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Bailyn (2007) uses Russan datato argue ayainst Boskovi¢ and Takahashi’s(BT) (1998 analysis of
scrambling, which is based onJapanese. He dso claimsthat BT’ sanalysisfaces sveral theoreticd
problems. In sedion 1, addressthe anpiricd problemsthat Bail yn claims Russan posesfor BT's
analysis. In sedion 2,1 discussthe main theoreticd isues that Bailyn raises, which concern 6-
relations, lexicd insertion, and Last Resort. In this sdion, | aso establish a aosdinguistic
correlation ketween ladk of articles and avail ability of scrambling. | give ax acourt of the
correlation under BT’ sanalysis and explore its consequences for the status of lexicd insertionwith

resped to Last Resort.

1 Scrambling in Japanese and Russian

BT’ sanalysis of scrambling wasintended to addresscertain problemsthat arise under the dasscd
analysis of Japanese scrambling, which considers scrambling in Japanese to be an optional overt
movement operationthat appliesfor noreasonat al (see e.g., Fukui 1993,Saito 1992, 1994Saito
and Fukui 1998. In minimali st terms, the scrambling movement of sonohono ‘that bookacc’ in
(1) doesnat invalve any feaure dnedking, which raises an obvious problem for Chomsky’s (1986,

1995 conception d movement as alast resort operation, applying only when necessary.

(1) [,,Sono hono, [pJohnga [cp[pMary-ga [ypt ketta]]] to] omotteiru]].
that bookacc  Johnnowm Mary-Nom boght that thinks
‘That book,Johnthinks that Mary bought.’

BT propose an analysis of scrambling that replaces the optional overt movement of the dasscd
analysis that violates Last Resort with an obligatory LF movement that fully conforms with Last
Resort. They propasethat the scrambled element in (1) isbase-generated in its S-Structure position.

If it wereto remaininthispasitionin LF, the derivationwould crash becaise sonohono would na



be Case- and 6-licensed. Sonohon-o therefore undergoes lowering in LF to apaosition whereit can
receve Case anda6-role. The movement is obligatory in the sensethat if it does not take place the

derivation will crash.

(2)a SS[pSono horno  [pJdohnga [[pMay-ga [pkatta]]] to] omotteiruy]].
that bookacc Johnnom Mary-Nnom  bowght that thinks
b.LF: [, Johnga[H[,» Mary-ga[,, Sono honro katta]]] to] omotteiru]

BT give anumber of arguments for this analysis. For example, they show that it explains the
otherwise puzzling undang property of scrambling (radicd reconstruction in Saito’'s terms).
Consider (3), where daremo-ni ‘everyone-DAT * must have narrow scope. (I indicae the position
where the scrambled element is interpreted with e. Under BT’ s analysis, thisis the landing site of
LF lowering, whereas under the dasscd analysis, it is the launching site of overt movement. For

uncontroversial overt movements, | will uset(race).)

(3) Daremo-ni darekarga [Mary-ga eattato] omotteiru. A>V;*V>3
everyone-DAT someone-NoM Mary-Nom  met that thinks
‘Everyone, someone thinks that Mary met.’
(Boskovi¢ and Takahashi 1999

Why can't the scrambled element take scope in its S-structure paosition? This puzzing fad is
immediately explained uncer BT’ sanalysis: daremo-ni must lower in LF to the positionwhereitis
0- (and Case-) marked. Sinceit necessarily lowers into the embedded clause, it canna take scope
over dareka-ga‘ someone-Nom'’.

Itisworth naing herethat theundang effed (for anather ill ustration o it, see(25)) provides
strong evidence ajainst attempts to analyze scrambli ng as focus or topic movement. (Bail yn makes
a suggestion along these lines. Miyagawa (1997 claims that Japanese long-distance scrambling
invalvesfocus movement.)What the undang eff ed showsisthat semantics does nat “know” abou
scrambling (at least long-distance scrambling, which iswhat we ae concerned with here), in ather
words, for semantics, scrambling does not exist. Now, if scrambling were focus movement, we
would be deding here with focus movement that semantics does not know about. This raises an

obvious problem that the focus movement analysis hasto address* (Notice dso that focus generally
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faalit ates wide scope, which, as noted abowve, is unavail able for the scrambled NPin (3).) Until the
problem is addressed in a satisfadory manner, it is difficult to seethe focus movement analysis as
aviable dternative.?

Toreturnto BT’ sanalysis. among other things, it also ac@urtsfor theinabilit y of adjuncts
to undergo scrambling, ill ustrated by (4). (Following BT, | ignorequasi -argument adjunctsandshort-
distance scrambling of adjuncts, sincein the latter caseit is not clea whether we ae deding with

scrambling or with base-generation even under the movement analysis of scrambling.)

(4) a Mary-ga [Johnga riyurmo reku  sono setu-o sinziteiruto] omotteiru.
Mary-Nnom  JohnNowm reasonteven withou that theory-acc believes that thinks
‘Mary thinks that John lelievesin that theory withou any reason!

b. *Riyuu-mo neku Mary-ga [Johnga e sono setu-o sinziteiru to] omotteiru.
(Saito 1985

Under the assumption that scrambling is an optional movement operation applying withou any
driving force, the ungrammaticdity of (4b) onthe relevant reading is puzzling. Why is it that, in
contrast to arguments, adjunctscanna scramble? Under BT  sanalysis, thisfad isrealil y explained.
Under this analysis, the adjunct is base-generated in its S-Structure paosition in (4b) and must be
lowered to the anbedded clause in LF to modify the enbedded predicae. Note, however, that the
adjunct isfully licensed in its S-Structure paosition. In contrast to sonohon-o ‘that book-acc’ in (1),
which has Case and 0-feduresthat are nat licensed in its base-generated, S-Structure paosition, the
adjunct in (4b) possesss neither a Case fedure nar af-role that could motivate its LF movement.
Since there is no reason for the aljunct to lower into the enbedded clause in LF, Last Resort
preventsit from moving.

There are acdually exceptionsto theimposshilit y of adjunct scrambling. Thus, the aljuncts

in (5)-(6) can undergo scrambling.

(5) ?Naze Mary-ga[- eJohnga sonosetu-o  sinziteiru ka] sitteiru.
why Mary-Nnom  JohnNowm that theory-acc believes @ knows
‘Mary knows why John lelievesin that theory.’

(Boskovi¢ and Takahashi 1999



(6) Kyuun-sika Mary-ga[.Johnga enakidasa-nak-atta to] itta
suddenly-nPi Mary-Nnom  JohnNom — start-to-cry-NeG-PAST that said
‘Mary said that John only suddenly started crying.’ (Boedkx and Sugisaki 1999

Notethat the adjunct in (5) hasawh-feaurethat can belicensed only in the enbedded Spec CP and
the adjunct in (6) is a negative pdarity item (NPI), whose licensing negation is locaed in the
embedded clause. The @rred descriptive generali zation concerning scrambling of adjunctsis that
adjuncts can undergo scrambling if and orly if they are subjed to aformal requirement that can be
satisfied only in alower clause. The generalization immediately follows under BT’ s anaysis: the
formal requirement is necessary to drive LF lowering. Thus, in contrast to the aljunct in (4b), the
adjuncts in (5)-(6) do have aformal fedure that canna be dedked in their base-generated, S-
Structure pasition, ramely, thewh-feaureandthe NPI fedure. The aljunctsin (5)-(6) haveto lower
into the enbedded clause to ched these feaures. BT’ s analysis thus acourts both for the mntrast
between argumentsand norwh/nonNPI adjunctsandfor the contrast betweenwh-/NPI adjunctsand
nonwh/non-NPI adjuncts with resped to scrambling, bath of which remain uraceurted for under
the standard analysis. More generaly, BT's analysis draightforwardly captures the otherwise
mysterious generali zation that aphrase that undergoes srambling (be it an argument or an adjunct)
must have aformal requirement that can be satisfied orly in alower position.

As BT discuss the LF lowering analysis cgptures sveral additional otherwise puzzling
properties of Japanese scrambling. Among other things, it acounsfor the fad that movement out
of scrambled elementsis possble dthough namally extradion ou of heads of nortrivial chainsis
disall owed (seeTakahashi 1994,0rmazabal, Uriagereka, and Uribe-Echevarria1994), thefad that
LF scramblingisdisall owed, andthefad that ascrambled element that floatsanumeral canna serve
as an anapha binder. Oku (19983,b) shows that BT’ s analysis also explains why Japanese fredy
alows argument drop cespite the dsence of standard subjed and oljed agreement.

Bailyn clamsthat BT’ sanalysisfaces sveral problemswhen applied to Russan. Thus, he
clamsthat scrambling has semantic import in Russan and that adjuncts can scramble in Rusgan.
Theformer claim isill ustrated by (7), wheretheuniversal can takewide scope (for discusson o (7),

seealsofootnote 15), andthelatter by (8). (7)-(8) contrast with Japanese (3) and (4b) intherelevant
resped.



(7) Kazdogo mal’cikakto-to  xocet, ¢toby  Borisuvidel e.
every  boy someone wants that-susi Boris saw
‘Every boy, someone wants Boris to see’

(Bailyn 2002

(8) Jabystro xocu,c¢toby  oni dopsali kursovyee.
| quickly want that-susithey wrote papers
‘| want them to write their papers quickly.’

(Bailyn 2002

(7)-(8) raise an obvious problem for BT’ sanalysis. Bail yn observes that they can be acourted for
under the overt movement analysis of scrambling, concluding that data cncerning “scrambled”
scope and scrambli ng of adjunctsfavor thisanalysis. However, for the mnclusionto go through, ore
would have to show that the overt movement analysis can handle nat only Russan (7)-(8) but also
Japanese (3)-(6),— that is, the mntrast between Russan and Japanese. Bail yn, havever, does not
do that. He furthermore ignores other arguments for the superiority of the LF movement analysis
given by BT, briefly mentioned above, aswell asBT’ sdiscusson d several isuesthat heraisesas
potential problems for their analysis.®

Returning to the data presented so far, it appeas that the Japanese paradigm favorsthe LF
movement analysis and the Rusgan paradigm favors the overt movement analysis. In ather words,
thefull paradigm canna tease thetwo approadhes apart. Infad, it seansto methat the contribution
of Ballyn's article lies nat in teasing apart different theories of scrambling, bu in claiming that
Russan scrambling is in some fundamental respeds quite different from Japanese scrambling, a
claim that casts doult onthe posshbility of auniform analysis of Japanese and Russan scrambling.

A word o cautionisin arder regarding the term scrambling, one of the most abused items
in the linguistic vocabulary. In the airrent literature, the term is often used for expaository
conveniencewhen authors are not sure what kind d movement they are deding with, a when they
want to avoid committing themselves to the issue, or merely to indicate that the movement in
gquestion is different from other, better-known instances of movement regarding

languages/phenomena considered.* As a result, amost every well-studied language, including



English, has been claimed to have scrambling. But this is not necessarily scrambling of the kind
foundin Japanese. The eae-of-expasition wse of the term scrambling raises a serious problem in
crosdinguistic studies of scrambling. Obviously, what oneis not sure dou in ore language does
not have to be the same thing oneis not sure éou in ancther language. So, we caana simply rely
on the term scrambling when comparing claims made regarding scrambling, espedally not when
comparing “scrambling” in diff erent languages. It isnecessary to condLct the relevant teststo make
sure we ae deding with the same phenomenon.Bail yn's article does nat do this for Japanese and
Rusdan. In ather words, it does nat show that the cnstellation of properties that is taken to
charaderize Japanese scramblingisaduall y foundin Rusgan. Given the dowve diff erencesbetween
Japanese and Russan “scrambling,” we ould simply conclude that they are adually different
phenomena, brought together only by the unfortunate usage of theterm scrambling. Infad, Bailyn’'s
article can beinterpreted as showing exadly that, which would make it irrelevant to BT’ sanalysis
of scrambling. Thisinterpretationisparticularly natural inlight of thefad that theundang property,
illustrated in (3), istaken inanumber of works, including BT 1998(see &so, e.g., Fukui 1993,Saito
andFukui 1998,Saito 1992, 200§ to bethedefiningandmost interesting property of Japanese-style
scrambling (JSS. Since Russan daes not have it (acwrding to Bailyn), it would then foll ow that
Russan doesnot have JSS However, thereisreasonto beli evethat Russan scrambling and JSSare
not as different as Bailyn's data would lead us to believe. In fad, Bailyn's crucia data, which
provide evidencethat Russan scrambli ng and JSSare diff erent phenomena, do nd seam to involve
scrambling at all.

Asnaed above, BT, Fukui (1993, Saito and Fukui (1998, and Saito (1992, 200pall take
the undang property to be the defining charaderistic of JSS In delimiting the nature of the
phenomenon, these aithors pay particular attention to dfferentiating JSS and English-style
topicdization, the main distinction being the unddng property: sincetopicdization has ssmantic
import (i.e., it establishes an operator-variable relation), it is nat undore, urike JSS Thus, in
contrast to the scrambled NP in (3), the topicdized NP in (9) can have wide scope.

(9) Everyone, someone thinks that Mary met.

A fador that interfereswith Bail yn' s conclusions regarding Russan scrambling based on(7)-(8) is



that the language uncontroversially has topicdi zation aswell asfocdization(seg e.g., King 1993,
afad that Bail yn dsregards. Now, Japanese dso hastopicdli zation. However, topicdi zed el ements
in Japanese have aspedal topic marker, wa. Since sonohono ‘that book- Acc’ in (1) isnot wa-
marked, it unambiguously undergoes srambling; it could na haveundergonetopicdi zation> Unlike
topicdi zationin Japanese, topicdi zationin Russanisnot acampanied by speda morphdogy. The
same hdds for focdization® Thereisthen noway to rule out the topicdi zation/focdi zation ogion
for kazdogomal’ cika ‘every boy’ in (7). Consequently, the fad that the quantifier can take wide
scopeisnot surprising: it patternsin the relevant resped with the topicdized quantifier in English
(9). Given the avail ability of the topicdization/focdization derivation, (7) thus does nat tell us
anything abou whether Russan scrambli ng has the undang property, that is, whether Russan has
JSS (Thesamehadldsfor all the examplesBail yn givesto suppat hisclaim that Russan argumental
scrambling has smantic import; see his page 643) The alverb-fronting example in (8) is also
irrelevant: al the exampletell susisthat adverbs can betopicdi zed/focdi zed, whichiswell known.

The question naw arises whether Rusgan has JSSat al. Could it be that all the freedom of
word order in Russanistheresult of topicdi zing/focdi zing movements, possbly coupgedwith some
optionality regarding subjed and ohed A-raising? The data mnsidered above canna answer the
question. If dislocaed elements in constructions like (7) could undergo JSS as well as
topicdization/focdi zation, they shoud be aleto doeverything that scrambled phrases can doand
everything that topicdized/focdi zed el ements can do.Abowve, we tapped the | atter. What abou the
former? We can test the former with resped to isslandhood,more predsely, relativized minimality
(RM). (Seebelow for other islands. Note that when na committing myself to whether the Rusgan
operation under considerationinvolves topicdization, focdization, a JSS | will simply refer to it
asdislocdion)

The RM data BT discussindicae that Russan has JSS Consider (10)-(13).

(10) a. *Kto, ty videl kogdat, podezzal?
whoyousaw when came
b. ?2€to, vy videli kak zapakovali t,?
what yoet saw how (they-)did-up
(Muller and Sternefeld 1993



(1) a Ty doktor,; videl kogdae podezza?
you dactor saw when  came
‘Did you seewhen the doctor came?
b. Vy  pocylku videli kak zapakovali e.
yowpL parcelacc saw how (they-)did-up
‘You saw how they did up the parcel.’
(Zemskga 1973
(12) a. ?*Kakvu knjigu Marko i Ivan znaju kada je Petar ¢ipaot,?
what book Marko and Ilvan know when is Petar read
‘What book do Marko and Ivan know when Peter read?’
b. Ovu knjiguMarko i  Ivan znaju kada je Petarcpeme.
this book Marko and Ivan know when is Petar read
‘Marko and Ivan know when Petar read this book.’
(Stjepanovi¢ 199%)
(13) *That doctor;, you wonder when Peter fired t;.

(10a-b), which invalve A-movement acoss an A-element, show that Russan wh-movement is
subjed to RM islands.” Still, (11a-b) are accetable. A paralel contrast isfoundin Serbo-Croatian
(SC), another Slavic language, whaose freedom of word order is smil ar to that of Rusgan, as siown
in(12). Giventhat, asindicaed by English (13), topicdizationis sensitiveto relativized minimality
(morepredsely, wh-islands), (11) then shoud na involvetopicdi zation onthederivationthat yields
a fully acceptable outcome. It is well known that focdization is also subjed to the Wh-Island
Constraint crosdinguisticdly. (Infad, if Russan wh-fronting aduall y involvesfocus movement, as
argued in Boskovi¢ 2002b,(10) ill ustrates the sensitivity of focus movement to wh-islands.) The
obvious conclusion, then, isthat (11) invalves scrambling.

Noticethat, asBT’ s(14) shows, JSSisindeal na sensitiveto wh-islands. On the other hand,
like wh-movement in Russan and SC, wh-movement in Japaneseis ensitiveto wh-islands, as(15),
involving nul operator movement, shows. (Kikuchi (1987 convincingly demonstrates that
comparative deletion in Japanese involves null operator movement. See &so Watanabe 1992



concerning wh-island eff edsin Japanese questions.) Japanese thus patternswith Russan and SCin

the relevant resped.

(14) Sono hono; Johnga [Mary-ga e yondakadooka] siritagatteiru
that bookacc Johnnom Mary-nom read whether  wants-to-know
‘That book,Johnwants to know whether Mary read.’
(15) ?*[cp Op, [Bill-ga [Mary-gat; yondakadookd] siritagatteiru] yorimo] Johnwa takusan-no
Bilkom Mary-nom read whether wants-to-know than  JobmmoreGen
hon-o yonda
bookacc read

‘John read more books than Bill wants to know whether Mary read.’

It isworth naing here that BT use these data & an argument against the overt movement analysis
of scrambling. Onthisanalysis, long-distancescramblingistreaed as A-movement. Weshoud then
exped it to pattern with ather overt A-movement operations, li ke topicdi zationandwh-fronting, in
that it shoud na be &leto take place amossan A-spedfier.

The data @ncerning RM in Rusdan are, however, confli cting. Another diff erence between
topicdi zationand scrambling discussed by BT isthat, asnated by Fukui (1993, Saito (1989, 200,

and Saito and Fukui (1998, multi ple scrambling is possble, whereas multi pletopicdi zationisnot.?

(16) *To John, that book, (Bill said that) Mary handed t; t;.

(17) Sono horo,  Johrtni; Bill-ga Mary-ga € g watasitato itta
that bookacc JohnbaTt Bill-Nom Mary-Nom fanded that said
‘That book,to John,Bill said that Mary handed.

(Boskovi¢ and Takahashi 1998

AcoordingtoBail yn, Russan d sall owsmulti pledislocation,themost natura interpretation o which
would bethat Russan dslocaionisawaystopicdi zatior/focdi zation—in ather words, that Russan
does nat have JSS® My informants, howvever, find multiple dislocaion examples like dlightly
modified Bailyn’s(18) acceptable. MUller and Sternefeld (1993 and Ml er (1995 also claim that
such examples are aceptable, citing (19)ab. (Stjepanovi¢ (199%) observes that examples like
(19)a-b are dso acceptable in SC.) This is consistent with the @nclusion that Rusgan has both
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topicdization/focdization and JSS as a result of which dislocated elements in Rusdan can do
everything that bath topicdized/focdi zed and scrambled elements can do°

(18) (*)On Sase lessetu, xocet [¢toby  Boris peredad g g].
le Sasha-DAT casEtte-acc wants that-suss Boris gave
‘He wants Boris to give the ca<tte to Sasha.’
(19 a ¢to ty menja vizu [¢to g ljubis’ e]
thatnDp younom meacc I-see thainD love
‘that | see that you love me.’
b.cto knigu  mne Maksim da g €.
that-iIND bookacc me-DAT Maxim-Nom gave

‘that Maxim gave me the book!

Itisworth nding herethat intheir discusson d islands, BT focusonRM islands, which can
be considered well understoodin the aurrent framework, and stay away from islands that becaise
of their ill -understood reture caana be used to tease goart the overt movement analysisand BT's
analysis of scrambling. Consider, for example, the Adjunct Condtion (AC). In the airrent
framework, it isnot at al clea what is resporsible for the descriptive generali zation that crossng
an adjunct boundary resultsin degradation. Note that under both the overt movement analysis and
BT’ sanaysis, scrambling “out of” adjunctsinvol vesmovement cross ng an adjunct boundary: uncder
the former analysis, the aossng takes placeduring raising, and wnder the latter analysis, during
lowering. To determine whether or nat this shoud make adifference, we need to understand the
nature of the AC better. If the very ad of crossng an adjunct boundary iswhat leadsto degradation,
then we might exped to get AC eff eds with scrambling under both analyses. Bail yn argues that we
would exped to get AC effeds only under the overt movement analysis becaise BT's srambling
movement does not leave atrace given his assumption that a traceof an element that crosses an
adjunct boundxry is crucialy invalved in the violation. However, in the arrent theory, thereisno
reason to believe that this must be the case.

The above problem regarding the AC arises with resped to most of the putative syntadic
locdity phenomenaBail yn appedsto. Infad, some of them—for instance, the Coordinate Structure
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Constraint (CSC)—most likely do nd invalve syntadic locdity at al. Thus, Munn (1993 argues
quite convincingly that the CSCisa cnstraint on semantic interpretationrather than a cnstraint on
movement. (The CSC never adually felt comfortable & a syntadic movement constraint. Note, for
example, that eventhebarriers g/stem (Chomsky 1986, themost comprehensive acourt of locdity
condtions on movement and licensing of traces, failed to subsume the CSC. The well-known
exceptionsto it (seePostal 1998 and the eistence of aaossthe-board movement al so represent
serious impediments to any syntadic treament of the CSC.)

Returning to phenomena that are ill understood bu still | ess controversially involve
movement violations such asthe AC, it isworth nding that in an ealy draft, BT observed that most
of their consultants find constructions like (20) fully acceptable, the rest finding them only dlightly
degraded. Evenfor these spe&kers, such constructionsare dealy better than constructionsinvalving
extradion out of adjuncts in English. (Note that a bili ngual speer of Japanese and English we
consulted found Japanese (20) to be clealy better than the arrespondng English construction
invalving topicdization ou of the aljunct.) Consider also the Japanese comparative construction,
which, as discussed abowe, invalves null operator movement to Spec CP. Japanese spedkers judge
the comparative (21), which involves movement to Spec CP out of an adjunct, to be significantly

worse than the scrambling examplein (20).

(20) (A[;p Sono horo, [Bill-ga [Mary-ga eyonda kara] odaoital]
that bookacc Bill-nom Mary-Nom read lecaise was-surprised
‘That book, Bill was surprised because Mary read’
(22) [ Op, [Bill-ga [Mary-ga t, yonda kara] odoroita yorimo] John-wa takusan-no
Bilkom Mary-nom read because was-surprised than Jain moreseN
hon-o yonda
bookacc rea

‘Johnreal more books than Bill was surprised becaise Mary rea.’

In fad, anumber of authors have daimed that even in Rusgan, scrambling is rather unconstrained
and dffers from wh-movement with resped to anumber of putative locdity phenomena, contrary
to what Bailyn argues. Thus, Zemskga (1973, Miller and Sternefeld (1993, Muller (1995, and
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Y adroff (1997 claim that Russan scrambli ngisnot sensitiveto anumber of phenomenathat Bail yn
considers to involve syntadic locdity and that wh-movement in Russan is ensitive to (see &so
Stjepanovi¢ 199% regarding SC). In (22) -(23), | give examples from Mller and Sternefeld 1993
invalving extradion ou of indicative dauses (wh-movement can take placeout of subjunctive but
nat indicaive dausesin Russan) and clausal subjeds. (See #so (194) for the former and (11) for
wh-islands. (11b) may also invalve extradion ou of an adjunct.)

(22) a. ?*[Kakuju knigu] ty duma# [¢to Petr pratal t]?
which book you believe that-Peter read
‘Which book do you believe that Peter read?’
b. cf. [Kakuju knigu]ty dumag [ctoby Petr pratal t]?
which  book you believe that- Peter read
‘Which book do you believe that Peter read?’
c. On skazatto noski onrad dto kupil  e].
he said thats the-socks he is-glad that> he-bought
‘He said that he is glad that he bought the socks.’
(23) a.?*Kogo tebe  kzetsja fto [, otpustit't; odno tak pozdno]lbylo by  bezumiem?
who-acc you-paT seems  that-inp to-let-go alone so late be wouldinsanity-iNsTR
‘Who does it seem to you that to allow to go alone so late would be insane?’
b.Mne Katju, k&etsja fto [ otpustit'e odnu tak pozdno]] bylo by bezumiem.
mepaT Katja-acc seems  thako to-let-go alone so late be would insanity-
INSTR

‘It seems to me that to allow Katja to go alone so late would be insane.’

Because of theill-understood reture of the phenomena under consideration, | hesitate to interpret
theabovedata asan argument for the superiority of BT’ sanaysisover the overt movement analysis,
which treas srambling in (20), (22c), and (23b) as invadving overt A-movement just like the
movement of the wh-phrase/null operator in (21), (22a), and (23a). However, in light of the dowve
discusson, it seans sfe to conclude, contra Bailyn, that locdity constraints do nd provide an

argument for the overt movement analysis. If anything, they favor BT’ s analysis of scrambling.
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Returning now to whether Rusgan has JSS another test that could help us answer the
guestion concerns the undang eff ed, the defining charaderistic of JSS Saito (1989, 1992 shows
that, in contrast to topicdization and wh-movement, scrambling can take awh-phrase ouside its
scopein overt syntax. Noticefirst that awh-phrasein Japanese can beinterpreted orly if itis within
a CP headed by a twh C. Saito and Fukui (1998 refer to the cnstraint in question as the Wh-Q
Constraint (following Harada 1972 and asuume that it applies in LF. (Given that Japanese
interrogative clauses are marked with the question markers ka and no, the only +wh Cin (24) isthe
embedded clause C.)

(24) *Dare-ga  [Johnga sono honro latta ka] siritagatteiru?
who-Nnom  Johnnowm that book-acc bought Q  wants-to-know
‘Whowantsto know [Q John bowght that book] ?

Significantly, in (25), where the most embedded CP containing a wh-phrase is srambled to the
matrix clause, the wh-phrase can till take scope in the intermediate CP. As Saito (1989, 1992
observes constructionslike (25) are nat perfed. However, such constructions, in which scrambling
removes a wh-phrase from its +wh CP, are dealy better than (24), where awh-phrase is base-

generated in its 0-paosition ouside its +wh CP.

(25 ?[Mary-ga nani-o  latta to], Johnga [Bill-ga e ittaka] sitteiru.
Mary-Nom what-acc bouwght that Johnnom Bill-nom  said @ knows
‘John knavs what Bill said that Mary bought.’
(Boskovi¢ and Takahashi 1999

(26) shows that wh-movement and topicdization dffer from scrambling in this resped. (26a) is
marginal because of awh-island violation.What isimportant for our purposesisthat it canna at all
have the interpretation onwhich first who takes embedded scope. The same haldsfor (26b), where

topicdization d aphrase cntaining who places who outside the only +wh CP in the sentence.**

(26) a. 2/ Which picture of who]; doyouwonder whaq, t; bowght t,?
b. fThat Mary met who]; | know wha t; believest;?
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The fad that scrambling can take awh-phrase outside its sope, in contrast to wh-movement and
topicdization, provides further evidencefor the undang property of scrambling (in fad, this was
Saito’'s origina argument for it). Given that, in contrast to wh-movement and topicdization,
scrambling can be—in fad, must be (see(3))—undore, the wh-phraseiswithin its opein (25) in
LF after theundang of scrambling (i.e., after LF loweringin BT’ sanalysis) so that the @nstruction
does nat violate the Wh-Q Constraint, in contrast to (24) and (26a-b) (on the relevant reading of
(264)).( Note that (26) shows that the Wh-Q Constraint is operative in English.)

This argument for the undang property of scrambling is different from the one discussed
with resped to (3) in that the scrambling derivation yields an accetable sentence that canna be
derived unckr the topicdization/focdization derivation. Unfortunately, we caand use the test in
guestion to determine whether Russan has JSS becaise of an interfering fador. Russan is a
multi ple wh-fronting language, which means that, aside from a few exceptions noted in Boskovi¢
2002b,0re of which is discussed below, all wh-phrases in Russan must front and establish an
operator-variable relation in owert syntax, the movement in question invalving either focus
movement or wh-movement (see Boskovi¢ 2002b, Stepanov 1998. There is even a stronger
requirement on Rusdan wh-phrases. Russan wh-phrases, including thase that do not move to
Spec CP overtly, must be dausematesin overt syntax with the +wh C heading the CPwherethey are
interpreted. Thus, as Stepanov (1998 observes, (27a-b) are unaccetable. (Note that, as discussed
in Boskovi¢ 2002band Stepanov 1998 athough Russan wh-phrases must undergo A-movement
in overt syntax, asthe wh-phrasesin (27) do, they do nd have to moveto an interrogative Spec,CP
overtly. Note dso that the Engli sh courterpart of (27a), given in thetrandation,is grammatica and
that the subjunctive counterpart of (27a), Kto xocet ctoby kogovide Petr? *who wants Peter to see

who?,isnat.)

(27) a. *Kto dumad ¢to kgo wde Petr?
who thinks that-iINnD whom saw  Peter
‘Who thinks that Peter saw whom?
b.?*lvan i Marijjadumajut ¢to kago uide Petr?
Ivan and Marijathink  that whom saw Peter
‘Who dolvan and Marijathink that Peter saw?

14



Notealso that (28) isunacceptable onthe matrix reading of either of the enbedded wh-phrases; that
is, it has to be interpreted as a multiple indired question, in contrast to its English courterpart.
(Given that Russan questions do nd have to invalve overt wh-movement, kogda‘when’ can be
lower than Spec CP. Asdiscussedin Boskovi¢ 2002band Pesetsky 1987, 1989D-linked wh-phrases
are exceptiond in that they do nd have to move overtly. Note, howvever, that D-linked and norD-
linked wh-phrases behave in the same way with resped to (27)-(28), apart from the irrelevant fad
that D-linked wh-phrases do nd have to front.)

(28) Kto znag kogdaty vide kakogo dokora.

who knavs when yousaw which dactor

The clausemate requirement interferes with conducting Saito’ s test regarding the undang property
of scrambling in Russan. However, the test can be cnduwcted in SC, a Slavic language similar to
Russan in many relevant respeds. Although SC is a multi ple wh-fronting language like Russan
(whichmeansthat non-D-li nked wh-phrasesin SC undergo either wh-movement or focus movement
overtly; seeBoskovi¢ 2002b,Stjepanovi¢ 19991, its wh-phrases are nat subjed to the dausemate
requirement. Citi ng theresultsof thistest in SC, Stjepanovi¢ (199%) infad arguesthat SC has JSS
Consider (29)-(30).

(29 Ko kazeda jekoga pitao Sta jeonauradila?
who says that iswhom asked what is $e dore
‘Who says that he asked whom what she did?
(Stjepanovi¢ 199%)
(30) 7[Koliko noea potrositi], Markozna ko zei e.
hev-much money to-spend Marko knawvswho wants
‘Marko knows who wants to spend hav much money.’
(Stjepanovi¢ 199%)

(29) containstwo interrogative CPs, the matrix one andthe most embedded ore. Nonetheless koga
‘whom’ must take matrix scope, the anbedded clause reading being completely unavail able (i.e.,

(29) can be only amultiple dired question, nd a multiple indired question).The reason for thisis
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that the interrogative dause within which kogais contained in (29) is the matrix one, na the
embedded ore. Thefad that kogacanna beinterpreted in the most embedded CP indicatesthat the
Wh-Q Constraint is operativein SC.*2 Turning to (30), naticethat clausal fronting in (30) takesthe
wh-phrase outside the scope of the embedded Q. Stjepanovi¢ observes that the wh-phrase can still
beinterpreted inthe enbedded clause Spec CP; in ather words, (30) can beinterpreted asamultiple
indired question. In fad, it can be interpreted in the same way as (31) in this resped. (Note that
although (30) isnat perfed, it ismuch better than (29) onthemulti pleindired questionreading. The
contrast in question thus parall els the antrast between Japanese (24) and (25).)*

(31) Marko znako z€li koliko novca potrositi.

Clausal dislocaionin (30) thus patterns with JSSrather than topicdi zationin that it can take awh-
phrase outside its sope. Stjepanowvi¢ therefore concludes that clausal dislocaionin (30) involves
JSS likeJSS it doesnat crede an operator-variablerelation,andit isundorein LF. After the dause
ismoved to its0-positionin LF, the wh-phrasein (30) iswithinits sope, just like the wh-phrasein
(31). The Wh-Q Constraint is therefore not violated in (30).*

| conclude therefore that Slavic has JISS The Russan examples that Bail yn uses to argue
against BT’ sanalysisof scrambling citedin (7)-(8) areirrelevant to that analysis, infad any analysis

of scrambling, because they do nd involve scrambling on the relevant derivations.*®

2 Theoretical I ssues: M ovement into 8-Positions and L exical I nsertion

| now turn to theoreticd isaues Bail yn raises as problems for BT’ s analysis. Bail yn argues against
this analysis becaise it is inconsistent with Chomsky’s (1995 position that movement into 6-
pasitionsisdisall owed. One of the main goals of BT 1998is predsely to argue ajainst this position
on bdh conceptual and empiricd grounds. The pasitionis arelic of the preminimali st system that
asumed D-structure. As BT discuss in asystem withou D-structure, such as minimali sm, the ban
isablatant stipulation, renceshoud be dispensed with onconceptual grounds.*® Furthermore, since
Boskovi¢ 1994, pobably the first minimali st attempt at legitimi zing movement into 6-pasiti ons,
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many reseachers have agued for movement into 6-paositions and/or that 6-roles are feaures (an
asumptionthat naturaly leadsto endarsing movement into 6-pasitions). See aguments by Boed<x
(inpresg, Boskovi¢ (1997h, Hornstein (1998, 1999, 2001Hoshi (in press, Lasnik (1999, Lopez
(2001, Kang (2002, Kayne (2003, Kim (1997, Manzini andRousou (2000, Roehrs (2002, Saito
and Hoshi (2000, Saito (2001), Stateva (2002, and Watanabe (1999, among others. Empiricdly,
this has been avery fruitful li ne of research, whase acompli shmentsare yet to be comprehensively
addres=ed by those who would like to maintain the stipulatory ban onmovement into 6-positi ons.
To reped one agument for movement into 0-positi ons from Boskovié¢ 1994,consider the Chilean
Spanish example in (32) from Gonzalez (1988.

(32 A Juan lequieregustar Marta.
to Juan cL wants to-please Marta

‘Juan wantsto like Marta.’

AJuanbeasthe experiencer 6-role of the enbedded verb. It isalso interpreted asthewanter. A‘to’
is the overt instantiation d the inherent Case gustar ‘to please’ assgns to the NP beaing its
experiencer 0-role (seeBélletti and Rizz’s (1988 discusson d psych verbs). The presenceof a
provides strong evidencethat at some point in the derivation,Juanwas|ocated in the enbedded VP
andassgnedthe experiencer 6-roleandinherent Caseby gustar. Notethat a cntrolled PRO analysis
would nat work for (32) sinceunder this analysiswe have noway of acournting for the presenceof
aonJuan In contrast to gustar (33a), querer ‘towant’ canna assgn theinherent Casein question
tothe dement beaing its subjed 6-role (33b). In ather words, aisalabel telli ng usthat Juanin (32)

has moved into the matrix clause from the embedded clause.

(33) a. A Juan legustalamusica
‘Juan likesmusic.’
b. A Juan le quiere lafama/comer latorta.

*Juan wants fame/to ea the cke!’

Given these fads, | argued in Boskovié (1994 that Juanin (32) isinserted into the pasition within

the embedded VP that is assgned the experiencer 6-role of gustar, as aresult of which it acquires
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a; it then moves to the matrix clause, where it is assgned the subjed 0-role of querer.’’ In other
words, (32) involves movement into a0-positi on.*® SeeBoskovi¢ (1994 and the works cited above
for additional examples of movement into 6-positions, which show that in principle not banning
movement into B-pasitionsis not only conceptually preferable but also empiricdly necessary.

Ancther theoreticd issue Bailyn raises as a problem for the BT's analysis concerns
optionality of lexicd insertion.Bailyn observesthat under BT’ sanalysis, sonohono‘that book-acc’
in (1) can beinserted either in its 6-pasition or in the “scrambled” paosition, and considersthiskind
of optionality to beproblematic. By assumingthat all owing optionsfor lexicd insertionisaproblem,
Bailyn seemsto depart from the standard syntadic reasoning that everything that isnat blocked by
aprincipleisall owed. The questionisnot how to all ow optionsfor lexicd insertion (nothing hasto
be dore to dothat), but how to block them. To block options for lexicd insertionwould require a
condition stating that there can be only one posshility for lexicd insertion, astipulative @mndtion
that as far as | know has never been propcsed and that would clealy be anpiricdly inadequate.
Consider (34), for example, where thereis more than ore option for lexicd insertion d Johnand
Bill .*°

(34) a John Hit Bill .
b.Bill hit John.

Note also that Chomsky (1995,esp. pp. 226227) arguesthat lexicd insertion (including al aspeds
of lexicd insertion: numeration formation, Seled, and Merge) is not subjed to usua econamy
considerations Move is subjed to. In ather words, it is costless(seeChomsky 1995for reasoning
behindthe asumption.) From this perspedive, transferring an instanceof optionality from Moveto
lexicd insertion, which iswhat BT do with scrambling, is a significant step when it comes to the
recant reseach effort to eliminate optionality. In ather words, BT’ s analysis indeed resolves the
problem that the goparent optionality of scrambling raisesfor Last Resort, contrary to what Bailyn
argues.®

Note, however, that a descriptive generalization concerning scrambling argued for in
Boskovi¢ 200Z (see &so Boedkx 2003 shedsanew light ontheisaueof how lexicd insertion(more
precisely, pue Merge) shoud be treaed with resped to Last Resort under BT's analysis of
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scrambling. In Boskovi¢ 2002 | establi sh a two-classdistinction among the Romance and Slavic
languages. Almost all Slavic languages have extremely freeword arder, and aimost all ladk overt
articles. Bulgarianisexceptional inthat it has articlesanditsword arder ismorerigid than theword
order of other Slaviclanguages sichasthe dosely related SC, behavior | interpret asindicating that
Bulgarian does nat have scrambling. When it comes to Romance, modern Romance languages do
not have scrambling and do lave aticles. Latin, onthe other hand, hed scrambling and noarticles.
Giventhesefads, it appeasthat thereisa correlation between the avail abilit y of scrambling andthe

absenceof articles*!

(385) Scrambling languages ladk articles.

Several authors have agued that Slavic languagesthat do nd have overt articlesdo nd have DP at
all—in other words, that the traditional NP isredly an NP in these languages. (SeeCorver 1992,
Zlati¢ 1997, 1998stjepanovi¢ 1998,Willim 2000,Boskovi¢ 2003; for oppasing views, seg e.g.,
Progovac1998,Rappaport 1998,andLeko 1999 .See &so Chierchial998for convincing arguments
that DPisnot necessary for argumenthood) It istrue that although the languagesin question do nd
havearticles, which arethe prototypicd instantiation o D°, they do havelexicd itemscorrespondng
tothat, some, andsoforth, aswell aspossessves. However, asthe bove-mentioned authorsdiscuss
thereisagred ded of evidencethat in the relevant languages, theseitems are aljedives. First, they
are morphdogicdly adjedives, asill ustrated by SC (36) with resped to a partia case paradigm. (I

use SC here as the representative of the languagesin guestion.)

(36) a nekim mladim pevojkama
SOME.FEM.PL.INSTR YOUNQ.FEM.PL.INSTR (iflS.FEM.PL.INSTR.
b. kih mladih djevojaka

FEM.GEN.PL

Furthermore, in contrast to their English courterparts, the SC elements in question can occur in
typicd adjedival positions, as iownin (37), where apossessve occursin the predicate position d
acopua @nstruction. (For the Engli sh examplescorrespondng to the SC examplesin (37)-(41), see

the glosss.)
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(37) Ovaknjigaje moja.
*thisbook is my

Ancther contrast between English and SC “D”sindicating that SC“D” s are aljedives concernsthe
fad that, urlike in English, the dementsin question can stadk upin SC, just like ajedives.

(389 ta mojadika
*thismy picture

Moreover, their order is relatively freein SC, urike in English, where it is fixed. This is not

surprising under the D-as-A analysis, sincethe relative order of adjedivesisalso relatively free

(39) a Jovanovaskupa  dika
John's  expensive picture
b.skupa Jovanovadlika
*expensive John's  picture

(40) tall angry men vs. angry tall men

Another argument for theD-as-A analysisconcernstheimposshilit y of modifyingan SC prenominal
possessve (susedov ‘neighbas's in (41)) by apossessve, or more generaly, an adjedive. ((41) is
accetable only onthe pragmaticdly implausible reading on which moj/bogai ‘my/rich’ modifies
kon ‘horse’ instead of susedov.)

(41D *moj/bogati susedov  konj

my/rich neighbor’s horse

Asaming that an adjedive canna be modified by an adjedive, (41) immediately follows if SC
possessvesareindeea adjedives. | therefore cmncludethat elementsthat functionas Dsinlanguages
that uncontroversially have DP are either misang or are dealy nat Ds in the languages under
consideration, which shoud be interpreted as an argument in favor of the no-DP analysis of these
languages.

Ancther argument for the no-DP analysis of the Slavic languages that do nd have aticles

comesfrom left-branch extradionandadjunct extraction ou of NPs. Theimposshbilit y of left-branch
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extradion of adjedivesin English (see(42a)) andtheimpaosshilit y of extrading adjunctsout of the
traditional NP in English (see(42b)) have been attributed to the presenceof D (onthe former, see
Corver 1992 Boskovié 20033, onthe latter, Culicover and Rochemont 1992, Stjepanovi¢ 199§ .22
Thefad that they are bath all owed in the Slavic languagesthat do nd have aticles, as snown by SC
(43) (but crucially not by Bulgarian, a DP Savic language, as shown in (44)), provides additional

evidencethat these languages have no D.%

(42) a. *New he sold {; cars].
b. *From which citydid Peter meet [girl§]?
(43) a. Nova je prodaot]kola].
new is sold cars
‘New cars, he sold.’
b.l1z kojeg gradg Petar sreo [djevojkgd?
from which city is Petar met girls
‘Girls from which city did Petar med?
(44) a. *Novata prodade Petka; kola].
new-the sold Petko car
b.*Ot koj  gradPetko [srétna moméetat]?

from which city Petko met qirls

In light of the @ove discusson, suppase that the Slavic languages that do nd have aticlesindeel
have no DP and that the same holds for Latin.?* We can then reformulate (35) as (45).

(45) Only NP languages may allow scrambling.  (+scrambtinrd)

Given(45), the presenceof DP impliestheimpasshility of scrambling. In ather words, scrambling
languagesio nd have DP. (Note that we ae not deding here with atwo-way correlation.) Can the
generali zation ke deduced from independent assumptions?

Under BT's analysis, (45) entail s that DPs, bu not necessarily NPs, must establish a 6-
relationas Lonas possble, namely, in overt syntax. Thiscan be ensured given certain assumptions
concerning lexicd insertion and Last Resort. As nated above, Chomsky(1995 assumes that no

aspectof lexicd insertion, including pue Merge, is subjed to Last Resort. On the other hand,
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Chomsky(2000 suggests that pure Mergeis subjed to Last Resort, an assumption that leadsto a
considerablenrichment of thetheory of seledion.In Boskovi¢ 1997b37-39,1 take aposition that
falls between Chomsky’s(1995 and (2000 pasitions: | suggest that only pure Merge of functional

elements is sibjed to Last Resort.”

The literature mntains a number of appeds to econamy-of-

representatiorprinciples intended to ban umecessary projedions (see e.g., Boskovi¢ 1997b,
Chomsky1995,Grimshaw 1993,Radford 1995,Safir 1993, Speas 1994). Interestingly, in adual

pradice they are dl applied ony to functional elements; that is, they are used to ban orly
unrecessry functional structure. We can make this “acddent” more principled by taking my
(1997h position that only pure Merge of functional elements is aubjed to Last Resort. Let us
asume, then, that functional heads are indeed merged into the structure only if thereisareasonfor

it. Asdiscussed in Boskovi¢ 1997b,the functional/lexicd caegory distinction makes sense given
that lexicd elements determine what wewant or chooseto say, andfunctional elements merely help
usbul dlegitimategrammaticd structures. InBoskovi¢ 19970l apped tothenatural assumptionthat
the latter (buil ding legitimate grammaticd structures), bu not the former (what we want or chocse
tosay), is subjed toeconamy principlestojustify subjeding only pure Merge of functional elements
to Last Resort. Functional elements are then inserted into the structure only to the extent that they
arenecessary to buil dlegitimate structures.® Another way to approach thisissuewould beto assume
that only functional categoriesare seleded, anatural consequenceof whichwould beto requireonly
pure Merge of functional elementsto be motivated by seledional requirements. The upshat of the
abowve discusson is that pure Merge of a functiona projedion, bu not pure Merge of a lexicd

projedion, must haveindependent motivation.Giventhat thetraditional NPisDPin norscrambling
languages, and NP in scrambling languages, pue-Merging the traditional NP with X, with X

projeding, will have to have independent motivation in norscrambling languages, bu not in
scrambli nglanguages. SincescramblingispureMergeunder BT’ sanalysis(see &so Saito andFukui

1998 for a different perspedive on this assumption), we thus derive the @stlessness asped of

scrambli ng and capturethe scrambli ng/NP correlation, deducingthegenerali zation(45). Toill ustrate
(asuming that scrambling invalves nonfeaure diedking adjunctionto IP), DP (traditional NP in
nonscrambli nglanguages) canna be pure-Merged adjoined to IPwithou violating Last Resort, while
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NP (traditional NP in scrambling languages) can be. A DP can still be pure-Merged inits6-pasition
given that such merger involves 0-feaure chedking.”’

To sum up, | have agued that Bailyn's (2001 main empiricad arguments from Russan
againsBT's (1998 analysis of scramblingdo nat involve scrambling at all . | have dso shown that
the correlation between the dsenceof DP and the avail ability of scrambling can be acourted for
under BT's analysis of scrambling if pure Merge of functional but not lexicd elementsis subjed
to Last Resort, as argued in Boskovi¢ 1997b.

Footnotes

For helpful comments and dscusson, | thank the participants of the Nanzan Workshop on
Scramblingandmy Fall 2002syntax seminar at the University of Connedicut, where portionsof the
material in sedion 2 were presented; two anonymous Lingustic Inqury reviewers, and Sandra
Stjepanovi¢. | am also grateful to Lydia Grebenyova, NataliaRakhlin, and Arthur Stepanovfor help

with judgments.
1.The problem also arises under the topic movement analysis.
2 Admittedly, Bailyn daes give some evidencefor discourse sensitivity of scrambling.

3.Bailyn dces discussextradion out of scrambled elements, but does not discussthe problem that
BT show such extradion raises regarding general condtions on extradion.

In this resped, it is worth nding that BT only discusscases in which a scrambled phrase
follows the dement extraded/scrambled ou of it, na cases like (i), where ascrambled phrase
preceles a phrase that scrambles out of it, which Bail yn claims raise aproblem for their analysis.
() *[p[cpMary-ga € katta tqg] [ sono hon-0 [, John-ga g itta]]] (koto)

Marywsom  bought that that boake  Johnnom said fact
‘Lit.: That Mary bought, that book, John said.’
Bailyn argues that (i) can be acournted for under the overt movement analysis, given the Proper
Binding Condtion (PBC). (e violates the PBC.) However, Saito (1989, 1992, who popased the
PBC analysis of (i), pantsout that under thisanalysisit iscrucia to apply the PBC at S-Structure,
since after scrambling is undore in LF, (i) no longer violates it. The PBC analysis is therefore

incompatible with the Minimalist Program, which has no gdace for S-Structure @ndtions.
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Furthermore, asuming that the PBC appliesat S-Structure is empiricdly untenable owing to well -
known courterexamples li ke remnant topicdizationin German.
(i) [cp[ve & Gelesen ][ hat das Bugh keiner t]]
read has the book no-one

‘Read the book, no one has.’
| conclude therefore that the PBC analysis of (i) is untenable both theoreticdly and empiricdly.
(Thereare dso acmuntsof (i), such asthat proposed by Kitahara (1994, 1997 (see &so Sauerland
1999, Muller 1999, that assume that scrambling involves feaure deding. The assumption,
however, faces very serious problems, discussed in Fukui 1993, Saito and Fukui 1998, and Saito
2000(see dso abovefor argumentsagainst thefocus movement instantiation d thefeaure-cheding
anaysis).)

It isworth naing that in an ealy draft, BT gave ar acourt of (i) based onBarsss (1986
claim that sideward movement is disall owed (i.e., the assumption that there must be a ecommand
rel ation between pasiti onsassociated by movement regardl essof whether we aededingwithraising
or lowering), motivated by the unavail abilit y of narrow scope for someonein How likey to be sick
is someone? (someone would have to move sideward when undergoing quantifier lowering to get
inside the scope of likdy) andthe assumptionthat the g/cle gopliesin bah overt syntax and LF (for
arguments to this effed, see Bures 1993, Branigan and Colli ns 1993, Jonas and Bobaljik 1993,
Watanabe 1995. Under the BT's analysis, (i) is base-generated withou traces as it is. The
scrambled NP and the dause must move to their 6-positions in LF. The scrambled NP canna be
moved into the scrambled clause since this would involve sideward movement. Rather, first the
clause must moveto its 0-position, and then the scrambled NP can moveto its6-pasitionwithin the
clause. Thisderivation, havever, violatesthe gycle sincethedomain of thefirst operation properly
contains that of the seaond.

BT also pant out that thisanalysisacourtsfor (ii), aserious problem for the PBC analysis.
The differencebetween (i) and (ii) isthat the higher fronted constituent in German isnot scrambled
(i.e., base-generated inits S-Structure paosition). Rather, it undergoes overt movement to Spec CP,
leaving behind a wpy. BT suggest that in LF the scrambled phrase das Buch ‘the book moves to

its 0-position within the py. The g/cle violation that occurred in (i) then dces not arise in (ii).
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(However, seesedion 3,where the assumption that German has srambling is questioned. If das
Buch undergoesred overt movement (rather than scrambling) in (i), we need to assume ether that
the PBC doesnot hold at all or that it can be satisfied during the derivation, bah of which invali date
the PBC acourt of (i).)

4 As explicitly noted in Boskovi¢ 2002b360, this halds (for example) for what | there cdled

scrambling of wh-phrasesin Slavic, which Bailyn dscusses briefly.

5.As Saito (1985) discusses, wa-marked elements can also undergo scrambling, that is, such

elements can either be topicdized or undergo scrambling.
6.Here, | am ignoring the li-focus construction.

7.As BT discuss the scrambling derivation onwhich kto/¢to ‘who'/’what’ in (10) are generated in
Spec CP andlower to their 6-pasitionin LFisruled ou by thewell-known ban onLF movement of
phraseslocaedin operator positionsovertly (seeEpstein 1992 asnik and Uriagereka1988,Lasnik
and Saito 1992 Bo3kovi¢ 1997, 2003h). Kto/ Cto then haveto uncergo overt wh-movementin (10).

Itisworth naing herethat Stjepanovi¢ (199%) observesthat (10a-b) raise aseriousproblem
for the overt movement analysis of scrambling. In particular, the derivation onwhich the wh-phrase
undergoes overt scrambling out of the wh-island prior to wh-movement incorredly rulesin (10a-b)

given that scrambling isnot subjed to the Wh-Island Constraint (see(11)).

8.As BT discuss assuming that (16) is ruled ou because it involves A-movement agossan A-

element, (17) provides anather argument against the overt movement analysis of scrambling.

9.Bail yn usesthisto argue ayainst BT’ s analysisof scrambling, again na off ering an acourt of the
correspondng Japanese fad discussed by BT—in aher words, na offering an acount of the

putative contrast between Russgan and Japanese.

10lt is of course posshle that there is me spedker variation, speskers who rged multiple

dislocaion constructions nat having JSS

11. SeeStjepanovi¢ 199A for an analysis of the caes where topicdization and wh-movement do
appea to reconstruct, which maintains the ébove acount of the contrast between scrambling and

topicdi zation/'wh-movement regarding the undang effed.
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12 Suppcse koga‘whom’ could lower to the most embedded Spec,CP in LF. (Thisadually might
not be an optionin Reinhart’s (1995 and Tsai’ s (1994 systems, where only wh-adjuncts undergo
LF wh-movement.) The movement would haveto leave atrace(in ather words, the trace cana be
deleted in LF) sincethe traceis in the pasition d the variable. The derivationin questionis then
ruled out by the ban on vaauous quantificaionandthe PBC. Notethat, in contrast to the derivation
in guestion, in the case of scrambling lowering no condtion d the grammar forces leaving atrace
behind.BT therefore esumethat scrambli ng lowering doesnat leave atrace(aternatively, thetrace
can be deleted), which makes the PBC irrelevant. (In this resped, BT’ s analysis of scrambling is
similar to May's (1977, 198%quantifier lowering.) It isworth nding that, as BT discuss we have
herea mnceptual argument against pasiting aban onlowering gven that the ban would reduncantly
rule out the kogalowering derivationfor (29). In ather words, BT observethat positing a wndtion
spedficdly banninglowering would bevastly redundant given that aimost all i nstances of lowering
areruled ou by indepedently needed medhanisms (infad, asBT discuss thishaldsfor all lowering
in overt syntax and all | owering d operators, or, more predsely, elements that are forced to leave

traces by independent principles of the grammar).

13.Spedkersdiffer regarding the Russan counterpart of (30), Skol’ ko deneg pdaratit’ | vanznajet kto
Xocet?, some of them accepting it onthe relevant reading. | tentatively attribute thisto avariation
inthe exad formulation d the dausematerequirement, whichinterfereswith condwcting Saito’ stest

in Rusgan.

14 ]tisobviously moredifficult to show that scrambling not only can bu must beundorefor Slavic
than for Japanese owing to the avail abilit y of the topicdi zation/focdi zation ogion (as discussed in
Stjepanovi¢ 1999b,SC also has topicdi zation and focdi zation). Recadl that (3) provides evidence
that JISSmust be undore. The interfering fador with the correspondng Russgan examplein (7) is
theavail abilit y of thetopicdization/focdi zation cerivation, onwhich thefronted quantifier cantake

wide scope.

15.Note, however, that there ae some differences between Russan (more generaly, Slavic)
scrambling and JSS For example, it is well known that elements undergoing short-distance

scramblingin Japanese can hindanaphars(i).Ontheother hand,such e ementscanna bindanaphars
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in Rusgan (ii). (The topicdi zation/focdization cerivationisirrelevant, sincetopicdi zed/focdi zed
elements canna serve & A-binders.)
(i) [Mary to Pamjni [otagai-no hahaoya]-ga atta.
Mary and ParaT each otheEN mothernom  met
‘Mary and Pam, each other’s mothers met.’
(i) *[Larisu i Tanjul, [materi drug druga] vstretili e.
Larisa-acc and Tanjaacc mothers-nom ead-other-cen met
‘Larisa and Tanja, ead ather’s mothers met.’
For an acourt of thisdiff erencebetween Russan and Japanese, seeBT 1998.Under BT’ sanalysis,
short-distance scrambled elements can stay in their base-generated S-Structure position in LF in
Japanese, bu nat in Russan, which gives us a straightforward acount of the contrast between (i)
and (ii) (the difference between Russan and Japanese is tied to a difference between the two
languages regarding the avail abilit y of the multi ple subjed construction, Japanese, bu not Russan,
alowing it).

It is often assumed that there is a difference between Russan and Japanese scrambling
regarding scope. Spedficdly, while ashort-distancescrambled el ement in Japanese can take ather
wide or narrow scopewith resped to elementsthat c-commandits0-pasiti on, it isoften assumed that
in Rusdan, the scrambled element must take wide scope in such a cnfiguration. Before we look at
short-distance scrambling, it is worth nding that Bailyn clams that even the long-distance
dislocaed element in (7) must take wide scope, abehavior in stark contrast with what we findin
JSS (Recdl that Japaneselong-distancescrambli ng doesnat aff ed scope @ al.) My informantswho
accet (7) (onedoesnat accept it at all ), however, findit ambiguous: either quantifier can takewide
scope. In short-distance dislocaion, the dislocated quantifier indeed must take wide scopein (iii ).
However, this is nat the cae in (iv), which is ambiguous. ((iii) is more natura with kazdogo
celovela ‘every person’ regardlessof the reading. Also seelonin, in press for discusson o scope
in Russan and Stjepanovi¢ 199 for relevant discusson d SC.)

(i) Kazdogo ko-to ljubit.
everyone-Acc someone-Nom loves

‘Everyone, someone loves!’
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(iv) Kazdogo (¢eloveka) dva studentaljubjat.

everyone person  two studentslove

‘Everyone/Every person, two students love.’
(iv) iswell behaved: thetopicdi zation/focdi zation opgionmust beresporsiblefor wide scope of the
objed giventhat the scrambling optioncan orly yield narrow scope. (Recdl that even short-distance
scrambling must be undore in Rusgan, urike in Japanese, as (i)-(ii) show.) On the other hand, the
ladk of ambiguity in (iii) ispuzZing. | leaveit unresolved here, merely nating that if for somereason
focdization were the only option for the disocaed quantifier in (iii), the example's ladk of

ambiguity could be explained given that focus fadlit ates wide scope.

16 Bailyn mentions sveral ways of implementing the ban, all of which are based onconceptually
problematic, arbitrary stipulations. Chomsky’ smost recent way of implementing (apart of) the ban,
namely, his (2000 principlethat allows argumentsto be merged orly in 6-paositions (BT’ sanaysis
isincompatiblewithit), isalso obviously problematic conceptuall y because of its gipulatory nature.
Moreover, the principle is massvely redundant (Epstein and Sedy 1999, Boskovi¢ 2002). Thus,
it rulesout al constructions containing an argument that never recavesab-role, which areruled ou
independently by Full Interpretation, such “arguments’ being uninterpretable. In ather words, they
are ruled ou by the part of the 6-Criterion (an argument must bea a 06-role) that follows from
independently needed medanisms (see Boskovi¢ 1994and Brody 1993,where it is shown that
everything other than the biuniquenessrequirement of the traditional 6-Criterion,argued against in
Boskovi¢ 1994 foll ows from general considerations of interpretation). The principle in question,
aswell asmost other ways of implementing the ban onmovement into 6-positions, strikesme aan
attempt to impose D-structure on a system that has no retural placefor it, for well-known reasons
discussed in Chomsky 1995.

17 SeeBoskovi¢ 1994for arguments that querer ‘to want’ indead 6-marks Juanin (32) and for

additional arguments suppating the analysis simmarized in the text.

18.SeeRoehrs (2002 for simil ar examplesfrom Icdandic. One example, originally dueto Andrews
(1990, isgivenin (i)—note that the matrix subjed isassgned inherent Case and a0-role by ganga

‘togo’.
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(i) Drengnum  segist gangavel vid vinnura.
the boy-DAT says to-go well a&  work
‘The boy, says he isdoing well at work.’
Also seeBoskovi¢ (1994 for an explanation of why thistype of constructionisnot foundwith all

verbs taking infinitival complements.

19 Notice dso that at the point of lexicd insertion, Johnand Bill are feaurally non-distinct with
resped to all patentialy relevant feauresin Chomsky’s (1999, 200 system.

201t is worth naing here that, unlike in ealier work (Chomsky 1995, Chomsky (2000, 200}
subjeds even lexicd insertion (more predsely, pue Merge) to Last Resort, the underlying
asuumption being that pure Mergeisdriven by seledional requirements. The moveis conceptually
rather unappeding since it enormously complicaes the theory of syntadic seledion, which
previously had been essentially eliminated. (Thedominant lineof research sincePesetsky 1982 ,and
a very productive one, has been to show that al seledional requirements foll ow from semantic
properties (i.e., meaning) of relevant lexicd items. Chomsky’s (2000, 200} system, onthe other
hand, crucially neals a very rich theory of syntadic seledion owing to the &ove-mentioned
asuumption concerning lexicd insertion, which ends up trivializing the nation d Last Resort.)
Chomsky’s (2000, 200) system also crucialy relies onrather fredy allowing optionally seleded
additional Merge (seg e.g., hisacoun of successve-cyclic movement), which can be eaily used
to implement the gist of the BT analysis in this s/stem, charaderized by a very rich selediond
comporent. Thus, “scrambled” elements could be merged via optional addtiona Merge
requirementsonl that could be avail ablein bah Engli sh and Japanese, with 6-propertiesstill playing
thecrucia rolein making therelevant distinction ketween Engli sh and Japanese, aspropcsed in BT.

21 How do nonSlavic/Romance languages fare with resped to (35)? Japanese, Korean, Turkish,
Hindi, Chukchi, and Warlpiri all fit the generalization in that they have scrambling and no
articles—that isto say, they have noindependent lexicd itemsfunctioning asarticles. (I am putting
aside here the mntroversial question d whether the numeral one functions as an indefinite aticle
in some languages.) These languages confirm that there is at least a strong tendency among

scrambli nglanguagesto ladk articles. Note dso that taking (35) seriously leadsto the cwnclusionthat
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German, which clealy has DP, dces not have scrambling in the relevant sense of the term. German
is traditionally considered to have scrambling. However, its “scrambling” differs in a number of
respeds from scrambling in, say, Japanese: It does not have the hallmark case of scrambling, long-
distancescrambling out of finite dauses (seeR0ss1986); it showsnoevidenceof theundang effea
asciated with scrambling (in fad, its srambling is claimed to always have semantic efeds; see
e.g.,Diesing1992 Lenerz 1977 Moltmann 1991 Sauerland 1999; andit doesnat all ow scrambling
of wh-phrases(seg e.g., Fanselow 1990,Grewendaf and Sabel 1999,Miller and Sternefeld 1993.

| assume, therefore, that German daes not have scrambling in the sense of the term used here.

22. Seethese works for the detail s of the analyses. See 4so Ticio 2003for relevant discusson o
Romance. Ticio shows that potential courterexamples from Romance to the ban on adjunct

extradion ou of NPsinvove agument rather than adjunct extradion.

23 Asdiscussd in Boskovi¢ 2003, we ae not deding here with atwo-way correlation sincethe
ladk of D isnat theonly prerequisite for adjedival |eft-branch extradionand extradion d adjuncts
out of NP.

24 See &so Fukui 1986for arguments that Japanese has no DP.

25 Thisisthe dfed of my (19970 analysis. | adually assumed that all pureMergeis subjed to Last
Resort and provided aloophde to avoid requiring independent motivation for insertion o lexicd
elements. Note that here, | am generalizing the position | took with resped to lexicd insertion to

pure Mergein general.
26 Notethat | assumedin Boskovi¢ 1997kthat functional elementsarenaot present inthenumeration.

27.See #&so footnote 7 regarding pure Merge in the interrogative Spec CP.

A number of isaues arise here that | cannat go into in this article but that | addressed in
Boskovi¢ 200Z. For exampl e, regarding clausal scrambling, | suggested foll owing Stepanov (2001
that there is a DP/NP on top d CP, as a result of which CP scrambling works like DP/NP
scrambling. Asfor PPscrambling, we can assume ather that thereisaparal e functiona structure
ontop d PPin norscrambling languages (which would not be surprising in light of a number of
PR CP paral elisms noted in Boskovi¢, in presg, or that PPs are adually NPs/DPs, Ps being Case
markers/particles(seeBT 1998 351,Kang2002. Notethat in Boskovi¢ 200Z, | gave an dternative
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deduction of (45) that maintainstheideathat an argument DP but nat an argument NP must establi sh
a0-relationimmediately, andthat deduces another generali zation regarding scrambling going bacdk
to Sapir 1921 (see &so Alexander 1990, namely, that only overt case-marking languages may have
scrambling. (Note dso that in languagesthat have both owertly case-marked and noncase-marked
NPs, such as Choctaw and Japanese, only the former can scramble.)

In the spirit of Cheng's (1997) clausal typing requirement, acerding to which all clauses
must betyped at S-Structure (a dause being typed asinterrogative ather with aquestion particle or
by pladng awh-phrasein SpecCP—that is, interrogative paosition—at S-Structure), | proposed the
Argument |dentifi cation Requirement, acerding to which an argument must be identified at S
Structure, that is, in overt syntax. Argumentidentificationisdonre ather through owert case marking
(the underlying assumption here is that oeese marking daes have some semantic import, asin
manytraditional grammars(e.g., Stevanovi¢ 1969for SC) andinrecent work by Sigurdsson (20032,
Uriagerekg20032, Butt andKing(in pres9, Svenonius(in press, and Stjepanovi¢ (in preparation)),
or by gdadngan argument in a0-position.Given afurther assumptionthat N, and nd D, isthe a¢ual
sourceof case (in some languages, D can get Case through low-level morphdogical case
agreement/spreadinghichisirrelevant for our purposes), wethen capture bath the NP/scrambling
correlationand the overt case marking/scrambling correlation. In DP languages, an argument can
beidentified oy by dadangit in a 0-positionin owert syntax. In NP languages, an argument can
alsobeidentified throughcase marking; hence, it doesnot neal to be placed in a0-positionin overt
syntax.Under BT’ sanalysisof scrambling, it followsthat only NP languages can have scrambling.
Among other things, | show that the analysis in question explains why Japanese subjeds canna
scramblegiven Saito’s (1985 claim that they do nd bea "regular” case (in Saito’ sterms, gaisnot
the phoretic redizaion d an abstrad nominative Case or, in my terms, ga cannd identify an
argument).
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Abstract: In this reply, | show that Russan examples that Bailyn (2001) uses to argue against
Boskovi¢ and Takahashi’s (1998 analysis of scrambling are irrelevant to the anaysis
becaisethey in fad do nd invalve scrambling. | also establish a aosdinguistic correlation
between lack of articles and avail ability of scrambling and provide an acournt of the
correlation unaer Boskovi¢ and Takahashi’ s approad to scrambling.

Kewords: DP, focdization, Japanese, Last Resort, lexicd insertion, Russan, scrambling,

topicdization

40



