S V IO PP’ 
word orders, as in (5.14a-b) (p. 317, n. 14a-b).162 However, the context 
was the same for neutral and scrambled constructions. An example is 
given in (5.14c) (p. 317, n. 15).  
 
(5.14) a. Utrom poslu naja devo ka ponesla 
  in the morning [obedient girl].NOM carried  
(5.14) a. bol’noj babu ke sve uju klubniku  v korzinke. 
  [sick grandma].DAT [fresh strawberries].ACC in a basket 
 
(5.14) b. Utrom sve uju klubniku  poslu naja devo ka 
  in the morning [fresh strawberries].ACC [obedient girl].NOM  
                                                        
162 Apart from that, two types of questions with wh-in-situ were examined. 
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(5.14) b. ponesla bol’noj babu ke v korzinke. 
  carried [sick grandma].DAT in a basket 
 
(5.14) c. Mama skazala do ke, to babu ka zabolela, a v ogorode 

sozreli jagody. 
  ‘Mother told her daughter that her Grandmother was sick and 

that the berries were ripening in the garden.’ 
 
Overall facilitatory effect of context was found for all examples, but 
scrambled sentences still took significantly longer to be processed. Since 
the context was not varied, we cannot judge from this study whether 
certain contexts (or their absence) might affect the processing of 
different word orders.163 

Kaiser and Trueswell (2004) conducted two experiments with 
Finnish ‘S V O’ and ‘O V S’ sentences: a self-paced reading task and an 
eye-tracking study. They relied on the notorious fact that contextually 
given (more accessible) constituents scramble to the left, while new (less 
accessible) constituents follow them in the absolute majority of narrative 
sentences. In particular, ‘S V O’ constructions are felicitous when the 
subject is given and the object is new and infelicitous when the subject is 
new and the object is given. For ‘O V S’ sentences the opposite is true. 
Therefore the context presupposing ‘given-new’ word order in the 
experimental sentence was taken to be appropriate (AC), while the 
context presupposing ‘new-given’ word order was used as inappropriate 
(IC). Two-sentence contexts were used. (5.15a) illustrates the first lead-
in sentence. The second one in (5.15b) creates an appropriate context 
for the scrambled ‘O V S’ word order in (5.15c) and an inappropriate 
context for the neutral ‘S V O’ word order in (5.15d).164 
 
(5.15) a. Lotta etsi eilen sieniä metsässä. 
  ‘L. looked for mushrooms yesterday in the forest.’ 
 
(5.15) b. Hän huomasi heinikossa jäniksen joka liikkui 
  (s)he noticed grass.LOC hare.ACC that was moving  
(5.15) b. varovasti eteenpäin. 
  carefully forward. 
 
(5.15) c. Jänistä seurasi hiiri ja linnut lauloivat. 
  hare.PART followed mouse.NOM and birds were-singing  
(5.15) d. Hiiri seurasi jänistä ja linnut lauloivat. 
  mouse.NOM followed hare.PART and birds were-singing 
 

                                                        
163 Moreover, let me note that the context in (5.14c) does not make the fronted 
direct object in (5.14b) more accessible than the subject (or the indirect object), 
so discourse accommodation problems are not eliminated. 
164 If the mouse and not the hare were mentioned in (5.15b), the situation would 
be opposite: the context would be appropriate for (5.15d) and not for (5.15c). 
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The self-paced reading experiment showed a significant facilitation for 
the scrambled constructions in ACs, although the contribution of the 
syntactic factor was also still visible. In the eye-tracking study Kaiser and 
Trueswell demonstrated that the sentence-initial ‘O V…’ sequence led to 
an expectation that the subject is new information (i.e. less accessible 
than the object). Having two possible candidates for the upcoming 
subject on the picture, participants directed their gaze towards the 
previously unmentioned one. 
 
5.2.3 My experiment: method 
 
I aimed to shed more light on the processing of scrambling depending on 
the discourse context. The experiment I conducted investigates how the 
syntactic complexity of scrambling and the (mis)match with the current 
discourse representation influence the processing of neutral vs. 
scrambled word orders. Specifically, it examines to what extent these 
two factors contribute to the time needed to comprehend such sentences. 
 
5.2.3.1 General design 
 
From the works mentioned above, the design of my study is most similar 
to the one by Kaiser and Trueswell (2004): it is a self-paced reading task 
and experimental constructions are presented in analogous appropriate 
and inappropriate contexts. However, I used more complex target 
sentences: ‘S V IO DO’, ‘DO S V IO’ and ‘DO IO V S’ (examples will be 
given below). This allowed for a more fine-grained analysis of the 
interference between the syntactic and contextual factor. In Kaiser and 
Trueswell’s (2004) work, the participants could see that they deal with 
the inappropriate ‘new-given’ sequence only at the last word of the 
sentence. Thus a potential effect was contaminated with the ‘wrap-up’ 
effects at the end of the sentence, and it was impossible to analyze it 
separately, unlike in the present study. 

In my experiment, target constructions were presented in one-
sentence appropriate or inappropriate contexts. These contexts were 
used to make two constituents in the following target sentence 
anaphorically given. Context sentences presupposing the ‘given-given-
new’ order in the target construction were taken to be appropriate 
(ACs), while the ones presupposing ‘new-given-given’ or ‘given-new-
given’ order were used as inappropriate (ICs). I chose ‘S V IO DO’, ‘DO S 
V IO’ and ‘DO IO V S’ word orders to have a neutral, a ‘simple 
scrambled’ and a ‘complex scrambled’ one. Syntactically, the ‘DO S V 
IO’ construction is simpler than the ‘DO IO V S’ structure.165 If 

                                                        
165 It is true in any syntactic theory. In my model, ‘DO S V IO’ contains only 
object topicalization, while in ‘DO IO V S’ T attracts its complement to its second 
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scrambling indeed significantly increases processing load, ‘DO IO V S’ 
should be more difficult to process than ‘DO S V IO’. 

In this study, I expected to find a more pronounced context effect 
than the authors of previous works were able to obtain. More complex 
constructions were used, which could allow it to develop fully. Out of the 
two examined factors, I predicted that the context factor would be 
significantly more important than the syntactic one (for the reasons 
discussed in subsection 5.2.1). I also predicted that the effect of the 
inappropriate context will not arise at the end of the sentence (during 
the final discourse integration as a part of ‘wrap-up’ effects), but will be 
immediate. I based myself on the following observations. Many studies 
(starting from Crain, 1980; Crain and Steedman, 1985; Altmann and 
Steedman, 1988 etc.) demonstrated that context plays an extremely 
important role in the incremental sentence processing. Kaiser and 
Trueswell’s (2004) eye-tracking experiment confirms this generalization. 
So discourse accommodation problems resulting from an inappropriate 
context should also arise immediately.166 
 
5.2.3.2 Materials 
 
Experimental materials consisted of pairs of context sentences and target 
sentences. Table 5.5 illustrates three experimental conditions with 
appropriate contexts. ‘S V IO DO’ word orders are labeled ‘N’, ‘DO S V 
IO’ – ‘S1’ and ‘DO IO V S’ – ‘S2’. An appropriate context for an ‘S1’ 
target sentence is also marked as ‘S1’ etc. In every context sentence two 
constituents of the following experimental sentence are introduced. 
Since Table 5.5 lists AC conditions, two first DPs are anaphorically given 
in the target sentences (they are underlined in the second column). 
 

Condition Given/New Context sentence Experimental sentence 
N in N S V IO DO as in (5.16a) as in (5.16b) 
S1 in S1 DO S V IO as in (5.17a) as in (5.17b) 
S2 in S2 DO IO V S as in (5.18a) as in (5.18b) 

 
Table 5.5. Context and target sentences in three AC conditions 

 
(5.16) a. Na 8 marta167 Danja Ka in pozdravil Ma u Smolinu. 
  on March 8 [D.K.].NOM congratulated [M.S.].ACC 
 
(5.16) b. Danja Ka in podaril Ma e Smolinoj plju evogo slona. 
  [D.K.].NOM gave [M.S.].DAT [plush elephant].ACC  
                                                                                                                                  
specifier, so that the subject becomes sentence-final, and then both objects are 
topicalized out of the moved constituent. 
166 Let me note that although I expect discourse-related information to become 
accessible very fast, it certainly happens after the preliminary syntactic analysis. 
167 March 8 is the International Women’s Day, widely celebrated in Russia. 
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(5.17) a. Na 8 marta Danja Ka in kupil plju evogo slona i 
  on March 8 [D.K.].NOM bought [plush elephant].ACC and  
(5.17) a. korobku konfet. 
  [box of candies].ACC 
 
(5.17) b. Plju evogo slona Danja Ka in podaril Ma e Smolinoj. 
  [plush elephant].ACC [D.K.].NOM gave [M.S.].DAT 
 
(5.18) a. Na 8 marta Ma a Smolina polu ila 
  on March 8 [M.S.].NOM received  
(5.18) a. plju evogo slona i korobku konfet. 
  [plush elephant].ACC and [box of candies].ACC 
 
(5.18) b. Plju evogo slona Ma e Smolinoj podaril Danja Ka in. 
  [plush elephant].ACC [M.S.].DAT gave [D.K.].NOM 
 
In (5.16b)-(5.18b), target sentences contain the same lexical material 
and differ only in the word order. The DPs (S, DO and IO) are always 
two word long in them (otherwise they would be read too fast to see how 
the two experimental factors incrementally influence reading times). As 
the examples above show, anaphorically given constituents in target 
sentences are literally repeated from preceding contexts. Of course, it is 
not the most natural way, but otherwise I could not guarantee that all 
our given entities are equally recoverable from the context. It would be 
an uncontrolled factor. I tried to use the DPs that allow for natural 
repetition. E.g. one cannot repeat ‘the industrious boy’ in two 
neighboring sentences, but it is possible with the first and last names or 
with some phrases like ‘box of chocolates’. My experimental materials 
were read and corrected by two Russian native speakers who evaluated 
them as ‘natural’. 

Inappropriate contexts also introduced two constituents in the 
target sentence, but either second and third ones or first and third ones 
(resulting in the ‘new-given-given’ and ‘given-new-given’ sequences). To 
create ICs, experimental sentences were presented in the contexts 
devised for other word orders, as it is shown in Table 5.6 and in the 
examples below.  
 

Condition Given/New Context sentence Experimental sentence 
N in S1 S  V  IO  DO as in (5.19a) as in (5.19b) 
N in S2 S  V  IO  DO as in (5.20a) as in (5.20b) 
S1 in N DO  S  V  IO as in (5.21a) as in (5.21b) 
S2 in N DO  IO  V  S as in (5.22a) as in (5.22b) 

 
Table 5.6. Context and target sentences in four IC conditions 

 
(5.19) a. Na 8 marta Danja Ka in kupil plju evogo slona i 
  on March 8 [D.K.].NOM bought [plush elephant].ACC and  
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(5.19) a. korobku konfet. 
  [box of candies].ACC 
 
(5.19) b. Danja Ka in podaril Ma e Smolinoj plju evogo slona. 
  [D.K.].NOM gave [M.S.].DAT [plush elephant].ACC 
 
(5.20) a. Na 8 marta Ma a Smolina polu ila 
  on March 8 [M.S.].NOM received  
(5.20) a. plju evogo slona i korobku konfet. 
  [plush elephant].ACC and [box of candies].ACC 
 
(5.20) b. Danja Ka in podaril Ma e Smolinoj plju evogo slona. 
  [D.K.].NOM gave [M.S.].DAT [plush elephant].ACC 
 
(5.21) a. Na 8 marta Danja Ka in pozdravil Ma u Smolinu. 
  on March 8 [D.K.].NOM congratulated [M.S.].ACC 
 
(5.21) b. Plju evogo slona Danja Ka in podaril Ma e Smolinoj. 
  [plush elephant].ACC [D.K.].NOM gave [M.S.].DAT 
 
(5.22) a. Na 8 marta Danja Ka in pozdravil Ma u Smolinu. 
  on March 8 [D.K.].NOM congratulated [M.S.].ACC 
 
(5.22) b. Plju evogo slona Ma e Smolinoj podaril Danja Ka in. 
  [plush elephant].ACC [M.S.].DAT gave [D.K.].NOM 
 
Thus, I had seven experimental conditions, three with ACs (‘N in N’, ‘S1 
in S1’, ‘S2 in S2’) and four with ICs (‘N in S1’, ‘N in S2’, ‘S1 in N’, ‘S2 in 
N’). In the IC group, the ‘N in S1’ condition had ‘given-new-given’ order 
of constituents (resulting in one given element following new 
information; I will further call it ‘inappropriately given’, or ‘IG’). Three 
other conditions had ‘new-given-given’ order (two IGs). 

I designed twenty crucial items, which consisted of three target 
sentences (‘N’, ‘S1’ and ‘S2’) and three context sentences (‘N’, ‘S1’ and 
‘S2’). Examples are provided in (5.16)-(5.22) above, while the full list is 
given in Appendix B. I decided that the sentences in the study are very 
diverse, so I can refrain from using any filler items. In fact, I wanted to 
make the experiment relatively short, because I was afraid that 
unnatural experimental conditions could cause fatigue in the informants 
and affect normal discourse integration processes. Thus, the participants 
could stop perceiving the pairs of sentences as coherent stories and being 
surprised when the coherence is disrupted by a mismatch with the 
current discourse representation. After each pair of context and target 
sentences a comprehension question was asked. Questions were based 
both on context and target sentences and on different constituents inside 
them (the distribution was random). 

Every participant saw each experimental item only once, in one 
of the seven conditions. Consequently, he or she completed twenty 
experimental and three practice trials. Experimental items presented to 
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each participant were balanced with respect to the number of ACs vs. 
ICs, and neutral vs. scrambled word orders in the target sentences. As a 
result, the ‘N in N’ condition was two times more frequent than the other 
conditions across the whole study.168 The sequence of experimental items 
was randomized for every participant. 

No frequency matching was done in the experiment. It is 
generally very difficult to match frequencies of two word long 
constituents in many sentences and to have natural experimental items 
at the same time. It is particularly difficult in Russian because existing 
frequency counts are not reliable. So I used the design that allows to 
avoid this necessity. Namely, I never had to compare e.g. sentence-initial 
subjects and direct objects. First, I compared overall reading times for 
different word orders in ACs vs. in ICs to establish how important the 
syntactic and contextual factors are. It could be done without frequency 
matching because sentences with the same lexical material were used in 
different conditions, as (5.16)-(5.22) illustrate. Then reading times per 
segment were compared, but only for identical sentences presented in 
AC vs. in IC (to see when the effect of the inappropriate context arises). 
This design also allowed me not to adjust reading times for string length. 
 
5.2.3.3 Participants 
 
28 Russian undergraduate students (20 female and 8 male) participated 
in the experiment. All were naïve as to the purpose of the experiment. 
 
5.2.3.4 Procedure 
 
The experiment was a moving window self-paced reading task. It was 
run on a PC using ‘Presentation’ software developed by Neurobehavioral 
Systems. Each trial consisted of the participant silently reading a two-
sentence text and answering a comprehension question. Sentences 
appeared one at a time, context and target sentences were masked 
(questions and answers were not). The participant pressed a key to 
reveal a portion of masked text (each key press revealed further text and 
masked the previously revealed segment). The segments were 
constituents rather than words (i.e. subject, DO, IO and verb in the 
target sentences). Then a question was shown, and, after the next key 
press, the participant could read two possible answers. Answers 
appeared on the right and on the left of the screen; the left-right 
distribution of correct and incorrect answers was randomized. The 
participant could choose one of two answers by pressing either ‘Caps 

                                                        
168 This makes the distribution of word orders in the experiment more natural 
(since context sentences had neutral word orders,  of all sentences were 
scrambled, which is close to several estimates made for written Russian). 
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Lock’ key (labeled ‘left’) or ‘Enter’ key (labeled ‘right’). After answering 
the question the participant pressed a key to move onto the next item. 
Experimental items were preceded by three practice trials. 
 
5.2.3.5 Analysis 
 
I analyzed participants’ question-answering accuracy and reading times. 
The raw reading times (per position) were trimmed in the following 
way. First, I dropped one RT = 83 ms (the next minimal RT = 269 ms). 
Then I computed the mean reading time and the SD (combining all 
positions in all conditions). The mean plus three SDs was approximately 
equal to 1600 ms in this experiment. Therefore, I considered all RTs > 
1600 ms to be outliers and adjusted them to 1600 ms. In total, about 
1.7% of the data was adjusted. On average, participants answered 93% 
of the questions correctly, and all participants answered at least 86% of 
the questions correctly. Approximately half of the incorrect answers was 
to the questions about context sentences. Given the low number of 
relevant errors (less than 5%), a breakdown of reading times into correct 
and incorrect question trials was not done. 
 
5.2.4 My experiment: results 
 
5.2.4.1 Overall reading times 
 
Average overall reading times for experimental sentences (the sum of 
reading times per segment) are presented in Tables 5.7-5.9. 
 

Conditions RT (ms) 
N in N 2751,7 

S1 in S1 2780,6 

S2 in S2 2801,4 

N in S1 2923,1 

N in S2 3039,4 

S1 in N 3018,2 

S2 in N 3015,8 
 

Table 5.7. Average overall reading times per condition 
 

Word orders RT (ms) 
N 2866,5 

S1 2899,4 

S2 2908,6 

 
Table 5.8. Average overall reading times for the three word orders 
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AC and IC groups RT (ms) 
AC 2771,3 
IC 2999,1 

 
Table 5.9. Average overall reading times for AC and IC groups 

 
The reading time difference between the three word orders (shown in 
Table 5.8) was very small and not significant. However, overall reading 
times in the IC group were significantly longer than in the AC group 
(Table 5.9): F1 (1,194) = 9.00, p < 0.01; F2 (1,138) = 10.04, p < 0.01. 
There was no interaction between the word order and context factors. I 
conclude that inappropriate contexts caused a considerable slow-down 
in the processing of experimental sentences, which I will further refer to 
as the ‘inappropriate context effect’. Crucially, it was true not only for 
scrambled sentences, but also for the neutral word orders. Overall 
reading times per condition are also illustrated in Figure 5.6. 
 

  
Figure 5.6. Average overall reading times per condition 

 
On Figure 5.6, we can see a slight increase from ‘N’ to ‘S1’ and then to 
‘S2’ sentences in the AC group, but no such tendency is the IC group. We 
can also notice that the IC sentences with ‘new-given-given’ sequences 
(with two ‘inappropriately given’ constituents, or IGs) took longer to be 
processed than the ones with ‘given-new-given’ order (one IG). 
However, these differences were not significant. The difference between 
‘N in N’ vs. ‘N in S2’ is on the edge of significance (F1 (1,54) = 3.95, p = 
0.05; F2 (1,38) = 4.58, p = 0.04). All other differences between conditions 
are not significant. 
 

     sentences in AC          sentences in IC 

         2 IGs one IG 
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5.2.4.2 Reading times per segment 
 
The results for average reading times per segment are presented in 
Tables 5.10-5.12 and Figures 5.7-5.9. 
 

 ‘N in N’ ‘N in S1’ ‘N in S2’ 
 RT (ms) RT (ms) RT (ms) 

S 675,7 682,3 835,8 

V 589,5 592,7 657,0 

IO 664,5 852,9 747,5 

DO 821,9 795,2 799,1 

 
Table 5.10. Average reading times per segment in ‘N’ conditions 

 
 ‘S1 in S1’ ‘S1 in N’ 
 RT (ms) RT (ms) 

DO 655,7 807,7 

S 686,7 808,9 

V 626,3 610,7 

IO 812,0 788,0 

 
Table 5.11. Average reading times per segment in ‘S1’ conditions 

 
 ‘S2 in S2’ ‘S2 in N’ 
 RT (ms) RT (ms) 

DO 651,6 809,8 

IO 767,3 799,0 

V 610,5 658,9 

S 772,0 748,2 

 
Table 5.12. Average reading times per segment in ‘S2’ conditions 

 

  
Figure 5.7. Average reading times per segment in ‘N’ conditions  
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Figure 5.8. Average reading times per segment in ‘S1’ conditions 

 

  
Figure 5.9. Average reading times per segment in ‘S2’ conditions 

 
The first constituent (a subject in ‘N’ sentences and a DO in ‘S1’ and ‘S2’ 
sentences) was always read significantly faster when it was given than 
when it was new (F1 (1, 54)  8.92, p < 0.01; F2 (1, 38)  7.92, p < 0.01 
for all pairs). This is an expected result. It is well known that apart from 
possible sentence-level effects of contextually given and new information 
there always exists a lexical-level repetition effect: repeated words are 
typically read faster than unrepeated ones (e.g. Traxler, Foss, Seely, 
Kaup and Morris, 2000). 

The second constituent in ‘N’ (‘S V IO DO’) sentences is the verb. 
There is a marginally significant difference between ‘N in S2’ sentences 
(starting with a new subject) and ‘N in N’ and ‘N in S1’ sentences 
(starting with a given subject). The verb in ‘N in S2’ condition took 
longer to be processed than in ‘N in N’ condition (F1 (1, 54) = 3.54, p = 
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0.06; F2 (1, 38) = 4.25, p = 0.05) and in ‘N in S1’ condition (F1 (1, 54) = 
3.74, p = 0.06; F2 (1, 38) = 3.34, p = 0.07). 

The third segment in ‘N’ sentences (an IO) and the second 
segment in ‘S1’ and ‘S2’ sentences (a subject and an IO, respectively) are 
crucial for this experiment. They are the first ‘inappropriately given’ 
constituents (IGs) in three IC conditions (‘N in S2’, ‘S1 in N’ and ‘S2 in 
N’). Thus, the results for these segments will show us whether the 
inappropriate context effect develops immediately (on the first IG). In 
the AC sentences, the relevant constituents are also given, but 
appropriately (they follow another given constituent and not a new 
one). So, if there is any difference between the AC and IC conditions, it 
can be explained only by the context factor. The results are presented in 
Table 5.13.  
 

‘N in N’ vs. ‘N in S2’ 
(‘S V IO DO’) 

‘S1 in S1’ vs. ‘S1 in N’ 
(‘DO S V IO’) 

‘S2 in S2’ vs. ‘S2 in N’ 
(‘DO IO V S’) 

IOAC < IOIC 

significant 
SAC < SIC 

significant 
IOAC < IOIC 

not significant 
664 ms – 747ms 687 ms – 807 ms 767 ms – 799 ms 
F1 (1, 54) = 4.42, 
p = 0.04 

F1 (1, 54) = 7.74, 
p < 0.01 

F1 (1, 54) = 0.49, 
p = 0.48 

F2 (1, 38) = 6.72, 
p = 0.01 

F2 (1, 38) = 8.44, 
p < 0.01 

F2 (1, 38) = 0.41, 
p = 0.52 

 
Table 5.13. Analysis of average RTs for the first inappropriately given 
constituents (compared to corresponding appropriately given ones) 

 
The results are dissimilar across conditions. The difference on postverbal 
IOs in ‘N’ sentences and on preverbal subjects in ‘S1’ sentences is 
statistically significant, while the difference on preverbal IOs in ‘S2’ 
sentences is not. In ‘S2 in N’ condition, there is a small slow-down on the 
IO (about 30 ms compared to ‘S2 in S2’), which subsequently increases 
on the verb (about 50 ms), but still does not reach statistical 
significance. In ‘S1’ sentences, there is almost no difference on the verb 
(about 15 ms). I preliminarily conclude from these findings that the 
inappropriate context effect is local, because discourse information 
cannot be accessed immediately in some constructions, but not in the 
others. Its different manifestation across experimental conditions will 
receive an explanation in the discussion subsection 5.2.5. 

In the ‘N in S1’ condition, the third IO is new, and, as expected, it 
is processed significantly longer than the appropriately given IO in ‘N in 
N’ sentences (F1 (1, 54) = 14.06, p < 0.01; F2 (1, 38) = 14.65, p < 0.01). It 
is also read slower than the inappropriately given IO in ‘N in S2’ 
sentences, but the difference is not significant (F1 (1, 54) = 2.16, p = 
0.15; F2 (1, 38) = 2.72, p = 0.11). 

Finally, the fourth constituents are DOs in ‘N’ sentences, IOs in 
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‘S1’ sentences and subjects in ‘S2’ sentences. They are new in the AC 
group and given in the IC group. In ‘N in S1’ condition, it is the first IG, 
while in the other IC conditions, it is the second IG. For these segments, 
no direct comparison is possible because two factors are involved 
(giveness and contextual appropriateness). However, it is notable that 
there is no statistical and even no visible difference between the AC and 
IC groups (F1 (1, 54)  0.51, p  0.48; F2 (1, 38)  0.19, p  0.66 for all 
pairs). It means that the inappropriate context effect in the IC sentences 
is strong enough to ‘equal out’ an extremely robust lexical repetition 
effect: given constituents in the IC group are processed no faster than 
new ones in the AC group. 
 
5.2.5 My experiment: discussion 
 
The results of the experiment confirmed my first experimental 
prediction. There was a significant difference between the sentences in 
appropriate vs. inappropriate contexts. The difference between word 
orders (neutral vs. ‘simple scrambled’ vs. complex scrambled’) in these 
groups was not only non-significant, but also almost invisible. The 
context effect was much more pronounced than in the previous studies, 
and I explain it by the fact that I used more complex constructions, 
which allowed it to develop fully. 

I already sketched the explanation that I suggest for this pattern 
in subsection 5.2.1. I believe that the low influence of the syntactic factor 
results from the following. Scrambling is a very widespread syntactic 
operation in Russian, and many sentences contain multiple scrambling 
steps. There are no independent reasons to expect that it would induce 
additional processing load. Moreover, if this operation were 
computationally costly the speakers would constantly experience 
processing difficulties. At the same time, all structures (both neutral and 
scrambled word orders) are interpreted by the interface rule, which 
determines their IS properties. A mismatch between these interpretations 
and the current discourse representation gives rise to serious discourse 
accommodation problems (to the ‘inappropriate context effect’), so the 
context factor predictably plays an important role. Crucially, this is true 
both for scrambled structures and for the neutral word order: it is also 
significantly slowed down by the inappropriate context. This is exactly 
what can be expected in my IS model, where not movements, but 
configurations (resulting from EM, agreement-driven IM and IS-related 
scrambling) are interpreted by the interface rule. The neutral word order 
also receives an IS interpretation, so a mismatch with the current 
discourse representation is also possible and results in processing 
difficulties, as elsewhere. 

My second prediction concerned the immediacy of the context 
effect. I expected to find it on the first constituent whose IS properties do 
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not match the current discourse picture. Let me repeat the experimental 
findings, which turned out to be dissimilar across conditions. The 
difference on postverbal IOs in the ‘N’ sentences and on preverbal 
subjects in the ‘S1’ sentences is statistically significant, while the 
difference on preverbal IOs in the ‘S2’ sentences is not. In the ‘S2 in N’ 
condition, there is a small slow-down on the IO (about 30 ms), which 
subsequently increases on the verb (about 50 ms), but still does not 
reach statistical significance. In the ‘S1’ sentences, there is almost no 
difference on the verb (about 15 ms). 

I argue that these results indicate that the inappropriate context 
effect is always immediate because discourse information cannot be 
accessed instantly in some word orders, but not in the others. Certain 
types of discourse information are either available at the early 
processing stages or not, and no ‘partial availability’ or variation is 
possible. I suppose that in some constructions the inappropriate context 
effect develops faster (immediately reaching the statistical significance 
and then almost disappearing on the next constituent), while in the 
others it develops slower (it is spread across several constituents and 
therefore does not reach statistical significance on any individual one). 

How it develops arguably depends on the syntactic status of the 
constituent. Preverbal subjects did not undergo any IS-related movement 
(only agreement-driven movement to the [Spec; TP]), while preverbal 
IOs did (they were topicalized). Postverbal IOs in the ‘N’ (‘S V IO DO’) 
sentences are in their ‘canonical’ syntactic position (potentially even in 
their base-generated position), i.e. no IS-related IM took place. Thus, the 
inappropriate context effect develops slower on the scrambled IOs than 
on the non-scrambled IOs and subjects. No similar findings were 
reported in the previous studies because the experimental sentences 
were syntactically simple and the first contextually inappropriate word 
was also the last word in the sentence. 
 
Appendix B. Experimental materials 
 
The sentences are labeled as follows. ‘5 N cont.’ means ‘context sentence 
‘N’ from the 5th set of items’; ‘19 S2 targ.’ means ‘target sentence ‘S2’ 
from the 19th set’ etc.  
 
1 N Na 8 marta Danja Ka in pozdravil Ma u Smolinu. 
cont. ‘On March 8 Danya Kashin (proper name) congratulated Masha 

Smolina (proper name).’  
1 N Danja Ka in podaril Ma e Smolinoj plju evogo slona. 
targ. [D.K.].NOM gave [M.S.].DAT [plush elephant].ACC 
 
1 S1 Na 8 marta Danja Ka in kupil plju evogo slona i korobku konfet. 
cont. ‘On March 8 Danya Kashin bought a plush elephant and a box of 
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candies.’  
1 S1 Plju evogo slona Danja Ka in podaril Ma e Smolinoj. 
targ. [plush elephant].ACC [D.K.].NOM gave [M.S.].DAT 
 
1 S2 
cont. 

Na 8 marta Ma a Smolina polu ila plju evogo slona i korobku 
konfet. 

 ‘On March 8 Masha Smolina received a plush elephant and a box 
of candies.’  

1 S2 Plju evogo slona Ma e Smolinoj podaril Danja Ka in. 
targ. [plush elephant].ACC [M.S.].DAT gave [D.K.].NOM 
 

2 N 
cont. 

V ponedel’nik u itel’nica matematiki re ila pomu it’ 
desjatiklassnikov. 

 ‘On Monday the math teacher decided to torture tenth-form 
students.’  

2 N U itel’nica matematiki zadala desjatiklassnikam 
targ. [math teacher].NOM set [tenth-form students].DAT  
2 N dvenadcat’ uravnenij. 
targ. [twelve equations].ACC 
 
2 S1 
cont. 

V ponedel’nik u itel’nica matematiki prigotovila dvenadcat’ 
uravnenij i sem’ zada . 

 ‘On Monday the math teacher prepared twelve equations and 
seven problems.’  

2 S1 Dvenadcat’ uravnenij u itel’nica matematiki zadala 
targ. [twelve equations].ACC [math teacher].NOM set  
2 S1 desjatiklassnikam. 
targ. [tenth-form students].DAT 
 
2 S2 
cont. 

V ponedel’nik desjatiklassniki dol ny byli re it’ dvenadcat’ 
uravnenij i sem’ zada . 

 ‘On Monday tenth-form students had to solve twelve equations 
and seven problems.’  

2 S2 Dvenadcat’ uravnenij desjatiklassnikam zadala 
targ. [twelve equations].ACC [tenth-form students].DAT set  
2 S2 u itel’nica matematiki. 
targ. [math teacher].NOM 
 

3 N 
cont. 

Na diskoteke semiklassnica Nata a poznakomila Lenu Zubovu so 
svoimi druz’jami. 

 ‘At the disco seventh-grade girl Natasha acquainted Lena Zubova 
(proper name) with her (male) friends.’  
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3 N Semiklassnica Nata a predstavila Lene Zubovoj 
targ. [seventh-grade girl N.].NOM introduced [L.Z.].DAT  
3 N Pa u Petrova. 
targ. [P. P.].ACC 
 
3 S1 
cont. 

Na diskoteke semiklassnica Nata a poznakomila Pa u Petrova i 
Sa u Sidorova so svoimi podrugami. 

 ‘At the disco seventh-grade girl Natasha acquainted Pasha Petrov 
and Sasha Sidorov (proper names) with her (female) friends.’  

3 S1 Pa u Petrova semiklassnica Nata a predstavila 
targ. [P. P.].ACC [seventh-grade girl N.].NOM introduced  
3 S1 Lene Zubovoj. 
targ. [L.Z.].DAT 
 
3 S2 
cont. 

Na diskoteke Lena Zubova poznakomilas’ s Pa ej Petrovym i Sa ej 
Sidorovym. 

 ‘At the disco Lena Zubova got acquainted with Pasha Petrov and 
Sasha Sidorov.’  

3 S2 Pa u Petrova Lene Zubovoj predstavila 
targ. [P. P.].ACC [L.Z.].DAT introduced  
3 S2 semiklassnica Nata a. 
targ. [seventh-grade girl N.].NOM 
 

4 N Za obedom Nikolaj Pavlovi  pytalsja razvlekat’ Ol’gu Viktorovnu. 
cont. ‘During the dinner Nikolay Pavlovich (proper name) tried to 

amuse Olga Viktorovna (proper name).’  
4 N Nikolaj Pavlovi  rasskazal Ol’ge Viktorovne 
targ. [N.P.].NOM told [O.V.].DAT  
4 N glupyj anekdot. 
targ. [stupid anecdote].ACC 
 
4 S1 
cont. 

Za obedom Nikolaj Pavlovi  xotel sostrit’, no vspomnil tol’ko 
glupyj anekdot i neprili nyj sti ok. 

 ‘During the dinner Nikolay Pavlovich wanted to be witty, but 
remembered only a stupid anecdote and an indecent verse.’  

4 S1 Glupyj anekdot Nikolaj Pavlovi  rasskazal 
targ. [stupid anecdote].ACC [N.P.].NOM told  
4 S1 Ol’ge Viktorovne. 
targ. [O.V.].DAT 
 
4 S2 
cont. 

Za obedom Ol’ge Viktorovne pri los’ vyslu at’ glupyj anekdot i 
neprili nyj sti ok. 
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 ‘During the dinner Olga Viktorovna had to listen to a stupid 
anecdote and an indecent verse.’  

4 S2 Glupyj anekdot Ol’ge Viktorovne rasskazal 
targ. [stupid anecdote].ACC [O.V.].DAT told  
4 S2 Nikolaj Pavlovi . 
targ. [N.P.].NOM 
 

5 N 
cont. 

Posle kzamenov Vasja Petuxov poblagodaril Sonju Sobolevu za 
pomo ’. 

 ‘After the exams Vasya Petukhov (proper name) thanked Sonya 
Soboleva (proper name) for her help.’  

5 N Vasja Petuxov vernul Sone Sobolevoj u ebnik francuzskogo. 
targ. [V.P.].NOM returned [S.S.].DAT [French textbook].ACC 
 
5 S1 
cont. 

Posle kzamenov Vasja Petuxov prines v kolu u ebnik 
francuzskogo i franko-russkij slovar’. 

 ‘After the exams Vasya Petukhov brought to school a French 
textbook and a French-Russian dictionary.’  

5 S1 U ebnik francuzskogo Vasja Petuxov vernul Sone Sobolevoj. 
targ. [French textbook].ACC [V.P.].NOM returned [S.S.].DAT 
 
5 S2 
cont. 

Posle kzamenov druz’ja otdali Sone Sobolevoj u ebnik 
francuzskogo i franko-russkij slovar’. 

 ‘After the exams her friends returned to Sonya Soboleva a French 
textbook and a French-Russian dictionary.’  

5 S2 U ebnik francuzskogo Sone Sobolevoj vernul Vasja Petuxov. 
targ. [French textbook].ACC [S.S.].DAT returned [V.P.].NOM 
 

6 N Posle urokov Lena Maslova navestila bol’nuju babu ku. 
cont. ‘After the classes Lena Maslova (proper name) visited her ill 

granny.’  
6 N Lena Maslova otnesla bol’noj babu ke banku meda. 
targ. [L.M.].NOM brought [ill granny].DAT [jar of honey].ACC 
 
6 S1 
cont. 

Posle urokov Lena Maslova kupila na rynke banku meda i 
kilogramm sliv. 

 ‘After the classes Lena Maslova bought at the market a jar of 
honey and a kilogram of plums.’  

6 S1 Banku meda Lena Maslova otnesla bol’noj babu ke. 
targ. [jar of honey].ACC [L.M.].NOM brought [ill granny].DAT 
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6 S2 
cont. 

Posle urokov zabotlivye vnuki kupili dlja bol’noj babu ki banku 
meda i teploe odejalo. 

 ‘After the classes caring grandchildren bought for their ill granny 
a jar of honey and a kilogram of plums.’  

6 S2 Banku meda bol’noj babu ke otnesla Lena Maslova. 
targ. [jar of honey].ACC [ill granny].DAT brought [L.M.].NOM 
 

7 N 
cont. 

Posle prazdnika Taninoj mame pri los’ dolgo besedovat’ s Vasinoj 
babu koj. 

 ‘After the celebration Tanya’s (proper name) mother had to talk 
to Vasya’s (proper name) granny for a long time.’  

7 N Vasina babu ka pokazala Taninoj mame starye fotografii. 
targ. [V.’s granny].NOM showed [T.’s mother].DAT [old photos].ACC 
 
7 S1 
cont. 

Posle prazdnika Vasina babu ka prinesla gostjam starye fotografii 
i detskie risunki. 

 ‘After the celebration Vasya’s granny brought to the guests old 
photos and children’s drawings.’  

7 S1 Starye fotografii Vasina babu ka pokazala Taninoj mame. 
targ. [old photos].ACC [V.’s granny].NOM showed [T.’s mother].DAT 
 
7 S2 
cont. 

Posle prazdnika Tanina mama posmotrela starye fotografii i 
detskie risunki. 

 ‘After the celebration Tanya’s mother looked through old photos 
and children’s drawings.’  

7 S2 Starye fotografii Taninoj mame pokazala Vasina babu ka. 
targ. [old photos].ACC [T.’s mother].DAT showed [V.’s granny].NOM 
 

8 N 
cont. 

Pod Novyj god Anna Timofeevna poradovala svoju vnu ku Zinu 
Smirnovu. 

 ‘Right before the New Year Anna Timofeevna (proper name) 
pleased her granddaughter Zina Smirnova (proper name).’  

8 N Anna Timofeevna otpravila Zine Smirnovoj bol’ uju posylku. 
targ. [A.T.].NOM mailed [Z.S.].DAT [big parcel].ACC 
 
8 S1 
cont. 

Pod Novyj god Anna Timofeevna prinesla na po tu bol’ uju 
posylku i mnogo otkrytok. 

 ‘Right before the New Year Anna Timofeevna brough to the post 
office a big parcel and a lot of postcards.’  

8 S1 Bol’ uju posylku Anna Timofeevna otpravila Zine Smirnovoj. 
targ. [big parcel].ACC [A.T.].NOM mailed [Z.S.].DAT 
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8 S2 
cont. 

Pod Novyj god Zina Smirnova polu ila ot rodstvennikov bol’ uju 
posylku i mnogo otkrytok. 

 ‘Right before the New Year Zina Smirnova received from the 
relatives a big parcel and a lot of postcards.’  

8 S2 Bol’ uju posylku Zine Smirnovoj otpravila Anna Timofeevna. 
targ. [big parcel].ACC [Z.S.].DAT mailed [A.T.].NOM 

 
9 N 
cont. 

Vo vremja priema u astkovyj vra  vnimatel’no vyslu al 
pensionerku Larinu. 

 ‘During the consultation the family doctor listened to pensioner 
Larina (proper name) attentively.’  

9 N U astkovyj vra  propisal pensionerke Larinoj 
targ. [family doctor].NOM prescribed [pensioner L.].DAT  
9 N serde nye kapli. 
targ. [heart drops].ACC 
 
9 S1 
cont. 

Vo vtornik u astkovyj vra  nazna il dvum po ilym pacientkam 
serde nye kapli i miksturu ot ka lja. 

 ‘On Tuesday the family doctor prescribed heart drops and cough 
medicine to two elderly patients.’  

9 S1 Serde nye kapli u astkovyj vra  propisal 
targ. [heart drops].ACC [family doctor].NOM prescribed  
9 S1 pensionerke Larinoj. 
targ. [pensioner L.].DAT 
 
9 S2 
cont. 

Pensionerka Larina kupila v apteke serde nye kapli i miksturu ot 
ka lja. 

 ‘Pensioner Larina bought heart drops and cough medicine in the 
pharmacy.’  

9 S2 Serde nye kapli pensionerke Larinoj propisal 
targ. [heart drops].ACC [pensioner L.].DAT prescribed  
9 S2 u astkovyj vra . 
targ. [family doctor].NOM 

 
10 N 
cont. 

Perejdja na novuju rabotu, Dima Simonov na al uxa ivat’ za 
Alenoj Marfenko. 

 ‘At his new working place, Dima Simonov (proper name) began to 
court Alena Marfenko (proper name).’  

10 N Dima Simonov poslal Alene Marfenko ljubovnoe pis’mo. 
targ. [D.S.].NOM sent [A.M.].DAT [love letter].ACC 
 
10 S1 
cont. 

K koncu dnja Dima Simonov napisal ljubovnoe pis’mo i mnogo 
delovoj korrespondencii. 
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 ‘By the end of the day Dima Simonov wrote a love letter and lots 
of business mail.’  

10 S1 Ljubovnoe pis’mo Dima Simonov poslal Alene Marfenko. 
targ. [love letter].ACC [D.S.].NOM sent [A.M.].DAT 
 
10 S2 
cont. 

K koncu dnja Alena Marfenko polu ila po �lektronnoj po te 
ljubovnoe pis’mo i mnogo delevoj korrespondencii. 

 ‘By the end of the day Alena Marfenko received a love letter and 
lots of business mail.’  

10 S2 Ljubovnoe pis’mo Alene Marfenko poslal Dima Simonov. 
targ. [love letter].ACC [A.M.].DAT sent [D.S.].NOM 
 

11 N 
cont. 

Direktor koly pozdravil pobeditelja olimpiady s blestja imi 
uspexami. 

 ‘The school director congratulated the competition winner on his 
magnificent results.’  

11 N Direktor koly vru il pobeditelju olimpiady 
targ. [school director].NOM handed [competition winner].DAT  
11 N po etnuju gramotu. 
targ. [diploma].ACC 
 
11 S1 
cont. 

Direktor koly podgotovil dlja u astnikov sorevnovanija po etnuju 
gramotu i cennye prizy. 

 ‘The school director prepared a diploma and valuable prizes for 
competition participants.’  

11 S1 Po etnuju gramotu direktor koly vru il 
targ. [diploma].ACC [school director].NOM handed  
11 S1 pobeditelju olimpiady. 
targ. [competition winner].DAT 
 
11 S2 
cont. 

Pobeditel’ olimpiady polu il v nagradu po etnuju gramotu i 
cennyj priz. 

 ‘The competition winner received a diploma and a valuable 
prize.’  

11 S2 Po etnuju gramotu pobeditelju olimpiady vru il 
targ. [diploma].ACC [competition winner].DAT handed  
11 S2 direktor koly. 
targ. [school director].NOM 
 

12 N Posle predstavlenija Andrej Sorokin provel Ninu Manevi  za kulisy. 
cont. ‘After the show Andrey Sorokin (proper name) invited Nina 

Manevich (proper name) behind the scene.’  



Natalia Slioussar. Grammar and Information Structure 

 

216 

12 N Andrej Sorokin prodemonstriroval Nine Manevi  
targ. [A.S.].NOM demonstrated [N.M.].DAT  
12 N dressirovannuju soba ku. 
targ. [trained dog].ACC 
 
12 S1 
cont. 

Andrej Sorokin gotovil cirkovye nomera s dressirovannoj soba koj 
i malen’koj obez’jankoj. 

 ‘Andrey Sorokin prepared circus tricks with a trained dog and a 
small monkey.’  

12 S1 Dressirovannuju soba ku Andrej Sorokin prodemonstriroval 
targ. [trained dog].ACC [A.S.].NOM demonstrated  
12 S1 Nine Manevi . 
targ. [N.M.].DAT 
 
12 S2 
cont. 

Nina Manevi  byla za kulisami i videla dressirovannuju soba ku i 
malen’kuju obez’janku. 

 ‘Nina Manevich went behind the scene and saw a trained dog 
and a small monkey.’  

12 S2 Dressirovannuju soba ku Nine Manevi  prodemonstriroval 
targ. [trained dog].ACC [N.M.].DAT demonstrated  
12 S2 Andrej Sorokin. 
targ. [A.S.].NOM 
 

13 N Ser ant Petrov sobral soldatov-novobrancev u dverej sklada. 
cont. ‘Sergeant Petrov (proper name) summoned the new soldiers near 

the warehouse door.’  
13 N Ser ant Petrov vydal soldatam-novobrancam 
targ. [sergeant P.].NOM gave [new soldiers].DAT  
13 N suxoj paek. 
targ. [travel rations].ACC 
 
13 S1 
cont. 

Ser ant Petrov privez so sklada suxoj paek i novoe 
obmundirovanie. 

 ‘Sergeant Petrov brought from the warehouse travel rations and 
new uniforms.’  

13 S1 Suxoj paek ser ant Petrov vydal 
targ. [travel rations].ACC [sergeant P.].NOM gave  
13 S1 soldatam-novobrancam. 
targ. [new soldiers].DAT 
 
13 S2 
cont. 

Soldaty-novobrancy poul ili na sklade suxoj paek i novoe 
obmundirovanie. 
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 ‘In the warehouse the new soldiers received travel rations and 
new uniforms.’  

13 S2 Suxoj paek soldatam-novobrancam vydal 
targ. [travel rations].ACC [new soldiers].DAT gave  
13 S2 ser ant Petrov. 
targ. [sergeant P.].NOM 
 

14 N 
cont. 

V vyxodnye Dmitrij Aleksandrovi  sover il vygodnuju sdelku s 
Evgeniem Danilovi em. 

 ‘On weekend Dmitry Aleksandrovich (proper name) struck a good 
deal with Evgeny Danilovich (proper name).’  

14 N Dmitrij Aleksandrovi  prodal Evgeniju Danilovi u 
targ. [D.A.].NOM sold [E.D.].DAT  
14 N staruju ma inu. 
targ. [old car].ACC 
 
14 S1 
cont. 

V vyxodnye Dmitrij Aleksandrovi  izbavilsja ot staroj ma iny i 
da noj mebeli. 

 ‘On weekend Dmitry Aleksandrovich got rid of an old car and 
summerhouse furniture.’  

14 S1 Staruju ma inu Dmitrij Aleksandrovi  prodal 
targ. [old car].ACC [D.A.].NOM sold  
14 S1 Evgeniju Danilovi u. 
targ. [E.D.].DAT 
 
14 S2 
cont. 

V vyxodnye Evgenij Danilovi  vygodno priobrel staruju ma inu i 
da nuju mebel’. 

 ‘On weekend Evgeny Danilovich advantageously bought an old 
car and summerhouse furniture.’  

14 S2 Staruju ma inu Evgeniju Danilovi u prodal 
targ. [old car].ACC [E.D.].DAT sold  
14 S2 Dmitrij Aleksandrovi . 
targ. [D.A.].NOM 
 

15 N Mitja Andreev priglasil Olen’ku Somovu v kafe. 
cont. ‘Mitya Andreev (proper name) invited Olenka Somova (proper 

name) to a café.’  
15 N Mitja Andreev kupil Olen’ke Somovoj jagodnoe piro noe. 
targ. [M.A.].NOM bought [O.S.].DAT [fruit tart].ACC 
 
15 S1 V kafe Mitja Andreev zakazal jagodnoe piro noe i okoladnyj tort. 
cont. ‘In the café Mitya Andreev ordered a fruit tart and a chocolate 
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cake.’  
15 S1 Jagodnoe piro noe Mitja Andreev kupil Olen’ke Somovoj. 
targ. [fruit tart].ACC [M.A.].NOM bought [O.S.].DAT 
 
15 S2 
cont. 

V kafe Olen’ka Somova lakomilas’ jagodnym piro nym i 
okoladnym tortom. 

 ‘In the café Olenka Somova enjoyed a fruit tart and a chocolate 
cake.’  

15 S2 Jagodnoe piro noe Olen’ke Somovoj kupil Mitja Andreev. 
targ. [fruit tart].ACC [O.S.].DAT bought [M.A.].NOM 
 

16 N 
cont. 

Pered karnavalom babu ka Vera prigotovila malen’komu Le e 
otli nyj narjad. 

 ‘Before the carnival granny Vera (proper name) prepared an 
excellent dress for little Lesha (proper name).’  

16 N Babu ka Vera s ila malen’komu Le e kostjum pirata. 
targ. [granny V.].NOM sewed [little L.].DAT [pirate costume].ACC 
 
16 S1 
cont. 

Pered karnavalom babu ka Vera prigotovila dlja detej kostjum 
pirata i rycarskij pla . 

 ‘Before the carnival granny Vera prepared for the children a 
pirate costume and a knight’s tabard.’  

16 S1 Kostjum pirata babu ka Vera s ila malen’komu Le e. 
targ. [pirate costume].ACC [granny V.].NOM sewed [little L.].DAT 
 
16 S2 
cont. 

Pered karnavalom malen’kij Le a vybiral me du kostjumom 
pirata i rycarskim pla om. 

 ‘Before the carnival little Lesha tried to choose between a pirate 
costume and a knight’s tabard.’  

16 S2 Kostjum pirata malen’komu Le e s ila babu ka Vera. 
targ. [pirate costume].ACC [little L.].DAT sewed [granny V.].NOM 

 
17 N Vova Ne aev vsja eski draznil urika Sazonova. 
cont. ‘Vova Nechaev (proper name) teased Shurik Sazonov (proper 

name) in every possible way.’  
17 N Vova Ne aev pridumal uriku Sazonovu prozvi e “Kolobok”. 
targ. [V.N.].NOM invented [Sh.S.].DAT [nickname kolobok].ACC 
 
17 S1 
cont. 

Vova Ne aev dal svoim lu im druz’jam prozvi a “Kolobok” i 
“Pon ik”. 

 ‘Vova Nechaev gave his best friends nicknames ‘kolobok’ (Russian 
round bread) and ‘doughnut’.’  
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17 S1 Prozvi e “Kolobok” Vova Ne aev pridumal uriku Sazonovu. 
targ. [nickname kolobok].ACC [V.N.].NOM invented [Sh.S.].DAT 
 
17 S2 Druz’ja dali uriku Sazonovu prozvi a “Kolobok» i “Pon ik”. 
cont. ‘Friends gave Shurik Sazonov nicknames ‘kolobok’ and 

‘doughnut’.’  
17 S2 Prozvi e “Kolobok” uriku Sazonovu pridumal Vova Ne aev. 
targ. [nickname kolobok].ACC [Sh.S.].DAT invented [V.N.].NOM 
 

18 N 
cont. 

Inna Pavlovna re ila poradovat’ Petra Semenovi a em-nibud’ 
vkusnen’kim. 

 ‘Inna Pavlovna (proper name) decided to please Petr Semenovich 
(proper name) with something tasty.’  

18 N Inna Pavlovna za arila Petru Semenovi u molo nogo porosenka. 
targ. [I.P.].NOM roasted [P.S.].DAT [suckling pig].ACC 
 
18 S1 
cont. 

Inna Pavlovna kupila v universame molo nogo porosenka i 
kilogramm gre i. 

 ‘Inna Pavlovna bought in the grocery store a suckling pig and a 
kilogram of buckwheat.’  

18 S1 Molo nogo porosenka Inna Pavlovna za arila Petru Semenovi u. 
targ. [suckling pig].ACC [I.P.].NOM roasted [P.S.].DAT 
 
18 S2 
cont. 

Petr Semenovi  el na u in molo nogo porosenka i gre nevuju 
ka u. 

 ‘Petr Semenovich had for dinner a suckling pig and buckwheat 
porridge.’   

18 S2 Molo nogo porosenka Petru Semenovi u za arila Inna Pavlovna. 
targ. [suckling pig].ACC [P.S.].DAT roasted [I.P.].NOM 
 

19 N 
cont. 

Kak-to raz Pavlik Ivanov sdelal Natke Davydovoj stra nuju 
gadost’. 

 ‘Once Pavlik Ivanov (proper name) played a bad trick on Natka 
Davydova (proper name).’  

19 N Pavlik Ivanov podlo il Natke Davydovoj bol’ uju knopku. 
targ. [P.I.].NOM put under [N.D.].DAT [big drawing pin].ACC 
 
19 S1 
cont. 

Kak-to raz Pavlik Ivanov prines v kolu bol’ uju knopku i 
butylo ku kleja. 

 ‘Once Pavlik Ivanov brought to school a big drawing pin and a 
bottle of glue.’ 
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19 S1 Bol’ uju knopku Pavlik Ivanov podlo il Natke Davydovoj. 
targ. [big drawing pin].ACC [P.I.].NOM put under [N.D.].DAT 
 
19 S2 
cont. 

Kak-to raz Natka Davydova sela na bol’ uju knopku i evatel’nuju 
rezinku. 

 ‘Once Natka Davydova sat on a big drawing pin and a chewing 
gum.’  

19 S2 Bol’ uju knopku Natke Davydovoj podlo il Pavlik Ivanov. 
targ. [big drawing pin].ACC [N.D.].DAT put under [P.I.].NOM 
 

20 N Vodoprovod ik Vasja provel u Elizavety Vladimirovny celyj den’. 
cont. ‘Plumber Vasya (proper name) spent the whole day at Elizaveta 

Vladimirovna’s (proper name) place.’  
20 N Vodoprovod ik Vasja ustanovil Elizavete Vladimirovne 
targ. [Plumber V.].NOM installed [E.V.].DAT  
20 N novuju vannu. 
targ. [new bathtub].ACC 
 
20 S1 
cont. 

Vodoprovod ik Vasja ves’ den’ provozilsja s novoj vannoj i 
kuxonnoj mojkoj. 

 ‘Plumber Vasya was busy with a new bathtub and a kitchen sink 
for the whole day.’  

20 S1 Novuju vannu vodoprovod ik Vasja ustanovil 
targ. [new bathtub].ACC [Plumber V.].NOM installed  
20 S1 Elizavete Vladimirovne. 
targ. [E.V.].DAT 
 
20 S2 
cont. 

Elizaveta Vladimirovna ves’ den’ ljubovalas’ novoj vannoj i 
kuxonnoj mojkoj. 

 ‘Elizaveta Vladimirovna admired a new bathtub and a kitchen 
sink for the whole day.’  

20 S2 Novuju vannu Elizavete Vladimirovne ustanovil 
targ. [new bathtub].ACC [E.V.].DAT installed  
20 S2 vodoprovod ik Vasja. 
targ. [Plumber V.].NOM 
 



 

 
6 Conclusion 
 
 
 
 
Let me briefly summarize the contents of the dissertation. On its first 
pages, I introduce the distinction between the information structure (IS) 
represented in the discourse mental model and IS as encoded in the 
grammar and specify that the thesis focuses on the nature of the 
interface between the two. What information from the discourse IS 
system gets encoded in the grammatical IS system and by what means, 
and what information is lost? In the course of this work, I arrive at the 
following answers. 

In section 1.1, I note that the crucial difference between the IS 
system in the discourse and in the grammar is that the former can 
operate with continuous notions, while the latter cannot. For instance, 
very fine gradations of accessibility are possible in the discourse, while 
for the grammar, a discrete ‘yes-no’ notion is needed to create a form-
meaning pair (grammar has no gradual means, so non-discrete 
meanings are ruled out). Accessibility gradations in the discourse can be 
envisioned as an accessibility scale, and there are two possible strategies 
to convert this information into discrete grammatical notions. The 
former is categorical: all elements can be divided into more and less 
than X% accessible and assigned two different labels (e.g. ‘given’ or 
‘new’). The latter is relational: the relative accessibility pattern (e.g. ‘A is 
more accessible than B,’ ‘A is more accessible than C,’ ‘B is more 
accessible than C’ etc.) can be encoded. Answering the first part of the 
fundamental question above, I argue that the second option is taken in 
the grammar: the grammatical IS system encodes relative accessibility 
and salience. Accordingly, the information that is lost includes absolute 
accessibility and salience values (e.g. how accessible A, B and C are). 

If we turn from meanings to means, two types of IS theories, 
feature-based and configurational, exist in the literature. Crucially, 
relational notions cannot be encoded by means of IS features, so the 
thesis puts forward an important argument for configurational and 
against feature-based IS models. In section 1.2, I briefly discuss the 
nature of IS configurations: are they syntactic, prosodic or ‘mixed’? I opt 
for syntactic configurations and for deriving prosodic IS-related 
phenomena from them. This sets my model apart from other 
configurational IS theories (such as Reinhart 1995, 2006; Neeleman and 
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Reinhart 1998; Szendr i 2001), where prosodic encoding is used. Thus, 
the answer to the central question of the thesis is outlined already in the 
Introduction. Chapters 2 and 3 elaborate on it, while chapters 4 and 5 
are dedicated to other topics relevant for the discussion.  

Chapter 2 lays the syntactic foundation of the model. It aims to 
specify how IS configurations are built in the syntax and interpreted at 
the interface and to define the place of IS-related IM in the general 
theory of movement and agreement. I adopt the concept of ‘free IM’ 
from Chomsky (2005): edge features can attract any goal, so any 
constituent can move (if it is not prohibited for independent reasons) 
and its final interpretation will depend on its eventual position. 
However, I propose four important modifications. First, the notion of the 
‘right position’ for a certain IS interpretation is different in my model. 
For Chomsky (2005), it is a particular position in the syntactic hierarchy 
(he refers to Rizzi’s (1997) view on the left periphery), while for me, it is 
a particular position with respect to other elements (so my approach is 
configurational, while Chomsky’s is not). 

Second, while Chomsky applies ‘free IM’ in many syntactic 
domains, I limit it to the IS one. I draw a principled distinction between 
IS-related and non-IS-related movement. I argue that the former is ‘free 
IM’, while the latter is launched (through mechanisms yet to be 
specified) by Agree features. Thus, in all domains except for the IS one, I 
come back to an earlier version of the theory where agreement was a 
prerequisite for movement. Interpretational effects also result from 
agreement in these cases, while IM has none. On the contrary, IS-related 
movement produces interpretational effects according to the interface 
rule. This syntactic distinction is paralleled by the difference in meanings 
encoded: relational in case of IS-related IM and categorical in the other 
cases. Thus, IS configurations result from independently motivated EM 
and agreement-driven movement or are derived by means of IS-related 
‘free IM’. Third, on the empirical grounds I reconsider the inventory of 
heads that can be targeted by ‘free IM’. Forth, I analyze how the 
restrictions on ‘free IM’ can be stated – a question that Chomsky (2005) 
did not address. Unlike with agreement-related movement that has 
enabling conditions, such restrictions should be formulated as filters. 

Chapter 3 focuses on incorporating prosody in the model and on 
the consequences that introducing relational notions has for IS theory. 
First I argue that in the canonical generative architecture, prosody 
cannot be included in the IS model. Then I show how, given the wealth 
of prosodic phenomena in this field, it can be excluded, namely, derived 
from syntax. A distinction is often drawn between default (neutral) and 
non-default (marked) prosody (such as sentential stress shift). Most 
authors assume that the former can be predicted from the syntactic 
structure, while the latter is used when the default patterns are 
‘overridden’ by IS-related considerations and is syntax-independent. I 
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aim to unify the two arguing that prosodic structure, a result of interface 
operations, reflects two things: the properties of our sensori-motoric 
apparatus and the syntactic structure of the sentence (embedding, 
constituency and the like). Since my IS model relies on syntactic 
configurations, I do not need to introduce anything else to derive prosody 
from syntax. When this was previously done in feature-based IS theories, 
additional assumtiopns were required (e.g. that a F(oc) feature is 
‘pronounced’ as the main stress of the sentence). First I analyze default 
prosodic patterns and show that the above-mentioned two types of IM 
have different prosodic effects (non-IS-related movement leads to ‘stress 
inheritance’). Then marked prosody is incorporated in the picture (in my 
model, it results from spelling out lower copies due to independently 
motivated restrictions). 

In the concluding section, I demonstrate the potential of an IS 
model based on relational notions. There is a long-standing intuition in 
the field that such notions as topic and focus are not encoded in the 
grammar. However, it was difficult to implement because IS-related 
reorderings and prosodic effects require a grammar-internal 
explanation. According to my hypothesis, these phenomena result from 
syntactic encoding of relative accessibility and salience. First, by virtue of 
relying on two scales rather than on categorical distinctions, the 
resulting IS model offers important advantages in accounting for the 
data. Second, it takes away from topics and foci the burden of explaining 
IS-related grammatical phenomena, which can help to remove some 
inconsistencies in their definitions in the discourse theory and semantics. 

Chapter 4 makes a digression to analyze EPP-driven movement. 
This analysis is necessary to account for IS-related reorderings because 
they are ‘superimposed’ on the EPP-driven ones. I propose a new EPP 
model for Russian, according to which Russian is typologically similar to 
English in this respect. This model makes an interesting addition to the 
EPP typology (showing that the Russian EPP is not anomalous) and 
removes one of the most significant arguments for dissociating the EPP 
and agreement. The latter point is crucial for my work since I argue that 
agreement is a prerequisite for non-IS-related IM. 

After discussing several Russian scrambling constructions in more 
detail, chapter 5 focuses on the experimental data that are relevant for 
the study of IS-related phenomena. It demonstrates that the proposed 
model is fully compatible with previously obtained results. After that, the 
results of my self-paced-reading study of Russian scrambling are 
presented. 
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Samenvatting in het Nederlands 
 
 
 
 
Dit proefschrift is gewijd aan het onderzoek naar informatie structuur. Er 
is een informatie structuur die wordt gerepresenteerd in het mentale 
discourse model en een informatie structuur die is gecodeerd in de 
grammatica, die de eerstgenoemde op indirecte wijze weerspiegelt, 
omdat het tense-systeem van de taal op indirecte wijze onze mentale 
representatie van tijd weergeeft, en de interface tussen deze twee. Ik zal 
het eerste het ‘discourse IS systeem’ noemen en het tweede het 
‘grammaticale IS systeem’. We weten dat ons conceptuele systeem 
bijzonder rijk is, en slechts een fractie van deze informatie kan worden 
uitgedrukt via de grammatica. Dit ‘kanaliseren’van de informatie in de 
interface tussen het conceptuele systeem en de grammatica wordt heel 
duidelijk besproken in het invloedrijke werk van Reinhart (2002) over de 
Theta Theory. 

De belangrijkste vraag in deze dissertatie is welke informatie uit 
het discourse IS systeem door het ‘narrow channel’ in de interface gaat 
en gecodeerd wordt in het grammaticale IS systeem, en op welke 
manier, en welke informatie verloren gaat. Anders geformuleerd, wat 
zijn de verbindingsregels tussen de noties die gerepresenteerd worden in 
het discourse IS systeem en de noties die gecodeerd worden in het 
grammaticale IS systeem? Dit is een uitdagende vraag omdat er weinig 
overeenstemming bestaat over de wijze van coderen in het 
grammaticale IS systeem en over de betekenissen die gecodeerd worden. 
Ik benader deze vraag door te kijken naar woordvolgorde variatie in het 
Russisch, wat traditioneel Russisch scrambling wordt genoemd (de 
inleidende beschrijving hiervan wordt gegeven in sectie 1.3). 

In de secties 1.1 en 1.2 introduceer ik twee elementen die ik als 
de belangrijkste in mijn dissertatie beschouw, en die relevant zijn voor 
een gebied dat zich uitstrekt tot buiten het domein van de Russische 
syntax. In de eerste plaats betoog ik dat IS noties in de grammatica 
eerder relationeel zijn (zoals ‘meer of minder’accessible’: A is meer 
‘accessible’ dan B) dan categorisch (zoals ‘gegeven’ of ‘nieuw’: A is 
gegeven, B is nieuw). Ik baseer me hoofdzakelijk op verschillende 
voorbeelden van scrambling in Russisch, die ik in mijn dissertatie zal 
bespreken. Zo zal, bijvoorbeeld, A aan de linkerkant van B naar voren 
komen (over B‘scramblen’) als A meer ‘accessible’ of minder saillant is 
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dan B, terwijl zowel A als B nieuw zijn en deel van het focus zijn. Later in 
mijn dissertatie (in hoofdstuk 2) zal ik een IS model opzetten dat in staat 
is deze noties te coderen en te interpreteren, en gebaseerd is op twee IS-
schalen (‘accessibility’ en saillantie). 

In de tweede plaats is mijn model gebaseerd op syntactische 
configuraties, en prosodische IS verschijnselen worden daarvan afgeleid. 
Deze configuraties komen voort uit EM en onafhankelijk gemotiveerde 
verplaatsing of zijn ontstaan door middel van IS-gerelateerde ‘vrije IM’. 
Ze worden geïnterpreteerd door middel van de interface regel 
(geformuleerd in subsectie 2.2.1). Ik merk hierbij op dat deze twee 
keuzes (tussen categorische en relationele IS noties en tussen 
syntactische en prosodische configuraties) los staan van elkaar, dus de 
argumenten kunnen onafhankelijk van elkaar worden beoordeeld. 

Het derde aspect dat ik als belangrijk naar voren wil brengen in 
mijn dissertatie is het nieuwe model van de EPP in het Tense-domein dat 
ik voorstel voor het Russisch. Het vormt een interessante aanvulling op 
de EPP typologie (door aan te tonen dat Russisch zich in dit opzicht niet 
afwijkend gedraagt) en neemt één van de meest belangrijke 
argumenten voor het dissociëren van EPP en agreement weg. 

Ik geef nu een korte samenvatting van de hoofdstukken. 
Hoofdstuk 2 vormt de syntactische hoeksteen van mijn werk. Eerst 
beschrijf ik de belangrijkste syntactische aannames waar ik mij op 
baseer. In het kort gaat het hierbij om een algemeen Phase theoretisch 
framework en enkele innovaties die zijn geïntroduceerd in Chomsky 
(2005) (sectie  2.1), Nilsen’s (2003) visie op bijwoorden en bepaalde 
aspecten van de ‘remnant movement’benadering (sectie 2.2). Verder zal 
ik mij concentreren op een aantal belangrijke wijzigingen die ik voorstel 
voor Chomsky’s (2005) framework om mijn configurationele IS model 
op te zetten. Hiermee zijn aan het eind van dit hoofdstuk de 
belangrijkste principes van mijn model vastgelegd en toegelicht aan de 
hand van verschillende voorbeelden van afleidingen. 

Hoofdstuk 3 is gewijd aan IS theorie en aan prosodie: ik zal 
hierbij de inzichten die eerdere studies hebben opgeleverd in mijn model 
incorporeren en trachten aan te tonen dat mijn model aanvullende 
voordelen kan leveren. Sectie 3.1 bepaalt de achtergrond in deze 
gebieden, die noodzakelijk is voor de volgende discussie, en introduceert 
de modellen waar ik mij in deze studie met name op baseer: Reinhart 
(1995), Neeleman and Reinhart (1998), Szendr i (2001), en, tot op 
zekere hoogte, Büring (2003). Mijn doel om prosodische effecten uit 
syntactische configuraties af te leiden roept twee vragen op: waarom en 
hoe? Sectie 3.2 beantwoordt de eerste vraag: waarom, gegeven het 
theoretisch kader van generatieve grammatica, prosodie niet in het IS 
model kan worden opgenomen. Sectie 3.3 richt zich op de tweede vraag: 
hoe, gegeven de rijkdom aan prosodische verschijnselen in het gebied 
van IS, kan prosodie uitgesloten worden van het IS model, namelijk, 
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voortkomen uit syntax? In sectie 3.4 breid ik mijn IS model uit en toon ik 
aan welke voordelen het biedt (het biedt oplossingen voor een aantal 
lang onopgelost gebleven puzzels binnen dit gebied en het bestrijkt een 
ruimer empirisch gebied). 

Hoofdstuk 4 maakt een zijsprong naar de analyse van EPP 
gedreven verplaatsing. Deze analyse is nodig om IS-gerelateerde her-
ordeningen te verklaren, omdat ze ‘bovengeschikt’ zijn aan de EPP 
gedreven verplaatsingen. Sectie 4.1 bespreekt EPP vanuit een 
crosslinguïstisch perspectief. In sectie 4.2 bespreek ik twee bestaande 
benaderingen die kunnen worden toegepast op het Russisch EPP. Ten 
eerste zou Russisch kunnen behoren tot de Griekse groep in Alexiadou 
and Anagnostopoulou’s EPP typology (1998). Ten tweede claimen 
verschillende auteurs (met name Babyonyshev, 1996; Bailyn, 2003a, b, 
2004; Lavine, 1998; Lavine and Freidin, 2002) dat aan het EPP kan 
worden voldaan door elk willekeurig argument in het Russisch en niet 
alleen door een subject in de nominatief. Ik zal aantonen dat beide 
benaderingen niet worden bevestigd door de corpus data die ik 
verzameld heb. In sectie 4.3 wordt een nieuw model ontwikkeld, waarin 
het Russisch als typologisch verwant aan het Engels in de taaltypologie 
van Alexiadou en Anagnostopoulou (1998) wordt gezien. Sectie 4.4 
onderzoekt ‘raised non-Nominative XP’s’ in het Russisch omdat de 
auteurs van de tweede benadering claimen dat deze XPs subject 
eigenschappen hebben in bepaalde constructies. Ik betoog dat dergelijke 
gevallen niet gevonden kunnen worden. Het Russische EPP model in de 
tweede benadering vormde een belangrijk argument voor dissociatie 
van EPP en agreement. Als resultaat van mijn studie is dit argument 
weggenomen. 

Hoofdstuk 5 biedt een bredere visie op scrambling, zowel in het 
Russisch als in andere talen. Sectie 5.1 analyseert verschillende groepen 
van constructies in het Russisch die meer in detail besproken moeten 
worden. Sectie 5.2 introduceert experimentele data (vooral afkomstig 
van taalverwerking en taalacquisitie) die relevant zijn voor de studie 
naar IS-gerelateerde verschijnselen, en presenteert de resultaten van 
mijn self-paced-reading onderzoek naar scrambling in het Russisch. 
Tenslotte bevat een zeer beknopt hoofdstuk 6 afsluitende opmerkingen. 
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