Scrambling
Zeljko Bo3kovi¢é
It isuncontroversia that Slavic languages have topicdi zation and focdi zation. It islessclea whether
they also have the scrambling operation d the kind foundin languages li ke Japanese and Korean. The
goal of this chapter isto addressthe isaue of whether Slavic languages have Japanese-style scrambling
(JSS inadditiontotopicdization/focdi zation.l will confinemy attentionto Russan and Serbo-Croatian
(SC), focusing onthreeproperties of JISSwhich dff erentiate it from topicdizatiorn/focdi zation, ramely
the undang effed (i.e. semantic vaauity of long-distance scrambling), the impaosshility of adjunct
scrambling, and the absence of relativized minimality eff eds with scrambling.*

As discussed by a number of authors, long-distance scrambling in Japanese is smanticdly
vaauous (seg e.g., Saito1992 Boskovi¢ and Takahashi 1998,Saito and Fukui 1998, Tada 1993, which
has led the dove-mentioned authors to conclude that Japanese |long-distance scrambling is completely
undorein LF. Consider (1), invalving long-distance scrambling of the enbedded oljed daremo-ni.?

(1) Daremo-ni darekaga [Mary-ga eattato] omotteiru. d>V;*v>4
everyone-DAT someone-NoMMary-Nom — met that thinks
‘Everyone, someone thinks that Mary met.’ (Boskovi¢ and Takahashi 1998

Daremo-ni in (1) must have narrow scope, i.e. it canna scope over the matrix clause subjed. Thisfad
ill ustrates semantic vaauity of long-distancescrambli ng Japanese. Inthisresped, JSSclealy diff ersfrom
topicdization and focdi zation, which doaffed scope (see(5) below).?

Ancther property of Japanese scrambling that diff erentiates it from topicdizaion/focdization
concerns inability of adjuncts to undergo scrambling, ill ustrated by Saito’s (1985 examplesin (2).*

A word of cautionisin arder regarding the term “scrambling’, one of the most abused items in the
linguistic vocabulary. In the aurrent literature, the term is often used for expository convenience when authors
are na surewhat kind d movement they are deding with, a when they want to avoid committi ng themselvesto
theisale, or merely to indicae that the movement in questionis diff erent from other better known instances of
movement regarding languages/phenomena mnsidered. Asaresult, almost every well -studied language, including
English, has been claimed to have scrambling. But this is not necessarily scrambling of the kind we find in
Japanese. The e&e of expasition use of the term scrambling raises aserious problem in crosdi nguistic studies of
scrambling. Obviously, what oneisnot sure éou in orelanguage does not haveto be the samething oneis not
sure abou in ancther language. So, we canna simply rely onthe term scrambli ng when comparing claims made
regarding scrambling, espedally nat when comparing “scrambling” in dfferent languages. It is necessary to
conduct the relevant tests to make sure we ae deding with the same phenomenon. Thistask is taken on kelow.

?| indicae paositions where scrambled elements are interpreted with e. Under Boskovié and Takahashi’s
(1998 (BT) analysis, which base-generates srambled elementsin their SSpasition and then lowersthemin LF
to pasitions where they are Case and 6-marked, this is the landing site of LF lowering, while under the overt
movement analysis of scrambling (see e.g., Fukui 1993,Saito 1992 Saito and Fukui 1998, thisisthelaunching
site of overt movement. For uncontroversial overt movements, | will use t(race).

3The imposshility of the scrambled element in (1) taking scope in its surfaceposition is immediately
explained under BT sanalysis: Under thisanalysisascrambled element is base-generated in its surfacepasition
andthen lowersin LF to whereit is Case- and 6-marked. Daremo-ni is thus base-generated in its SSpositionin
(2). If it wereto remain inits SSpasitionin LF the derivation would crash becaiseit would na be Case- and 6-
li censed. Daremo-ni therefore undergoes|oweringin LF to apositionwhereit canreceve Case andaé6-role. The
movement is obli gatory in the sensethat if it does not take place the derivationwould crash. Sinceit necessarily
lowersinto the enbedded clause, daremo-ni canna scope over dareka-ga.

“l ignore quasi-argument adj uncts and short-distance scrambling of adjuncts, sincein the latter caseit is
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(2) a Mary-ga [Johnga riyuurmo reku  sono setu-o sinziteiruto] omotteiru.
Mary-Nom  JohnNowm reasonteven withou that theory-acc believes that thinks
‘Mary thinks that John telievesin that theory withou any reason’

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

Bailyn (2001 clams that Rusgan dffers from Japanese in the relevant respeds. the crrespondng
movement operationin Rusgan can affed scope and dslocae aljuncts, which shoud beinterpreted as
indicaing that Russan does not have JSS° The former claim isill ustrated by (3), where the universal
can take wide scope, and the latter claim by (4).

(3) Kazdogo mal’ ¢cikakto-to  xocet, ¢toby ~ Borisuvidel e.
every  boy someone wants that-susj Boris sw
‘Every boy, someone wants Boris to see’
(4) Jabystro xoc¢u, ¢toby  oni  dopsali kursovyee.
| quickly want that-suithey wrote papers
‘| want them to write their papers quickly.’ (Bailyn 2002

Asnated above, the contrast between Japanese (1)/(2b) and Russan (3-4) seemstoindicaethat Russan
does not have JSS In ather words, the éove diff erences between Japanese and Rusgan “scrambling”
sean to lea to the anclusion that the two are adualy diff erent phenomena, brought together only by
the unfortunate usage of theterm scrambling. Thisinterpretationisparticularly natura inlight of thefad
that the undang property, ill ustrated in (1), isin anumber of works, including BT (see &so Fukui 1993,
Saito and Fukui 1998, and Saito 1992, 2000among others), taken to be the defining and the most
interesting property of JSS If Rusgan dcesnat haveit, it would then foll ow that Rusgan dces not have
JSS However, thereisreasonto beli evethat Russan scramblingand JSSarenat asdiff erent asthe dowve
datawouldlea usto believe. Infad, (3-4), which provide evidencethat Rusgan scrambling and JSSare
different phenomena, do nd sean to involve scrambling at all.

As nated abowe, BT, Fukui (1993, Saito and Fukui (1998, and Saito (1992, 200D all take the
undang property to bethedefining charaderisticof JSS In deliming the nature of thephenomenon,these
authors pay particular attention to dfferentiating JSS and English-style topicdization, the main
distinction between the two being the unddng property: sincetopicdization has ssmanticimport, i.e. it
establishes an operator-variable relation, it is not undore, in contrast to JSS Thus, in contrast to the
scrambled NP in (3), the topicdized NP in (5) can have wide scope.

(5) Everyone, someone thinksthat Mary met.

not clea if we aededingwith scrambling or base-generation even uncer the overt movement analysis. Note that
theimposshilit y of adjunct scrambling, whichisamystery under thisanalysis, can be eail y explained uncer BT’ s
analysis. Under BT’ s analysis, the aljunct is base-generated in its SSposition in (2b) and must lower to the
embedded clausein LF to modify the enbedded predicae. Note, however, that the adjunct isfully licensed inits
SSpasition. In contrast to daremo-ni in (1), which has Case and6-feauresthat arenot licensed inits SSposition,
theadjunct in (2b) possessneither a Case feaure nor a6-rolethat could driveits LF movement. Sincethereisno
reason for the aljunct to lower into the enbedded clause in LF Last Resort preventsit from moving.

*Bail ynactually doesnot draw thisconclusion.Heusesthedatain questionto argue against BT sanalysis
of JSS nat offering an acourt of the crrespondng Japanese fads, i.e. the mntrast between Rusgan and
Japanese. As discussed below, the Russan datain (3-4) are acualy irrelevant to BT’ s analysis of scrambling,
sincethey do nd involve scrambling.



A fador that interfereswith the conclusionregarding Russan scrambling readed above based on(3)-(4)
isthat the language hastopicdization aswell asfocdization (seg e.g., King 1993. Now, Japanese dso
has topicdization. However, topicdized elements in Japanese have aspedal topic marker, wa. Since
daremo-ni in (1) isnot wa-marked, it unambiguously undergoes scrambling; it could na have undergone
topicdization® In contrast to Japanese, topicdization in Rusdan is not acompanied by spedal
morphdogy. The same holds for focdization. There is then noway to rule out the topicdizatior/
focdization optionfor kazdogomal’ dika in (3). Consequently, the fad that the quantifier can take wide
scopeisnot surprising: it petternsin the relevant resped with the topicdized quantifier in English (5).
Due to the avail ahility of the topicdization/focdization cerivation, (3) thus does not tell us anything
abou theisaue of whether Russan scrambli ng has the undang property, i.e. whether Russan has JISS
The adverb fronting example in (4) is dso irrelevant: all the example tells us is that adverbs can be
topicdized/focdized, which is well-known.

Could it then be that all the freedom of word order in Rusdan is a result of applicaions of
topicdi zing/focdi zing movements, passbly couded with some optionality regarding subjed and ohed
A-raising? The dowve data canna answer the question. If dislocaed elementsin exampleslike (3) could
undergo JSSas well astopicdization/focdization, they shoud be aleto doeverything that scrambled
phrases can doand everything that topicdized/focdized elements can do.Abowve, we tapped the latter.
What abou the former? We can test the former with resped to locdity, more predsely, relativized
minimality (RM). (Note that when na committing myself to whether the Russan operation unakr
considerationinvalves topicdization, focdization, a JSS | will simply refer to it asdislocéion))

The RM dataindicae that Russan has JSS Consider (6)-(9).

(6) a. *Kto ty videl kogdat, podezzal?
whoyousaw when came
b. ?€to, vy videli kak zapakovali t,?
what yoet saw how (they-)did-up (MUller and Sternefeld 1993
(7)a. Ty doktor, videl kogda e podezzal?
you dactor saw when  came
‘Did you seewhen the doctor came?
b. Vy pocylku videli kak zapakovali e.
yourL parcelacc saw how (they-)did-up
‘You saw how they did up the parcel.’ (Zemskgja1973
(8) a. ?*Kakvu knjigy Marko i Ivan znaju kada je Petarcpaot?
what book Marko and Ivan 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 Peter read this book.’ (Stjepanovi¢ 199%)
(9) * That doctor;, youwonder when Peter fired t.

®As discussed in Saito (1985, wa-marked elements can also undergo scrambling, i.e. such elements can
be ather topicdized or undergo scrambling.

I am ignoring here the li-focus construction.



(6), whichinvaves A’- movement aaossan A’- element, shows Russan wh-movement is sibjed to RM
isands® Still, (7a-b) are accetable. A parall el contrast isfoundin Serbo-Croatian (SC), another Slavic
language with asimil ar freedom of word order as Russan, as snown in (8). Given that, asindicated by
English (9), topicdization is ensitive to relativized minimality (more predsely, wh-islands), (7) then
shoud nat invalve topicdization onthe derivation that yields a fully acceptable outcome. It is well-
knownthat focdizationisal so subjed to the Wh-Island Constraint crosdinguisticdly. (Infad, if Russan
wh-fronting adually involvesfocus-movement, asargued in Boskovi¢ 2002,(6) ill ustrates sensiti vity of
focus movement to wh-islands.) The obvious conclusion, then, isthat (7) involves scrambling.

Noticethat, asBT’s(10) shows, JSSisindeead na sensitive to wh-islands. On the other hand, as
in Russan and SC, wh-movement in Japaneseis snsitiveto wh-islands, as(11), invalving null operator
movement, shows. (Kikuchi 1987 shows that comparative deletion in Japanese invalves null operator
movement.) Japanese thus patterns with Rusdan and SC in the relevant respea.’

(20) Sono hono; Johnga [Mary-ga e yondakadooka] siritagatteiru
that bookacc Johnnom Mary-nom read whether  wants-to-know
‘That book,Johnwants to knowv whether Mary read.’
(11) ?*[» 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.’

Thedata oncerningRM in Russan are, however, confli cting. Ancther diff erencebetweentopicdi zation
and scrambling discussed by BT is that, as nated in Fukui (1993, Saito (2000, and Saito and Fukui
(1998, multiple scrambling is possble, whereas multi ple topicdizationis nat.

(12) *To John, that book, (Bill said that) Mary handed t; t..
(13) Sono horo,  Johnni; Bill-ga Mary-ga € g watasitato itta
that bookacc JohnbaTt Bill-Nom Mary-Nnom fanded that said
‘That book,to John,Bill said that Mary handed.’ (Boskovi¢ and Takahashi 1998

According to Bailyn (2001), Russan dsall ows multi ple dislocation, the most natural interpretation o
whichwould bethat Russan dslocaionisawaystopicdizatiorn/focdi zation,i.e. that Russan does nat
have JSS My informants, however, find multi ple dislocation exampleslike Bail yn’ s (sli ghtly modified)
(14) acceptable. Mller and Sternefeld (1993 and Mdller (1995 also claim that such examples are

8Asdiscussed by BT, the scrambli ng derivation onwhich kto/ctoin (6) aregenerated in SpecCPandlower
to their 6-pasition in LF is ruled ou by the well-known ban on LF movement of phrases located in operator
positionsovertly (seeEpstein 1992 asnik andUriagereka1988,Lasnik and Saito 1992 Boskovi¢ 2003. Kto/ c¢to
then have to undergo overt wh-movement in (6). It isworth naing here that Stjepanovi¢ (199%) observes that
(6) raisesaserious problemfor 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 (6)
given that scrambling is not subjed to the Wh-lsland constraint (see(7)).

°Notethat BT usethe ébove data & an argument against the overt movement analysis of scrambling. On
thisanalysis, long-distancescramblingistreaed as A’-movement. We shou d then exped it to pettern with ather
overt A’-movement operations, like topicdization and wh-fronting, in that it shoud na be ale to take place
aaossan A’-spedfier. BT make the same point with respect to (13) below, which under the overt movement
analysis foud beruled ou onapar with (12) becaise it involves A’-movement aaossan A’ -element.
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accetablebased on(15). (Stjepanovi¢ 199%observesthat exampleslike (15) are dso acceptablein SC.)
This is consistent with the mnclusion that Russan has both topicdi zation/focdization and JSS as a
result of which dslocaed elements in Russan can do everything that both topicdized/focdized and
scrambled elements can do™
(14) (*)On Sase lessety xocet [¢toby  Boris pereda g g].
le Sasha-DAT casstte-Accwants that-susJ Boris gave
‘He wants Boristo give the ca<tte to Sasa’
(15) a. ¢to ty menja vizu [¢tog  ljubis’ e]
thatnD younom meacc I-see thatnp love
‘that | see that you love me.’
b.cto knigu mne Maksm ddge.
that-InD bookacc me-DAT Maxim-Nom gave
‘that Maxim gave me the booK

Returning to whether Russan has JSS anather test that could help us answer the question concernsthe
undang effed. Saito (1992 showsthat, in contrast to topicdi zation and wh-movement, scrambling can
take a wh-phrase outside its ope in overt syntax. Notice first that a wh-phrase in Japanese can be
interpreted only if it isawithin a CP headed by a +wh C. Saito and Fukui (1998 refer to the wnstraint
in questionasthe Wh-Q Constraint, and assumethat it appliesin LF. (Given that Japanese interrogative
clauses are marked with the question markers ka/no, the only +wh-C in (16) isthe enbedded clause C.)

(16) *Dare-ga  [Johnga sono honro latta ka] siritagatteiru.
who-Nnom  JohnNowm that bookacc bowght Q  wants-to-know
‘Whowantsto know [Q John bowht that booK.

Significantly, in (17), where the most embedded CP containing awh-phrase is srambled to the matrix
clause, the wh-phrase can till take scope in the intermediate CP. As observed by Saito (1992,
constructionslike (17) arenot perfed. However, such constructions, in which scrambli ng removesawh-
phrase outside of its +wh-CP, are dealy better than (16), where awh-phrase is base-generated in its 0-
paosition ouside of its +wh-CP.

19t is of course possble that thereis some spedker variation, speakers who regjead multiple dislocaion
constructions nat having JSS

It is worth nding here that in their discusson d islands, BT focus on RM islands, which can be
considered well -understoodinthe aurrent theoretica framework, thuscan beusedtotease gpart diff erent analyses
of scrambling, and stay away from islands that due to their ill -understood reture caana be used to tease them
apart. (The Coordinate Structure Constraint is particularly controversial in this resped. In fad, it has been
convincingly argued by Munn 1993to be a onstraint on interpretation rather than an instance of syntadic
locdity.) Notice dso that empiricdly, it isnot clea whether Russan scrambling is snsitiveto nonrRM islands.
Bailyn (2007) argues that it is. However, Zemskaja (1973, Mller and Sternefeld (1993, Miller (1995, and
Yadroff (1991) claim that Rusdan scrambling is not sensitive to several nonRM islands wh-movement is
sensitiveto (see &so Stjepanovi¢ 199% regarding SC). As for Japanese, the enpiricd situationisalso urclea.
For relevant discussgonthe reader is referred to Boskovié (in press. (I report that Japanese examplesinvolving
scrambling out of non-RM islands are judged to be better than examplesinvolving wh-movement out of non-RM
islands (as in the cmmparative mnstruction), and that a bili ngual speaker of Japanese and English | consulted
foundJapanese examplesinvolving scrambli ng out of nonRM islandsto be dealy better than the mrrespondng
Engli sh examples involving topicdization ou of such islands.)
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(A7) Mary-ga nani-o  latta to], Johnga [Bill-ga e ittaka] sitteiru.
Mary-Nom what-acc bouwght that Johrnenom Bill-nom  said @ knows
‘John knavs what Bill said that Mary bought”  (Boskovi¢ and Takahashi 1998

(18) showsthat wh-movement andtopicdi zation dff er from scramblinginthisresped. (18a) ismarginal
due to a wh-island violation. What is important for our purposes is that it canna at al have the
interpretation onwhich who takes embedded scope. The same halds for (18h), where topicdization d
aphrase ontaining who places who ouside of the only +wh-CP in the sentence.™*

(18) a. [Which picture of who]; doyouwonder whaq, t; bowght t,?
b. {That Mary met who]; | know whag t; believest,?

The fad that scrambling can take awh-phrase outside its scope, in contrast to wh-movement and
topicdization, provides further evidencefor the undang property of scrambling. Given that, in contrast
to wh-movement and topicdization, scrambling can be, in fad must be (cf. (1)) undore, the wh-phrase
iswithinits £opein (17) in LF after theunddng of scrambling (i.e. after LF loweringinthe BT analysis)
sothat (17) doesnat violate the Wh-Q Constraint, in contrast to (16) and (18a-b) (ontherelevant reading
of (18a). Note that (18) shows that the Wh-Q Constraint is operativein English.)

This argument for the undang property of scrambling is different from the one discussed with
resped to (1) in that the scrambling derivation yields an acceptable sentencethat is underivable under
thetopicdi zation/focdi zation cerivation. Unfortunately, we canna usethetest in questionto determine
whether Rusdan has JISSdueto an interfering fador. Russan isamulti ple wh-fronting language, which
means that, afew exceptions nated in Boskovi¢ (2002 aside (one of them is discussed below), all wh-
phrasesin Russan must front and establi sh an operator-variablerelationin owvert syntax, the movement
in question invalving either focus or wh-movement (seeBoskovi¢ 2002 and Stepanov 1998. Thereis
even a stronger requirement on Russan wh-phrases. Russan wh-phrases, including those that do nd
moveto SpedCP overtly, must be dausematesin overt syntax with the +wh-C heading the CP wherethey
areinterpreted. Thus, as Stepanov (1998 observes, (19a-b) are unacceptable. (Notethat, asdiscussedin
Boskovi¢ 2002and Stepanov 1998 @lthough Russan wh-phrases must undergo A’- movement in overt
syntax, which the wh-phrasesin (19) do, they do nd have to move to an interrogative SpedCP overtly.
Note also that the English cournterpart of (19a), given in the tranglation, is grammaticd and that the
subjunctive courterpart of (19a), kto xocet ctoby kogovide Petr ‘who wants Peter to seewhao’, isnat.)

(19) a *Kto dumad ¢to kgo wide Petr?
who thinks that-iNnD whom saw  Peter
‘Who thinks that Peter saw whom?
b.?*Ivan i  Marijadumajut ¢to kgo videl Petr?
Ivan and Marijathink  that-ino whom saw  Peter
‘Who dolvan and Marijathink that Peter saw?

Notealso that (20) isunacceptable onthe matrix reading of either of the anbedded wh-phrases, i.e. it has
to beinterpreted asamulti pleindired question,in contrast toits Engli sh counterpart. (Giventhat Russan
guestions do nd have to invalve overt wh-movement, kogdacan be lower than SpecCP. As discussed
in Boskovi¢ 2002and Pesetsky 1989,D-linked wh-phrases are exceptional in that they do nd have to

HSeeStjepanovic (199%) for an analysisof caseswheretopicdi zationandwh-movement doreconstruct.
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move overtly. Note, howvever, that D-linked and norD-li nked wh-phrases behave in the same way with
resped to (19)-(20), apart from the irrelevant fad that D-linked wh-phrases do nd haveto front.)

(20) 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, thetest can be conducted in SC. Although SCisamulti plewh-fronting
language li ke Russan (which meansthat nonD-linked wh-phrasesin SC undergo either wh-movement
or focus movement overtly, seeBoSkovi¢ 2002and Stjepanovi¢ 19991, its wh-phrases are not subjed
to the dausemate requirement. Citing the results of Saito’stest in SC, Stjepanovi¢ (199%) argues that
SC has JSS Consider (21)-(22).

(2) Ko kazeda jekoga pitao Sta jeonauradila?
who says that iswhom asked what is $e dore
‘Who says that he asked whom what she did?
(22) 7/[Koliko noea potrosti]; Markozna ko zei e.
hev-much money to-spend Marko knowswho wants
‘Marko knows who wants to spend hav much money.’ (Stjepanovi¢ 199%)

(22) containstwo interrogative CPs, the matrix andthe most embedded ore. Nonetheless kogamust take
matrix scope, the enbedded clause reading being completely unavail able (i.e. (21) can orly be amultiple
indired question, nd amulti pledired question). Thereasonfor thisisthat theinterrogative dausewithin
which kogais contained in (21) isthe matrix one, na the enbedded ore. The fad that kogacanna be
interpreted in the most embedded CP indicaes that the Wh-Q Constraint is operative in SC.*? Turning
to (22), naicethat clausal fronting in (22) takes the wh-phrase outside of the scope of the enbedded Q.
Stjepanovi¢ observesthat thewh-phrase can still beinterpreted in the enbedded clause SpecCP, i.e. (22)
can be interpreted as a multiple indired question. In fad, it can be interpreted in the same way as (23)
inthisresped. (Notethat although (22) isnot perfed, it ismuch better than (21) onthe multi pleindired
guestionreading. The mntrast in questionthus parall elsthe mntrast between Japanese (16) and (17).)*

(23) Marko znako z€li koliko nowca potrositi.

2Suppase kogacould lower to the most embedded SpecCPin LF. (This may not be an otionin Tsai’'s
1994and Reinhart’s 1995systems, where only wh-adjuncts undergo LF wh-movement.) The movement would
haveto leave atrace(i.e., thetrace cana be deleted in LF) sincethetraceisin the pasition d the variable. The
derivationin questionisthen ruled ou by the ban onVaauous Quantificationandthe Proper Binding Condtion.
Note that, in contrast to the derivationin question, in the cae of BT’s srambling lowering no condtion d the
grammar forces leaving a trace behind. BT therefore asume scrambling lowering does not leave atrace
(aternatively, the tracecan be deleted), which makes the Proper Binding Condtionirrelevant. (In this resped,
BT’ sanalysisof scramblingis smilar to May’'s 1977 quantifier lowering.) It isworth naing that, asBT discuss
we have here an argument against paositing a ban onlowering gven that the ban would redundantly rule out the
kogalowering derivation for (21). In ather words, BT note positing a condtion spedficdly banning lowering
would be vastly redundant given that almost all i nstances of lowering are ruled out independently.

13gpedkers diff er regarding the Russan courterpart of (22), skol'ko deneg pdratit' Ivan znajet kto hodet,
some of them accepting it onthe relevant reading. | attribute this to a variation in the exad formulation d the
clausemate requirement, which interferes with conducting Saito’ s test in Rusgan.
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Clausal dislocationin (22) thus patternswith JSSrather than topicdizationinthat it cantake awh-phrase
outside of its sope. Stjepanovi¢ therefore ancludesthat clausal dislocationin (22) invaves JSS like
JSS it doesnot creae an operator-variablerelationand it isundorein LF. After the dause is moved to
its 0-pasitionin LF, thewh-phrasein (22) iswithin its sope, just like the wh-phrasein (23). The Wh-Q
Constraint is therefore not violated in (22).1

| conclude therefore that Slavic has JSS Russan (3-4), which appeaed to argue against this
conclusion,arenat problematic for it becaisethey do nd involve scrambling ontherel evant derivations.

There are, however, some diff erences between Russan (more generally, Slavic) scrambling and
JSS E.g., it is well-known that elements undergoing short-distance scrambling in Japanese can hind
anaphas. However, such elements canna bind anaphars in Rusdan. (The topicdizatiorn/focdi zation
derivationisirrelevant here, sincetopicdized/focdized elements canna serve a A-binders.)™

(24) [Mary to Pam}ni [otagaj-no hahaoyal-ga atta.
Mary and PamaT each otheGen mothernom  met
‘Mary and Pam, each other’'s mothers met.’
(25) *[Larisu i Tanjul, [materi drug druga] vstretili e.
LarisaAcc and Tanja-acc mothers-Nom eadr-other-Gen met
‘Larisa and Tanja, ead ather’s mothers met.’

Another diff erence between Russan and Japanese scrambling concerns sope. While ashort-distance
scrambled element in Japanese can take ather wide or narrow scope with resped to elements that c-
commandits0-pasition, it isoften assumed that in Russan, the scrambled el ement must take wide scope
inthisconfiguration. Thus, theobjed in (26) must take wide scope. However, thisisnat the caein (27),
which is ambiguous. ((27) is more natural with kazdogo ¢elovela regardlessof the reading. Also see
loninin pressfor discusson d scopein Russan and Stjepanovi¢ 199%for relevant discusson d SC.)

(26) Kazdogo, Kko-to ljubit e.
Everyone-Acc someone-Nom loves
‘Everyone, someone loves!’

(27) Kazdogo (¢eloveka), da studenta ljubat e.
everyone person-Acc  two students-Nnom love
‘Everyone/every person, two students love.’

(27) is well-behaved: the topicdization/focdi zation ogion must be resporsible for wide scope of the
objed given that the scrambling option can orly yield narrow scope. (Recdl that even short-distance
scrambli ng must be undorein Russan, in contrast to Japanese, as (24-25) show.) On the other hand, the

“1tisobviously moredifficult to show that scrambling not only can be, but also must beundorefor Slavic
than for Japanese due to the avail ability of the topicdization/focdization ogion (as discussed in Stjepanovié¢
1999b,SC aso hastopicdization and focdization). Recadl that (1) provides evidencethat JSSmust be undore.
The interfering fador with the mrrespondng Russan data in (3) is the availability of the topicdizatiory
focdization derivation, onwhich the fronted quantifier can take wide scope.

For an acourt of this difference between Russan and Japanese, the reader is referred to BT. Under
BT’ sanalysis, short-distance scrambled elements can stay in their base-generated SSpasitionin LF in Japanese,
but nat in Rusgan, which givesusastraightforward acaourt of the mntrast between (24) and (25) (the difference
between Rusdan and Japanese istied to a diff erence between the two languages regarding the avail abilit y of the
multi ple subjed construction, Japanese, but not Rusdan, allowing it).
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ladk of ambiguity in (26) is puzzling. | leave it unresolved, merely noting that if for some reason
focdization were the only option for the dislocaed quantifier in (26), the example' sladk of ambiguity
could be explained given that, as is well-known, focus fadlit ates wide scope.

Inconclusion, Slaviclanguages considered herehave scramblinginadditiontotopicdi zationand
focdization. This means that examples like SC (28) are threeway ambiguous regarding fronting of the
embedded clause objed: the fronting could invalve topicdi zation, focdi zation, a scrambling. Abowe,
| have presented several tests that can tease goart scrambling and topicdi zation/focdi zation.

(28) lvang  tvrdiS da ona voli e.
Ivan-acc you-claim that she loves
“You claim that she loves lvan.
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